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assessing fire safety in multi-storey apartment buildings was developed. It specifically
addresses how a Delphi panel of experts was used to help develop and fine-tune the
index method. The report contains all communications to and from the Delphi panel
and describes how answers were interpreted and how the current version of the
method was gradually arrived at.

Acknowledgements:

The work reported here was mainly financed by Nordic Wood, NUTEK and SBUF
and co-ordinated by Trétek.

© Copyright: Brandteknik, Lunds tekniska hdgskola, Lunds universitet, Lund 2000.

Brandteknik Department of Fire Safety Engineering
Lunds tekniska hégskola Lund University
Lunds universitet P.O. Box 118
Box 118 SE-221 00 Lund
221 00 Lund Sweden
brand@brand.lth.se brand@brand.lth.se
http://www.brand.Ith.se http://www.brand.Ith.se/english

Telefon: 046 - 222 73 60 Telephone: +46 46 222 73 60



Table of Contents

OVERVIEW AND MAIN REFERENCES ...ttt sttt 1
GENERAL ON RESULTS FROM THE DELPHI PROCESS ..o, 3
VERSION 1.2 OF THE INDEX METHOD AND A TEST APPLICATION........ccccoeevvvveees 5
GENERAL ON RESULTS FROM THE PROUJECT ...ttt 7
APPENDIX A: DELPHI PANEL COMMUNICATION, DOCUMENTS D01, D02, D03,
D04, DO5 AND DOB......oueeiiiiiiiiitieiiie ettt e e e e e e e s s bbbt e e e e e s s e bbb e e e e e e s e e saaabaeas A-1
DO1: INTRODUCTION TO THE DELPHI PANEL EXERCISE ....ciiiiiiiittiiiiiieesiiiitiiee e e e s seibsiesesessssbvaneseeee e A-4
D02: STRUCTURE OF THE INDEX IMETHOD .......uvuiiiitiieeiitiieeeetee e e steee e s etve e e eenaee s s snaeeesserveeesenseesesnnes A-11
D03: STRUCTURE OF THE FULL INDEX IMETHOD........ccocttiiiiieei ittt ettt s e saaabaeeas A-26
DO04: ASSIGNING WEIGHTS TO VERSION 1.0 OF THE INDEX METHOD .....cocovvveiiiiieeee e A-54
DO05: ROUND 2 - ASSIGNING WEIGHTS TO VERSION 1.1 OF THE INDEX METHOD .....cvvvveeeiiiiniine. A-95
D06: RESULTS FROM ROUND 2 OF THE WEIGHTING EXERCISE. ...vvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et A-117
APPENDIX B: RISK - TIMBER-FRAME BUILDINGS: VERSION 1.2 OF THE INDEX
AV 1 (O 5 2R B-1

APPENDIX C: APPLICATION OF THE INDEX METHOD TO A REFERENCE
OBUIECT .. s C-1






1. Overview and main references

This report describes the Delphi panel work within the project "Risk Assessment of
Timber-frame Multi-storey Apartment Buildings Using a Risk Index method". The
project is a part of the Nordic Wood project "Fire-safe Wood Frame Multi-storey
Apartment Buildings".

The project has a Project group, with one member from each of the Nordic countries.
There is also a Delphi panel, consisting of 5 experts from each Nordic country, in all
20 experts. The Project group formulates questionnaires, sends these to the Delphi
panel and collects and summarises the results.

The main body of the report consists of the documents sent out to the Delphi panel.
These document describe the background, goal, method and results arrived at in the
project. Other reports describe the development of the structure of the index method
(Larsson [1]), how an evaluation of the method was carried out (Hultquist and
Karlsson [2]) and finally, a report of the index method containing helptexts to assist
users in applying the method (Karlsson, [3]). All these documents, and some
additional material, can be downloaded at http://www.brand.lth.se/frim-mab.

Six documents were sent to the Delphi panel:

DO01: Introduction to the Delphi panel exercise. This document briefly introduces
the Delphi panel exercise, discusses the organisation of the project, gives a general
discussion on the structure of the index method and outlines the work to be done.

D02: Structure of the index method. This document introduces a preliminary
structure of the index method prepared by the Project group and explains how this
preliminary structure was arrived at. The Delphi group is asked to suggest changes
and give comments to gradually allow the final structure to emerge.

DO03: Structure of the full index method. This document gives a report on the results
of the voting and comments on document D02 and introduces the resulting structure
of the index method, called the Project group version of the index method.

D04: Assigning weights to Version 1.0 of the Index method. This document
contains a report on the response of the Delphi panel to document D03 and the
resulting index method, called Version 1.0. The letter further contains a description on
how to assign weights to the Objectives, Strategies, Parameters and Sub-parameters of
the index method.

D05: Round 2 - Assigning weights to Version 1.1 of the Index method. This
document contains results from the first weighting exercise and discusses the
consensus of the results. It also discusses what must be done in the second round of
the weighting process. The document also contains the resulting index method, called
Version 1.1.



D06: Results from Round 2 of the weighting exercise. This document briefly
describes the results of the second round of the weighting exercise. The results were
very similar to those from Round 1, with very slight changes in weights and an
increase in consensus.

These documents are given in the Appendix to this report. Each document has page
numbers referring to the document number; D01 has seven pages and therefore page
numbers D01:1 to DO1: 7, the other documents are marked accordingly.

The other main reports resulting from this project are:

[1] Larsson, D., "Developing the Structure of a Fire Risk Index Method for
Multistorey Apartment Buildings”, Report 5062, Department of Fire Safety
Engineering, Lund University, Lund, 2000.

[2] Karlsson, B., Hultquist, H., "Evaluation of a Fire Risk Index Method for
Multistorey Apartment Buildings”, Report 3088, Department of Fire Safety
Engineering, Lund University, Lund, 2000.

[3] Karlsson, B., "Fire Risk Index Method - Multistorey Apartment Buildings",
Report | 0009025, Tréatek, Stockholm, 2000.



2. General on results from the Delphi Process

The six documents given in Appendix A show how the structure of the index method
gradually emerged and give results of the first round of the weighting process. The
process went quite smoothly, the consensus was generally good and participation of
the panel members was very good. The process did, however, take slightly longer
time than was planned.

The Project group found that a part of the results from the first weighting exercise,
Round 1, seemed somewhat "flat" and a second weighting exercise, Round 2, was
therefore conducted. The Delphi panel was encouraged to assign weights in a
different order than had been done in Round 1 (see instructions in Document D05).

The resulting weights from the two rounds were very similar, as is shown in Figure 1
below.

0.08

0.07

0.06 + —

0.05 +

M Round 1
E Round 2

0.04 +

0.03 +

Weighting

0.02 +

0.01 +

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Parameter number

Figure 1. Results from the two rounds of the weighting exercise.

The only noticeable changes were that the overall weight for Lining materials
(Parameter 1) increased slightly and the overall weight for Adjacent buildings
(Parameter 10) decreased slightly.

When conducting Delphi panel work, it is important to consider consensus, which is
some measure of the divergence of opinion. The Delphi panel may agree very
strongly on some questions, which are then said to have good consensus. For other
questions the distribution may be very flat, where the consensus is then said to be
poor. Very many other situations may arise, the distribution of opinion may for
example be bimodal, with two strong but opposite opinions.

In our case, two very different types of questions were put to the Delphi panel. On one
hand, the panel was asked questions on the general structure of the method and would
give answers in written format, not numerical format. It is not feasible to try to
numerically determine consensus in this case, but in our case the Delphi panel was



generally in agreement once the answers and suggestions for changes had been
circulated a number of times.

On the other hand, the panel was asked to give weights and grades in numerical
format. This opens up the possibility to measure consensus numerically. The measure
of consensus is, however, not straight forward. Some workers have opted to express
consensus in relatively complex mathematical form (Donegan, H.A., Dott, F.J., "An
Analytical Approach to Consensus”, Appl. Math. Lett., Vol. 4, No. 2, pp. 21-24,
1991). However, the measure of consensus will always be subjective since the choice
of mathematical method and choice of limiting values will always be a subjective
choice. In other words, it is not straight forward to define what “good" consensus and
what "poor" consensus is.

Most often, consensus in Delphi panel work is assumed to have been achieved when a
certain percentage of the votes fall within a prescribed range - for example, when the
interquartile range is no larger than two units on a five-unit scale. In this work the first
quartile, the median value and the third quartile were simply used as rough indicators
of consensus. In general, consensus was assumed to have been reached if the
interquartile range was no larger than two units on a five-unit scale. The average
value was the accepted as the final grade.

The consensus in our case, after having performed two question rounds, must be seen
to be fairly good. Out of the 99 numerical questions that were put to the panel, only
10% had a "unacceptable™ consensus, where the interquartile range was = 3 units. For
more than half of these (6% of the total) the interquartile range was only slightly
above 2 units, so the consensus in these answers were very close to being acceptable.
No answers were "very bad", that is no answers had an interquartile range of > 4
units. One can therefore say that only around 4% of the answers had "poor"
consensus.

In general, the consensus can therefore be said to be fairly good. The answers to the
numerical questions are presented graphically in document D05, which is enclosed.
The 1% quartile, median, 3 quartile and average value are also presented in the
graphs.



3. Version 1.2 of the Index Method and a Test
Application

The current version (Version 1.2) of the index method is given in Appendix B. The
document shows how the Parameters and Sub-parameters are assigned grades,
depending on the fire safety measures provided in the building in question. On the last
page the score is summarised resulting in a Safety Index. The highest given Safety
Index is 5.0, and from there the Risk Index is calculated as: Risk Index = 5.0 - Safety
Index.

Appendix C presents a preliminary test of Version 1.2 of the index method. A
building project in LinkOping, Sweden, named Orgelbénken, was chosen as a
reference object. Two gradings were carried out; one using information of the
building as it is now; and another assuming that the structural frame had been made of
concrete.

The timber-frame building attained a risk index of 2.68 and the concrete-frame
building got a risk index of 2.39. The risk index for the concrete building is therefore
about 0.3 lower than for the timber-frame building. It is however possible to
“compensate” for the lower timber-frame risk index in many different ways. An
example would be to install a residential sprinkler system in the apartments and in the
escape routes, which results in a decrease in the index for the timber-frame building to
2.35. Inspection of escape routes, information to occupants, installation of smoke
control system are other examples of ways to increase the risk index.

A digital form of the method has also been developed. The digital form looks very
similar to the document in Appendix B, but instead of writing in the numbers by
pencil and doing all the multiplication and additions by hand, the user can simply start
a digital Word97 document, and fill in the grades from the keyboard. The digital
document then does all the mathematical manipulations automatically and calculates
an index.

A far more detailed evaluation of the index method was also carried out, as reported
by Hultquist and Karlsson [2].






4. General on results from the project

There are considerable difficulties in evaluating how well or how badly the obtained
index method performs. Many of the fire risk attributes in a building are not
measurable in a traditional quantitative sense, such as fire brigade capacity or general
maintenance of the building. No specific design procedures are available for some of
the fire problems that have been associated with timber-frame buildings, such as fire
stops at joints and intersections. So even though the index method takes account of
these important fire risk attributes, through grades arrived at by the Delphi panel, it is
difficult to assess any degree of accuracy.

However, design methods and engineering models do exist for a number of the
attributes that are taken into account in the index method, especially the attributes that
have to do with occupant safety. Event trees and mathematical models can be
combined to form a basis for a quantitative risk analysis (QRA) with respect to
occupant safety in multistorey apartment buildings.

Therefore, to evaluate the index method, a quantitative risk analysis (QRA) based on
an event tree was carried out on four multi-storey timber-frame buildings, recently
constructed in four Nordic countries. Both the index method and the quantitative risk
analysis were used to rank the buildings with respect to fire risk.

Two different risk indices were derived from the index method; one ordinary risk
index where the original index method was used, and; a specially derived Occupant
Escape risk index. The latter index was formed since it should compare better with the
QRA, where the calculated risk only takes account of occupant safety.

The ordinary index method grades were given by a Delphi panel, where weights were
given to Objectives such as "Life safety” and "Property protection” as well as
different Strategies. The weights were then combined through matrix multiplication to
form a single, final weight for each Parameter.

The Occupant Escape Risk Index (OE Risk Index for short) was formed by changing
some of the Delphi panel weights to zero, such that the Property protection Objective
was given a zero grade, as well as all Strategies that did not have to do with Occupant
Escape. The matrix multiplication was performed and resulted in Parameter weights
that only have to do with Occupant Escape.

Figure 2 shows the difference in the weights between the original Index Method and
an index where Occupant Escape is only taken into account. The numbers show that
even though some parameters may seem to be only associated with Property
protection, the Delphi panel still feels that they are in some way linked to Occupant
safety. For example, Parameter 9 (Attic) has a weight of 5.2% of the total fire safety
while it gets a value of 3.2% with respect to Occupant safety. This reflects the
intuition of the Delphi panel members with respect to the attics and the difference
between different objectives and strategies.
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Figure 2 Parameter weights for Full Index Method and Index Method for Occupant
escape only.

Four consultant engineers analysed four buildings in the Nordic countries, one in
Sweden (Wélludden), one in Norway (Einmoen), one in Denmark (Casa Nova) and
one in Finland (Viikki). They gave grades to all the parameters in the index method.
Two risk indices could then be calculated; the ordinary Risk Index (using the original
weights from the Delphi panel) and an Occupant Escape Risk Index (using the
weights for Occupant Escape only). Simultaneously, a quantitative risk analysis
(QRA) was performed on the same four buildings

Figure 3 shows how the ordinary Risk Index and the Occupant Escape Risk Index
ranking compare to the QRA Expected Risk ranking calculated from the quantitative
risk analysis.
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Figure 3. The diagram shows that the two Risk Indices rank the buildings in the same
way that the QRA does, in spite of the great differences in the two methodologies.

Both methods ranked the buildings in the same way so the comparison showed a
surprisingly good agreement, keeping in mind that the two methods are very different
in nature. The result must therefore be seen to be very promising, but further work
must be carried out to develop and fine-tune the index method.



5. Appendix A: Delphi Panel Communication,
Documents D01, D02, D03, D04, D05 and D06

This Appendix contains the six written communications to the Delphi panel. The
documents are

DO01: Introduction to the Delphi panel exercise

DO02: Structure of the index method

DO03: Structure of the full index method

DO04: Assigning weights to Version 1.0 of the Index method

DO05: Round 2 - Assigning weights to Version 1.1 of the Index method

DO06: Results from Round 2 of the weighting exercise.

Each document has page numbers referring to the document number; DO1 has seven

pages and therefore page numbers DO1:1 to DO1: 7, the other documents are marked
accordingly.

A-1
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DELPHI PANEL DOCUMENT: D01 D01:1
99-02-11 99001BR/BK

Addressee: Members of the Delphi panel for the
UNIVERSITY project "Risk - Timberframe Buildings"

Department of Fire Safety Engineering
Bjorn Karlsson

DO01: Introduction to the Delphi panel exercise

The purpose of this document is to very briefly introduce the Delphi panel exercise to
be carried out in the Nordic Wood Project "Risk Assessment of Timber-frame
Multistorey Apartment Buildings™ (for short: "Risk - Timber-frame Buildings"). The
work will result in an index method for assessing fire safety in such buildings.

We divide the discussion here into:
1. General on the organisation of the project
2. General on the structure of the index method
3. General on Delphi panels
4. Planned work for our Delphi panel

For those of you who wish to have more information | enclose a report by Magnusson
and Rantatalo [1], which is the pilot study for the project that we are now carrying
out. The report gives,
a) An overview of risk assessment methods
b) A first outline of such a method for fire safety in timber-frame multi-
story apartment buildings
C) A discussion on how such a method could be verified

You would be mostly concerned with points a) and b) above. The report also gives
further references if you wish to look deeper into some of the background.

Action required: This document contains 7 pages of introductory information on the
work we are about to undertake. We ask you to read it carefully and store it so you
can refer to it later.

Postal address Box 118, SE-221 00 Lund, Sweden Visiting address John Ericssons vag 1, Lund, Sweden Telephone Int. +46 46 222 73 63, +46 46 222 73
60 Telefax Int. +46 46 222 46 12 E-mail bjorn.karlsson@brand.lth.se Internet http://www.brand.lth.se/english
A-3



1. General on the Organisation of the Project

The project is a part of the Nordic Wood project "Fire-safe Wood Frame Multi-storey
Apartment Buildings - phase 2". That project has a Steering group which meets 2-3
times per year, we report our progress to the Steering group at these meetings.

Our part of the project, called "Risk Assessment of Timber-frame Multi-storey
Apartment Buildings”, has a Project group, with one member from each of the
Nordic countries. The Project manager is Bjorn Karlsson who runs the project
together with Daniel Larsson (a final year student at LTH), with Professor Sven Erik
Magnusson (Brandteknik, LTH) as adviser. These three are also members of the
Project group. A full list of the project group members is given in Appendix A.

The Project manager has two external advisers, Professor Jim Shields (University of
Ulster, Northern Ireland) and Dr. John M. Watts (Fire Safety Institute, USA), who are
both experts in the methods to be used in this project.

Suggestions for actions will be formulated by the Project manager and sent to the
Project group, who will comment on the suggestions. The main purpose of the Project
group is to prepare proposals for the Delphi group. The Project group meets 3-4 times
per year.

2. General on the Structure of the Index Method

The index method will identify hierarchical levels of fire safety specification. We will
here very briefly introduce the terminology.

First, the overall Policy for the index system is formulated. The policy may, for
example, be formulated as "Fire safety performance for a wood frame building should
be at least equivalent to that of a corresponding building with a non-combustible
frame".

Then the primary Objectives will be identified (the primary objectives are often
"Provide life safety" and "Provide property protection”, as an example).

Then Strategies will be specified (typical strategies may be "Establish safe egress”,
"Control fire growth", etc).

Then the Parameters (and sub-parameters) will be identified. These are components
of fire risk which are determinable by direct or indirect measure or estimate.
Sometimes the parameters are broken into different Survey items, which are
measurable in some way. A Decision table is often used to organise the survey items.

The parameters, sub-parameters and survey items are given Grades, reflecting the fire

safety standard of a given parameter in a given building. Parameters get grades from
0 to 5, the highest grade being 5. Sub-parameters and Survey items can also have

A-4
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grades given by letters of the alphabet (N for no grade, L for low grade, M for
medium grade, etc.).

To give an example of a Parameter, a sub-parameter, a Survey item, Decision tables
and grades, we enclose Appendix B. The Parameter we have chosen as an example
has been given the symbol P, and the name "Suppression system". As a result, a user
of the index method will be able to give the parameter a grade, which will be fed into
the overall index method.

Please note that the decision tables in Appendix B are only given as examples, the
grades have been arbitrarily chosen by the Project manager. The purpose here is only
to give the Delphi panel an idea of how measurable Parameters, Sub-parameters and
Survey items can be graded.

Once the structure of the index method has been determined, first by the project
group, then by the Delphi panel, the objectives, strategies and parameters must be
given Weights. The Weights are determined by the Delphi panel. Questions like
"How important is the Objective "Provide life safety” for the implementation of our
Policy?" and "How important is the Objective "Provide property protection” for the
implementation of our Policy?". Similarly, such questions will be asked about the
Strategies and the Parameters.

As a result, each of the Parameters will have Weights which are linked to each of the
Strategies and the Strategies will have Weights linked to each of the Objectives, etc.
Thus, the relative importance of each parameter can be calculated through matrix
multiplication, resulting in the index method, which is the aim of this work. This
process is further described in the enclosed report by Magnusson and Rantatalo [1].

3. General on Delphi Panels

In their book "The Delphi Method - Technigues and Applications” (Addison-Wesley
Publishing Company, 1975), Linstone and Turoff [2] define the Delphi technique as
"Delphi may be characterised as a method for structuring a group communication
process so that the process is effective in allowing a group of individuals, as a whole,
to deal with a complex problem".

They further describe this as a situation where "a small monitor team designs a
questionnaire which is sent to a larger respondent group. After the questionnaire is
returned the monitor team summarises the results and, based upon the results,
develops a new questionnaire for the respondent group. The respondent group is
usually given at least one opportunity to reevaluate its original answers based upon
examination of the group response”.

Shields [3] describes the process as:
1. Each member of the group responds anonymously to a previously prepared
questionnaire to avoid undue influence of strong personalities;
2. There must be a review of the questionnaire results, and adjustments are
invited whilst preserving anonymity;

A-5
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3. Numerical responses are required which are to be analysed statistically and
presented as a basis for consideration in the next Delphi round.

Magnusson and Rantatalo [1] further describe the Delphi technique in Annex 4 of
their report.

In our work we shall try to adhere to the following guidelines:

a) We ask the panel members not to confer with each other on matters to do with
the Delphi exercise. The panel members are, however, welcome to telephone,
fax or e-mail to the Project manager or any member of the Project group (see
contact details in Appendix A).

b) We will try to keep the work to be done by the panel to a minimum by
preparing easily understandable questionnaires and by giving overviews of
complex issues.

c) Each Delphi panellist has been chosen because of his or her expertise. We ask
you to give us your subjective judgement on an issue that usually is poorly
analysed and researched. Ideally, each panellist should simply make quick
judgements, based on his or her experience and intuition. However, we shall
provide references and background material, in case the panellist feels there is
need for further information.

d) The Project group must not enforce a structure of the problem on the Delphi
panel and at the same time the Delphi panel must be presented with a well-
defined structure to allow effective communication. We shall strive for a
suitable balance between the preparatory work carried out by the Project group
and the work to be carried out by the Delphi panel.

e) The Delphi panel is asked to keep in mind that the index method is to be
applied to medium rise, multi-story apartment buildings only. The method will
therefore ignore a number of fire safety issues that are not relevant for such
buildings.

Further, we must strive to produce a method that strikes the right balance between
simplicity and comprehensiveness, since the method must be simple to use. Also, the
human mind has a limited capacity to store information. The more comprehensive the
method (with a large amount of Objectives, Strategies and Parameters), the greater the
chances of confusion and disagreement. Our limitations will be discussed later.

4. Planned work for our Delphi panel

The Project group has now agreed on a preliminary structure of the index method, to
be presented to the Delphi panel. The document is 20 pages, the 2 first pages describe
the overall structure. Each of the steps listed below will be repeated once or twice or
until consensus has been reached.

You will at first only concern yourself with the first two pages of the document
mentioned above, which list the suggested Policy, Objectives, Strategies and
Parameters. You will be asked for comments or additions.

When the overall structure of the method has been agreed upon, you will be asked to
assign Weights to the Objectives, Strategies and Parameters.

A-6
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Next you will be asked to give your opinions on the structure of the Sub-parameters,
the Survey items and the Decision tables.

Finally, you will be asked to give your opinion on the Parameter grades. When
consensus has been reached on this issue, our work is done.

We plan to have the work done before the summer. Since it is difficult to predict how
long time each of the steps above may take, the Project group may have to make
changes in our plans. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the
Project manager or any of the members of the Project group (see Appendix A).

A-7
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Appendix B: Example of how Parameters, Sub-parameters,
Survey items and Decision Tables can be used in an Index
Method

P,. SUPPRESSION SYSTEM

DEFINITION: equipment and systems for suppression of fires
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Automatic sprinkler system

Type of sprinkler (N = no sprinkler, R = Residential sprinkler, O = ordinary sprinkler)
and Location of sprinkler (A = in apartment, E = in escape route, B = both in
apartment and escape route)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Type of sprinkler N R R R @) @) @)
Location of sprinkler - A E B A E B
GRADE N ? ? ? ? ? H
(N =no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)
Portable equipment
N | None
F | Extinguishing equipment on every floor
A | Extinguishing equipment in every apartment
PARAMETER GRADE:
SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Automatic sprinklersystem | N | N | N | L | L|L| M|{M|M|H|H|H
Portable equipment N|IF|A|N|F|A|N|F|A|N|F|A
GRADE o|?2 1?22?22 |?2]?2 2?2?25

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

(Observe that the "?" in the above tables are examples of grades yet to be given)
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DELPHI PANEL DOCUMENT: D02 D02:1
99-02-18 99002BR/BK

Addressee: Members of the Delphi panel for the
project "Risk - Timberframe Buildings"

UNIVERSITY

Department of Fire Safety Engineering
Bjorn Karlsson

D02: Structure of the Index Method

The purpose of this document is to introduce a preliminary structure of the index
method for fire risk assessment of medium rise multistorey apartment buildings.

We shall discuss how the preliminary structure was developed by the Project group.
To do this we will provide you with a number of earlier suggestions for the structure
in Appendices A, B and C. Finally, we provide you with a graphical representation of
a "Fire Safety Concepts Tree" in Appendix D.

After you have read this information you will be asked if you wish to add or delete
something from the structure presented by the Project group. The question will be
distributed through e-mail.

This document is divided into:
1. Development of the structure of the index method
2. Project group structure of the index method
e Appendix A: Version 1 of the index method
» Appendix B: Version 2 of the index method
» Appendix C: Version 3 of the index method
» Appendix D: Fire Safety Concepts Tree for our application

Action required: Please read the document carefully and build an opinion on whether
the Project group structure can be accepted or if additions or deletions should be
made. You are welcome to contact the Project group (see list in document D01) or the
Project manager if you have questions. You will receive a questionnaire through e-
mail in a few days where you will be asked for your opinion.

Postal address Box 118, SE-221 00 Lund, Sweden Visiting address John Ericssons vag 1, Lund, Sweden Telephone Int. +46 46 222 73 63, +46 46 222 73
60 Telefax Int. +46 46 222 46 12 E-mail bjorn.karlsson@brand.lth.se Internet http://www.brand.lth.se/english
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1. Development of the Preliminary Structure of the Index
Method

The present structure of the index method developed gradually, through consultations
with previous work, with designers, with our External experts and in a number of
meetings with the Project group. We shall briefly give the background in the
following and refer to variations of the structure as the,

» Project group version

 Version 1
* Version 2
* Version 3

The Project group version is given in Section 2, Versions 1, 2 and 3 are given in
Appendixes A, B and C, respectively.

Most index methods for assessing fire safety are derived by taking a cut set of the
NFPA Fire Safety Concepts Tree [1]. Fault tree analysis uses a tree-like diagram to
describe the relationships of events that can lead to a systems failure. Similarly, [1]
uses such diagrams to show relationships of fire prevention and fire damage control
strateg.ies.

Examples of fire safety strateg.ies shown in [1] are ignition prevention, limitation of
combustibles, compartmentation, fire detection and alarm, fire suppression, and
protection of exposed people or things. Some of these strateg.ies have been assumed
to not apply in our case. For example, since we are concerned with apartment
buildings we assume that we have no control over combustibles, except for lining
materials.

