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Lords report stage – 29 March 2022 – AMENDMENTS AND DEBATE EXTRACTS 
 
matters affecting people with disabilities 
 
https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3021/stages/16217  
 
Government amendments to clause 4 

- Responding for the Govt, Lord Greenhalgh said all disability issues were contained within 
Clause 5’s “horizon scanning duty” on the Building Safety Regulator by which all buildings 
should be under continuous review for matters including provision for people with 
disabilities 

- Lord Greenhalgh noted the role of the HSE promoting the safety of disabled people 
 
Amd 3 

- The Building Safety Regulator to provide assistance to relevant persons to secure the safety 
of disabled people in high rise buildings 

Amdt 9 
- Provides that the building safety regulator must take all reasonable steps to ensure that its 

residents panel contains representation from individual disabled residents of high-rise 
residential buildings or groups that represent or support disabled residents. Groups may be 
represented corporately or by an individual member expected to be sponsored by the 
organisation. 

Amd 12 
- Requires the building safety regulator to report publicly about its engagement with disabled 

residents of high-rise residential buildings in its wider annual statement on resident 
engagement. 

Amd 14 
- Defines “disabled”, using the widely used definition from the Equality Act 2010. 

 
Baroness Brinton’s proposed amds 13, 20 and 35 
Amd 13 (not moved) 

- Require responsible persons to get a statement from the regulator that they had met their 
duty to engage residents and avoid disability discrimination 

Amd 20 (not moved) 
- Amend s31 Equality Act 2010 to include those exercising functions in relation to public 

housing 
Amd 35 (withdrawn pending resubmitting at 3rd reading) 

- Duty on accountable person to develop PEEPs 
 
Consequences of Grenfell quoted in support – no PEEPS in place and higher percentage death toll of 
disabled residents in that fire. 
 
Baroness Brinton noted Phase 1 GTI recommendation that PEEPs should be used in high rise 
buildings, and evidence from GTI witnesses that relying on guidance rather than requirements was 
not followed 
 
Lord Greenhalgh’s response to Baroness Brinton’s amds 

- Government will not accept 
- Consultation on PEEPs noted “substantial difficulties… around practicality, proportionality 

and safety” 
- Government response setting this out in detail to follow 

https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3021/stages/16217
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- New consultation to be launched on “emergency evacuation and information-sharing” 
(EEIS). This would allegedly give FRS information on where disabled people are in buildings 
and FRS advice on how make their properties safer 

- Amd 13 (statement of engagement with disabled people) allegedly covered by govt amds 3, 
9 and 12. 

- Amd 20 (amending s31 EA2010) already covered by that statute in parts 3 and / or 4 
 
Lord Stunell’s amd 8 (passed 176 v 151) 

- Insert into clause 5 – regulator must within two years of section coming into force assess 
various items including (d) provision for people with disabilities 

 
Further comments 

- Baronness Bennett (grn), supporting Lord Crisp’s amendment to define safety as including 
the location of buildings, referenced the case of Zane Gbangbola. There, the child died and 
his father was disabled after their homes were flooded with water contaminated by land 
adjacent 

- Lord Stunell (LD) noted Lord Crisp’s amendment contained provision for people with 
disabilities. He argued there is “direct conflict” between requirements of fire officers and 
those of disabled people. He advocated the Building Safety Regulator should have oversight 

- Baroness Hayman – supported amd 8 on making provision for disabled people in Regulator 
reviews, supported amds 13, 20 and 35 

- Lord Blencathra (con) sought assurances from the Govt on why amds on disabilities were not 
necessary, supporting amds 13, 20 and 35 put forward by Lord Stunell 

- Lord Best noted comments from absent Lady Grey-Thompson supporting further discussions 
on PEEPs with ministers. 
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Verbatim contributions to HoL BSB report stage 
Part 1: https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-
E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill 
Part 2: https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/32AEC984-5AFF-42DD-BD3F-
46425BC29D5C/BuildingSafetyBill  
 
Lord Stunell – column 1400 
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-
E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-F8C1DA08-F5E5-44E7-9266-3432EEFDAA87  
 
“Fourthly, there is the provision for people with disabilities. My noble friend Lady Brinton and other 
noble Lords with direct personal experience have clearly highlighted the difficulties that there are for 
people with disabilities in emergency situations in buildings 
 
As I have said before, there is a direct conflict between some of the requirements that fire officers 
talk about and some of the requirements that people with disabilities see as essential. Let us get the 
building safety regulator to look at that.” 
 
