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Scrutiny Scoping Group  - 
Fire Safety 
Minutes - 6 February 2019 

 

Attendance 
 

Members of the Scrutiny Scoping Group  - Fire Safety 
 

Cllr Philip Bateman MBE 
Cllr Greg Brackenridge (Chair) 
Cllr Alan Butt 
Bob Deacon 
Cllr Susan Roberts MBE 
Cllr Jacqueline Sweetman 
 
Witnesses 
Shaun Aldis (Chief Executive of Wolverhampton Homes) 
Simon Bamfield (Head of Commercial Services and Stock Investment – Wolverhampton Homes) 
Joy McLaren (Wolverhampton Tenant Board Member) 
Dave Marsh (Fire Safety Inspecting Officer – West Midlands Fire Service) 
Representative from Aecom 
 

Employees 
Martin Stevens (Scrutiny Officer) (Minutes) 
Julia Cleary (Scrutiny and Systems Manager) 
Ged Lucas (Director of Place and Director WV Living) 
Kate Martin (Service Director for Housing and Director WV Living) 
Jane Trethewey (Service Manager – Housing Development and WV Living) 
Julia Nock (Head of Assets – Corporate Landlord) 
Neal Shore (Interim Compliance Officer – Corporate Landlord) 

 

  
 

Part 1 – items open to the press and public 
 

Item No. Title 

 
1 Apologies for Absence 

Apologies for absence were received from Cllr Simon Bennett, Cllr Paul Singh, Barry 
Appleby and Ann Deacon.   
 

2 Declarations of Interest 
There were no declarations of interest.  The Chair referred to the tragic house fire in 
Stafford, where four children had lost their lives on the 5 February 2019.  He added 
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that this was an example of the importance of Fire Safety and it was even more 
critical where there were vulnerable people.   
 

3 Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 21 June 2018 were approved as a correct 
record.  
 
As a matter arising, the Chair referred to the reference about emergency planning.  
Wolverhampton had been the first authority in the West Midlands to transfer some of 
its emergency planning functions to the West Midlands Fire Service.  He was 
awaiting to hear if any of the authorities in the region would follow suit.   
 
On the matter of the Joint Competent Authority (JCA), conversations were still 
ongoing nationally.  The key issue was that each authority was arguing that they 
should take the lead.  Clearly this matter needed to be resolved, he understood 
progress was being made.  He was in favour of the overall concept of the JCA.   
 
The Chair reported that he had attended a meeting of the Council’s, Equalities 
Advisory Group on 4 December 2018, to talk about the concerns of people with 
disabilities and special needs regarding fire safety.  There had been some very 
positive feedback from the meeting.  He was looking to pursue the equalities agenda.  
He was of the view that national legislation needed to change.   
 

4 Feedback from the Chair from the Presentations to the Tenant Management 
Organisations 
The Chair remarked that he had given a presentation on the work of the Fire Safety 
Scrutiny Group to the following Tenant Management Organisations: - 
 
Bushbury Hill Estate Management Board 
Dovecotes Tenant Management Organisation 
New Park Village 
Springfield Horseshoe Housing Co-operative 
 
He had also given a presentation to the Wolverhampton Homes Board and would 
soon be presenting to the Wolverhampton Federation of Tenants Associations.    
 
The Chair was pleased to report that there been very positive feedback from the 
presentations he had given.  There was clearly some outstanding work taking place 
by a number of organisations to improve fire safety across the City.    Some of the 
Tenant Management Organisations had been making contact with local fire stations 
and arranging safe and well visits, which had been an excellent way of identifying 
vulnerable people.    
 

5 Wolverhampton Homes - Update on Projects 
The Head of Commercial Services and Stock Investment – Wolverhampton Homes 
gave a presentation on the work they were undertaking to improve fire safety.  He 
referred to two key projects, the Infrastructure Programme to the tower blocks and 
the Fire Safety Programme.  The Infrastructure Programme was taking place over 
five years.  Phase 1 at Chetton Green was now completed, which had involved the 
renewal of landlord supplies and the renewal of passive fire protection measures.   
He showed some example pictures of the fire stopping work and the passive fire 
protection measures that had been completed.  A full photographic library auditing 
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the material used in each location during the works for the Infrastructure Programme 
had been established.   
 