Magnusson and Rantatalo [2] also used [1] as a basis for their suggestion of a
structure. We shall call their structure Version 1 (see Appendix A). Version 2 (see
Appendix B) was developed after we,
» Discussed the structure with a well known engineer with design
experience.
» Constructed our own version of a Fire Safety Concepts Tree.
» Asked for comments from our external advisers.

Version 2 was discussed at a meeting with the Project group. After considerable
discussion one of the Project group members suggested Version 3 (see Appendix C).
After some e-mail communication between project group members and a second
meeting with the Project group, the Project group version was developed (see Section
2).

The Project group has now unanimously agreed that this is the version we wish to
send to the Delphi panel. We will now ask you to inspect these four versions of
structure and consider whether you wish to accept the Project group version or you
wish to add or delete something. The question will be distributed by e-mail.

A-12

D02:2



D02:3

In order to assist you to make your judgement we also enclose our version of the Fire
Safety Concepts Tree (see Appendix D).

2. Project Group Version of the Index Method

This is a suggestion for a structure of the index method. The list below presents the
overall policy and different decision levels; Objectives, Strateg.ies and Parameters.
The parameter grades are calculated by using grading schemes. The grading schemes
have been developed but are not presented here, the Delphi group will be asked for
comments on the grading schemes later.

Policy:

Provide acceptable fire safety level in multistorey apartment buildings
Def: Apartment buildings shall be designed in a way that ensures sufficient safety in case
of fire for persons being present in or on the buildings and for material values. This
includes acceptable possibilities of rescuing people, and of performing extinguishing
work. Apartment buildings shall be so located as to ensure that the risk of fire spreading
to other buildings becomes acceptably low.

Objectives:

0O Provide life safety
Def: life safety of occupants in the compartment of origin, the rest of the building,
outside and in adjacent buildings and life safety of fire fighters

O, Provide property protection
Def: protection of property in the compartment of origin, in the rest of the building,
outside and in adjacent buildings

Strategies:

S1 Control fire growth
Def: Controlling the fire growth by using active systems (suppression systems and smoke
control systems) and the fire service.

Sz Confine fire by construction
Def: Provide structural stability, control the movement of fire through containment, use
fire safe materials (linings). This has to do with passive systems or materials that are
constantly in place.

Ss3 Establish safe eg.ress
Def: Cause movement of occupants and provide movement means for occupants. This is
done by designing detection systems, signal systems, by designing escape routes and by
educating or training the occupants. In some cases the design of the escape route may
involve action by the fire brigade (escape by ladder through window).

Sy Establish safe rescue
Def: Protect the lives and ensure safety of fire brigades officers during rescue. This is
done by providing structural stability.

Parameters:

Py Linings in apartment
Def: Possibility of internal linings in an apartment to delay the ignition of the structure
and to reduce fire growth

P2 Suppression system
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P3
P4
Ps
Ps

P7

D02:4

Def: Equipment and systems for suppression of fires
Fire service
Def: Possibility of external agencies to save lives and to prevent further fire spread
Compartmentation
Def: Extent to which floor areas are divided into fire compartments
Structure - separating
Def: Heat, smoke and fire resistance of building assemblies separating fire compartments
Doors
Def: Fire and smoke separating function of doors between fire compartments
Windows
Def: Windows and protection of windows, ie. factors affecting the possibility of fire
spread through the openings
Facade
Def: Facade material, suppression system etc., ie. factors affecting the possibility of fire
spread along the facade
Attic
Def: Prevention of fire spread to and in attic
Surroundings
Def: Minimal separation distance from other building
Smoke control system
Def: Equipment and systems for limiting spread of toxic and corrosive fire products
Detection system
Def: Equipment and systems for detecting fires
Signal system
Def: Equipment and systems for transmitting an alarm of fire
Escape routes
Def: Adequacy and reliability of escape routes
Structure - load-bearing
Def: Structural stability of the building when exposed to a fire
Fire safety management
Def: Inspection and maintenance of fire safety equipment, escape routes etc. and
education of occupants in suppression and evacuation
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Appendix A: Version 1 of the index method

(taken from Magnusson and Rantatalo [2])

What level of fire safety do we

roor |

need in our building?

o

» Y w

Decision levels
Obijectives
Strategies
Parameters
Survey Items

D02:6

O.: Provide life safety

|| Objectives "7 O,: Prevent fire spread from room of origin.
O,:  Prevent fire spread to the adjacent building.

S, = Establish safe egress
S, = Establish safe rescue operation
S; =Control fire growth
Prevent fire spread through
S, =-room boundaries

|| Strategies || Ss =-joints and intersection
S =-concealed spaces

Parameters
X1 ... X13

S; =-window openings, facades

S, = -attic

S, = prevent ignition of structure

S = limit size of radiation to burning building

Building:
P, = Loadbearing capacity
. = Integrity E / insulation |
P, = Firestop at joints/intersections
P, = Firestop in concealed spaces
Ps = Facade construction
Ps = Fire stop in eaves
P,= Doors (self closing)
Fire protection system:
Ps = Alarm system
P, = Detection system
P = Suppression system
P.,= Fire department capability and effectiveness
P1,= Management, surveillance and education
P, = Safe separating distance
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Comments on Version 1 of the Index Method

This structure was sent to the External advisers for comment. They remarked that
using the Delphi technique for evaluation of Strategies versus Parameters might be
difficult, due to the size of the matrix that would result (13*10 = 130 cells to be
evaluated). Both suggested strongly that the Strategies should be fewer and more
concentrated.

One External adviser specifically recommended that Strategies S, and Ss be
combined, as well as Strategies Sg and Sg.

The strategy Sowas found to be somewhat ambiguous for a number of reasons. It was
assumed that this Strategy might be combined with Strategy S, (Prevent fire spread
through room boundaries) since a part of its objective is to protect the structure (or
load bearing material).

The Strategies were therefore reduced from 10 to 7.

During this stage a detailed structure of the Parameters, Sub-parameters, Survey items
and Decision tables was initiated. During this work, a number of Parameters that had
not been included in Version 1 were identified. The number of parameters therefore
increased from 13 to 18.

This led to a matrix of Strategies versus Parameters of the size 7*18 = 126, which is
still fairly large. It was, however, felt that the structure had been sharpened at the
same time that more parameters had been taken into account.

This led to Version 2 of the index method (see Appendix B).
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Appendix B: Version 2 of the Index Method

This is a suggestion for a structure of the index method. The list below presents
different decision levels; Objectives, Strategies and Parameters. The parameter grades
are calculated by using grading schemes (which are developed but not shown here).

Policy:
What level of fire safety do we need in our building?
Objectives:

0O, Provide life safety
0O, Prevent fire spread from room of origin
O3 Prevent fire spread to adjacent building

Strategies:

S1 Establish safe rescue operation

S; Establish safe egress

Ss Suppress fire

S4 Prevent fire spread through room boundaries

Ss Prevent fire spread through concealed spaces and attic
Se Prevent external fire spread

Sy Limit size of radiation from burning building

Parameters:

P1 Load bearing capacity

P, Detection system

P Alarm system

P4 Integrity and insulation

Ps Escape routes

Ps Suppression system

P, Fire brigade

Pg Internal linings

Pg Doors

P Firestops at joints and intersections
P11 Firestops in concealed spaces
P, Firestops in attic

P13 Facades

P14 Windows

P15 Safe separating distance

P Compartmentation

P17z Smoke control system

Pis Maintenance and education
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Comments on Version 2 of the Index Method

Version 2 of the structure document was discussed with the Project group and the
External advisers.

Both External advisers indicated that Objectives O, and O3 were not independent of
each other and that it might be more natural to simply divide the Objectives into two
parts; Life safety and Property. As a result, this was suggested for Version 3.

Both External advisers emphasised the importance of having the Strategies as
independent of each other as possible, in order to ease the weighting process for the
Delphi panel. One suggested that the Strategies should have a greater reflection on the
text in the Building Regulation.

As a result, the Project group discussed considerable changes to the Strategies. An
International Standards Organisation document was also consulted (ISO TR 13387
Part 1 "Framework Document™) as a check. One of the Project group members
summarised the discussion and circulated Version 3 of the structure document. This
member felt that the Objectives should be defined in a clearer way and therefore
included some Sub-objectives.

During this work it was noted that the Parameters did not change much, even though
the Parameter names changed somewhat and the order in which they were presented
changed.

The result was Version 3 of the structure document (see Appendix C).
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Appendix C: Version 3 of the Index Method

Objectives
0, Life safety
O, Property protection

Sub-objectives

L, Safety of occupants in the compartment of origin

L, Safety of occupants in the rest of the building

Ls Safety of people outside and in adjacent buildings

L, Safety of fire fighters

E: Protection of property in the compartment of origin

E; Protection of property in the rest of the building

Es Protection of property outside and in adjacent buildings

Strategies

Si Prevent ignition

S; Control fire growth

S3 Control yield of hazardous fire effluent (smoke & gaseous species)
Sy Control the movement of fire effluent

Ss Confine the fire (one room, one compartment, one building)

Se Provide safe egress

S; Provide safe rescue (defend in place first - provide safe egress when needed)

Parameters (techniques available/contributing - to be weighted and graded by relevance,
availability, reliability and possibility to control))

Number & type of occupants

Fire safety management (maintenance & education)

Contents

Linings (& materials inside the structural elements possibly contributing to fire?)
Compartmentation - size, number & complexity of bldg layout...

Structure - load-bearing

Structure - separating (joints, cavities, penetrations, ...)

Doors (between apartment and corridor/staircase)

Windows

Facades

Attics

Escape routes (number, dimensions, how easy to use, materials, smoke control)
Detection system

Alarm system

Smoke control (from the compartment of origin)

Suppression system

Fire brigade

Surroundings (neighbouring buildings, landscape around the building)
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Comments on Version 3 of the Index Method

Version 3 of the structure document was circulated to the Project group and discussed
with one of the External advisers.

Experts in the Project group first commented on the structure through e-mail. The
following gives some of the comments

» Some of the items are out of the control of building regulations, and can
therefore be deleted, we have no control over them.

» With the sub-objectives in the system, the matrixes become far too large. The
sub-objectives can simply be included in the definitions of the objectives.

o Strategy S; should be deleted. In an apartment building the Building
Regulation has little or no control on sources of ignition.

o Strategy S; should be deleted. The Building Regulation has little or no control
over the yield of hazardous fire effluent (for example how much HCL or CO a
certain piece of furniture will produce when burning).

o Strategy S, seems very dependent on Strategies Ss and Sg. The better you
confine the fire (for example by construction), the better you control the
movement of fire effluent. If you provide safe egress (for example by using
smoke control systems, doors etc) you are controlling the movement of fire
effluent. It is suggested that Strategy S, be deleted and that it be included in
other strategies using definitions.

This resulted in 2 Objectives accompanied by definitions and 4 Strategies, with
slightly different names and definitions.

Comments were also made on the Parameters. It was found that the suggested
Parameters were very similar to those proposed earlier even though their order and
names had changed somewhat.

Parameters P, and P3 were deleted, since the Building Regulation has little or no
control over them in apartment buildings (except for lining materials, which will be
included in a separate parameter).

As a result, definitions were provided for the 2 Objectives, 4 Strategies and 16
remaining Parameters. A new document was now circulated to the Project group. The
final document of the Project group version of the structure was then discussed in a
one day Project group meeting.

Since then some small amendments have been made. The Project group unanimously
agreed to send the version given in Section 2 to the Delphi panel.
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Appendix D: Fire Safety Concept Trees for our Application

The Fire Safety Concepts Tree depicted here was developed using the strategies given
in [1] as a basis. This version of the tree corresponds with Project group version of the
structure of the index method. The tree is shown in Figures 1-8.

The aim of this Appendix, and Appendices A, B and C, is to provide the Delphi panel
with enough information so that a judgement can be made on whether the structure in
Section 2 can be accepted or whether additions or deletions should be made.

Fire safety objectives

O1 O2
Provide life safety ‘ ‘ Provide propetry protection ‘
‘ Prevent fire spread from room of origin ‘ ‘ Prevent fire spread to adjacent building
N ZON
S3 Sy continued below continued below
‘ Establish safe egress ‘ ‘ Establish safe rescue ‘
P15
Cause movement ‘ Provide movement means ‘ ‘ Structure - load-bearing ‘ Falling roofing-tiles,
boards etc.

of occupants 2N
N continued below
continued below
(o [ oo [

Figure 1: Fire Safety Objectives

Cause movement
of occupants

P12 P13
‘ Detection system ‘ Signal system
Amount of detectors‘ ‘ Reliability of detectors ‘

Detector Detector power Maintenance
type supply

not carried out,
carried out (intervals)

None In every In every In escape ‘ Heat ‘ ‘ Smoke‘ ‘ Battery‘ Power Interconnected
apartment | | room routes grid according to RUS

Type of Location of Activation of signal to
signal

signal the rest of the building

not carried out,
carried out (intervals)
[ I I
None Light Alarm Spoken To the apartment To the whole or at least ‘ Manually‘ ‘ Automaticly
signal bell message only to a large section

Figure 2: Cause Movement of Occupants
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P14

Provide movement means

Escape routes

Ps

Structure - separating

Type of escape
routes

Dimensions

and layout

‘ Equipment ‘ ‘ Linings‘ ‘ El 15‘ ‘ El 30‘ ‘ etc. ‘

not carried out,
carried out (intervals) carried out (intervals)

Inspection of Education in
escape routes evacuation

not carried out,

‘ Staircase ‘ ‘ Window/BaIcony‘

Travel distance to
an escape route

Number of
floors

maximum travel distance

to an escape route

Number of apartments

connected to an
escape route

Guidance
signs

General
lighting

Emergency
lighting

Figure 3: Provide Movement Means

‘ Prevent fire spread from room of origin ‘

S2

S1

Control fuel in
room of origin

Confine fire by
construction

continued below

‘ Control fire growth ‘

P2 P3

P11

Suppression system‘ ‘ Fire service ‘

continued below

Smoke control
system

Capability

Response
time

different

‘ Volunteer ‘ ‘ Part-time‘ ‘ Professional

‘ Accessibilily‘ ‘ Equipment ‘

number of accessible
sides of the building

time intervals

control system

Activation of smoke

Smoke vent
openings

Means of smoke
movement

Maintenance

not carried out,

carried out (intervals)

‘ No system ‘ ‘Manually ‘ ‘Automaticly‘

Mechanical ‘ ‘ Nalural‘

Near ceiling

Near ceiling and
at other levels

No openings but

mechanical pressurization

is improved

Figure 4: Prevent Fire Spread from Room of Origin.

A-23

D02:13



D02:14

P2

Suppression system

Automatic sprinkler Portable
system equipment
Maintenance Type of Location of Education in Maintenance Amount of
sprinkler sprinkler suppression extinguishing
not carried out, /]\ not carried out, equipment
carried out (intervals) not carried out, carried out (intervals)

carried out (intervals)

No sprinkler | | Apartment Ordinary In apartments | | In escape None On every In every

sprinkler sprinkler routes floor apartment

[

Figure 5: Suppression System.

S2

Confine fire by
construction

Prevent fire spread Prevent external
through room boundaries fire spread
N
continued below
P1 ‘ Ps ‘ P15 ‘ ‘ Ps
‘ Linings in apartment ‘ ‘ Structure-separating‘ ‘ Structure - load-bearing ‘ ‘ Doors ‘
‘ Class | ‘ ‘ Class II‘ ‘ Class Ill ‘ ‘ R 30 ‘ ‘ R 60 ‘ ‘ To escape route ‘ ‘ In escape route
[ [ |
Integrity and Firestops in Firestops at joints Integrity and Type of
insulation concealed spaces and intersections insulation closing

different construction different construction
solutions solutions

‘ El 15 ‘ ‘ EI 30 ‘ ‘ Manually‘ ‘ Self-closing

Figure 6: Confine Fire by Construction.
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Prevent external
fire spread

F>7/‘ Pg

Py

Windows‘

‘ Facades ‘

‘ Attic ‘

Ordinary
windows

Special solutions

Amont and location
of combustible material

v |

Prevention of ifre
spread to attic

Fire separation
in attic

N

maximum area of fire
compartment

Combustible Combustible material No void Continiuous
part of facade above window void
ZON

amount in percent

Void with special
design solution

Figure 7: Prevent External Fire Spread

Prevent fire spread to adjacent building

Type of adjacent
building

Limit size of radiation
from burning building

P10

|

Surroundings

separating distance

Py

Compartmentation

maximum floor area
in fire compartment

Limit the size of fire
in burning building

Control fuel in
room of origin

Confine fire by
constuction

Control fire growth

already illustrated

Figure 8: Prevent Fire Spread to Adjacent Building
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DELPHI PANEL DOCUMENT: D03 D03:1
99-03-29 99003BR/BK

Addressee: Members of the Delphi panel for the
project "Risk - Timber-frame Buildings"

UNIVERSITY

Department of Fire Safety Engineering
Bjorn Karlsson

D03: Structure of the Full Index Method

This letter contains,
1. A report on the results of the voting and comments on document D02:
Structure of the index method.
2. The Project group version of the full index method.

The Delphi panel agreed on the main structure of the index method, but gave several
comments. These comments have now been considered by the Project group and
some small changes have been made to the main structure of index method.

The Project group version of the full index method is enclosed here, with all
Parameters, Sub-parameters, Decision tables and Grading schemes. The document has
been developed by the Project group and it's advisers during the last 6 months. The
main challenge has been to identify different design options and expressing these in
easily measurable quantities.

Action required: You do not need to read through the report on the response to
document D02, the report is enclosed here for those who are interested. However, we
ask you to consider the full index method in detail. You will not be asked to give
grades or weights at this point, but you will be asked to comment on the structure of
the Parameters, Sub-parameters, Decision tables and Parameter grades. My estimate is
that this work should take roughly 4 hours, depending on your interest and your way
of replying. Your comments can be sent to me through e-mail, you can fax hand-
written notes to me or telephone me and give your comments orally. I will need your
answer in two weeks time, or before Thursday 15" April.

Note: If you have mislaid documents, you can fetch them at our Web site,
http://www.brand.lth.se/forskn/index.htm, choose Risk, then choose Timber-Frame
Buildings - Risk "

Postal address Box 118, SE-221 00 Lund, Sweden Visiting address John Ericssons vag 1, Lund, Sweden Telephone Int. +46 46 222 73 63, +46 46 222 73
60 Telefax Int. +46 46 222 46 12 E-mail bjorn.karlsson@brand.lth.se Internet http://www.brand.lth.se/english
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Response of Delphi Panel to Document D02 (990329)

This document gives the number of the Delphi panel member (random), his/her
answer on agreement or not and his/her comments. Project group response to
comments are also given. We received 17 answers.

1. Answer: Agreed
Comments:

a) Regarding P15 (load-bearing function) R30, R60 etc are not sufficient as
parameters for timber structures. The aspect of survival of a burnout of the
compartment is not covered, however this has an impact mainly on protection
of property, safety of fire brigade and spread to other buildings. Here the
relevant parameter is whether the load-bearing structure is completely
protected from charring or not. There is a very weak relationship between
classification and survival of structure in the actual range of R60 - R90.
Perhaps this is sufficient.

Project group proposal:
a) This will be addressed later when looking at sub-parameters.

2. Answer: Agreed
Comments:

a) Jag anser att brandcellens innehall av brénnbart material ar en viktig
parameter. Om mangden giftiga gaser som bildas kan beg.ransas okar
sékerheten bl.a. vid utrymning. Ni har uteslutit denna punkt eftersom vi inte
kan reg.lera den i byggnormen. Detta argument tycker jag borde omprdvas.
Finner vi att det finns behov av att beg.rdnsa anvéndning av vissa material i t
ex mobler for att darigenom minska méngden giftiga gaser borde det vara
mojligt att paverka utvecklingen dven om det inte sker i en byggnorm.

b) Fdljande punkter antar jag finns med bland de parametrar som Du angivit &ven
om jag inte hittat dem beskrivna i ord; Dorrar i utrymningsvagar;
oppningsfunktion, lasning och; Genomforingar, tatning

Project group proposal:

a) Fire load density is of course an important parameter, the Project group has
therefore reconsidered this. We still find that we should not consider furniture
etc, not only because the building regulations do not provide control, but also
because interiors can change at any time and there is no inspection procedure
for this.

b) Yes, there are provisions for this, we will consider this in detail in the next
Delphi round.

3. Answer: Agree.
4. Answer: Agree.

5. Answer: Agree.

A-27



D03:3

6. Answer: Agree.
Comments:

a) My only concern is that how the fire load, it's location, etc. parameters are
taken into account. Am I correct that those are given for the panel? If yes, how
the possible sensitivity of results against those parameters can be estimated?
Possibly you should ask the panel members within which limits of the
parameters the given answer is still valid.

b) Of course this sensitivity aspect should/could be used throughout the exercise!

Project group proposal:

a) See 1. above. Again, this is an important parameter. However, Fire load
density can change with time and is not regularly controlled. We must assume
that Fire load density is a statistical parameter, such numbers are available in
the literature for apartments. The statistics give the 80™ percentile and the
range. The answer to this question is: yes, we assume that the Fire load density
IS a given parameter for apartments, with a known range.

b) The Delphi panel will be providing considerable information on the weights of
different aspects of fire safety.

7. Answer: Do not agree.
Comments:

a) The policy defined on page 3 contains several objectives, which are not
mentioned in the section on Objectives. Here "rescuing people™ is not
mentioned and only "life safety” is mentioned whereas in the policy safety for
persons can be interpreted more general containing eg. also persons health. |
suggest that there is agreement between the formulation of policy and
objectives.

b) In Version 3, there is a division into objectives and sub-objectives. This
division is much clearer than what is defined in "Project group version of the
index method™" given on page 3. With the definitions given on page 3 the
Delphi panel will have to consider eg. life safety of occupants as well as for
fire fighters. The weighting between the 2 groups will be hidden in the
subjective answers from the Delphi panel. It might be clearer ( and require
more work) to split the objectives as done in version 3. | suggest that.

c) Objectives O1 comprises also life safety of occupants in the compartment of
origin. This is maybe wise to consider, but it is normally assumed that the life
of persons in the compartment of origin is lost. So let it be.

d) In the strategy S4 - Establish safe rescue it is written "This is done by
providing structural stability”. Should it be added which part of the structure
should have the sufficient stability, eg. the escape routes? | suggest that.

Project group proposal:

a) Yes, the policy definition should be shortened very much and the definitions
given in the objectives instead. These must have the same meaning.

b) Itis correct that it is clearer to divide life safety into sub-objectives. However,
not only does it require more work, but much more work. The Delphi group
will then have to consider 2*7*4*16 or about 900 weight factors (900
questions to answer) instead of 2*4*16 = 128 weight factors.

c) No comment
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d) The Project group suggests that we talk generally about structural stability,
since fire brigade personnel may need protection in other spaces than escape
routes.

8. Answer: Agree.

9. Answer: Agree.
Comments:

a) Comparing the structure in section 2 with the ones shown in appendix A to C |
believe that two more parameters should be added in section 2: Concealed
spaces and joints. | believe these two parameters to be of great importance for
the strategy S2 and | do not think they are covered sufficiently by parameter
P5.

Project group proposal:

a) The concealed spaces and joints are sub-parameters which are very prominent
in the P5 parameter. The Project group is certain that they will be sufficiently
covered by parameter P5, since it will be made very clear that these sub-
parameters belong there. The issue will be revisited when we consider the
parameters.

10. Answer: Agree

11. Answer: Agree
Comments:

a) Policy Apartment maste defineras battre. Man borde inkludera
studentbostader, gruppbostader och aldrebostader

b) S4 Firebrigade officers, ar detta den korrekta termen for vanlig brandman?

c) Man borde lagga in S5 Prevent fire to start. Byggreg.ler har t.ex. krav pa
imkanaler, eldstader, skorstenar och el-installationer. Man borde ocksa ta
hansyn till brevlader och tidningar i trapphus vad géller antandning.

d) P4 lagenheter som omfattar 2plan da ar inte bjalklaget ar en brandcellsgrans

e) Ventilationssystemet finns inte namnt.

Project group proposal:

a) For the moment, we shall only consider ordinary apartments. Some
adjustments will probably be made in the next part of the project so that other
types of apartments may be included.

b) We will use the term Fire brigade personnel.

c) The proposed strategy S5 caused much discussion in the Project group. The
following points were made:

» Most of the "prevent ignition" strategy must be ignored since we have no
control over the interior of the building (except for linings).

» Fire places, Flues (imkanaler) and chimneys are a very small part of the
"prevent ignition" strategy

» Fire places, Flues (imkanaler) and chimneys are either made to standard
(for example Fire places must have a slab of non-combustible material in
front of it, with a certain dimension) or they are not made to standard (in
that case they will not be built). It will be too detailed to have sub-
parameters which are; a) Fire place with very much non-combustible
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material around it, b) fire place made to standard and c) fire place not
made to standard.

» The same applies to Flues and chimneys, it will be too detailed.

» The electric installation will either be made to standard or it will not. If it
is not made to standard, the house will not be built. We have little
possibility to divide this into; el-installation done a) better than to standard,
b) to standard, c) to sub-standard.

e The houses we are considering are about to be built or are very recently
built. We will not be applying the method to quite old timber-frame
buildings (typically with chimneys and flues and a boiler room in the
cellar)

» We therefore propose that these issues (imkanaler, chimneys, electric
installation, etc) be ignored in the method and thereby, that all apartment
buildings have the same probability of ignition.

d) We will change the definition in P4 so that "floor" is replaced by "building
space".

e) The Project group is not certain if a special parameter for ventilation system
should be included or not. The group will seek responses and suggestions from
experts and Delphi panel.

12. Answer: Agree.
Comments:

a) However | would to like to add some items to the parameters. P8 could be
facades and balconies. Then I suggest that one parameter is added for different
kind of cavities (in floors, in partitions, in external walls). And what about
service installations like pipes, ducts and their penetration seals.

Project group proposal:
a) All of these items are addressed in the sub-parameters. We shall discuss this in
detail in the next step.