Lord Greenhalgh – column 1408 
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-
E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-50C39AC1-0DC2-406E-968A-44DA1A7F4D04  
 
I move on to how we can strengthen the voice of disabled residents. I am particularly grateful to the 
noble Baroness, Lady Grey-Thompson, for tabling amendments in Committee to highlight this 
important matter. The Government and the Health and Safety Executive are committed to providing 
residents with diverse backgrounds and lived experiences—including, in particular, disabled 
residents—with a strong voice in the new regulatory system. We have therefore brought forward 
amendments to ensure that the building safety regulator will have to pay particular attention to the 
safety of disabled people in high-rise residential buildings and engage with them. 
 
Amendment 3 ensures that the building safety regulator must particularly focus on the safety of 
disabled persons when undertaking its broad Clause 4 functions around safety in higher-risk 
buildings. 
 
Amendments 5 and 6 are consequential amendments. 
 
Amendment 9 provides that the building safety regulator must take all reasonable steps to ensure 
that its residents panel contains representation from individual disabled residents of high-rise 
residential buildings or groups that represent or support disabled residents. Groups may be 
represented corporately or by an individual member expected to be sponsored by the organisation. 
 
Amendment 12 requires the building safety regulator to report publicly about its engagement with 
disabled residents of high-rise residential buildings in its wider annual statement on resident 
engagement. Amendment 14 defines “disabled”, using the widely used definition from the Equality 
Act 2010. 
 
Baroness Brinton – column 1410 
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-
E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-4DBDDC51-8420-41FD-A5B1-F254BF9BF4C9  
 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/32AEC984-5AFF-42DD-BD3F-46425BC29D5C/BuildingSafetyBill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/32AEC984-5AFF-42DD-BD3F-46425BC29D5C/BuildingSafetyBill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-F8C1DA08-F5E5-44E7-9266-3432EEFDAA87
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-F8C1DA08-F5E5-44E7-9266-3432EEFDAA87
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-50C39AC1-0DC2-406E-968A-44DA1A7F4D04
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-50C39AC1-0DC2-406E-968A-44DA1A7F4D04
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-4DBDDC51-8420-41FD-A5B1-F254BF9BF4C9
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-4DBDDC51-8420-41FD-A5B1-F254BF9BF4C9
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My Lords, I declare my interests as a vice-president of the Local Government Association, as vice-
chair of the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Fire Safety and Rescue and as a disabled person. The 
noble Baroness, Lady Grey-Thompson, is unable to be in her place this morning as she is attending 
the memorial service for the Duke of Edinburgh in her role as chair of the Duke of Edinburgh’s Award 
scheme. 
 
In Committee, the noble Baroness, Lady Grey-Thompson, and I both spoke of our experience of the 
use of personal emergency evacuation plans, or PEEPs—good practice, and less good practice. I will 
not repeat that today but one thing is clear: the responsibility for getting safely out of a building 
should not be on the shoulders of a disabled resident alone. That is why I have laid Amendments 13, 
20 and 35, and I thank the noble Baronesses, Lady Grey-Thompson and Lady Hayman of Ullock, for 
signing them. The amendments set out a clear link between the duties under the Equality Act 2010 
for those providing services for disabled people—in this case, housing and safety in buildings. 
 
Amendment 13 would put into law that a statement must have been laid by the regulator that they 
have engaged with their residents in relation to the accountable person’s duty to avoid disability 
discrimination. Amendment 20 would amend Section 31 of the Equality Act by adding a specific 
reference to a person exercising functions in relation to public housing. Amendment 35 would create 
a duty on the accountable person to include developing PEEPs for people with a disability in order to 
avoid disability discrimination. 
 
I believe that the amendments are necessary because I want to see clarification that Part 3 of the 
Equality Act 2010 applies to social landlords and that, as a result of Part 3, there is an anticipatory 
duty on social landlords to prepare PEEPs for disabled residents. There is a limited time for the 
relevant government body to prepare statutory guidance and a code of practice in relation to this. 
I thank the Minister for his amendments, starting with Amendment 3, which talks about the 
“assistance and encouragement” that must be provided. 
 
