
Draft 1.4.2021     1 
 

 
 
 
 

Summary of Notes of BD Forum (2009-2021) 
PART II 
Codes , PNAP & Circular Letters 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Draft 1.4.2021     2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Edition December 2021  
This summary is an extract from the notes of APSEC (Authorised Persons, Registered Structural Engineers and Registered Geotechnical 
Engineers Committee) Discussion Forum with BD for easy reference by HKIA members. The Forum was held regularly since 2009, 
and the notes were endorsed by BD for every Forum since 2012. Members may refer to the Forum notes for the full and official version.  
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Part I : Building Regulations 

- General  
 

 

- Buildings Ordinance  
 

 

- Building (Administration) Regulations  
 Plan Submissions / Approval / Consent                      Completion / Occupation Permit 
 

 

- Building (Construction) Regulations 
 

 

- Building (Demolition Works) Regulations 
 

 

- Building (Planning) Regulations 
 

 

- Building (Refuse Storage & Material Recovery Chambers & Refuse Chutes) Regulations 
 

 

- Building (Standards of Sanitary Fitments, Plumbing, Drainage Works and Latrine) Regulations 
 

 

- Building (Minor Works) Regulation 
 

 

Part II : Codes , PNAP & Circular Letters 

- Code of Practice on Design for Safety 
 

 

- Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings  
 

- Code of Practice for Foundation 
 

 

- Code of Practice on Wind Effects in Hong Kong 2019  
- Code of Practice for Overall Thermal Transfer Value in Buildings 
 

 

- Code of Practice for Site Supervision  
 

 

- Code of Practice for Precast Concrete Construction 
 

 

- Code of Practice for Structural Use of Glass  
 

 

- Design Manual : Barrier Free Access  
 

 

 
 

 

- Circular Letter 
 

 

- Joint Practice notes (JPN)  

- PNAP  
 

 

  
Part III : Special Subjects 

- Structural Issues  
 

 

- Special Subject 1 : GFA Issues 
 

 

- Special Subject 2 : SBD Guidelines 
 

 

- Special Subject 3 : Open Kitchen/ Display Kitchen 
 

 

- Special Subject 4 : AC Platform & Combined Balcony/UP 
 

 

- Special Subject 5 : A&A Works 
 

 

- Special Subject 6 : Wholesale Conversion of industrial Buildings 
 

 

- Special Subject 7 : Modular Integrated Construction MiC 
 

 

- Special Subject 8 : Licensing 
 

 

- MWIP (Mandatory Window Inspection Scheme) 
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  Part II : Codes , PNAP & Circular Letters 
   

Code of Practice on Design for Safety 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Discussions before Launching of Code in 2019 
 
PNAP ADV-14: Facilities for External 
Inspections and Maintenance of Buildings 
In March 2013, Hong Kong Federation of 
Trade Unions (the FTU) wrote a letter to 
Labour Department expressing their concern 
about work-at-height safety related to external 
wall works. The FTU also raised concern 
about building design and construction that 
might induce falling hazards to workers who 
were engaged in different building services 
installation,  repair  and  maintenance  works  
at external walls of buildings, in particular the 
condenser of split-type air conditioners, 
electric / gas water heaters, etc that were 
installed at recessed areas of the external 
wall. The Labour Department then enclosed 
the letter from the FTU and requested BD to 
advise the developers to consider providing 
safety features at the building construction 
stage to facilitate subsequent external wall 
works. 
 

 
PNAP 
ADV-14 
 
 

 
Item 9 
ADF 3/2013 
BD 
 

 
Pursuant to paragraph 7 of PNAP ADV-14, BD advised 
the APs and RSEs to actively consider providing cast-
in anchor devices in the design and construction of 
new buildings. The anchors would provide for the 
direct attachment of personal fall protection systems 
and equipment for use of workers to prevent and / or 
arrest falls from height when working on the external 
walls of buildings during repair and maintenance 
works. 

Working at Height - Labour Safety Issues 
Relevant  stakeholders  have  reflected  that  
there  were  high  number  of serious work 
accidents related to building repairs and 
maintenance works carried out at height in  
recent  years. One of the factors leading to 
fall-from-height accidents is because the 
design of some buildings has not been 
provided with practical and effective 
measures to cater for the needs of external 
inspection and maintenance. These include 
no pre-built safe access to external walls, no 
sound structure or sufficient space for 
erecting scaffolds, no built-in gondola and no 
anchor point for fall arresting device. 
 

BD has issued PNAP ADV-14 since 1998 to 
encourage the provision of relevant facilities 
such as gondola, cast-in anchor devices etc. 
in new buildings. For assuring that the 
implementation of the safety facilities 
mentioned in the above PNAP, BD in 
accepting the application for exemption of 
curtain wall and air-conditioner platform from 
site coverage and plot ratio calculations will 
also require such safety provisions as a 
prerequisite. 
….. 

 
PNAP 
ADV-14 
 

 
Item 27 
ADF 3/2016 
BD 
 

 
Since the construction federations and workers had 
consistent concerns on the inadequate provision of 
safety measures to facilitate workers working at height, 
BD encouraged the practitioners to improve the 
situation and provide input in the revision of PNAP 
ADV-14. A member advised that the same issue had 
been discussed some years ago and proposal of 
elevated walkways for improving access had been 
made but not supported by LandsD due to PR and SC 
implication. BD responded that as long as the 
proposals would improve workers’ safety, they would 
be considered and the stance of relevant authorities 
would be aligned for incorporation in the revised 
PNAP. 
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Code of Practice on Design for Safety (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Provision of Access to A/C Platform 
According to the discussion at the recent 
BSC/APSEC Joint Meeting held on 23 
September 2016, we understand that where a 
proposed A/C platform can be readily 
accessible via gondola system, additional 
access via window opening is NOT required 
for BD’s granting of GFA/SC exemption to the 
same. 
 

However, at the course of GBP submission 
stage, there are recent cases where our 
members have been advised that access to 
A/C platform solely by means of gondola 
system is not acceptable, and window access 
to such platform has to be provided as well. 
 

Would the BD please clarify whether access to 
A/C platform solely by means of gondola 
system is acceptable. If not, please advise 
what other means will be acceptable and the 
criteria. 

 
-- 

 
Item 1 
ADF 5/2016 
HKIA 

 
Based on CIC’s current guidelines, it was correct that 
for areas accessible by gondola, cast-in anchors for 
safety belts needed not be provided. It could be taken 
to mean that provisions for alternative safe access on 
top of access by gondola would not be necessary. 
However, it had been the relevant trade workers’ 
concern that gondola had not been user friendly nor 
cost effective for minor repairs to external AC units. The 
Labour Department (LD) had recently supported and 
BD agreed to impose more maintenance and repair 
(M&R) friendly design requirements for the provision of 
AC platform in new buildings.  Therefore, BD clarified 
that safe access to the AC platform was required in 
new buildings to facilitate future M&R of the external 
AC units, despite gondola system might have already 
been proposed. 
 

Detailed Design of AC Platforms 
BD further tabled 2 draft sketches on the design of AC 
platforms and advised that they were considering to 
accept the stacking up of external AC units, relax the 
dimensions of screens for the ACs, relax the maximum 
projection of AC platforms up to 900mm if justified but 
to impose detailed design requirements for providing 
access to, minimum working spaces around the AC 
units and maximum widths of platforms. [Post meeting 
notes: more detailed guidelines were provided in a 
circular letter issued on 23.12.2016. Sketches tabled 
for discussion were therefore not enclosed.] 
 

Provision of Access 
BD stressed that in providing safe access to external 
AC units, access from (i) the domestic unit without the 
need to climb out to the external, (ii) the common areas 
through maintenance doors and (iii) the domestic unit 
requiring the worker to climb out through windows 
should be pursued in such order of priority. 
 

Cast-in Anchors 
BD stated that LD was reviewing their guidelines on 
requiring annual inspection. In the meantime, BD 
would explore with members the possibility of using 
building elements such as the frame of the AC screens 
(if provided) or main middle frames of window suitably 
embossed or fixed with emblem for the hooking on of 
safety belts instead of providing  cast-in  anchors. 
Before the finalization of detailed designs in this 
regard, BD would not require the provision of anchors 
but members would be encouraged to voluntarily 
make suitable provisions. 
 

It was agreed that a working group would be formed 
to discuss in details the provision of anchors and the 
further enhancement of the AC platform design. 
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 Code of Practice on Design for Safety (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Design for Safety 
It is our understanding gondola is not 
required to be provided when there is no 
curtain wall at the building, and when AC 
platforms can be accessed by the means as 
described in BD’s circular letter issued on 
23.12.2016. 
 

We wish to confirm that our understanding is 
correct. 

 
-- 

 
Item 7 
ADF 5/2017 
AAP 
 

 
BD advised that focusing with AC platforms which were 
disregarded/exempted from SC/PR, if access for 
maintenance and repair (M&R) of AC units thereon 
including their replacement was through openings 
envisaged in the said circular letter and the AC 
platforms were also designed according to guidelines 
by CIC (on cast-in anchors and guard rails) and Labour 
Department, no gondola would need to be provided for 
M&R of the AC units. For other projections or external 
features which were disregarded/exempted from 
SC/PR, safe access and facilities for their M&R should 
be provided as stated in Appendix A1 of PNAP ADV-33 
and other relevant PNAPs. 
 

Design for Safety 
While the inaugural meeting of the Working 
Group on Design for Safety formed under 
BSC/APSEC was held on 4 October 2017 
and comments/ suggestions from HKIA and 
other stakeholders on the "Guidelines for 
Design and Safety Provisions for the ACs 
Platforms" had been conveyed in the 
meeting, HKIA expressed the urgency of the 
matter and appreciated if the enhanced 
guidelines incorporating the 
abovementioned comments/ suggestions 
could be issued as soon as possible for the 
industry to follow. 

 
-- 

 
Item 13 
ADF 5/2017 
HKIA 
 

 
BD noted the same and would follow up on the issue 
accordingly. 
 

[Post-meeting notes: To account for the revised 
“Guidelines on the Design, Installation and 
Maintenance of Cast-in Anchors at External Walls of 
New Buildings” promulgated by CIC on 9.11.2017, as 
well as Working Group (WG) members’ feedback on 
BD’s Circular Letter on “Guidelines for Designing 
Access and Safety Provisions for the Maintenance and 
Repair of External Air Conditioners at Height” dated 
23.12.2016, draft revised version of the said circular 
letter was circulated on 12.12.2017 to WG members, 
their comments were pending.] 
 

Protective Barrier for Greening 
PNAP ADV-35 (Greening in Buildings) stated 
that protective barriers, such as balustrades 
or railing, should be provided for safe access 
to the greening area and to prevent the 
danger of falling in accordance with 
regulation 8 of B(C)R. 
 

It was further recorded in ….. Joint 
BSC/APSEC 2/17 Meeting that “For greening 
on inaccessible roofs, guard railings 
commonly installed at such roofs to prevent 
the danger of falling of maintenance 
personnel would suffice.   In case of greening 
on accessible roof, if stepping onto the 
greening would be allowed, the height of the 
parapet might need to be raised in order to 
comply with regulation 8 of the Building 
(Construction) Regulations.” 
 

We wish to re-confirm our understanding that 
for greening where stepping on by people is 
not intended, such as planters, the provision 
of protective barrier to comply with regulation 
8 of B(C)R is not necessary. 
 

 
PNAP 
ADV-35 
APP-110 

 
Item 5 
ADF 4/2018 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that protective barrier would not be 
required for planter which was inaccessible.  
Reference should be made to the design and 
construction requirements of protective barriers as laid 
down in PNAP APP-110, in particular, paragraph 3 on 
the measurement of height of a barrier which should be 
measured from the finished floor level of the surface 
adjoining the barrier where people could step on. 
 

In response to HKIA’s enquiry on the need of guard rails 
when fall-arresting system had already been provided, 
BD advised that the occupational safety requirements 
on work at height as imposed by the relevant authority 
should be complied with by the AP/RSE when 
designing a building. 
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Code of Practice on Design for Safety (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Discussions after Launching of Code in 2019 
 
Combined AC Platform/Balcony/UP 
 

 Item 10 
ADF 5/2019 
HKIA 
 

 
Refer item under Special Subject : AC Platform (& 
Combined Balcony / UP) 
 

M&R Submission/ Combined AC Platform/ 
Balcony/ UP 
 

 Item 17 
ADF 5/2019 
AAP 
 

 
Refer item under Special Subject : AC Platform (& 
Combined Balcony / UP) 
 

Height of AC and Screen 
 

 Item 13 
ADF 1/2020 
AAP 
 

 
Refer item under Special Subject : AC Platform (& 
Combined Balcony / UP) 
 

Disposition of AC Platform combined with 
Balcony and/or UP 
 

 Item 9 
ADF 3/2020 
HKIA 

 
Refer item under Special Subject : AC Platform (& 
Combined Balcony / UP) 

Code of Practice on Design for Safety 2019 
 

….. BD advised that “whether the short side 
of the AC platform if not for the purpose of air 
intake/ exhaust could be changed to solid 
design would be further reviewed in the 
Technical Committee on the Code of Practice 
on Design for Safety- External Maintenance.” 
 

We would like to further follow ….. 
 

  
Item 3 
ADF 4/2020 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
item 17 
ADF 5/2019 
 

 
BD advised that the matter was discussed at the 
meeting of TC on the DfS Code held on 8 October 
2020. Noting that different designs in intake and 
exhaust system of AC were available in the market, the 
screens and protective barriers as appropriate should 
satisfy the permeability requirements set out in 
paragraph (g) of Appendix B of the DfS Code. To this 
end, the proposed solid design was considered not 
acceptable. 

Safety Measures for Inaccessible Roof 
According to paragraph 4.2.3 in Part 2 of the 
CoP on Design for Safety - External 
Maintenance 2019 (the “Code”), “Where 
stepping onto the inaccessible roof for M&R 
works is required, safety measures such as 
guard-rails with toe boards shall be provided 
at the edge of the roof in accordance with the 
requirements set out in paragraph 4 of 
Appendix D”. 
 
As illustrated in the diagrams below, please 
clarify whether other safety measures, such 
as 200mm H. curb with fall-arrest system, 
complying with occupational safety 
requirements as set out in paragraph 7 of 
Appendix D of the Code are acceptable as 
alternative safety measures to prevent the 
risk of fall from height, taking into account 
the comparatively small area of such 
inaccessible roof. 

 

 
--- 

 
Item 4 
ADF 1/2021 
HKIA 
 
 

 
BD advised that the M&R access for external building 
elements including inaccessible roof should comply 
the requirements set out under DfS Code.  Personal fall 
protection system should only be treated as a 
supplementary safety measure or the last resort for 
protection of workers from falling from height where the 
compliance with DfS Code was impracticable in all 
circumstances of the case. 
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Code of Practice on Design for Safety (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Safety Measures for Inaccessible Roof 
Further to item 4 discussed in ADF 1/2021 
held on 22 January 2021, according to 
paragraph 4.2.3 in Part 2 of the CoP on 
Design for Safety - External Maintenance 
2021 (the “Code”), “Where stepping onto the 
inaccessible roof for M&R works is required, 
safety measures such as guard-rails with toe 
boards shall be provided at the edge of the 
roof in accordance with the requirements set 
out in paragraph 4 of Appendix D”. 
 
Please clarify whether something like 
collapsible railing or folding guard rail system 
can satisfy the above requirements.  Example 
of product can be found in the market: 

 
 

 
 

 
Item 15 
ADF 2/2021 
AAP 
 
Follow up on
Item 4 
ADF 1/2021 

 
BD advised that the matter should be considered 
holistically and members may provide further details 
including but not limited to (i) the hardship in complying 
with the relevant requirement under the Code; (ii) the 
operation and technical specification of the proposed 
guard rail system; (iii) overseas examples; and (iv) 
demonstration on compliance with the relevant 
requirements of Labour Department under 
Construction Sites (Safety) Regulations for BD’s further 
consideration and deliberation in the Technical 
Committee. 

AC Platform for Non-Domestic Portion 
Referring to item 3 of ADF 1/2021 held on 22 
January 2021, BD advised that “…the 
concerned requirement under item (h)(ii) of 
Appendix B to the DfS Code is applicable to 
the entire development (i.e. including the non-
domestic portion of a composite 
development)…”.   
 
Our understanding is that “the entire 
development” as abovementioned is indeed 
meant to be “the entire building”, noting that 
BD’s response to item 17(ii) of ADF 5/2019 
held on 22 November 2019 explicitly 
remarked that “…For development with more 
than one building, each building of the 
development should be considered 
individually…”.  
 
Please confirm if our understanding is 
correct. 
 

  
Item 1 
ADF 3/2021 
HKIA 
 
Follow up on
Item 3 
ADF 1/2021 
 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 

 

 

 

 

 



Draft 1.4.2021     9 
 

Code of Practice on Design for Safety (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Equipment / Building Services Installed at the 
Soffit of Balcony and UP 
Feedback was received from the 
practitioners that there would be genuine 
difficulty and hazard in carrying out repair / 
replacement works for heavy equipment such 
as A/C unit installed at the soffit of balcony / 
UP.   
 
Examples are shown in the following 
photographs. 
 

 
 
Attention of members is drawn to the 
following: 
 
(i) Requirements on access for M&R of 
A/C particular the required working space as 
outlined in paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2 and 
appendices B and C of CoP on AfEM should 
be duly observed.  GBP and/or M&R plan with 
proposed A/C installations not complying the 
relevant requirements would be disapproved; 
and  
 
(ii) In designing the M&R access, in 
additional to the requirements under CoP on 
AfEM, AP should exercise his/her duty of care 
and observe other relevant statutory 
occupational safety requirements such as 
OSHO and FIUO (Appendix D of CoP on 
AfEM is relevant).  Work-related hazards 
arising from work-above-ground / work-at-
height and the corresponding necessary 
safety precautions should be duly considered 
in preparing the M&R plan. 
 
 

  
Item 18 
ADF 4/2021 
BD 
 

 
Members noted and would observe the requirements 
accordingly. 
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Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Fire Collar 
Fire collar to drain pipes from bathroom to 
external wall within the 900mm fire rated 
spandrel  

 
CoP 1996 
 
 

 
ADF 1/2009 
HKIA 
 

 
BD clarified the requirements : 
No fire collar is required if the drain pipe is 
- less than 110mm in diameter; 
- of non-combustible material, including uPVC; 
- water borne leading from bathrooms and kitchens  

 

(Notes were taken by HKIA, there was no endorsement 
by BD back in 2009) 
 

Fire rated enclosure 
FR enclosure to service pipes within protected 
lobbies 
 

 
CoP 1996 

 
ADF 1/2009 
HKIA 

 
BD clarified their position: 
Provided the sleeves through the compartment wall 
are fire sealed to 1 hr. FRP, no fire rated enclosure is 
required if such service pipe is water borne. 
- for water supply pipes; 
- of non combustible material; (post meeting note: 

copper wrapped in insulation of surface spread of 
flame class 1 is acceptable); 

- lift lobbies separated from staircase by smoke 
lobbies. 

 

(Notes were taken by HKIA, there was no endorsement 
by BD back in 2009) 
 

Fire rated enclosure to internal corridor 
 

 
CoP 1996 

 
ADF 1/2009 
HKIA 

 
BD clarified that internal corridor outside a lift core 
serving several office units is considered as an exit 
route requiring fire rated enclosure to services. 
 

(Notes were taken by HKIA, there was no endorsement 
by BD back in 2009) 
 

Refuge Floors - Louvres 
Louvres are often provided at the perimeter of 
refuge floors for aesthetic reasons. However, 
there were cases where louvre blades sloping 
inward were not permitted on grounds of 
safety (visibility of streets from refuge floor). 
BD was requested to clarify the requirements 
with FSD for consistent application to all 
cases. 
 

 
CoP 1996 

 
ADF 3/2009 
HKIA 

 
After consulting FSD, BD remarked that louvers will not 
be permitted along the perimeter of refuge floors as 
they are potentially in conflict with the following safety 
issues relating to fire fighting and escape : 
-  refuge floor as possible temporary fire fighting 

station; 
-  refuge floor to assist prevention of spread of fire; 
- visibility of the streets from refuge floor to pacify 

emotions of residents staying at that floor; 
- possible rescue of residents at refuge floor from 

the external envelope; 
 

(Notes were taken by HKIA, there was no endorsement 
by BD back in 2009) 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Smoke Vent  
Request of clarification of distribution of 
smoke vent 
 

 
CoP 1996 
Para15.2(a) 

 
ADF 1/2010 

 
It was clarified that where ‘smoke outlets are to be 
provided not more than 30m apart’, BD confirmed that 
the smoke outlets are only required to be provided 
along the perimeter of the building : along street 
frontages or adjacent to external walls, 30m apart, and 
NOT within the building as incorrectly conveyed to 
some HKIA members by individual BS. 
 

(Notes were taken by HKIA, there was no endorsement 
by BD back in 2010) 
 

Exits from Stairs at Ground Storey 
….. In the case of school buildings, 
staircases are not allowed to discharge 
through a covered playground at the ground 
storey. Would BD confirm that modification 
from this requirement will still be considered 
as discussed in previous forums? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C B9.1 
 

 
Item 3  
ADF 1/2012 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 16 
ADF 3/2016 

 
In response, BD advised that Clause B9.1 of the FS 
Code would allow a covered playground to be 
connected to a required staircase through a protected 
lobby (such arrangement would facilitate users to reach 
a required staircase from the covered playground 
without going through an uncovered area). 
 

Definition of Atrium  
Without a definition for “atrium” in the FS 
Code, it seems that the term may include 
relatively safe places like a double-volume 
living room in a single-family house, and 
hence sprinkler protection to such places is 
required …... Would BD give a definition for 
“atrium” that allows relatively safe places to 
be exempted from such unnecessary 
requirements ? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C10.3(d) 
 

 
Item 4  
ADF 1/2012 
HKIA  
 
follow up 
item 10 
ADF 2/2012 
 

also refer 
Item 13 
ADF 3/2012 

 
BD advised that small double-volume void in a duplex 
flat or a house would not be considered as an atrium in 
the context of Clause C10.3, clarification would be 
provided in the commentary part for the said Clause in 
the final 
printing of the FS Code. 
 

Server Rooms 
Exempting fire-rating requirement for raised 
floor higher than 600mm in server rooms 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
 

 
Item 7(b)  
ADF 1/2012 
HKIA/follow 
up 
 
also refer 
item 5  
ADF 4/2012 
 

Item 14 
ADF 1/2014 
 

 
BD advised that FSD had clarified that certain special 
FSIs would be required for raised floors in 
computer/data centre premises, and HKIA’s 
proposal would be feasible from fire services viewpoint 
subject to- 
 

(i) The computer room be protected by an approved 
active automatic FSI such as gas flooding systems 
or sprinkler installations activated by smoke 
detection system; provision of approved automatic 
FSI (including FM200) be activated by smoke 
detectors; 

 

(ii) The air conditioning system and the raised floor be 
within the same fire compartment protected by the 
same automatic FSI actuated by smoke detection 
system; 

 

(iii) The FSI should conform to the FS CoP of standards 
agreeable to FSD; and 

………. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Server Rooms (cont’d) 
 

 Item 7(b)  
ADF 1/2012 
(cont’d) 

………. 
(iv) Other FS requirements to be prescribed by the New 

Projects Division in the merits of individual case. BD 
further advised that its acceptance of raised floor 
systems in computer/data centre premises 
exceeding 600mm in height and without fire 
resisting properties would need clearance in BCII 
(i.e. FS Committee not necessary unless the project 
proponent intended to adopt fire engineering 
approach), which would require information of the 
raised floor system for consideration. 

 
Insulation for Fire Shutters 
Conditions for waiving insulation requirement 
of fire shutters of length in excess of 25% of 
compartment wall, if sprinklers are provided. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C8.1 

 
Item 7(d)  
ADF 1/2012 
HKIA/follow 
up 
 
also refer 
item 11 
ADF 1/2019 
 

 
BD clarified that in the context of Clause C8.1, the plan 
lengths of all perimeter fire barriers forming a fire 
compartment would be taken as the denominator for 
assessing whether the width of the openings to be 
installed with fire shutters would exceed 25% of the 
concerned fire compartment and hence requiring such 
shutters to have insulation performance as well. For 
example, in a basement, the length of the enclosing 
walls on all sides would be added up to obtain the 
denominator, and only fire shutters making up over 
25% of that denominator would need to fulfill the 
insulation requirement. On the other hand, in the 
situations of above-ground portions, external enclosing 
walls which are not required to have prescribed FRR 
would not be counted towards the total plan lengths of 
a fire compartment. 
 

(Post meeting note: In light of comments received, BD 
in liaison with the Consultant is reviewing the 
requirements stipulated in Clause C8.1 and details will 
be announced later) 
 

Requirement for Walls as Fire Separation 
The query below was previously raised: 
referring to the sketch below, can an 
architectural fin (whether GFA accountable or 
not) be used as a fire separation to comply 
with the distance requirements of the FRC 
Code and the new FS Code? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 7(e)  
ADF 1/2012 
HKIA/follow 
up 

 
BD provided two sketches showing possible scenarios 
for compliance with the Codes (Scenario 1 & 2 below). 
In short, a total distance of 6m or above, measured in 
the manner shown, would be acceptable. 
 
Scenario 1                           Scenario 2 

 

 also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 5/2019 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Application of new Code on A&A Projects 
1. For A&A projects, the “areas affected” 

stated in the PNAP is not clearly defined. 
The query is how extensive is the “areas 
affected”. A case study, say, for an 
existing building completed in the 1980s, 
a fire shutter forming an existing atrium 
compartment is altered:- 
(i) will the whole compartment be 

affected i.e. all fire doors & shutters 
within that compartment, which spans 
over several floors need to be 
upgraded to latest fire ratings stated 
in the new Cop or with insulation if fire 
shutters exceed 25% of the 
compartment perimeter 

     Or 
(ii) only the altered fire shutter needs to be 

upgraded and the other existing 
shutters and fire doors can be 
maintained. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
 

PNAP  
APP 153 
 

 
Item 9  
ADF 1/2012 
HKIE 
 

 
BD confirmed that for A&A works involving  assessment 
of the compartment of premises  spanning across 
several levels, only the affected fire shutter(s) would 
need to be upgraded. The FRC provisions of the 
remaining parts of the building could be remained. 

2. Using the above scenario, what if the 
existing atrium is more than 3 floors or 15 
m, will such alternation of a single fire 
shutter at atrium edge triggers the need 
for a fire engineering approach for the 
whole atrium？ 

 

  BD confirmed that Fire Engineering Approach should 
be adopted only if the original design was subject to 
Fire Engineering Assessment. 

3. For licensed premises, new fire code will 
be applied, which may render some 
existing F&B premises non-compliant, 
such as existing fire doors or shutters will 
have lower fire ratings than new 
requirement. 

 

When applying for F&B license renewal/ 
change of tenants :- 
Does it mean all fire doors/ shutters within 
the licensed premises need to be 
upgraded. 
Or 
Will the whole compartment of the subject 
F&B be affected, i.e. all shutters/ fire 
doors in the subject compartment 
needed to be upgraded. 

 

  BD advised that upgrading of the FRC provisions to the 
new requirements was not necessary for renewal of 
licence or transfer of licence. However, the new FS 
Code should be applicable to new licence applications 
submitted on or after 1.4.2012 in relation to the altered 
parts of licensed area and affected exit & FRC 
provisions. 

Fire Escape for Flat Roofs 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 13 
ADF 1/2012 
BD 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2014 
 

 
It was discussed and agreed that fire escape staircases 
were required for flat roofs with designated uses such 
as open landscaped garden and open swimming pool, 
though there would be no requirement on travel 
distance. (Flat roof used as licensed area for Open 
Seating Accommodation and Place of Public 
Entertainment, etc would be subject to the control of 
travel distance). 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Application of FS Code 2011   
…. the use of the old codes may be allowed 
for a project for which the first consent 
(foundation or site formation) has been 
obtained before 1.4.12. However, BD has 
recently imposed an additional requirement 
that the first approval of building plans has 
also to be obtained. This has caused 
problem to some projects where the 
foundation has been designed and 
implemented based on building plans 
designed in accordance with the old codes 
but for some reason the building plans have 
not been approved before 1.4.12.  
….. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 1 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that para. 2(i) of PNAP APP-153 is to cater 
for situations where the foundation has been designed 
based on a set of approved GBP for a proposed 
building designed to comply with the MOE/ FRC/ MOA 
Codes and such foundation works have already been 
commenced when the new FS Code comes into effect 
on 1.4.2012. The rationale being that there would be 
constraints in re-designing the proposed building to 
comply with the new FS Code as the corresponding 
foundation works have already been commenced. If a 
development site does not has a set of GBP approved 
before 1.4.2012, the early commencement of 
foundation works is solely at the applicant’s own risk 
and should not and would not be accepted as an 
excuse for not able to comply with the new FS Code. 
That said, BD would consider any request for relaxation 
upon receipt of full substantiations of the 
circumstances of individual cases. 
 

Requirement for Plant Rooms 
The new Code requires the assessment of 
occupancy for plant rooms larger the 100 
sqm., ….For example (1) should the 
plants/equipment in the plant rooms be 
shown on the plans to demonstrate escape 
paths of adequate width and headroom are 
provided? (2) Plant rooms are generally full of 
pipe runs across the room (at floor or high 
levels) – will these be considered 
obstructions to escape paths? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIA 
 
follow up 
Item 9(a) 
ADF 3/2012 
 
 

 
BD advised that pursuant to Table B1, a plant room 
exceeding 100m2 in net floor area (i.e. area within the 
enclosing walls of the plant room) should be assessed 
for its occupant capacity. Persons who are expected to 
be present in plant rooms would be authorized/ 
maintenance personnels, the AP could exercise his 
professional judgment in providing suitable means of 
exit therefrom for such personnels. 
 

Definition of Hangers under Element of 
Construction  
Catwalks and overhead maintenance 
corridors of steel construction are   common  
in   some   buildings   such   as theatres, halls, 
public transport terminus, etc. Are these 
construction considered as “hanger” under 
the definition of “Element of Construction”, 
thereby requiring FRP in the old FRC Code or 
FRR in the new Fire Safety Code? ….. 
 
It has been hard to draw a line between more 
extensive hanger construction such as 
catwalks and less extensive hanger 
construction such as false ceilings but the 
requirements on FRC/FRR can be of great 
implications to construction method and 
cost. Can BD provide more guidelines on the 
differentiation ? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 3 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIA 
 
follow up 
Item 9(b) 
ADF 3/2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
BD advised that catwalks and overhead corridors are 
sometimes provided to effect maintenance to plant and 
services, they are not performing the function as floor/ 
beam/ column, which together with hanger are 
grouped as “Element of Construction”, hence they are 
not required to have FRP/ FRR. Whilst such catwalks 
and overhead corridors offer exit for authorized/ 
maintenance personnels thereon, there is no 
requirement for such exit routes to have FRP/ FRR. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

MOE for Car Ramps   
Are the areas of the car ramps considered 
occupied spaces requiring means of 
escape? There may be difficulties in 
complying with dead end and gradient 
requirements for MOE. Will there be a 
difference in requirements in the case of an 
aboveground ramp as opposed to an 
underground ramp? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 4 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIA 
 
follow up 
Item 9(c) 
ADF 3/2012 

 
BD advised that when shutters are deployed to form fire 
compartments in carparks for Table C1 purpose, in 
case the dispositions of the shutters would result in 
portions of the car ramps being dead-locked upon 
activation of the shutters, it would be necessary to 
provide means of exit to the required staircases / open 
area / ultimate place of safety to cater for any person 
who might be trapped within such dead-locked 
portions of the car-ramp. 
 

Calculation of Percentage of Opening 
Protected by Shutters  
…..BD’s clarification on the  denominator for 
the total length of the perimeter of a fire 
compartment regarding the 25% calculation  
for  opening  protected  by  shutters without 
insulation properties, can BD further consider 
the inclusion of external walls of an 
aboveground compartment not requiring 
FRR into the denominator as well, with the 
understanding that such a wall (being on the 
exterior of a building and not requiring FRR) 
poses no additional fire risk compared to one 
in an underground compartment situation 
where FRR is required? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 5 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIA 
 
 

 
BD advised that in light of comments received, BD in 
liaison with the Consultant have holistically reviewed 
the requirement under Clause C8.1, the outcome has 
been incorporated in the final version of the FS Code 
promulgated on 2.4.2012.  Relatedly, para.2(i) of PNAP 
APP-83 on FRC Code 10.1 will be similarly revised to 
reflect the same outcome. 

Access  to  another  staircase   
….. only “intermediate” refuge floors can be 
used together with the roof to provide access 
to another staircase for some buildings. This 
would effectively eradicate all buildings of 26 
to 39 storeys without a common lobby to 
provide “change of staircase”. Will BD clarify 
the intention …? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2 

 
Item 8 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
item 10 
ADF 4/2012 

 
BD advised that in light of comments received, BD in 
liaison with the Consultant have holistically reviewed 
the requirement under Clause B8.2, the outcome has 
been incorporated in the final version of the FS Code 
promulgated on 2.4.2012. 

Recessed Discharge Point at Ground Storey 
Code….. the enclosing walls of the passage 
from the staircase at ground storey should be 
up to the ground storey discharge point. 
There are cases where such ground storey 
discharge point may be recessed from the 
ultimate edge of the building (i.e. covered) 
but only with landscape planters on both 
sides of the notional passage beyond the 
discharge point. In terms of safety in 
evacuation this arrangement is not inferior to 
the case of podium staircase transfer where 
only a 6m distance from any unprotected 
opening is required. Assuming that this 
arrangement  is acceptable ………. 