13. Answer: Agree
Comments:

a) Strategies: Preventing fire spread from one building to another should include
in strategies if not in objectives. This is a major problem and after all the
reason why building regulations are so strict to wooden buildings. In my
opinion problems in one building are practically solved, but especially when
we are talking about wooden facades there is a lot to be solved. In present
version it is difficult to include parameter P10 in any strategies. Even if it is
included in S2, it has a minimal effect to building risk index when we are
comparing different buildings. One can point out that this strategy is not
totally independent of others. All other strategies are not independent either.
eg.. S3 is dependent of S1 (active systems affect both controlling fire and safe
egress). Controlling fire growth is not independent of construction (active fire
fighting uses passive systems). And so on. Seems to me that it is very difficult
to keep all strategies totally independent.

b) Parameters: P10 Def: minimum instead of minimal.

c) Other comments: Delphi panel seems to be an interesting method to solve this
kind of problem. Still, we are going to spend many long hours with several
questions, like defining values for table 2.3 in Magnusson & Rantatalo report.
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Project group proposal:

a) The Project group has discussed this in detail before. Facades are included in
02 (property protection), but not clearly enough in S2 (confine fire by
construction). We will add the words "and facades™ in the definition of S2, so
it becomes "use fire safe materials (linings and facade materials)".

b) Minimal will be changed to minimum

c) Correct.

14. Answer: Agree.

Comments:
a) Policy: Jag anser skrivningen bra. Jag anser dock att definitionen att
"Apartment building shall be so located...” bor &ndras bor &ndras till ...located

and designed..." for att arbetet ska bli praktiskt anvandbart. Enbart avstand
som skydd for brandspridning till annan byggnad &r ju en icke Onskvérd
beg.ransning.

b) Strateg.ies: Har har arbetet med att minimera antalet strateg.ier gatt for langt.
Vi vet att roken ar det som tar flest manniskoliv i dagens brander. Har far den
en underordnad roll. Det talas om "fire growth™ och "confine fire" men det &r
inte detsamma som att hindra rokspridning. Jag haller inte helt med
kommentarerna till version 3 pa sidan 11 angaende Strategy S4. Visst innebar
en béattre beg.ransning av branden en béttre beg.ransning av roken, men de kan
inte likstallas. Det kan som exempel vara svart att vardesatta rokventilation av
trapphus, eller rokspridning via troskelfria dorrar. Visserligen ar detta med
smoke management mer aktuellt for andra byggnadstyper, men varderingen ar
viktig for att nya ideer ska fa en chans. Det ar en viktig strateg.i att hindra
rokspridning!

c) Jag vill ocksa komplettera definitionen av foreslagen strateg.i S4 med " .. and
prevent rapid unexpected fire spread and collapse of building parts”. Jag
syftar har pa ej primart barande delar som trappor, takfétter och tunga
undertak. Jag avser ocksa brandspridning i dolda utrymmen som kanske klarar
utrymningen men blir en félla vid brandslackningen.

d) Parameters: P11. Ar det viktigt med "corrosive"? | sa fall maste det utvérderas.
Ta bort det foreslar jag. P14. Jag saknar méjligheten att ge extra poang for
antalet utrymningsvagar. Det ar ingen ovasentlig del.

Project group proposal:

a) The Policy definition should be simplified and re-written. The details should
be given in the Objectives definitions.

b) The prevent smoke spread strategy can only be implemented by either using
active systems (S1) or passive systems (S2). The Project group found that it
would be very difficult to assign weights to a specific strategy for smoke
transport, that uses and combines strategies S1 and S2. We found that the
system becomes much clearer without a specific strategy on smoke spread. We
are confident that the panel members will give appropriate weights bearing
this in mind.

c) We will add "and prevent rapid unexpected fire spread and collapse of
building parts" to the definition of S4. This is, however, very difficult to
measure or to rate. We will address that problem in the next round.
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d) P11: Corrosive has to do with property protection. It is however a very small
part of the parameter since toxicity is most important. We agree and propose
to strike the words "and corrosive" since it is of relatively small importance.
P14: This is implemented in the sub-parameters, we will discuss this soon.

15. Answer: Agree
16. Answer: Agree

17. Answer: Agree
Comments:
a) Ta bort eller starkt forenkla Definition of Policy eftersom definitionen
kommer sedan i Objectives
b) Call S1 Control fire growth using active systems
c) Call Parameter 10 Adjacent buildings or Adjacent structural works

Project group proposal:
a) The Policy definition will be simplified and re-written. The details should be

given in the Objectives definitions.

b) The Project group proposes to call S1 "Control fire growth using active
systems"

c) The Project group proposes to call P10 Adjacent buildings.
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“Risk - Timber-frame Buildings” - Project Group Structure
of the Full Index Method (990330)

This is a suggestion for a structure of the Index method. The list below presents
different decision levels; Objectives, Strategies and Parameters. The parameter grades
are calculated by using the grading schemes presented in this paper. In the grading
schemes the two lowest decision levels are used; Sub-Parameters and Survey Items.
Currently, we shall only consider ordinary occupancies, later we may expand to
include occupancies such as homes for the elderly.

Policy:

Provide acceptable fire safety level in multistorey apartment buildings
Def: Multistorey apartment buildings shall be designed in a way that ensures sufficient
life safety and property protection in accordance with the objectives listed below.

Objectives:

0O, Provide life safety
Def: Life safety of occupants in the compartment of origin, the rest of the building,
outside and in adjacent buildings and life safety of fire fighters

0O, Provide property protection
Def: Protection of property in the compartment of origin, in the rest of the building,
outside and in adjacent buildings

Strategies:

S1 Control fire growth by active means
Def: Controlling the fire growth by using active systems (suppression systems and smoke
control systems) and the fire service.

S; Confine fire by construction
Def: Provide structural stability, control the movement of fire through containment, use
fire safe materials (linings and facade material). This has to do with passive systems or
materials that are constantly in place.

S3 Establish safe egress
Def: Cause movement of occupants and provide movement means for occupants. This is
done by designing detection systems, signal systems, by designing escape routes and by
educating or training the occupants. In some cases the design of the escape route may
involve action by the fire brigade (escape by ladder through window).

S, Establish safe rescue
Def: Protect the lives and ensure safety of fire brigades personnel during rescue. This is
done by providing structural stability and preventing rapid unexpected fire spread and
collapse of building parts.
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Parameters:
Py Linings in apartment
Def: Possibility of internal linings in an apartment to delay the ignition of the structure
and to reduce fire growth
P, Suppression system
Def: Equipment and systems for suppression of fires
P3 Fire service
Def: Possibility of external agencies to save lives and to prevent further fire spread
P4 Compartmentation
Def: Extent to which building space is divided into fire compartments
Ps Structure - separating
Def: Heat, smoke and fire resistance of building assemblies separating fire compartments
Ps Doors
Def: Fire and smoke separating function of doors between fire compartments
P, Windows
Def: Windows and protection of windows, ie. factors affecting the possibility of fire
spread through the openings
Pg Facade
Def: Facade material, suppression system etc., ie. factors affecting the possibility of fire
spread along the facade
Pg Attic
Def: Prevention of fire spread to and in attic
Pio  Adjacent buildings
Def: Minimum separation distance from other buildings
P11 Smoke control system
Def: Equipment and systems for limiting spread of toxic and corrosive fire products
P, Detection system
Def: Equipment and systems for detecting fires
P13 Signal system
Def: Equipment and systems for transmitting an alarm of fire
P14 Escape routes
Def: Adequacy and reliability of escape routes
Pis  Structure - load-bearing
Def: Structural stability of the building when exposed to a fire
P Maintenance and information

Def: Inspection and maintenance of fire safety equipment, escape routes etc. and
information to occupants in suppression and evacuation
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P;. LININGS IN APARTMENT
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DEFINITION: Possibility of internal linings in an apartment to delay the ignition of
the structure and to reduce fire growth

PARAMETER GRADE:
This refers to the worst lining class (wall or ceiling) that is to be found in an

apartment.
LINING CLASS
Suggestions to | Typical products DK FIN NO SWE GRADE
Euroclasses
Al Stone, concrete A 1/1 Inl I 5
A2 Gypsum boards A 1/ Inl I
B FR woods A 1/1 Inl I
C Textile wall cover /1 In2 ]
on gypsum board
D Wood (untreated) B 1/- In2 i
2/-
E Low density wood U U U U
fibreboard
F Some plastics U U U U 0

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for suppression of fires

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Automatic sprinkler system
Type of sprinkler (N = no sprinkler, R = residential sprinkler, O = ordinary sprinkler)
and Location of sprinkler (A = in apartment, E = in escape route, B = both in

apartment and escape route)

SURVEY ITEMS

DECISION RULES

D03:11

Type of sprinkler N R R R O] ) )
Location of sprinkler - A E B A E B
GRADE N H
(N =no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)
Portable equipment
N | None
F | Extinguishing equipment on every floor
A | Extinguishing equipment in every apartment
PARAMETER GRADE:
SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Automatic sprinklersystem | N | N | N LILI MMM H|H
Portable equipment N| F|A FIA|N|F|A F | A
GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Ps;. FIRE SERVICE

DEFINITION: Possibility of external agencies to save lives and to prevent further
fire spread

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Capability of responding fire service

CAPABILITY OF RESPONDING FIRE SERVICE | GRADE
No brigade available 0
Volunteer

Part-time

Professional 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Response time of fire service to the site

RESPONSE TIME (min) | GRADE
> 20 0
15-20

10-15

5-10

0-5 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Accessibility (ie. number of sides of the building (0 - 4) that are accessible by the fire
service ladder trucks)

ACCESSIBLE SIDES | GRADE
0 0

1

2

3

4 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Equipment (ie. if the ladder lengths are adequate in relation to the building height or
not?)

SATISFACTORY EQUIPMENT | GRADE

No 0

Yes 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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PARAMETER GRADE:
(a x Capability + b x Response time + ¢ x Accessibility + d x Equipment)

where a, b, ¢ and d represent the potential importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100 and the suma + b + ¢ + d = 100.

a=
b=
Cc=
d=
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P,. COMPARTMENTATION

DEFINITION: Extent to which building space is divided into fire compartments

PARAMETER GRADE:

MAXIMUM AREA IN FIRE COMPARTMENT | GRADE
> 200 m? 0
100 - 200 m?

50 — 100 m?
<50 m? 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Ps. STRUCTURE - SEPARATING

DEFINITION: Heat, smoke and fire resistance of building assemblies separating fire
compartments

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Integrity and insulation

INTEGRITY AND INSULATION (El) | GRADE

ElI<EI 15 0

EI15<EI<EI30

EI30<EI<EI45

EI45<EI<EIG0

El 60 < El 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed spaces

STRUCTURE AND FIRESTOP DESIGN GRADE

Timber-frame structure with voids and no firestops 0

Joints, intersections and concealed spaces are specially designed
for preventing fire spread and deemed by engineers to have
adequate performance.

Joints, intersections and concealed spaces have been tested and
shown to have endurance in accordance with the EI of other parts
of the construction.

Ordinary design of joints, intersections and concealed spaces,
without special consideration for fire safety.

Homogenous construction with no voids 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Penetrations
Penetrations between separating fire compartments

PENETRATIONS GRADE

Penetrations with no seals between fire compartments 0

Non-certified penetrations between fire compartments

Certified penetrations between fire compartments

Special installation shafts or ducts in an own fire compartment
with certified penetrations to other fire compartments

No penetrations between fire compartments 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Combustibility
Combustible part of the load-bearing construction

COMBUSTIBLE PART GRADE

Both load-bearing structure and insulation are combustible 0

Only the load-bearing structure is combustible

Only the insulation is combustible

Both load-bearing structure and insulation are non- combustible 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
PARAMETER GRADE:

(a % Integrity and insulation + b x Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed
spaces + ¢ x Penetrations + d x Combustibility)

where a, b, ¢ and d represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100 and the suma + b + ¢ + d = 100.
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DEFINITION: Fire and smoke separating function of doors between fire

compartments

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Doors leading to escape route
Integrity and insulation (= EI)
(A=EI<EI15 B=EI15<EI<EI30,C=EI30<EI<EIG60,D=EI=EI®60)

and Type of closing (M = manually, S = self-closing)

SURVEY ITEMS

DECISION RULES

Integrity and insulation | A | A | B | B | C | C | D | D
Type of closing M| S| M|S | M|S|M]|S
GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Doors in escape route

Integrity and insulation (= EI)
(A=EI<EI15B=EI15<EI<EI30, C=EI30<EI<EIG6O0, D=EI=EI®60)

and Type of closing (M = manually, S = self-closing)

If no doors are needed in the escape routes the highest grade (H) is received.

SURVEY ITEMS

DECISION RULES

Integrity and insulation | A | A | B | B | C | C | D | D -
Type of closing M| S| M| S| M]S| M| S -
GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Doors leading to escape route + b x Doors in escape route)

where a and b represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100 and the sum a + b = 100.

a=
b=
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P;. WINDOWS

DEFINITION: Windows and protection of windows, ie. factors affecting the
possibility of fire spread through the openings

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Relative vertical distance
This is defined as the height of the window divided by the vertical distance between

windows
[]
Window < L
o

Relative vertical distance, R = H/L
(A=R<1,B=R2=1)

Class of window

(C = window class < EI 15, D = window class = EI 15, E = special design solution or
window class = El 30)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Relative vertical distance | A | A | A | B B B
Class of window C D E C D E

GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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DEFINITION: Facade material, suppression system etc., ie. factors affecting the

possibility of fire spread along the facade
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Combustible part of facade

COMBUSTIBLE PART | GRADE
> 40 % 0
20-40%

<20 %

0% 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Combustible material above windows

COMBUSTIBLE MATERIAL ABOVE WINDOWS? | GRADE
Yes 0
No 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Void
Does there exist a continuous void between the facade material and the supporting
wall?
TYPE OF VOID GRADE
Continuous void in combustible facade 0
Void with special design solution for preventing fire spread
No void 5

PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Combustible part of facade + b x Combustible material above windows + ¢ x

Void)

where a, b and ¢ represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.

The range is 0 - 100 and the sum a + b + ¢ = 100.

A-44



DO03:20

Po. ATTIC

DEFINITION: Prevention of fire spread to and in attic
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Prevention of fire spread to attic (eg. is the design such that ventilation of the attic

Is not provided at the eave? The most common mode of exterior fire spread to the attic
is through the eave. Special ventilation solutions avoid this.)

N |No

Y |Yes

Fire separation in attic (ie. extent to which the attic area is separated into fire
compartments)

MAXIMUM AREA OF FIRE COMPARTMENT IN ATTIC | GRADE
No attic H
<100 m?

100 — 300 m?
300 — 600 m?
> 600 m* L

(N =no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Prevention of fire spread to attic N N N Y Y Y Y
Fire separation in attic N L M N L M H

GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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DEFINITION: Minimum separation distance from other buildings

PARAMETER GRADE:

DISTANCE TO ADJACENT BUILDING GRADE
<6m 0
6-8m
8-12m
12-20m
>20m 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P.;1. SMOKE CONTROL SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems in escape routes for limiting spread of toxic
fire products

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Activation of smoke control system

No smoke control system

N
M | Manually
A

Automatically

Smoke vent openings

C | Smoke vent openings near ceiling

O | Smoke vent openings near ceiling and at other levels

P | No openings, but mechanical pressurisation is provided

Means of smoke movement

M | Mechanical ventilation

N | Natural ventilation

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Activation of smoke controlsystem | N M| M| M| M| M|A|A|A|A|A
Smoke vent openings -|Cc|]C|]O|O|P|C|C|O|O]|P
Means of smoke movement -IM|IN/M|N| - M|N|M|N| -
GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P;,. DETECTION SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for detecting fires
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Amount of detectors

Detectors in apartment (N = none, A = at least one in every apartment, R = at least
one in every room) and Detectors in escape route (N =no, Y = yes)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES

Detectors in apartment N N A A R
Detectors in escape route N Y N Y N

I <=

GRADE N

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

Reliability of detectors
Detector type (H = heat detectors, S = smoke detectors) and Detector power supply (B
= battery, P = power grid, BP = power grid and battery backup)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Detector type H H H S S S
Detector power supply B P BP B P BP
GRADE N H

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Amount of detectors N L L L M M M H H H
Reliability of detectors - L M H L M H L M H
GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P.3. SIGNAL SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for transmitting an alarm of fire
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Type of signal

Light signal (N = no, Y = yes) and Sound signal (N = no, A = alarm bell, S = spoken
message)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Light signal N N N Y Y Y
Sound signal N A S N A S
GRADE N H

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

Location of signal
Do you just receive a signal within the fire compartmentation or is it also possible to
warn other occupants?

A | The signal is sent to the compartment only.

B | It is possible to send a signal to the whole building
or at least to a large section of the building.

Activation of signal to the rest of the building
If the answer above is B; how is the signal being sent to the rest of the building?

M | Manually

A | Automatically

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Type of signal N|fL|ILILIM|IM|M|H|H|H
Location of signal -|A|B|B|A|B|B|A|B|B
Activation of signal to therest... | - | - | M| A | - | M|A]| - | M| A
GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P1,. ESCAPE ROUTES

DEFINITION: Adequacy and reliability of escape routes
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Type of escape routes

Staircase (A = one staircase may be used as an escape route, B = escape route leading
to two independent staircases, C = direct escape to two independent staircases) and
Window/Balcony (A = windows and balconies can not be used as escape routes, B =
one window may be used as an escape route, C = at least two independent windows
may be used as escape routes, D = the balcony may be used as an escape route, E = at
least one window and the balcony may be used as escape routes)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Staircase AlAIA|A|B|B|B|B|]C|C|C|C]|C
Window/Balcony B|C| D/E|B|C|D|E|A|B|C|D|E
GRADE 0 5
(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
Dimensions and layout
Maximum travel distance to an escape route (A <10 m, B =10-20 m, C > 20 m),
Number of floors (A < 4, B =5 — 8) and Maximum number of apartments per floor
connected to an escape route (A <4, B>5)
SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Travel distance to... AlA|IA|IA B/ B|B|B|C|C|C]|C
Number of floors A|A|B|/B|A| A B|B|A|A|B|B
Number of apartments..| A | B| A| B/ A| B | A|B|A | B|A|B
GRADE 0 9)
(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
Equipment
Guidance signs (A = none, B = normal, C = illuminating light), General lighting (A =
manually switched on, B = always on) and Emergency lighting (A = not provided, B
= provided)
SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Guidance signs A|lA A|A|B|B|B|B|C|C|C]|C
General lighting A|A| B|B|A|A|B|B|A|A|B|B
Emergency lighting A|B A|B|A| B/ A|B|A|B|A|B
GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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This refers to the worst lining class (wall or ceiling) that is to be found in an escape

route (excluding the small amounts allowed by building law).

LINING CLASS
Suggestions to | Typical products DK FIN NO SWE | GRADE
Euroclasses

Al Stone, concrete A 1/1 Inl I 5
A2 Gypsum boards A 11 Inl I
B FR woods A 1/1 Inl I
C Textile wall cover /1 In2 ]

on gypsum board
D Wood (untreated) B 1/- In2 Il

2/-

E Low density wood U U U U

fibreboard
F Some plastics U U U U 0

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Type of escape routes + b x Dimensions and layout + ¢ x Equipment + d x

Linings)

where a, b, ¢ and d represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100 and the suma + b + ¢ + d = 100.
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P1s. STRUCTURE - LOAD-BEARING

DEFINITION: Structural stability of the building when exposed to a fire
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Load-bearing capacity

LOAD BEARING CAPACITY (LBC) GRADE

LBC <R 30 0

R30<LBC<R60

R60<LBC<R90

R90<LBC 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Combustibility
Combustible part of the load-bearing construction

COMBUSTIBLE PART GRADE

Both load-bearing structure and insulation are combustible 0

Only the load-bearing structure is combustible

Only the insulation is combustible

Both load-bearing structure and insulation are non- combustible 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:
(a x Load-bearing capacity + b x Combustibility)

where a and b represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100 and the sum a + b = 100.

a=
b=
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P1s. MAINTENANCE AND INFORMATION

DEFINITION: Inspection and maintenance of fire safety equipment, escape routes
etc. and information to occupants on suppression and evacuation

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Maintenance of fire safety systems ie. detection, alarm, suppression and smoke
control system

MAINTENANCE OF FIRE SAFETY SYSTEMS GRADE

Carried out less than every three years 0

Carried out at least once every three years

Carried out at least once a year

Carried out at least twice a year 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Inspection of escape routes

INSPECTION OF ESCAPE ROUTES GRADE

Carried out less than every three years 0

Carried out at least once a year

Carried out at least once every three months

Carried out at least once per month 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
Information to occupants on suppression and evacuation

Written information (A = no information, B = written information on evacuation and
suppression available in a prominent place in the building, C = written information
distributed to new inhabitants) and

Drills (D = suppression drill carried out regularly, E = evacuation drill carried out
regularly, F = suppression and evacuation drills carried out regularly)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Written information Al A|A B B B C C C
Drills D E F D E F D E F
GRADE 0 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Maintenance of fire safety systems + b x Inspection of escape routes + ¢ x
Information),

where a, b, and c represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter. The range
is 0 - 100 and the sum a + b + ¢ = 100.

a=

b=

c=
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DELPHI PANEL DOCUMENT: D04 D04:1
99-06-07 99004BR/BK

Addressee: Members of the Delphi panel for the
project "Risk - Timber-frame Buildings"

UNIVERSITY

Department of Fire Safety Engineering
Bjorn Karlsson

DO04: Assigning Weights to Version 1.0 of the Index
Method

This letter contains,
1. A description on how to assign weights to the most recent version of the Index
method (Version 1.0).
2. A report on the response of the Delphi panel to document DO3: Structure of
the full index method.
3. The resulting Version 1.0 of the Index method

The Delphi panel agreed on the structure of the index method, but gave several
comments. These comments have now been considered by the Project group and
some changes have been made to the index method. The Project group has also given
grades to the sub-parameters. Now the weights of the Objectives, Strategies and
Parameters are required, and the weights in the grading equations of Parameters Ps,
Ps, Pg, Pg, P14, P15 and Pie.

Action required: You do not need to read through the report on the response to
document D03, the report is enclosed here for those who are interested.

We ask you to read about the weighting process in this letter. We then ask you to look
at Parameters P3, Ps, Pg, Pg, P14, P15 and P1g and give weights to the variables in the
grading equations at the bottom of the page (variables a, b, and sometimes ¢ and d)
Please fill in the tables in Appendix A.

We then ask you to look at pages 1 and 2 in Version 1.0 of the Index method and give
your weights to the Objectives, Strategies and Parameters as discussed in this letter.
Please fill in the tables in Appendix B.

You are also welcome to offer further comments on the structure of the method and
on the sub-parameter grades (which were given by the Project group).

My estimate is that this work should take roughly 4 hours, depending on your interest
and your way of replying. Your comments can be sent to me through e-mail, you can
fax hand-written notes to me or telephone me and give your comments orally. | will
need your answer in two weeks time, or before Thursday 25™ June.

Note: If you have mislaid documents, you can fetch them at our Web site,
http://www.brand.lth.se, choose Forskning, choose Risk, then choose Timber-Frame
Buildings — Risk.

Postal address Box 118, SE-221 00 Lund, Sweden Visiting address John Ericssons vag 1, Lund, Sweden Telephone Int. +46 46 222 73 63, +46 46 222 73
60 Telefax Int. +46 46 222 46 12 E-mail bjorn.karlsson@brand.lth.se Internet http://www.brand.lth.se/english
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Assigning Weights to Version 1.0 of the Index Method

We will first ask you to assign weights to the grading equations for parameters Ps, Ps,
Ps, Ps, P14, P15 and Pye. Here the scale is 0% - 100%, but the sum of the weights for
each parameter must be 100%.

We will then ask you to assign weights to the Objectives, Strategies and Parameters.
Here the scale is 0 — 5, but the sum of the weights is not important.

1. Assigning weights to the grading equations for P, Ps, Pg, Pg, P14, P15 and Pig.

Please turn to page 5 in Version 1.0 of the Index method. This shows Parameter P,
Fire Service. Assign weights to the three sub-parameters: Capability, Response time
and Accessibility and equipment.

Ask yourself: “How important is Capability in relation to the other two sub-
parameters?” Your answer can be somewhere in the range 0% - 100%, but the sum of
all three weights must be 100%. Do the same with the other sub-parameters and fill in
the table in Appendix A.

2. Assigning weights to the Objectives, Strategies and Parameters.

We will here have to consider three levels in the hierarchy, these are,
» Objectives/Policy (2 weights must be assigned)
» Strategy/Objective (8 weights must be assigned)
o Parameter/Strategy (68 weights must be assigned)

Objectives/Policy: When assigning weights to Objectives you ask yourself “How
important is Objective 1 (provide life safety) for achieving the Policy (provide
acceptable fire safety level...)”. Here, you use a scale of 0 — 5 and the sum of the
weights is not important.

The scale can be thought of as being the following:
0 = No influence at all
1 = Only of very slight importance
2 = Not important
3 = Important
4 = Very important
5 = Extremely important

As an example, let us imagine that Delphi member X feels that “Providing life safety”
Is extremely important for achieving our Policy, and that “Providing property
protection” is important. This member will then give the following weights:

Objectives/Policy

Policy

Ol o)

02 3
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Note that the sum of the weights is not an issue!

Strategy/Objective: We then carry on to consider Strategies/Objectives. We must ask
the following 8 questions:
1. How important is it to control fire growth by active means if we wish to
provide life safety? (S,/0)
2. How important is it to control fire growth by active means if we wish to
provide property protection? (S1/05)
3. How important is it to confine fire by construction if we wish to provide life
safety? (S,/0;)
4. How important is it to confine fire by construction if we wish to provide
property protection? (S,/O,)
5. How important is it to establish safe egress if we wish to provide life safety?
(S3/0)
6. How important is it to establish safe egress if we wish to provide property
protection? (S3/0,)
7. How important is it to establish safe rescue if we wish to provide life safety?
(S4/0y)
8. How important is it to establish safe rescue if we wish to provide property
protection? (S4/0,)

We then fill our answers in the following table:

Strategy/Obijectives
01| 02

S1

S2

S3

S4

Parameter/Strategy: We must now ask 64 questions, so only the first few will be
shown here:
1. How important are linings in apartments if we wish to control fire growth by
active means? (P41/S;)
2. How important are linings in apartments if we wish to confine fire by
construction? (P1/S,)
3. How important are linings in apartments if we wish to establish safe egress?
(P1/Ss3)
4. How important are linings in apartments if we wish to establish safe rescue?
(P1/S4)
etc.
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We can then fill our answers in a table

Parameters/Strategies

S1|S2|S3 |54

PO1

P02

PO3

P04
Etc, etc

All three tables are given in Appendix B. Please fill in these and return to us.
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Appendix A: Weighting of Sub-parameters in P3, Ps, Pg, Pg,

P14, P15 and Pyg

P, Fire Service
Sub-parameter % importance
a | Capability
b | Response time
¢ | Accessibility and equipment
Sum = 100%
Ps, Structure - Separating
Sub-parameter % importance
a | Integrity and insulation
b | Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed spaces
¢ | Penetrations
d | Combustibility
Sum = 100%
Pg, Doors
Sub-parameter % importance
a | Doors leading to escape route
b | Doors in escape route
Sum = 100%
Pg, Facades
Sub-parameter % importance
a | Combustible part of facade
b | Combustible material above window
¢ | Void

P14, EScape route

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

Type of escape routes

Dimensions and layout

Equipment

o0 |l

Linings and floorings

P1s, Structure — Load Bearing

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

Load-bearing capacity

Combustibility

P16, Maintenance and Information

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

a | Maintenance of fire safety systems
b | Inspection of escape routes
¢ | Information
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Appendix B: Weighting

Parameters

Objectives/Policy

Policy

01

02

Strategy/Obijectives

01| O2

S1

S2

S3

S4

Parameters/Strategies

S1|S2|S3

S4

PO1

P02

P03

P04

POS

P06

PO7

P08

P09

P10

P11

P12

P13

P14

P15

P16

P17
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Response of Delphi Panel to Document D03 (990607)

This document contains all comments and answers from 15 Delphi group members to
document D03 “Structure of the full index method”. The comments were extremely
helpful in developing the index method, resulting in what we now call Version 1.0.
Many changes were made, but some changes must wait until the method has been
tried in practice. In Phase 2 of the project we propose to investigate the feasibility of
introducing some of these changes.