Unfortunately, that is a long way from the current requirement for the responsible people in offices 
and other public buildings, including hotels, to make formal arrangements that ensure that a 
disabled person can leave a building that is dangerous whether due to suspected fire, chemical 
escape—such as at the Olympic Park swimming pool last week—or anything else that puts people at 
risk. The other amendments tabled by the Minister, and indeed his letter to signatories of my 
amendments that arrived at 10 am this morning, for which I thank him, talk about the government 
consultation, but the Government have been consulting on this specific matter since the early days 
of the Grenfell inquiry. 
 
Why do we believe that there needs to be stronger reference to the Equality Act and to PEEPs? 
Week 68 of the Grenfell Tower inquiry took substantial evidence from witnesses in relation to the 
provision of communication and engagement with disabled residents and how they were—or were 
not—able to leave Grenfell Tower safely. They were not. Over 40% of disabled residents died in the 
fire, a far higher percentage than any other category of resident. There were no PEEPs. Not only was 
there no guidance but, as I will refer to, any arrangements for disabled people were actively 
discouraged by the government adviser and government officials. 
 
Inside Housing has reported on week 68 of the Grenfell Tower inquiry last week, saying: 
“Government-endorsed guidance in use at the time said the provision of such plans was ‘usually 
unrealistic’, and staff at the Kensington and Chelsea Tenant Management Organisation … which 
managed the tower, previously cited this guidance in explaining why they did not provide any.” 
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As I said in Committee, Colin Todd of CS Todd & Associates, the consultants who wrote the guidance 
document for the Government, said: 
“The consensus opinion of the project group was that it should be acknowledged in the guide that 
PEEPs were impracticable.” 
 
However, the inquiry heard that Louise Upton, the former head of the fire safety policy team at 
DCLG, thought it was not a “deliberate decision to exclude representatives” of the disabled 
community. 
 
The inquiry notes that the failure to provide escape plans resulted from that guidance being used by 
the KCTMO, but the Chief Fire Officers Association had raised concerns and warned that to 
“ignore and eliminate advice on disabled access and evacuation is a fundamental error of the 
document” and it “is recommended that it must be included”. 
 
Elspeth Grant, a fire safety consultant with TripleAconsult, wrote to Sir Merrick Cockell, then chair of 
the LGA and leader of the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Council, when the guidance was 
published to say that it was unlawful and discriminated against disabled people, calling for it to be 
withdrawn “before this guidance leads to an unnecessary tragedy because plans were not in force”. 
 
Just yesterday at the inquiry, Brian Martin, another official, said that the Government ignored the 
warnings about PEEPs for disabled people as they were “too expensive” to put into practice. The first 
phase of the inquiry recommended the provision of PEEPs for residents of high-rise blocks, but that 
is not what we are seeing now. Instead, the Government are still consulting. 
 
In an email enclosing a letter that arrived this morning, the Minister said that the mandating of 
PEEPs via the Building Safety Bill “is not the answer” and that his approach using the EEIS has now 
been shared with the National Fire Chiefs Council, which is 
“supportive of this way forward”. 
 
However, the letter from the National Fire Chiefs Council that he attached reads somewhat 
differently. Yes, the fire chiefs are happy to be part of any consultation, as they should be, but their 
letter goes on to say: 
 
“We would like to take this opportunity to highlight the benefits, within the independent research 
and any further consultation, of engaging with relevant stakeholders in informing any further work 
on PEEPs. Such stakeholders are far reaching, and we suggest they should include the EHRC, 
disability representative groups, leaseholder representative groups and representatives from the 
Grenfell community groups.” 
 
They do not say that mandating PEEPs is not the answer. They say that the Government need to 
listen to key stakeholders, who must be involved in the discussions. 
 