The Chair was pleased to see the fire stopping work had been completed, as it was 
vitally important to prevent the spread of fire.  He was also pleased to see the use of 
Rockwool which crumbled to dust during a fire, rather than giving off a toxic gas, 
such as the material that had been on Grenfell Tower.  There was a general 
discussion about fire doors and walls and the differing fire resistance requirements.  
It was noted that new regulations could well change the fire resistance requirements.  
The Chair commented that the Dame Hackitt enquiry had concluded that the current 
building regulations were not fit for purpose.  He was therefore expecting significant 
changes in the future.  He did not want minimal fire safety standards he wanted the 
Council and Wolverhampton Homes to go above and beyond, where appropriate.         
 
The Head of Commercial Services and Stock Investment – Wolverhampton Homes 
commented that phase 2 of the Infrastructure Programme would commence in April 
2019 at Boscobel Estate.  The delivery would include sprinkler installation.  Phase 3 
would start in the third quarter of 2019/20 at Lakefield Estate, where sprinklers would 
be installed as an integral part of the work.   
 
As part of the fire safety programme work, they had planned to retro fit door closers 
where they hadn’t been installed to flat entrance doors.  Due to MHCLG advice note 
17, the work had been put on hold.  MHCLG Advice Note 17 had highlighted 
systemic issues within the composite fire door industry.  In summary neither the test 
houses or the manufacturers were following the British standard in terms of the 
testing requirements.  The Ministry had conducted an exercise but had not shared 
the findings as to why the doors had failed, other than with the manufacturers.  The 
Ministry had said that they should speak directly with the manufacturer.  It was 
unfortunate that 80% of fire doors installed were made by companies that no longer 
existed.  The industry had block booked all the test houses for the next nine months, 
meaning they were unable to test the fire doors independently.  The Chair responded 
that he would raise the issue at the next LGA Fire Commission meeting and National 
Fire Chiefs Council.  The Chief Executive of Wolverhampton Homes asked the Head 
of Commercial Service and Stock Investment to provide the Chair with a short 
briefing note on the issues they were having with fire doors.   
 
The Head of Commercial Services and Stock Investment referred to the advice note 
19 they had received from the MHCLG in October regarding owners of buildings 
which included spandrel panels/window panels/infill panels.  The note advised that it 
was important for building owners to check the materials used in the panels to 
ensure that they did not present a risk of fire spread over the wall.  The note advised 
that it may not be readily apparent what materials were present, particularly for 
composite products which could include inner combustible insulating cores.  He 
advised that some of the buildings managed by Wolverhampton Homes were at 
higher risk than others.  There would be a testing programme next financial year to 
fully understand the problems.   The Chief Executive of Wolverhampton Homes 
advised that many of the windows were reaching their end of life regardless and 
needed to be replaced.  The areas considered to be of greatest risk would be 
prioritised.   
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Members of the Panel requested that Officers at Wolverhampton Homes extend an 
invitation to local Councillors for site visits, as appropriate, when sprinklers were 
being installed.      
                      

 
 
 
 

6 Financing of the Sprinkler Systems in the Publicly Owned Tower Blocks in 
Wolverhampton 
The Council’s Service Director for Housing stated that the Cabinet Resources Panel 
had agreed the budget for the Housing Revenue Account.  An extra £15 million had 
been allocated for the funding of electrical and mechanical work as part of the Safer 
High-Rise programme.  This was alongside the £20 million already set aside as part 
of the planning phase for the sprinkler programme.  She was anticipating that the 
sprinkler programme would commence in the 2019/20 financial year.      
 
The Chief Executive of Wolverhampton Homes confirmed that the sprinkler 
programme would be on a phased approach across the City.  The Chief Executive 
reiterated the offer for Councillors to see a demo of the work that would be taking 
place in their ward, when work was about to commence.  The Chair stated that he 
thought Councillors would welcome the opportunity.  The Head of Commercial 
Services and Stock Investment – Wolverhampton Homes commented that he 
thought the first installations would be of greatest interest to the Councillors.  The 
representative from the Wolverhampton Federation of Tenants Associations asked 
for tenant representatives to be invited to any demos or site visits.     
 