This page contains a summary of the main changes, several smaller changes were
made and are described in the comments. Additionally, the Project group gave
suggested grades to all sub-parameters.

Summary of changes made:

e P Linings in apartment: Mainly small changes in the Finnish classes.

e P Suppression system: Small editorial changes.

e Ps Fire service: More or less completely redone, by suggestions from the
Delphi panel.

e Py Compartmentation: Area range enlarged.

e Ps Structure — separating: Slight change in definition, a number of
editorial changes.

e Pg Doors: Slight change in definition.

e Py Windows: Slight change in definition, a number of editorial changes.

e Pg Facade: No change.

e Py Attic: No change.

Py Adjacent buildings: Change in definition and small editorial changes.

e P;; Smoke control system: One sub-parameter deleted as suggested by a
number of Delphi members.

 P;;  Detection system: Slight change in sub-parameter definition, some
editorial changes.

e Py3  Signal system: One sub-parameter deleted (activation of signal to rest
of building, manual/automatic)

 Pis  Escape routes: Several corrections and change of symbols, flooring
added.

P35 Structure - load-bearing: Small editorial changes

e Py Maintenance and information: No changes.

* P37 Ventilation system: A new parameter as suggested by Delphi members
earlier.
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Delphi Member Comments

Delphi Member 1

Comments:

a)

b)

c)
d)

e)
f)

9)
h)

P:: Row FIN (Finland) is wrong: untreated wood is 2/- (no 1/- 1), D?, untreated
particle board, plywood and fibre board (hard and medium), are 2/- , D?, low density
fibre board (under 350 kg/m3) is in Finland -/- , E?

Ps: Is the range correct? If | understand right, the range 100 is possible to get on
many ways.

P4: Perhaps the m” values should be enlarged?

P;: Are these values too easy/light?? The windows are so dangerous in the fire
situations, that we must get a better solution than current regulations. More safe fire
resistance windows will also result in better heat insulation and better sound
insulation than current regulation.

P10: The highest value should perhaps be > 25 m (instead of > 20 m).

P14: See comment a), Row FIN is wrong.

P1s: The table on Combustibility may be too hard/tight.

P1s: The highest grade should perhaps be "Carried out at least three times a year” = 5?

Project Group Proposal:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

f)

9)
h)

Correct, this has now been amended.

The range can be 0-1 or, if expressed as a per cent, 0-100%.

Yes, we have now extended this (see comments from Delphi members 5, 6 and 15).
The importance will be reflected in the weighting.

The Project group discussed this at length, 20m is perhaps too short, we will discuss
this further.

Thank you, this is now corrected.

This can be amended by giving b a low value.

This was discussed in the project group and the general feeling is that we should not
change this.

Delphi Member 2

Comments:

a)

I generally agree with the structure of the parameters, sub-parameters, decision tables
and grades. The decision tables are easy to understand and the grading system simple
to use. The only specific comment | have is, that for Ps, Pg and Pys the class of
combustibility of the facades, structures and insulation will influence the grading.
Therefore | suggest to include the class of the combustible products as for lining
materials. Only to differ between combustible and non-combustible is too narrow.

Project Group Proposal:

a)

The Project group finds this an interesting proposal, and will consider the
inclusion of class in Ps, Pg and P35 for the next version of the Index method
(Phase 2 of this project).

Delphi Member 3

Comments:

a)
b)

P;: Windows: A very important factor effecting fire spread outside is the window
area. This should be included in the parameters.

Ps: Facade: It would necessary to define a sub-parameter to present different grades
for the two basic cases of flashover fire and external fire source.
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c) Pg: Facade: In the grades it is divided only to non-combustible (=A1, A2 in
Euroclasses) and combustible (meaning wood, which is D class); how about class
levels C and B?

d) Pg: Facade: Combustible material above window: should be defined on which level
this 'yes/no' is valid.

e) Pg: Facade: Voids: It makes a difference where the void leads to (and if there is some
concern of hazard/for instance if the requirement is that there should be no fire spread
to the attic).

f) Py4: Escape routes: Linings: Add floorings; especially important for staircases.

g) Pis: Structure - load-bearing: Define the combustibility

Project Group Proposal:

a) Very many geometric parameters are important here. When trying to isolate
the greatest importance, the Project group decided on window height and
height to the above window. We will consider this further in Phase 2.

b) Traditionally, test methods for facades have concentrated on internal fire
source. The external case is considered less severe. We will not consider the
external source here, but will keep an eye on the possibility.

c) Good point, this increases complexity somewhat but should be considered in
Phase 2.

d) This is quite relevant. However, very many different geometrical solutions are
possible with respect to facades and the Project group suggests that we only
have this very simple division into two cases.

e) This is quite relevant, but again, the solutions are infinite and the Project group
favours this simple division.

f) Yes, we have now included floorings.

g) Definition will be given in the User’s guide.

Delphi Member 4

Comments:

a) Ps, Fire Service: The sub-parameter Capability indicates a difference in quality
between a part-time and a volunteer fire brigade. There is no reason for such a
difference. Some countries have part-timers and some have volunteers because the
legislation and tradition for organisation of fire services are different from country to
country. As a fire fighting group the part-timers and volunteers are very similar. |
propose a change to three alternatives: 1. No brigade available, 2. Part-
time/volunteer, 3. Professional.

b) P, Fire Service: An important sub-parameter will be if the fire fighters can operate
inside a building in fire or not. That means if they are competent breathing apparatus
users ore not. This will be of importance both for saving lives and prevention of fire
spread. | propose a new sub-parameter which reflects this.

Project Group Proposal:

a) These comments are very relevant and correct. This parameter has now been changed
considerably, based on this and other Delphi member comments.

b) Same as proposal a) above.

Delphi Member 5
Comments:
a) Ps: Do all fire brigades have smoke divers? Access to water is also an important
factor, how does this appear?
b) P4 The method is applicable to apartments only. | assume that each apartment is a
fire cell. Is it really so that a small apartment is more safe than a large apartment?
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c) Ps: For how long should Integrity and insulation be upheld? Assuming all apartments
to have an equal fire load (per floor area), will the safety be better the longer this is
upheld? The fuel is limited and may not last the long times given in the table.

d) Ps: Combustibility: | assume this refers to the structure of the separating construction
and not the load-bearing construction. Does combustibility have any influence then?
But this could possibly be addressed through the grading later.

e) Py The relative relationship between window height and vertical distance is simple
but is this the whole truth? Doesn’t the width have an influence, especially if both
windows have different widths?

f) Ps: When discussing facades, there have been discussions on horizontal hindrance,
like balconies, that stop or hinder the flames in travelling up the facade. Will this not
be taken account of?

g) Pio should be formulated differently. An alternative to separating distance between
buildings is to build a separating wall to hinder fire spread, for example a fire wall.
P1o: Is the distance really the only parameter? How do you grade a fire wall?

h) P4 Dimensions and layout: Is the grading correct? Short distance, few floors and few
apartments is the best case, not the worst as shown in the table. See also comment
below.

i) Py Linings: Doesn’t the floor material have any influence?

J) Pis: From a load-bearing aspect | am not certain if we can say that a non-combustible
construction (for example steel beam) is more safe than a combustible construction
(for example laminated timber beam). | am sceptical with respect to combustibility. In
our functionally based codes combustibility of load-bearing constructions has lost
influence. Here we take this up again. Should this be done? Another aspect that needs
to be looked at is the contribution of the whole construction to the fire load, not only
the load-bearing part.

k) | have a problem with the logic of having a risk index where a high number represents
a safe construction and a low number a less safe construction. It is more logical that a
low number represents low risk.

Project Group Proposal:

a) Yes, correct. See proposal a) and b) from Delphi member 4.

b) Apartments have similar fire load/m? small apartment therefore a smaller total fire
load. The Project group wants to keep this parameter unchanged.

c) Yes, we give higher grades to long Integrity and insulation. The times may be
somewhat long, but the Project group supports this.

d) ?77?

e) There are very many geometrical configurations possible here. The Project group
found that the single most important parameter was the relative distance to the next
window. Width does also come into this, we will look a bit closer into this in Phase 2.
See also proposal a), Delphi member 3.

f) This is an important factor, especially for balconies. This will be addressed in Phase
2.

g) A valid comment. For now, we will change the definition and say that a fire wall is
equivalent to an 8m distance, and consider this parameter further in Phase 2.

h) Very good point. This will be corrected.

i) Correct, we have now added this.

J) This is a very important discussion. Why is steel more safe than laminated timber if
they both have the same performance when tested? The project group wants this in,
the importance can be given in the constants a and b.

k) We have followed what is common in other index methods for fire safety. The Project
group therefore proposes no change. But we understand this point very clearly and
will discuss it in Phase 2.

Delphi member 6
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Comments:

a) P, Suppression system: In the parameters for Portable equipment one does not
distinguish between hoses and hand-held extinguishers. | feel that it may be more
difficult to extinguish a fire with a hand-held extinguisher than with a hose. Could
this be distinguished?

b) Ps, Fire service: Ladder-trucks can be a help in the rescue and extinguishing work, but
it is not good to put too much emphasis on the accessibility of a ladder-truck. Parked
cars and other objects are often a hinder for ladder-trucks, even though there is
unrestricted access in theory.

c) P, Compartmentation: | do not think that the size of the fire cell constitutes a great
difference in the risk for fire spread through fire cells, this can possibly have some
influence if the apartments are larger than 200m? or larger (can be more difficult to
extinguish). There are other parameters that are more important, for example vertical
distance through windows and possible constructional faults in the separating
structure. Life safety should be the same in large and small apartments if there are
alarm systems and detectors.

d) Ps, Structure — separating: Is a lower class than EI30 really used in our type of
construction? Is combustible insulation really used sometime? If these are not
commonly used in design, they should not be shown here.

e) Pe, Doors: Fire-classed doors in our types of buildings are mainly stairway doors. Is it
realistic to have doors in the stairway that have a lower class than EI30?

f) P;, Windows: The vertical distance through windows in difference fire cells is
decisive for how quickly the fire spreads. Usually the fire will spread quicker on the
facade than inside the building, if we assume that the fire cells do not have faults.
Fire-classed glass in the facade in apartments is generally not used since one must be
able to open the windows. | feel that sprinklers should be taken account of in this
parameter. If the building has a sprinkler system | feel that there is little need to set
demands on heights or fire classes where the sprinkler operates.

g) Po, Attic: Just a note: In Norway, 400m’ is the maximum floor area for a fire cell in
an attic

h) P;1,Smoke control system: | feel that one should not have an automatic start or
opening of ventilation in stairways, if this creates under-pressure in the stairway. One
should rather use pressurisation.

i) Pis, Structure - load-bearing: Is a lower load-bearing class than R30 really ever used
in our type of building?

Project Group Proposal:

a) Thisis avalid point and has briefly been discussed earlier in the Project group.
We will not make changes now, but discuss this further in the next Phase.

b) Very good point, this has now been changed, see proposal a and b from Delphi panel
member 4

c) Delphi panel member x also has this feeling. The importance of this can be toned
down in the weighting process.

d) This was discussed at some length by the Project group. There are some differences
in regulation and practice in the Nordic countries, which indicate that we should not
make changes here. But we will have a look at this and some of the following points
in the next Phase.

e) See proposal d)

f) This is a very valid point and has been discussed in the Project group. It may be
clearer to bring the sprinkler into this parameter, but instead the sprinklers influence
can instead be enhanced when giving weights to the parameters (giving sprinkler a
high weight for controlling fire growth). See also proposal €) from Delphi member 5
and proposal a) from Delphi member 3.

g) We use 600m’ due to other national regulations.

h) A valid point, but some combinations of these active tactics are often used in design,
so we shall leave this as it is.
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i) See proposal d)

Delphi Member 7

Comments:

a) Ps, Structure — separating: In the definition you mention heat resistance and smoke
resistance. El and E do not provide any smoke tightness.

b) Ps, Structure — separating: In table Firestops... the second and the fourth box could
change places.

c) Ps, Structure — separating: Table Combustibility... This must be question of separating
structures and not load-bearing structures.

d) Pe, Doors: Here again | have difficulties to understand smoke separation. El or E
classed doors are not necessarily smoke separating.

e) Ps, Doors: Table Doors in.... | have difficulties to understand what are doors IN
escape route. That is probably because I do not know what you mean by the definition
escape route in this project.

f) P, Windows: What about open windows. In our regulations about dwellings it is said
that in every dwellingroom there has to be at least one window that can be opened.

g) Ps, Facade: Balconies should also be mentioned here.

h) P14, Escape routes: There should be a definition for escape route. Types A and C are
clear but not type B. What is in that case escape route and what is maximum travel
distance? Is there some kind of corridor and is this corridor part of the escape route or
not?

i) Py, Escape routes: Table Dimensions ..should be the other way round.

Project Group Proposal:

a) This is correct, we have dropped smoke from the definition.

b) Yes, you are correct, we will change this.

c) Yes, you are correct, we will change this.

d) Correct, see proposal a) above.

e) We will define escape routes better in the User’s guide

f) Yes this is the most common way of designing apartment buildings; windows that can
be opened. But the option for closed windows is still there.

g) Yes, balconies and such measures should be taken into account, we shall do this in
Phase 2

h) Yes, we will define escape routes better, see proposal e)

i) Yes, you are correct, we will change this.

Delphi Member 8

Comments:

a) P: (and P14): Not only the materials but also the surfaces should be included here.
This should also include different rooms in the apartment (the definition in Ps could
be changed to a different separation that "fire compartment”).

b) P,: If portable equipment is mentioned then risers (stigror or stigarledning) should
also be mentioned. Sprinklers in other compartments, such as garbage rooms, could
also be mentioned.

c) Ps: Water supply for fire brigade use is not specified,

d) Whether the brigade is volunteer, part-time or professional is not a very good measure
of amount, equipment and endurance.

e) Ps: Distance from brigade parking to the entry is also relevant, the number of
accessible sides for ladders is irrelevant and should be changed to a question on
whether the ladders can reach the necessary rescue openings. The question on ladder
length seems superfluous, either the house may not be built (building regulation)
since the height is greater then the brigade ladder capacity or the brigade must buy
ladders that fill the demand.
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p)

q)

Ps: The possibility for the brigade to bring hoses to the apartment through for
example “durchsigt” or stairway windows may also be of relevance.

P,: The internal division into rooms does also have an influence on fire spread and
possibilities for reaching a window or a door. In the Danish traditional regulation this
is 150m°.

Ps: Self-closing (to what degree) should be defined. Doors leading to escape route — is
this in or between fire compartments?

P;: This assumes that the windows lie in a row directly above one another, which is
not at all always the case. The question of windows in corners etc has an influence, as
well as balconies etc.

Ps: The amount of combustible material and whether this is above the windows, is of
such great importance that the two first sub-parameters should be combined.

Po: Fire spread to the attic does not just happen through the eaves, this can also
happen through stairways, ducts and penetrations. Should the fire spread be “to and
from” the attic?

P1o: 2,5 -5 and 10 m are the traditional numbers used in Denmark (even though there
is no higher wisdom behind these numbers)

Py If by “Natural ventilation” you also mean exits through for example balconies
where a smoke control system has no meaning, then the grading is wrong.

P1,: Can the combination of P, and P;,, with for example sprinkler in the apartment
and smoke detectors in the escape routes, be given the necessary weights, using this
division?

P1s: The activation of “signal system” can be through suppression and detection
system as well as manually. How is the possible alarm to the fire brigade included in
the different variations of the above?

P14: I need an explanation of what is meant by “windows and balconies can/can not be
used as escape routes”. Should the person be able to draw attention, be able to be
saved by the fire brigade, be able to self reach safety or be able to keep safe on the
balcony?

P14: Distance to escape route: Is this inside the apartment or from the apartment to the
stairway? Shouldn’t the case where access to the staircase is through a protected
lobby or where the staircase is also connected to other building parts, such as cellar or
garbage room?

Project Group Proposal:

a)

b)

d)
€)

9)
h)

The EU is currently considering the inclusion of “Fire Protection Ability”
(tdndskyddande bekladnad) into their system, we will await the outcome. The
Project group considered it too complex to consider each room in the
compartment, we will stick to fire compartments.

Yes, risers (rising main, stigror (Danish), stigarledning (Swedish)) can be
designed into the building, this could be an option. We will consider including
this in the next Phase.

The Project group considered this and found that the supply regulations in the
Nordic countries are fairly standardised and there would be small differences
in this term.

Yes, you are right, we will change the parameter.

Yes, you are right, we will change the parameter

Yes, we will consider this in the next Phase, see proposal b) above.

Yes, but the choices are very many, we will not change this.

We will consider whether we divide self-closing into different categories in
the next Phase. This is an important sub-parameter. Escape routes will be
better defined in the User’s guide.

The geometric possibilities are far too many here, we will keep this
assumption.
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j) This can be taken account of trough the weighting process and by assigning
numbers to a, b and c at the bottom of page 12.

k) We have specially looked at the spread risk through the eaves, since this is
relatively common. We have here assumed that the attic is separated from the
rest of the building as the building code requires in all the Nordic countries.
Fire spread through joints, penetrations, etc, is reflected in other parameters.
This will be reconsidered in Phase 2.

1) Yes, the numbers were discussed in the Project group and the Nordic members
suggested these numbers, we will keep them

m) Yes, a definition or some guidance should be provided here, these must be
designed smoke vents.

n) Yes, the necessary weights can be given and should reflect this. We will keep
an eye on this aspect and see that it comes out reasonably.

0) There are very many combinations here, we will keep it as it is. The Project
group discussed the possibility of direct alarm to the fire brigade from
apartment buildings and found that it was not realistic, due to factors such as
false alarms, etc. We will discuss this further.

p) Some guidance may be needed here. In some cases, a secondary escape route
is allowed through windows and balconies depending on the fire brigade
ladder capacity. This is what is meant here.

q) The escape route distance must be defined better. We have used the BBR94
definitions here, this must be clearly stated.

Delphi Member 9

Comments:

a) General comment: There are several sub-parameters and survey items, which do not
meet the building codes. | suppose that’s the way it is meant to be, because we are
searching a different approach to problem. Still, there shall not exist a possibility to
use solutions below certain minimum level. That is, for example, using plastics in P4
and P14, penetrations without any seals and voids without firestops in P5 and leaving
smoke control system out in P11 and so on...

b) P;: Disagree: this parameter is impossible to control. Untreated wood falls in class 1/-
only in special cases, not always in 2/- either. There are only few methods which
makes FR-wood to fall in class 1/I.

c) Py It’s difficult to judge, which combination is better than another in the first table.
Anyway, it’s clear that for example ordinary sprinkler only in escape routes is worse
than residential sprinkler in both A and E. | propose that we leave out option to use
sprinkler only in E. My suggestion to the firsttableiss NRORO-AABB

d) Ps: Response time itself is not able to save lives or buildings. It is important to have
enough manpower to save people and to extinguish the fire. | suggest that we modify
the definition of second table: Response time of fire service to have manpower of
1+3+18 on site.

e) Ps: Third and fourth table should be combined. There is no meaning to access to all
sides, if we don’t have ladders. If the ladder length is not adequate, it will lead to
grade 0 in accessibility table.

f) Ps: In big fires it is important to have very much water. | suggest that we add a table
of water pipes where hydrants are connected. Classification could be something like
this:

<@200 grade 0
@200 - 300
@300 - 400
@400 - 600
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>@600 grade5

g) Yes, @600 is a huge pipe, but in case there are several building in fire you simply
need tons of water. This is a suggestion of our fire officers.

h) P;: E = tested special design solution or ...

i) Pz If A=R<1, then A is better than B and A and B are in wrong order in parameter
grade table.

J) Pz: Combination AE certainly works better than BC in parameter grade table. |
suggest that we modify the table as follows:

ABABAB
CCDDEE
k) Pio: I suggest that the lower part of table is modified as follows:
20-40m
40 m grade5
I) In a big fire especially with wooden facades even 40m separation distance is not
enough.

m) Pi1: There shall be a smoke control system in escape routes. So delete the first option
in the first table.

n) Pi1: Combine tables 2 and 3 as follows:

N - Natural ventilation trough openings near ceiling
M - Mechanical ventilation

NP - Natural ventilation with pressurisation

MP - Mechanical venting + pressurisation

0) Natural ventilation works best when there are no openings between ground level and
ceiling level. Mechanical ventilation works better than natural during windy days and
inversion.

p) Pi,: There is no meaning to put detector in every room. Also, it is better to have one
detector in every apartment and in escape routes than in every room without escape
routes. Modify the table as follows:

NNARAR
NYNNYY

q) Pis: There is no idea with signal system without any signal. Delete the NN
combination in first table.

r) Pis: It’s not a good idea to automatically send alarm (especially with smoke detectors)
to whole building. Delete the third table.

s) Py This is a mess. A and B are in the wrong order in number of floors and
apartments. You should not have more than 5 floors in these buildings. There is no
logic in second table.

t) P4 See comments in Py.

Project Group Proposal:

a) Yes, this is a very valid comment and the issue was discussed in detail in the
Project group. The index method is mainly intended for use in the Nordic
countries, but is also to be used internationally. Since building codes are very
different, it is sometimes difficult to decide what to include. There are also
some inconsistencies between the parameters, as to what is included. Another
reason for having unacceptable design details in the method is that we can use
the weighting to see how important certain fire protection issues may or may
not be. This should be reviewed very carefully in Phase 2.

b) Yes, there are some inconsistencies between the Finnish system and the EU
system, this has now been amended. Otherwise, the Project group believes that
this parameter can be checked.

c) The issue of whether sprinkler only in E should be omitted was discussed in
the Project group and we wish to keep it there. The order of the letters in the
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decision table is sometimes not directly from low to high, and in this case it is
not so. So we will keep it like this for the moment.

d) Yes, you are right, this has now been changed.

e) Yes, you are right, this has now been changed.

f) Initially the Project group assumed water supply not to vary very much within
the Nordic countries. But other comments (see comment a), Delphi member 5)
indicate that we should consider this for Phase 2.

g) Yes, we will add the word “tested” in the description.

h) Yes, you are correct. We will simply switch the L and H in the equation and
then it will be correct.

i) See proposal h). This is amended now.

J) This was discussed in the Project group, we will leave it as it is for now but
discuss the possibility of change in Phase 2. See also proposal e), Delphi
member 1.

k) Good point, but we will leave it as it is even though this does not fulfil the
building code. See proposal a) above.

I) Thank you, your proposal was very good and we have adopted it.

m) Correct, we have now changed this by saying “more than one detector in each
apartment”

n) Yes this seems illogical but this is just so that a 0 grade is possible in the last
table.

0) We have had this response from another Delphi member and will delete this.
See proposal 1), Delphi member 15.

p) Yes, you are right, we have now made the corrections.

q) See proposal a)

Delphi Member 10
Comments:

a) Py: Linings in apartment. The definition is wrong here since it adds to the Euroclasses
that they include protection of the material behind the linings (structure). This is
because the classification only deals with reaction-to-fire material properties such as
ignition, heat release and smoke production. Therefore the parameter grade should
only be valid to “reduce fire growth” and not to “delay ignition of the structure”.

Project Group Proposal:

a) You are correct, there is really no “fire protection ability” included in the Euroclasses.
However, materials that fall in classes Al, A2 and B do to some degree protect
against structure ignition (Al and A2 non-combustible) and we will therefore leave
this here. Later, we will look at the possibility of including “fire protection ability”
into the system.

Delphi Member 11

Comments:
a) Ps: The order should be changed in table "Structure and ..."
b) to14235andintable "Combustible..."to 132 4

Project Group Proposal:
a) Yes, you are correct, this will be changed.

Delphi Member 12

Comments:
a) Ps: Fire service, sub-parameter Accessibility: Often the main problem is different
obstacles like snow, wrong parked cars etc.
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b) P4 compartmentation: Should we take account of the shape of the compartment in
some way (very simple or very complicated geometry)?

c) Pz Windows: How do we take account of fire stops above or below windows (small
sills that stick out from the facade)

d) Pg: Attic: How can we take account of different shapes of attics? Very high at the
eaves, very low at the eaves. Similarly, very simple or very complicated geometry

Project Group Proposal:

a) Yes, this is correct, the parameter has now been changed.

b) Again the possibilities are very many and at the moment we must opt for simplicity.

c) Yes, good point, we must consider balconies in Phase 2.

d) A good question. The Project group found the complexity to be very great and we
therefore decided on this simple division.