Attached to the letter that the Minister circulated is an unidentified PDF; I think that it comes from 
the department but I cannot see that. It highlights the “substantial difficulties” of mandating PEEPs 
in high-rise buildings—those of practicality, proportionality and safety. The very fact that 
government guidance believes that providing safe egress for disabled people is too difficult and too 
expensive is what led to the appalling 2011 guidance. Not mandating responsibility for the safety of 
disabled people to the accountable or responsible officers for the building will continue to put 
disabled people in high-rise blocks at risk. 
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It is only when a fire alarm goes off that a disabled person, stuck in a building and waiting for help to 
leave safely, begins to understand how vital PEEPs are. Let me say this again: 40% of the disabled 
residents in Grenfell Tower died because there were no systems in place via PEEPs to get them out 
safely. If the Government will not support disabled people living in high-rise buildings by ensuring 
that those responsible for the building must have plans to help them leave, the only alternative is for 
the Government to provide housing for them that is safe. 
 
I am grateful to the Minister because, in the last hour, his office has proposed a meeting for 
tomorrow. I thank him for that but, if progress is not made at that meeting, I plan to bring back 
amendments at Third Reading. This is truly a matter of life and death. 
 
 
Lord Greenhalgh – Column 1422 
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-
E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-5115A8EA-91BA-4433-9538-5D1B96C071FC  
 
My Lords, I start with Amendments 13, 20 and 35, which relate to disability discrimination. I thank 
the noble Baroness, Lady Brinton, for tabling these amendments, but I am afraid the Government 
will not be able to accept them. However, we were all struck by the statistic that more than 40% of 
the disabled residents of Grenfell Tower died in that tragedy, and the Government are committed to 
supporting the fire safety of the vulnerable. We are particularly aware of the need to improve the 
safety of those with mobility concerns. 
 
As the noble Baroness mentioned, I have committed to meet with her and I have met with the noble 
Baroness, Lady Grey-Thompson, on a number of occasions. 
 
As noble Lords are aware, we ran a consultation on personal emergency evacuation plans last year. 
This highlighted the substantial difficulties in mandating PEEPs in high-rise residential buildings, 
especially around practicality, proportionality and safety. I shared some of our thinking, admittedly 
quite late before this debate, with the noble Baroness, Lady Brinton, because it is important to 
recognise that this thorny policy issue requires a considerable amount of work and collaboration 
with the fire and rescue service. 
 
We will publish the Government’s response as soon as possible and explain these concerns in more 
detail. Our response will include a commitment to undertake a new consultation on this proposal for 
emergency evacuation and information-sharing—an EEIS. One of the things we learned about from 
the Grenfell Tower tragedy is the ability to locate people who are vulnerable and have mobility 
concerns, so that we can provide them with the support they need to safely evacuate those 
buildings where the “stay put” policy has been suspended. It is clear that information is critical. As 
are visits from the fire and rescue service to help advise them on how to make their properties that 
much safer. This is fundamental to ensure that we can provide the support that disabled residents 
require, so this EEIS proposal will give the fire and rescue service the information it needs on where 
people are located within higher-risk buildings that have a simultaneous evacuation strategy in 
place. 
 
I completely agree—there is absolute unanimity on this—that accountable people must take all the 
appropriate steps to ensure that they comply with the law, not least in respect to protected 
characteristics. However, it is not clear what this amendment will achieve beyond the requirements 
that already appear in the Equality Act, which I will describe shortly. 
 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-5115A8EA-91BA-4433-9538-5D1B96C071FC
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/B22FF3EC-77B6-4C0A-AFAB-E492C0A86634/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-5115A8EA-91BA-4433-9538-5D1B96C071FC
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Furthermore, an accountable person’s duty to manage building safety risks under the Bill extends to 
limiting their impact, should an incident involving the relevant building safety risks occur. This means 
accountable persons are already required by the Bill to consider how people might evacuate safely, 
if relevant to the building safety risk in question. 
 
Amendment 13 would require the building safety regulator, in its statements of its engagement with 
residents, to outline the extent to which accountable persons have engaged with residents in 
relation to a duty to avoid disability discrimination by virtue of Amendment 35. 
 
I agree with the noble Baroness, Lady Brinton, that disabled residents must be listened to and have 
their needs met. That is why we have tabled Amendments 3, 9 and 12, which require the building 
safety regulator to pay particular attention to the safety of disabled people in high-rise residential 
buildings. This includes seeking out disabled representation on its residents’ panel and publicly 
reporting on its engagement with the disabled residents of high-rise residential buildings. In relation 
to principal accountable persons’ proper engagement with disabled residents, it is clear that their 
responsibility to measure and review the effectiveness of their residents’ engagement strategy will 
apply to all residents, including those with disabilities. 
 