 
Fire Code 
B9.1 

 
Item 9 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIA 
 
follow up 
Item 9(e) 
ADF 3/2012 
 
also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2016 
 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2018 

 
BD advised that the exit route from staircase at ground 
storey should be enclosed by fire barriers up to its 
ground storey discharge point leading directly to an 
ultimate place of safety. The design of the ground 
storey discharge point which is recessed from the 
ultimate edge of the building may be acceptable if the 
covered recessed area is a common area, open in 
design and not encumbered with features carrying ire 
hazards. Such recessed covered areas would be 
counted for SC and PR.    However, it would be irrational 
to set any depth as an acceptable recess, each case 
has to be   assessed   based on its own design, layout 
and other relevant circumstances. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Recessed Discharge Point at Ground Storey 
(cont’d)  
………. 
can BD advise on the maximum extent of 
such a notional passage (or the maximum 
depth of such recessed ground storey 
discharge point) in cases where GFA is 
accountable and not accountable for such a 
recessed notional passage. 
 

 Item 9 
ADF 2/2012 
(cont’d) 

 

Definition of “Atrium” and “Void”  
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 10 
ADF 2/2012 

 
Please refer to item 4 (on Clause C10.3) in the 
Summary of Discussion for the Forum held on 6.1.2012 
(ADF 1/2012). The outcome has been incorporated in 
the final version of the FS Code promulgated on 
2.4.2012. 
 

FRP Requirements of Roof Elements 
Clarification on FRP requirements for 
structural element on Roof, i.e. whether roof 
beam & slab have any FRP requirement. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C12 

 
Item 13 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that in general, roof beams and slab are 
not required to have FRP/FRR but should be 
constructed of non-combustible materials. However, 
the roof of a single-staircase building in which the level 
of the highest floor is more than 13m above ground 
level, or the roof of a building which is designated as a 
refuge roof, should have FRP/ FRR – paras. 4 & 13 of 
the FRC Code (Section 3 in Part A and Clause C12 of 
the FS Code 2011) refer.    Moreover, in case the failure 
of the roof members will affect the global stability of the 
building, or where the roof is accessible and functions 
as a load-bearing floor, such roof members should also 
achieve the FRP/FRR requirements. 
 

Misc Queries on Code (no diagrams in record) 
- Diagram B3: Open Plan Layout - One of 

the d1 should be deleted. 
 
 
- Diagram B4: Balcony Approach - One of 

the d2 should be deleted. 
 
 
- Clause B17.5 - For staircase from 

basement floor with direct discharge 
independently into an ultimate place of 
safety, no protected lobby is required at 
basement nor at ground level 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 21 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIE 

 
- One of the annotations “d1” in Diagram B3 has been 

deleted in the final version of the FS Code 
promulgated on 2.4.2012. 

 
- One of the annotations “d2” in Diagram B4 has been 

deleted in the final version of the FS Code 
promulgated on 2.4.2012. 

 
- Where the staircase is an independent staircase 

complying with Clause B17.4, a protected lobby is 
not required at that basement level and the ground 
level, provided that the staircase leads 
independently and directly  to the ultimate place of 
safety at G/F and the whole staircase enclosure 
does not have any opening communicating with 
other areas of the building. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Calculation of Compartment Area and Length  
In the new Fire Safety Code compartment 
definition has been changed from volumetric 
to planar. There are still compartments that 
may cover areas of different shapes on 
different floors, such as in department stores 
where shutters are used to separate 
compartments around escalator voids.  
 

(a) For the calculation compartment size, 
should the plan areas of different floors of 
such a compartment (including void 
areas) be added to give the total 
compartment area or the area of the 
largest floor within the compartment be 
taken as the total compartment area?  

 

(b) Regarding the total length of 
compartment walls for calculation of the 
25% openings under Clause 8.1, can 
compartment walls at different levels be 
added together to give the total length? 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2012 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised as follows: 
For (a), if connected by floor openings without fire 
barriers, the compartment area should be the total 
areas of the concerned floors including all the void 
areas. 
 
For (b), the length of compartment walls should be 
measured on a floor-by-floor basis for calculation of the 
25% under Clause 8.1. 

Requirement of Sprinkler Head for Shutter 
Regarding the April version of the new Fire 
Safety Code, Clause 8.1(a) requires 
“additional” sprinkler heads as one of the 
condition to relax the insulation requirement 
of shutters to 30 minutes. Does it mean that 
the relaxation only applies to a building where 
sprinklers are not originally provided? Can 
BD clarify the term “full coverage on each 
side of the fire rated door or fire shutter” as 
for a sprinkler system to be accepted by FSD 
the layout/array/coverage should comply 
with the LPC Rules incorporating BS EN 
12845:2003 anyway? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 7 
ADF 3/2012 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that this relaxation applies to both 
sprinklered protected buildings and non-sprinklered 
protected buildings. The sprinkler heads required 
under Clause C8.1 were in addition to those required 
under the FSI Code. The phrase “full coverage on each 
side of the fire rated door or fire shutter” meant each 
side of the fire rated door or fire shutter should be fully 
wetted by the additional sprinkler heads installed for the 
purpose of Clause C8.1. The design and installation of 
these additional sprinkler heads should comply with the 
LPC Rules incorporating BS EN 12845:2003 and be 
accepted by FSD. 
 

Follow-up on previous items:- 
(a) Whether all MOE requirements in the new 

Fire Safety Code have to be applied to 
large plant rooms? 

 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 9 
ADF 3/2012 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2012 

 
(a) BD advised that pursuant to Table B1, a plant room 

exceeding 100m2 in net floor area (i.e. area within 
the enclosing walls of the plant room) should be 
assessed for its occupant capacity. Persons who 
were expected to be present in plant rooms should 
include authorized/maintenance personnel, and the 
AP could exercise his professional judgment in 
providing suitable means of exit therefrom for such 
personnel. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

(b) Are catwalks and overhead maintenance 
corridors of steel construction considered 
as “hanger” under the definition of 
“Element of Construction”? 

 

 follow up of 
Item 3 
ADF 2/2012 

(b) BD clarified that catwalks and overhead 
maintenance corridors that were not performing the 
function as floor/beam/column of the building were 
not “Element of Construction” and hence they were 
not required to have FRP/ FRR. Whilst such catwalks 
and overhead corridors offered exit for 
authorized/maintenance personnel thereon, there 
was no requirement for such exit routes to have 
FRP/ FRR. 
 

(c) Are the areas of the car ramps 
considered occupied spaces requiring 
means of escape? Is there any relaxation 
for complying with dead end and gradient 
requirements for MOE? 

 

 follow up of 
Item 4 
ADF 2/2012 

(c) BD advised that when shutters were deployed to 
form fire compartments in carparks for Table C1 
purpose, in case the dispositions of the shutters 
would result in portions of the car ramps being 
dead-locked upon activation of the shutters, it would 
be necessary to provide means of exit to the 
required  staircases/open area/ultimate place of 
safety to cater for any person who might be trapped 
within such dead-locked portions of the car-ramp. 
The distance   and   gradient requirements could be 
relaxed accordingly for car-ramps. 

 
(e) Recessed final point of exit at Ground 

Floor. 
 

 follow up of 
Item 9 
ADF 2/2012 
 
also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2016 

(e) BD advised that the exit route from BD advised that 
the exit route from a staircase at ground storey 
should be enclosed by fire barriers up to its ground 
storey discharge point leading directly to an ultimate 
place of safety. The design of the   ground storey 
discharge point recessed from the ultimate edge of 
the building might be acceptable if the covered 
recessed area was a common area, open in design 
and not  encumbered  with  features  carrying fire  
hazards.  Such recessed covered areas would be 
counted for SC and PR.   However, it would be 
irrational to set any depth as an acceptable recess, 
and each case had to be assessed based on its 
own design, layout and other relevant 
circumstances. 
 

(f) The word “intermediate” has been 
removed from Clause B8.2(c) of the April 
version of the New Fire Safety Code. Can 
BD re-confirm? 

 

B8.2  (f) BD confirmed the revision. 

Atrium Height (not enclosed) 
Clause C10.3 restricts the atrium height to 
be less than 15m high / 3 storey high. This 
creates problems for School project where 
the normal height at the central grand stair 
void of School is at least 24m which is the 
building height. We suggest BD to define 
the meaning of the "Atrium" to internal atrium 
where smoke can be trapped. For atriums 
with 2 sides open like the staircase void in 
school, the 15m restriction should not apply. 
………. 

 
Fire Code 
2011  
C10.3 

 
Item 13 
ADF 3/2012 
AAP 
 
also refer  
Item 24 
ADF 5/2012 
 

 
BD advised that during the drafting of the FS Code, the 
15m high restriction was mainly intended for 
application in indoor commercial atriums. Since the 
designs and layouts of buildings varied, it would be 
impractical to give a definition on “atrium”.    Openings 
at floors for passage of staircase(s) and/or escalator(s) 
would not be taken as an atrium under Clause C10.3, 
unless the openings were much larger than the plan 
area of the staircase(s) or escalator(s) in which case 
they might be regarded as an atrium. 
………. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Atrium Height (not enclosed) (cont’d) 
………. 
Fire engineering approach for  school 
projects is not practical as these projects 
cannot wait 6-9 months for the approval of 
the fire engineering report. 
 

….. pointed out that the 15m height limit for 
atriums should be applicable to indoors 
atrium without natural ventilation only, and 
atriums commonly found in school or 
institutional building with natural ventilation 
should be exempted. 
 

School buildings are normally 24 m high and 
their corridors usually face a common 
circulation stair inside a naturally ventilated 
atrium space.   This atrium needs to be over 
15m high, and according to the current 
description in  the COP requires a fire 
engineering approach for approval. However, 
the fire risk of a natural ventilated atrium 
should be much less than an internal atrium 
and a fire engineering approach seems 
redundant. A lot of unnecessary works for the 
AP and BD is induced for the preparation, 
submission and vetting of the fire engineering 
report for such atriums which do not have 
high fire risks. The process is also causing 
extreme difficulties for school and institutional 
buildings as these projects usually have 
extremely tight schedule. 
 

 
 

Item 13 
ADF 3/2012 
(cont’d) 
 
 
 

………. 
Also where the concerned area was open on two sides 
to the external air, depending on the layout, it might not 
be taken as an atrium in the context of the FS Code. BD 
would take a pragmatic approach in applying the 
requirement of ‘atrium’ under Clause C10.3, taking into 
consideration the natural ventilation and the design 
aspects on a case by case basis in vetting GBP 
submissions. 
 

Protection against Spread of Fire and Smoke 
Between Floors 
In previous FRP code ….., protection against 
Spread of Fire and Smoke between floors 
regarding the 450mm drop barrier, there is 
this statement, “having regard to the 
difficulties in some situations in providing 
barriers due to LOW HEADROOM, 
alternatives installations such as smoke 
reservoirs, perforate or open ceilings…. may 
be considered,” But the above statement in 
omitted in the new 2011 COP, does that 
mean ONLY 450 drop barrier will be accepted 
and OPEN  CEILINGS  will  be  disapproved? 
This  may  induce  problem  for  A&A  projects  
with  low existing floor to floor height, 
especially at areas of escalators landing  
where  a  clear  height  of  2.3m  is  required  
for satisfying EMSD’s requirement and this 
drop panel will compromise the required 
clear height.     
 

 
Fire Code 
2011  
C10.1 

 
Item 15 
ADF 3/2012 
AAP 

 
BD advised that the purpose of the down-stand was to 
activate sprinkler protection as spelled out in the 
Commentary to Clause C10.1. To cater for tight 
headroom situations, an acceptable alternative was 
already spelled out in Clause C10.1(b) by using smoke 
curtain; and the specification for smoke curtain for the 
purpose had been supplemented in the Commentary 
to Clause C10.1  in  the  April  2012  version. 
Submission of a fire engineering assessment for such 
purpose was not required if the proposal complied with 
Clause C10.1(b) and the details specified in the 
Commentary. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Insulation Fire Shutters 
It’s been difficult to source suppliers 
supplying INSULATION Fire shutters 
(required  for  Fire  Shutters  >25%  of  
compartment  perimeter  by  the  new  Fire  
Code). Most suppliers claim that they have 
not developed such a model. Does BD have 
an approved list of suppliers for these Fire 
Shutters? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011  
 

 
Item 16 
ADF 3/2012 
AAP 

 
BD advised that a number of local products were 
already available in the market. BD would only upload 
these products information in its Central Data Bank 
upon issuance of OP. 

FRR for Raised Floor 
APP-83: it has been discussed in previous 
Forum and we have been advised that raised 
floor higher than 600 mm may be exempted 
from FRR requirement if it satisfies certain 
F.S. requirements although consideration by 
F.S. Committee would be required; response 
from fellow members reflects the contrary; 
please advise. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-83 

 
Item 5 
ADF 4/2012 
HKIA 
 

follow up of  
item 7(b) 
ADF 1/2012 
 

also refer 
Item 14 
ADF 1/2014 
 

 
BD reconfirmed that raised floor systems higher than 
600mm might be accepted without adequate FRR 
subject to submission of justification for the raised floor 
system and provision of FSIs to the satisfaction of the 
FSD. (Submission of a fire engineering report to the FS 
Committee was not necessary unless the project 
proponent intended to adopt fire engineering 
approach). 

Requirement of Refuge Floor under New Code  
…..  Code  requires  both  the refuge floor and 
the roof to be used for interchange between 
staircases; understood it has been 
discussed before but view from fellow 
members is that the new requirement 
imposes design restrictions that may lead to 
unnecessary increase in height of building to 
enable refuge floor to be non accountable for 
GFA. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2(c) 
 

 
Item 10 
ADF 4/2012 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
item 8 
ADF 2/2012 

 
BD considered that since there were alternatives for 
complying with the requirement of interchange 
between staircases, provision of refuge floor, if not 
mandatory by itself, would be GFA accountable.  
However, provision of sky garden cum refuge floor to 
comply with the aforesaid requirement might be 
exempted from GFA if the design complied with the 
acceptance criteria stipulated under the relevant JPN / 
PNAP. 

Exit Door and Landing 
Every door opening on to a landing between 
flights of a required staircase should not at 
any point of its swing, reduce the effective 
radius of the landing to less than the width of 
the required staircase. 
 

Landings should be provided at the top and 
bottom of each flight not less in width and 
length than the width of required staircase, 
and no exit door should be at any part of its 
swing reduce the effective width or effective 
radius of such landing as the case may be. 
 

In case of straight run part of a staircase, 
there is no turning radius and, therefore, 
clause B13.3 and the latter half of clause 14.3 
(i.e. or "effective radius of such landing as the 
case may be") become not applicable. As 
such, there is only a need to fulfill "no exit 
door should.be at any part of its swing reduce 
the effective width of such landing" as per the 
following diagram: 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B13.3/ 14.3 
 

 
Item 13 
ADF 4/2012 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that the scenarios as shown in the attached 
drawings were acceptable under Clause B13.3 and 
B14.3 of the Fire Safety Code.   However, HKIA were 
required to consider whether the scenarios as shown 
could comply with the requirements stipulated in the 
Design Manual : Barrier Free Access. 
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Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

 

Exit Door and Landing (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 Item 13 
ADF 4/2012 
(cont’d) 
 

 

 
 

   

Connection of Staircases 
BD is requested to advise whether it is 
acceptable to waive such requirement in 
case the building is wholly owned by a single 
firm, purpose built for its own use with a 
central management having no intention to 
sublet, such as a bank building, a superstore 
or a multimedia production centre. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2 

 
Item 4 
ADF 5/2012 
HKIA 

 
BD responded that the requirement under Clause B8.2 
of the FS Code on access between required staircases 
would be applicable to all types of buildings, and 
except for shopping arcade situations, passages 
physically separated from the remainders of the 
building should be provided as access between the 
required staircases, and whether fire resisting rating 
being required for such separations would be governed 
by Subsection C7 of the FS Code.  
That said, BD might consider any request for waiving 
the provision of such physical  separations  in  buildings  
under  single  ownership  upon receipt of full and 
satisfactory substantiation of the circumstances of 
individual cases (including but not limited to single 
ownership subject to restriction on alienation under the 
lease, management measures to ensure the non-
provision of key-operated security devices at staircase 
lobby doors / the availability of effective means of 
communication with the building management like 
intercom, etc.) to illustrate / safeguard that access 
between staircases would be available at all times. 
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 Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Fire Rated Doors under Fire Code 2011  
….. new COP ….implemented this April 
2012, a fire rated door or door with smoke 
seal, the door should be tested for 
compliance with Subsection E9 ….. 
 

….there are only 1 or 2 labs in HK can carry 
out such test, for A&A  proposals and 
licensed premises  applications, they can 
hardly fulfill the requirements at the moment. 
Would BD consider any grace period on such 
compliance for small A&A jobs and licences 
application cases? 
 

 
Fire Code 

 
Item 18 
ADF 5/2012 
HKIS 
 
also refer 
Item 5 
ADF 1/2013 

 
It was suggested that there should be a grace period 
of say six months for the installation of fire rated doors 
with smoke seal complying with the new FS Code for 
small A&A jobs as there was very limited supply of such 
doors in the market. 
 

BD advised that prior to the setting up of local 
laboratory for conducting smoke seal tests (tentatively 
in early 2013), APs of A&A projects having difficulties in 
sourcing fire doors with valid smoke seal test report 
could put up their cases with substantiation for 
consideration by BD on a case by case basis. 

Definition of an Atrium 
Please clarify whether all vertical space over 
15m high and 3 storey high are considered 
“atrium” under the COP FS. 
 

Vertical space over 15m high and 3 storey 
high but with openings directly connected to 
external and naturally ventilated (like in most 
school buildings) should not be considered 
as an “atrium” under the COP FS due to no 
or extremely low risk of trapping of smoke. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C10.3 

 
Item 24 
ADF 5/2012 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2014 

 
BD clarified that its response to the matter had been 
recorded in Item 13 of Summary of Items  Discussed  in  
the  ADF  held  on 18.5.2012, relevant part of which was 
recapped as follows:- 
BD advised that during the drafting of the FS Code, the 
15m high restriction was mainly intended for 
application to indoor commercial atria.   Since the 
designs and layouts of buildings varied, it would be 
impractical to give a definition on “atrium”.   Where the 
concerned area was open on two sides to the external 
air, depending on the layout, it might not be taken as 
an atrium in the context of the FS Code.   BD would take 
a pragmatic approach in applying the requirement of 
“atrium” under Clause C10.3, taking into consideration 
the natural ventilation and the design aspects on a case 
by case basis in vetting GBP submissions. 

Refuge Roof 
Unlike Refuge Floor, there is no requirement 
that the Refuge Roof must be without other 
facilities.   As long as COP FS B18.3 can be 
complied other facilities (private roof garden 
directly accessible from units at the top floor, 
farming plot, water feature etc) can be 
provided next to the refuge area. 
 

Please clarify if the above understanding is 
correct. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B18.3 

 
Item 27 
ADF 5/2012 
AAP 

 
BD pointed out that it had been spelled out in the 
Commentary for Clause B18.3 of the FS Code (as 
promulgated in April 2012) that for a roof partly 
designated as refuge area and partly designated as 
private roof, no structures other than a stairhood would 
be allowed in the private roof area. The private roof area 
should be separated from the required refuge area by 
a solid fence wall of not less than 1.5m high, any 
stairhood at the private roof area to be erected within 
1.8m of the required refuge area should have an FRR 
of not less than -/60/60. 
 

Refuge Roof 
Can the following area be considered as 
refuge area? 
 

Roof area fully complying COP FS B18.3 but 
covered with >2.3m headroom and fully 
open on more than 1 side and directly 
connecting to the remaining refuge area on 
the Refuge Roof. (areas underneath an 
overhang / architectural feature >2.3m clear) 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B18.3 

 
Item 28 
ADF 5/2012 
AAP 

 
BD clarified that covered roof areas would not qualify 
for counting towards the refuge areas required under 
Clause B18.3(b) of the FS Code. That said, individual 
non-excessive architecture features overlooking the 
refuge roof might only be acceptable on a case by case 
basis where APs should satisfactorily demonstrate the 
merits and effects of such features. 
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Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Smoke Seal 
Fellow architects reflect that smoke seal test 
is still not available in the local market.    It is 
particularly critical in A&A projects as the 
duration of such projects is usually short and 
to obtain a foreign test certificate is time 
consuming and costly. The question is 
whether BD would allow a grace period for 
doors with smoke seal at least for A&A 
projects until such smoke seal test is 
available in the local market. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
E9.1, 9.2 

 
Item 5 
ADF 1/2013 
 
also refer 
Item 18 
ADF 5/2012 

 
The BD have learnt from the industry that there were 
difficulties in sourcing doors with smoke seal fully 
complying with Clauses E9.1 and E9.2 of the FS Code. 
Being a general phenomenon, HKIS and HKIA, at the 
request of BD, would write to BD on behalf of the 
industry to apply for a grace period in the application of 
the smoke seal requirement and BD would take 
appropriate action ASAP. 
 

[Post-meeting note: The BD had reviewed the provision 
of smoke seal for fire doors and amended Clauses E9.1 
and E9.2 of the FS Code as promulgated in the BA’s 
Circular Letter (CL) issued on 22.1.2013. Concurrently, 
the corrigenda and clarifications announced in the said 
CL have also been uploaded to BD’s website which 
would be incorporated in future edition of the FS Code.] 
 

 (Discharge of Staircase) 
“In the case of a building served by three or 
more required staircases, one in every three 
such required staircase may discharge 
through fire rated doors to an entrance 
hall ….”  As ‘entrance hall’ is not defined in 
the regulations, please advise whether the 
‘entrance hall’ in such case could be 
connected to a shopping arcade or a coffee 
shop, or under what condition could it be 
connected. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B9.1(b) 

 
Item 7 
ADF 1/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
In response to the list of enquiries from HKIA, BD’s reply 
in April 2012 had clarified that such discharge through 
shopping arcade would still be permitted under Clause 
B9.1(b) of the FS Code, and the term “entrance hall” 
therein served to ensure that such required staircase  
would  open  to  a  position  near  the  exit  leading  to  
the ultimate place of safety (i.e. not at the central part 
of the building). 

Firefighting and Rescue Stairway (FRS) 
BD’s BS requested staircase of FRS at 
basement to be provided with pressurization 
under Fire Code. HKIA would like BD to clarify 
whether this was the intention of the Fire 
Code. 
 

 
Fire Code 
D19, 21 

 
Item 21 
ADF 1/2013 
HKIA 

 
BD clarified that there was no change regarding the 
requirements on ventilation to FRS under the Code. 
 

[Post-meeting note: Access staircase of a FRS would 
only need to be provided with natural ventilation at each 
storey above the ground storey according to Clause 
D19.1(b) of the FS Code (i.e. same as MOA Code 21), 
and Clause D19.1(a) was meant to complement Clause 
D21.1 in that natural ventilation requirement under 
Clause D19.1(b) could be omitted by the provision of a 
mechanical system for controlling the ingress of smoke 
(i.e. pressurization)]. 

Fire Safety Code Matters 
(a) Pressurization of Basement Access Stairs 
  Under Means of Access ….. it is stated 

that ‘every access staircase … should be 
provided with (a) pressurization …. or (b) 
natural ventilation. Since (b) refers to 
storeys above the ground storey, is it 
correct to interpret that this clause applies 
to staircase above ground only. For 
staircase below ground, we may choose 
from the three alternatives shown in 
Diagram D2. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
D19.1 

 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2013 
HKIA 

 
(a) The BD advised that access staircase of a 

firefighting and rescue stairway (FRS) would only 
need to be provided with natural ventilation at each 
storey above the ground storey according to 
Clause D19.1(b)(i) of the Fire Safety Code (FS 
Code) (i.e. same as para. 21 of the MOA Code). 
Clause D19.1(a) of the FS Code was meant to 
complement Clause D21.1 in that natural ventilation 
requirement under Clause D19.1(b) could be 
omitted by the provision of a mechanical system  
for controlling the  ingress of smoke (i.e. 
pressurization). Diagram D2 refers to natural 
ventilation for the lobby of FRS in storeys below 
ground storey. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Fire Safety Code Matters (cont’d) 
(b) Compartment Limitation for Carpark 
 Fire Resisting Construction ….. 

compartment area of carpark is limited to 
10,500 m2 while in COP for Minimum Fire 
Service Installations and Equipment 4.4 
(xii) smoke extraction is required for any 
fire compartment exceeding 7000 m3  
where the designed fire load is likely to 
exceed 1135 MJ/m2. Is it correct to 
interpret that 1135 MJ/m2 refers to loading 
and unloading areas only. If it also refers 
to carpark, then the compartment area of 
10,500 m2 would be meaningless as the 
headroom would become 1.5 m only. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Tabl C1 

 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2013 
(cont’d) 

 
(b) The BD advised that the criteria / requirements in 

Item 4.4(xii) of the CoP for Minimum Fire Service 
Installations and Equipment (i.e. compartment 
volume, fire load and usage) are for  the  provision  
of  smoke  extraction  system  in  basements which 
exceed 230m2 of usable floor area.  This is a 
separate issue whereas the compartment area 
under Table C1 of the FS Code is for fire 
compartmentation purpose, i.e. every building 
should be divided into fire compartments by fire 
barriers without exceeding the fire compartment 
(area / volume) specified in Table C1 to prohibit the 
spread of fire. 

 

(c) Clause C8.1 of Fire Safety Code 
(Insulation) 

 ….. informed that FSD does not agree to 
the adding of sprinkler to substitute 
insulation requirement. BD is requested to 
advise whether the above is an official 
stand of FSD. 

 

Fire Code 
2011 
C8.1 

 (c) The BD advised that the consultant of the FS Code 
and the FSD had been consulted on the proposal 
of providing sprinklers for relaxing  the  FRR  on  
insulation  to  30  minutes  for  door  or shutter, the 
opening of which is more than 25% of the length of 
the compartment wall concerned. Both the 
consultant and the FSD had commented on and 
agreed to the current requirements which have 
been incorporated in the corrigenda to Clause C8.1 
of the FS Code as promulgated in April 2012. 

 

The BD would liaise with the FSD on the details 
regarding the adequacy / acceptability of the 
additional sprinklers proposed under Clause C8.1 
of the FS Code and submission of test report.  

 
(d) Occupancy Capacity for Use 

Classification 1(b) 
 In Table B1, flats with 5 or more flats 

served by one staircase per floor demand 
the use of an occupancy capacity of 4.5 
m2/person. A domestic building of 10 flats 
per floor, average UFA per flat 41.6 m2 
would end up in having 93 persons per 
floor, which is rather absurd. If the building 
is 45 storeys high, it would require either 3 
no. 1.05 m stairs or 2 no. 1.35 m stairs, 
which is again abnormal for a domestic 
building. A revisit of this requirement is 
requested. 

  (d) The  BD  advised  that  a  paper  on  the  subject  
matter was discussed in the meeting of the 
Technical Committee (TC) on the FS Code held on 
25.1.2013. After deliberation, members of the TC 
would give their views on the continual adoption of 
the occupancy factors for assessing the population 
of flats according to Table B1 of the FS Code, and 
in case such occupancy factors were considered to 
be in need of review, the approach and 
methodology of conducting the review. HKIA could 
provide comments to their representative in the TC. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Fire Safety Code Matters (cont’d) 
(e) Occupancy Capacity for Use 

Classification 1(b) 
 In Table 1, it is described as ‘Flats with 

corridor or balcony access having five or 
more flats served by each staircase’.  The 
question is what is the significance of ‘with 
corridor or balcony access’?  Does it 
mean that if all the flats are accessible 
from the lobby then this clause would not 
apply? 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Table B1 

 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2013 
(cont’d) 

 
(e)  See item (d) above. 

(Smoke Seal Door) 
A member enquired whether the BD would 
accept assessment reports on smoke seal 
performance as required under Clause E9.1 
of the FS Code, which were based on 
validated test reports. The member 
supplemented that the assessment reports 
were prepared in accordance with the test 
standards as specified in Clause E9.1. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
E9.1 

 
Item 15 
ADF 2/2013 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that in accordance with Clause E16.2 
of the Fire Safety Code (FS Code), a laboratory which 
had been duly accredited to carry out smoke control 
test(s) listed in Clause E9.1 of the FS Code for smoke 
seal door has been recognised to prepare assessment 
reports to certify the fire properties of smoke seal doors 
under Clause E9.1 of the FS Code based on test 
report(s) on smoke seal door even carried out under 
other testing standard(s). 
 

FS Code – Misc Issues 
(a) Required Staircase 
 The horizontal distance measured 

between a required staircase and any 
one of the other required staircase is no 
longer specified to be “along the 
corridor”. If the aforesaid interpretation is 
correct, it is suggested to add information 
to Diagram B3 to avoid ambiguity. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B11.3(b) 

 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2013 
HKIA 

(a) FS Code Clause B11.3(b) stipulates that the 
horizontal distance between a required staircase or 
a discharge point and any one of the other required 
staircases or discharge points should be measured 
on plan along the centreline of the "exit route". The 
description of "...along the corridor..."  in  MOE  Code  
para. 14.3(c) is no longer necessary in FS Code 
Clause B11.3(b) since the definition of "exit route" 
has been elaborated in FS Code  Part  A  Section  3  
with  illustration  vide  Diagram  A2. Also, its 
Diagrams B2 and B4 have clearly illustrated the 
requirements of Clause B11.3(b), and Diagram B3 
aims to illustrate Clauses B11.3(a), B11.6 and B11.7 
where an angle of not less than 30o formed between 
the lines to 2 exits at a room /an area is required for 
accepting the room / area as being provided with 
alternative exits. 

 
(b) Fireman’s Lift Lobby 
  It is specified herein that “Every lobby to 

a fireman’s lift should have access,… to 
an exit route”. It is understood from 
HKIA’s representative in the FSD Liaison 
Group that FSD insisted that the access 
from the fireman’s lift lobby to an exit 
route should be through a protected 
route. To avoid confusion, it is suggested 
that a practice note of some sort be 
issued to clarify the point. 

 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
D11.4 

  
(b)Clarifications of FS Code Clause D11.4 would be 

made soonest possible upon clarification and 
consultation with FSD. 

 

 [Post meeting notes: Necessary revisions to FS 
Code Clause B16.1 and D11.4 were presented at 
the meeting of the Technical Committee on the FS 
Code held on 18.7.2013, which would be 
considered for promulgation vide the 3rd  
Corrigenda to the FS Code.] 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

FS Code – Misc Issues (cont’d) 
(c) Exit Route 
 It is stipulated herein that when an exit 
route adjoins another exit route, the walls 
along the exit route should be returned along 
the frontage for 450mm.    Noting the 
acceptance of a projection in lieu of a return 
to achieve fire separation in Diagram C3, the 
BD is requested to advise whether the same 
principle could be applied to B5.7 such that 
450mm return be replaced by a 450mm 
projection separating two exit route. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B5.7 

 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2013 
(cont’d) 
 

 
(c) FS Code Clause B5.7 (the wall enclosing the exit 

route should be returned along the frontage of the 
final discharge or project from the frontage for a 
distance of not less than 450mm) is under Part B on 
“Means of Escape” whereas Clause C9.8 and its 
Diagram C3 are under Part C on “Fire Resisting 
Construction”. FS Code Clause B5.7 aims to divert 
persons discharging from 2 immediate adjoining 
staircases / exit routs to avoid their clashing with 
others at the discharge points of such staircases / 
exit routes. Any   proposal without a minimum 
450mm return along the frontage of the final 
discharge which could be satisfactorily 
demonstrated to fulfill the spirit of Clause B5.7 as 
aforesaid would be considered on a case by case 
basis. 

 
FS Code – Misc Issues 
(a) Separation between F&B premises and 

adjoining shops 
 In an A&A project for a shopping mall, the 

rejection letter for BA14 has the following 
comment: “The F&B premises should be 
separated from adjoining shops with 
walls constructed up to structural ceiling 
and having an FRP of not less than 1 
hour.” 

 

 We are not sure ….. as the shopping mall 
is under common  management and has 
the same fire  services system, while the 
shop and the F&B or restaurant are of the 
same category of use in the Code. The 
F&B premise and the adjoining shop is 
within the same compartment. The 
shopfronts are all open and not fire 
resistant at all. If the F&B premise is 
leased to a Café, there could be movable 
seating in the corridor. Please clarify on 
the reason for having the fire–rated walls. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C7 

 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2013 
HKIA 

 
(a)The BD advised that according to Subsection C7 of 

the FS Code, an F&B premises should have fire 
separation from other uses and different 
occupancies except for the common corridor of a 
shopping arcade in which it is located.   For special 
situations, e.g. an ancillary café in a bookshop (as 
one single occupancy), BD will consider the 
necessity of such fire separation within the 
bookshop premises on a case-by-case basis. 

b) Checking under Table B2  
 Please confirm ….. for a storey which is 

sub-divided into different fire 
compartments and where the MOE of 
one compartment does not need to pass 
through its adjoining compartment before 
accessing to a required   staircase, the 
checking of “Min. No. of Exit/ Min. Total 
Width/ Min. Width of Each Door/Route” 
under Table B2 of the Code as against 
the occupant capacity of each room and 
each fire compartment will suffice, and it 
is NOT necessary to check for the whole 
storey in question? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B7, B8 
Table B2 

  
(b) The BD clarified that compliance with Subsections 

B7 and B8 and Table B2 of the FS Code should be 
checked for each room, each storey and each 
compartment. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

FS Code – Misc Issues  (cont’d) 
(c) Clause D11.1 Fireman’s Lift Lobby 
 In Clause D11.1, it is said that the 

fireman’s lift lobby “should be separated 
from that floor by walls and doors having 
an FRR of not less than that required for 
the elements of construction in that 
floor”. As can be seen in the figure 
(please refer to Appendix I), the FRR of 
the door leading from the fireman’s lift 
lobby to the floor is of course -/60/60 in 
case of an office building or a residential 
building.     