Delphi Member 13
Comments:

a) P, Compartmentation: Considering whether lives should be saved or not in the fire
compartment, it would be natural to divide this into two levels:

*  Number of apartments in fire compartment 1, 2, 3......
« Aream’ <50, 50-150, >150

b) Ps: Structure-separating: Combustibility should be defined from f.ex. energy

content and ignitability. Wood can be used as a reference
» greater combustibility than wood
* lesser combustibility than wood

c) Ps: Door: Doors can have higher EI than structure (EIZEI60). This should not be.

d) Pz Windows: Is this wrong? Should it be L/H and not H/L? | also think that it is the
absolute height of L which controls this sub-parameter.

e) Pg: Facades: Sub-parameter SP2: Combustible material above windows: Couldn't
Euroclass A or B be inserted into this table?

f) Pg: Calculation of the grade should be

a*SP1 + b* SP2 + c¢*(5-SP2)

« for example, if there is no combustible material, it doesn't matter if the
material is above the window or not, and it doesn't matter if there is a
void or not.

g) P15 Structure-load bearing: Combustibility, see comments to Ps

Project Group Proposal:

a) The Project group will consider this for Phase 2

b) Yes, a new level could be introduced into this sub-parameter where you first indicate
the degree of combustibility and then which part of the structure this refers to. This
increases complexity, we will consider this in Phase 2.

c) Yes, you are correct. Both separating structure and doors can now be EI>60.

d) Yes, you are correct, this has now been changed.

e) Yes, this could be necessary, we will consider this in Phase 2.

f) A good point, but this can be combined in many ways, the Project group favours no
change for now. No combustible material above windows must be reflected in the
weights a, b, c.

g) See proposal b) above.

Delphi Member 14
Comments:
a) Py: Results from the Cone Calorimeter could be much more helpful here.
b) P,: Sprinkler either works or not, residential sprinklers are designed to suppress a fire
quickly, it doesn't get much better than that. Ordinary sprinkler creates more water
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damage. If there is no combustible material in the escape routes, then you don't need
sprinkler there.

c) Ps: Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed spaces: Performance criteria must
be applied here.

d) Ps: Penetrations: What is a non-certified penetration? Do you mean a non-certified
sealing system? Also, is it possible to build a dwelling without service penetrations
between fire compartments?

e) Ps: Combustibility: This is not based on performance. Load bearing structures of
wood is probably more sensitive to fire than bare steel.

f) Ps: Doors: This parameter depends very much on location and function of door. Type
of closing is very important.

g) P+ Windows: The height of the flames depend on the contents of combustibles

h) Ps: Facades, sub-parameter Combustible part of facade: To give a % is not enough,
this depends very much on location.

i) Pio: Adjacent buildings: Depends on height and facade combustibility.

J) Pi: Detection system, sub-parameter Amount of detectors: Why should detectors be
in escape routes?

k) Pi,: sub-parameter Reliability of detectors: This depends on the situation.

I) P Signal system, sub-parameter Type of signal: Light signal is not effective if
people are asleep.

m) P14 Escape routes: Anything worse than Class B should not be used in escape route

n) Pis: Structure - load bearing: Any structure in a multi-storey building must have a fire
resistance of at least 60 minutes. Otherwise we cannot expect any rescue operation in
case of a sever fire

0) See also comments on Ps

p) P Maintenance and information: Inspections more than once a year adds very little
to the safety.

Project Group Proposal:

a) Yes, we agree, but there is no accepted simple way of using the Cone results available
now. This table is the best we can do for now. We will possibly add “fire protection
ability” (tandskyddande bekl&dnad) later.

b) Yes, this may be true. But these possibilities do occur in practice although some
options are seldom observed. The fact that ordinary sprinkler may not do more good
than residential sprinkler must be expressed in the grades.

c) Performance criteria are of course the best way, but they demand calculations. We
must provide a much easier way of judgement for the users of this method. Since the
possible solutions are very many, the Project group has decided on this relatively
simple format.

d) Yes, correct, we will change the wording and call this a non-certified sealing system.
The possibility of a dwelling without penetrations was discussed by the Project group,
this is a remote possibility but may be useful for giving grades.

e) Yes, this may be so, and the grading in the table reflects this. On performance, see
proposal d).

f) Yesthis is now corrected, see proposal h), Delphi member 8.

g) Yes, this is so. But specifying contents would be too detailed.

h) Yes, the location is of great importance. The Project group has discussed this at
length and has tried to express this by having two sub-parameters, one with % and
one with location. The possible geometric configurations are far to numerous for a
more detailed specification.

i) Yes, this is true. The Project group discussed this at length but found that the
combinations of height and combustible part were very many. The group opted for
this simple solution. We will have a closer look at this parameter in Phase 2.

i) The project group discussed this as a possible way of signalling to other apartments.

k) Yes, it does. The Project group found that there are some general trends indicating
that it is suitable to organise the sub-parameter according to the table.
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1) Yes, correct, light signals only work if people are awake, there was a considerable
discussion in the Project group on deaf people and this item is therefore included. But
instead, light signal only gets no grade.

m) Yes, this is correct, but in some of the parameters we go beyond what is allowed in
the building codes. The Project group must further discuss the connection between
the index method and the building code.

n) See n) above.

0) See d) above.

p) The Project group discussed this, there was some difference in opinion on this
number but we agreed and will leave it as it is. The importance can be given by
grades or weights.

Delphi Member 15

Comments:

a) General: | would like to suggest a mayor structural change, even though this may be
too late now. The parameters can really be divided into two groups a) building
specifics and b) systems for fire safety. | would much rather see parameters that have
to do with the cellar, the attic, the apartments, the escape routes and the stairways.
These then have sub-parameters that have to do with linings, suppression systems,
compartmentation, structure, doors. windows, smoke control, detection, signal
systems. Other parameters would be fire service, facade, adjacent buildings, escape
routes and maintenance and information. This could possibly be considered in future

work.

b) Also the class E is nowhere mentioned, only EIl. Some building parts have only E
class.

c) Pj Linings: Ignition resistance (tdndskyddande beklddnad) is missing here. Should be
incorporated.

d) P, Suppression system: Residential sprinkler has a low RTI value (quick response
time) and low capacity but ordinary sprinkler has high capacity and either high or low
RTI value. Could one specify this in terms of low/high RTI and low/high capacity?

e) Ps; Fire service: Volunteer/part-time/professional is not a good way to describe
capability. This should rather be a) Fire fighting capability only outside the building,
b) Fire fighting capability but no smoke diving capability c) Fire fighting and smoke
diving capabilities d) Simultaneous fire fighting, smoke diving and external rescue by
ladders.

f) Ps: Accessibility should be called Accessibility and equipment and should be divided
into a) All windows accessible by fire service ladder b) one window in each
apartment is accessible by fire service ladders c) less than one window in each
apartment accessible by fire service ladders. Sub-parameter Equipment can then be
deleted.

g) Ps: Fire service, the definition should replace “external agencies” with "fire services"

h) P, Compartmentation: This should have a larger range, | suggest > 400 m” as the
largest area.

i) Pz Windows: this should be called "Windows and other facade openings"

J) P11 Smoke control systems: remove "and corrosive" from definition on page 2

k) P1:: Smoke vent openings: The second term should be “Smoke vent openings not near
ceilings but at other levels. Smoke ventilation does not work well if you have an
opening at the ceiling and also at other levels, the pressure drop will diminish the
flow of smoke out.

I) P Activation of signal to the rest of the building: | don’t think that an automatic
signal to the rest of the building works in practice, remove this option.

m) P14 Type of escape route: You should add another type of staircase: staircase through
a protected lobby.

Project Group Proposal:
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This is an interesting suggestion, we know that there are specific design
solutions in different parts of the building (cellar, attic, etc). Before making
any changes in this direction we must try to apply the method. The Project
group will consider this very seriously in the next Phase.

Yes, we will change this where we can, especially in P; Windows. But there are some
overlaps where it would be to complex to take account of both El and E.

Yes, fire protection ability, see comment a) from Delphi member 2.

Yes, we will consider this seriously for the next version.

Thank you, a very good proposal, we have now adopted it.

Thank you, a very good proposal, we have now adopted it.

Yes, this will be done.

This was discussed in the Project group and we found that an apartment area of
200m?’ is rarely exceeded in practice. However, some kind of a common area in the
apartment building might exceed this limit. We will consider this for the next phase.
Yes, we will change this.

Yes, this will be done.

Yes, we have now changed this, se also proposal ), Delphi member 9.

Yes, we have now removed this, see also proposal 0), Delphi member 9.

This was discussed in the Project group, due to differences in regulations between the
Nordic countries we will leave this for the moment but will strongly consider
changing this in the next Phase.
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Risk - Timber-frame Buildings
Version 1.0 of the Index Method (990607)

This is Version 1.0 of the Risk Index method for timber-frame buildings. The list
below presents different decision levels; Objectives, Strategies and Parameters. The
parameter grades are calculated by using the grading schemes presented in this paper.
In the grading schemes the two lowest decision levels are used; Sub-Parameters and
Survey Items. Currently, we shall only consider ordinary occupancies, later we may
expand to include occupancies such as homes for the elderly.

Policy:

Provide acceptable fire safety level in multistorey apartment buildings
Def: Multistorey apartment buildings shall be designed in a way that ensures sufficient
life safety and property protection in accordance with the objectives listed below.

Objectives:

0O Provide life safety
Def: Life safety of occupants in the compartment of origin, the rest of the building,
outside and in adjacent buildings and life safety of fire fighters

O, Provide property protection
Def: Protection of property in the compartment of origin, in the rest of the building,
outside and in adjacent buildings

Strategies:

S1 Control fire growth by active means
Def: Controlling the fire growth by using active systems (suppression systems and smoke
control systems) and the fire service.

Sz Confine fire by construction
Def: Provide structural stability, control the movement of fire through containment, use
fire safe materials (linings and facade material). This has to do with passive systems or
materials that are constantly in place.

Ss3 Establish safe egress
Def: Cause movement of occupants and provide movement means for occupants. This is
done by designing detection systems, signal systems, by designing escape routes and by
educating or training the occupants. In some cases the design of the escape route may
involve action by the fire brigade (escape by ladder through window).

S, Establish safe rescue
Def: Protect the lives and ensure safety of fire brigades personnel during rescue. This is
done by providing structural stability and preventing rapid unexpected fire spread and
collapse of building parts.
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Parameters:
Py Linings in apartment
Def: Possibility of internal linings in an apartment to delay the ignition of the structure
and to reduce fire growth
P, Suppression system
Def: Equipment and systems for suppression of fires
P3 Fire service
Def: Possibility of fire services to save lives and to prevent further fire spread
P4 Compartmentation
Def: Extent to which building space is divided into fire compartments
Ps Structure - separating
Def: Heat, smoke and fire resistance of building assemblies separating fire compartments
Ps Doors
Def: Fire and smoke separating function of doors between fire compartments
P7 Windows
Def: Windows and protection of windows, ie. factors affecting the
possibility of fire spread through the openings
Ps Facade
Def: Facade material, suppression system etc., ie. factors affecting the possibility of fire
spread along the facade
Pg Attic
Def: Prevention of fire spread to and in attic
Pio  Adjacent buildings
Def: Minimum separation distance from other buildings
P11 Smoke control system
Def: Equipment and systems for limiting spread of toxic fire products
P,  Detection system
Def: Equipment and systems for detecting fires
P13 Signal system
Def: Equipment and systems for transmitting an alarm of fire
P14 Escape routes
Def: Adequacy and reliability of escape routes
P15 Structure - load-bearing
Def: Structural stability of the building when exposed to a fire
P Maintenance and information
Def: Inspection and maintenance of fire safety equipment, escape routes etc. and
information to occupants in suppression and evacuation
Pi7 Ventilation system

Def: Extent to which the spread of smoke through the ventilation system is prevented.
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Grading Schemes

P;. LININGS IN APARTMENT

D04:23

DEFINITION: Possibility of internal linings in an apartment to delay the ignition of
the structure and to reduce fire growth

PARAMETER GRADE:
This refers to the worst lining class (wall or ceiling) that is to be found in an

apartment.
LINING CLASS
Suggestions to | Typical products DK FIN NO SWE GRADE
Euroclasses
Al Stone, concrete A 1/1 Inl I 5
A2 Gypsum boards A 1/1 Inl I 5
B Best FR woods A 1/1 Inl I 4
(impregnated)
C Textile wall cover /1 In2 ] 3
on gypsum board 2/-
D Wood (untreated) B 1/- In2 i 2
E Low density wood U U U U 1
fibreboard
F Some plastics U U U U 0

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P,. SUPPRESSION SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for suppression of fires

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Automatic sprinkler system
Type of sprinkler (N = no sprinkler, R = residential sprinkler, O = ordinary sprinkler)
and Location of sprinkler (A = in apartment, E = in escape route, B = both in

apartment and escape route)

SURVEY ITEMS

DECISION RULES

D04:24

Type of sprinkler N R R R O] ) )
Location of sprinkler - A E B A E B
GRADE N M L H M L H

(N =no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)
Portable equipment

N | None

F | Extinguishing equipment on every floor

A | Extinguishing equipment in every apartment
PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Automaticsprinklersystem | N | N | N | L | L] L M| M| M H|H
Portable equipment NI FIA|N|F|A|N|F|A F | A

GRADE 0|01 1|12 |4]4)]|4 5|5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Ps;. FIRE SERVICE

DEFINITION: Possibility of external agencies to save lives and to prevent further
fire spread
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Capability of responding fire service

CAPABILITY OF RESPONDING FIRE SERVICE GRADE

No brigade available 0

Fire fighting capability only outside the building

Fire fighting capability but no smoke diving capability

Fire fighting and smoke diving capability

ORI

Simultaneous fire fighting, smoke diving and external rescue by ladders

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Response time of fire service to the site

RESPONSE | GRADE
TIME (min)

> 20 0
15-20 1

10 - 15 2
5-10 3
0-5 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Accessibility and equipment (ie. number of windows (or balconies) that are
accessible by the fire service ladder trucks)

ACCESSIBILITY AND EQUIPMENT GRADE
Less than one window in each apartment accessible by fire service ladders 0
At least one window in each apartment accessible by fire service ladders 3
All windows accessible by fire service ladder 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:
(a x Capability + b x Response time + ¢ x Accessibility and equipment)

where a, b and ¢ represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100% and the sum a + b + ¢ = 100%.
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P, COMPARTMENTATION

DEFINITION: Extent to which building space is divided into fire compartments

PARAMETER GRADE:

MAXIMUM AREA IN FIRE COMPARTMENT | GRADE
> 400 m? 0
200 - 400 m? 1
100 - 200 m? 2
50 — 100 m? 3
<50 m° 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Ps. STRUCTURE - SEPARATING

DEFINITION: Fire resistance of building assemblies separating fire compartments
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Integrity and insulation

INTEG.RITY AND INSULATION (EI) | GRADE

EI<EI15 0

EI1S<EI<EI30

EI30<EI<EI45

El 45 <EI<EI 60

[N~ NSRN

El 60 > El

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed spaces

STRUCTURE AND FIRESTOP DESIGN GRADE
Timber-frame structure with voids and no firestops 0
Ordinary design of joints, intersections and concealed spaces, 1
without special consideration for fire safety.

Joints, intersections and concealed spaces have been tested and 2

shown to have endurance in accordance with the EI of other parts
of the construction.

Joints, intersections and concealed spaces are specially designed 3
for preventing fire spread and deemed by engineers to have
adequate performance.

Homogenous construction with no voids 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Penetrations
Penetrations between separating fire compartments

PENETRATIONS GRADE

Penetrations with no seals between fire compartments 0

Non-certified sealing systems between fire compartments

Certified sealing systems between fire compartments

WIN|PF-

Special installation shafts or ducts in an own fire compartment
with certified sealing systems to other fire compartments

No sealing systems between fire compartments 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Combustibility
Combustible part of the separating construction

COMBUSTIBLE PART GRADE

Both separating structure and insulation are combustible 0

Only the insulation is combustible

Only the separating structure is combustible

Gl WwW|IN

Both separating structure and insulation are non- combustible

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Integrity and insulation + b x Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed
spaces + ¢ x Penetrations + d x Combustibility)

where a, b, c and d represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 — 100% and the suma + b + ¢ + d = 100%.
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Ps. DOORS

DEFINITION: Fire separating function of doors between fire compartments
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Doors leading to escape route

Integrity and insulation (= EI)

(A=EI<EI15 B=EI15<EI<EI30,C=EI30<EI<EI®60,D=EI=EI®60)
and Type of closing (M = manually, S = self-closing)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Integrity and insulation | A | A | B | B | C | C | D | D
Type of closing M| S| M| S| M|S | M| S
GRADE 0 1 1 3 2 |41 3]5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Doors in escape route

Integrity and insulation (= EI)

(A=EI<EI15 B=EI15<EI<EI30,C=EI30<EI<EI®60, D=EI=EI60)
and Type of closing (M = manually, S = self-closing)

If no doors are needed in the escape routes the highest grade (H) is received.

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Integrity and insulation | A | A | B | B | C | C | D | D -
Type of closing M| S| M|S| | M|S|M]|S -
GRADE 0 1 1 13| 2|43 |5]65

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Doors leading to escape route + b x Doors in escape route)

where a and b represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100% and the sum a + b = 100%.

a=
b=
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P,. WINDOWS

DEFINITION: Windows (and other facade openings) and protection of these, ie.
factors affecting the possibility of fire spread through the openings
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Relative vertical distance
This is defined as the height of the window divided by the vertical distance between

windows
[]
Window < L
o

Relative vertical distance, R = L/H
(A=R<1,B=R=>1)

Class of window

(C = window class < E 15, D = window class = E 15, E = tested special design
solution or window class = E 30)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Relative vertical distance | A | A | A | B B B
Class of window C D E C D E

GRADE 0 3 5 2 5 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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D04:31

DEFINITION: Facade material, suppression system etc., ie. factors affecting the

possibility of fire spread along the facade
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Combustible part of facade

COMBUSTIBLE PART | GRADE
> 40 % 0
20-40% 2
<20% 3
0% 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Combustible material above windows

COMBUSTIBLE MATERIAL GRADE
ABOVE WINDOWS?

Yes 0

No 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Void
Does there exist a continuous void between the facade material and the supporting
wall?
TYPE OF VOID GRADE
Continuous void in combustible facade 0
Void with special design solution for preventing fire spread 3
No void S

PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Combustible part of facade + b x Combustible material above windows + ¢ x

Void)

where a, b and ¢ represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.

The range is 0 - 100% and the sum a + b + ¢ = 100%.
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Po. ATTIC

DEFINITION: Prevention of fire spread to and in attic
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Prevention of fire spread to attic (eg. is the design such that ventilation of the attic

IS not provided at the eave? The most common mode of exterior fire spread to the attic
is through the eave. Special ventilation solutions avoid this.)

N | No

Y | Yes

Fire separation in attic (ie. extent to which the attic area is separated into fire
compartments)

MAXIMUM AREA OF FIRE COMPARTMENT IN ATTIC | GRADE

No attic

< 100 m?

100 — 300 m?

300 — 600 m?

—irrirlT

> 600 m*

(N =no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Prevention of fire spread to attic N|N|N|IN|Y|Y|Y|Y
Fire separation in attic N| L|M|H|NJ|L/|M|H

GRADE 0 1|12 1]5 2 | 3|4 |5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P1o. ADJACENT BUILDINGS

DEFINITION: Minimum separation distance from other buildings. If the buildings
are separated by a fire wall this is deemed to be equivalent to 8 m distance.

PARAMETER GRADE:

DISTANCE TO ADJACENT BUILDING, D | GRADE
D<6m 0
6<D<8m 1
8<D<12m 2
12<D<20m 3
D=20m 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P11. SMOKE CONTROL SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems in escape routes for limiting spread of toxic
fire products

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Activation of smoke control system

No smoke control system

N
M | Manually
A | Automatically

Type of smoke control system

N | Natural ventilation through openings near ceiling

M | Mechanical ventilation

PN | Pressurisation and natural ventilation for exiting smoke

PM | Pressurisation and mechanical ventilation for exiting smoke

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Activation of smoke control system NIMI MM M|AJTA|A|A
Smoke vent openings - | N|M|PN|PM| N | M |PN|PM
GRADE 012123341455

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P1,. DETECTION SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for detecting fires
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Amount of Detectors

Detectors in apartment (N = none, A = at least one in every apartment, R = more than
one in every apartment) and Detectors in escape route (N = no, Y = yes)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES

Detectors in apartment N N A R A
Detectors in escape route N Y N N Y

I <=

GRADE N L L M H

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

Reliability of detectors
Detector type (H = heat detectors, S = smoke detectors) and Detector power supply (B
= battery, P = power grid, BP = power grid and battery backup)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Detector type H H H S S S
Detector power supply B P BP B P BP
GRADE L M M M H H

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Amount of detectors N L L L M M M H H H
Reliability of detectors - L M H L M H L M H
GRADE 0 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P13. SIGNAL SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for transmitting an alarm of fire
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Type of signal

Light signal (N = no, Y = yes) and Sound signal (N = no, A = alarm bell, S = spoken
message)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Light signal N Y N N Y Y
Sound signal N N A S A S
GRADE N L H L M H

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

Location of signal
Do you just receive a signal within the fire compartmentation or is it also possible to
warn other occupants?

A | The signal is sent to the compartment only.

B | It is possible to send a signal manually to the whole
building or at least to a large section of the building.

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Type of signal N|IL|L|M|{M|H]|H
Location of signal -|A|B|A|B|A|B
GRADE 0|12 ]3|4]|4]65

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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P14. ESCAPE ROUTES

DEFINITION: Adequacy and reliability of escape routes
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Type of escape routes

Staircase (A = one staircase may be used as an escape route, B = escape route leading
to two independent staircases, C = direct escape to two independent staircases) and
Window/Balcony (D = windows and balconies can not be used as escape routes, E =
one window may be used as an escape route, F = at least two independent windows
may be used as escape routes, G = the balcony may be used as an escape route, H = at
least one window and the balcony may be used as escape routes)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Staircase AlA|A|/A|B|B|/B|B|]C|C|C|C|C
Window/Balcony E|F|G|H|E|F|G|H|D|E|F|G|H
GRADE 0|11 (3]2]3|3|4|4]|5]|5]|5]5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Dimensions and layout

Maximum travel distance to an escape route (A <10 m, B =10-20 m, C > 20 m),
Number of floors (D < 4, E = 5 — 8) and Maximum number of apartments per floor
connected to an escape route (F <4, G = 5)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES

Travel distance to...

Number of floors

Number of apartments...

ol®moO
Rmmio
NI®|TOIO
N T OO
wi®|m|m
w|mim|
~IOO|m
A~|MO|m
AlO|mM>
Almmi>
oa|®|O|>
a|m|O|>

GRADE

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Equipment

Guidance signs (A = none, B = normal, C = illuminating light), General lighting (D
manually switched on, E = always on) and Emergency lighting (F = not provided, G
provided)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Guidance signs A|lA A|A|B|B|B|B|C|C|C]|C
General lighting D D|E|E|D|D|E|E|D|D]J|E]|E
Emergency lighting FI G|F|G|F|G|F|G|F |G| F|G
GRADE 0 | 3|3 |4 | 2|4 |3 |4 2]|4] 3|5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Linings and floorings

This refers to the worst lining or flooring class that is to be found in an escape route
(excluding the small amounts allowed by building law). For Euroclasses Al, A2 and
B, the flooring must have at least class Dy, if not the linings and floorings grade is
according to Euroclass C.

LINING CLASS
Suggestions to | Typical products DK FIN NO SWE GRADE
Euroclasses
Al Stone, concrete A 1/1 Inl I 5
A2 Gypsum boards A 1/1 Inl I 5
B Best FR woods A 1/1 Inl I 4
(impregnated)
C Textile wall cover /1 In2 ] 3
on gypsum board 2/-
D Wood (untreated) B 1/- In2 i 2
E Low density wood U U U U 1
fibreboard
F Some plastics U U U U 0

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Type of escape routes + b x Dimensions and layout + ¢ x Equipment + d x
Linings and floorings)

where a, b, c and d represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100% and the suma + b + ¢ + d = 100%.
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P1s. STRUCTURE - LOAD-BEARING

DEFINITION: Structural stability of the building when exposed to a fire
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Load-bearing capacity

LOAD BEARING CAPACITY (LBC) GRADE

LBC <R 30 0

R30<LBC<R60

R60<LBC<R90

BN

R90<LBC

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Combustibility
Combustible part of the load-bearing construction

COMBUSTIBLE PART GRADE

Both load-bearing structure and insulation are combustible 0

Only the insulation is combustible

Only the load-bearing structure is combustible

Gl WwW|IN

Both load-bearing structure and insulation are non- combustible

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:
(a x Load-bearing capacity + b x Combustibility)

where a and b represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter.
The range is 0 - 100% and the sum a + b = 100%.

a=
b=
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P1s. MAINTENANCE AND INFORMATION

DEFINITION: Inspection and maintenance of fire safety equipment, escape routes
etc. and information to occupants on suppression and evacuation

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Maintenance of fire safety systems ie. detection, alarm, suppression and smoke
control system

MAINTENANCE OF FIRE SAFETY SYSTEMS GRADE

Carried out less than every three years 0

Carried out at least once every three years

Carried out at least once a year

BN

Carried out at least twice a year

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Inspection of escape routes

INSPECTION OF ESCAPE ROUTES GRADE

Carried out less than every three years 0

Carried out at least once a year

Carried out at least once every three months

glw|-

Carried out at least once per month

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
Information to occupants on suppression and evacuation

Written information (A = no information, B = written information on evacuation
and suppression available in a prominent place in the building, C = written
information distributed to new inhabitants) and

Drills (D = suppression drill carried out regularly, E = evacuation drill carried out
regularly, F = suppression and evacuation drills carried out regularly)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Written information Al A|A B B B C C C
Drills D E F D E F D E F
GRADE 0 1 2 3 3 4 4 4 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
PARAMETER GRADE:

(a x Maintenance of fire safety systems + b x Inspection of escape routes + ¢ x
Information)

where a, b, and c represent the per cent importance of each sub-parameter. The range
IS 0 - 100% and the sum a + b + ¢ = 100%.

a=

b=

c=
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P.7. Ventilation system

DEFINITION: Extent to which the spread of smoke through the ventilation system is
prevented.

PARAMETER GRADE:

TYPE OF VENTILATION SYSTEM GRADE
No specific smoke spread prevention through the ventilation 0
system
Central ventilation system, designed to let smoke more easily into 2

the external air duct than ducts leading to other fire compartments.
The ratio between pressure drops in these ducts is in the order of
o:1

Ventilation system specially designed to be in operation under fire 3
conditions with sufficient capacity to hinder smoke spread to
other fire compartments

Ventilation system with a non-return damper, or a smoke detector 4
controlled fire gas damper, in ducts serving each fire
compartment.

Individual ventilation system for each fire compartment 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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DELPHI PANEL DOCUMENT: D05 D05:1
99-08-13 99005BR/BK

Addressee: Members of the Delphi panel for the
project "Risk - Timber-frame Buildings"

UNIVERSITY

Department of Fire Safety Engineering
Bjorn Karlsson

D05: Round 2 - Assigning Weights to Version 1.1 of
the Index Method

This letter contains,

1. Areport on the results of the first weighting exercise. The enclosed documents
"Round 1: Weights for Sub-parameters” and "Round 1: Weights for
Obijectives, Strategies and Parameters” contain the full results of the first
Delphi round, and Section 1 of this letter summarises the findings. Section 2
of this document discusses what must be done in Round 2.