On Amendment 20, activities relating to the exercise of a public function in the provision or 
management of public housing in relation to building safety will, depending on their nature and 
context, already be covered by specific parts of the Equality Act 2010. They may be within Part 3, 
“Services and public functions”, or Part 4, “Premises”. In other words, protection from 
discrimination, harassment and victimisation already exists for the users and residents of premises, 
irrespective of whether they are in public or private sectors, and subject to certain exceptions. A 
reasonable adjustments duty also arises in this field of activity. 
 
Which part of the 2010 Act provides this protection will be case specific. The preliminary text of Part 
3 provides that, if an act of discrimination, harassment or victimisation is made unlawful by other 
parts of the Act, including Part 4, which relates to premises, those provisions rather than those 
covering services and public functions apply. The depth or reach of protection between these two 
parts is broadly equivalent. Therefore, our conclusion is that Amendment 20 is unnecessary. 
 
Baroness Brinton – column 1495  
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/32AEC984-5AFF-42DD-BD3F-
46425BC29D5C/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-3492F5B5-851C-4EDC-81AF-6B505CA45201 
 
My Lords, this amendment (35) was debated earlier. I just want to repeat the point I made then that 
I thank the Minister for the offer of the meeting tomorrow. If we have not made some progress on 
the issue of PEEPs and safety for disabled people, I will bring back an amendment at Third Reading 
but, in the meantime, I beg leave to withdraw. 
 
 
 
Government amendments: 3, 9, 12, 14 
Amd 3 
This amendment provides that the regulator must in particular provide assistance and 
encouragement to relevant persons with a view to facilitating their securing the safety of disabled 
people in or about higher-risk buildings. 
 
Clause 4, page 3, line 5, at end insert— 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/32AEC984-5AFF-42DD-BD3F-46425BC29D5C/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-3492F5B5-851C-4EDC-81AF-6B505CA45201
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2022-03-29/debates/32AEC984-5AFF-42DD-BD3F-46425BC29D5C/BuildingSafetyBill#contribution-3492F5B5-851C-4EDC-81AF-6B505CA45201
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“(1A) The assistance and encouragement that must be provided under subsection (1) includes, in 
particular, assistance and encouragement with a view to facilitating securing the safety of disabled 
people in or about higher-risk buildings in relation to building safety risks as regards those 
buildings.” 
 
4 Duty to facilitate building safety: higher risk buildings 

(1) The regulator must provide such assistance and encouragement to relevant 
persons as it considers appropriate with a view to facilitating their securing the 

safety of people in or about higher-risk buildings in relation to building 
safety risks as regards those buildings 

(2) The assistance and encouragement that must be provided under subsection 

(1) includes, in particular, assistance and encouragement with a view to 
facilitating securing the safety of disabled people in or about higher-risk 
buildings in relation to building safety risks as regards those buildings. 

(3) For this purpose “relevant persons” means— 

(a) residents of higher-risk buildings within the meaning of Part 4, 

(b) owners of residential units in such buildings, 

(c) persons who are accountable persons within the meaning of Part 
4, and 

(d) persons upon whom duties are imposed by virtue of paragraph 5B of 

Schedule 1 to the Building Act 1984 (dutyholders). 

(4) In subsections (1) and (2)— 

“building safety risk” has the meaning given by section 

61; “disabled”: see section 29; 

“higher-risk building” means— 

(a) a higher-risk building within the meaning of Part 4 (see section 
64), or 

(b) a higher-risk building within the meaning of the Building Act 

1984. 

(5) Parts 3 and 4 confer further functions on the regulator in relation to higher-risk 

buildings. 

 
 
Amd 9 
This amendment provides that the regulator must take all reasonable steps to ensure that a 
residents’ panel includes one or more disabled residents or a body that represents, supports or 
promotes the interests of disabled residents of higher-risk buildings. 
 