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
D11.1 

 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2013 
(cont’d) 

 
(c)The  BD  advised  that  as  the  walls  and  doors  of 

the whole fireman’s lift lobby shown in Diagram D3 
of the FS Code should have at least the FRR required 
for the floor served, the door marked ‘X’ in Appendix 
I between the fireman’s lift lobby and the fire exit 
stairs should have an FRR of ~/60/60. 

 However, the door marked ‘X’ on the 
plan leading from the fireman’s lift lobby 
into the fire exit stair should be only -
/30/30 as (a) it is not separating the 
fireman’s lift lobby from the floor and (b) 
the fire hazard of a fireman’s lift lobby 
should be no different from that of any 
other smoke lobby in which case the 
door needs only be -/30/30. Please 
confirm if the above understanding is 
correct. 

  
 

 

 
(d) Refuge Roof 
 Under Clause B18.3 in Section B of the 

FS Code, the main roof of a building 
may be regarded as refuge floor for the 
purpose of Clause 18.1, provided that 
the roof area complies with (a) to (e) in 
Clause B18.3. It’s not uncommon that 
potable, flushing, or FS water pipes, 
storm water drain, etc. may be installed 
on the floor surface to enable them to be 
transferred from the service core to the 
re-entrants or pipe duct doghouses.  
Normally, such pipes will be covered by 
small steps or platforms of not more 
than 300mm high (in the form of simple 
open-sided steel frame steps with 
expanded metal platform) to maintain 
unobstructed access to various parts of 
the flat roof. Please clarify if the 
provision of such services with small 
steps or steel platforms is considered 
acceptable within the refuge area at 
main roof level under Clause 18.3(a). 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B18.3 

 
also refer 
follow up 
Item 1 
ADF 1/2014 

 
(d)The BD advised that whether such metal platforms 

over water-borne services could be counted towards 
the refuge area would be considered on a case-by-
case basis, taking into account the reasonableness 
of such provision and the extent (area) to be 
minimised. The BD added that fire-resistant 
enclosure should  not be required for such water-
borne services at the refuge roof. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

FS Code – Misc Issues  (cont’d) 
(e) Access to Staircase 
 Clause B8.2 states that “where two or 

more required staircases are needed, 
people using one required staircase 
should be able to gain access to at least 
one other required staircase at any time, 
without having to pass through other 
person’s private premises”. Can the 
access to the “one other required 
staircase” be gained through a fire 
compartment other than the fire 
compartment directly connected to the 
first “required staircase”? In other 
words, can the access pass through two 
fire compartments? 

 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
B8.2 

 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2013 
(cont’d) 

 
(e) The BD confirmed that the access to the “one other 
required staircase” could be gained through a fire 
compartment other than the fire compartment directly 
connected to the first “required staircase” provided that 
the two concerned fire compartments would be linked 
through a by-pass lobby, the passage between the two 
staircases would not pass through other person’s 
private premises, and the design would comply with 
other relevant provisions of the FS Code. 

 (f) Clause B8.2 (Refuge Floor) 
 According to Clause B8.2, staircase 

transfer at every floor is not required if 
such transfer is provided at refuge 
floor(s) and the roof. It is specifically 
stated that such refuge floor(s) should 
be “provided   evenly”   between   floors.  
Please   clarify   if   the “provided evenly” 
is interpreted on the basis of the number 
of  storeys, or the actual height of the 
intervening storeys concerned. 

 

   
(f) The BD clarified that the number of storeys should 
be the basis under the normal circumstances. 
Regarding the provision of a refuge floor immediately 
above the office floors of a tower with 22 storeys of hotel 
above 20 storeys of office, the BD advised that it might 
be accepted if it could be justified in terms of fire safety 
with individual merits and special circumstances such 
as  reasonableness of the proposed design and the 
configuration of different uses. 

Grass Paving Materials for the Emergency 
Vehicular Access 
…..  FSD might accept EVA to be 
constructed with grass paving materials 
subject to the acceptance by the HyD. 
 

They supplemented that this issue was 
discussed in the FSD/AP Liaison Group.    In 
the meeting, the FSD agreed in principle to 
accept EVA to be constructed with grass 
paving materials subject to the location of 
grass paving materials and the provision of 
such would not hinder the FSD’s operation. 
 

As  such,  members  enquired  if  BD  would  
accept  EVA  to  be constructed with grass 
paving materials. 
 

  
Item 16 
ADF 4/2013 
HKIA 

 
The BD noted the discussions between HKIA and the 
FSD on this issue, and would keep in view the outcome 
of the discussions and liaise with the FSD for any 
necessary follow up action. 
 

In the meanwhile, when processing the application for 
modification to permit EVA with grass paving, the BD 
would follow its established practice by taking into 
account the comments from the FSD. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

FS Code – Misc Issues 
(a) Matter relating to Exit Route 
  With reference to the definition of 

“Special hazard” in Section 3 (p.18) of 
Code, “special hazard areas include 
transformer rooms, electrical plant 
rooms, central A/C plant rooms, lift 
Clause B5.4 ….., “any opening from 
such area of special hazard into any exit 
route should be provided with a 
protected lobby”. 

 ….. if “any exit route” refers to any 
internal area in the building, including 
unprotected corridors, or does it refer to 
just protected parts of an exit route. 

 

 
Fire Code 
B5.4 

 
Item 3 
ADF 5/2013 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 2/2014 
 

 
(a) The BD advised that the concerned phrase “any exit 

route” included both protected and unprotected exit 
route and explained that those rooms mentioned in 
the definition of “Special Hazard” were usually of 
higher risks than other common building services 
plant rooms such as water meter room which would 
not require the provision of a lobby.   HKIA would 
prepare a list of those other common building 
services plant rooms which could not fall within the 
“Special Hazard” category in the definition clause 
under Section 3 of the Fire Code (p.18) for BD’s 
consideration. 

 

(b) Matter relating to Fire Barriers 
  …..Clause C8.1 of the Code, “openings 

should not be formed at fire barriers 
forming part of a fire compartment as 
described in Clause C3.1 unless such 
openings are protected by fire rated 
doors or fire shutters having an FRR of 
not less than that of such fire barriers”, 
meaning that fire rated doors can 
function as fire barriers. However, with 
reference to Clause C10.3 (a) regarding 
an atrium in a sprinkler protected 
building, “the fire barrier can be formed 
by fire rated walls, fire shutters, fire 
curtains or fire rated glazings”, wherein 
fire rated doors are not mentioned. 

 

  Please clarify whether fire barriers can 
be formed by fire rated doors. 

 

Fire Code 
2011 
C8.1 

 (b) The BD confirmed that fire rated doors were 
acceptable for protection of openings formed in fire 
barriers under Clause C10.3(a) of the FS Code for 
the purpose of separating the atrium from other 
spaces. In response to a query, the BD further 
clarified that there was no requirement on smoke 
seal performance for the fire rated door provided 
under Clause C8.1 of the FS Code. 

(c)  Smoke Seal Lobby for Lift Doors at the 
Basement 
Clause C9.1(d) of the FS Code requires 
that where “a lift connects basement 
with storeys above the ground storey, 
the lift doors at the basement should be 
protected by a smoke seal lobby 
complying with Part E”. Our 
understanding is that such smoke seal 
lobby (including the door of such lobby) 
does not need to be of FRR 
construction, and only the lift well and 
the lift door are required to have FRR as 
per Clause C9.1(a) to (c).  Please advise 
if this understanding is correct. 

 

 also refer 
Item 5 
ADF 4/2019 
 

(c) The BD confirmed that the smoke seal lobby 
concerned did not require to have any specific FRR.  
However, its construction should be able to perform 
its function as a smoke seal lobby under the relevant 
criteria of the testing standard.   In addition, if the 
subject lift was a fireman’s lift, the lobby and lobby 
doors should have the required FRR in accordance 
with Clause D11.1 of the FS Code. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

FS Code Subsection E13 – Internal Wall and 
Ceiling Linings and Decorative Finishes 
…..  all decorative finishes and linings are 
required to be tested for their non-
combustibility. ….. these decorative finishes 
and linings could achieve a surface spread 
of flame characteristic of not worse than 
Class 1 or 2 determined in accordance with 
BS 476 Part 7, but difficult to achieve “non-
combustible” for test in accordance with BS 
476 Part 4…..would  like  BD  to  review  the  
need  of  fulfillment  of  BS  476  Part 4 
standard for these finishes and linings. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
E13 

 
Item 10 
ADF 5/2013 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 21 
ADF 4/2014 
 

 
The BD would study the background of the requirements 
on non-combustible materials for linings and decorative 
finishes within protected exits under FS Code Clause 
E13 and conduct a review if necessary. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Follow Up - Refuge Roof 
(b) ADF 4/2013 (regarding water-borne 

pipes / services laid over refuge roof) 
 ….. we further propose that the metal 

platform over such water-borne pipes 
with a width and length of at least 50% 
greater than the width of the widest 
required staircase serving the roof can 
be included in the refuge area 
calculation. This is also in line with the 
logic of Clause B18.3(d) regarding the 
minimum dimension of refuge area. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B18.3 

 
Item 1 
ADF 1/2014 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 1(d) 
ADF 4/2013 
 

 
(b)The BD advised that whether such metal platform 

over water-borne pipes at roof could be included in 
the refuge area calculation would be considered on 
a case-by-case basis. In any case, extensive metal 
platform would not be accepted. 

Use of Grass Turf for Refuge Roof 
PNAP ….. regarding Wholesale Conversion 
of Existing Buildings ….. “To promote the 
provision of greenery for environmental 
enhancement…. In view of the constraints 
posed by the original design of the existing 
building, the BA is also prepared to accept 
a refuge floor, including the main roof as a 
refuge floor… subject to the provision of 
enhanced FSI… and the incorporation of 
suitable greenery within the refuge floor.  
 
If the main roof is used as a refuge floor, it 
should be designed as a green roof such 
that no less than 50% of the total roof area 
is planted with greenery.”  
 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-122 
Para 3 

 
Item 2 
ADF 1/2014 
HKIA 
 

 
The  BD  remarked  that  the  portion  of  a  roof  providing 
access between required staircases (where deemed 
necessary) should be hard-paved. 
 

Whether short grass turf suitable for foot traffic was 
acceptable to be provided at the refuge roof and be 
counted towards the net area for refuge would be 
considered on a case-by-case basis.   As the refuge 
floor may also be used for firefighting staging activities, 
FSD’s advice regarding such provision would also be 
sought on such circumstances. 

Use of Grass Turf for Refuge Roof (cont’d) 
………. 
It is also stated in the footnote that 
“Greenery in the form of a short grass turf 
suitable for foot traffic can be counted 
towards the net area for refuge.” 
 

Based on the above rationale, we believe 
that for new development proposals, short 
grass turf suitable for foot traffic is also 
readily acceptable to be provided at the 
refuge roof for environmental enhancement 
purpose and to be counted towards the net 
area for refuge as well.   Please confirm ….. 
 

 Item 2 
ADF 1/2014 
(cont’d) 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

FS Code – Misc Issues 
(a) Maximum Travel Distance for Use 

Classification 1 and 2 
 …..it is stated that “In a storey which is 

served by two or more protected exits or 
points of discharge… the maximum 
travel distance including any deadend 
travel distance, is limited to… 24m from 
the flat/guestroom exit door to the 
nearest required staircase…” Together 
with Clause B11.2 regarding deadend 
travel distance for the same use 
classification (i.e. 24m from any point 
within a flat to its exit door), it is apparent 
that the maximum total travel distance 
permitted will then be 48m (24m +24m), 
providing that travel in 2 different 
directions at a point 15m from the flat 
exit door is also fulfilled. 

 

 However, in a recent project, the case-
officer has insisted that the maximum 
travel distance from the farthest point in 
a flat to the nearest required staircase is 
only 24m.  Please confirm that the 
interpretation in the former paragraph 
(total maximum travel distance being 48 
m) is correct. 

 

  
Fire Code 
2011 
B11 

 
Item 3 
ADF 1/2014 
HKIA 
 

 
(a) The BD explained that the requirements of dead end 

travel distance and maximum travel distance for 
buildings in Use Classifications 1 and 2 had been 
stated in Clauses B11.2(a) and B 11.3(a)(i) of the FS 
Code 2011. For cases not involving balcony approach 
of the above use classifications, the total maximum 
travel distance from any point within a unit to the 
nearest required staircase achievable could be 48m. 

(b) Smoke Outlets for Basement 
 Under Clause C14.2(a), it is stated that 

“smoke outlets… be not more than 30m 
apart and situated along the street 
frontages or adjacent to external walls”, 
and under Clause C14.2(b), it is stated 
that “smoke outlets… be evenly 
distributed around the perimeter of the 
building…”  

 

 Please clarify if the aforesaid separation 
requirements of not more than 30m 
apart for the smoke outlets apply only to 
the “external outlets” and do not apply 
to the “internal smoke intake openings” 
within the basement. 

 

Fire Code 
2011 
C14.2 

also refer 
Item 10 
ADF 2/2015 

(b) The BD clarified that the said separation 
requirement of not more than 30m apart for smoke 
outlets applied only to the external discharge points 
but not to the internal smoke intake openings within 
the basement. In addition, the BD highlighted that 
the internal smoke intake openings within the 
basement  should be evenly distributed and 
provided to every fire compartment and met the 
aggregated 
area requirements and other requirements in 
Clause C14.2 of the FS Code 2011 unless a 
dynamic smoke extraction system was to be 
provided in accordance with Clause C14.3 of the 
FS Code 2011. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

FS Code – Misc Issues  (cont’d) 
(c) Fire Separation in Same Compartment 

and Occupancy 
 In an institutional project, the case 

officer has requested that fire separation 
e.g. fire-rated doors/fire shutters be 
provided between common corridor/ 
atrium and the adjacent same 
institutional uses in the same 
compartment (e.g. computer room, 
multi-purpose room, staff office, multi-
media seminar/conference rooms, 
meeting room, etc.), as the officer 
opines that different usages of spaces 
have to be separated with fire-resistant 
construction.   Please confirm that the 
requested fire separation is not 
necessary as the mentioned rooms and 
the common corridor/atrium are within 
the same compartment. 

 

 Item 3 
ADF 1/2014 
(cont’d) 
 

 
(c) The BD advised that a school building as a whole 

could be considered as an educational 
establishment and if under the control of one 
operator, could be considered as under single 
occupancy. As such, multi-purpose rooms/ 
classrooms etc. should all be considered as under 
the same use classification and a single 
occupancy. The BD requested HKIA to provide 
information on specific uses where fire separation 
was uncertain if necessary. 

(d) Discharge Width of Required Staircase 
 In a residential project, our proposal to 

have different widths for the 2 required  
staircases  of  the residential tower  (one  
being 1100mm wide and the other 
1500mm) has been rejected, despite 
their compliance to the requirements of 
total discharge value and minimum 
individual and total width of staircases 
as stipulated in Clause B12.1 and B8.1.  
Further, we have been requested to 
determine the minimum width of 
required staircases by dividing the total 
discharge value by the number of 
staircases. 

 

 Please confirm that it is allowed to 
provide required staircases of different 
widths, and that it is not necessary to 
determine the minimum width of 
required staircases in the 
aforementioned way. 

 

 
Fire Code 
B12.1 
B8.1 

 (d)  The BD confirmed that it was acceptable to include 
all required staircases into the calculation for 
minimum total width of exit routes if the width of 
these required staircases were not in excess of 50% 
above the width of the narrowest staircase 
according to Clause B8.1(b) of the FS Code 2011. 

 

The BD further advised that normally it might not be 
necessary to determine the minimum width of  
required staircases by dividing the total discharge 
value by the number of staircases and it was 
acceptable to have required staircases at different 
sizes provided that the width of the required 
staircases would satisfy the requirements in Table 
B2 of the FS Code 2011. 

FRR for Raised Floor 
Pursuant to Item 7(b) of ADF 1/2012 and 
Item 5 of ADF on 3 August 2012, the BD 
provided an update on the FRR requirement 
for raised floor system exceeding 600mm in 
height to be installed in a data centre. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
tem 14 
ADF 1/2014 
BD 
 

follow up of 
Item 7 
ADF 1/2012 
Item 5 
ADF 4/2012 

 
The BD cited a recent case tabled to the Building 
Committee that raised floor systems higher than 600mm 
without adequate FRR was accepted subject to the 
submission of justification for the raised floor system 
and provision of fire services installations to the 
satisfaction of the FSD. 

 

 



Draft 1.4.2021     34 
 

  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Matter relating to Exit Route 
…ADF 5/2013, we have prepared a list of 
building services plant rooms which are 
within the category of “Special Hazard” 
[under Section 3 ….. and another list of 
building services plant rooms which should 
not be considered as “Special Hazard” as 
follows for consideration:- 
 

Special Hazard (current list under Code): 
Transformer rooms, electrical plant rooms, 
central A/C plant rooms, lift machine rooms, 
main switch rooms, generator rooms, boiler 
rooms, and the like. 
 

For “the like” items, we propose the 
following to be added to the list for the sake 
of clarity: 
Chemical stores, Dangerous goods (DG) 
stores, and Battery & charger rooms. 
 
The following building services plant rooms 
should not be considered as “Special 
Hazard”: Electrical meter rooms, Electrical  
sub-switch  rooms  (located  on each floor), 
Water pump rooms, Fire services pump 
rooms, AHU rooms, PAU rooms, TBE / MDF 
rooms, Fire services control room, FM 200 
plant room (for fire services), Water meter 
rooms, Cable duct / Pipe duct, ELV rooms, 
SMATV or CABD rooms, Computer server 
rooms, and the like. 
 

Please consider to incorporate / clarify the 
above in the relevant sections of the Code. 
 

 
Fire Code 

 
Item 1 
ADF 2/2014 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 3 (a) 
ADF 5/2013 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2014 
 

Item 1 
ADF 3/2015 
 

Item 14 
ADF 3/2016 
 

 
The BD opined that it was not necessary to add to the 
list for Special Hazard areas.    Regarding the list for non-
Special Hazard areas, the BD commented that the size 
of the rooms concerned was also a factor of 
consideration. The BD further commented   that 
“Electrical sub-switch rooms” was already covered by 
“Electrical meter rooms” and should be deleted.   The 
BD also requested HKIA to clarify the abbreviations use 
and to propose a revised list for consideration. 
 
[Post-meeting notes: 
HKIA prepared the following list of areas that should not 
be considered as Special Hazard: 
Electrical Meter Rooms (EMR), Water Meter Cabinets, 
Water Pump Rooms, Fire Services (FS) Pump Rooms, 
Air Handling Unit (AHU) Rooms, Primary Air Unit (PAU) 
Rooms, Telephone & Broadcasting Equipment  (TBE)  
Rooms,  (MDF)  Rooms,  Fire  Services  (FS) Control 
Rooms, (FM200) Plant Room, Water Meter Rooms 
(WMR), Cable  Ducts,  Pipe  Ducts  (PD),  Extra-light  
Voltage  (ELV) Equipment Rooms, Satellite Master 
Antenna for Television (SMATV)  Rooms,  Communal  
Aerial  Broadcast  Distribution (CABD) Rooms, 
Computer Server Rooms, and the like. 
 

The BD would follow up HKIA’s recommendation 
concerning the FS Code.] 
 

Access to Staircase 
Clause B8.2 of the Code states that “Where 
2 or more required staircases are needed, 
people using one required staircase should 
be able to gain access to at least one other 
required staircase at any time, without 
having to pass through other person’s 
private premises……”. 
 

In an earlier BD Discussion Forum, it was 
clarified that the above requirement (i.e. 
gain access to one other required staircase 
at any time without having to pass through 
other person’s private premises) may not be 
applicable to building which is under one 
single common management.    
………. 

 
Fire Code 
B8.2 

 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2014 
HKIA 
 
 

 
It was discussed that for common building types such 
as School/Institution, Hospital, and Museum, the BD 
would consider them operating under one single 
common management, and the requirement for access 
to one other required staircase at any time without 
having to pass through other person’s private premises 
was generally not applicable.    While for building types 
such as Hotel, Church, PPE, Convention Centre, and 
Clubhouse, the BD would consider them on a case-by-
case basis, and proof that the areas were under one 
single common management would be required as 
substantiation for the BD’s consideration. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Access to Staircase  (cont’d) 
………. 
Under such circumstances, please clarify if 
such requirement  is  therefore  not  
applicable  to  such  building  types  as 
Hotel, School, Hospital, Museum, 
Churches, PPE, Convention Centre 
(including  their  ancillary  facilities  such  as  
storage, workshops, supporting offices, 
retails and restaurants managed by the 
same facilities management) and the like, 
taking into account such buildings will be 
under one single common management, 
with  special building layout requirements, 
as well as unique functional requirements. 
 

 Item 2 
ADF 2/2014 
(cont’d) 
 

 

(Lift Landing Door) 
Code….."(c) a door provided at a lift landing 
to give access to the car of a lift and any 
other door to the liftwell wall should have an 
FRR of not less than that of the fire barriers 
therein with regard to integrity, or not less 
than -/120/-; " 
Please clarify which scenario below speaks 
the above-mentioned FRR requirement of 
lift landing door: 
 
i The FRR of landing door should be in 

any case not less than -/120/- following 
the FRR of fire barrier of lift well, 
irrelevant to the floor use. 

 

ii. The FRR of landing door should follow 
the FRR of the floor use. (For example, -
/60/- for FRR of landing door at office 
floor, -/120/- for FRR of landing door at 
industrial workplaces floor, etc.) 

 
 
 

 
Fire Code 
C9.1(c) 

 
Item 7 
ADF 2/2014 
HKIS 
 

 
The BD clarified that -/120/- should be the minimum 
requirement. 

Storey  served  by  Independent Required 
Staircases 
…..enquired if Clause B8.2 was applicable 
to a story serving by independent required 
staircases, such as the extant staircase 
arrangement for basement. 
 

 
Fire Code 
B8.2 

 
Item 9 
ADF 2/2014 
AAP 
 

 
The BD noted and would study the issue. 
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Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

(a) E -Applicable Standard for Fire Testing 
In Part E, BS EN standard is now generally 
recognized by BD for fire resistance tests 
while the use of British Standards BS476 
“will still be applicable until they are 
obsolete”. 
 

As most building materials need a long lead 
time for order and delivery, it is suggested 
to interpret “until they are obsolete” as “until 
they are revoked” to set a clear definition for 
the industry and a reasonable grace period 
of 12 months should also be allowed after 
the BS standard is revoked. 

 
Fire Code 
Part E 

 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2014 
HKIA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(a)  
The matter would be followed up in the Technical 
Committee to review the interpretation of "until they are 
obsolete" and make reference to the original meaning 
when the FS Code was drafted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(b) Atrium 
In  a  previous  Forum,  it  was  agreed  that 
the  requirement  of Atrium generally applied 
to commercial premises and was not 
applicable to multi-levels void spaces in 
School which was naturally ventilated. 
Members advised that this was generally 
observed by BD officers until recently ….. 
request was made for fire shutters around 
multi-level void spaces in Schools. It is 
suggested that BD convey the message 
again to the front-line officers. 
 

 
Fire Code 
C10.3 

 
follow up of 
Item 13 
ADF 3/2012 
 
& 
 
Item 24 
ADF 5/2012 
 
also refer 
Item 12 
ADF 3/2017 
 

 
(b)  
The BD reconfirmed that the requirement of atrium 
generally applied to commercial premises and might not 
be applicable to multi-levels void spaces commonly 
adopted in school projects  which was naturally 
ventilated. The BD advised that APs could made 
reference to the relevant Summary of Items Discussed 
in previous APSEC Forum to the case officers if 
necessary. 

Smoke Seal for the Fire Rated Door 
….. clarify if “Smoke Seal” is required for the 
bottom of the fire door.   According to FS 
Code, “smoke seal” is not required …..    
 

It is also noted that a max 10mm gap 
between the bottom part of the door and the 
finished floor level is allowed.   ….. 
 

 
Fire Code 

 
Item 7 
ADF 3/2014 
HKIE 
 

 
The  BD  advised  that  smoke  seal  for  fire  rated  door  
should  be provided strictly in accordance with the FS 
Code. 

Temporary Refuge Spaces (TRS) 
(a) Whether alternative arrangement shown 

on attached modified Diagram B6 of the 
TRS is acceptable (Mark A). 

 (diagrams not available) 
 
(b) Whether the modified Diagram B7 better 

shows the intent (Mark C and Mark D). 
 
(c) Acceptable dead end distance for 

manoeuvring of wheelchairs in corridor 
as per 31(2) of BFA 2008.   Apparently 
there is discrepancy in the Diagram in 
the Addenda as there is no dead end 
situation for wheelchair manoeuvring.  
Please confirm that the marking on the 
modified Diagram B6 is acceptable 
(Mark B). 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 9 
ADF 3/2014 
AAP 
 

 
(a) The BD advised that it was not the intention that the 

TRS should abut the 1500 x 1500mm fireman lift 
lobby zone.  The arrangement at Mark A could be 
accepted in principle. 

 

 [Post-meeting note: The clear width of the exit route 
adjacent to the TRS should comply with FS Code.] 

 
(b) The BD had no objection to the arrangement shown 

in Marks C and D as the minimum width of the exit 
route would not be reduced due to the  TRS. The BD 
would review these diagrams. 

 
(c) The BD would clarify whether the 3500mm distance 

should include the 1.5mx1.5m wheelchair turning 
space at dead-end. 
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Follow Up of Items Discussed in Previous ADF 
(b) Item 8 in Discussion Forum on 10 Jan 
2014 (?) 
The interpretation of measurement of 
required width of staircase in case of minor 
upstand of 25 mm at the edge has to be 
further discussed as mentioned in our 
response to the draft Summary of Items 
Discussed. 
 

 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2014 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 22 
ADF 2/2016 
 

 
(b) The BD advised that the interpretation of 

measurement of required width of staircase as 
demonstrated in the sketch attached to the Items 
Proposed for Discussion was correct in principle. 

 (c) Follow Up – Escape at Flat Roof 
It was confirmed at ADF 1/2012 that for flat 
roofs with designated uses such as open 
landscaped garden, fire escape staircases 
were required, though there would be no 
requirement on travel distance (unless such 
flat roof is used as licensed area for say 
PPE, etc.).    Subsequently, the BD further 
advised at a HKIA’s seminar dating back to 
end 2012 that for the former situation (i.e. 
flat roof not used as licensed premises), 
only ONE escape staircase would suffice for 
such flat roof. …..we would like to have it 
documented in this Forum for stakeholders’ 
reference. 
 

  
follow up of 
Item 13 
ADF 1/2012 

 
(c) The BD considered that whether only ONE escape 

staircase was sufficient for flat roofs on podium 
which was not used as licensed premises 
depended on the layout of the building.   Hence its 
acceptance had to be considered on a case-by-
case basis while the requirement on travel distance 
might be relaxed.  In the case of flat roof attached to 
a residential unit, it was accepted that exit staircase 
might not be required as it should be accessible 
from the residential unit. 

d)  Follow up – Matter relating to Exit Route 
follow up to see whether the message could 
be conveyed to fellow practitioners that the 
list of non special hazard areas shall be 
adopted. 

 follow up of 
Item 1  
ADF 2/2014 
 

(d) The BD advised that the list of non-special hazard 
areas would be included in the minutes for the 
Discussion Forum held on 14 Mar 2014. 

 

 [Post-meeting Note : The  list  was  discussed  in  
the Technical Committee on FS Code on 23.1.2015 
and might be further reviewed.] 

Fire Code Issues 
(a)  (Width of Interchange Exit Route) 
 ….. to clarify the minimum width  for exit  
route for interchange between  staircases  if 
follow  the  minimum  width  of  such  floor  
as  per  the  Table  B2  in Subsection B8 of 
the FS Code. It was informed that minimum 
width of exit route for the corresponding 
floor should be adequate (i.e. not require to 
adopt the min. width of the subject 
staircases). 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2 

 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2014 
HKIS 
 

 
(a) The BD advised that the minimum width of the exit 

route required for the corresponding floor for 
staircases interchange should be adequate (i.e. not 
required to follow the minimum width of the subject 
staircases). 
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Fire Code Issues  (cont’d) 
(b) (Exchange of Stair) 
….. “Where two or more required  
staircases  are  needed,  people  using  one  
required  staircase should be able to gain 
access to at least one other required 
staircase at any time, without having to pass 
through other person’s private premises. 
Such access should be provided in the 
following manners: (a) at each floor…“ 
 

Please clarify if interchange shall not be 
required at the top most floor under Clauses 
B8.2 (a) condition if the occupant in different 
units have two required exits directly 
discharged from the individual units (i.e. no 
need to pass through other persons’ private 
premises at top most floor). 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2 

 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2014 
(cont’d) 

 
(b) The BD clarified that a review on Clause B8.2 of the 

Code would be conducted. In the meantime, the BD 
might consider the requirement for the topmost floor 
on a case-by-case basis depending on the 
circumstances and individual merits of each case. 

 

 [Post-meeting Note : This issue was raised in the 
meeting of the Technical Committee (TC) on the FS 
Code held on 23.1.2015.] 

(c) (Minimum No. of Exit Route) 
 ….. the common understanding is the 
required minimum no. of exit doors or exit 
route can be provided by different exit doors 
and exit routes which will discharge in the 
same MOE staircase.    The nos. of MOE 
staircase and their required width will be 
determined by the discharge value 
calculation. Please advise if this 
understanding is correct. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8 Table 2 

 
 

 
(c) The BD clarified that the required minimum number 

of exit routes should equal to the number of MOE 
staircases. 

(d) (Permanent Feature for Exit Route) 
….. “If an exit route leads to an open area at 
any upper floor levels of the building such 
as the podium level, instead of leading 
directly to an ultimate place of safety, the 
exit route at such floor level: (a) should be 
adequately defined by permanent features 
e.g. handrail or railing.” 
 

Please advise if “bollard” or “planter” or 
“Signage” or “Road Mark” could also serve 
as the acceptable permanent feature as 
stipulated in Clause B5.3(a) to lead the exit 
route under A&A cases.   Please also advise 
if the provision of above permanent 
features/railing with some spacing for 
normal circulation will be accepted while 
continued permanent features in podium 
level are not practical/feasible in normal 
building operation under A&A cases. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B5.3 
 

  
(d) The BD replied that bollard, planter, signage or road 

mark might be regarded as permanent feature as 
required in Clause B5.3(a) of the Code in A&A 
projects. Provision of reasonable spacing in  these 
permanent features / railing might be accepted. 
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Date of 
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Fire Code Issues  (cont’d) 
(e) Access to Stair 
 "where two or more required staircase are 
needed, people using one required 
staircase should be able to gain access to 
at least one other required staircase at any 
time, .....". (same extract as item (b)) 
 

Please  help  to  clarify  that  such  
interchange  corridor  between  two required 
staircases at top floor if only having one 
tenancy shall be still required or not as the 
occupier from the single tenancy is without 
having to pass through other person's 
private premises at the top floor.    Also, any 
notional path for exit within shopping 
arcade under good management and/or 
some special situation may be considered 
in current BD practice. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2 

 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2014 
(cont’d) 

 
(e) The first issue on interchange corridor at topmost 

floor was covered under item (c) above. For the 
second issue on notional path within a shopping 
arcade, the BD replied that there was no need for 
physical demarcation of the notional corridor. 

 

(f) (Protection of Stair) 
 ….. "where any external wall of a 
required staircase and its protected lobby 
opposing, either directly or  indirectly, and 
within 6m of: (a) the opposite side of a 
street ....." 
 

 Please elaborate the above 
requirements to be applicable or not if the 
external wall of required staircase being 
continues in same plane with other external 
wall of the same building has an inclined 
angle on plan (e.g. larger than 90 degree). 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.7 

 
 

 
(f) The BD advised that the protection was required 

and Diagrams C2 and C3 of the FS Code had 
illustrated the requirements. 

(g)  (Lift Well) 
…..All liftwells should comply with the 
following requirements:(a) all liftwells, […], 
should be separated from the rest of the 
building by fire barriers having an FRR of 
not less than 120/120/120. 
 

Please clarify that the “120/120/120 FRR” 
requirement applies to loadbearing 
elements only. For non-loadbearing 
elements separating the liftwells and the 
rest of building, the  requirement should be 
“-/120/120 FRR”, i.e. stability requirement is 
not applied. 
 

Please confirm the external wall enclosing 
liftwells do not require 120/120/120 FRR. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.1 

  
(g) The BD replied that for non-loadbearing elements 

separating the liftwells and the rest of building, the 
requirement should be “-/120/120 FRR”, i.e. stability 
requirement was not applicable. Relevant 
requirements had been provided in Item 8 of Table 
C2 of the Code. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Temporary Refuge Space 
“Generally only the areas affected by the 
proposed alteration and addition works 
(including the affected exit routes) will need 
to comply with the requirement of FS 
Code…..” 
 