2. Appendix A and B contain two new forms to fill in if you wish to change your
weights having seen the group result (a copy of your earlier weights is
enclosed).

3. We also include Version 1.1 of the index method, for your reference.

In summary, we can say that the weighting for the sub-parameters in P3, Ps, Pg, Psg,
P14, P15 and P1¢ went very well and there was good consensus.

Most of the weights for the Objectives, Strategies and Parameters had reasonable
consensus, but the weighting of the Parameters seems to be far too "flat". For
example, parameter P; (Linings) seems to stand for 4.9% of the total fire safety while
parameter P, (Suppression system) stands for 6.7%. The Project group has an intuitive
feeling that P, should be lower and P, should be higher. The results are discussed in
Section 1 of this letter and Section 2 discusses how we will conduct a second round.

Action required: Please read through Sections 1 and 2 of this letter for information
on the results of Round 1 of the weighting process and for instructions on how to
proceed.

Look through the enclosed documents "Round 1: Weights for Sub-parameters™ and
"Round 1: Weights for Objectives, Strategies and Parameters”. You should
concentrate on the latter, since the Sub-parameter weighting’s went quite well.

Following the text in Section 2, fill in new weights in the enclosed forms (Appendix
A and B) and fax this back to us. We will need your answer in early September and
will contact you individually on the telephone or through e-mail to discuss the matter.

A preliminary version of the index method (Version 1.1) is now available at the web
site mentioned below. We also enclose this document for your reference.

Note: If you have mislaid documents, you can fetch them at our web site,
http://www.brand.lth.se, choose Forskning, choose Risk, then choose Timber-Frame
Buildings — Risk.

Postal address Box 118, SE-221 00 Lund, Sweden Visiting address John Ericssons vag 1, Lund, Sweden Telephone Int. +46 46 222 73 63, +46 46 222 73
60 Telefax Int. +46 46 222 46 12 E-mail bjorn.karlsson@brand.lth.se Internet http://www.brand.lth.se/english
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1. Summary of Results from Round 1

The full results are given in the enclosed documents "Round 1: Weights for Sub-
parameters” and "Round 1: Weights for Objectives, Strategies and Parameters™. These
documents report all Delphi member results and give the average, the first quartile,
the mean and the third quartile for each weight given.

To quickly explain some of the terminology, consider the following series of 16
numbers: 3345231244224322

We now put the numbersinorder: 1222 2223 3334 4445

There are 16 numbers so the value of the first quartile is 2 (average of the values in
position 4 and 5), indicating that 25% of the values are not lower than 2. Similarly the
value of the third quartile is 4, indicating that 75% of the values are not higher than 4.
The mean value is 3 (which is the average of the values in position 8 and 9). The
average value is the sum of all the numbers divided by 16.

1.1. Results from giving weights to Sub-parameters in P3, Ps, Pg, Pg, P14, P15 and
P16.

Assigning weights to the grading equations for parameters Ps, Ps, Pg, Pg, P14, P15 and
P16 went quite well. The full results are given in the enclosed document "Round 1:
Weights for Sub-parameters".

The average results are shown below (eg.. 0.31 stands for 31% of the importance):

P3 (Fire service): (0.31 x Capability + 0.47 x Response time + 0.22 x Accessibility
and equipment)

P5 (Structure-separating): (0.35 x Integrity and insulation + 0.28 x Firestops at
joints, intersections and concealed spaces + 0.24 x Penetrations + 0.13 x
Combustibility)

P6 (Doors): (0.67 x Doors leading to escape route + 0.33 x Doors in escape route)

P8 (Facade): (0.41x Combustible part of facade + 0.30 x Combustible material above
windows + 0.29 x Void)

P14 (Escape routes): (0.34 x Type of escape routes + 0.27 x Dimensions and layout
+ 0.16 x Equipment + 0.23 x Linings and floorings)

P15 (Structure-load-bearing): (0.74 x Load-bearing capacity + 0.26 X
Combustibility)

P16 (Maintenance and information): (0.40 x Maintenance of fire safety systems +
0.27 x Inspection of escape routes + 0.33 x Information)

The consensus is generally good, but you may wish to have a closer look at P6 (a and

b) and P15 (a and b). If you wish to change your weights, please fill in the form in
Appendix A and fax it to us.
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1.2. Results from Giving Weights to the Objectives, Strategies and Parameters

Assigning weights to the Objectives and Strategies went reasonably well. However,
weighting the Parameters did not go as smoothly. We shall discuss how to deal with
this later in this section. The results are shown in the enclosed document "Round 1:
Weights for Objectives, Strategies and Parameters".

Figure 1 in the document shows the weights for Objectives versus Policy, with a very
good consensus, resulting in O1 = 4.8 and 02 = 3.2. Normalising this we find that
Objective 1 (Provide life safety) stands for 4.8/(4.8+3.2) = 60% and Objective 2
(Provide property protection) stands for 3.2/(4.8+3.2) = 40% of the importance for
reaching our Policy.

Figure 2 of the document shows the Strategies versus O1 (Provide life safety) and
Figure 3 shows the Strategies versus O2 (Provide property protection). The consensus
is quite good in Figures 2 and 3, the worst consensus is for S4/02, but is still deemed
acceptable.

The average results are the following:
For O1 (Provide life safety)

S1 (Control fire by active means) 25%
S2 (Control fire by construction) 22%
S3 (Establish safe egress) 29%
S4 (Establish safe rescue) 23%
For O2 (Provide property protection)
S1 (Control fire by active means) 33%
S2 (Control fire by construction) 37%
S3 (Establish safe egress) 11%
S4 (Establish safe rescue) 19%

Moving now to the weights for the Parameters, the Project group feels that the results
are too "flat". There are mainly two reasons for this:

The directions on how to give weights, provided in document D04, were not clear
enough. The directions should have been clearer and weights should have been given
in a slightly different order.

The whole scale of weights from 0 to 5 was not used much, Delphi members tended
to use the weights 3 to 5.

Section 2 will discuss how this may be amended. Meanwhile, we shall view the
current results. By multiplying the Objectives/Policy vector (a 2x1 vector) by the
Strategies/Objectives matrix (a 4x2 matrix) we get a Strategies/Policy vector (a 4x1
vector). Multiplying this by the Parameters/Strategies matrix (a 17x4 matrix) we get a
Parameters/Policy vector (a 17x1 vector). When we normalise this vector (so the sum
of all the values is 1.0) and it then shows us how important each Parameter is for our
Policy.

The details of these vector and matrix manipulations are summarily discussed in the

project application document, available at our web site. Figure 2 below gives a
schematic of these vector and matrix manipulations.
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Figure 2: Schematic of matrix multiplication

The averaged Parameter weights results of Round 1 are the following:

PO1 (Linings)

P02 (Suppression system)

P03 (Fire service)

P04 (Compartmentation)
PO5 (Structure-separating)

P06 (Doors)
PO7 (Windows)
P08 (Facade)
P09 (Attic)

P10 (Adjacent buildings)
P11 (Smoke control system)
P12 (Detection system)
P13 (Signal system)
P14 (Escape routes)
P15 (Structure-load-bearing)
P16 (Maintenance and info)
P17 (Ventilation system)

Sum:

4.97%
6.66%
6.71%
6.24%
6.79%
6.94%
4.87%
5.17%
5.41%
4.49%
6.26%
6.07%
5.06%
6.02%
6.53%
6.28%
5.54%
100%

oMm=—OmMm—=A>»20-0

nmAOM-AmMZ>0>T
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POLICY

Bx1l

POLICY

Cx1

As stated above, the Project group feels that these results are somewhat "flat" and we
would therefore like to give somewhat different advice on how to fill in the
Parameters/Strategies tables. This is outlined in Section 2 below.
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Round 2 of the weighting exercise

In the Delphi process, it is customary to circulate the results from the questionnaires
to allow the members of the panel to revise their input.

2.1. Assigning Weights to the Grading Equations for P3, Ps, Pg, Pg, P14, P15 and
Pis

The consensus for the Sub-parameter weights is generally good (as seen in the
enclosed document "Round 1: Weights for Sub-parameters”. The worst consensus is
for P6 (a and b) and P15 (a and b), but is still deemed to be acceptable. If you wish to
change your Sub-parameter weights, please fill in the form in Appendix A and fax it
to us.

2.2. Assigning Weights to the Objectives, Strategies and Parameters

The weighting of Objectives versus Policy and Strategies versus Objectives went
quite well and the consensus was mostly very good. The consensus for S4/02 is the
odd one out. Please inspect Figure 3 in the document "Round 1. Weights for
Objectives, Strategies and Parameters"”. S4/02 has a 1% quartile of 0 and a 3" quartile
of 3, which shows quite a wide spread in the results. The consensus here is
questionable so we ask you to have a special look at this value.

Now for the Parameters versus Strategies: The Project group felt that the Parameter
weights (shown in the 17x4 matrix) were somewhat "flat" and we must therefore ask
you to specifically look at these weights and fill in the Parameters/Strategies table.
But this time, instead of considering PO1 (Linings) first and consider the weight it has
for Strategies S1, S2, S3 and S4, we ask you to do this in a different order. We ask
you to look at Strategy S1 and consider the weights for all Parameters, P1 to P17.

In other words, instead of filling in the table horizontally,

Parameters/Strategies

S1 [S2 |S3 [S4

PO1

we ask you to fill it in vertically, as follows:

Parameters/Strategies

S1

PO1 (Linings)

P02 (Suppression system)

P03 (Fire service)

P04 (Compartmentation)

PO5 (Structure-separating)

P06 (Doors)

PO7 (Windows)
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P08 (Facade)
P09 (Attic)

P10 (Adjacent buildings)

P11 (Smoke control system)

P12 (Detection system)

P13 (Signal system)

P14 (Escape routes)

P15 (Structure-load-bearing)

P16 (Maintenance and info)

P17 (Ventilation system)

Ask yourself:

If we wish to control fire growth by active means (S1), which parameters are
extremely important? These parameters should get the weight 5.

If we wish to control fire growth by active means (S1), which parameters are
very important? These parameters should get the weight 4.

If we wish to control fire growth by active means (S1), which parameters are
of medium importance? These parameters should get the weight 3.

If we wish to control fire growth by active means (S1), which parameters are
of little importance? These parameters should get the weight 2.

If we wish to control fire growth by active means (S1), which parameters are
of very slight importance? These parameters should get the weight 1.

If we wish to control fire growth by active means (S1), which parameters are
of no importance? These parameters should get the weight 0.

Fill in the values in the Properties/Strategies table given in Appendix B.

You then consider the next strategy (S2: Confine fire by construction) and answer
similar questions as above. Proceed similarly with Strategies S3 and S4. Write the
values in the Properties/Strategies table in Appendix B.

Once you have filled in the values, please consider the consensus from Round 1. The
consensus in Round 1 was particularly bad for P10/S3, P12/S4 and P13/S1. Please
look at these three closely when assigning the weights in Appendix B. The consensus
was not very good for P8/S1, P8/S4, P13/S4, P14/S1, P14/S2, P15/S1, P17/S1. Please
have a special look at these values.

The work is to be finished in early September. The Project group will contact you by
telephone or e-mail to inform you of a more specific deadline.
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Appendix A: Weighting of Sub-parameters in P3, Ps, Pg, Pg,
P14, P1s and Pyg

Ps,

Fire Service

Sub-parameter

% importance

o))

Capability

(e

Response time

Accessibility and equipment

Ps,

Structure - Separating

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

Integrity and insulation

Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed spaces

Penetrations

o0 |T|D

Combustibility

Pe,

Doors

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

o))

Doors leading to escape route

Doors in escape route

Ps,

Facades

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

Combustible part of facade

(o

Combustible material above window

Void

P14, EScape route

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

Type of escape routes

Dimensions and layout

Equipment

o0 |T|o

Linings and floorings

P1s, Structure — Load Bearing

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

Load-bearing capacity

Combustibility

P16, Maintenance and Information

Sum = 100%

Sub-parameter

% importance

a | Maintenance of fire safety systems
b | Inspection of escape routes
¢ | Information
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Appendix B: Weighting of Objectives,

Parameters

Objectives/Policy

Policy

01

02

Strategy/Obijectives

01| O2

S1

S2

S3

S4

Parameters/Strategies

S: = Control fire growth by active means
S, = Confine fire by construction

S; = Establish safe egress

S, = Establish safe rescue

S1 [S2 |S3 [S4

PO1 (Linings)

P02 (Suppression system)

P03 (Fire service)

P04 (Compartmentation)

PO5 (Structure-separating)

P06 (Doors)

PO7 (Windows)

P08 (Facade)

P09 (Attic)

P10 (Adjacent buildings)

P11 (Smoke control system)

P12 (Detection system)

P13 (Signal system)

P14 (Escape routes)

P15 (Structure-load-bearing)

P16 (Maintenance and info)

P17 (Ventilation system)
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80

70

Sub-parameter Weights

Sub-parameter Weights

Round 1: Weights for Sub-Parameters

(Contents: Figures 1 - 7)

DO05:9

P3: Fire Service Parameter

Parameter Summary Values

@bmi
EDM2

obm3
Obpm4

EDM5
@bme

EDM7

@
S

@
S

IS
S

w
S

N
S

=
o

o

obms
EWDM9

EDM10
obmi1

@abmi2
EDM13

EDM14

EDM15
EDM16

EDM17
obwmis

obm19
ODM20

P3a P3b

P3a

Average 30.75
1st Quartile 20
Median 30
3rd Quartile 40
P3b

Average 46.75
1st Quartile 40
Median 50
3rd Quartile 60
P3c

Average 225
1st Quartile 20
Median 20
3rd Quartile 30

Sub-parameters

Figure 1: Fire Service Parameter Weighting’s

Parameter Summary Values

P5a
. Average 345
P5: Structure (Separating) Parameter 1st Quartile 28.75
Median 40
3rd Quartile 40
o PSb
Qous Average 28
mDMs5 1st Quartile 20
B Median 25
oowa 3rd Quartile 30
EDM10
Obmi11
obm12 P5c
BovLs Average 245
o 1st Quartile 20
gom17 Median 25
Opmi18 n
OpM19 3rd Quartile 30
Obm20
P5d
Average 13
Sub-parameters 1st Quartile 10
Median 10
3rd Quartile 20

Figure 2: Structure (Separating) Sub-Parameter Weighting’s
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Sub-parameter Weights

Sub-parameter Weights

=
1)
S)

©
S

@
3

~
=)

@
3

@
3

IS
3

2]
S

N
S

=
)

o

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

10

P6: Door Parameter

Parameter Summary Values

@bM1

moM2 P6a

EBxi Average 67.25

v 1st ngrtlle 57.5
- o Median 70

oMY 3rd Quartile 80
1 EDM10

Obpm11
1 oo PG

mow1 Average 32.75
] mDM16 1st Quartile 20
H Gows Median 30
[| oovae 3rd Quartile 42.5

Sub-parameters

Figure 3: Door Sub-Parameter Weighting’s

P8: Facade Parameter Parameter Summary Values
P8a
Average 40.9
1st Quartile 30
gom Median 40
ooms 3rd Quartile 50
oObm4
EDM5
goe PEb
gows Average 29.95
EDM10 1st Quartile 20
o Median 30
s 3rd Quartile 34.25
EDM15
moviy P8C
A Average 29.15
Oomzo 1st Quartile 20
Median 30
Peb 3rd Quartile 40

Sub-parameters

Figure 4: Facade Sub-Parameter Weighting’s
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Sub-parameter Weights

Sub-parameter Weights

100

90

80

70

60

50 1

401

30

20

10

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

D05:11

Parameter Summary Values

Pl4a
P14: Escape Route Parameter Averagg 33.5
1st Quartile 25
Median 30
3rd Quartile 40
@pm1
BDM2 P14b
Bowe Average 271.25
Sove 1st Quartile 20
=tV Median 275
mpmY 3rd Quartile 30
EDM10
obpmil
w5 P14c
=i Average 16
| | | 1 movss| | 1st Quartile 10
@EDpMm17 T
I Opmis Median 15
I I I I I I Towzo 3rd Quartile 20
gl ]l R
Pt b1ad - P14d
Sub-parameters Verag? 23.25
1st Quartile 17.5
Median 22.5
3rd Quartile 30

Figure 5: Escape Route Sub-Parameter Weighting’s

P15: Structure (Load Bearing) Parameter

@bmi
EDM2
opm3
Obm4
EDM5
@apme
EDM7
=]V}
EWDM9
EDM10
oObpm11
abmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@bpm17
Obwmis
Opm19
Obm20

Parameter Summary Values

P15a P15b

Sub-parameters

Figure 6: Structure (Load Bearing) Sub-Parameter Weighting’s

A-105

P15a

Average 73.75

1st Quartile 67.5
Median 70
3rd Quartile 90

P15b

Average 26.25
1st Quartile 10
Median 30

3rd Quartile 32.5




Sub-parameter Weights

P16: Maintenance and Information Parameter

100

90

80

Parameter Summary Values

Pl6a P16b P16c

Sub-parameters

P16a
BomT Averagg 39.5
MDM2 1st Quartile 30
obm3 -
Opm4 Median 40
move 3rd Quartile 46.25
EDM7
obm8
mDMS P16b
EDM10
opMiL Average 271.25
sovis|  |_dstQuartile 20
=i Median 27.5
:gmij 3rd Quartile 40
Obmis
Dowzo P16C
Average 33.25
1st Quartile 20
Median 30
3rd Quartile 41.25

Figure 7: Maintenance and Information Sub-Parameter Weighting’s
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Weights

Weights

Round
Param

1: Weights for
eters

(Contents: Figures 8 - 27)

44
34
11
o+

S1/01

I

Objectives versus Policy

Objectives,

0O1/Policy
Objectives

hin

02/Policy

Strategies and

Figure 8: Objective versus Policy Weighting’s

Strategies (S1-4) versus Objective (O1)

il

S2/01 S3/01

Strategies

S4/01

DO05:13

HowT Summary Values _
Gows O1/Policy
obm4 Average 4.8
Bove 1st Quartile 5
Bove Median 5
ROMS 3rd Quartile 5
EDM10
obmi1
mous 02/Policy
v Average 30
e 1st Quartile 3
[s[IVET:] Median 3
Tomse 3rd Quartile 4
Summary Values
S1/01
Average 4.05
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
S2/01
@bm1
rl |Bom2 Average 35
DM Ist Quartile 3
Bowe Median_ 3
| B 3rd Quartile 4
WDM9
b S3/01
| [mowns Average 46
sowd [ it Quartle 4
mowae Median 5
M |oomis 3rd Quartile 5
Oomi9
Obm20
S4/01
Average 3.7
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5

Figure 9: Strategies versus Life Safety Objective (O1) Weighting’s
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Weights

Strategies (S1-4) versus Objective (02)

Weights

s1/02 s2/02 s3/02
Strategies

S4/02

@DpM1
EDM2
ODM3
ODM4
EDMS5
@DMé6
EDM7
Opms
WDM9
EDM10
ObpM11
@bpMmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@DM17
obmi8
obMm19
ODM20

Summary Values
S1/02
Average 3.85
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4.25
S2/02
Average 4.25
1st Quartile 4
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
S3/02
Average 1.25
1st Quartile 0
Median 1
3rd Quartile 2
S4/02
Average 2.25
1st Quartile 0
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3.25

Figure 10: Strategies versus Property Protection Objective (O2) Weighting’s

Parameter (P1) versus Strategies (S1-4)

L
P1/S1 P1/S2 P1/S3
Parameter

P1/s4

Summary Values

D05:14

P1/S1
Average 2.025
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
@pm1
EDM2
Dove P1/S2
movs Average 2.95
| 3o 1st Quartile 2
oo Median 3
EDM10 3rd Quartile 4
obmil
|| {[mpmi2
Bons P1/S3
i Average 3.225
| |Bow? 1st Quartile 2.875
ODM19 Median 3
FIEMED 3rd Quartile 2
P1/S4
Average 2.25
1st Quartile 1
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 11: Apartment Lining Parameter (P1) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

D05:15

Summary Values
P2/S1
Average 4.85
Parameter (P2) versus Strategies (S1-4) 1st Quartile 5
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
[@om1 | P2/S2
o oo Average 2.2
Egm 1st ngrtlle 1
gove Median 2
] | Ooms 3rd Quartile 3
WDM9
EDM10
- 2ot P2/S3
moui3 Average 3.65
mDOMI5 1st Quartile 3
e Median 4
e 3rd Quartile 4.25
ODM20
P2/S4
P2/S1 P2/S2 } P2/S3 P2/S4 Average 3.15
Parameter 1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 4

Figure 12: Suppression System Parameter (P2) versus Strategies Weighting

Summary Values
P3/S1
Average 3.925
Parameter (P3) versus Strategies (S1-4) 1st Quartile 3
Median 4
o 3rd Quartile 5
o P3/S2
] |=om2 Average 2.775
obm3 n
Opm4 1st Quartile 2
move Median 3
Tl oo 3rd Quartile 3.625
EDM9
EDM10
oom11 P3/S3
I EB%E Average 3.25
=i 1st Quartile 2.75
mDM1G Median 3
EDMm17 -
[ |oomis 3rd Quartile 4
Obm19
O0DM20
P3/S4
- — Average 4.15
P3/S1 P3/S2 P3/S3 P3/S4 n
Parameter Ist QU{iI‘tI'e 3.75
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5

Figure 13: Fire Service Parameter (P3) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

Parameter (P4) versus Strategies (S1-4)

1Y

P4/s1 P4/s2 P4/S3 P4/S4

Parameter

Summary Values
P4/S1
Average 2.525
1st Quartile 1.75
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3
P4/S2
aomi Average 3.85
WDM2 u
Oom3 1st Quartile 3.75
aowe Median 4
| 3o 3rd Quartile 5
obpm8
EDM9
EDM10 P4/S3
1 FHH Average 3.3
o 1st Quartile 3
aovas Median 35
|| |@Om7 3rd Quartile 4
obmis
obpm19
foee P4IS4
Average 3.45
1st Quartile 3
Median 3
3rd Quartile 4

Figure 14: Compartmentation Parameter (P4) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P5) versus Strategies (S1-4)

Summary Values

|

i

P5/S1 P5/S2 P5/S3 P5/S4
Parameter

DO05:16

P5/S1
Average 2475
1st Quartile 2.375
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3
BowL P5/S2
mpm2 Average 4.7
obm3 n
Ooma 1st Quartile 5
mowe Median 5
1 oot 3rd Quartile 5
EDM9
EDM10
ODpM1L P5/S3
I EBmié Average 3.275
=i 1st Quartile 2.875
mDM1G Median 35
@om17 -
[ |oomis 3rd Quartile 4
ObpMm19
O0DM20
P5/54
Average 3.825
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4.25

Figure 15: Structure (Separation) Parameter (P5) versus Strategies Weighting

A-110



Weights

Weights

Parameter (P6) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P6/S1

L

P6/S2
Parameter

@pm1
FH— |EDM2
obm3
oObm4
EDM5
= [V}
| | |mDm7
opwm8
EDM9
@EDM10
opmi11
abmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@Epm17
obwmis
opbmi19
ODbM20

P6/S3 P6/S4

D05:17

Figure 16: Door Parameter (P6) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P7) versus Strategies (S1-4)

@bmi
EDM2

P7/S1

LIl

P7/S2
Parameter

obm3
opm4
mDM5
[=lolV3
| | [mom7
ooms
mDM9
EDM10
opm11
|| ([mom12

WDM13
WDM14
EDM15
WDM16
EDpM17
[l [oomis
opM19
ODM20

P7/S3 P7/s4

Summary Values
P6/S1
Average 2425
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3
P6/S2
Average 4.355
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P6/S3
Average 4.3
1st Quartile 4
Median 45
3rd Quartile 5
P6/S4
Average 3.6
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
Summary Values
P7/S1
Average 1.725
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 2.125
P7/S2
Average 3.725
1st Quartile 3.75
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
P7/S3
Average 2.55
1st Quartile 2
Median 25
3rd Quartile 3
P7/54
Average 2.15
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 17: Window Parameter (P7) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

Parameter (P8) versus Strategies (S1-

4)

P8/S1

I

!

P8/S2 P8/S3

Parameter

DO05:18

Summary Values

I

P8/s4

P8/S1
Average 2.05
1st Quartile 0.75
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
@bpm1
Bpm2 P8/S2
obm3
opm4 Average 3.775
Some 1st Quartile 3
Vi Median 4
e 3rd Quartile 4
obmil
o P8/S3
Bowne Average 2.35
mDM16 1st Quartile 2
EDpm17 -
ODpm18 Median 2
Boveel | _3rd Quartile 3
P8/S4
Average 2.6
1st Quartile 1
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 18: Facade Parameter (P8) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P9) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P9/S1

il

!