A Member of the Panel asked for some indicative timescales as to when the 
sprinklers programme would commence and be completed.  The Head of 
Commercial Services and Stock Investment – Wolverhampton Homes commented 
that it would be several years before the sprinkler installation was completed at 
Chetton Green.  He predicted the best-case scenario would be for the sprinklers at 
Chetton Green to be fitted within three years but potentially it could be up to five 
years.  At the Boscobel estate the sprinklers would be installed within a matter of 
months.  It was important to not overstretch the local supply chains.  Residential 
sprinklers were a new industry in the region, there was no significant volume of 
previous installations.  The Merry Hill blocks were complicated and consequently the 
sprinkler installation would be a logistical challenge. The Chief Executive of 
Wolverhampton Homes confirmed that the first phase of the sprinkler programme 
would be delivered through a sub-contracting arrangement.  As the programme 
progressed, he wanted to potentially train Wolverhampton Homes staff in sprinkler 
installation and to use his own staff for installation.   
 
The Chair stated that whilst the Hackitt Inquiry did not recommend that sprinklers be 
mandatory in residential housing, he thought it was inevitable that it would be 
introduced in the future, as was already the case in Wales and Scotland.  The 
Moore-Bick Inquiry was still to publish its final report.  He wanted Wolverhampton to 
be ahead of the game.  He was really pleased with the work that had taken place to 
date since the Grenfell disaster.  He thought communication from Wolverhampton 
Homes had been excellent and in particular with the tenants.  Councillor Alan Butt 
and Cllr Sweetman asked for a briefing note from Wolverhampton Homes on the 
works that would be taking place in their wards.  The Head of Commercial Services 
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and Stock Investment confirmed he would compile a briefing note and that he would 
be happy to provide an update every six months on the delivery of the programmes 
to all Councillors.  The Chair suggested that the proposed six-monthly update 
briefing should be sent to the Scrutiny Officer for wider circulation to Councillors.     
 

7 Safer High Rise Programme - Progress 
The Service Director of Housing gave a presentation on the Safer High Rise 
Programme.   In May 2018 the MHCLG had issued a directive to Councils to take 
actions to provide assurance with regard to fire safety in privately owned blocks over 
18m.  Six privately owned high rise blocks had been identified across the City.  
These were: - 
 
Liberty Living Blocks A, B & C (Student accommodation) 
 
Hampton View (Heath Town) 
 
Sanctuary Group (Housing Association) – Property freehold held by City of 
Wolverhampton Council but leased to Sanctuary Group 
 
St Cecelia’s (Wednesfield) 

The Studios (City Centre) 

An inspection programme was in progress which was overseen by the Safer High 
Rise Group which had been established in May 2018.  In reference to Hampton View, 
City of Wolverhampton Council – Health and Safety Officers had undertaken 
reassurance inspections in conjunction with West Midlands Fire Service.  Several 
areas of improvement had been notified to the responsible person.  Sanctuary 
Housing had developed an action plan and were providing the Council with progress 
updates.  She was pleased with the positive response from Sanctuary Housing.  The 
Service Director of Housing in reference to St Cecelia’s remarked that the Council 
had inspected a sample of 14 dwellings (behind the door) with agreement of tenants/ 
leaseholders and the Safer High Rise Group were planning the next steps.   

The West Midlands Fire Service had inspected the communal areas and had sent the 
responsible person a letter, identifying areas where improvements were required and 
stipulated a timescale to progress remedial work. The Fire Safety Inspector Officer 
commented that there was no government guidance on what constituted a 
“communal area.”  There was therefore no consistency nationwide as to how the 
term was applied.  The Chair responded that he would raise the issue with the Fire 
Authority.         

The Service Director of Housing in reference to Liberty Living stated that two of the 
three blocks had seen the removal of external cladding and it had been replaced with 
non-ACM Cladding.  An inspection visit was due to be arranged.   
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8 WV Living 

The Service Director for Housing and Director of WV Living explained that WV Living 
was a Council owned commercial housing company which had been set up to make 
a profit and bring forward new and different types of homes.  The Shareholder Board 
was made up of Members who represented the Council as sole shareholder.  It 
operated on commercial terms and had been established in 2016.  It set out a three-
year starting business plan to build one thousand homes.  Most of those homes were 
planned to be for sale.  It was a way of bringing forward homes not only to provide 
more for the City, but also to stimulate the housing market and show how commercial 
development could actually bring forward new housing products of a high quality 
design.  The housing developments could provide new residential opportunities in 
areas that hadn’t seen new houses for some time.   
 