Clause 11, page 5, line 18, at end insert— 
“(2A) The regulator must take all reasonable steps to ensure that the committee includes—(a) one 
or more residents of a higher-risk building who are disabled,(b) a body that represents, supports or 
promotes the interests of any description of disabled people that includes residents of higher-risk 
buildings, or(c) a member of a body within paragraph (b).” 
 
11 Residents’ panel 

(6) The regulator must exercise its powers under section 11A(3) of the Health and 
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Safety at Work etc Act 1974 to establish and maintain a committee with the 
functions mentioned in this section (and any other function that the 
regulator considers appropriate). 

(7) The committee is to consist of— 

(a) such residents of higher-risk buildings as the regulator considers 

appropriate, and 

(b) such relevant persons (if any) as it considers appropriate. 

(8) The regulator must take all reasonable steps to ensure that the committee 

includes— 

(a) one or more residents of a higher-risk building who are disabled, 

(b) a body that represents, supports or promotes the interests of 
any description of disabled people that includes residents of higher-

risk 
buildings, or 

(c) a member of a body within paragraph (b). 
 

(9) The committee is to give advice to the regulator about such matters connected 

with the regulator’s building functions and relating to higher-risk buildings as 
the regulator may specify. 

(10) The regulator must consult the committee before issuing or revising any of 

the following 

(a) guidance to residents of higher-risk buildings about any of their rights 
or obligations under Part 4 or regulations made under that Part; 

(b) guidance relating to any duty under regulations made under section 
88  to  give  information  or  documents  to  residents  of  higher-risk 

buildings or owners of residential units in such buildings; 

(c) guidance relating to any of sections 90 to 92 or 94 or regulations made 
under any of those sections (engagement with residents etc, and 
residents’ duties). 

(11) If the committee has not been established at a time when the regulator has 
prepared guidance to which subsection (5) applies— 

(a) that subsection has effect as if it did not require the committee to 

be consulted before the guidance is issued, and 

(b) the committee must be consulted in relation to the issued guidance 
as soon as reasonably practicable. 

(12) See also— 

(a) section 17(3) (duty to consult committee about regulator’s strategic 

plan); 

(b) section 93(2) (duty to consult committee about regulator’s complaints 
system). 

(13) In this section— 

“higher-risk building” has the same meaning as in Part 4 (see section  
64); 

“relevant person” means— 

(a) an owner of a residential unit in a higher-risk building, 
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(b) a body that represents, supports or promotes— 

(i) the interests of any description of residents of higher-
risk buildings or owners of residential units in such 

buildings, or 

(ii) the interests of any description of persons that includes 
a description of such residents or owners, or 

(c) a member of a body within paragraph (b). 
 
 
Amd 12 
This amendment provides that a statement of the regulator’s engagement with residents etc must 
include information about the regulator’s engagement with disabled residents. 
 
Clause 20, page 10, line 36, at end insert— 
“(1A) A statement under subsection (1) must, in particular, include information about the regulator’s 
engagement with residents of higher-risk buildings who are disabled.”  
 
20 Statement of regulator’s engagement with residents etc 

(1) The regulator must, at least once each financial year, publish a statement 
about its engagement with— 

(a) the committee mentioned in section 11 (residents’ panel), 

(b) residents of higher-risk buildings, 

(c) owners of residential units in higher-risk buildings, and 

(d) bodies that represent, support or promote— 

(i) the interests  of  any  description  of  residents  of  higher-risk 
buildings or owners of residential units in such buildings, or 

(ii) the interests of persons including any description of such 

residents or owners. 

(2) A statement under subsection (1) must, in particular, include information 
about the regulator’s engagement with residents of higher-risk buildings who 

are disabled. 

(3) A statement under subsection (1) may be published by including it in the 

regulator’s annual report. 

(4) In this section— 

“annual  report”  means  the  report  made  under  paragraph  10(3)   of 
Schedule 2 to the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 1974; 

“higher-risk building” means— 

(a) a higher-risk building within the meaning of Part 4, or 

(b) a higher-risk building within the meaning of the Building Act 1984. 
 
Amd 14 
This amendment defines “disabled “ for the purposes of Part 2. 
 