P9/S2 P9/S3
Parameter

P9/s4

Summary Values

@bmi
EDM2
obm3
Obpm4
EDM5
@bme
EDM7
obms
EWDM9
EDM10
obmi1
opMm12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@EDM17
Obwmi1s
Obm19

aDpm20

P9/S1
Average 2.65
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3.25
P9/S2
Average 4
1st Quartile 4
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
P9/S3
Average 1.9
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 2.25
P9/S4
Average 2.6
1st Quartile 2
Median 25
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 19: Attic Parameter (P9) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

Parameter (P10) versus Strategies (S1-4)

il

i

P10/S1 P10/S2 P10/S3
Parameter

P10/S4

DO05:19

@bmi
EDM2
obM3
Opm4
EDM5
oDbMée
EDM7
obms
WDM9
EDM10
obmi1
oDpMm12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@EDM17
obwmis
Obm19
ODM20

iﬂ

Summary Values
P10/S1
Average 2.1
1st Quartile 15
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
P10/S2
Average 3.6
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
P10/S3
Average 1.575
1st Quartile 0
Median 1
3rd Quartile 2.625
P10/S4
Average 1.95
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 20: Adjacent Buildings Parameter (P10) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P11) versus Strategies (S1-4)

Ll

P11/S1 P11/s2 P11/s3
Parameter

I

P11/s4

Summary Values
P11/S1
Average 35
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
@oM1 P11/S2
Sows Average 2.05
obm3 u
Obm4 1st Quartile 1
mowe Median 2
Bome 3rd Quartile 3
EDM9
EDM10
oML P11/S3
mov Average 4.225
= 1st Quartile 2
B DM Median 4
@EDM17 -
Opm18 3rd Quartile 5
ObpMm19
O0DM20
P11/S4
Average 35
1st Quartile 2.75
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4.25

Figure 21: Smoke Control System Parameter (P11) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

b

Parameter (P12) versus Strategies (S1-4)

I

P12/S1 P12/S2 P12/S3
Parameter

P12/S4

@bm1
EDM2
obm3
oObm4
EDM5
@bmeé
EDM7
obwms
EWDM9
EDM10
oObmi11
apmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@Epm17
obpwmis
obmi19
ODbM20

Summary Values
P12/S1
Average 4.25
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P12/S2
Average 2.05
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
P12/S3
Average 4.55
1st Quartile 5
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P12/S4
Average 1.75
1st Quartile 0
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 22: Detection System Parameter (P12) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P13) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P13/S1 P13/s2 P13/s3
Parameter

P13/s4

Summary Values

@bmi
EDM2
obm3
Obpm4
EDM5
@bme
EDM7
obms
EWDM9
EDM10
obmi1
abmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@EDM17
Obmi1s
Obm19
Obm20

DO05:20

P13/S1
Average 3.25
1st Quartile 2
Median 35
3rd Quartile 5
P13/S2
Average 15
1st Quartile 0.75
Median 15
3rd Quartile 2.25
P13/S3
Average 4.25
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P13/s4
Average 1.6
1st Quartile 0
Median 1
3rd Quartile 2.25

Figure 23: Signal System Parameter (P13) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

Parameter (P14) versus Strategies (S1-4)

D05:21

bidl

P14/S1 P14/S2 P14/S3
Parameter

I

P14/S4

Summary Values
P14/S1
Average 2.25
1st Quartile 0
Median 2.5
3rd Quartile 4
P14/S2
| (mowz Average 215
gous 1st Quartile 0.75
mDMS Median 1.5
| |mowy 3rd Quartile 2
obwms
WDM9
Bowo P14/S3
|| |mom12 Average 4.75
oML Ist Quartile 5
v Median 5
|| |@om17 3rd Quartile 5
obmis
Obm19
S P14/S4
Average 3.85
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5

Figure 24: Escape Routes Parameter (P14) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P15) versus Strategies (S1-4)

L

P15/S1 P15/S2 P15/S3
Parameter

|

P15/S4

Summary Values

@pm1
EDM2
obm3
oObm4
EDM5
apmée

| |EDM7

opwme
EDM9
@EDM10
opmi11

|| ([mpm12

EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@Ebpm17

| |(ODM18

obmi19

ODbM20

P15/S1
Average 2.2
1st Quartile 0.75
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3
P15/S2
Average 4.45
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P15/S3
Average 2.85
1st Quartile 2.5
Median 3
3rd Quartile 4
P15/S4
Average 4.3
1st Quartile 4
Median 4.5
3rd Quartile 5

Figure 25: Structure (Load Bearing) Parameter (P15) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

Parameter (P16) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P16/S1 P16/S2 P16/S3 P16/S4
Parameter

@bm1
EDM2
obm3
oObm4
EDM5
@bmeé
EDM7
obwms
EWDM9
EDM10
oObmi11
apmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@Epm17
obpwmis
obmi19
ODbM20

Summary Values
P16/S1
Average 4.1
1st Quartile 3
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P16/S2
Average 2.25
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
P16/S3
Average 4.1
1st Quartile 3.75
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
P16/S4
Average 2.65
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 26: Maintenance and Information Parameter (P16) versus Strategies

Weighting

Parameter (P17) versus Strategies (S1-4)

L
P17/S1 P17/S2 P17/S3 P17/S4
Parameter

Summary Values

@bmi
EDM2
obm3
Obpm4
EDM5
@bme
EDM7
obms
EWDM9
EDM10
obmi1
abmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@EDM17
Obmi1s
Obm19
Obm20

D05:22

P17/S1
Average 2.65
1st Quartile 1.75
Median 3
3rd Quartile 4
P17/S2
Average 2.85
1st Quartile 2
Median 35
3rd Quartile 4
P17/S3
Average 3.775
1st Quartile 3.75
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
P17/54
Average 2.35
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 27: Ventilation System Parameter (P17) versus Strategies Weighting
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DELPHI PANEL DOCUMENT: D06 D06:1
99-11-11 99005BR/BK

Addressee: Members of the Delphi panel for the
project "Risk - Timber-frame Buildings"

UNIVERSITY

Department of Fire Safety Engineering
Bjorn Karlsson

D06: Results from Round 2 of the Weighting Exercise.

This letter contains a report on the results of the Round 2 of the weighting exercise.
The enclosed documents "Round 2: Weights for Sub-parameters™ and "Round 2:
Weights for Objectives, Strategies and Parameters™ contain the full results of the
second Delphi round.

To summarize, the resulting weights from the two rounds were very similar, as is
shown in Figure 1 below.

0.08

0.07

0.06 + —

0.05 +

M Round 1
ERound 2

0.04 +

0.03 +

Weighting

0.02 +

0.01 +

0 - |
1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Parameter number

Figure 1 Results from the two rounds of the weighting exercise.

The only noticeable changes were that the overall weight for Lining materials
(Parameter 1) increased slightly and the overall weight for Adjacent buildings
(Parameter 10) decreased slightly.

The consensus (the degree to which the Delphi panel agrees on an issue) had already
been deemed satisfactory after Round 1, the consensus increased slightly in Round 2.

Action required: There is no action required by the Delphi panel at this stage. The
method will now be tested extensively and suggestions for improvements be made. If
the proposed changes are considerable, a final Delphi round may be necessary in mid-
year 2000.

Your assistance has been deeply appreciated!
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Sub-parameter Weights

Round 2: Weights for Sub-Parameters

Sub-parameter Weights

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

100

P3: Fire Service Parameter

90

80

70

60

50

Parameter Summary Values
P3a
Average 30.25
o 1st Qu_amle 20.00
mowz2 Median 30.00
oDMma 3rd Quartile 40.00
EDMS5
@DMe
mow P3b
WDM9 Average 46.50
EDM10 -
ODM11 1st Quartile 40.00
momis Median 50.00
aoviel | 3rd Quartile 60.00
EDM16
@mDM17
[mhIVEE] P3c
Blowzs Average 23.25
1st Quartile 20.00
pa Median 20.00
Sub-parameters 3rd Quartile 30.00
Figure 9: Fire Service Parameter Weightings
Parameter Summary Values
P5a
Average 34.25
P5: Structure (Separating) Parameter 1st Quartile 28.75
Median 37.50
3rd Quartile 40.00
@pm1 P5b
mow> Average 28.25
obM4 1st Quartile 25.00
Bome Median 25.00
I oo 3rd Quartile 30.00
WDM9
EDM10
I obMm11 P5c
moMis Average 23.75
e 1st Quartile 20.00
mDM16 Median 25.00
@EDM17 —
ODbm18 3rd Quartile 26.25
obpmi9
0ODbmM20
P5d
PSa PSh PSc Psd Averag? 13.75
Sub-parameters 1st Quartile 10.00
Median 10.00
3rd Quartile 20.00

Figure 10: Structure (Separating) Parameter Weightings
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Sub-parameter Weights
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Sub-parameter Weights

P6: Door Parameter
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Péb
Sub-parameters

@bpmi
EDM2
aobpm3
Obm4
EDMS
EDMée
EDM7
obwms
EDM9
EDM10
obmil
dopmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
WDM16
@EDpm17
obmi8
obmi19
Obm20

Figure 11: Door Parameter Weightings

P8: Facade Parameter

Parameter Summary Values

P6a

Average 68.50
1st Quartile 60.00
Median 70.00
3rd Quartile 80.00
P6b

Average 31.50
1st Quartile 20.00
Median 30.00
3rd Quartile 40.00

Parameter Summary Values

@bpmi
EDM2

aobms3
Obm4

EDM5
EDMée
EDM7

obwms
EDM9

P8b P8c

Sub-parameters

Figure 12: Facade Parameter Weightings
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EDM10
Obmi1
dbmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@Epm17
obmis
obmi19
Obm20

P8a

Average 41.90
1st Quartile 30.00
Median 40.00
3rd Quartile 50.00
P8b

Average 29.70
1st Quartile 20.00
Median 30.00
3rd Quartile 34.25
P8c

Average 28.40
1st Quartile 20.00
Median 27.50
3rd Quartile 40.00
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Sub-parameter Weights

Sub-parameter Weights
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Parameter Summary Values

Pl4a
P14: Escape Route Parameter Averagg 34.25
1st Quartile 30.00
Median 30.00
3rd Quartile 40.00

@bM1
mowz P14b

obwm3
ODM4 Average 28.25
Sowe | |_1st Quartile 20.00
puti Median 30.00
mowe 3rd Quartile 30.00

DM10

obMm11
mows Pl4c
B Average 15.75
s 1st Quartile 10.00
oowmis Median 12.50

ODM19 ~

ODM20 3rd Quartlle 20.00
Plda P14b Pl4c Pl4d
Sub-parameters Average 21.75
1st Quartile 17.50
Median 20.00
3rd Quartile 30.00

Figure 13: Escape Route Parameter Weightings

P15: Structure (Load Bearing) Parameter

Parameter Summary Values

P15a

Sub-parameters

P15b

@DM1 P15a
Dove Average 73.75
oove | [ Lst Quartile 70.00
mDOM6 Median 72.50
EDM7 -

oOpms 3rd Quartlle 80.00
EDM9

EDM10

mow12 P15b
WDM13 Average 26.50
EWDM14 n

mOM1S 1st Quartile 20.00
mow7 Median 27.50
Soweel | 3rd Quartile 30.00

Obm20

Figure 14: Structure (Load Bearing) Parameter Weightings
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Sub-parameter Weights
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P16: Maintenance and Information Parameter

Parameter Summary Values

Pl6a
Average 40.25
EDML 1st Quartile 37.50
Hows Median 40.00
oo 3rd Quartile 45.00
@EDM6
mDM7
Opms P16b
mowio Average 26.25
gowsz| |1t Quartile 20.00
movas Median 25.00
EDM15 3rd Quartile 32.50
WDM16
mDM17
Dowo P16c
oMz0 Average 33.50
1st Quartile 20.00
P16a ‘ P16b P16c Medlan_ 30.00
Sub-parameters 3rd Quartlle 41.25

Figure 15: Maintenance and Information Parameter Weightings
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Weights

Weights

Round 2: Weights for Objectives,

Objectives versus Policy

O1/Policy

Strategies and Parameters

Objectives

02/Policy

@DM1
EDM2
obm3
Obm4
EDMS
@DMée
WmDM7
obms
EDM9
EDM10
obm11
@bpMmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@mDM17
obmis
Obm19
Obm20

Figure 16: Objective versus Policy Weightings

Strategies (S1-4) versus Objective (O1)

S1/01

S2/01

L1

Strategies

S3/01

S4/01

@aom1
EDM2
abm3
abpm4
EDM5
BDpme
EDM7
obms
EWDM9
EDM10
abpmi
abmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@apmi17
abmig
abmi9
apmM20

Summary Values
O1/Policy
Average 4.85
1st Quartile 5
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
02/Poliy
Average 3.15
1st Quartile 3
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3.25
Summary Values
S1/01
Average 4.1
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
S2/01
Average 35
1st Quartile 3
Median 35
3rd Quartile 4
S3/01
Average 4.6
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
S4/01
Average 3.65
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4.25

Figure 17: Strategies versus Life Safety Objective (O1) Weightings
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Weights

Weights

@

IS

w

N

Strategies (S1-4) versus Objective (02)

s1/02 s2/02 $3/02
Strategies

S4/02

@DM1
EDM2
oObm3
Obm4
EDMS
@DMée
WmDM7
Obms
WDM9
EDM10
obMm11
@bpMmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@mDM17
obmis
obmi19
ODM20

Summary Values
S1/02
Average 4.15
1st Quartile 4
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
S2/02
Average 4.35
1st Quartile 4
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
S3/02
Average 1.15
1st Quartile 0
Median 1
3rd Quartile 2
S4/02
Average 2.1
1st Quartile 0
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 18: Strategies versus Property Protection Objective (O2) Weightings

Parameter (P1) versus Strategies (S1-4)

Summary Values

[=]o]VNE

T S —
P1/S1 P1/S2 P1/S3
Parameter

mDM2
aobm3
Obm4
EDMS
dbme

Pl/s4

mDM7

obwms

EDM9

EDM10
obmi1
@bpmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
[1 |@DM17
obmis
obmi19
Obm20

P1/S1
Average 2.45
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3
P1/S2
Average 34
1st Quartile 2.75
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
P1/S3
Average 3.6
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
P1/s4
Average 25
1st Quartile 1.75
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 19: Apartment Lining Parameter (P1) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

Parameter (P2) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P2/S1 P2/S2
Parameter

P2/S3

P2/s4

@EDbM1
EDM2
Obm3
Obm4
EDMS
@EDM6
EDM7
obms
EDM9
EDM10
Obmi1
@bpMi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@pm17
obmis
Obm19

ODM20

Summary Values
P2/s1
Average 4.9
1st Quartile 5
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P2/S2
Average 2.05
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
P2/S3
Average 3.8
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
P2/S4
Average 2.9
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 4

Figure 20: Suppression System Parameter (P2) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P3) versus Strategies (S1-4)

I

Parameter

P3/S1 P3/S2

Figure 21: Fire Service Parameter (P3) versus Strategies Weighting

P3/S3

A-124

P3/s4

Summary Values

@pm1
EDM2
Obm3
Obm4
EDMS
dbme
EDM7
obms
EDM9
EDM10
Obmi1
dobmi2
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@Epm17
obmis
Obm19
ODM20

P3/S1
Average 4
1st Quartile 3.75
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
P3/S2
Average 25
1st Quartile 1.75
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3
P3/S3
Average 33
1st Quartile 3
Median 3
3rd Quartile 4
P3/S4
Average 4.4
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
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Weights

Weights

Parameter (P4) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P4/S1

|

P4/S2

L1

P4/S3

Parameter

P4IS4

Summary Values

@EDbM1
EDM2
oObm3
Obm4
EDMS
@EDM6
mDM7
obpwms
EDM9
EDM10
Obmi1
@bpM12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@pm17
obmis
obmi9
Obm20

P4/S1
Average 2.25
1st Quartile 1
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3
P4/S2
Average 4.35
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P4/S3
Average 3.6
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4.25
P4/S4
Average 3.75
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4

Figure 22: Compartmentation Parameter (P4) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P5) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P5/S1

|

P5/S2

L1

P5/S3

Parameter

P5/S4

Summary Values

[=]o]VNE
mDM2
aobm3
Obm4
EDMS
EDMée
mDM7
obwms
EDM9
EDM10
obmi1
@bpmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@mDM17
obmis
obmi19
Obm20

P5/S1
Average 23
1st Quartile 1.75
Median 25
3rd Quartile 3
P5/S2
Average 4.6
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P5/S3
Average 34
1st Quartile 3
Median 35
3rd Quartile 4
P5/S4
Average 3.8
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4

Figure 23: Structure (Separation) Parameter (P5) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Parameter (P6) versus Strategies (S1-4)

Weights

P6/S1

P6/S2

L1

Parameter

[=]o]VNE
mDM2
aobpm3
Obm4
EDMS
EDMée
WmDM7
obpwms
EDM9
EDM10
Obmi1
@bpmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@mDM17

obmis
obmi19
ODM20

P6/S3 P6/S4

Figure 24: Door Parameter (P6) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P7) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P7/S1

P7/S2

[=]o]VNE

Parameter

mDM2
aobm3
Obm4
EDMS
EDMée

mDM7

obwms

EDM9

EDM10
obmi1
11 @bpmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
[1 |@DM17
obmis
obmi19

Obm20

P7/S3 P7/S4

Summary Values
P6/S1
Average 2.55
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3
P6/S2
Average 4.3
1st Quartile 4
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
P6/S3
Average 4.15
1st Quartile 4
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
P6/S4
Average 3.6
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
Summary Values
P7/s1
Average 1.65
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 2
P7/S2
Average 3.65
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
P7/S3
Average 2.35
1st Quartile 1.75
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
P7/S4
Average 2.1
1st Quartile 1.75
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 25: Window Parameter (P7) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

D06:11

Summary Values
P8/S1
Average 1.9
1st Quartile 1
Parameter (P8) versus Strategies (S1-4) Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
P8/S2
L || |aom Average 36
cDM3 1st Quartile 3
ODbM4 -
moMs Median 4
- | | |mows | |_3rd Quartile 4
obms
EDM9
aoe PE/S3
L oowi Average 2.1
mom14 1st Quartile 1
et Median 2
goverl | 3rd Quartile 3
obpmi9
0Obm20
—H P8/S4
: L] Ll Average 2.55
P8IS1 P8IS2 P8IS3 P8/S4 1st Quartile 1.75
Parameter Med|an 2 5
3rd Quartile 3.25

Figure 26: Facade Parameter (P8) versus Strategies Weighting

Summary Values
P9/S1
Average 2.2
Parameter (P9) versus Strategies (S1-4) 1st Quartile 15
Median 2
| 3rd Quartile 3
@DbM1 P9/SZ
I upi Average 39
oom4 1st Quartile 3.75
EDM5 "
mome Median 4
'l 7 |3oms | | 3rd Quartile 4.25
EDM9
mDM10
gomi P9/S3
@bmi12
1 mDOM13 Average 1.85
Eomis 1st Quartile 1
| oo Median_ 2
oo 3rd Quartile 3
|Dom20]
P9/S4
PO/S1 POIS2 P9/S3 P9/S4 Average 2.6
Parameter 1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 27: Attic Parameter (P9) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Weights

Parameter (P10) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P10/S1 P10/S2
Parameter

P10/S3

P10/S4

[=]o]VNE
mDM2
aobpms3
Obm4
EDMS
EDMée
mDM7
obwms
EDM9
EDM10
obmi1
@bpmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@mDM17
obmis
obmi9
ODM20

Summary Values
P10/S1
Average 1.65
1st Quartile 0.75
Median 15
3rd Quartile 2.25
P10/S2
Average 35
1st Quartile 3
Median 3.5
3rd Quartile 5
P10/S3
Average 14
1st Quartile 0
Median 1
3rd Quartile 2
P10/S4
Average 1.45
1st Quartile 0.75
Median 1
3rd Quartile 2

Figure 28: Adjacent Buildings Parameter (P10) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P11) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P11/s1 P11/S2
Parameter

P11/S3

P11/s4

[=]o]VNE
mDM2
aobm3
Obm4
EDMS
EDMée
mDM7
obwms
EDM9
EDM10
obmi1
@bpmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@mDM17
obmis
obmi19
Obm20

Summary Values
P11/s1
Average 3.45
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
P11/S2
Average 1.9
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
P11/S3
Average 4.05
1st Quartile 4
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4.25
P11/s4
Average 3.35
1st Quartile 2.75
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4

Figure 29: Smoke Control System Parameter (P11) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Parameter (P12) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P12/S1 P12/S2

Parameter

P12/S3

P12/s4

Summary Values
P12/S1
Average 4.35
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
— P12/S2
mDM2 Average 1.9
oo 1st Quartile 1
s Medlan_ 2
mDM7 3rd Quartile 3
obms
WDM9
Bowi P12/S3
oo Average 4.7
WDM14 1st Quartile 4,75
EDM15 -
mowLs Median 5
ODM18 3rd Quartile 5
obMm19
ODbm20
P12/S4
Average 1.95
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 30: Detection System Parameter (P12) versus Strategies Weighting

Parameter (P13) versus Strategies (S1-4)

|

P13/S1 P13/S2
Parameter

P13/S3

P13/s4

Summary Values

P13/S1
Average 33
1st Quartile 2
Median 35
3rd Quartile 5
P13/S2
movz Average 1.05
Do | [_1st Quartile 0.75
mows Median 1
mDM7 3rd Quartile 1.25
obms
WDM9
Sowit P13/S3
@DM12 Average 44
EDM13 -
mDM14 1st Quartile 4
mowis Median 5
gowarl | 3rd Quartile 5
obMm19
0ODbmM20
P13/S4
Average 1.9
1st Quartile 0.75
Median 15
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 31: Signal System Parameter (P13) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Parameter (P14) versus Strategies (S1-4)

Weights

——
P14/S1 P14/S2 P14/S3
Parameter

Figure 32: Escape Routes Parameter (P14) versus

Parameter (P15) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P14/S4

P15/S1 P15/S2 P15/S3
Parameter

P15/S4

- |EDM1

Summary Values
P14/S1
Average 2.175
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3.25
mDoM2 P14/S2
bibws Average 2.125
obm4 -
mDMs 1st Quartile 1
RO Median 2
movo 3rd Quartile 2.875
mDM10
obMm11
a2 P14/S3
B Average 4.85
movie 1st Quartile 5
utyi Medlan_ 5
@oMm19 3rd Quartile 5
0ODM20
P14/S4
Average 4.2
1st Quartile 3.75
Median 45
3rd Quartile 5

Strategies Weighting

Summary Values

I |@DM1
mDM2
aobpm3
Obm4
EDMS
dbpme
mDM7
obwms
EDM9
EDM10
obmi1
@bpmi12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
[1 |@DM17
obmis
obmi19
Obm20

P15/S1
Average 1.9
1st Quartile 1
Median 2
3rd Quartile 3
P15/S2
Average 4.35
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5
P15/S3
Average 2.675
1st Quartile 1
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3.125
P15/S4
Average 4.35
1st Quartile 4
Median 5
3rd Quartile 5

Figure 33: Structure (Load Bearing) Parameter (P15) versus Strategies Weighting
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Weights

Parameter (P16) versus Strategies (S1-4)

P16/S1 P16/S2
Parameter

P16/S3

P16/S4

Summary Values
P16/S1
Average 3.65
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 5
movz P16/S2
bibus Average 2.25
obm4 -
mDMs 1st Quartile 1
RO Median 2
gove | | 3rd Quartile 3
mDM10
obMm11
o P16/S3
EDM14 Average 4
movie 1st Quartile 3.75
Sowis Median 4
Qom19 3rd Quartile 5
0ODM20
P16/S4
Average 25
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 34: Maintenance and Information Parameter (P16) versus Strategies
Weighting

Parameter (P17) versus Strategies (S1-4)

L1

P17/S1 P17/S2
Parameter

P17/S3

P17/S4

@bpmi
mDM2
aobm3
Obm4
EDMS
EDMée
mDM7
obpwms
EDM9
EDM10
obmi1
@bpMm12
EDM13
EDM14
EDM15
EDM16
@mDM17
obmis
obmi19
Obm20

Summary Values
P17/S1
Average 2.65
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3.25
P17/S2
Average 2.95
1st Quartile 2
Median 3
3rd Quartile 4
P17/S3
Average 3.55
1st Quartile 3
Median 4
3rd Quartile 4
P17/54
Average 24
1st Quartile 1
Median 3
3rd Quartile 3

Figure 35: Ventilation System Parameter (P17) versus Strategies Weighting

A-131

D06:15



A-132



6. Appendix B: Risk - Timber-frame Buildings:
Version 1.2 of the Index Method

This is Version 1.2 of the Risk Index method for timber-frame buildings. The list
below presents different decision levels; Objectives, Strategies and Parameters. The
parameter grades are calculated by using the grading schemes presented in this paper.
In the grading schemes the two lowest decision levels are used; Sub-Parameters and
Survey Items. Currently, we shall only consider ordinary occupancies, later we may
expand to include occupancies such as homes for the elderly.

Policy:

Provide acceptable fire safety level in multistorey apartment buildings
Def: Multistorey apartment buildings shall be designed in a way that ensures sufficient
life safety and property protection in accordance with the objectives listed below.

Objectives:

0O, Provide life safety
Def: Life safety of occupants in the compartment of origin, the rest of the building,
outside and in adjacent buildings and life safety of fire fighters

O, Provide property protection
Def: Protection of property in the compartment of origin, in the rest of the building,
outside and in adjacent buildings

Strategies:

S1 Control fire growth by active means
Def: Controlling the fire growth by using active systems (suppression systems and smoke
control systems) and the fire service.

S; Confine fire by construction
Def: Provide structural stability, control the movement of fire through containment, use
fire safe materials (linings and facade material). This has to do with passive systems or
materials that are constantly in place.

Ss3 Establish safe egress
Def: Cause movement of occupants and provide movement means for occupants. This is
done by designing detection systems, signal systems, by designing escape routes and by
educating or training the occupants. In some cases the design of the escape route may
involve action by the fire brigade (escape by ladder through window).

S, Establish safe rescue
Def: Protect the lives and ensure safety of fire brigades personnel during rescue. This is
done by providing structural stability and preventing rapid unexpected fire spread and
collapse of building parts.
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Parameters:

P1

P2
Ps
P4
Ps
Ps

P7

Ps

Linings in apartment
Def: Possibility of internal linings in an apartment to delay the ignition of the structure
and to reduce fire growth
Suppression system
Def: Equipment and systems for suppression of fires
Fire service
Def: Possibility of fire services to save lives and to prevent further fire spread
Compartmentation
Def: Extent to which building space is divided into fire compartments
Structure - separating
Def: Fire resistance of building assemblies separating fire compartments
Doors
Def: Fire and smoke separating function of doors between fire compartments
Windows
Def: Windows and protection of windows, ie. factors affecting the possibility of fire
spread through the openings
Facade
Def: Facade material and factors affecting the possibility of fire spread along the facade
Attic
Def: Prevention of fire spread to and in attic
Adjacent buildings
Def: Minimum separation distance from other buildings
Smoke control system
Def: Equipment and systems for limiting spread of toxic fire products
Detection system
Def: Equipment and systems for detecting fires
Signal system
Def: Equipment and systems for transmitting an alarm of fire
Escape routes
Def: Adequacy and reliability of escape routes
Structure - load-bearing
Def: Structural stability of the building when exposed to a fire
Maintenance and information
Def: Inspection and maintenance of fire safety equipment, escape routes etc. and
information to occupants in suppression and evacuation
Ventilation system
Def: Extent to which the spread of smoke through the ventilation system is prevented.