Please clarify/elaborate the application of 
the above new requirements to the licensed 
premises or to the extent of A&A works in 
smaller scale or improvement nature: 
 

(1) A&A/renovation  proposal  with  some  
repartitioning  works  within  a shopping 
arcade to induce new capacity in 
different floors or new discharge value 
calculation; 

 

(2) A&A proposal to enlarge clear exit width 
by new/modified balustrade to be built 
within exit staircase. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 8 
ADF 4/2014 
HKIS 
 

 
The BD advised that in general the mentioned minor 
A&A works would not be required to follow the 
requirements for temporary refuge space under the FS 
Code. 
 

Application of the Temporary Refuge Space 
….. can the following cases be exempted 
from the provision of TRS: 
 

(a) Site area is less than 500m2. The floor 
area is less than 200m2 and 3 or more 
flats are provided on that floor. 

 

(b) Site area is less than 500m2. The floor 
area is more than 200m2 and not more 
than 2 flats are provided on that floor. 

 

(c) All floors of buildings complying with (d) 
regardless of site area and floor area 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
 B29.1 

 
Item 14 
ADF 4/2014 
AAP 

 
The BD confirmed that scenarios (a) (b) and (c) were all 
exempted from the provision of temporary refuge 
space. 

Implementation of the Temporary Refuge 
Space 
….. to clarify the implementation details of 
the temporary refuge space. 
 

  
Item 17 
ADF 4/2014 
HKIE 

 
The BD advised that they would issue a circulation letter 
to clarify the implementation details shortly. 

Fire Shutter in Close Proximity to Escalators 
It has brought to the BD’s attention that 
potential hazard might be induced from 
escalators being comparted by shutter in 
the event of emergency. 
 

  
Item 20 
ADF 4/2014 
BD 

 
Stakeholders were advised to observe EMSD’s 
requirements for a shutter installed close to an escalator 
to be provided with an interlock mechanism upon 
actuation of a shutter as well as required areas of 
landings and clear height under BD’s Code of Practice 
for Building  Works and Lift and Escalators 2011. In 
addition, consideration should be given to provide a 
protected lobby and a pair of escalators from fire safety 
purposes. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Internal Wall and Ceiling Linings and 
Decorative Finishes 
…..the requirement of non-combustibility 
for decorative finishes and linings within 
protected exits. 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
E13 

 
Item 21 
ADF 4/2014 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 17 
ADF 2/2015 
 

 
Representative from HKIA pointed out that non-
combustible internal wall and ceiling linings and 
decorative finishes were seldom available in commonly 
used products in the market. It was suggested that the 
requirements in Subsection E13 of Part E of the FS Code 
on fire properties of   building elements and 
components needed to be reviewed. 
 

[Post-meeting note : The BD proposed in the TC 
meeting on FS Code dated 31 July 2014 that the non-
combustibility requirement within protected area to be 
relaxed to European Classification ‘C’ (or Class ‘1’ of BS 
equivalent).] 
 

MOE for Occupant Capacity Over 3000 
…. states that for occupant capacity over 
3000, “the number of exit doors, exit routes 
and their width should be determined by the 
Building Authority”. In the previous MOE 
Code, it is allowed to use “linear 
extrapolation” to determine the requirement 
for capacity over 3000.  
 

In contrast, the commentary in the new FS 
Code states that “floors containing more 
than 3000 people may be designed by fire 
engineering”. 
 

Please clarify if “linear extrapolation” is still 
acceptable, or if fire engineering approach 
is required for any population over 3000. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Table 2 

 
Item 7 
ADF 5/2014 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that the MOE provisions for a floor with 
an occupant capacity exceeding 3,000 people without 
adopting a fire engineering design might be considered 
subject to : 
 

(a) the no. and width of exit doors and exit routes for the 
WHOLE floor should fulfill the minimum 
requirements derived from the linear extrapolation of 
such requirements from Table B2; and 

 
(b) the subject floor should be divided into 

compartments with an occupant capacity not 
exceeding 3,000 people such that each of them  
should  fulfill  the  minimum  requirements  in  Table  
B2 INDEPENDENTLY  (i.e.  without relying  on exit 
doors / exit routes of other compartments). 

 

 The BD highlighted that fire engineering approach 
might be required for a floor with an occupant 
capacity exceeding 3,000 people such as stadium, 
performance venue and exhibition hall. 

 
FS Code Issues 
(a) (FRR of Required Staircase) 
Each element of construction of a required 
staircase including the landings and 
supports enclosed within the walls having 
the required FRR need not have an FRR but 
must be noncombustible.    Is FRR required 
for an external staircase where no other 
building is within 6m of the staircase. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.4 

 
Item 8 
ADF 5/2014 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that no FRR was required for an 
external staircase if no street, lot boundary, building, 
etc. mentioned in Clause C9.7 was within 6m of the 
staircase. However, the external staircase should be 
non-combustible as required under Clause C9.4. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

FS Code Issues (cont’d) 
(b) (Smoke Outlet for Basement 
Compartments) 
Every basement that is enclosed on four 
sides should be provided with smoke 
outlets, which should be provided to every 
fire compartment in the basement. Is the 
minimum number of smoke outlet(s) for 
each compartment one or two? If it is the 
latter, why? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C14.2 
 

 
Item 8 
ADF 5/2014 
(cont’d) 
 
 

 
The BD explained that since a through draught should 
be created for smoke outlets to perform their function, a 
minimum of two smoke outlets were required for each 
compartment unless a dynamic smoke extraction 
system would be provided in accordance with Clause 
C14.3. 
 

The BD also clarified that the smoke outlets should be 
not more than 30m apart to facilitate firemen’s 
operation. 
 

(c) Access to Required Staircase 
Where two or more required staircases are 
needed, people using one required 
staircase should be able to gain access to 
at least one other required staircase at any 
time, without having to pass through other 
person’s private premises. Is such access 
required on a floor not served by the 
staircase (i.e. if the staircase merely passes 
through the floor)? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2 

  
The BD advised that each case would be considered on 
its own merits and circumstances. The BD suggested 
that the requirements under Clause B8.2 would be 
followed up by the Technical Committee on FS Code. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

(Lift Well in Basement) 
….. states that if the lift connects basement 
and above-ground storey(s), a smoke seal 
lobby shall be provided to the lift doors at 
basement. Clause C9.2 states that landing 
doors and liftwell of a panorama lift or bullet 
lift serving a single fire compartment are not 
required to have fire resisting construction. 
 

In the case of a lift located in a “single fire 
compartment” where part of the 
compartment is located at a basement e.g. 
a lift inside a clubhouse connecting B/F, 
G/F & 1/F in one single compartment (see 
diagram below) or a lift inside a 4-storey 
house with a basement carpark lift opening, 
please advise if a smoke seal lobby ….. is 
required ….. 

 
Fire Code 
C9.2 

 
Item 5 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that a smoke sealed lobby was not 
required at the basement floors if the panorama lift 
would only serve the basement floors and those above-
ground storeys as all these floors had been designed 
as one single fire compartment complying with FS Code 
Clause C14.1. However, a smoke sealed lobby would 
be required if there would be another lift serving this 
compartment and other storeys above these 
compartment. 

 
 

   

 (FRR Wall for Existing Building)  
The required staircase of some old 
buildings were built at the perimeter of site 
boundary of an adjoining site without 900 
mm width external wall of adequate FRR. 
(See attached part plan) The addition of 
such 900 mm FRR wall will reduce the 
approved clear width of final discharge of 
that required staircase and its discharge 
value. ….. can we keep the …..required 
staircase without addition of the 900 mm 
wall when carrying out A&A works? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C5.3 

 
Item 8 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIS 

 
The BD replied that reference should be made to para. 
3(i) of PNAP APP-153 which stated that generally only 
the areas affected by the proposed A&A works should 
need to comply with the requirements of the FS Code. 
However, for the case of wholesale conversion of an 
existing building, it should be considered case-by-case 
having regard to any genuine site constraints and 
special circumstances. 

 
 

 
 
 

  

(Steel Staircase) 
….. a required staircase, if enclosed within 
FRR walls, need not have FRR but must be 
non-combustible.…..whether steel 
staircase can be considered as non-
combustible. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.4 

 
Item 9 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIS 

 
BD   responded   that   a   steel   staircase   should   be  
considered   as non-combustible. 
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Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

(Refuge Floor/ Refuge Roof) 
Please clarify whether Clause C17.1 of fire 
safety code also applies to refuge roof and 
-/240/240 FRR separation is required for 
plant room (Clause C13.1) of special hazard 
on refuge roof. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C12.3 
C17.1 
C18.3 

 
Item 10 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIS 

 
Regarding FRR separation, BD clarified that Clause 
C17.1 should not be applied to refuge roof but the 
Commentary for Clause B18.3 should comply with. 
 

[Post-meeting note : The refuge floor should have an 
FRR of not less than that of the storey below in 
accordance with Clause C12.3.] 

Staircase Interchange  
….. required the staircase interchange be 
arranged without passing through other 
person’s private premises. Please advise 
whether it is acceptable to provide a right of 
passage in private premises to be used as 
a passage to fulfill such requirement instead 
of denoting it as common areas. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2 

 
Item 15 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that for the purposes of Clause B8.2, 
there was no need to provide any permanent or fixed 
separation with FRR to define such passage, but the 
passage should be designated as “Common Area” in 
the GBP to ensure the integrity of the passage. 
 

The BD further stated that this requirement had been in 
force since the first introduction of similar requirements 
in the MOE Code 1996. A brief checking of previous 
GBP submissions revealed that such passage had 
been designated as “Common Area”. Hence, it was 
expected that there should be no insurmountable 
problem to comply with such requirement. The BD 
noted different views expressed by the practitioners and 
advised that the issue should be comprehensively 
reviewed by the Technical Committee on the FS Code. 
 

British Standards 
British Standards (BS) for testing fire 
properties of building elements and 
components would be obsolete in future. In 
what circumstances can those materials 
and components tested under BS still be 
accepted when those BS become obsolete 
at the time of OP application? 
 

 
-- 

 
Item 20 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2014, 
 

Item 1 
ADF 4/2015 

 
The BD advised that this issue would be followed up 
and reported back in due course. 

MOE Discharge to Lawn Area 
Please confirm that MOE discharge to a 
ground floor open lawn area is acceptable 
as this will certainly help in greenery 
calculations. For reference, the CoP for Fire 
Safety in Buildings only requires EVA to be 
hard-paved. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Part B 
MOE 

 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 11 
ADF 1/2017 
 
Item 1 
ADF 1/2020 
 
 

 
The BD clarified that according to item (j) of the 
guidance on factors to be considered for complying 
with the Performance Requirements B1 to B7 for MOE 
in Subsection A8 in Section 2 of FS Code (p. 12), the 
MOE should be of suitable construction to prevent 
slipping and falling. Hence, open lawn area should not 
be accepted. 
 

By the same token, the ultimate place of safety should 
be of suitable surface materials to allow safe gathering 
of occupants for them to safety disperse away from the 
subject building. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Vertical Green Wall Next to MOE 
A comment from BS states that it is not 
allowed to have a vertical green wall located 
next to the exit route because the green wall 
does not have specified fire resistance 
rating. Therefore, if the MOE staircase is 
attached to the vertical green wall, the 
space along the stairs with a height of 2m 
should be clear and without the vertical 
green wall system (see diagram below). As 
there are many precedent cases of having 
planters next to exit routes, we suggest that 
a vertical green wall can be located next to 
an open staircase provided that there is a 
reasonable clearance, say 300mm, of the 
vertical green wall from the required 
discharge width of the staircase. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
MOE 

 
Item 3 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD responded that the proposal to allow a 
horizontal clearance between the surface of the vertical 
green wall to the edge of the minimum escape width 
was acceptable. However, the minimum clearance 
should be determined on a case-by-case basis as it 
would depend on the types of the plants and the 
information provided by the AP. 

 
 

   

Discharge of MOE on G/F in Upward Direction 
A deep and long floor plate that is free of 
intermediate obstructions (i.e. enclosed 
MOE routes that cut across the 
manufacturing area) is often required to 
satisfy the manufacturing flows/circulations 
of a specialized industrial undertaking. To 
cope with the said manufacturing 
requirement, a series of protected 
staircases at strategic locations deep inside 
the manufacturing area on G/F that lead to 
an elevated protected MOE routes at high 
level is proposed. The proposed elevated 
MOE would terminate at the building edge 
and discharge the occupants to the open 
air via a set of staircase(s) in downward 
direction. Please advise if ….. acceptable. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
MOE 

 
Item 6 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 

 
BD explained that the proposed upward MoE discharge 
on G/F, as described, might be acceptable provided 
that each exit route should be physically  separated  
from  other  exit  routes  and  other  required staircases 
from upper floors . 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Smoke Outlet 
In ADF 1/2014, BD clarified that smoke 
outlets shall be not more than 30m apart 
and situated along the street frontages or 
adjacent to external walls.   
 

….. recently ….. interpreted as all smoke 
outlets for basement fire compartments 
have to be located within a frontage of 
30m.….. not a correct interpretation of the 
ADF record as it is impractical especially for 
large development with many fire 
compartments. 
 

Furthermore, for large basement with more 
than 1 compartment, some of the smoke 
outlet will be in the form of horizontal 'ducts' 
running at the high level of the basement 
and for discharging smoke from the 
external wall at ground level. In such case, 
the 'internal smoke outlet' might be 
arranged as attached…..clarification 
whether the distance of different 'internal 
smoke outlets' within the same 
compartment can be more than 30m apart. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C14.2(a) 

 
Item 10 
ADF 2/2015 
AAP 
 
follow up of 
Item 3(b) 
ADF 1/2014 
 
also refer 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2020 

 
The BD confirmed that it would not be necessary to 
place all smoke  outlets within a 30m long frontage.  
However, each smoke outlet should not be more than 
30m away from another smoke outlet along the 
frontage. 
 
The BD advised that the arrangement as shown in the 
diagram was acceptable under FS Code Clause 
14.2(a). 

 
Review of Occupancy Factor for Flats  
 ….. requests to review whether the 
occupancy factor of 9 can be uniformly 
applied to all type of flats. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Table b1 

 
Item 15 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 
 

 
The BD advised that there was no strong reason for 
review of such occupancy factor. However, as the 
representative from REDA pointed out that more and 
more small units would be built to respond to the market 
demand, the BD would not object to HKIA 
representative to raise the issue again at the Technical 
Committee on FS Code. 
 

Internal Wall and Ceiling Linings and 
Decorative Finishes  
HKIA would like to enquire about the 
progress in revising the requirement of non-
combustibility for decorative finishes and 
linings within protected exits in Subsection 
E13 of Part E of the FS Code. 
 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
E13 

 
Item 17 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 21 
ADF 4/2014 
 
also refer 
Item 4 
ADF 1/2016 

 
Post Meeting Notes :  
In its 4th meeting held on 31.7.2014, the Technical 
Committee on FS Code agreed with the 
recommendation that FS Code Clauses E13.1(a) and 
E14.1(a) would be amended from Class A1 under 
European Classification to C (i.e. Class 1 under BS 476 
Part 7) for the purposes of maintaining consistent 
standards between BD and FSD.    Corresponding 
amendments to FS Code would be promulgated. 
 

(a) Follow Up - Special Hazard 
….. HKIA had prepared a list of areas that 
should not be considered as Special 
Hazard…..was recorded in ADF 2/2014. 
The BD is requested to confirm that the said 
list has been accepted as building services 
plant rooms that are not considered to be 
special hazard. 
 

  
Item 1 
ADF 3/2015 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 1 
ADF 2/2014 

 
(a) The BD advised that the list had been discussed by 
the Technical Committee on Fire Safety Code (TC) and 
was yet to be finalised. 
 

[Post-meeting Note : Based on the TC’s comments in 
the meeting on 4.6.2015, the BD is considering 
updating the FS Code.] 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Exit doors with electrically locking device 
….. exit door or door across exit if fitted with 
electrically operated locking device, or 
electrical hold-open device, the electrical 
locking device or hold-open  device  should  
be automatically released or become self-
closing again upon actuation of an 
automatic heat or smoke detection system 
OR the operation of a fire alarm system OR 
a manual override. 
In gist, the requirement is interpreted as for 
exit doors with electrical locking or hold-
open device, the device should be 
automatic released upon actuation of 
EITHER an automatic heat or smoke 
detection system OR the operation of a fire 
alarm system OR manual override. 
 

In the Fire Safety Standards Advisory Group 
(FSSAG) meeting held on 29 July 2014, 
FSD clarified that required exit doors fitted 
with electrically operated locking or hold-
open device in office premises were to be 
provided with automatic release under 
operation of smoke detection system, 
operation of an alarm system and central 
manual override device for actuation of the 
locking device in the case of fire, and the 
provision of all these systems (i.e. an 
automatic heat or smoke detection system, 
fire alarm system and manual override) 
should co-exist. The aforesaid requirements 
generally applied to all kinds of building 
including commercial and residential ones. 
 

It appears that FSD has interpreted the 
word “OR” in the CoP for Fire Safety in 
Buildings only from the operational 
viewpoint rather than on provision. Would 
BD please clarify? 
 
 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
B13.2, 13.8 
C16.2 

 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2015 
HKIA 
 

 
The BD advised that the fire service installations (FSI) to 
be provided for a building should follow the Code of 
Practice for Minimum Fire Service Installations and 
Equipment published by the FSD, and the FSI should 
be installed to the satisfaction of the Director of Fire 
Services. It appeared that the cited clauses in the Code 
of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings 2011 (FS Code) 
should have no intention to impose additional FSI. 
However, the BD needed to retrieve the background of 
these requirements and considered that this issue 
should be referred to the TC to follow up. 

Discharge Value Use Classification 1b   
Please clarify that a floor served by 2 
staircases providing 9 units shall adopt 
occupancy factor of 9m2 per person. 
(4.5 units per stair) 
 

Please clarify that a floor served by 3 
staircases and providing 14 units shall also 
adopt occupancy factor of 9m2 per person. 
(4.667 units per stair) 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
MOE B4.1 

 
Item 8 
ADF 3/2015 
AAP 

 
The BD confirmed that the proposed occupancy factors 
were correct. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Double-leaf entrance doors of domestic 
flats 
….. no leaf of a double leaf door should be 
less than 600mm in width. However, for 
some domestic flats provided with double-
leaf entrance doors, is it acceptable to have 
the width of a leaf be less than 600mm if it 
is normally closed and not used with the 
width of other leaf comply with the 
requirement of a single leaf door? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B13.4 

 
Item 16 
ADF 3/2015 
AAP 

 
The BD advised that double leaf entrance door at 
residential flats with the smaller leave less than 600mm 
wide had long been acceptable in many projects. As 
long as the smaller door leaf is not used for daily 
opening but for the transportation of large furniture in 
rare occasions, Clause B13.4 of the FS Code should not 
apply. 

Follow Up – British Standard  
British Standards (BS) for testing fire 
properties of building elements and 
components would be obsolete in future.  
In what circumstances can those materials 
and components tested under BS still be 
accepted when those BS become obsolete 
at the time of OP application?     Would BD 
advise ….. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
S E 

 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2015 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 20 
ADF 1/2015 

 
While the concerned British Standards had not yet 
become obsolete, the BD acknowledged the industry’s 
request for a clear transitional arrangement, particularly 
for implication on OP application.   The BD agreed to 
actively pursue this matter and would consider HKIA’s 
proposal and promulgate the arrangement to the 
industry. 

Temporary Refuge Space (TRS) 
 “… one temporary refuge space is allowed 
for different compartments with by-pass 
lobbies …” 
 

According to C8.1, the ‘by-pass lobbies’ 
should be revised as ‘by-pass doors’. 
‘Lobby’ is not required for 
compartmentation. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
S4 B30 

 
Item 2 
ADF 4/2015 
HKIA 
 
 

  
The BD clarified that a by-pass lobby should not be 
required between different compartments under FS 
Code Clause B30.1 provided that the access opening 
to the temporary refuge space through the fire barrier 
between the compartments should be protected by a 
fire rated door in compliance with FS Code Clause C8.1. 

Staircases (in Single Family House) 
….. a single-family house having not more 
than 3 main storeys and with level of the 
highest floor of not more than 13m above 
ground level does not need to comply with 
Part B – Means of Escape of the Code, 
including, inter alia, provisions relating to 
required staircases design. By virtue of the 
above, it is logical to infer that B(P)R 39 
should likewise not be applicable to such 
single-family house; or at least, favourable 
consideration should be given to 
application for exempting this Regulation 
from applying to single-family house.  
Please confirm that our understanding is 
correct. 

 
B(P)R 39 
Fire Code 
2011  
B3.1 

 
Item 3 
ADF 4/2015 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 13 
ADF 1/2016 
 

 
The BD advised that notwithstanding that the 
requirements on means of escape under the FS Code 
did not apply to this type of single family house under 
Clause B3.1, regulation 39 of the Building (Planning) 
Regulations (B(P)R) should be complied with as the 
internal staircase of the house being the only staircase 
should be regarded as a main staircase.   Accordingly, 
as stipulated in B(P)R 39(3), the staircase should have 
not more than 16 steps in any flight without the 
introduction of a landing. 
 

The BD clarified that winders might be acceptable if the 
minimum dimensions on treads measured at the centre 
of the flight and risers stipulated in regulation 39(3)(c) of 
the B(P)R were complied with. In addition, the landing 
did not need to be of square shape, and might not be 
strictly required to meet the minimum dimension of the 
staircase width under a case by case consideration. 
 

[Post-meeting Note : The BD clarified that under 
regulation 42 of the B(P)R, the minimum dimension of 
the landing should not be less than the width of the 
staircase to which it leads.] 
To cater for extreme planning and site constraints 
envisaged, the BD would take a pragmatic approach for 
those projects which GBP had been approved yet the 
requirements of B(P)R 39 could not be fully complied 
with. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

(Insulation for Lift Door) 
C9.1….. no insulation required for lift door 
but table C2 mentioned lift door side facing 
outside require insulation. Table C2 of FS 
Code is identical to Table 3 of COP for FRC 
1996 but COP for FRC 1996 contains 
diagram (p.31- Diagram 2) to elaborate the 
requirements whilst no diagram can be 
found in FS Code. Please confirm the 
requirements. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.1 

 
Item 7 
ADF 4/2015 
HKIS 

 
According to FS Code Clause C9.1, a door provided at 
lift landing to giving access to the car of a lift and any 
door to the liftwell wall should have an FRR of not less 
than -/120/- (i.e. insulation performance not required). 
 

The last column of item 12 of Table C2 referred to the 
method of exposure for lift doors which should be from 
lift landing side only. It should not be construed as 
requiring lift landing doors to meet the insulation 
criterion unless specified. 
 

(Building Height relating to Firefighting) 
Table D1(3) mentioned “….exceeding 1 
storey but not exceeding 6 storeys and 
uppermost floor exceeding 13m but not 
exceeding 17m above ground and…..” in 
Domestic buildings or offices with G.F shop 
or carport.  But other items of Table D1(4) to 
(8) mentioned “…exceeding 15m above 
mean level of the lowest street…..”. Are the 
15m referring the same measurement 
between uppermost floor and ground….” 
(or is it the measurement of building 
height?).   Please kindly clarify it. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Table D1 

 
Item 8 
ADF 4/2015 
HKIS 

 
The BD clarified that the requirements in Items 4 to 8 of 
Table D1 of the FS Code were based on regulations 41B 
and 41C of the B(P)R for fireman’s lift and firefighting 
and rescue stairway respectively.  As provided in these 
regulations, the building height measurement should be 
same as regulation 23(1) of the B(P)R.  In short, Table 
D1 only recapped the specific requirements for different 
firefighting and rescue provisions. 

Fireman Lift and Fireman Lift Lobby 
The diagram shows fireman lift arrangement 
where 2 lift doors are provided at the floor.  
The Front lift door faces a common 
passenger lift lobby, open office area or 
private flat area.   The Rear lift door faces 
the fireman lift lobby. 
 

The above arrangement had been 
acceptable to BD and FSD before, provided 
that only the Rear Lift Door will operate and 
the Front Door will remain shut upon the 
activation of the Fireman Switch (to be 
stated in the FS Notes). 
 

Please advise whether there had been any 
recent changes ….. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 10 
ADF 4/2015 
AAP 

 
The BD confirmed that the arrangement as shown 
would be acceptable provided that the front lift door 
should have an FRR of -/120/120. 
 

[Post Meeting Note: FSD subsequently had meetings 
with APs and indicated to the BD that the arrangement 
as shown in the diagram would no longer be acceptable 
to FSD unless the lobbies which the firemen’s lifts open 
to are firemen's lift lobbies complying with Clause D11.1 
and D11.4 of the FS Code 2011. New plans bearing the 
design as indicated, without covered by previous 
approvals and submitted since 2016 will not be 
accepted.] 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

 
Required Staircases and Protected Lobbies 
We understand that the requisite CCTV and 
direct intercom link provided in association 
with the TRS as per Clause B30.4 of the FS 
Code have been confirmed as emergency 
services pursuant to discussion at earlier 
TC meeting for review of the FS Code. By 
same token, we opine that similar ELV 
services such as access card reader, PA 
system and other CCTV, etc. for security  
and/or property management purpose 
should likewise be permitted for installation 
within protected exit routes or fireman’s lift 
lobby, as these ELV systems present 
extremely low, if any, fire risk.     
 

 
Fire Code 
C9.3(d) 

 
Item 16 
ADF 4/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD remarked that the recommendation of TC that 
the requisite CCTV and direct intercom link as required 
under FS Code Clause B30.4 to be emergency services 
had been accepted. Whether similar extra low voltage 
services for security and/or property management 
purpose could be permitted for installation within 
protected exit routes or fireman’s lift lobbies should be 
discussed at the TC on FS Code. 

Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings  
The  sketches  below  show  single-family  
houses  not  more  than  3  main domestic 
storeys with highest floor not more than 
13m above ground level, sitting on one floor 
of retail accommodation above ground. The 
residential portion is completely separated 
from the retail portion by 1-hr FRR walls and 
floors. Please advise whether these single-
family houses are considered as those 
specified under clause B3.1 of the FS Code, 
and are thus exempted from the 
requirement of MoE. 

 

 
FS Code  
2011 
B3.1 

 
Item 1 
ADF 5/2015 
HKIA 

 
As the carpark was communal and not just ancillary to 
a 3-storey single family house, the residential portion 
(the houses) and the remaining portions (RP, i.e. 
communal carpark or communal carpark and retail) 
were required to be designed as different buildings 
under FS Code Clause B3.1, C5.1 and 5.2 rather than 
different uses. 
 

In the subject layout, the smoke and fire could rise from 
the RP to the houses. The staircases for the house and 
RP should therefore be designed as separate staircases 
such that access from the house to the RP or vice versa 
would go through open air at the lowest floor of the 
house to prevent spread of fire and smoke between 
buildings. 
 

As an alternative but less desirable design, the staircase 
for the house could continue to the RP as shown 
provided that: 
a)  the part of the staircase in the RP were for 
circulation only and not for the MOE of the RP; 
b)  the staircase and the house as well as the 
carpark or RP were designed as different buildings and 
connection was through a protected lobby with 
appropriate FRR; 
c)  the staircase for the house should be able to 
discharge at the lowest  floor level of the house to a 
temporary safe place leading to street. Adequate 
signage or suitable design should be provided to avoid 
evacuees from the house escaping into the RP in case 
of fire. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

FRR Enclosure to AC System inside 
Protected Area 
Please clarify if FRR enclosure is not 
required provided the AC system comply 
the requirements stipulated in the FSD 
circular letter (No. 4/96) dated 22 Oct 1996 
(para 5.2) 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.3 

 
Item 8 
ADF 5/2015 
HKIS 

 
It was noted that FSD allowed self-contained fan coil 
units serving only the protected areas to be installed 
subject to conditions in para. 5.2.3(a), (b) and (c).   BD 
considered that it would be difficult for electrical 
appliances with motors to meet relevant non-
combustible standards, members should supply 
information on the availability of non-combustible fan-
coil meeting BS:476 Part 4 or equivalent new BSEN  
standards  with  HOKLAS  test  certificates  for  BD’s 
consideration to see if there was a need for the revision 
of the relevant clause in the FS Code. 
 

Alternatively, members could consider:- 
i) installing the fan-coil units in  another  
adequately   FRR protected room not opening off 
directly to  the  required staircase at G/F level and 
providing ventilation to the lobby area via ventilation 
ducts protected with dampers in accordance with 
Clause C8.2 of the FS Code 2011 or 
ii)  designing the required staircases not to discharge 
via the G/F lobby area. 
 

FRR for Door at Protected Lobby for MOE 
Staircase 
Please clarify the FRR doors to protect 
lobby to MOE staircase serving as 
compartment wall are accepted of having 
FRR of not less than half of the fire barrier of 
the lobby as per Clause C16.5. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C16.5 

 
Item 9 
ADF 5/2015 
HKIS 

 
Clause 16.5 clearly stated if two doors were to be 
provided, the FRR of the two doors could each be half 
of the FRR of the FRR wall, or one with the same FRR 
as the wall and the other without FRR. But in any case, 
both doors were required to be provided with smoke 
seals. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

on-combustibility Requirement for General 
Accommodation 
BD proposed in the TC meeting on FS Code 
dated 31 July 2014 that the non-
combustibility requirement within protected 
area to be relaxed to European 
Classification ‘C’ (or Class ‘1’ of  BS  
equivalent) and the amendment had been 
issued under Corrigenda (item 18 & 19) 
dated 22 October 2015. However, this 
relaxation is not applicable to other areas, 
such as those under "Clause E14.1(b) Use 
Classification 3 - general accommodation 
(including corridors, circulation spaces and 
rooms) that are not forming the protected 
exit" which requires those areas to comply 
with Classification B or above, and hence is 
even more stringent than the protected 
areas. We suggest BD to review the non-
combustibility requirement for those areas 
as well. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
E14 
 

 
Item 4 
ADF 1/2016 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 17 
ADF 2/2015 

 
BD explained that in institutional buildings under Use 
Classification 3 such as hospitals, day care centres and 
etc., occupants may not be able to evacuate without 
assistance thus slowing down the process. Therefore, 
in the general accommodations of such  use, the 
combustibility of the linings of internal wall and ceiling 
and decorative finishes is required to be in Classification 
B or above for better fire protection facilitating escape. 
 

BD further explained that in 2011 before the subject 
requirement in the present code was finalised, BD had 
already lowered this requirement from classification 
from A to B as per ArchSD’s request.    The revised 
requirement as stated in the present code had been 
found acceptable so far. HKIA should review or exhaust 
the availability of suitable materials for meeting such 
requirements. 

Travel Distance 
“The deadend travel distance is limited 
to :- ….. 
(c) for all other use classifications:- 

(i) 18m to the protected exit or to a point, 
from which travel in different directions 
to 2 or more exits is available;” 
 

and according to Section 3 - Definitions, 
Diagram A2:  Illustration of Exit Route as 
stipulated in the same Code, 

 
“Protected Exit” includes the “Protected 
Corridor” for Use Classifications other than 
Use Classifications 1 and 2. 
 

In this regard, please confirm that the 
deadend travel distance for the office as 
shown on the floor plan below is acceptable 
if the corridor outside the office unit is fully 
protected. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B11.2 

 
Item 5 
ADF 1/2016 
AAP 

 
BD confirmed that the dead end distance shown on the 
diagrammatic floor plan for office accommodation was 
a correct interpretation of Clause B11.2(c)(i) of the FS 
Code, provided that the corridor outside the office unit 
was fully protected. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Duplex in Residential Tower 
..…ADF 4/2015 ….. B(P)R39 should be 
complied for single family house even 
though MOE need not be followed, ….. 
seek BD's clarification that for Duplex Units 
within a residential tower where MOE 
staircases are already provided, there is no 
restriction on the design of the internal 
staircase connecting the 2 floors within the 
duplex unit. That means the internal 
staircase of such duplex units need NOT 
comply with B(P)R 39.   And MOE B11.2(a) 
should be complied for the travel distance 
from the farthest point at the upper level of 
the duplex, along the internal staircase, to 
the unit's entrance door at the lower level. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
MOE B11 
B(P)R39 

 
Item 13 
ADF 1/2016 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 3 
ADF 4/2015 

 
BD confirmed that the internal staircase of duplex units 
should comply with B(P)R39 if there was no other 
access to the upper floor of the duplex. 
 

The design of the internal staircase would not be 
required to follow B(P)R 39 if the upper level of the 
duplex was provided with access to the tower 
staircase. 

Supporting Documents to be Submitted 
Fire rated glass* 
・ Fire test report  (Some fire test reports 

submitted were irrelevant to the 
proposed fire rated glass wall, such as 
thickness/type of fire rated glass panels, 
maximum sizes of glazing system, 
restraint conditions, etc. were different 
from the proposed system) 

 

・ If assessment is to be carried out, the fire 
assessment report together with those 
referenced test report(s) should also be 
submitted. (Some assessment reports 
submitted were for other systems and 
irrelevant to the proposed fire rated 
glass) 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 14 
ADF 1/2016 
BD 

 
It was noted that the required supporting documents 
associated with the structural plans submitted by RSE 
might sometimes be incomplete or contained 
information irrelevant to the proposed structural 
materials/systems. In order to facilitate efficient 
processing of the submissions, members were 
reminded of the common irregularities found in the 
supporting documents (highlighted in italic blue in the 
left column) in relation to fire rated glass and glass 
reinforced concrete. 
 