Clause 29, page 17, line 6, at end insert— 
““disabled”: a person is disabled if the person has a physical or mental impairment which has a 
substantial and long-term adverse effect on the person’s ability to carry out normal day-to-day 
activities;” 
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29 Interpretation of Part 2 

(1) In this Part— 

“building” (except in section 27(6)) means any permanent or temporary 
building in England except a building of a prescribed description; 

“building function” has the meaning given by section 3; 

“the built environment industry” means— 

(a) persons carrying on, for business purposes, activities connected with the 

design, construction, management or maintenance of buildings, and 

(b) employees of such persons; 

and references to a person “in” the industry are to any such person or         
employee; 

“contravention” includes a failure to comply; 

“the data protection legislation” has the same meaning as in the Data 
Protection Act 2018 (see section 3 of that Act); 

“disabled”: a person is disabled if the person has a physical or mental 
impairment which has a substantial and long-term adverse effect on the 
person’s ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities; 

“financial year” means a year ending with 31 March; 

“fire and rescue authority” means a fire and rescue authority, within the        
meaning of Part 1 of the Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004, for an 
area in England; 

“local authority” means— 

(a) a district council or relevant unitary authority, 

(b) a London borough council, 

(c) the Common Council of the City of London, 

(d) the Sub-Treasurer of the Inner Temple, 

(e) the Under Treasurer of the Middle Temple, or 

(f) the Council of the Isles of Scilly; 

“maximum summary term for either-way offences”, with reference to 

imprisonment for an offence, means— 

(a) if the offence is committed before the time when paragraph 
24(2) of Schedule 22 to the Sentencing Act 2020 comes into 

force, 6 months; 

(b) if the offence is committed after that time, 12 months; 

“owner” has the meaning given by section 114; 

“personal data” has the same meaning as in the Data Protection Act 

2018; “prescribed” means prescribed by regulations made by the 

Secretary of 
State; 

“registered building inspector” has the meaning given by section 58A of 

the Building Act 1984; 

“the regulator” has the meaning given by section 2; 

“resident” and “resident of a higher-risk building” have the same 
meaning as in Part 4 (see section 70(3) and (4)(c)); 

“residential unit” means— 
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(a) a dwelling, or 

(b) any other unit of living accommodation; 

“standard”: any reference to the standard of a building is to its standard 
from a technical perspective. 

(2) In subsection (1), in the definition of “local authority”, “relevant unitary  

authority” means a council for a county in England so far as it is the 
council for an area for which there are no district councils. 

(3) The Secretary of State may by regulations provide that in any 
prescribed provision of this Part a reference to a building includes any 

of the following— 

(a) any other structure or erection of any kind (whether temporary or 

permanent); 

(b) any vehicle, vessel or other movable object of any kind, in such 
circumstances as may be prescribed. 

 
Also passed – Lord Stunell’s amd 8 
This amendment seeks to ensure that major issues of public concern about safety in buildings are 
addressed in a timely way. 
 
Clause 5, page 3, line 26, at end to insert— 
“(2) The regulator must within two years of this section coming into force carry out and publish an 
assessment of the benefits and costs of measures on improving the safety of people in or about 
buildings relating to—  

(a) fire suppression systems; 
(b) safety of stairways and ramps; 
(c) certification of electrical equipment and systems; 
(d) provision for people with disabilities. 

(3) The regulator’s assessment may— 
(a) make proposals in accordance with section 7(2) for regulations in respect of any of these 
matters, and 
(b) identify and give notice of such other matters relating to safety of people in or about 
buildings that they determine require further examination.” 

 
5 Duty to keep safety and standard of buildings under review 

(1) The regulator must keep under review— 

(a) the safety of people in or about buildings in relation to risks as regards buildings, and 

(b) the standard of buildings. 

(2) The regulator must within two years of this section coming into force carry out and 

publish an assessment of the benefits and costs of measures on improving the 

safety of people in or about buildings relating to— 

(a) fire suppression systems; 

(b) safety of stairways and ramps; 

(c) certification of electrical equipment and systems; 

(d) provision for people with disabilities. 

(3) The regulator’s assessment may— 

(a) make proposals in accordance with section 7(2) for regulations in respect of any 
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of these matters, and 

(b) identify and give notice of such other matters relating to safety of people in 
or about buildings that they determine require further examination. 

 