The Service Director for Housing and Director of WV Living explained that WV Living 
was also creating jobs, apprenticeships and establishing new partnerships.  WV 
Living had their own website, if Members wanted to pursue further background 
information on the company.  The website had two videos, which were worth viewing 
to learn more about the ongoing work of the company.  The programme was 
currently on track and they were now working on a new commercial plan – 2019-
2026, which would mark ten years of the company.  The Chair commented that in his 
Ward of Wednesfield South, one quarter of the new homes being built by WV Living 
would be classed as affordable homes.      
 
The Service Manager for Housing Development and WV Living remarked that the 
first phase of the WV Living programme was around 400 units, which included the 
site in Wednesfield.  All of the WV Living developments had to be designed to meet 
highways and planning requirements.  This included provision for adequate access to 
emergency vehicles.  There was also a detailed design stage.  At this stage there 
was a Fire Strategy which was put in place to ensure the construction met all building 
regulations and Approved Document Part B, which was for fire safety specifically.  
The Principal Designer, a legally required position, had responsibility to design in, 
health and safety into construction.  All of the WV Living Projects had a Principal 
Designer Role allocated to them.   
       
The Service Manager for Housing Development and WV Living stated that the 
detailed design included a form of construction and compartmentalisation, as well as 
ensuring that the design was compliant or beyond with building regulations and 
NHBC (National House Building Council) standards.  Formal approval of the design 
plans was required by building regulations and NHBC before construction could 
commence.  Throughout the build programme inspections took place by building 
regulations and NHBC before the formal sign off at the end of the construction.   
 
The Service Manager for Housing Development and WV Living remarked that they 
used a Clerk of Works, who was a Council employee who worked for WV Living, 
through a Service Level Agreement.  The Clerk of Works was on site regularly, 
averaging 2-3 days a week, checking the detail of the construction as they were built.  
In addition they had a Service Level Agreement with the Council’s Health and Safety 
Team, who visited the constructions sites on a regular basis.  They provided a 
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monthly report to the WV Living Board meeting.  Board Members were invited to 
undertake site visits with the Health and Safety Team.     
 
The Service Manager for Housing Development and WV Living stated that the 
external walls were cavity masonry with concrete block inner leaf and brick and block 
outer leaf.  Where there was decorative cladding, it was fixed fibre cement.  Any 
cavities were filled with blown blast rockwool insulation.  Separating party walls 
between buildings such as terraced or semi-detached housing, were cavity masonry 
wall construction, with cavities filled with blown rockwool insulation.  Additional 
rockwool fire barriers were in cavities on party wall junctions and roof junctions. 
Where there were partitions separating floors between apartments, it was 150ml 
thick concrete planks with 75ml concrete screwed.  A mains powered smoke detector 
was provided in the main living rooms and a mains powered heat detector in the 
kitchen area of all WV Living dwellings.  There was also a mains powered carbon 
monoxide detector in the kitchen.  In the flats there was a mains powered smoke 
detector in the ground floor entrance lobby and also on the first floor.  There was no 
gas supply going into the flats as a further precaution.  On the first floor of the flats, 
habitable rooms had a means of escape regress from the windows.  The 
Management of the Blocks once they had been constructed would be by 
Wolverhampton Homes.  WV Living had entered into a Service Level Agreement with 
Wolverhampton Homes, but there were deliberations about them taking on the lease 
in the future.      
 
The Chair asked if consideration had been given to installing sprinklers in all WV 
Living Developments, as it was his view that the dwellings should be as safe as 
reasonably possible. Sprinkler installation on average only added 1% more to the 
cost of development.  Whilst he understood current legislation did not require them, 
he would always push for the extra safety that sprinklers brought.  Other Panel 
Members supported the Chair’s view.  In response, the Service Manager for Housing 
Development responded that they had thought about installing sprinklers for the WV 
Living flats.  The Chair’s proposal for sprinklers for all WV Living developments would 
have to be considered at Board level. The Service Director for Housing and Director 
of WV Living said she acknowledged the Chair’s comments and would take the 
proposal for sprinklers back to the WV Living Board.   
 