B-2



P;. LININGS IN APARTMENT

DEFINITION: Possibility of internal linings in an apartment to delay the ignition of
the structure and to reduce fire growth

PARAMETER GRADE:
This refers to the worst lining class (wall or ceiling) that is to be found in an

apartment.
LINING CLASS
Suggestions to | Typical products DK FIN NO SWE GRADE
Euroclasses
Al Stone, concrete A 1/1 Inl I 5
A2 Gypsum boards A 1/1 Inl I 5
B Best FR woods A 1/1 Inl I 4
(impregnated)
C Textile wall cover /1 In2 ] 3
on gypsum board 2/-
D Wood (untreated) B 1/- In2 Il 2
E Low density wood U U U U 1
fibreboard
F Some plastics U U U U 0

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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P,. SUPPRESSION SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for suppression of fires

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Automatic sprinkler system
Type of sprinkler (N = no sprinkler, R = residential sprinkler, O = ordinary sprinkler)
and Location of sprinkler (A = in apartment, E = in escape route, B = both in

apartment and escape route)

SURVEY ITEMS

DECISION RULES

Type of sprinkler N R R R O] ) )
Location of sprinkler - A E B A E B
GRADE N M L H M L H

(N =no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)
Portable equipment

N | None

F | Extinguishing equipment on every floor

A | Extinguishing equipment in every apartment
PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Automaticsprinklersystem | N | N | N | L | L] L M| M| M H|H
Portable equipment NI FIA|N|F|A|N|F|A F | A

GRADE OO0 ]1 11244 4 515

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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Ps;. FIRE SERVICE

DEFINITION: Possibility of fire services to save lives and to prevent further fire
spread

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Capability of responding fire service (Pz,)

CAPABILITY OF RESPONDING FIRE SERVICE GRADE

No brigade available 0

Fire fighting capability only outside the building

Fire fighting capability but no smoke diving capability

Fire fighting and smoke diving capability

OB N

Simultaneous fire fighting, smoke diving and external rescue by ladders

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Response time of fire service to the site

RESPONSE | GRADE
TIME (min)

> 20 0
15- 20 1
10-15 2
5-10 3
0-5 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Accessibility and equipment (ie. number of windows (or balconies) that are
accessible by the fire service ladder trucks) (Pzc)

ACCESSIBILITY AND EQUIPMENT GRADE
Less than one window in each apartment accessible by fire service ladders 0
At least one window in each apartment accessible by fire service ladders 3
All windows accessible by fire service ladder 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:
(0.31 x Capability + 0.47 x Response time + 0.22 x Accessibility and equipment)

Resulting grade:
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P,. COMPARTMENTATION

DEFINITION: Extent to which building space is divided into fire compartments

PARAMETER GRADE:

MAXIMUM AREA IN FIRE COMPARTMENT | GRADE
> 400 m? 0
200 - 400 m? 1
100 - 200 m? 2
50 — 100 m? 3
<50 m° 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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Ps. STRUCTURE - SEPARATING

DEFINITION: Fire resistance of building assemblies separating fire compartments
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Integrity and insulation (Psy)

INTEG.RITY AND INSULATION (El) | GRADE

EI<EI15 0

EI1S<EI<EI30

EI30<EI<EI45

El 45 <EI<EI 60

glb_hlwW|F-

El > EI 60

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed spaces (Psp)

STRUCTURE AND FIRESTOP DESIGN GRADE
Timber-frame structure with voids and no firestops 0
Ordinary design of joints, intersections and concealed spaces, 1
without special consideration for fire safety.

Joints, intersections and concealed spaces are specially designed 2

for preventing fire spread and deemed by engineers to have
adequate performance.

Joints, intersections and concealed spaces have been tested and 3
shown to have endurance in accordance with the EI of other parts
of the construction.

Homogenous construction with no voids 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Penetrations (Ps)
Penetrations between separating fire compartments

PENETRATIONS GRADE

Penetrations with no seals between fire compartments 0

Non-certified sealing systems between fire compartments

Certified sealing systems between fire compartments

WIN |-

Special installation shafts or ducts in an own fire compartment
with certified sealing systems to other fire compartments

No penetrations between fire compartments 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Combustibility (Psq)
Combustible part of the separating construction

COMBUSTIBLE PART GRADE

Both separating structure and insulation are combustible 0

Only the insulation is combustible

Only the separating structure is combustible

GIW (N

Both separating structure and insulation are non- combustible

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
PARAMETER GRADE:

(0.35 x Integrity and insulation + 0.28 x Firestops at joints, intersections and
concealed spaces + 0.24 x Penetrations + 0.13 x Combustibility)

Note: If grade for penetrations = 0, then the parameter grade = 0

Resulting grade:
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Ps. DOORS

DEFINITION: Fire separating function of doors between fire compartments
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Doors leading to escape route (Pg,)

Integrity and insulation (= EI)

(A=EI<EI15 B=EI15<EI<EI30,C=EI30<EI<EI®60,D=EI=EIG60)
and Type of closing (M = manually, S = self-closing)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Integrity and insulation | A | A | B | B | C | C | D | D
Type of closing M| S| M| S| M|S | M| S
GRADE 0 1 1|3 2 | 413 ]5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Doors in escape route (Pgp)

Integrity and insulation (= EI)

(A=EI<EI15 B=EI15<EI<EI30,C=EI30<EI<EI®60, D=EI=EI60)
and Type of closing (M = manually, S = self-closing)

If no doors are needed in the escape routes the highest grade is received.

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Integrity and insulation | A | A | B | B | C | C | D | D -
Type of closing M| S| M|S| | M|S|M]|S
GRADE 0 1 1 3 2 4 3 3 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:

(0.67 x Doors leading to escape route + 0.33 x Doors in escape route)

Resulting grade:
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P;. WINDOWS

DEFINITION: Windows (and other facade openings) and protection of these, ie.
factors affecting the possibility of fire spread through the openings
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Relative vertical distance
This is defined as the height of the window divided by the vertical distance between

windows
[]
Window < L
o

Relative vertical distance, R = L/H
(A=R<1,B=R=>1)

Class of window

(C = window class < E 15, D = window class = E 15, E = tested special design
solution or window class = E 30)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Relative vertical distance | A | A | A | B B B
Class of window C D E C D E

GRADE 0 3 5 2 5 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:

B-10



Ps. FACADES

DEFINITION: Facade material and factors affecting the possibility of fire spread
along the facade
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Combustible part of facade (Pga,)

COMBUSTIBLE PART | GRADE
>40 % 0
20-40% 2
<20 % 3
0% 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Combustible material above windows (Pgp)

COMBUSTIBLE MATERIAL GRADE
ABOVE WINDOWS?

Yes 0

No 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Void (Psc)
Does there exist a continuous void between the facade material and the supporting
wall?

TYPE OF VOID GRADE
Continuous void in combustible facade 0
Void with special design solution for preventing fire spread 3
No void 5

PARAMETER GRADE:
(0.41x Combustible part of facade + 0.30 x Combustible material above windows

+0.29 x Void)

Resulting grade:
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Po. ATTIC

DEFINITION: Prevention of fire spread to and in attic
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Prevention of fire spread to attic (eg. is the design such that ventilation of the attic

Is not provided at the eave? The most common mode of exterior fire spread to the attic
is through the eave. Special ventilation solutions avoid this.)

N |No

Y |Yes

Fire separation in attic (ie. extent to which the attic area is separated into fire
compartments)

MAXIMUM AREA OF FIRE COMPARTMENT IN ATTIC | GRADE

No attic

< 100 m?

100 — 300 m?

300 — 600 m?

ZiririZlT

> 600 m*

(N =no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Prevention of fire spread to attic N|N|N|IN|Y|Y|Y|Y
Fire separation in attic N| L|M|H|NJ|L/|M|H

GRADE 0 112 1] 5 2 | 31415

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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P1o. ADJACENT BUILDINGS

DEFINITION: Minimum separation distance from other buildings. If the buildings
are separated by a fire wall this is deemed to be equivalent to 8 m distance.

PARAMETER GRADE:

DISTANCE TO ADJACENT BUILDING, D | GRADE
D<6m 0
6<D<8m 1
8<D<12m 2
12<D<20m 3
D=20m 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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P.;1. SMOKE CONTROL SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems in escape routes for limiting spread of toxic
fire products
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Activation of smoke control system

No smoke control system

N
M | Manually
A | Automatically

Type of smoke control system

N | Natural ventilation through openings near ceiling

M | Mechanical ventilation
PN | Pressurisation and natural ventilation for exiting smoke

PM | Pressurisation and mechanical ventilation for exiting smoke

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Activation of smoke control system NIMI MM M|AJTA|A|A
Smoke vent openings - | N|M|PN|PM| N | M |PN|PM
2 1 3]3]4]4]5]5

GRADE 0| 2
(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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P;,. DETECTION SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for detecting fires
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Amount of detectors

Detectors in apartment (N = none, A = at least one in every apartment, R = more than
one in every apartment) and Detectors in escape route (N = no, Y = yes)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES

Detectors in apartment N N A R A
Detectors in escape route N Y N N Y

I <=

GRADE N L L M H

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

Reliability of detectors
Detector type (H = heat detectors, S = smoke detectors) and Detector power supply (B
= battery, P = power grid, BP = power grid and battery backup)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Detector type H H H S S S
Detector power supply B P BP B P BP
GRADE L M M M H H

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Amount of detectors N L L L M M M H H
Reliability of detectors - L M H L M H L M
GRADE 0 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 4

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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P.3. SIGNAL SYSTEM

DEFINITION: Equipment and systems for transmitting an alarm of fire
SUB-PARAMETERS:
Type of signal

Light signal (N = no, Y = yes) and Sound signal (N = no, A = alarm bell, S = spoken
message)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Light signal N Y N N Y Y
Sound signal N N A S A S
GRADE N L M H M H

(N = no grade, L = low grade, M = medium grade and H = high grade)

Location of signal
Do you just receive a signal within the fire compartmentation or is it also possible to
warn other occupants?

A | The signal is sent to the compartment only.

B | It is possible to send a signal manually to the whole
building or at least to a large section of the building.

PARAMETER GRADE:

SUB-PARAMETERS DECISION RULES
Type of signal N|IL|L|M|{M|H]|H
Location of signal -|A|B|A|B|A|B
GRADE 0|12 |3 |4] 4 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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P1,. ESCAPE ROUTES

DEFINITION: Adequacy and reliability of escape routes
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Type of escape routes (P14,)

Staircase (A = one staircase may be used as an escape route, B = escape route leading
to two independent staircases, C = direct escape to two independent staircases) and
Window/Balcony (D = windows and balconies can not be used as escape routes, E =
one window may be used as an escape route, F = at least two independent windows
may be used as escape routes, G = the balcony may be used as an escape route, H = at
least one window and the balcony may be used as escape routes)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Staircase AlA|A|/A|B|B|/B|B|]C|C|C|C|C
Window/Balcony E|F|G|H|E|F|G|H|D|E|F|G|H
GRADE 0O[1]1[|3]|]2|3|]3[4|]4|5]5]|]5]5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Dimensions and layout (P14p)

Maximum travel distance to an escape route (A <10 m, B =10-20 m, C > 20 m),
Number of floors (D < 4, E = 5 — 8) and Maximum number of apartments per floor
connected to an escape route (F <4, G = 5)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Travel distance to... c|cjc,c|B|/B|B|B|A|A|A|A
Number of floors E|E|D| D|E|E|D|D|E|E|D]|D
Number of apartments...| G | F | G | F | G| F | G| F | G| F | G| F
GRADE 0 1 2 2 3 3| 4| 4| 4| 4 5 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Equipment (P14c)

Guidance signs (A = none, B = normal, C = illuminating light), General lighting (D
manually switched on, E = always on) and Emergency lighting (F = not provided, G
provided)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Guidance signs A|lA A|A|B|B|B|B|C|C|C]|C
General lighting D D|E|E|D|D|E|E|D|D]J|E]|E
Emergency lighting FI G|F|G|F|G|F|G|F |G| F|G
GRADE 0 | 3|3 4124 ]34 2]4]3]5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
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Linings and floorings (P14q)
This refers to the worst lining or flooring class that is to be found in an escape route
(excluding the small amounts allowed by building law). For Euroclasses Al, A2 and
B, the flooring must have at least class Dy, if not the linings and floorings grade is
according to Euroclass C.

LINING CLASS
Suggestions to | Typical products DK FIN NO SWE GRADE
Euroclasses

Al Stone, concrete A 1/1 Inl I 5

A2 Gypsum boards A 11 Inl I 5

B Best FR woods A 1/1 Inl I 4
(impregnated)

C Textile wall cover /1 In2 ] 3
on gypsum board 2/-

D Wood (untreated) B 1/- In2 i 2

E Low density wood U U U U 1
fibreboard

F Some plastics U U U U 0

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:

(0.34 x Type of escape routes + 0.27 x Dimensions and layout + 0.16 x Equipment
+ 0.23 x Linings and floorings)

Resulting grade:
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P1s. STRUCTURE - LOAD-BEARING

DEFINITION: Structural stability of the building when exposed to a fire
SUB-PARAMETERS:

Load-bearing capacity (Pisa)

LOAD BEARING CAPACITY (LBC) GRADE

LBC <R 30

R30<LBC<R60

R60<LBC<R90

g~ [N|O

R90<LBC

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Combustibility (P1sp)
Combustible part of the load-bearing construction

COMBUSTIBLE PART GRADE

Both load-bearing structure and insulation are combustible 0

Only the insulation is combustible

Only the load-bearing structure is combustible

G1W (N

Both load-bearing structure and insulation are non- combustible

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

PARAMETER GRADE:

(0.74 x Load-bearing capacity + 0.26 x Combustibility)

Resulting grade:
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P1s. MAINTENANCE AND INFORMATION

DEFINITION: Inspection and maintenance of fire safety equipment, escape routes
etc. and information to occupants on suppression and evacuation

SUB-PARAMETERS:

Maintenance of fire safety systems ie. detection, alarm, suppression and smoke
control system (P164)

MAINTENANCE OF FIRE SAFETY SYSTEMS GRADE

Carried out less than every three years 0

Carried out at least once every three years

Carried out at least once a year

gl

Carried out at least twice a year

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Inspection of escape routes (P1gp)

INSPECTION OF ESCAPE ROUTES GRADE

Carried out less than every three years 0

Carried out at least once a year

Carried out at least once every three months

g

Carried out at least once per month

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
Information to occupants on suppression and evacuation (Pgc)

Written information (A = no information, B = written information on evacuation and
suppression available in a prominent place in the building, C = written information
available in a prominent place and distributed to new inhabitants) and

Drills (D = no drills, E = suppression drill carried out regularly, F = evacuation drill
carried out regularly, G = suppression and evacuation drills carried out regularly)

SURVEY ITEMS DECISION RULES
Written information A|lA|lA|/A|B/B|B|B|C|C|C]|C
Drills DIE|F|GIDIE|F|G|D|E|F |G
GRADE O(1(1]2|1|3|3|4|2|4|4]5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)
PARAMETER GRADE:

(0.40 x Maintenance of fire safety systems + 0.27 x Inspection of escape routes +
0.33 x Information)

Resulting grade:
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P17. Ventilation system

DEFINITION: Extent to which the spread of smoke through the ventilation system is
prevented.

PARAMETER GRADE:

TYPE OF VENTILATION SYSTEM GRADE
No specific smoke spread prevention through the ventilation 0
system
Central ventilation system, designed to let smoke more easily into 2

the external air duct than ducts leading to other fire compartments.
The ratio between pressure drops in these ducts is in the order of
o:1

Ventilation system specially designed to be in operation under fire 3
conditions with sufficient capacity to hinder smoke spread to
other fire compartments

Ventilation system with a non-return damper, or a smoke detector 4
controlled fire gas damper, in ducts serving each fire
compartment.

Individual ventilation system for each fire compartment 5

(Minimum grade = 0 and maximum grade = 5)

Resulting grade:
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Results

(Risk Index — Timber frame Buildings: Version 1.2)

Parameter Summary Table

Parameter [ Weight | Grade | WEIGHTED GRADE
P1 0.0576
P2 0.0668
P3 0.0681
P4 0.0666
P5 0.0675
P6 0.0698
p7 0.0473
P8 0.0492
P9 0.0515
P10 0.0396
P11 0.0609
P12 0.0630
P13 0.0512
P14 0.0620
P15 0.0630
P16 0.0601
P17 0.0558
Sum 1.0000
SAFETY INDEX
RISK INDEX = 5.0 — SAFETY INDEX

Maximum individual grade is 5.0. Maximum Safety Index is 5.0, corresponding to a
minimum Risk Index of 0.
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7. Appendix C: Application of the Index Method to
a Reference Object

This Appendix is taken from a draft report by Daniel Larsson, where he applies
Version 1.2 of the Index method to a reference object. The purpose has been to
visualise general differences between the combustible and the non-combustible
building. Apart from the construction material, the conditions have to be the same for
the buildings. This will make the weaknesses of the timber-frame building appear. It
is also possible to find different ways to compensate for the “deficiencies” of a
timber-frame building and thereby to reach the same, or an even higher, level of fire
safety as for the non-combustible building. Comments on the method are given in
italics when appropriate.

7.1. Description of the Reference Object

As reference object a building project in Linkdping, Sweden, named Orgelbanken, has
been chosen. This apartment building was built in 1995/1996 as a sort of pilot project
in the resumed Nordic timber-frame construction. In this chapter, parameter grades
for the existing timber-frame building and a corresponding, imaginary, concrete
building are presented. The estimates made in this chapter have been based on
information found in drawings and in the book “Flervanings trahus”, published by
Nordic wood in 1997. UIf Persson, Skanska Teknik in Malmg, has also contributed
with valuable information.

Before going through each parameter maybe a brief description of the building is
suitable. Orgelbanken consists of a single building with 4 floors and 36 apartments.
The building has got an attic but no basement. The apartments are connected to two
separate stairwells by access balconies. The load-bearing construction is carried out of
wood, indoors covered by gypsum boards. Wood panel is the facade material in
access balconies and in stairwells and plaster in the rest of the building. Further
details about Orgelbanken may be found in the abovementioned report, “Flervanings
trahus”.

7.2. Parameters

The two buildings (combustible frame and non-combustible frame) were found to
receive grades as below. Comments are made where it has been found necessary.

P; Linings in apartment

o1

Timber-frame building
Concrete building 5

Comment:
e Gypsum boards / concrete

P, Suppression system
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Timber-frame building 0

Concrete building 0
Comment:
e Automatic sprinkler system: N
Type of sprinkler: N

Location of sprinkler: -
» Portable equipment: N

There is no suppression equipment in the building.

P; Fire service

Timber-frame building 3.62
Concrete building 3.62

Comment:
» Capability: 5
* Response time: 3
e Accessibility and equipment: 3

Parameter grade: 0.31 x5+ 0.47 x 3+ 0.22 x 3 =3.62

A problem appears when giving a grade to Sub-parameter “Accessibility and
equipment™. It is possible that every window in the two long sides are accessible,
however if the building also got inaccessible gable windows it immediately gets a
lower grade then a similar building without those windows.

P4 Compartmentation

Timber-frame building 2
Concrete building 2

Comment:
Are fire compartments like stairwells also included in this parameter?
If they are, do we summarise the building space on every floor?

Ps Structure - separating

Timber-frame building 3.44
Concrete building 4.28

Comment:
» Integrity and insulation: 5 (?)
» Firestops at joints, intersections and concealed spaces: 2 (timber-frame) / 5
(concrete)
» Penetrations: 2
» Combustibility: 5

Parameter grade: 0.35 x5+ 0.28 x 2+ 0.24 x 2 + 0.13 x 5= 3.44 (timber-frame)
Parameter grade: 0.35 x5+ 0.28 x5+ 0.24 x 2+ 0.13 x 5 =4.28 (concrete)

In Orgelbéanken, EI 60 has been used in separating constructions, except for the

separating walls in the attic (El 30). Do we receive the grade 5 or just 3 for “Integrity
and insulation?
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Ps Doors

Timber-frame building 2.66

Concrete building 2.66
Comment:
» Doors leading to escape route: 2
Integrity and insulation: C
Type of closing: M
» Doors in escape route: 4
Integrity and insulation: C
Type of closing: S

Parameter grade: 0.67 x 2 + 0.33 x 4 = 2.66

Just the doors in the stairwells are self-closing. The grades above depend on how
escape routes will be defined in “The users guide to the Index method”.

P; Windows

Timber-frame building 2
Concrete building 2

Comment:
» Relative vertical distance: B
e Class of window: C
LIH>1

A problem here is the apartment doors and the balcony doors which are placed with a
smaller vertical distance than the windows. The doors are however separated with
access balconies and balconies respectively. (The apartment doors also have El 30
classification.)

Ps Facades

Timber-frame building 1.69
Concrete building 5

Comment:
e Combustible part of facade: 2 (?) (timber-frame) / 5 (concrete)
e Combustible material above windows: 0 (?) (timber-frame) / 5 (concrete)
e Void: 3 (timber-frame) / 5 (concrete)

Parameter grade: 0.41 x2 + 0.30 x 0 + 0.29 x 3 =1.69 (timber-frame)
Parameter grade: 0.41 x5+ 0.30x5+0.29x5=5  (concrete)

In Orgelbanken the combustible part of the facade is 20 %, however the combustible
material is located in access balconies and in stairwells. The rest of the building has
got non-combustible facade. Is a too low grade given?

Pg Attic

Timber-frame building 1
Concrete building 1

Comment:
» Prevention of fire spread to attic: N
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» Fire separation in attic: L
Ventilation is provided at the eave.
Is it impossible to receive the Parameter grade 0? (>600 m? has to result in no grade,
=>N)

P10 Adjacent buildings

Timber-frame building 2
Concrete building 2

P11 Smoke control system
Timber-frame building 0
Concrete building 0

Comment:
» Activation of smoke control system: N
» Type of smoke control system: -

There is no smoke control system in the building.

P12 Detection system

Timber-frame building 2

Concrete building 2
Comment:
* Amount of detectors: L
Detectors in apartment: A

Detectors in escape route: N
* Reliability of detectors: M

Detector type: S

Detector power supply: B

There are smoke detectors (battery) in every apartment.

P13 Signal system

Timber-frame building 4
Concrete building 4
Comment:
 Typeofsignal: H(?)

Light signal: N
Sound signal: A
» Location of signal: A

How is it possible to receive a higher grade without light signal ?
(N+AOHY+ADOM)

P14 Escape routes

Timber-frame building 2.83
Concrete building 3.52

Comment:
» Type of escape routes: 3
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Staircase: A
Window/Balcony: H
» Dimensions and layout: 5
Maximum travel distance to an escape route: A
Number of floors: D
Maximum number of apartments per floor connected to an escape route: G
» Equipment: 0
Guidance signs: A
General lighting: D
Emergency lighting: F
e Linings and floorings: 2 (timber-frame) / 5 (concrete)

Parameter grade: 0.34 x 3+ 0.27 x5+ 0.16 x 0 + 0.23 x 2 = 2.83 (timber-frame)
Parameter grade: 0.34 x 3+ 0.27 x5+ 0.16 x 0 + 0.23 x5=3.52 (concrete)

Floors in access balconies are carried out of wood.
P15 Structure load-bearing

Timber-frame building 3.74
Concrete building 4.26

Comment:
e Load-bearing capacity: 4 (?)
e Combustibility: 3 (timber-frame) / 5 (concrete)

Parameter grade: 0.74 x 4 + 0.26 x 3 = 3.74 (timber-frame)
Parameter grade: 0.74 x 4 + 0.26 x 5 = 4.26 (concrete)

R 60 is used for almost whole building but with exception of staircases (R 30). Do we
receive the grade 4 or just 2 for “load-bearing capacity”?

P16 Maintenance and information
Timber-frame building 0
Concrete building 0

Comment:
e Maintenance of fire safety systems: 0
» Inspection of escape routes: 0
e Information: 0
Written information: A
Drills: D

D = “suppression drill carried out regularly’, but in this case no drills are carried
out at all.

P17 Ventilation system

Timber-frame building 0
Concrete building 0
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Index calculation

To calculate the fire risk index we must first calculate the safety index, S, which has a
maximum value of 5.0, where a high value indicated high safety. The risk index is
then calculated as: Risk Index = 5.0 - S.

The safety index can be calculated according to the following formula:

S = )w,X,
2,
where

S = safety index (maximum = 5.0)
w; = final weight for Parameter i
Xj = parameter grade for Parameter i

S =0.0576 x x; + 0.0668 x X, + 0.0681 x x3 + 0.0666 % x4 + 0.0675 x X5 + 0.0698 x
Xg + 0.0473 x x7 + 0.0492 x xg + 0.0515 x xg + 0.0396 X X;0 + 0.0609 x Xx;; + 0.0630 x
X12 + 0.0512 x X413 + 0.0620 x X14 + 0.0630 x X15 + 0.0601 % X1 + 0.0558 x X7

The existing timber-frame building has got the following grades:

Parameter Wi Xi Si
Pl 0.0576 5 0.2880
P2 0.0668 0 0.0000
P3 0.0681 3.62 0.2465
P4 0.0666 2 0.1332
P5 0.0675 3.44 0.2322
P6 0.0698 2.66 0.1857
P7 0.0473 2 0.0946
P8 0.0492 1.69 0.0831
P9 0.0515 1 0.0515
P10 0.0396 2 0.0792
P11 0.0609 0 0.1218
P12 0.0630 2 0.1260
P13 0.0512 4 0.1536
P14 0.0620 2.83 0.1755
P15 0.0630 3.74 0.2356
P16 0.0601 0 0.0000
P17 0.0558 0 0.1116

Safety Index: 2.3181
Risk Index = 5.0 - Safety Index: 2.6819

This results in a risk index = 2.68
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The corresponding concrete building has got the following grades:

Parameter wi Xi Si
P1 0.0576 5 0.2880
P2 0.0668 0 0.0000
P3 0.0681 3.62 0.2465
P4 0.0666 2 0.1332
P5 0.0675 4.28 0.2889
P6 0.0698 2.66 0.1857
P7 0.0473 2 0.0946
P8 0.0492 5 0.2460
P9 0.0515 1 0.0515
P10 0.0396 2 0.0792
P11 0.0609 0 0.1218
P12 0.0630 2 0.1260
P13 0.0512 4 0.1536
P14 0.0620 3.52 0.2182
P15 0.0630 4.26 0.2684
P16 0.0601 0 0.0000
P17 0.0558 0 0.1116

Safety Index: 2.6132
Risk Index = 5.0 - Safety Index: 2.3868

This results in a risk index = 2.39

The risk index for the concrete building is about 0.3 lower than for the timber-frame
building. It is however possible to “compensate” for the higher timber-frame risk
index in many different ways. By for example installing a residential sprinkler system
in the apartments and in the escape routes the risk index for the timber-frame building
decreases to 2.35. Inspection of escape routes, information to occupants, installation
of smoke control system are other examples of ways to lowering the risk index.
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