Glass reinforced concrete (GRC)* 
・ Catalogue showing the composition 
・ Report showing the adoption of FOS 
・ Justification for the assumed thermal 

stress. Normally 2.5MPa was adopted by 
making reference to the Practical Design 
Guide for GRC. Some RSEs might 
propose to carry out tests to justify other 
values of thermal stress 

・ Test reports for strength retention of the 
fibre >350MPa for Category B under BS 
EN 14649 and minimum content of 
Zirconia (ZrO2) in glass fibre > 16%. 

・ Test reports to substantiate the design 
mechanical strength including flexural 
strength, anchorage strength, 
interlaminar shear, in-plane shear, 
compression, etc. 

・ QA/QC document 
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Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Supporting Documents to be Submitted 
(cont’d) 
 

*  Documents which are found 
outstanding or not submitted in full are 
highlighted in blue italic 

 

  
Item 14 
ADF 1/2016 
(cont’d) 
 

 

Fireman’s Lift 
At the recent FSD/AP Liaison Meeting, 
representatives of various Institutions were 
informed that there is new requirement for 
Fireman Lift to avoid holding up of Fireman 
lift doors from proper operation, which in 
turn will affect proper functioning of the 
Fireman Lift in case of fire. As there is no 
formal circular letter issued by BD on this 
issue for the additional corresponding 
requirement, we would like to clarify on the 
new requirement and compliance 
standards for this issue. Decisions are 
sought:- 
 

1) please clarify if there is any new 
requirements for fireman lift in new 
projects; 

2) if positive, please advise any interim 
measures for ongoing projects; and 

3)  a clear cut-off stage for the adoption of 
new Fireman lift requirement, if any. 

 

  
Item 18 
ADF 1/2016 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that this new requirement had been 
implemented with effect from 1 Jan 2016. GBPs 
approved before 1 Jan. 2016 would not be affected. 

Enclosure  Wall Separating  Protected  
Lobby  with  Covered Landscape Area  
ADF 2/2012 ….. we were advised that the 
design of the ground storey discharge point 
recessed from the ultimate edge of the 
building might be acceptable if the covered 
recessed area was a common area, open in 
design and not encumbered with features 
carrying fire  hazards, i.e. the exit route at 
such covered recessed area need not be 
enclosed by fire barriers. 
 

Following the same principle, if a protected 
area (say, a Fireman's lift lobby) is recessed 
from the edge of the building and the 
covered area (say, covered landscape 
area) surrounding such protected lobby is a 
common area, open in design  and  not  
encumbered  with  features carrying fire  
hazards,  the external enclosure wall 
separating such protected    lobby with the 
covered landscape area will NOT need to 
be of fire-resistant construction, provided 
always that any non-emergency services 
within such protected lobby be enclosed by 
fire barriers. Please advise ….. 

 
 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.7 

 
 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 9 
ADF 2/2012 
 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2018 
 

 
 
The considerations would be similar to those in 
accepting a fireman’s lift lobby recessed from the edge 
of buildings without fire barriers. Provided that the 
recessed areas were common parts, open in design 
(not trapping smoke) as well as not encumbered with 
fire hazards (such as loading/unloading bay), the 
design would be favourably considered. 
 

The non-FRR external enclosure to such protected 
area/lobby should not be within 6m of unprotected 
openings pursuant to Clause C9.7 of the FS Code, and 
the covered areas surrounding the protected 
area/lobby, if any, should be designed with reasonably 
high headroom to facilitate the dispersal of smoke in 
case of fire. 
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Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Effective Dates for Versions of FS Code 
There are 3 versions of the FS Code, 
September 2011, April 2012 and October 
2015. It seems that the effective dates of 
each version and how they will affect on-
going projects are not stated. Would BD 
please clarify the effective dates in relation 
to project status, such as foundation or 
building consent previously granted? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 3 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIA 

 
For assurance of building safety, revisions should be in 
force upon promulgation unless otherwise specified.  
However, for situations where foundation consent had 
been granted before the revisions, BD would review the 
difficulties encountered in following the new 
requirements on case basis and take a pragmatic 
approach if necessary. 

Temporary Refuge Space 
….. please clarify the number of direct 
intercom link for temporary refuge space 
(TRS) if two separate TRS are provided at 
typical lift lobby with the following positions: 
a)   At opposite walls. 
b)   Adjacent and at the same wall. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B30.4 

 
Item 19 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIS 
 

 
For scenario (a) - TRSs at opposite walls, one direct 
intercom for each TRS should generally be provided 
unless for short distances. For scenario (b) – adjacent 
TRSs at the same wall, one direct intercom at a location 
reachable from both TRSs should suffice. 

Access to Required Staircase for Multi-
Ownership 
For industrial wholesale conversion project 
(multi ownership case), in order to comply 
Clause B8.2 of Fire Safety Code (i.e. gain 
access to other required staircase at 
anytime), is it acceptable for designating a 
right of way within the private premises with 
demarcation on GBP? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B8.2 

 
Item 20 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIS 

 
Designating a right of way within the private indoor 
premises as a MOE would not be practical and not 
acceptable under BO. 

Measuring the Width of the Required 
Staircase 
For measuring of the clear width of the 
required staircase, please clarify if the 
width shall be measured between the wall 
finish and the inner side of the balustrade 
excluding the bottom solid concrete curb 
which comply with APP-110 of 150mm H. 
and protruding width less than 75mm. 

  
Item 22 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIS 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2014 

 
Referring to the diagram, BD confirmed that the width of 
the required staircase should be measured between the 
inner side of the balustrade and the wall finish provided 
that the solid curb with the width at its top on the inner 
side of the balustrade was not more than 75mm. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Refuge Floor 
….. requires the furniture, equipment and 
rubbish bins at communal sky garden on 
refuge floor to be of non-combustible 
material, we understand that the finishes at 
wall, ceiling and floor will only need to 
comply with Classification  C  of  Table  E1,  
i.e.  the  same  criteria  for  protected  exits. 
Please confirm our understanding is 
correct. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C17 

 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2016 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that the refuge floor was an integral part of 
a protected exit as per Diagram A2 of the Fire Safety 
Code. HKIA’s understanding was correct. 
 

Discharge Value (DV) of 1.8m Staircase 
It is noted that the DV of a 1.8m staircase 
(whether for sprinklered or non-sprinklered 
building) is smaller in the Fire Safety Code 
2011 as compared with that in the old MOE 
Code. 
 

Thus,  when  proposing  A&A  works  to  add  
extra  storeys  on  top  of  an existing 
building (which followed the old MOE Code) 
with 1.8m wide staircases, it would result in 
a situation where the DV of the extended 
1.8m staircases of the additional storeys be 
different from that of the existing building 
below. ….. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
MOE 

 
Item 7 
ADF 3/2016 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that the DV of the existing portion of the 
staircases should follow the MOE Code applicable at 
the time of approving the subject plans.   However, the 
additional DV resulting from the proposed additional 
storeys should follow the DV for “each additional storey” 
as stipulated in the current Fire Safety Code. 

Occupancy Factor for Church premises/ Bldg  
Since church premises/building would 
have other functions apart from the hall for 
worship, please clarify whether occupancy 
factors of 9 and 10 should be used for 
areas designated as office and conference 
room instead of using the occupancy 
factor of 0.5 for the entire premises/ 
building. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 10 
ADF 3/2016 
HKIS 
 

 
BD replied that relevant occupancy factors in the Fire 
Safety Code would be adopted for functions as 
indicated on plan. 

Fire Code Issues 
a.  450mm Return for Exit Route 
When the required   staircase discharge   to 
G/F level with other accommodation of 
building on the same plane, please clarify 
only min. 450mm return of FRR enclosing 
wall is required as per clause B5.7 even 
there is a 2m wide covered 
walkway/canopy/awning over the area right 
outside the exit door of the required 
staircase provided that the ultimate place of 
safety is      immediately next to the covered 
walkway/canopy/awning.  

 
FS Code 
2011 
B5.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Item 12 
ADF 3/2016 
HKIS 

 
a.  
If a required staircase passed through a covered area 
before reaching the ultimate place of safety, apart from 
complying with Clause B5.7 of the FS Code, the covered 
area should be designated as common parts, open in 
design (not trapping smoke) and not encumbered with 
fire hazards.    Besides, the construction of the covered 
walkway and canopy/awning should meet the 
requirements stipulated in Clause C4.3 and Clause 
C12.1 of the FS Code respectively.    Awning used for 
covered walkways should also be non-combustible 
satisfying Part E of the FS Code. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Fire Code Issues (cont’d) 
b. 6m Separation 
When G/F exit of required staircase facing 
to and within 6m of other building within the 
same site, please advise if G/F FRR door of 
required staircase could be exempted from 
Clause C9.7 provided that there is FRR wall 
by other building within 6m from the 
discharge point of the required staircase. 

 
 

 
FS Code  
2011 
C9.7 

 
Item 12 
ADF 3/2016 
(cont’d) 

 
b.   
Clause C9.7 (d) would be applicable and a fire-rated 
door would be required to protect the discharge point at 
ground storey. Diagram C2 Example (a) was relevant. 
 

c. Determination of the Number and Width 
of Exit Doors/Exit Route 
When two compartments "A" and "B" are 
separated by the fire shutter with by-pass 
lobby connected for communication, 
number and width of exit doors and exit 
routes could be determined on room and 
compartment basis rather than storey basis 
provided that: 
(1) exit of compartment without relying on 

exit door/exit route of other 
compartments; and 

(2) capacity of whole storey do not exceed 
3,000 people 

 

  c.   
Compliance with Subsections B7 and B8 and Table B2 
of the FS Code should be checked on room, storey as 
well as compartment basis. 
 

d.  Required Staircase Leading to Covered 
Walkway to Open Area on Upper Floor 
When there is a required staircase leading 
to covered walkway to open area on upper 
floor, please advise if the element of 
construction of covered walkway shall be 
non-combustible, while decorative finishes 
shall follow clause E13.1 Classification C of 
BS EN 13501-1:2007 provided that there is 
no unprotected opening within 6m of the 
covered walkway. 
 

  
 
 

 
d.  
The understanding on the part of the covered walkway 
was correct provided that the exit route at the temporary 
place of safety comply with Subsection C9 and Clause 
C12.4. The floor of the temporary place of safety should 
also have an FRR of not less than that of the storey 
below.    Clause B5.3 and Diagram B1 were also relevant 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

The wordings “….the like.” Classified as 
Special Hazard 
ADF 2/2014 ….. concerning the areas that 
should not be considered as special 
hazard, please advise on the latest 
development of BD’s follow-up 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Section 3 

 
Item 14 
ADF 3/2016 
HKIS 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 2/2014 

 
“Electrical plant rooms” was a general term referring to 
rooms containing plants running on electricity. This 
category was omitted from the definition of “Special 
Hazard” in Section 3 of Part A of the FS Code in the 
latest corrigenda of the FS Code and as such all the 
building services plant rooms mentioned in item 1 of the 
said Forum Discussion were not regarded as having 
special hazard. 
 

The fire risk of a room should be dependent on the 
chances of catching  fire and the fire load therein.  
Generally, plant rooms serving individual floors not 
running on fossil fuel nor with significant amount of 
combustiblets were not normally regarded as having 
special fire hazard. 
 

On the other hand, central plant rooms for the whole 
building or rooms with plants running on (a) fossil fuel, 
(b) flammable refrigerants or similar  chemicals,  (c)  
high  voltage  plants  or  (d)  containing  large amounts  
of  combustibles  would  be  regarded  as  such. AP 
should indicate on plans (a) the type of plants with 
respect to the above considerations and (b) if it 
resembled fuel tank rooms or the like, for consideration 
of whether such room should be classified as special 
hazard. Generalized descriptions such as plant rooms 
might not accurately reflect the fire risk. 
 

Width of Doors to TRS 
Please clarify that for MOE doors leading to 
TRS: 
・ The minimum clear door width of 
850mm stated in FS Code B30.3 should be 
measured to the vertical members of door 
frame, and 
・ BFA para 38 and figure 22 regarding the 
'effective clear width' of 800mm should be 
complied. 
 

 
FS Code  
2011 
B30.3, 
BFA Para 
38 & Fig. 
22 

 
Item 15 
ADF 3/2016 
AAP 
 

 
While the minimum width of door for passage of 
wheelchair user in general was 800mm, the minimum 
clear width of door leading to TRS should be 850mm as 
required under the FS Code. 

Mean of Access to Fireman’s Lift Lobby from 
EVA at Ground floor at School or Institutional 
Buildings  
・  ADF 1/2012 (item 3) clarified that B9.1 

allows required staircase at GF to 
connect to a covered playground 
through a protected lobby (such that 
users need not go to uncovered areas 
before reaching the stairs in their daily 
use) 

 

・ Based on the same principle, can D7.3 
also allow the fireman lift lobby to be 
accessed through a covered 
playground? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 16 
ADF 3/2016 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 3 
ADF 1/2012 

 
Item 3 of the 2012-1 forum only clarified that in schools, 
taking into account the anticipated good management 
and supervision, the exit route at G/F from a staircase to 
the street could be connected to a covered playground 
via a protected lobby. This did not mean that the 
staircase could be discharged to the covered 
playground. BD emphasized that if the covered 
playground also discharged through the same 
connection to street, such connection to covered 
playground should not compromise the required width 
of the exit route to street. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Mean of Access to Fireman’s Lift Lobby from 
EVA at Ground floor at School or Institutional 
Buildings  
(cont’d) 
 

 Item 16 
ADF 3/2016 
(cont’d) 
 

………… 
In a situation of access to a firemen’s lift (not coupled 
with staircases), provided that fireman’s lift at G/F was 
connected to a firemen’s access point through a 
protected connecting route (route), the route could also 
be connected to an covered playground through a 
protected lobby, which would be a similar situation to 
staircase. 
 

For schools with inherited difficulties in complying with 
the requirement of protecting the route to firemen’s lift, 
e.g. the fireman had to from the access point pass 
through a covered playground without fire-protected 
route before reaching the firemen’s lift, each case would 
be considered on individual merits. The “openness” of 
the covered playground and the fire risk therein, the 
distance of unprotected route that the firemen needed 
to travel, whether there were other mitigating measures 
provided e.g. additional FSI, etc., would all be 
considered. Comments from the FSD would also be 
sought. 
 

Having staircases discharging into covered playground 
before directly reaching streets would be considered as 
a separate issue. 
 

Width of EVA and discharging of MOE onto 
EVA within site boundary and uncovered 
In many projects, MOE discharges at 
Ground Floor to an EVA within site 
boundary which leads to a street.   Please 
confirm that the width of the EVA need 
NOT exclude any 'notional width' for MOE 
and shall just be 7.3m if in the form of a 
carriageway or 6m if not so, as stipulated 
in Clause in D22.2 of FS Code. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
D22.2 

 
Item 17 
ADF 3/2016 
AAP 
 

 
If the EVA also served as a private street/ access road, 
footpath(s) should be provided according to Building 
(Private Streets and Access Roads) Regulation 4. For 
EVAs not serving such purpose,  the provision of 
pavement or demarcation of such should not normally 
be required for situations  where there were only small  
numbers  of staircases discharge into. However, for 
situations where large number of evacuees were 
expected simultaneously in the EVA e.g. in cases of 
large shopping arcades where no phased evacuation 
was designed and there was no buffered areas such as 
landscaping areas nearby for the evacuees to overflow 
into so as to avoid hindering the approach of fire engine, 
the significant effect on the counter flow of firemen and 
fire engines with evacuees had to be addressed. 
 

Testing of Door 
・  E9.1  states  testing  requirements  for  

doors  with  smoke  seal  for controlling 
smoke leakage. 

・ E5.1 states testing requirements of fire 
rated doors etc. However some of the 
standards includes ' … and smoke 
control tests…'. 

 

We wish to clarify for fire rated doors etc. 
NOT requiring smoke seal, the part on 
smoke control test within the standards 
stated in E5.1 need not be satisfied. 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
E5.1 &E9.1 
 

 
Item 21 
ADF 3/2016 
AAP 
 

 
The building component should be tested in 
accordance with the standards stated in Clause E5.1 
where applicable to demonstrate the required FRR. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

MOE Exit at Ground Floor 
…..it stipulates that “The enclosing walls of 
every required staircase should be so 
continued at ground storey as to separate 
from the remainder of the building any 
passage or corridor leading from the 
required staircase to its ground storey 
discharge point. In the case of a building 
served by two or more required staircases, 
a cloakroom, lavatory, water-closet, 
caretaker’s office, fire control room or 
caretaker’s counter may open off such 
passageway.” 
 

Please clarify if mailboxes which are 
commonly located at the G/F lobby would 
be allowed. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B9.1 

 
Item 24 
ADF 3/2016 
AAP 
 

 
BD confirmed that similar to allowing caretaker's office 
or counter, mailboxes would also be allowed in G/F 
lobby through which one of the required staircase would 
discharge, considering that mailboxes should be of low 
fire risk and be monitored by the caretaker. 

Numbering of blocks within a development 
Numbering of blocks within a development 
should take into the account of MOA and 
MOE provisions to avoid confusion to the 
public and possible delay to rescue and 
fire-fighting operation. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 28 
ADF 3/2016 
BD 

 
BD noted that in some developments, a single   building 
block (considered as such under the provision of MOE 
and MOA) was sometimes assigned with two different 
numbers/ names which might easily be mistaken as two 
different buildings by firemen thus hindering  rescue. 
After deliberations, it was considered that simple and 
logical numbering system should be adopted while 
other numbering / naming systems should be shown in 
parentheses. APs should also advise their clients not to 
deviate from the logical numbering sequence on site for 
safety reasons. 
 

Entrance Gate at Lot Boundary  
In some cases, MOE staircases may 
discharge onto landscape area which has 
hard-paved routes connecting to an 
entrance gate at the fence wall along lot 
boundary.    . 
 

It is our understanding that such entrance 
gate is allowed to swing inward, and does 
not need to swing in the direction to the 
exit…… 
 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
B13.1 

 
Item 19 
ADF 4/2016 
AAP 

 
According to Clause B5.2 of the FS Code, every exit 
route leading to ultimate place of safety should not be 
closed with doors or gates unless such doors or gates 
are capable of being readily opened from the inside and 
in the direction of the exit route without the use of key. 
 

Therefore, if the landscape area was considered as 
ultimate place of safety, the entrance gate would be 
permitted to swing inward. 

Mini Store (in Industrial Buildings) 
Members’ views are sought on the proposal 
by FSD on increasing the provision of 
windows for facilitating firefighting in mini-
store in industrial buildings? 
 

  
Item 22 
ADF 4/2016 
BD 

 
Members generally did not support FSD’s proposal as 
the window provision should be provided in accordance 
with the design and use of the buildings. For example, 
it was unreasonable to provide excessive windows in 
warehouses. They would consider enhancement on FSI 
provision might be a better solution to serve the 
purpose. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Protection against External Fire Spread 
 …..“Subject to Subsection C5, the external 
wall of a building at any floor should be 
separated from the external wall at the floor 
next below by: (a) a spandrel that is a 
vertical element of 900mm with an FRR of 
not less than  that  of  the  intervening  
storey:  or  (b)  a  horizontal  projection  of 
500mm, with an FRR of not less than that of 
the intervening storey. This clause does not 
apply to a single family house or a sprinkler 
protected building.” 
 

Based on the above, we would like to 
confirm that the fire separation requirement 
shall NOT apply to the sprinkler protected 
non-domestic floors of a composite 
building as illustrated in the  sketch: 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C11.1  

 
Item 2  
ADF 5/2016 
HKIA 
 

 
Whilst “building” includes “any part of building” as per 
Section 2 of the Buildings Ordinance, BD re-confirmed 
that the fire separation requirement as per Clause C11.1 
of the FS Code should NOT apply to the sprinkler 
protected non-domestic floors of a composite building. 
 

BD further elaborated that such fire separation was also 
NOT required at the portion of external wall between the 
non-sprinkler-protected domestic floor above and 
sprinkler-protected non-domestic floor below, 
considering that fire spread should be in an upward 
manner. However, for the vice versa arrangement, 
relevant fire separation between would still be 
necessary. 

 
 

   

Exit Routes Discharge into a Lane 
When a lane is not a deadend lane but a 
thoroughfare, there are 2 directions which 
people can discharge. Will BD allow the 
total width of MOE of proposed building 
discharging into the lane be doubled the 
width of the lane when it is a thoroughfare? 
 

(For example, a building with 4 nos. of 
1500mm MOE stair can all discharge into a 
lane of 3m wide provided that the lane is a 
thoroughfare and its entire width is not less 
than 3m) 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
MOE 

 
Item 9  
ADF 5/2016 
AAP 

 
BD stressed that MOE must discharge to an Ultimate 
Place of Safety not less than 1.5m wide or with width of 
the total required width of exits discharging into the 
area, whichever the greater. In the case of MOE 
discharging to a lane, the width of the lane should not 
be less than the total width of MOE discharging onto 
that lane. As it would not be possible to predict the 
direction to which people would discharge after 
reaching the lane from the MOE stairs, assuming 
evacuees would escape orderly in two directions thus 
taking the total provided width was 2 times the width of 
the lane would not normally be accepted. Nevertheless, 
BD would consider justifications on individual cases e.g. 
phased evacuation of large developments in 
determining the minimum required width of lanes. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

450mm Return at Final Point of Discharge  
450mm return wall separating exit route and 
MOE discharge point and i) other 
accommodation and ii) another exit route 
has been a long practice. 
 

Separation between the point of discharge 
to other accommodation is very 
understandable because of risks of fire at 
point of discharge. 
 

Separation between 2 exit routes at 
discharge point, on the other hand, seems 
not related to fire risks. We would like to 
seek BD's advice on the rationale behind 
this requirement. 
 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
B5.7  
 

 
Item 10  
ADF 5/2016 
AAP 

 
Item 3(c) of ADF 3/2013 was relevant. BD reiterated that 
at the final point of discharge, evacuees might slow 
down or take a pause to decide which way to go 
resulting in possible congestion and clashing.   The 
required separation would help alleviate such 
undesirable phenomenon. 

Smoke Seal for Lift Landing Doors  
It is our understanding that the FRR 
requirement of lift landing door are fully 
described in C9.1, C9.2 and commentary 
under C17.2. Requirements of smoke seal 
for doors at protected lobby under C16.5 is 
not applicable for LIFT LANDING DOORS 
opening into a protected lobby cum fireman 
lift lobby. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C16.5  

 
Item 11 
ADF 5/2016 
AAP 

 
BD shared the same understanding. 

 

   



Draft 1.4.2021     63 
 

  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Spandrel Provision for Required Staircase 
For non-sprinkler protected building, the 
external wall of a building at any floor should 
be separated from the external wall at the 
floor next below by the vertical 900mm FRR 
element for slowing the flame spread. 
Would BD clarify if such requirement does 
not apply to require staircase as the entire 
staircase shaft should be a single 
compartment. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C11.1  
 

 
Item 6 
ADF 1/2017 
HKIS 

 
BD advised that although the spandrel provisions or 
horizontal projections under Clause C11.1 of the FS 
Code would not be required for a protected staircase 
enclosure, the protection of a required staircase should 
follow the requirements in Clause C9.6. 

MOE – Small Shops at street level   
Provision of roller shutter with a wicket door 
is a common practice for most street shops. 
The wicket door is usually 600mm wide and 
cannot meet the requirement under Table 
B2 of FS Code. Installations of these roller 
shutters are often left to the owners who in 
turn would ask AP whether such shutters 
would be considered as 'UBWs' and 
whether statutory orders to remove the 
shutters would be served. 
 

Practically roller shutter would not be closed 
unless the shop is closed. We suggest BD 
should allow roller shutters of small shops 
to be indicated in the GBP. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B13 

 
Item 10 
ADF 1/2017 
AAP 

 
BD noted that as long as the said wicket door(s) in the 
roller shutter could comply with the requirements as 
stipulated in FS Code, in particular, Table 2 and Clause 
B13, those roller shutters could be shown on GBP for 
approval by BA. 

MOE discharging onto Lawn at G/F 
ADF 2/2015….. MOE discharging onto lawn 
would not be accepted to prevent slipping 
and falling. To meet with greenery site 
coverage requirements, AP sometimes 
struggles very hard to 'reduce' the hard-
paved area required for MOE across 
landscape area. The problem is particularly 
difficult to resolve with large sites. 
 

There are products like grass reinforcement 
mesh in the market used in other countries 
to stiffen the lawn surface for car parking 
and wheelchair access routes. Slip 
resistance information is available and 
attached herewith….. 
 

We would suggest BD to allow MOE route 
over lawn with proper reinforcement to 
tackle the slippery issue. More information 
or research on available products can be 
carried out if BD's view is positive. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
MOE 

 
Item 11 
ADF 1/2017 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2015 

 
BD advised that they would take a pragmatic approach 
in considering each case on its own merits. Factors 
below would be taken into consideration in acceptance 
of the lawn with reinforcement (1) whether it formed part 
of EVA; (2) combustibility of the reinforcement of the 
lawn; (3) whether the reinforcement would hinder the 
movement of the evacuees especially people wearing 
high-heel shoes; (4) certain area with hard paving 
between required staircase and the lawn should be 
provided as buffer. Besides, the part of lawn with 
reinforcement might be discounted in the calculation of 
greenery area according to merits of each particular 
case. 
 

AAP would provide more details on factors (1) to (4) for 
BD’s considerations. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Smoke Seal for Vehicle Lift through 
Basement 
…..All lift wells should comply with the 
following requirements:-  
(a) … 
(b) … 
(c) … 
(d) Where a lift connects basement with 

storeys above ground storey, the lift 
doors at the basement should be 
protected by a smoke seal lobby 
complying with Part E. 

 

It is our understanding that 
i.) smoke seal requirement is not 

applicable to PASSENGER LIFT/ 
VEHICLE LIFT LANDING DOORS 
notwithstanding whether they open into 
a protected lobby or not if the lift serves 
basements and ground floor only (i.e. 
not to above ground storey) 

 

ii.)  for a VEHICLE LIFT connecting 
basement with ground floor, 1st floor 
and 2nd floor, it is considered 
impractical to have its landing doors 
open into a protected lobby.  In this 
regard, would BD please clarify it is not 
necessary to provide such protected 
lobby. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.1 

 
Item 10 
ADF 2/2017 
AAP 
 

 
BD confirmed that smoke seal requirements in the FS 
Code did not apply to lift landing doors. 
 

The requirement in Clause C9.1(d) was generally 
applicable to vehicle lifts. However, if every element of 
construction and fire barriers of the floors of the same 
use classification connected by the vehicle lift starting 
from basement floor had an FRR of not less than that of 
the basement as specified in Clause C14.1, provision of 
smoke seal lobby as required in Clause C9.1(d) would 
not be necessary. 

(Electrically Operated Locking Device) 
….. a locking device which is electrically 
operated should be capable of automatic 
release upon actuation of an automatic heat 
or smoke detection system or the operation 
of an alarm system or a central manual 
override designed and installed to the 
satisfaction of the Director of FS. 
 

However, FSD has declined to process the 
relevant applications since 2015 as it 
considered the same fell within BD’s 
jurisdiction instead of its. In this connection, 
would BD clarify with FSD? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B13.2 
 

 
Item 17 
ADF 2/2017 
HKIA 
 

 
HKIA tabled a copy of self-explanatory letter of a project 
from FSD stating that FSD would not process the 
relevant application despite the FS  Code  had  explicitly  
mentioned  that  the  said  system  was  to  be designed 
and installed to the satisfaction of the Director of Fire 
Services. 
 

The BD advised that they would follow up with FSD on 
the subject matter. 

Occupancy for Swimming Pool 
….. UFA for assessing the occupant 
capacity in the swimming pool in Use 
Classification 5d refers to the water surface 
area of the swimming pool. 
 

In some cases, APs are asked to include the 
deck area in the occupancy assessment for 
swimming pool as well for the reason that 
the deck is also occupied with persons. This 
appears to be not necessary in light of item 
5 of the Notes to Table B1 as 
abovementioned……….. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Table B1 
Item 5 

 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2017 
HKIA 

 
BD  found  the  suggested  1:1  ratio  agreeable  subject 
to no unconventional designs which would 
accommodate non-swimmers e.g. pool side bar or 
café, which should then be assessed under separate 
consideration on case merits. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Occupancy for Swimming Pool  (cont’d) 
………. 
However, should BD consider this is 
necessary where the deck area is 
substantial as compared with the pool area, 
we would suggest that only the portion of 
deck area which exceeds the pool surface 
area (i.e. beyond the ratio 1:1) be included 
in the occupancy assessment. Would 
BD ….. 
 

  
Item 2 
ADF 3/2017 
(cont’d) 
 
 

 

(Electrically Operated Locking Device) 
We would like to enquire on the latest status 
regarding the discussion between BD/FSD 
on the subject matter.    Item 17 of the last 
ADF 2/2017 refers. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B13.2  

 
Item 4 
ADF 3/2017 
HKIA 
 

follow up of 
Item 17 
ADF 2/2017 

 
BD advised that they were liaising with FSD on the 
subject matter. 

Atrium in a Sprinkler Protected Building 
ADF 3/2014…..BD confirmed that the 
requirement of atrium generally applied to 
commercial premises and might not be 
applicable to multi-levels void spaces 
commonly adopted in school which was 
naturally ventilated. 
 

….. further enquire if those areas with high 
ceiling functional spaces, such as school 
hall or indoor swimming pool with balcony 
seating, would not be considered as atrium, 
and hence the requirements under C10.3 of 
the Code are not applicable. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C10.3  

 
Item 12 
ADF 3/2017 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 2(b) 
ADF 3/2014 
 

 
BD re-confirmed that clause C10.3 of the FS Code 
generally applied to commercial premises only, and not 
to the high ceiling spaces in halls or indoor swimming 
pools of institutional buildings despite with balcony 
seating. 
 

However, clause C10.1 of the FS Code would still be 
applicable to such high ceiling spaces with required 
sprinkler provision, for assuring the effective function of 
sprinklers. 

 (MOE – Conflict of Wordings in Diagram) 
….. ".. a line measured from any point on 
floor of that room … to one of the exit doors 
should form an angle of not less than 30 
degree with a line measured from the same 
point to any other exit door." 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B11.6  

 
Item 9 
ADF 4/2017 
AAP 
 

 
BD advised that figure B3 basically showed the intention 
of the requirements. Clause B11.6 of the FS Code was 
being reviewed and results would be promulgated in 
due course with other revisions. 

 

   

Figure B3 of FS Code shows how to comply 
when the angle to the 2 exits from a point in 
the storey is less than 30 degree. It seems 
that the wordings in this paragraph are in 
conflict with provisions for deadend travel 
distance in the COP. Please consider to 
review. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

Access to Required Staircase in Building not 
Exceeding 15 Storeys 
….. “in case of domestic building or 
composite building not exceeding 15 
storeys in height above the lowest ground 
storey”, people using one required 
staircase should be able to gain access to 
at least one other required staircase “at 
least every 5 storeys”. The BD is requested 
to clarify whether: 
 

(i) in the case of a composite building not 
exceeding 15 storeys in height with a 
required staircase for the discharge of 
the domestic portion of the building 
passing through but without access to 
the non-domestic podium, access to 
another required staircase should be 
provided at least every 5 storeys; and 

 

(ii) in the case of a non-domestic building 
not exceeding 15 storeys in height, any 
required staircase having no access to 
the floors below, requires  access  to  
another  required  staircase,  similarly,  
at  least every 5 storeys. 

 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C8.2(b) 

 
Item 3 
ADF 5/2017 
HKIA 
 

 
(i) BD  advised  that  where  a  required  staircase  for  

discharge  of domestic  portion  passing  through  
but without  access to  the non-domestic podium, 
whether access to another required staircase  
should  be  provided  at  least  every  5  storeys  at  
the non-domestic podium would be considered on 
case merit. In principle, the risk of maneuvering long 
stairs before gaining access to alternate staircase 
has to balance with the risk of fire/smoke log of such 
staircase. 

 

(ii) BD advised that Clause B8.2(b) was applicable to 
domestic or composite building only instead of non-
domestic building. B8.2(a) & (b) would be 
applicable to domestic, non-domestic and 
composite buildings. 
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Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

Fire Separation between Mail Room and Club 
House 
For a mail room to be located inside a 
residential club house as illustrated below, 
is it necessary to provide fire barrier to 
separate the mail room from the club 
house? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C7.1 

 
Item 5 
ADF 1/2018 
HKIS 
 

 
BD advised that mail room and club house would be 
considered as different use and should be separated by 
fire barrier in accordance with Clause C7.1 and Table 
C1 of the FS Code. 

 
 

   

Recessed Discharge Point at Ground Storey 
ADF 2/2012….. a required staircase 
discharging through the main entrance 
lobby of a tower which is recessed from the 
edge of open air outside a building with the 
arrangement as indicated in the diagram  
below is normally considered acceptable, 
providing that the covered recessed area is 
a common area, open in design and not 
encumbered with features carrying fire 
risks. 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
C9.7 

 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2018 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 9 
ADF 2/2012 
 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2016 

 
BD advised that the concerned MOE route discharged 
from another required staircase across the same 
covered recessed area should be located  at  least  6m  
away  from  the  said  main  entrance  lobby with non-
FRR glass wall enclosure pursuant to Clause C9.7 of the 
FS Code2011. 

 

  Similarly, any unprotected opening on the external wall 
of a required staircase should be located at least 6m 
away from the unprotected opening on the external wall 
of another required staircase. This could prevent any 
smoke logging or other life-threatening incident 
occurring in a required staircase from affecting any 
other required staircases to ensure safe discharge of 
the evacuees. BD’s reply to item 2 of ADF 2/2016 dated 
18 March 2016 was also relevant. 