 
 

9 Regeneration Projects Moving Forward 
The Director of Place confirmed that he was the Senior Responsible Officer for the 
Civic Hall.  Following an informal meeting he had attended with the Chair of the Fire 
Safety Scrutiny Group, he had gone back to the Project Director of the Civic Hall, to 
ask about certain points the Chair had raised about fire safety, which had included 
the installation of sprinklers.  As a result an independent fire safety report had been 
commissioned on the most appropriate fire safety measures to implement at the 
Civic Hall.  One of the specific questions he had asked the report to cover was over 
the issue of sprinklers.  They had made some enquiries with other areas which 
included Colston Hall in Bristol, New Halls in Bradford and a venue in Hull.  His 
understanding was that none of them had fitted sprinklers.  It was important that 
consideration was given to the stage area and the age of the building.  Wet surfaces 
in old buildings could lead to problems.  The Projects Directors were expected to 
report back to the Project Team in the next month.  The Project Timetable meant that 
decisions needed to be made in a matter of weeks.   



 [NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED] 

 
 

 
 

 
The Director of Place commented that he accepted the Chair’s general principal view 
that it was important to have the best possible fire strategy that was available for the 
Civic Hall, which included access/regress, evacuation procedures and the type of 
materials used.  The Chair commented that refurbishment made it an ideal 
opportunity for the installation of sprinklers and the hard wiring of fire alarms.  He 
agreed that there had to be a holistic approach to fire safety at the Civic Hall.  He 
commented that sprinklers not all used water, with some utilising a gas system.  The 
House of Commons, which was a listed building, were having sprinklers fitted as part 
of the refurbishment works.   
 
The Chair made reference to a number of buildings that had not had sprinklers fitted 
during refurbishment works and had since been destroyed by fire, citing the example 
of the Glasgow School of Art.  It had been severely damaged by fire in May 2014 and 
had been destroyed by a second fire in June 2018.   When the national motorcycle 
museum had been burnt down in Birmingham, sprinklers were fitted during the 
rebuilding of the museum.  He was of the view that sprinklers should be fitted as 
standard unless in certain circumstances, which needed to be justified. 
 
The Chair expressed disappointment that over 18 months into the Civic Hall project, 
Officers were only now commissioning an expert report on fire safety.  A Member of 
the Group echoed this view, commenting that it seemed there had been a lack of 
generic organic thinking about fire safety for the building.  It was suggested that the 
group should receive an update on fire safety matters for the Civic Hall at the next 
meeting.  The Director of Place commented that the Council were having to manage 
an existing building which was listed, which inevitably put some constraints on 
refurbishment works.  This was not an excuse for not fitting sprinklers, but was a 
factor to take into consideration nevertheless.  He was conducting research into why 
certain cultural venues had decided not to fit sprinklers.  He did not want to be in a 
position where there were unintended consequences of decisions made about the 
refurbishment.  He did not want Members to think that fire safety was only now being 
considered, as this was not the case.  It was the issue of sprinklers systems which he 
did not think had been addressed specifically, which is why he had commissioned an 
expert report.  An informal meeting with the Chair recently had prompted him to 
commission the report, when the Chair had asked whether sprinklers would be fitted 
at the Civic Hall.  There was a critical path to get the Civic Hall ready for the concert 
season in 2021 and so by March 2019, critical decisions needed to be made about 
the design of the building.  
 
The Chair stated that he had raised the issue of sprinklers with Officers on numerous 
occasions at meetings of the group and it had been discussed informally outside of 
meetings.  A recommendation concerning sprinklers had also been in the report, with 
a number of other recommendations, received by the Cabinet Resources Committee.  
The point had been raised for over a year and it was evident that the message 
regarding sprinklers in relation to the Civic Hall had not had an effect until recently.  
He accepted that sprinklers were not the answer to everything, but added that cost 
should not be the reason for their preclusion.  
 
The Director of Place commented that he did not think it was unreasonable for the 
Council to make its preferences clear on the matter of fire safety when working with 
future developers.  The Chair responded that it was important to ensure developers 
did follow instructions as this had not always been the case in the past.  The Hackitt 
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Inquiry had concluded that current building regulations were not fit for purpose.  He 
did not want to see developers merely abiding by the not fit for purpose regulations, 
he wanted fire safety to be of paramount importance.  The Welsh Assembly and 
Scottish Parliament had ruled that sprinklers should be fitted in all new builds.  The 
Council should set its own standards which went above and beyond the current 
legislation.   
 
A Member of the Panel asked for clarification on whether the Fire Safety Group had 
received a detailed report on the Westside development in relation to fire safety 
matters.  The Chair clarified that the Group had not yet received any details.  The 
Director of Place commented that he would not have yet expected the group to have 
received a report on Westside, but he was happy to give a written response to the 
Group outlining the Fire Safety Plans for Westside.  A Member of the group stated 
that she thought it was appropriate for the Council to be having discussions with the 
developers at each planning stage to embed the importance of fire safety.  She 
wanted to ensure that fire safety formed part of the business plan for the Westside 
development.  She therefore asked that the relevant Officers come back before the 
Group in the future to convey the fire safety plans for the Westside development. 
 
The Fire Safety Inspecting Officer commented that all planning applications were still 
received by the Fire Service planning team at headquarters.  The Fire Service were 
in favour of sprinklers being fitted in buildings.   
 
Resolved: That the relevant Cabinet Member and relevant Officers be invited to the 
next meeting of the Fire Safety Group to report on the Fire Safety plans for the 
Westside development and the Civic Hall.   
 
  

10 School Engagement including Academies 
The Interim Compliance Officer gave an update on the Council’s engagement with 
schools on the matter of fire safety.  He stated that there were approximately 50 
community schools.  Until recently, the fire risk assessments had been done on an 
ad hoc basis.  There was now a fire risk assessment programme in place, to ensure 
suitable and competent fire risks assessments were completed across all the 
community schools.  The programme was set to end by the end of March.  Following 
the assessments, a number of actions needed to be undertaken.  Some of those 
actions would rest with the Council and others with the school.  Schools had 
devolved budgets and so much of the cost would fall on them.  The Council would be 
working with the schools to ensure that the actions were correctly implemented.   
 
The Interim Compliance Officer remarked that the next key area was to ensure that 
the buildings were being used and managed in a safe way. Schools were being 
asked on a twice termly basis to return a form to the Council, with their certification 
that they were undertaking the necessary fire safety checks.  For example, ensuring 
the fire alarm was working correctly, that evacuation drills were undertaken and 
making sure someone was checking the escape routes.  Responsibility for fire safety 
collectively fell with the Headteacher, the Governors and the Council.   
 
The Interim Compliance Officer commented that there was a member of the 
Council’s Health and Safety Team who as part of her audit of schools was 
undertaking compliance checks when she visited schools.  A large part of these 
compliance checks was regarding the matter of fire safety.  The fire risk assessments 
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being completed would report back on the type of materials the schools were 
constructed with, including whether any ACM cladding had been used.  Corporate 
Landlord had also completed a desk top exercise and had visited a number of 
schools, where they couldn’t determine beyond any reasonable doubt that there was 
no ACM cladding material used.  The desktop exercise would be superseded by the 
more detailed fire risk assessments which were due to be completed by the end of 
March 2019.   
 
The Interim Compliance Officer stated that at one school, the fire assessor could not 
identify the type of cladding used, which had since been determined not to be ACM 
cladding.  At another school there was potentially ACM cladding at a very high level, 
but the fire assessors had concluded it was not a life safety matter.  Documentation 
about the school was not clear over the type of cladding used and so they would 
consider hiring a cherry picker or elevated platform to take samples of the cladding 
from the school.  A spreadsheet was being developed detailing the materials used at 
all of the community schools.  
 
The Interim Compliance Officer stated that the Council did not have direct 
responsibility for academy schools.  The Head of School organisation had sent a 
letter to all academy trusts in January 2019 informing them about the actions the 
Council were taking in relation to community schools and reminding the academies 
of their fire safety duties.        
 
The Chair asked for details about the response from the community schools to the 
twice termly letters requesting the completion of compliance forms.  The Interim 
Compliance Officer confirmed that the response rate was about 40-45% of schools 
regularly returning the forms.  Within the last week an escalation policy had been 
agreed to target the schools which were not completing the forms.  Even though 
some schools were not always completing the forms, Officers were of the view that 
they were probably carrying out the necessary fire checks.  Regardless of this, 
Officers needed to assure themselves that all necessary checks were being 
undertaken and so completion of the forms was a necessary requirement.  Officers 
were prepared to have face to face meetings with school staff if required. The Chair 
agreed that a robust monitoring system was important.     
 