 
By the same token, MOE route discharged from 
another required staircase across the same 
covered recessed area can be located within 6m 
from the said main entrance lobby with non-FRR 
glass wall enclosure, as the said tower lobby 
(with a required staircase discharges through) 
should be considered as a discharge route of no 
fire risk, and hence the requirement for fire 
protection under Clause C9.7 of the FS Code 
2011 should not be applicable. 
 
Please advise ….. 
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BD response 

Adopting   Performance-based   Approach   
Innovative Building Design 
For building projects that cannot meet the 
Deemed-to-Comply provisions of the FS 
Code 2011 due to genuine difficulties, a 
performance-based approach using fire 
engineering can be adopted to formulate an 
Alternative Solution.   Clause G3.3 of FS 
Code 2011 refers. 
 

However, BD will normally not accept any 
reasons on better architectural design, 
more user-friendly and easier maintenance 
for future users/owners. 
 

This deters the building professionals from 
innovative building designs and poses 
much limitations and constraints in the 
development of fire engineering design for 
complicated composite buildings. While fire 
engineering design is project specific and 
tailored made to suit the building design, 
performance and operational requirements, 
such fire engineering design should be a 
more suitable design approach to 
safeguard human lives and properties in 
case of fire. 
 

Hence, we would like to request BD to 
support innovative building design by 
considering Fire Engineering Approach as 
Alternative Solution irrespective of whether 
the Deemed-to-Comply provisions are 
applicable. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
G3.3 

 
Item 4 
ADF 3/2018 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that they would favourably consider 
accepting performance-based approach by fire 
engineering as an Alternative Solution to prescriptive 
approach on case merits. 
 

To streamline the approval process, pre-submission 
enquiry could be made to ascertain critical 
issues/comments from relevant government 
departments. 

Food Serving Opening on Kitchen Wall of 
Licensed Food Premises 
 

 Item 3 
ADF 4/2018 
HKIA 
 
Item 22  
ADF 5/2018 
BD 
 

Refer Item under Special Subject : Licensing 

Provision of Thoroughfare for Cinema  or 
Theatre of Capacity not more than 500 P 
BD would like to brief members on the 
relaxation of Clause B20.9 of FS Code 
regarding the provision of thoroughfare for 
cinema or theatre of capacity not more than 
500 persons. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B20.9  

 
Item 14 
ADF 4/2018 
BD 

 
BD would on case basis, favourably consider extending 
the relaxation under Clause B20.9 of FS Code to cover 
cinemas and theatres in a non-domestic building not 
having polluting industrial undertakings or the non-
domestic part of a composite building, such that the site 
of such premises might be permitted to abut on one 
thoroughfare if the said thoroughfare was an acceptable 
EVA and Director of Fire Services had no adverse 
comment on the arrangement. 
 

Clause  B20.9  of  FS  Code  would  be  amended  to  
reflect  the  above arrangement in due course. 
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Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Temporary Refuge Space (TRS)/  
Exemption of Provisions 
The Fire Safety Code 2011 stipulates that 
provisions of MOE for persons with a 
disability do not apply to a building or parts 
of a building exempted from the application 
of Obligatory Design Requirements in the 
DMBFA 2008; whereas paragraph 2.1.2(a) 
of the DMBFA 2008 stipulates that for 
certain categories of buildings, the means 
of access and facilities stipulated in the 
Mandatory Section shall be provided to the 
extent as specified in the right column of 
Table 1.  
 

Based on the above, we opine that the 
provision of TRS shall not be applicable to 
those areas of buildings which are outside 
the extent of application as described in 
Table 1 of DMBFA 2008, despite that these 
areas are not categorised under paragraph 
2.2 “Exemptions” of DMBFA 2008. For 
instance, TRS should not be applicable to 
the common areas at typical floors above 
ground storey of a domestic building which 
does not exceed four (4) storeys. Please 
advise ….. 
 

 
Fire Code  
2011 
B29.1(a) 

 
Item 1  
ADF 1/2019 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s interpretation (below) regarding 
TRS provision in common areas at typical floors above 
ground storey of a domestic building not exceeding four 
storeys was correct : 
 

 

Openings in Fire Barrier 
….. “Openings should not be formed at fire 
barriers forming part of a fire compartment 
as described in Clause C3.1 unless such 
openings are protected by fire rated doors 
or fire shutters having an FRR of not less 
than that of such fire barriers. If the total 
width of the openings is more than 25% of 
the length of the compartment walls 
concerned, the fire rated doors or fire 
shutters should have an FRR with regard to 
the criterion of insulation of not less than 
that of the fire barrier.” 
 

Please advise whether the calculation in the 
example is correct. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011  
C8.1 

 
Item 11 
ADF 1/2019 
AAP 
 
Also refer 
Item 7(d) 
ADF 1/2012 
 

 
BD advised that, in accordance with Item 7(d) of ADF 
1/2012 held on 6.1.2012, in the context of Clause C8.1 
of FS Code 2011, the plan lengths of all perimeter fire 
barriers forming a fire compartment would be taken as 
the denominator for assessing whether the width of the 
openings to be installed with fire shutters would exceed 
25% of the concerned fire compartment and hence 
requiring such shutters to have insulation performance 
as well. For example, in a basement, the length of the 
enclosing walls on all sides would be added up to 
obtain the denominator, and only fire shutters making 
up over 25% of that denominator would need to fulfill the 
insulation requirement. On the other hand, in the 
situations of above-ground portions, external enclosing 
walls which would not be required to have prescribed 
FRR would not be counted towards the total plan 
lengths of a fire compartment. 
 

In the quoted example, In basement situation 
For R1 and R2, FRR insulation would not be required if: 
Compartment A: (R1+R2) / [(b1+c1 +a1) x 2] < 25% 
and 
Compartment B: (R1+R2+R3) / [(b1+b2) x 2] < 25% 
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Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Openings in Fire Barrier   (cont’d) 

 
 

  
Item 11 
ADF 1/2019 
(cont’d) 
 

 
For R3, FRR insulation would not be required if: 
Compartment B: (R1+R2+R3) / [(b1+b2) x 2] < 25% 
and Compartment C: R3 / [(c1+b2) x 2] < 25% 
In above-ground situation* 
For R1 and R2, FRR insulation would not be required if: 
Compartment A: (R1+R2) / (b1+c1) < 25% and 
Compartment B: (R1+R2+R3) / (b1+b2) < 25% 
 

For R3, FRR insulation would not be required if: 
Compartment B: (R1+R2+R3) / (b1+b2) < 25% and 
Compartment C: R3 / (c1+b2) < 25% 
 

*external enclosing walls not required to have 
prescribed FRR 
 

Protection against External Fire Spread 
….. Code states explicitly that this clause 
does not apply to a single family house or a 
sprinkler protected building. By similar 
token, we reckon that this clause is also not 
applicable to the external wall between the 
upper and lower storey of a duplex unit 
(occupied by a single family) in a residential 
tower. Please advise if this understanding is 
correct. 
 

 
FS Code 
2011 
C11.1 

 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2019 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 

Smoke Seal Lobby for Lift Doors at 
Basement 
ADF 5/2013 ….., BD confirmed that the 
smoke seal lobby at basement did not 
require to have any specific FRR (for non-
fireman lift lobby), providing that its 
construction should be able to perform its 
function as a smoke seal lobby under the 
relevant criteria of the testing standards. 
 

However, there are recent cases that AP 
has been asked to provide 4hr FRR to such 
non-fireman lift lobby at basement, on the 
reason that the lift door is provided only with 
an FRR of -/120/- rather than an FRR of -
/240/-. We opine that this is not the intention 
of the FS Code 2011. Our understanding is 
that the lift shaft/lift landing door at 
basement will only need to be provided with 
an FRR of -/120/- as per Clause C9.1 of the 
FS Code 2011, whereas the respective non-
fireman lift lobby at basement will also NOT 
be required to have any specific FRR as 
confirmed in item 3(c) of ADF 5/2013.  
Please confirm ….. 

 
FS Code 
2011 
 

 
Item 5 
ADF 4/2019 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
item 3(c) 
ADF 5/2013 
 
also refer 
Item 12 
ADF 1/2020 

 
Item 3(c) of ADF 5/2013 was still applicable. 
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Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

EVA to Virgin and Redevelopment Sites 
We would like to know if a site previously 
occupied by temporary building(s) under 
Short-term Tenancy granted by Lands 
Department is to be considered as a virgin 
or redevelopment site under FS Code 2011. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
 

 
Item 8 
ADF 4/2019 
HKIA 

 
Pursuant to Section 3 of Part A of FS Code 2011, “virgin 
site” means a site where there is no temporary or 
permanent building, including a building exempted  
from  the  Buildings  Ordinance  under  the  Buildings  
Ordinance (Application to the New Territories) 
Ordinance, in existence before. Nevertheless, special 
consideration would be given on case basis should 
circumstances so warrant, for example, the scale of the 
existing building as compared with the overall area of 
the site. 
 

FRR Screen Wall and Unprotected Opening 
corrigenda  …... Example (b) was added to 
Diagram C2 with the addition of screen wall. 
Would BD please clarify whether the 
unprotected opening and external wall of 
FRR<FRRe (i.e. line BC as shown in the 
sketch below) at less than 6m from the 
unprotected opening of the required 
staircase is acceptable. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Corrigenda 
Sept 2013 

 
Item 2 
ADF 5/2019 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 7(e)  
ADF 1/2012 

 
BD advised that where AB was the external wall of any 
other building on the same site with d6m, the window 
opening of the required staircase should be protected 
by fixed light with an FRR≥FRRe. 
 

 

 
 

  Where AB was any other external wall of the same 
building with d6m, whether the window opening of the 
required staircase could be unprotected would be 
considered on case basis, taking into account the 
actual configuration and distance between the 
unprotected opening at BC and the window opening of 
the required staircase, as well as the effectiveness of the 
FRR screen wall in protecting the staircase window 
opening. 
 

Requirement of Thoroughfares 
Code …..“The site of a Use Classification 
5a should abut upon and have frontages to 
two or more thoroughfares” and “The 
frontage of a building having a Use 
Classification 5a should, subject to Clause 
B20.7, form at least one half of the total 
perimeter of the building excluding 
recesses and projection……direct to two or 
more thoroughfares.” We understand that 
one of the primary functions of the 
thoroughfares is for the purpose of MOE, as 
it is stated in Clause B20.3 of FS Code 2011 
that “The thoroughfares in Clause B20.2 
should be of such width as will enable the 
persons……to disperse rapidly in the event 
of fire.” 
 

Thus, in the case of a thoroughfare which is 
not designed to serve as an EVA, would BD 
please advise/confirm the following: 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B20.1/20.2 
 

 
Item 3 
ADF 5/2019 
HKIA 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Requirement of Thoroughfares  (cont’d) 
(i) Area occupied by amenity 

features/street furniture such as on-
grade planters, lawn, benches, on-street 
parking spaces, etc. within the 
thoroughfare can be fully accountable 
for the required width of such 
thoroughfare as per the below diagram; 
and 

 

 Item 3 
ADF 5/2019 
(cont’d) 

 
(i) BD advised that whether any amenity features/street 

furniture located within the thoroughfare could be 
fully accountable for the required width would be 
considered on case basis. In general, the required 
width of thoroughfares should not be reduced by  
amenity features/street furniture which would 
adversely affect the occupants to disperse rapidly in 
the event of fire. 

 

 

  

(ii) Where the building is set back from the 
site boundary abutting the 
thoroughfares,  it  is  acceptable to  
occupy  the intervening  spaces with 
planters and/or other building 
structures/features as per the below 
diagram, provided that MOE from the 
building leading direct to the 
thoroughfares are not obstructed. 

  (ii) For the proposed MOE arrangement as illustrated in 
HKIA’s sketch, the unobstructed MOE passage and 
the intervening spaces with planters should be open 
area and the MOE passage should be clearly 
defined with a width not less than 1.5m wide or the 
total required width of exit routes discharging into 
the area, whichever is greater. In addition, the 
frontage requirements stipulated under Clause 
B20.2 of FS Code 2011 should apply. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Temporary Transformer Room in 
Construction Site 
Temporary transformer room in 
construction site requires application for 
temporary building permit with submission 
of GBP, superstructure plan and drainage 
plan respectively. However, it may not be 
practicable for provision of EVA as well as 
drainage connection to public drain be 
provided for temporary transformer room 
within a construction site. As temporary 
transformer room within a construction site, 
by its nature, will only be in service during 
the construction period, would BD give 
favourable consideration to waive/relax the 
requirement of EVA as well as drainage plan 
submission, similar to the case of 
application for erection of a contractor’s 
shed? 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
D25.1 

 
Item 4 
ADF 5/2019 
HKIA 
 

 
Pursuant to regulation 41D(3) and Clause D25.1 of FS 
Code 2011, the BA might exempt a  building   from any 
or all design and construction requirements of EVA if the 
BA was satisfied that compliance with such 
requirements was (a)  impracticable  having  regard  to  
the  topographical  features of the area on which the 
building would be situated; or (b) unwarranted on the 
ground that the purpose for which the building would be 
used constituted a low fire risk. On this, BD would 
consult FSD on case basis regarding application for 
exemption of the requirements of EVA for temporary 
transformer room in construction site. 
 

As regards drainage proposal for temporary transformer 
room in construction site, BD noted that only storm 
water would normally be involved. As such, 
corresponding drainage plans for temporary collection 
and discharge of storm water should be submitted for 
consideration and approval. BD would take a pragmatic 
approach in considering the storm water drainage 
proposal for temporary transformer room in a 
construction site on case basis in view of the relatively 
small area of temporary transformer room, the 
temporary nature and the fact that underground storm 
water drainage pipes and the associated connections 
for the site might yet to be installed. 
 

Enclosure Wall of Vertical Lifting Platform 
Would BD clarify whether a vertical lifting 
platform, which serves within a same 
compartment (like in a house with single 
occupancy) and complies with paragraph 
5.5B ….. of Design Manual: Barrier Free 
Access 2008, is required to comply with 
Clause C9.1 of FS Code 2011 regarding 
protection of liftwell and lift door? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.1 
 

BFA 2008 
5.5B(a)(ix) 

 
Item 15 
ADF 5/2019 
HKIS 
 
 

 
Pursuant to Clause C9.2 of FS Code 2011, provided that 
the lift machine room or pulley room would be 
completely separated by fire barriers from the rest of the 
building, fire resisting construction would not be 
required for the lift car including landing doors and the 
liftwell of a bullet lift, panorama lift and the like serving a 
single fire compartment.     
 

 
 

  Accordingly, fire protection of liftwell/lift door would not 
be required for vertical lifting platform serving a single 
fire compartment provided that the components with fire 
risk were completely separated by fire barriers from the 
rest of the building as required in Clause C9.2 of FS 
Code 2011.  
 

In addition, it is noted that regulation 72 of Building 
(Planning) Regulations and Design Manual: Barrier Free 
Access 2008 should not apply to single family building 
of 13m or less in height. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Footbath to Swimming Pool as MOE 
Regarding the provision of footbath for 
giving access to swimming pool as part  of  
the  licensing  requirements,  we  would  like  
to  enquire  if  such footbath can form part 
of the MOE for the swimming pool deck, 
provided that the level change of such 
footbath is negotiated with either ramp with 
gradient not steeper than 1:12 or at least 2 
steps with risers not more than 175mm high 
and treads not less than 225mm wide. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
MOE 

 
Item 1 
ADF 1/2020 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2015 
 

 
According to item (j) of the guidance on factors to be 
considered for complying with the Performance 
Requirements B1 to B7 of Subsection A8 - MOE under 
Section 2 of the FS Code (p. 12), the MOE should be of 
suitable construction to prevent slipping and falling 
Hence, footbath giving access to swimming pool should 
not be accepted as part of the MOE for swimming pool 
deck. 
 

Reference should also be made to BD’s response to 
item 2 of ADF 2/2015 held on 20 March 2015. 

Smoke Seal Lobby for Lift Doors at Basement 
ADF 4/2019 …..seek BD’s further 
clarification …..where the basement and 
ground storey are two separate fire 
compartments and a non-fireman lift 
connects basement with ground floor and 
the storeys above, given the followings are 
provided: 
(i) the lift landing door at basement is 

provided with an FRR of -/120/-;  
(ii) a smoke seal lobby is provided at 

basement; and 
(iii) the lift shaft at basement is having an 

FRR of not less than -/240/240. 
Is the design be considered satisfying 
Clause C14.1(a) of FS Code 2011? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C14.1 

 
Item 12 
ADF 1/2020 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 5 
ADF 4/2019 
 
Item 4 
ADF 3/2020 
 

 
BD noted that items (i) and (ii) were in compliance with 
Clause C9.1(c) and C9.1(d) of FS Code 2011 
respectively. 
 

For item (iii), BD would further clarify when the lift shaft 
at basement being non-loadbearing walls, its FRR 
requirement with respect to item 8 of Table C2 and 
Clause C9.1(a) of FS Code 2011. 
 

[Post-meeting note: For non-loadbearing elements 
separating the lift shaft and the rest of building in the 
basement, its FRR requirement should be not less than 
-/240/240, i.e. stability requirement was not applicable. 
Relevant requirements are provided in item 8 of Table 
C2 of FS Code 2011.] 

Refuge Floors 
Code ….. “… refuge floors should be 
provided for all buildings exceeding 25 
storeys in height above the lowest ground 
storey, at not more than …25 storeys … for 
buildings … in other Use Classifications 
from any other refuge floor …”.    Based on 
the above, we opine that the following 
schematic section is a correct interpretation 
of the requirement where there can be 25-
storeys of residential or office 
accommodation between the refuge floors, 
i.e. the refuge floor itself is not counted into 
the 25 storeys as stipulated in the clause.  
Please advise ….. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B18.1 

 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2020 
HKIA 
 

 
For the scenario provided in HKIA’s sketch, the refuge 
floor needs not be counted towards the requirement of 
“25 storey” under Clause B18.1 of FS Code 2011. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Fire Discharge via Public 
Footbridge/Elevated Walkway 
When it is required under lease to provide a 
linkage from the site to an existing public 
footbridge/elevated walkway and such 
linkage shall be designated for general 
public use, will BD consider it acceptable if 
the occupants of the site are discharged to 
the street via such linkage and the existing 
public footbridge/elevated walkway? 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B5.2 

 
Item 9 
ADF 2/2020 
AAP 
 

 
BD advised that pursuant to Clause B5.2 of FS Code 
2011, every exit route should lead directly to an ultimate 
place of safety fulfilling the relevant definition in FS Code 
2011. In this regard, the proposed exit route 
arrangement was considered not complying with the 
above requirement. 

Determination on Number of Storeys for 
Provision of Refuge Floor 
Code ….. it is our understanding that 
storeys which contain solely mechanical 
plants can also be accounted in calculating 
the total number of storeys of the building 
for the purpose of determining the numbers 
and location of refuge floor. Please confirm 
if our understanding is correct. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B18.1 

 
Item 10 
ADF 2/2020 
AAP 
 
 

 
BD confirmed that AAP’s interpretation was correct. 

Disposition of Refuge Floor 
Please confirm our interpretation that the 
6m separation of refuge area from the 
boundary is suffice to comply with the 
requirement under Code ….. as per 
illustration below. 

 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C17.2(b) 

 
Item 13 
ADF 2/2020 
AAP 
 
also refer 
item 20 
ADF 3/2020 
 

 
Under Clause B18.2 (e) of FS Code 2011, the area for 
refuge should be open-sided on at least two opposite 
sides. 
 

Under Clause C17.2 of FS Code 2011, where the side 
of a refuge floor is required to be open, the open side 
should not be directly be within a distance of less than 
6m from a boundary of another site. 
 

The proposed scenario is therefore considered not 
acceptable because the requirement on 6m separation 
should be measured from the external wall of a refuge 
floor. 

Location of Temporary Refuge Spaces 
Code….. “no exit or accommodation 
(except pipe duct, building services room or 
the like not to be used in case of 
emergency) should be opened off directly 
to the temporary refuge space in Examples 
(c) & (d) of Diagram B6.” 
 

Our understanding is that there is no 
accommodation in the male / female/ 
accessible lavatories and they would not be 
used in case of emergency. In this regard, 
“the like” as mentioned above should 
include the lavatories. Enclose herewith a 
diagram illustrating the situation and please 
confirm ….. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
B30.1 

 
Item 14 
ADF 2/2020 
AAP 
 

 
BD advised that exits of lavatories should not be opened 
off to the temporary refuge space. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

Location of Temporary Refuge Spaces (cont’d) 

 
 

  
Item 14 
ADF 2/2020 
(cont’d) 

 

FRR Requirement for Main Staircase in 
Single-Family House/Unit 
In a single-family house/unit, it is not 
uncommon that the main staircase 
connecting the floors is a standalone 
structure with void around. Since there is no 
compartment wall enclosing the staircase 
and that it is a rather open structure within 
the premises, we opine that both integrity 
and insulation  requirements  are  immaterial  
under such circumstances  and hence  NOT 
required  for  the  staircase  floor  slab. On 
the other hand, stability requirement to the 
structural frame, beam or column 
supporting such main staircase is relevant 
and has to be fulfilled in accordance with 
Table C2 of the FS Code.  Please 
confirm ….. 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
Table C2 

 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2020 
HKIA 

 
Noting that the main staircase connecting the different 
floors within a single-family house/unit served as means 
of escape and element of construction akin to a floor, 
BD advised that it should comply with stability, integrity 
and insulation of FRR requirements under Table C2 of 
the FS Code 2011. 

 

   

Smoke Outlets 
Referring to item 10 of ADF 2/2015 ….., BD 
advised that each smoke outlet should not 
be more than 30m away from another 
smoke outlet along the frontage. 
 

For large development, it is not practicable 
to have each and every smoke outlet to be 
arranged 30m max. apart sequentially and 
continuously from one another along all the 
building frontages as illustrated in the 
diagram attached in previous ADF. Indeed, 
it is more reasonable to allow the smoke 
outlets be arranged in clusters, and that only 
the smoke outlets in each cluster need to be 
positioned at not more than 30m apart from 
one another as per the following diagram 
(as amended from the one attached to ADF 
2/2015). 

 
Fire Code 
2011 

 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2020 
HKIA 
 
follow up of  
Item 10 
ADF/2015 

 
HKIA would further supplement sample past cases  
examples to deliberate the constraints and practicality 
aspect for BD’s consideration. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

Smoke Outlets (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 

Item 3 
ADF 3/2020 
(cont’d) 

 

Smoke Seal Lobby for Lift Doors at Basement 
Further to BD’s reply to in ADF 1/2020 ….., 
we wish to further clarify if the non-
loadbearing lift shaft wall should indeed be 
required to have an FRR of -/120/120 only, 
instead of -/240/240, as per clause C9.1(a) 
of the FS Code. This is also in line with 
having the lift landing door at basement to 
be provided with an FRR of-/120/- only as 
per clause C9.1(c) of the FS Code. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.1(a) 

 
Item 4 
ADF 3/2020 
HKIA 
 
follow up 
of Item 12  
ADF 1/2020 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 
 
Notwithstanding that structural submission to BD was 
not required, BD reminded that the AP/RSE should 
ensure that the design, fabrication and installation of the 
window and window wall should achieve the required 
safety standard pursuant to paragraph 6 of PNAP APP-
37. 

Separation between Use Classifications 
Code/C7.3 …“Provided that the fire 
compartment area limitations in Table C1 
are complied  with,  separation  by  fire  
barriers  are  not  required  between different 
occupancies for the following uses: 
(a)    Use Classification 4a; or …” 
 

Code/C7.4 …..“Except for shopping arcade 
in Use Classification 4b, every common 
internal corridor serving rooms or flats in 
different occupancies should be separated 
from such occupancies by fire barriers 
having an FRR of not less than that of the 
Use Classification of that floor…” 
 

Based on the above, we opine that for 
offices with different occupancies:  
(a) Separation by fire barriers are not  

required between  different 
occupancies; 

(b) The  common internal corridor  should 
be separated from the occupancies by 
fire barriers 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C7.3/ 7.4 
 
 

 
Item 16 
ADF 3/2020 
AAP 

 
BD advised that AAP’s interpretation was correct. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 
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BD response 

Separation between Use Classifications 
(cont’d) 
 
(Office 1, 2, 3 are of different occupancies) 

 

  
Item 16 
ADF 3/2020 
 

 

Disposition of Refuge Floor 
ADF 2/2020 ….. please confirm whether the 
scenario illustrated below is acceptable 
under FS Code 2011. 

 
FS Code 
2011 

 
Item 20 
ADF 3/2020 
AAP 

 
BD had no in-principle objection to the proposal. 

   

Item 13 
ADF 2/2020 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Fire Safety Management Plan for Open 
Kitchen of Single Family House 

 Item 6 
ADF 4/2020 
HKIA 

Refer item in Special Subject – Open Kitchen 

Refuge Floors 
Clause B18.2(b) and B18.2(e) of Code ….. 
states that “The net area for refuge should 
be not less than 50% of the total gross floor 
area of the refuge floor and should have a 
clear headroom of not less than 2300mm” 
and “The area for refuge should be open-
sided above safe parapet height on at least 
two opposite sides to provide adequate 
cross ventilation;…” 
 

We opine that: 
1. The 2300mm clear headroom 

requirement is not applicable for E/M 
……….  

 
FS Code 
2011 
CB18.2 

 
Item 12 
ADF 4/2020 
AAP 

 
BD advised the area for refuge should have a clear 
headroom of not less than 2300mm pursuant to Clause 
B18.2(b) of FS code 2011. While there were no specific 
requirements on the "open-sided above safe parapet 
height" stipulated in Clause B18.2(e) of FS Code 2011, 
adequate cross ventilation should be provided. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Refuge Floors  (cont’d) 
………. services (drenchers, lightings, 

speakers, etc.) and signage (exit signs, 
exit directional signs, etc.), provided 
that a clear height of 2000mm should be 
maintained; 

 

2. There is no requirement on the top level 
of the “open-sided above safe parapet 
height” 

 

Please advise ….. 
 

 Item 12 
ADF 4/2020 
(cont’d) 
 

 

Lobby to a Fireman’s Lift 
Referring to Clause D11.1 of FS Code 2011, 
“each point of discharge from a fireman’s lift 
to the floor served…, should be through a 
lobby having a floor area of not less than 
2.25 m2 and a minimum dimension of 
1.5m”. 
 

The layout below providing a 1.5m x 1.5m 
clear space in front of the fireman’s lift door 
would satisfy this requirement, please 
advise if our interpretation is correct. 
 

 
FS Code 
2011 

 
Item 13 
ADF 4/2020 
AAP 

 
As regards the sketch plan provided, BD advised that 
AAP’s interpretation was correct provided that other 
requirements including the provision of MoE and 
access for persons with a disability were complied with. 

 
 

   

Discharge on Ground Level 
We would like to confirm ….. Code Clause 
5.3….. if any part of any building is within a 
distance of not more than 900mm from the 
site boundary of the adjoining site, the 
external walls and roofs of that part should 
have an FRR of not less than that of the 
internal elements of construction. 
Discharge of MOE through lift lobby to the 
street is acceptable and the external 
enclosure facing street does not require 
FRR construction, which is represented by 
“Lot A” in the diagram. 
 

However, for S.B.D. under PNAP APP-152, 
building setback is required if the street 
abutting the site is less than 15m. Under the 
aforesaid scenario a common boundary 
between adjoining lot is exposed at the 
setback portion as shown at “Lot B” in the 
diagram………. 
 

 
Fire Code 
2011 
C9.7 

 
Item 16 
ADF 4/2020 
AAP 

 
BD advised that the requirements under Clause C9.7 of 
FS Code 2011 were not applicable to “Lot A” under the 
specified situation but applicable to “Lot B” according 
to AAP’s sketch. 
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  Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Discharge on Ground Level (cont’d) 
………. 
Since the set back area can be regarded as 
Ultimate Place of Safety for Mean of 
Escape, the requirement under Clause C9.7 
of Code of Practice of Fire Safety in 
Buildings 2011 shall not be applicable to 
this scenario and therefore no FRR 
construction is required for the glass screen 
wall except the 900mm fire rated separation 
between two different lots. 
 

 
 
 

 
Item 16 
ADF 4/2020 
(cont’d) 
 

 

 
 

   

Passage from Fireman’s Lift Lobby to a 
Protected Exit 
Further to item 3(b) of ADF 3/2013 held on 
10 May 2013, there was a revision to 
Clause D11.4 of FS Code 2011 stating 
that: 
 
“Every lobby to a fireman’s lift should have 
direct access, without any obstruction and 
lockable door, to a protected exit.  Such 
lobby should be designed as a common 
area and an integral part of the fireman’s lift 
so that it could not be readily incorporated 
as part of any adjacent unit(s) of 
accommodation.” 
 
Our understanding is that the passage 
from the fireman’s lift lobby to a required 
staircase does not require FRR protection, 
would BD please advise if our 
understanding is correct. 
 

  
Item 12 
ADF 1/2021 
AAP 

 
BD advised that the lobby to a fireman’s lift should be 
directly connected to a protected exit by a protected 
passage. 
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Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Number of Firefighting and Rescue 
Stairways Required 
Referring to Table D1 “Number of Access 
Staircases, Fireman’s Lift and Firefighting 
and Rescue Stairways (FRS) Required” in 
Code of Practice for Fire Safety in 
Buildings 2011 (FS Code 2011), it is our 
understanding that the determination of 
required FRS for basement carparks for 
buildings shall follow the criteria as set 
down in “item (8) All basements” in Table 
D1, instead of following the classification of 
the building aboveground.  For example, 
for a high-rise industrial building under 
Classification 6 with basement carparks 
that DO NOT fall into the criteria of 8(a) 
and 8(b) in Table D1, NO FRS will be 
required for the basement carparks.   
 
Would BD please clarify if our 
understanding is correct. 
 

 
Table D1 
FS Code 
2011 

 
Item 2 
ADF 4/2021 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that according to B(P)R 41C (1)(a) and 41C 
(2), Clauses D15.1, D15.2 and item (7) in Table D1 of FS 
Code 2011, FRS should be provided to industrial 
building including any basement in the building.  FRS 
should serve every floor and every part of the building.  
Ancillary uses such as car parking and 
loading/unloading areas in such a building should also 
be served by FRS whatever the ancillary use occupied 
the whole floor or part of a floor. 
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Code of Practice for Foundation 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Code of Practice for Foundation 2017 
Over the past 2 years, various items regarding 
the subject CoP have been discussed and 
agreed in the TC on the Code of Practice for 
Foundation. Would BD please advise if the 
discussion items can be promulgated for 
industry‘s adoption and better application of 
the Code. 
 

 
CoP 2017 
 
 

 
Item 8 
ADF 4/2020 
HKIE 
 

 
BD advised that the items discussed and agreed in the 
TC on the CoP for Foundation would be promulgated 
via amendments to the CoP. It was expected that the 
proposed amendments would be promulgated by 
December 2020. 

Re-use of Existing Foundations 
Under Clause 6.5 of CoP for Foundation 2017, 
a comprehensive testing scheme should be 
implemented to demonstrate the existing 
foundation is suitable for re-use.  Would BD 
please advise whether such testing scheme is 
a consent condition rather than approval 
condition as some of the tests can only be 
carried out when the foundation is exposed. 
 

 
CoP 2017 

 
Item 8 
ADF 2/2021 
HKIE 
 

 
Usually, a comprehensive testing scheme to verify the 
integrity, durability, suitability of the existing 
foundations to be reused would need to be submitted 
together with the foundation plan or specified on the 
foundation plan for approval.  The requirement for 
submission of design review report, including the 
result/finding of the verification tests or investigation 
proposed in the testing scheme, for the existing 
foundation to be re-used might be imposed for the 
consent application to the commencement of new 
foundation works.  The consent for such works would 
not be given until the said report has been submitted 
and found satisfactory by BD. 
 
The approval and consent conditions imposed for 
foundation works involving re-use of existing 
foundation might vary and be considered on case-by-
case basis.  In some cases, approval and consent for 
carrying out the verification tests of the existing 
foundation might be required. 
 

Determination of Existing Foundation Design 
for a Pre-war Building 
For some development adjoining to a pre-war 
building which the building record is not 
available, would BD accept Ground-
penetrating radar (GPR) survey (same 
technique adopted by CEDD and MTR) to 
determine the existing foundation design of 
that pre-war building in order to fulfil the 
current Foundation code requirements as the 
carry out of trial pit may not be possible due 
to access issue? 
 

 
CoP 2017 

 
Item 13 
ADF 2/2021 
HKIS 

 
While BD would not impose restriction on the 
application of geophysical method for conducting site 
survey to collect sufficient information for the 
foundation design, the AP/RSE should ensure the 
accuracy of the GPR survey was adequate and the 
reliability on interpreting the survey results could fulfil 
the purpose of the site survey.  Section 3.3 of the CoP 
for Foundations 2017 was relevant.       
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Code of Practice on Wind Effects in Hong Kong 2019 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Explanatory Notes to the Code of Practice on 
Wind Effects in Hong Kong 2019 
Appendix A2 of Explanatory Notes to the 
Code of Practice on Wind Effects in Hong 
Kong 2019 mentions that “Buildings in the 
same building lot shall be treated as a whole, 
when evaluating the direct sheltering effect for 
the determination of the most beneficial 
building/buildings to be removed.” 
  