A Member of the Panel referred to the old Headteachers forum.  She asked if there 
was another type of meeting which the Council could engage with.  The Interim 
Compliance Officer responded that quarterly meetings had been setup with the 
schools.  An invitation was sent to all schools, with about 6-8 schools being 
particularly engaging.  The Chair commented that most schools appointed a Health 
and Safety Governor who could be particularly useful to approach.   
 
There was a discussion about the appropriate level of engagement with academy 
schools.  The Panel suggested that reminder letters should be sent to academy 
schools in the future.  
 
Resolved:  
 

A) That a further report on fire safety at schools be received at the next meeting 
of the Fire Safety Scrutiny Group.    
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B) That reminder letters should be sent to academy schools regarding the 
school’s responsibilities towards fire safety.   

 
                                                               

11 i10 Building 
The Interim Compliance Officer gave an update on the Council owned, i10 building.  
Fire safety Investigations had been undertaken by external consultants Aecom.  A 
draft report from Aecom had been made available.  There were three components to 
the investigations. The first being a review of the building manual and carrying out an 
on-site inspection to check that fire protection measures and other matters relating to 
fire safety had been installed correctly.  The second part of the investigation was a 
review of the fire strategy.  The final area was the commissioning of a new fire 
assessment.   
 
The Interim Compliance Officer stated that some of the information he had available 
was only at the current time based on preliminary findings.  The type of cladding 
installed on the building was Reynobond PE cladding.  The Chair added that this was 
very similar to the cladding used on Grenfell and gave off very toxic fumes when 
burnt.   
 
The Interim Compliance Officer commented that an area that they would look at 
further was whether fire breaks had been installed correctly behind the cladding.  
They also needed to ensure that the fire stopping between the curtain walling and the 
concrete slab had been installed correctly.  They had photographs for one level but 
needed to take them for the rest.   
 
The Interim Compliance Officer stated that it was possible that the insulation on the 
building was not of the correct thickness, but this was not a fire safety issue.  Some 
of the fire stopping in one of the corridors was in place but had not been correctly 
installed.  This was not a risk to life but the Council wanted to rectify the problem.  
Aecom whilst considering the fire strategy had discovered that the fire alarm was not 
working correctly within the building.  The i10 fire alarm was probably the most 
complex fire alarm system within the Local Authority.  This had now been fixed by 
electrical engineers.  The Council did need to ensure that when tenants moved in 
and installed their own fire alarm systems, that it did not impact on the main alarm for 
the building.  It was clear that regular drills were required to ensure the integrity of 
the systems.  A full test would be carried out in the next few weeks.   
 
The Chair raised the general point about the importance of fire marshals within 
buildings to ensure evacuation procedures were correctly followed.  There was a 
discussion about the use of a human voice in alarm systems.  
 
The Interim Compliance Officer reported that Aecom had completed a new fire risk 
assessment for the i10 building.  They had assessed the risk as tolerable, whereas 
the previous fire risk assessment had been low risk.  There were some 
housekeeping activities which needed to improve and minor repairs and adjustment 
to fire doors.  There was also some further engagement required with the tenants.    
 
Resolved: That the Group go into exempt session by virtue of paragraph 3, 
information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person 
(including the authority holding that information) under Schedule 12A of the Local 
Government Act 1972 as amended.   
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A confidential discussion was held in relation to the i10 building. Following the 
discussion, the Committee went back into public session.  There was a discussion 
about the i9 building.  The Head of Assets remarked that a decision had been taken 
by the developers of i9 that it would not have sprinklers.  This decision had also been 
further ratified at board level.  The Council would not own the building for a further 
three years.   
 
A Member asked for clarification as to why the Council had not insisted on sprinklers 
as part of the design specification, she wanted to ensure that this was put right for 
future developments.  The Head of Assets responded that she would have to ask the 
Regeneration Team for an answer and report back to the Group.   They were 
improving communication between Corporate Landlord and Regeneration.  They had 
learnt lessons from the i10 project but there was more work required about how 
Corporate Landlord and Regeneration worked together during development projects.  
Corporate Landlord had not yet taken part in any of the design discussions regarding 
the Westside development.  A Member of the Panel asked at the next meeting for an 
Officer from the Regeneration Team and Corporate Landlord to report to the Panel 
about how they would interact in future Council development projects.  The Chair 
agreed and added the relevant Director should also be present for the discussion.    
 
The Interim Compliance Officer confirmed that Officers from Corporate Landlord had 
attended some later design meetings regarding the i9 and had been able to influence 
some decisions, such as the importance of not using flammable cladding.  A Quantity 
Surveyor had been appointed for the i9 building to protect the Council’s interests, as 
the Regeneration Team had acknowledged there had not been sufficient oversight of 
the construction of the i10 building.    
 
The Chair remarked the fire safety group had been vindicated over their concerns 
about i10 and he was pleased that rectification was taking place.   
 
Resolved:  
 

A) That the monitoring and inspection of construction materials should be 
enhanced for all Council development projects.   

 
B) That a robust, accurate and comprehensive audit trail should exist for all 

materials used during construction works for Council projects. 
 

C) That the highest standards of fire safety should be at the heart of Council 
development projects from concept to completion.   

 
D) That consideration should be given to a dedicated Clerk of Works role for all 

Council development projects and for this person to have the appropriate legal 
backing to enforce their decisions upon developers.   
 

E) That strategic interaction between the Regeneration Team and Corporate 
Landlord be a vital part of the planning process for new developments.   

 
F) That a progress update be provided on the i10 building at the next meeting of 

the Fire Safety Scrutiny Group.   
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The Chair referred to the recommendations and the Cabinet response to the initial 
recommendations of the Fire Safety Scrutiny Group, which were received at the 
Cabinet Resources Panel of 20 March 2018.  He made reference to two of the 
recommendations which the Group had put forward: - 
 
Recommendation 6 - That in principle it be agreed that only the highest rated fire 
retardant materials, including cladding systems are promoted for any future builds or 
refurbishments. Reasons must be provided as to why a specific material has been 
chosen if not the highest rated. 
 
Recommendation 7 - That the Council or any subsidiaries of the Council such as 
Wolverhampton Homes or wholly owned companies such as WV Living, agree in 
principle that in any buildings under major refurbishment or any new builds, strong 
consideration is given to fitting sprinklers and hard-wired smoke alarms/fire 
detectors.  Reference to this consideration and the reasons for and against fitting 
sprinklers and hard-wired smoke alarms/fire detectors should be detailed and 
mitigating measures listed that will assure safety and negate the need for sprinklers 
and hardwired smoke alarms/fire detectors to be fitted. 
 
The response from Cabinet had added a caveat to these two recommendations 
being fully accepted, which was “Await Outcomes of Moore-Bick and Hackitt 
Inquiries”.  The Hackitt Inquiry had now concluded but the Moore-Bick Inquiry was 
still ongoing.  The Chair asked the Panel if they wanted to take these two 
recommendations back to Cabinet in due course for a further response, now the 
Hackitt Inquiry had concluded.   
 
Resolved: That the Executive Team and Cabinet be asked to provide a further 
response to the two previous recommendations listed below, because the Hackitt 
Inquiry’s final report had been published.  
 
Recommendation 6 - That in principle it be agreed that only the highest rated fire 
retardant materials, including cladding systems are promoted for any future builds or 
refurbishments. Reasons must be provided as to why a specific material has been 
chosen if not the highest rated. 
 
Recommendation 7 - That the Council or any subsidiaries of the Council such as 
Wolverhampton Homes or wholly owned companies such as WV Living, agree in 
principle that in any buildings under major refurbishment or any new builds, strong 
consideration is given to fitting sprinklers and hard-wired smoke alarms/fire 
detectors.  Reference to this consideration and the reasons for and against fitting 
sprinklers and hard-wired smoke alarms/fire detectors should be detailed and 
mitigating measures listed that will assure safety and negate the need for sprinklers 
and hardwired smoke alarms/fire detectors to be fitted. 
 

12 Fire Alarm at the Civic Centre - Update 
The Interim Compliance Officer confirmed there was now only one fully operational 
fire alarm system in operation at the Civic Centre.   
 

13 The JCA (Joint Competent Authority) - Progress 
The Chair advised an update on the JCA had been given as a matter arising from the 
minutes of the previous meeting. 
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14 Promotion of Fire Service Safe and Well Visits 
The Chair reiterated the importance of the Fire Service Safe and Well Visits.  They 
were a very positive initiative which achieved excellent outcomes.  He encouraged all 
Councillors to get in contact with their local fire station if they knew of vulnerable 
residents.   
 

15 Next Meeting 
The Chair suggested that the next meeting of the group should be held after the 
publication of the phase 1 report from the Moore-Bick Inquiry.   
 