Please clarify the definition of “building lot” 
when considering the sheltering effect.  Does 
“building lot” means “land lot” as defined in 
the government land lease or an estate 
development? 
   
For large residential development such as Tai 
Koo Shing, if it is considered as one building 
lot, the buildings of whole development shall 
be removed and the effect would be 
extensive.  On the contrary, fragmented land 
lots can contribute to one building 
development. 
 

  
Item 9 
ADF 3/2021 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that buildings within a cluster covered by 
the same occupation permit could be treated as 
“buildings in the same building lot” for the evaluation 
of direct sheltering effect and determination of the 
most beneficial building/buildings. 

Evaluation of Across Wind Effect under Code of 
Practice on Wind Effects in Hong Kong 2019 
In the evaluation of across wind effect (by 
Equation 2-2 in page 10 of the CoP extracted 
below), fundamental frequency is necessary 
to be determined prior to the calculation.  
  
How can we determine the fundamental 
frequency of the multi-tower structures over a 
common podium? 
 

 

 

  
Item 10 
ADF 3/2021 
HKIE 
 

 
BD advised that the fundamental frequency of multi-
tower structures over a common podium could be 
assessed by assuming the individual tower structure 
standing alone (i.e. not connecting to the podium 
structures) and extended to the base (G/F or pile cap) 
as shown in pink colour in the diagram below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Integration of certain portion of the podium structures 
(e.g. one bay) into the computer model for estimating 
the fundamental frequency of individual tower would 
be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Alternatively, if an integrated computer model of the 
towers and podium structures was set up, the 
frequency of the first mode of vibration obtained from 
the computer analysis of the integrated model could 
be taken as the fundamental frequency in all 
directions. 
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Code of Practice for Overall Thermal Transfer Value in Buildings 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Design and Construction Requirements for 
Residential Buildings for  Energy Efficiency 
HKIA proposed a round-up approach for 
RTTV calculations. 
 
 

  
Item 12 
ADF 3/2014 
HKIA 

 
The BD had no objection to HKIA’s proposed round-up 
approach for RTTV calculations (i.e. based on the 
highest absorptivity of the tile for RTTV calculations 
irrespective of different types of tile being used) to 
streamline the calculation process. 
 

Flexibility for Solar Shading of Windows 
Under existing guidelines, solar shading of 
windows is controlled as both building 
projection and thermal performance of 
glass where sunshades projecting up to 
1.5m are permitted under PNAP APP-19 
subject to compliance with APP-67 and 
APP-156. The limited depth of such 
sunshades is ineffective against afternoon 
sunlight that penetrates windows (or even 
balconies) in low angle and/or sideways, 
resulting in undesirable heat gain and glare 
problem in habitable spaces. As shown in 
Figures 1a & 1b, louver screens in front of 
windows and balconies provide complete 
shading regardless of sun angle, and they 
can be slid away at will from the windows 
and balconies for a fully open view. These 
moveable sliding louver screens are 
common environmentally friendly features 
seen in Europe and Australia.  
Figures 2a & 2b show a mechanical 
example from England and a manual 
system from Germany. Would BD advise if 
this system is permissible ….. 
 

  
Item 7 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 1  
ADF 3/2018 
 

 
The BD was receptive with the proposed sliding louvres 
in front of windows to enhance solar protection on a 
case-by-case basis subject to submission of detailed 
information of such system as well as the circumstances 
of individual cases.    While the proposed sliding louvres 
might be considered as an amenity feature under the 
PNAP APP-42, considerations should be given to the 
possible reflection of sunlight from the slanted louvres 
to the surrounding buildings, and derogation of air 
ventilation through the louvres. The BD strongly advised 
that pre-submission enquiry with detailed   justifications 
including implications arising of the two aforesaid 
issues, should be made prior to formal submission. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Technical Committee on Design and 
Construction Requirements for Energy 
Efficiency of Buildings 
The Technical Committee (TC) on Design 
and Construction Requirements for Energy 
Efficiency of Buildings (DCREEB) 
represented by the relevant government  
departments,  professional  institutions  and  
universities  has been established with a 
view to considering any comments 
or ……... 

  
Item 25  
ADF 3/2016 
BD 
 

 
Meeting of TC on DCREEB would be held twice a year 
to review the CoP and Guidelines. More frequent 
meetings would be held as necessary.   Members were 
welcome to provide views and comments. 
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  Code of Practice for Overall Thermal Transfer Value in Buildings  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Technical Committee …..(cont’d) 
feedback received from the building 
industry arising from the use of the Code of 
Practice for Overall Thermal Transfer Value 
in Buildings 1995 (CoP) and Guidelines on  
Design and Construction Requirements for 
Energy Efficiency of Residential Buildings 
2014 (Guidelines), relevant advancement in 
design, technologies and construction 
methods, and the latest relevant overseas 
regulatory control and standards; and to 
review the standards on OTTV and 
residential thermal transfer value (RTTV) 
under the Energy Saving Plan for Hong 
Kong’s Built Environment 2015~2025+ 
 

The  first  TC  meeting  is  to  be  held  on  
30  May  2016  and  views  and comments 
or feedback arising from the use of the 
above CoP and Guidelines are welcomed. 
 

  
Item 25  
ADF 3/2016 
(cont’d) 

 

Issue of Revised PNAP APP-67   
PNAP APP-67 has recently been revised to 
align with the corresponding requirements 
under PNAP APP-156 as follows: 
 

(a) the finalised OTTVs of the building and 
the shading coefficient of glass should 
be incorporated into general building 
plan for record and the final OTTV 
reports and related information should 
be submitted prior to the application of 
an occupation permit; and 

 

(b) quantitative assessment should be 
submitted to BA for consideration if the 
sunshades project over 750mm from 
external walls. 

 
PNAP 
APP-67, 
156 

 
Item 26  
ADF 3/2016 
BD 
 

 
Both OTTV and RTTV standards were subject to 
periodic review to keep pace with advancement in 
building design and technological development.  
PNAP APP-67 had recently been revised to align with 
the corresponding requirements under PNAP APP-156 
as follows: 
 

(a) the finalized OTTVs of the building and the shading 
coefficient of glass should be incorporated into 
general building plan for record and the final OTTV 
reports and related information should be submitted 
prior to the application of an occupation permit; and 

 

(b) quantitative assessment should be submitted to BA 
for consideration if the sunshades projected over 
750mm (instead of the previous 500mm) from 
external walls. 

 

OTTV for G/F Open-front Shops 
The intent to limit the UFA of open front 
shops that can be disregarded from OTTV 
is noted. However in reality, G/F shops are 
partitioned just for that purpose under GBP 
submission / OP. Any removal of such 
partitions after OP might not even be minor 
works, causing the 50m2 UFA limit to be 
meaningless. 
 

We suggest that the arrangement should be 
reconsidered – one possibility would be to 
waive the 50m2 UFA limit to avoid 
unnecessary wastage, or to take into 
consideration effect of open shop front at 
G/F in setting the required OTTV value for 
podium where open shop front is proposed. 

 
PNAP  
APP-67 

 
Item 11  
ADF 4/2017 
AAP 
 
 

 
BD advised that, for open shop exceeding 50m2  (UFA), 
BD would be prepared to accept an alternative 
approach of OTTV calculation which allowed 
demonstration of compliance by a notional calculation 
basing on a shopfront with plain glass construction of 
not exceeding 56w/m . 
 

Building owner would be required to undertake that the 
heat transfer performance of future shopfront would not 
be inferior to that of the plain glass adopted in the 
notional calculation. 
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  Code of Practice for Overall Thermal Transfer Value in Buildings  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Flexibility of Solar Shading 
ADF 2/2015 ….. BD was receptive with the 
proposed sliding louvres in front of 
prescribed windows to enhance solar 
protection on a case-by-case basis subject 
to submission of detailed information of 
such system as well as the circumstances 
of individual cases. Further to the above, we 
would like to enquire if these external 
operable shading devices could also be 
taken into account in the RTTV assessment 
for residential buildings. 
 
 

 
-- 

 
Item 1  
ADF 3/2018 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 7 
ADF 2/2015 

 
BD advised that whether such external operable 
shading devices could be taken into account in RTTV 
assessment would be considered on a case basis with 
due regard to the merits and circumstances of individual 
cases, as well as the following: 
 

(i) External Shading Coefficient of the proposed device 
should be calculated with due reference to the 
methodology as stated in Section 2.5.3 of the 
“Guidelines on Design and Construction 
Requirements for Energy Efficiency of  Residential  
Buildings 2014” (the Guidelines); 

 

(ii) Any possible adverse impact on natural 
lighting/ventilation to the habitable spaces 
concerned arising from such device should be 
carefully examined; 

 

(iii) Pursuant   to   Paragraph   11   of   PNAP   APP-156, 
quantitative assessment should be submitted for 
consideration if such device projected more than 
750mm from the external walls; and 

 

In general, if the proposed external shading devices 
were operated manually, they should be excluded from 
the RTTV assessment as per principle laid under first 
bullet of Section 2.1.7 of the Guidelines.    To facilitate 
the processing, BD strongly advised that pre-
submission enquiry with detailed justifications should 
be made prior to formal submission. 
 

Whilst HKIA expressed that external operable shading 
devices had been widely adopted in overseas countries, 
HKIA requested BD to further review the Guidelines at 
the Technical Committee so as to streamline the 
acceptance of such devices,    including those external 
manual-operable shading devices. 
 

RTTV and OTTV – Specification of Glass 
….. PNAP APP-156 requires that glass 
forming part of the building envelope of a 
residential building and residents’ 
recreational facilities should have a 
VLTGlass of not less than 50% and an 
ERGlass of not more than 20%, as one of 
the pre-requisites for the granting of GFA 
concessions for green/amenity features, 
etc. in a residential building under PNAP 
APP-151……….. 
 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-156 
para. 5(d) 

 
Item 1  
ADF 3/2019 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct 
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  Code of Practice for Overall Thermal Transfer Value in Buildings  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

RTTV and OTTV – Specification of Glass  
(cont’d) 
………. 
We understand that the above requirements 
are NOT applicable to OTTV calculation for  
commercial  or  hotel  premises,  save  and  
except where curtain wall system of such 
commercial premises are to be disregarded 
from GFA/SC calculation, the ERGlass of 
the glass used in the system should be not 
more than 20% in accordance with 
paragraph 6(d) of PNAP APP-2. That said, 
the requirement on VLTGlass of not less 
than 50% is NOT applicable to commercial 
or hotel premises.    
 

 Item 1  
ADF 3/2019 
(cont’d) 
 

 
 

Definition of ’Podium’ for OTTV Calculation 
CoP ….. “podium” for calculation of OTTV 
is generally defined as 15m above ground 
level. However such definition may not be 
applicable for certain situations, for 
examples: 
 

(a) When there are more than one building 
on a site and the levels of the streets on 
which the site abuts are of significant 
level difference; 

 

(b) Special building design such as the 
height of a retail podium exceeds 15m 
above ground level, etc. 

 

Under special site situations/special  
building  design,  will  BD  accept podium 
could be more than 15m above the mean 
level of the street for OTTV calculation? 
 

 
CoP OTTV 
Para 2 

 
Item 12  
ADF 2/2020 
AAP 
 

 
BD  would  adopt  a  pragmatic  approach  in  
considering  the  issue  on  a case-by-case basis. 
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Code of Practice for Site Supervision 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Detailed Requirements of RSE/RGE 
(a) Reduction in RSE / RGE T3 level 

required experience from 2 years to 1 ½ 
yrs. Main points being that a) this should 
not make a lot of difference in terms of 
quality of the supervision, b) the work of 
T3 is being supervised by T5 and 
RSE/RGE, c) this would work better with 
our scheme A training arrangement 
such that we have more flexibility to 
deploy suitable junior engineers to site 
earlier, such that they have better 
chance to fulfill their training within say 3 
years. 

 
(b) Clarification on “relevant experience”. 

This is particularly for structural/ 
geotechnical related works, where we 
have many occasions that we have to 
respond to GEO’s comments relating to 
“relevant experience” of our proposed 
staff. 

 

 
CoP/ TM 
2009 

 
Item 10  
ADF 1/2012 
HKIE 

 
(a)BD confirmed that the min. experience of 2 years for 

TCP-T3 given in the Technical Memorandum is to 
ensure suitable experienced site staff be provided 
for assurance of site safety and built quality.   Hence, 
the proposed reduction of experience level to 1 1/2 
years is not supported. 

 
 
 
 
 
(b) In response to the enquiry on the definition of 

“Relevant Experience”, BD will liaise with GEO for a 
clear definition of the above with respect to the 
geotechnical related works for industry’s reference. 

Value for Measurement of Scale Factor 
Table 8.1 of the CoP for Site Supervision 
2009 specifies the Basic Value for 
measurement of Scale Factor. In view of 
recently sharp escalation of construction 
cost, these values may not be valid. It is 
suggested to review the Table and other 
aspects of the CoP to cope with the current 
industry. 
 

 
CoP 2009 

 
Item 19  
ADF 3/2012 
HKIE 
 

 
BD advised a Technical Committee (TC) on Site 
Supervision Plan will be formed shortly. The TC will 
review CoP and recommend for updating if found 
necessary. 

QSP for Tempered Glass 
While we have no objection to the tightening 
of control over tempered glass, we are 
facing a practical issue if we want to use 
glass product outside East/South East 
Region. It is not practical to employ a TCP-
1 in the case of RGBC and a TCP-3 in the 
case of RSE to supervise the whole process 
of tempered glass production if the glass is 
fabricated in Europe or United States. ….. 
would BD accept the endorsement of a 
testing laboratory endorsed by HKAS 
situated at the fabrication location. 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-37 

 
Item 8 
ADF 5/2012 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 1/2013 
 

 
BD  responded  that  as  long  as  the  persons  carrying 
out the supervision duties fulfills the qualification 
requirements of TCP-1 and TCP-3 specified in the Site 
Supervision Plan, as the case may be, there is no 
objection for those duties to be undertaken by a testing 
laboratory endorsed by HKAS situated at the fabrication 
location. 
 

Filling in of ID Number in SSP 
It has been accepted by most BD staff that 
it is suffice to fill in alphabet + 3 numbers of 
the ID in SSP for protection of privacy.    BD 
is requested to accept it as a norm.   Also, 
again for protection of privacy, is it 
acceptable not to keep the CV of TCP at 
site. 

 
CoP 2009 

 
Item 14 
ADF 5/2012 
HKIA 

 

 
BD responded that to facilitate future action if any, the 
ID numbers have to be completed in full while 
submitting forms to BD but AP/RSE may cross out some 
of the personal data (except names) and exclude the CV 
while copying the SSP to site. 
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  Code of Practice for Site Supervision (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

TCP 1 for Tempered Glass 
There are cases in which the TCP 1 for 
tempered glass is required to be directly 
employed by the RGBC. Usually for the 
benefit of the project, we would expect the 
TCP 1 to have some knowledge of glass 
installation and such TCP usually comes 
from curtain wall/window subcontractors or 
from test laboratories. …..   BD is requested 
to clarify … as follow up to ADF on 26-10-
12 ….. 
 

 
CoP 2009 

 
Item 2 
ADF 1/2013 
HKIA 

 
BD confirmed as long as the TCP 1 fulfills the 
requirements prescribed in the Code of Practice for Site 
Supervision, there is no requirement for the TCP to be 
under the direct employment of the RGBC. 

(Basic Value of Assessment) 
The tender price index has been increased 
over 48.9% from 2009 – 2014 with reference 
to RLB’s Quarterly Construction Cost 
Update as of September 2014.  Accordingly 
we suggest that the Basic Values for 
Assessment of the Scale of Works for 
Supervision Plan (Table 8.1) shall be 
adjusted by a similar magnitude for cost 
related works, including site formation 
works, slope/ retaining wall, ELS, pile wall, 
tunnel works, piling, footing, cap, 
basement, A&A works and minor works. 
Extracts from RLB’s Quarterly Construction 
Cost Update as of September 2014 are 
provided for easy reference: 
 

 
Code 2009 
Table 8.1 

 
Item 5 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised the revised Basic Value of Assessment 
in the CoP Site Supervision would be issued shortly to 
BSC/APSEC members for comment and proposed 
HKIA and other professional bodies to comment on the 
proposed revisions. 

Site Supervision 
As the technical committee is reviewing the 
effect of construction cost inflation to the 
site supervision frequency, we would 
request the BD to review the method of 
calculating the supervision frequency of 
superstructure works. We believe the 
requirement of using total construction floor 
area to assess the supervision frequency is 
unreasonable, especially for large scale 
development, and this also does not take 
into account the works already completed. 
It is commonly adopted practice that the 
AP/RSE has to break down the works into 
various stages in order to make the 
supervision frequency reasonable.  
 

We suggest BD to review the method of 
calculation and consider a more pragmatic 
approach such as calculating the scale 
factor according to the average 
construction floor area per month (similar to 
foundation & ELS works). 
 

 
CoP 2009 

 
Item 5 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD acknowledged the issue and advised that the 
technical committee for the CoP for Site Supervision 
would review the approaches and methodologies to 
calculate the frequency of supervision to be required for 
superstructure works. The BD would advise the 
outcome of review in due course. 
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  Code of Practice for Site Supervision (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Site Supervision 
(a) Frequency for AP 
 It has been an established practice 

under the CoP that scale factor does 
NOT need to be applied to AP/RSE/RGE 
when they are not acting as TCPs, i.e. 
their frequency of site supervision shall 
be "as and when required".  However, in 
various recent cases, written comments 
were issued by BD requiring scale factor 
to be applied to AP as well. Please 
clarify this is not necessary and the long 
established practice as 
abovementioned still prevails. 

 

b) Scale Factor for Superstructure Works 
 ….. the scale factor for Superstructure 

works is derived from the Total CFA 
divided by the basic value. As the 
superstructure construction will span 
through a certain period of time, we 
opine that it is more commensurate to 
derive the scale factor from dividing the 
Average CFA of Superstructure/ month 
by the said basic value, and its logic is 
similar to that for foundation works.  
Would the BD please consider? 

 

(c) Concurrent Superstructure and Curtain 
Wall/Cladding Works 

 The current Code has treated 
Superstructure and Curtain Wall/ 
Cladding works separately when 
assessing the supervision input/ 
resources.  We opine that this is not 
necessary, as both works will indeed be 
inspected at the same time (rather than 
independently) during routine site walk/ 
inspection; and hence the supervision 
input provided for Superstructure works 
should already suffice and can well 
cover that for the respective Curtain 
Wall/ Cladding works.  Would the 
BD ….. 

 

 
CoP 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CoP 2009 
Table 8.1 

 
Item 11 
ADF 3/2015 
HKIA 

 
(a) The BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was 

correct, and the relevant paragraphs of the CoP 
would be further refined to avoid any ambiguity. The 
BD would remind its frontline staff in this respect. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(b) BD advised that the measurable item for 

superstructure was one of the review items being 
considered at the Technical Committee on the CoP 
for Site Supervision, and the suggestion of HKIA 
would be duly considered in the review. 

 
 
(c) For cases where the same RSE was responsible for 

both Superstructure and Curtain Wall/Cladding 
works, the required supervision resources could be 
combined if the two types of work were constructed 
concurrently. 

 

 [Post-meeting note:  According to the CoP for Site 
Supervision, there is separate basic value assigned 
to the supervision for Superstructure or Curtain Wall/ 
Cladding. In other words, the required supervision 
input solely for Superstructure   doesn’t   include  
that for supervising Curtain Wall/Cladding. If the 
same TCP is to supervise Superstructure and 
Curtain Wall/ Cladding concurrently, the input 
required of him would naturally be more than solely 
for             Superstructure or Curtain Wall/ Cladding. 
In this connection, the extant CoP had the provision 
to have the required input of individual type of work 
combined or added together so that the same TCP 
could inspect both types of work concurrently, but 
at a higher inspection frequency than that solely for 
the individual type of work.] 

Amendments to Code of Practice 2009  
The last 2 amendments to the SS Code 
regarding Basic Value were issued in May 
2015 and June 2016 respectively. We would 
like to know whether further amendments 
will be issued shortly to reflect the updated 
construction costs. 
 

 
CoP 2009 

 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2017 
AAP 

 
BD advised that the Basic Values in SS Code would be 
reviewed regularly by the Technical Committee on the 
Code of Practice for Site Supervision (TC). For year 
2017, no further adjustment on the Basic Values was 
found necessary after a review conducted by the TC. 
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  Code of Practice for Site Supervision (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Privacy of Personal Data 
For the sake of protecting privacy of 
personal data, we propose that for the copy 
of supervision plan to be kept on site, the ID 
nos. of building professionals and TCPs 
could be crossed-out in that particular site 
copy. Would BD please consider whether 
this is acceptable. 
 

 
CoP 2009 

 
Item 3 
ADF 5/2018 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s proposal was acceptable for the 
sake of protecting privacy of personal data. 

Code 2009 
While the frequency level of site inspections 
for TCP T3 and T5 are clearly stated in the 
CoP for Site Supervision 2009 and the 
Technical Memorandum for supervision 
Plans 2009, the required inspection 
frequency for the Directorate Site 
Supervisor (DSS) is not specified.   The CoP 
only states the circumstance under which 
the supervision by a DSS may be required 
but there is no guidelines on the inspection 
frequency.     In some projects, the RGE is 
required to propose a frequency of 
inspection for DSS while the frequencies in 
other case might range from “monthly”, 
“fortnightly” or even “weekly” inspection. 
 

Would  BD  please  advise  on  the  
consideration  regarding  the  different 
frequency of  inspection for  DSS  for  better 
resources planning. Upon receiving the 
required DSS inspection frequency, can 
RGE discuss with BD/GEO to rationalise the 
frequency of inspections, e.g. over different 
stages of works instead of one constant 
frequency over entire duration? 
 

 
CoP 2009 

 
Item 8 
ADF 4/2020 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that the required inspection frequency by a 
DSS would be considered and imposed by GEO on a 
case by case basis. The RGE was advised to approach 
GEO during plans submission stage to discuss the 
inspection frequencies at different construction stages 
if necessary. 
 

Members of HKIE suggested to include some 
guidelines on prescribed inspection frequency of DSS 
in the CoP for Site Supervision 2009 and would raise the 
issue in the TC on the CoP for Site Supervision for further 
deliberation. 
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Code of Practice for Precast Concrete Construction 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Quality Supervision  
Update of revised quality supervision for 
precast concrete construction proposed by 
HKIE 
 

 
CoP 

 
Item 12 
ADF 2/2012 
HKIE 

 
BD had reviewed the requirements on quality 
supervision for precast concrete elements construction. 
BD expressed that the requirement of monthly 
inspection by an RSE to the precast factory in the 
Mainland China has its functional purpose for ensuring 
quality precast products. However, BD realized  the  
practical  difficulty  of  the  industry  and  proposed an 
alternative option of conducting testing/inspection of 
precast concrete elements when they are delivered to 
construction site. In parallel, BD also proposed to 
amend the TCP of the RGBC stream from TCP (T3) to 
TCP (T1) but maintained the requirement of monthly 
inspection by the AS. 
 
BD also took the opportunity to clearly specify the 
quality supervision for in-situ reinforced concrete works, 
i.e. qualification of not lower than an TCP (T3)  and  TCP  
(T1)  for  the  RSE  and  RGBC  stream  respectively. The 
proposal details would be tabled at the coming 
BSC/APSEC Meeting in May. 
 

AC Fins and Architectural Features at 
Prefabricated External RC Façade 
….. the concern that AC fins and 
architectural feature should not be 
'supported' by the prefabricated external 
façade was raised……the prefabricated 
external facade should be non-load 
bearing…... 
 

i)  comments translated in SK-1. We find 
that this arrangement is extremely 
undesirable in terms of construction, as all 
finishing to the AC fins will have to be 
constructed in situ. This seems to defeat the 
purpose of having prefabricated external 
wall which can totally eliminate external wall 
high level tiling works. 

 
ii) The long adopted method of 
construction for prefabricated façade is 
shown in SK-2…..where the AC fin is "part 
of" the external prefab - facade. All finishing 
for the entire façade can be applied in 
factory and high level scaffold and external 
works is not necessary. 

 
CoP 

 
Item 12 
ADF 5/2015 
AAP 

 
BD confirmed that Sketch SK-02 was acceptable. 
 

It was further clarified that the distance between the AC 
fin would be allowed to project not more than 750mm 
from the outer face of the prefabricated external façade. 
 
 



Draft 1.4.2021     93 
 

Code of Practice for Structural Use of Glass 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Discussions before Launching of Code in 2018 
 
Use of Glass in Curtain Wall  
It  is  noted  the  BD  requires  a  reduction  
factor  for  the  strength  of  heat 
strengthened or tempered glass if the glass 
is applied with surface treatment, for e.g. frit 
(enamel coated pattern), sand blasting or 
etching. 
 
We wish to know the reduction factor that 
must be applied in the structural calculation. 
We also wish to know whether BD would 
accept testing of samples of surface treated 
glass to prove that its actual strength is 
actually higher than the calculated strength 
after applying the reduction factor. 
 

 
CoP 
Glass 
2018 
 

 
Item 11 
ADF 5/2015 
AAP 

 
Reduction factors for the strength of glass with surface 
treatment accepted by BD were as follows: 
  

Type of surface 
treatment 

Strength 
reduction factor
  

Recognized 
standard 

Fritting 0.625 BS EN 14179-1 
BS EN 1863-1 

Sand 
blasting/Acid 

etching 0.5 ASTM E2751/ 
E2751M-13 

 

According to discussions in relevant technical 
publications, surface treatment process did have an 
impact on the tension capacity of the glass and could 
reduce it up to 40%. APs/RSEs were therefore 
recommended to adopt the strength reduction factors 
as shown in the above table in the design of surface 
treated glass. Testing of samples of surface treated 
glass would usually be imposed by BD as an approval 
condition for verification of the strength of surface 
treated glass. Higher strength obtained from testing, 
instead of the reduced strength according to the above 
standards, should not be used for design of surface 
treated glass. 
 

BD advised that the “Code of Practice for Structural Use 
of Glass” was being prepared and consultation with the 
industry would be conducted in due course. 

Heat Soak Test of Glass 
If a client wants to buy some quality glasses 
from Europe for projects in HK. Due to time 
constraints, the Low E glass panes from 
Europe will be coated and delivered to a 
glass factory in China, before the 
submission of the facade design to the BD.  
The glass panes in particular such with Low 
E soft coating would have a limited shield 
by date (3 - 6 months). Therefore, the glass 
panes need to go through the heat soak test 
process to stabilize the low E soft coating 
before the shield by date. This means that 
the contractors need to carry out the heat 
soak tests and to have the Contractors’ and 
RSE’s TCPs to witness the tests before the 
approval and consent.  Can we carry out the 
heat soak test after the submission and 
acknowledgement of the QA&QC proposal 
but before approval and consent of the 
window/glass works? 
 

In our opinion this is not any different from 
steelwork, which will have gone through all 
the tests before being bought and delivered 
to the construction site. 

 
CoP 
Glass 
2018 

 
Item 5 
ADF 5/2017 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that Quality Assurance Scheme and Quality 
Supervision Plan on heat soak process in accordance 
with PNAP APP-37 could be submitted to the BD for 
consideration prior to obtaining approval of the relevant 
plans. Upon receipt of acknowledgement of the above 
two documents from BD, heat soak process of glass 
panes could be carried out before approval and 
consent were obtained. 
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  Code of Practice for Structural Use of Glass   (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Discussions after Launching of Code in 2018 
 
Compliance Standard for Heat Soak Process 
of Tempered Glass Panes 
The compliance standard for heat soak 
process of tempered glass panes specified 
in PNAP APP-37 and PNAP APP-53 is BS 
EN 14179-1:2005, whereas the updated 
version BS EN 14179-1:2016 is specified in 
Annex A1 of the CoP for Structural Use of 
Glass 2018 (the 2018 Code). The main 
difference between the two versions is that 
the temperature of glass pane during the 
holding phase of the heat soak process, in 
which the glass pane shall be maintained 
within the range 290oC±10oC for BS EN 
14179-1:2005 and 260oC±10oC for BS EN 
14179-1:2016. 
 

In order to facilitate the industry during the 
transition period when the oven for heat 
soak process are re-calibrated to conform 
to BS EN 14179-1:2016, heat soak test in 
accordance with BS EN 14179-1:2016 and 
the corresponding assessment report 
would be considered acceptable even 
though BS EN 14179-1:2005 has been 
specified on the structural plans approved 
before the promulgation of the 2018 Code. 
 

On the other hand, for tempered glass 
design to 2018 Code and BS EN 14179-
1:2016 is specified on the approved plans, 
heat soak test conforming to BS EN 14179-
1:2005 and the corresponding assessment 
report would not be accepted. 
 

 
CoP 
Glass 
2018 

 
Item 8 
ADF 3/2018 
BD 
 
 

 
BD briefed members on the arrangement of accepting 
different versions of heat soak test standard under the 
2018 Code during the grace period. 

Retaining Devices for Structural Sealant 
Glazing 
….. requires the adoption of “Retaining 
Devices” in form of feature capping, angle, 
bracket or insert etc. to protect the risk of 
falling of glass panes in case of bond failure  
of  structural sealant. As these “Retaining 
Devices” will be designed to support glass 
panes for all loading scenarios, can we 
choose either structural sealant or retaining 
devices as structural support for glass 
panes. 
 

 
CoP 
Glass 
2018 
C 7.1.1 
 

 
Item 10 
ADF 5/2018 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that the adoption of “Retaining Devices” 
was a preventive measure to safeguard the possible 
failure of structural sealant due to various reasons 
including aging effect.  The loading requirements for the 
design of “Retaining Devices” would be discussed in 
the 1st meeting of the Technical Committee on CoP for 
Structural Use of Glass scheduled for early March 2019. 
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Code of Practice for Structural Use of Glass   (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Fragmentation Test of Tempered Glass 
According to Clause 8.1.2 of CoP for 
Structural Use of Glass 2018, 
Fragmentation Test of tempered glass 
should be carried out in accordance with 
Section 10 of BS EN 14179-1 after the heat 
soak process.  Would BD please confirm if 
the method of particle count shall be strictly 
in accordance with Annex C of BS EN 
14179-1 (extracted copy attached). 
 

BS EN 14179-1 
2016 - Extracted S

 
 

 
Clause 
8.1.2 of 
CoP for 
Structural 
Use of 
Glass 2018 

 
Item 8  
ADF 
4/2021 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that fragmentation test of tempered glass 
should be carried out in accordance with Section 10 of 
BS EN 14179-1 with examples given in Annex C therein 
to illustrate the test procedures.   
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Design Manual : Barrier Free Access 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Location of Braille at Staircase Handrail 
As per attached diagram (Fig 16A of Code), 
please advise whether the direction of the 
braille should be pointing downwards or 
upwards at the top of a flight of stairs. 
 

 
DM BFA  
2008 
Fig 16A 

 
Item 9  
ADF 5/2012 
HKIA 

 
The  Appendix  C  added  in  the  proposed  revised  
PNAP  APP-41 would clarify the location of the “UP” and 
“DOWN” Braille signs on handrails and this PNAP would 
be issued shortly. 
 

(Post-meeting Note : PNAP APP-41 was issued in 
November 2012.) 
 

Ramp 
….., “if the gradient of  a  ramp  is  1  in  20  
or  steeper,  the  ramp  shall  be  provided 
with ……….”   Based on such proviso, is it 
correct to interpret that a surface shallower 
than 1 in 20 is not considered as a ramp in 
terms of barrier free access requirement.  
To put in more practical case, the top of a 
dropped kerb is allowed to meet a surface 
shallower than 1 in 20 without meeting a so 
called flat surface first. 
 

 
DM BFA  
2008 
C18/ Div5 

 
Item 9  
ADF 1/2013 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that further checking was required to see 
whether a ramp  shallower  than  1  in  20  should  be  
considered  as  a  “flat” surface in terms of barrier free 
provision. 

Manoeuvring Space  
In Paragraph 49 of Division 11, for Toilets 
and W.C. Cubicles, the clear manoeuvring 
space within the cubicle shall not be less 
than 1500mm x1500mm measured at 
350mm above finished floor level.   And in 
Paragraph 60 of Division 12, for Bathrooms 
and Shower Compartments, the minimum 
clear floor space in front of the shower 
entrance shall be 1500mm x 800mm with 
the 1500mm dimension parallel to the 
shower entrance. Is it allowed to overlap the 
manoeuvring space and the shower 
compartment, if the finished floor of the 
shower compartment is flush with the 
finished floor of the manoeuvring space 
(please refer to Appendix II) 
 

 
DM BFA  
2008 
D11 

 
Item 4  
ADF 4/2013 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that whether this situation could be 
acceptable should be referred to the Advisory 
Committee on Barrier Free Access  in the first place 
according to the established practice. 
 

 

Matter relating to Barrier Free Access 
Requirement 
Due to existence of ground beams which 
form part of stability structures (i.e. wind 
resisting members), it becomes not 
possible to modify the existing structure to 
provide the access ramp at G/F for 
compliance of the “Barrier Free Access” 
requirement. Would the case officers 
always submit these cases to the Advisory 
Committee on Barrier Free Access for 
review and consideration. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-41 

 
Item 7  
ADF 1/2014 
HKIE 

 
The BD explained that exemption from or modification 
of the barrier free access requirements would be 
considered by BA and the Advisory Committee on 
Barrier Free Access on individual merits in accordance 
with PNAP APP-41.    Applicants are required to prove 
that the provision of such access would impose 
unjustifiable hardship on them. 
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  Design Manual : Barrier Free Access  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

(Unobstructed Area / Door Handle) 
Is the 330mm unobstructed area adjacent 
to door handle required under DM: BFA Div 
10 para. 39 also required for double action 
door as provided under DM: BFA Div 10 
para. 40? 

 
DM BFA  
2008 
Division 10 
Para.39,40 

 
Item 17  
ADF 1/2015 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 13 
ADF 3/2015 

 
The BD advised that DM: BFA 2008 had not specified 
push or pull side clearly. It was suggested that 
comments from stakeholders on this issue would be 
required. AAP would provide relevant sketches. 
 
[Post-meeting  note  :  AAP  provided  sketches  below  
to  show  the operation   of   a   double   swing   door  
without 330mm unobstructed area for the use by PwD.] 

   

 
Requirement on Height of Essential Lift 
Control Buttons 
….. “All other passenger lifts in the building 
must comply with paragraphs 79 & 80.” 
 

In paragraph 80 Lift Control Buttons, Sub-
paragraph (1) says, “Essential lift control 
buttons including floor numbering 
buttons… shall not be less than 900mm and 
not more than 1200mm above the floor… ” 
 

It seems that the height requirement of 
essential lift control buttons would apply to 
ALL passenger lifts irrespective of them 
being accessible lifts or not. Noting that 
EMSD recommends “Children must be 
accompanied by adults when using lifts” 
(http://www.emsd.gov.hk/emsd/eng/pps/le
_pub_su.shtml#05), would the BD please  
illuminate on the rationale for such  
seeming over-provision/restriction for non-
accessible passenger lifts? 
 

 
DM BFA 
2008 
Para.78 

 
Item 13  
ADF 3/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD explained that the reason for the height  
requirement of essential lift control buttons to apply also 
to non-accessible passenger lifts was to cater for the 
visually impaired and wheelchair users when the 
accessible lifts were not available for use during 
maintenance or repair works. 
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  Design Manual : Barrier Free Access  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Follow Up - (Unobstructed Area / Door 
Handle) 
Is the 330mm unobstructed area adjacent 
to door handle required under DM: BFA Div 
10 para. 39 also required for double action 
door as provided under DM: BFA Div 10 
para. 40? 

 
DM BFA 
2008  
Div10 
Para.39,40 

 
Item 14  
ADF 3/2015 
HKIA 
 

follow up 
of Item 
ADF 1/2015 

 
The BD clarified that for doors allowing opening in both 
direction, no return space for 'pull' action had been laid 
down in the Design Manual. 

Tactile Guide Path in Domestic Use  
According to the DM:BFA, tactile guide path 
is not required for domestic use. However, 
in many cases BD officer requested to add 
in OP inspection. 
 

It has been our understanding that Item 14 
"Club house" in Table 2 of Section 2.1 of  the  
BFA is  not  referring  to  the  Resident's  
Recreational Facilities. Kindly advise 
whether this understanding is correct. 
 

 
DM BFA 
2008 
Section 2.1 

 
Item 9 
ADF 1/2016 
AAP  

 
The  term  "club  house"  in  the  DM:BFA  2008  should 
include the Resident's Recreational  Facilities.  
According to the Table 2 of Section 2.1 of the DM:BFA 
2008, the requirement for providing tactile guide path 
would not be applicable to "club house". 
 

As a related issue BD would prefer APs to include a 
diagrammatic indication on plan (with clear legends) 
showing the extent of relevant BFA provisions such as 
tactile guide paths in order to avoid misunderstandings 
with BD and possible dispute at the OP stage. 
 

BFA  Access  Route  Requirement  for  
projects  with  one  Single  Family House   
….. (DM:BFA) 2.1.2, the application of Table 
1 and Table 2 is not necessary for 
Exemptions listed in DM:BFA 2.2. 
According to DM:BFA 2.2, under 2.2.1(a), 
"Buildings of 13 m or less in height above 
ground level which are used, or intended to 
be used, for  occupation  by  a  single  
family..."  is  one  of  the  Exemptions  and 
the  Obligatory Design Requirement need 
not apply. 
 

It is our understanding that ALL Obligatory 
Design Requirements, including 'Access 
Route' need not be complied for projects 
with one or more than one single family 
houses. ….. 
 

 
DM BFA 
2008 

 
Item 29 
ADF 2/2016 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 20 
ADF 4/2016 
 

 
BD stated that it would require more time to deliberate 
the subject. 
 

[Post  meeting  note:  BD  confirmed  that  BFA  access  
to  individual houses  would  not  be  required  but  that  
to  the  communal  facilities should still be provided.] 
 

Revision of the Requirements of Design 
Manual : Barrier Free Access 
The Technical Committee (TC) on the DM: 
BFA had been collecting views and 
considering comments or feedback 
received from rehabilitation sector and 
practitioners on the use of the Design 
Manual and would propose corrigenda to 
the DM:BFA(2008) which would include the 
following items: 
 

a)  Vertical lifting platform 
 It is proposed to formulate the general 

criteria for accepting the use of the 
vertical lifting platform in new or existing 
buildings in lieu of accessible 
passenger lift or ramp due to planning 
difficulties; 

 
DM BFA 
2008 

 
Item 32 
ADF 2/2016 
BD 
 
follow up 
Item 24 
ADF 5/2016 
 
Item 5  
ADF 1/2019 
 

 
It was agreed that the convenors would further 
deliberate on the issues within their institutes/ 
association and liaise with their respective 
representatives in TC to present their stance. 
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  Design Manual : Barrier Free Access  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Revision of the Requirements of DM  (cont’d) 
b)  Braille and tactile fire exit map 
 More information including door of 

individual room is proposed to be 
incorporated into the braille and tactile 
fire exit map. 

 

c)  Visual Alarm System 
 It is proposed that provision of visual 

alarm should be mandatorily required at 
all types of buildings except for exit 
staircases & their smoke lobbies and 
domestic units. 

 

Although  the  corrigenda  of  the  Design  
Manual  would  be  circulated  to institutes 
and associations for consultation in the form 
of BSC and APSEC papers, BD would like 
to brief them in advance so as to facilitate 
collection of views within each 
institute/association. 
 

 Item 32 
ADF 2/2016 
(cont’d) 
 

 

Braille & Tactile Sign 
…..require that braille and tactile sign shall 
be installed on adjacent wall or door of 
public toilet to indicate whether the toilet is 
for male, female or unisex. 
 

….. “public toilet” here is NOT meant to 
include common/communal toilets serving 
multi-tenants/occupants within a  building 
(such as office, shopping mall, etc.). ….. 
 

 
DM BFA  
2008 
Div. 13, 
Clause 68 
(1) & (2) 

 
Item 3 
ADF 3/2016 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that “public toilet” in such context included 
those toilets readily accessible by the general public, 
such as those in shopping malls. Communal toilets in 
office floors would not normally be considered as 
“public toilets”. 

Accessible Toilet (Adjustable Mirror) 
The subject figure illustrates that an 
adjustable mirror is to be provided for 
wheelchair user. Our view is that a fixed 
mirror extending all the way down to the top 
of the basin is equivalent or may even be 
better than an adjustable mirror to suit users 
of different height and disability. …. 
 

 
DM BFA 
2008 
Div. 11, 
Figure 24  

 
Item 4 
ADF 3/2016 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that they would further consult the Technical 
Committee on the Design Manual – Barrier Free Access 
and revert in due course. 

Manoeuvring Space for Barrier Free Access 
to Refuse Collection Room  
….. a space of not less than 1500mm x 
1500mm shall be provided within 3500mm 
of every dead end. 
In this regard, please clarify if it is 
acceptable when such space is NOT 
provided immediately in front of the access 
to a Refuse Collection Room (RCM) at a 
typical domestic floor; providing that such 
1500mm x 1500mm space is located at a 
reasonable distance away from the RCM for 
the wheelchair user to manoeuvre back to 
his/her original position. 

 
DM BFA 
2008 
Para 31(2) 

 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2016 
HKIA 
 

 
BD shared the same understanding. There was no 
requirement of providing a 1500mm x 1500mm space 
immediately in front of the access to a Refuse Collection 
Room (RCM); provided that such space was available 
at a reasonable distance from the RCM. 
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Design Manual : Barrier Free Access  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

BFA Access to Greenery 
ADF 2/2016 ….. confirmed that BFA access 
to the communal facilities of an estate of 
single family houses should be required. 
Please clarify whether it is necessary to 
provide  BFA access  to  the  greenery in  
the  site  required  under  PNAP APP-152. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-152 

 
Item 20 
ADF 4/2016 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 29 
ADF 2/2016 

 
BD confirmed that if the said greenery area was part of 
the common area, then BFA would be required. 

BFA Requirements for the Baptistery Pool 
For church development (both new or A&A 
submission), could the baptistery pool have 
modification of the BFA provision? As for 
church operation, for disabled and elderly, 
it is usual that the baptism will be only to put 
water on their head instead of going down 
to the pool. Due to this usual practice, the 
BFA requirements are not required for the 
baptistery pool construction and in new 
development.    Would BD clarify? 
 

 
DM BFA 
2008 

 
Item 7 
ADF 5/2016 
HKIS 
 

 
BD shared the same understanding. 

Vertical Lifting Platforms 
ADF 2/2016….. can BD enlighten on the 
development in formulating the general 
criteria for accepting the use of the vertical 
lifting platform in new or existing buildings in 
lieu of accessible passenger lift or ramp? 

 
DM BFA 
2008 

 
Item 24 
ADF 5/2016 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 32 
ADF 2/2016 
 
 

 
The BD advised that the subject had been discussed at 
the Technical Committee (TC) on Design Manual: BFA, 
and BD would update the Design Manual accordingly. 
In short, the use of VLP in new buildings would be 
limited to those with insurmountable difficulties in 
providing accessible ramps or lifts. 
 

Level Difference between Arcade and Shop 
(During OP Inspection) 

  
Item 9 
ADF 5/2017 
AAP 

 
Refer item under Building (Administration) Regulations -  
Completion / Occupation Permit 

Handrails,  
….. in addition to tubular shape, handrail in 
other shapes that can provide the user a 
grip similar to that specified in the case of 
tubular handrails is acceptable. Based on 
the above, our understanding is that shapes 
of handrail other than those illustrated in 
Figure 15 of DMBFA as extracted below, 
such as rectangular or oval shape providing 
a grip of not less than 32mm and not greater 
than 50mm, should also be acceptable. 
Would BD please advise if our 
understanding is correct…… 
 

 
DM BFA 
2008 
Chapter 4 
Division 8 
Para 
28(3),(4) 

 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2018 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that the design of handrail should comply 
with the requirements stipulated in paragraph 28 in 
Division 8 of the Third Schedule of Building (Planning) 
Regulations. For design of handrails other than those 
shown in Figure 15 of DMBFA, BD would consult the 
Technical Committee on DMBFA and would advise the 
result in due course. 
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  Design Manual : Barrier Free Access  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Vertical Lifting Platforms (VLP)  
….. previous Discussion Forums and it was 
concluded that the use of VLP in new 
buildings would be limited to those with 
insurmountable difficulties in providing 
accessible ramps or lifts (Item 24 of ADF 
5/2016 refers). However, in light of the 
recent concern on design flexibility, we 
would like to ask BD reconsidering the use 
of VLP as an acceptable provision for 
complying with regulation 72 of B(P)R. 
 

Meanwhile, it is also doubtful to interpret 
“Ramp” as a vertical transportation in 
paragraph 5.5 A(a) in Chapter 5 of DMBFA 
2008 for VLP, and therefore, insisting 
“Ramp” must be provided as a priority 
preference is unfair. VLP should be 
considered as a reasonable alternative. 
 

We would invite BD to re-consider the 
following: 
(i) either Ramp, Lift or VLP could be 

considered as an acceptable provision 
for overcoming changes in level by 
persons with a disability.   DMBFA 2008 
does not in anyway indicate any 
preference of Ramp to Lift or Lifting 
Platform noting that it only says “Ramps 
of an appropriate design shall be 
provided at all changes in level other 
than those served by an accessible lift 
or  accessible lifting mechanism...”.  
Paragraph 14 in Division 5 of Chapter 4 
of DMBFA 2008 refers. 

 

(ii) While paragraph A(a) in Division 19 of 
Chapter 4 of DMBFA 2008 states that 
lifts are the most convenient form of 
vertical access, paragraph 5.5 A(a) in 
Chapter 5 states that Vertical Lifting 
Platform is necessary if no other means 
of vertical transportation is available. 

 

(iii) Lengthy ramps due to great level 
difference may prejudice design 
flexibility and the long travel and 
climbing height may not be welcomed 
by wheelchair users and is not a better 
solution than VLP. 

 

(iv) VLP has been widely accepted as a 
reasonable alternative for vertical 
circulation in existing buildings. 

 

 
DM BFA 
2008 

 
Item 5  
ADF 1/2019 
HKIS 
 
also refer 
Item 24  
ADF 5/2016 
 
Item 5  
ADF 1/2019 
 

 
BD advised that the Technical Committee (TC) on 
DMBFA had previously discussed the use of VLP and 
considered that a self-operated VLP should be 
considered as a reasonable alternative for vertical 
circulation for wheelchair users where it was impractical 
to provide a passenger lift or a ramp. In light of 
practitioners’ concern, more information might be 
provided for further consideration by the TC on DMBFA 
if necessary. 
 

[Post Meeting Notes: Arising from the above 
discussion, the TC on DMBFA had discussed again the 
use of VLP on 19.2.2019. It was re-affirmed that VLP 
could only be considered if it was impractical to provide 
a passenger lift or a ramp.] 
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 Design Manual : Barrier Free Access  (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Clear Space at Foot of Accessible Ramp 
DMBFA….. a clear space of not less than 
1500mm x 1500mm shall be provided at the 
head and foot of every ramp. As regards a 
G/F entrance ramp abutting a public 
pavement, we would like to clarify whether a 
clear space within the development of not 
less than 1500mm in width and 900mm in 
depth (i.e. 600mm for tactile warning strip 
and 300mm for horizontal extension of the 
handrails) would be required at the foot of 
the ramp. A sketch is provided below for 
reference. 

 
DM BFA 
2008 
Chapter 4 
Division 5 
Para.16 

 
Item 11  
ADF 1/2019 
AAP 
 

 
BD would review and further advise.  
 

[Post Meeting Notes: BD confirmed that, for G/F 
entrance ramp abutting a public pavement, the 
provision of the 1500mm x 1500mm clear space at the 
foot of the ramp wholly within the curtilage of the 
development was not required provided that such 
clearance space would be available in the pavement for 
direct entry to and exit from the building.     
 

 
 

 Notwithstanding this, a clear space within the 
development of not less than 900mm in depth, i.e. 
600mm for tactile warning strip and 300mm for 
horizontal extension of the handrails as shown in 
Figures 7 and 16A of the DMBFA 2008 respectively, was 
still required to be provided at the foot of the ramp.] 
 

   
Design Manual: Barrier Free Access 2008 
(DM: BFA 2008), Division 10 – Doors 
Pursuant to paragraph 38, Division 10 of 
DM: BFA 2008, it is our understanding that 
the measurement of the required clear 
width of not less than 800 mm should be 
measured between the open door leaf and 
the opposite jamb or the other leaf of a pair 
of double doors, disregarding the door 
accessories/ironmongeries on the door leaf 
such as door handle, door lock, etc.  
 
Please confirm if our understanding is 
correct. 
 

 
Para. 38, 
Div. 10  
DM: BFA 
2008 

 
Item 2 
ADF 
3/2021 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 
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Circular Letter 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Circular Letter on "Application for Approval 
of Building Plans - Proof of Ownership of 
Land" 
…..  pursuant  to  the  Circular  Letter  dated 
29.7.2013, A&A works to an existing 
building which resulted in additional floor 
area might constitute a “new building”.   He 
enquired whether such “new building” 
should follow the SBD Guidelines and the 
FS Code. 
 

 
 
Circular 
Letter 
29.07.2013 

 
 
Item 13 
ADF 4/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
 
The BD advised that all new building plans for 
development proposals should follow the SBD 
Guidelines if they were submitted to the BA for approval 
on or after 1.4.2011. BD noted that, after implementing 
the SBD Guidelines for more than 2 years, the 
implication of the SBD Guidelines on A&A proposals 
was minimal unless the A&A works involved erection of 
a new building. 
 

Similarly, the FS Code would be applicable to new 
buildings and A&A works according to PNAP APP-153. 
 

Circular Letter on Proof of Ownership of 
Land 
In BD’s circular letter ….., there is a new 
requirement to consider A&A works with 
additional storeys or horizontal extension 
resulting in additional floor area as 
constituting a new building, and the areas 
concerned require an OP before being 
occupied. 
 

Please confirm that this requirement applies 
only to A&A projects with works not yet 
commenced but not to A&A projects for 
which it has been previously understood to 
use BA14 to report completion. 
 

 
Circular 
Letter 
29.07.2013 

 
Item 1 
ADF 5/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
(a) The BD advised that for projects with Form BA14 
about to be submitted before the circular letter date, the 
BD might adopt a flexible approach to handle.   In this 
connection, APs might discuss with the case-officers or, 
if necessary, their seniors for submission of Form BA14 
for special circumstances. 
 

(b) For the replacement of windows of a building, BD 
noted that such works might contribute to the superficial 
areas of main walls to be rebuilt.   On the other hand, 
such works could be carried out under the simplified 
requirements of the Minor Works Control System. 
 

(c) It was raised that for A&A works involving wholesale 
conversion of an existing industrial building and vertical 
/ horizontal extension requiring the issue of OP, it would 
render such projects not qualified under the current 
special waiver policy of LandsD which required an 
existing industrial building should have an OP issued for 
not less than 15 years (LandsD’s LAO Practice Note 
Issue No. 1/2010 refers).   HKIS also shared similar 
concern. 
 

Circular Letter regarding Rectification 
Works of Completed Building / Building 
Works Following the Issue of Occupation 
Permit  
…..the industry’s concern about the MW 
submissions for rectification works carried 
out shortly after issue of an OP, a working 
group comprising members representing 
HKIA, HKIE, HKIS, REDA, HKCA and AAP 
had been formed to look into the subject 
matter. Based on the working group’s 
recommendations, the Circular Letter was 
issued on 9 January 2014. 
 

 
Circular 
Letter 
9.01.2014 
 

 
Item 12 
ADF 1/2014 
BD 
 
also refer 
Item 4 
ADF 2/2019 

 
Under the Circular Letter, Post-OP Rectification Works 
Procedures(PRWP) were introduced as an alternative 
for MW submissions in respect  of  rectification  works  
for  the  completed  building  and building  works  by  
the  same  project  team  (i.e.  AP,  RSE,  RGE, RGBC 
and RSC) after issue of OP. 
 

Under the PRWP, a commencement notice should be 
submitted not less than 7 days prior to the 
commencement of rectification works but in no case 
later than one month after the issue of OP.  
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Circular Letter  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Circular Letter (9 January 2014) (cont’d)  Item 12 
ADF 1/2014 
BD (cont’d) 
 

………. 
The rectification works should be completed within 24 
months from the date of the OP and a completion notice 
should be submitted to the BD by the project team not 
less than 14 days after completion of the works. 
Records of completed rectification works items were not 
required to be submitted unless there was a change in 
project team member during the course of rectification 
works. Stakeholders might wish to find the details by 
referring to the Circular Letter. 
 

Implementation of the Requirements of the 
TRS 
Stakeholders might wish to note that the 
Circular Letter dated 17 September 2014 
clarifying the “consent” scenario for 
application of TRS requirements. 
 

 
Circular 
Letter 
17.09.2013 

 
Item 19 
ADF 5/2014 
BD 

 
The BD supplemented that Form BA10 should be 
submitted for those cases with the consent for the 
commencement of foundation works before the expiry 
of the 3 month period. 

Request for Amendment of Plans (Proof of 
Ownership) 
Whether BD can allow AP to amend plans 
for rectification of contraventions even 
though the plans are to be disapproved as 
proof of ownership / realistic prospect of 
control of the land forming the site cannot 
be accepted? 
 

 
Circular 
Letter 
29.07.2013 

 
Item 16 
ADF 2/2015 
AAP 
 

 
The BD noted that the amendments might be possible 
if the required changes to the plans would not be too 
extensive and sufficient time would be allowed for the 
case officers to prepare and issue the refusal letters. 

Proof of Ownership of Land 
Para. no. 3 ….. the applicant is required to 
submit the ownership proof if the proposed  
works will involve erection of a new building. 
However, the BA is prepared to exempt the 
requirement for submission of ownership 
proof, if such building is not GFA and SC 
accountable. 
 

In some development site with multiple  
ownerships (e.g. school (non-domestic) 
and commercial (non-domestic)), GFA 
would be allocated to different private 
premises under one lease. Would BD 
please clarify in what scenario ownership 
proof  with  confirmation  of  no  objection  
from all individual owners is required for 
A&A works? 

 
Circular 
Letter 
29.07.2013 

 
Item 6 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIA 

 
The BA had the legal power to require proof of 
ownership of the land forming the site for the purpose of 
development control under B(P)R. Assessment of GFA 
(PR) or SC inevitably involved establishment of site thus 
requiring proof of ownership. 
 

[Post Meeting Note: The Court of Final Appeal stated on 
19 May 2016 that “it is no exaggeration to say that the 
site is the single most important determining factor in a 
plan.” The BA is legally entitled to require ownership 
proofs of site.] 
 

As stated in the streamlined administrative procedures 
published in the relevant circular letters, proof of 
ownership was required when new buildings were 
involved but BD might, on case merits as a streamlined 
measure, not require such proof when the proposals 
involving new buildings  incurred  only  revision  of  GFA  
and  SC  that  balance  off within the subject premises 
without requiring assessment of PR and SC of the 
overall site. However, BD making the discretion not 
requiring such proof in   these  circumstances  was  
mainly for streamlining of procedures and did not 
automatically imply that the owner had the legal title over 
the involved GFA or SC. Members’ attention is drawn to 
s.14(2) of the BO. 
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  Circular Letter  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

New measures for sub-divided units in new 
and existing industrial buildings 
It has come to some members' notice that 
BD may exercise some measures for sub-
divided units in new and existing industrial 
buildings. What is the latest development of 
these proposed measures? 

 
Circular 
Letter 

 
Item 11 
ADF 3/2016 
HKIS 

 
To  discourage  unauthorized  change  in  use  of  
workshop  units  in industrial buildings to residential use, 
the following measures would be adopted in processing 
new building proposal: 
 

- Modification  to  permit  non-provision  of  natural  
lighting  and ventilation to the toilets in individual 
workshop units would not be granted generally; 

- Internal pipe ducts for toilets of individual units 
would not be exempted from GFA calculations; 

-    High headroom in small workshop units had to be 
fully justified. 

 

A circular letter in this regard would be issued shortly. 
 

[Post Meeting Note: more updated details were 
recorded in the circular 
 

Roof Greening in Existing Buildings 
BD has recently issued a circular letter to all 
AP, RSE, RGE, RI, RGBC, RSC and RMWC 
on roof greening in existing buildings.    The 
circular letter serves a friendly reminder on 
the provisions that should be taken into 
account in designing and installing new 
greening on existing buildings 

 
Circular 
Letter 
 

 
Item 29 
ADF 3/2016 
BD 

 
BD briefed members on the newly issued circular letter 
dated 26.5.2016 and reminded them of the relevant 
provisions under the extant BO in relation to roof 
greening in existing buildings. 
 

In carrying out structural assessment to ascertain 
whether a proposed roof greening was suitable for an 
existing building, reference should be made to PNAP 
APP-117 on the Structural Requirements for Alteration 
and Addition Works in Existing Buildings.    Furthermore, 
after completion of works, regular inspection should be 
conducted with clients for assuring that structural safety 
was sustainable. 
 

BD drew members’ particular attention that overloading 
the parent structure was a contravention and such use 
might be prohibited. The building owner should also be 
well advised of the AP’s assessment on (i) whether 
submission to BD was necessary as well as (ii) the 
guidelines for the safe use of the proposed greening 
after completion of works including regular inspection 
and maintenance. 
 

Proof of the Ownership / Realistic Prospect 
of Control of Site 
Members’ views are sought on whether the 
applicants should be required to confirm in 
the Form BA5 that the project proponents 
had already acquired full ownership or 
realistic prospect of control over the site 
shown on the building plans and whether 
plans without such confirmation should still 
be processed or not. 

 
Circular 
Letter 
 

 
Item 21 
ADF 4/2016 
BD 

 
BD  explained  that  if  the  outstanding  titles  could  not  
be  acquired eventually or shortly after approval, BD’s 
resources to handle submissions without full ownership 
or realistic control over a site might be wasted. 
Furthermore, the site under B(P)Reg 19, 20 and 21 
cannot be established. 
 

[Post meeting note: BD had been accepting  
agreement from outstanding owners for the applicant to 
submit GBP as having realistic prospect of control of the 
site thus facilitating applicant’s submission of GBP for 
early approval prior to obtaining full ownership.] ………. 

   
 



Draft 1.4.2021     106 
 

Circular Letter  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Proof of the Ownership / Realistic Prospect 
of Control of Site (cont’d) 
 

  
Item 21 
ADF 4/2016 
(cont’d) 

………. 
Members generally did not support the proposal of BD 
not processing plans without full ownership or control 
as owners who had acquired a significant portion of a 
site should be regarded as having a genuine intention 
on implementing the development as the 
corresponding investment would be substantial. One 
member stressed that obtaining the first approval of 
general building plans as early as possible would be 
crucial for a property development and suggested BD 
should adopt a more flexible approach on the 
ownership issue so that more urban renewal could be 
speeded up.     
 

Another member supplemented that time was required 
to complete the process of compulsory sale under Land 
(Compulsory Sale for Redevelopment) Ordinance. The 
advanced approval of general building plans would give 
indication on the development potential of the project 
facilitating negotiations in the acquisitions of 
outstanding units, securing compliance with the 
planning requirements thus avoiding adverse effects of 
subsequent changes in planning requirements as well 
as proceeding in lease modification, etc. 
 

Members also stated that the current practice, i.e. to 
process GBPs without full ownership with a view to 
disapproving but allowing resubmissions or 
amendments to clear the non-ownership issues so that 
a relatively certain scheme could be obtained prior to 
acquiring full ownership, should continue in the interim. 
 

New Circular Letter on AC Platform  Item 16 
ADF 1/2017 
BD 

Refer item under Special Subject : AC Platform/ Balcony/ 
UP 

Post-OP Rectification Works Procedure 
(PRWP) 
As a standard requirement for an OP 
application, a schedule showing the 
building materials and products in 
compliance with the BO would be 
submitted to BD. In the course of carrying 
out rectification works under PRWP, it might 
be necessary for some building elements to 
be re-built with materials of another brand 
or model such as, replacement of a 
constructed FRP blockwork wall. 
 

It is our understanding that the above is 
allowed under PRWP. We We wish to know 
if further submission of the relevant test 
report etc would be needed. 
 

 
Circular 
Letter 

 
Item 15 
ADF 2/2017 
AAP 

 
BD advised that if materials with test reports not 
previously submitted had been used in carrying out the 
PRWP works, such test reports should be submitted 
together with the "Certificate on Completion of 
Rectification Works" upon completion of the PRWP 
works. 

Misuse of Office Buildings 
 

 

 
 

Item 7 
ADF 3/2018 
AAP 

 
Refer Item under PNAP 
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 Circular Letter  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Streamlined Procedures for Carrying out 
Minor Works before Demolition of Buildings 

 Item 7 
ADF 4/2018 
HKIE 

Refer to item under Building (Minor Works) Regulations 

Repair to Curtain Walls 
circular letter ….. the following questions: 
 

(i) Any statutory submission would be 
required for replacement of broken 
glass of curtain wall in emergency 
situation? 

 

(ii) If temporary timber boards are to be 
installed for enclosing the opening of 
broken glass pane for safety and 
weather protection purpose, how can 
this be done before A&A submission?  
Should Form BA7 be submitted for  
removal of broken glass and installation 
of timber boards? 

 

(iii)Does the replacement of openable 
window of curtain wall fall under Minor 
Works?  If such falls outside the Minor  
Works control regime, can replacement 
of openable window in curtain wall still 
be approved under fast track 
processing since the openable window 
should be considered as non-structural 
element involving no structural 
calculation? 

 

(iv)Some window hinges, multi-point locks 
or the aluminium extrusion of  existing  
curtain  wall  system  are  no  longer  
available  in  the market, does change 
of these components require approval? 

 

(v) If the glass panes of existing curtain wall 
are to be upgraded from annealed glass 
to laminated glass, will it be treated as 
change of structural element?   Or if the 
new glass panes are of a strength/ 
quality equal to or better than the 
original approved one, will it be 
accepted as no change of structural 
element? 

 

(vi)If only sealant (weatherproof or 
structural sealant) is to be replaced for 
tackling water seepage problem, is A&A 
submission still required? 

 

 
Circular 
Letter on 
21.09.2018 

 
Item 13 
ADF 5/2018 
HKIS 
 

 
BD advised the following: 
 

(i)&(ii) Submission of Form BA7 would be required for 
notification of urgent works required as a result of 
accident or emergency. Moreover, AP and RSE 
were reminded that the urgent works should also 
comply with the provisions of the Buildings 
Ordinance and its allied regulations. Use of 
combustible materials for external wall would 
contravene the relevant requirements stipulated in 
the Building (Construction) Regulations. 

 

(iii) Replacement of openable window of curtain wall 
might be carried out through the simplified 
requirements of the Minor Works Control System 
(MWCS) under Minor Works Items 2.8 or 3.6 
provided that the respective descriptions and 
specifications could be met. 

 

(iv) If the details of the components were available on 
the approved plans, replacement of such through 
the simplified requirements of MWCS should be 
carried out in accordance with the approved plans. 
Otherwise, the Registered Minor Works Contractors 
should ensure the replaced components would not 
be inferior in performance to the original provision. 

 

(v) Upgrading of glass pane system of curtain wall was 
considered as A&A works. As such, approval and 
consent by BD would be required. 

 

(vi) Replacement of structural sealant of openable 
window might be carried out through the simplified 
requirements of MWCS as mentioned above. 
However, A&A submission would be required for 
replacement of structural sealant to other parts of 
the curtain wall system.     Nevertheless, A&A 
submission would not be required for replacement 
of weather sealant. 

Structural Submission for Vertical Greening 
 

BD Circular 
14.02.2019 

Item 3 
ADF 2/2019 
HKIA 

Refer item under Building (Administration) Regulations -  
Plan Submissions / Approval/ Consent 
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  Circular Letter  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Post-OP Rectification Works Procedures 
We would like to enquire the status of the 
subject item as raised by us in item 4 of ADF 
2/2019 held on 22.3.2019. 

 
Circular 
Letter 

 
Item 11 
ADF 5/2019 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that the issue was being reviewed and the 
proposed streamlining procedures would be submitted 
to BSC/APSEC for comments in due course. 

Post-OP Rectification Works Procedures   
(“PRWP”)  
The Circular Letter stipulated that the scope 
of rectification works to be carried out under 
the PRWP only involved the building works 
shown on the latest approved plans. Based 
on the above, we understand that the scope 
of PRWP will also cover those rectification 
works which cannot be carried out under 
the simplified requirements of MWCS, such 
as rectification of external cladding which is 
>6m from adjoining ground, rectification of 
fixed glazing or spandrel glass of curtain 
wall, etc., provided that these works are 
shown on the latest approved plans. Please 
advise if our understanding is correct.  
 

 
Circular 
Letter 
9.01.2014 

 
Item 4  
ADF 2/2019 
HKIA 

 
BD would review and advise in due course. 

Fact-track Processing of Repairs to Curtain  
Wall, Glass Wall and Cladding 
 

Circular 
Letter 
3.10.2019 

Item 26 
ADF 5/2019 
HKIE 
 

Refer item under Building (Administration) Regulations -  
Plan Submissions / Approval / Consent 

Repairs to Curtain Wall, Glass Wall and 
Cladding 
Footnote 1 of circular letter …..states that 
“For replacement of individual components 
of the curtain wall and glass wall (e.g. glass 
panes ….etc.)……same as the approved 
design, structural analysis and design 
calculations for the replacement 
components ……and the checking on the 
structural adequacy of the parent structure 
are not required”. 
 

We would like to enquire the following: 
(i) Whether the above is still applicable if 

the amount of glass panes to be 
replaced is substantial, say over 50% of 
glass panes are to be replaced; and 

 

(ii) In case structural analysis and design 
calculations on item (i) above are 
considered necessary due to the 
substantial replacement of glass panes, 
can the replacement works be designed 
to the pre-2018 Glass Code, when it 
may not be practicable for the existing 
curtain wall system to follow the new 
2018 Glass Code requirements? 

 

 
Circular 
Letter 
3.10.2019 

 
Item 3 
ADF 1/2020 
HKIA 
 
 

 
(i) BD advised that pursuant to the circular letter 

issued on 3 October 2019, submission of   structural 
analysis and design calculations would not be 
required for replacement of individual components 
of curtain wall, glass wall or cladding panels same 
as the approved design, unless there was safety 
concern warranting a need to review the structural 
design. 

 
(ii) BD advised that the pre-2018 Glass Code 

requirements could be followed for such 
replacement works under normal circumstances. 
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Circular Letter  (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Evidence of Realistic Prospect of Control 
It has been our understanding that either of 
the following cases can be considered as 
valid evidences/proofs that an applicant for 
approval of GBP has realistic prospect of 
control of the land concerned: 
 

1. The  applicant’s  acceptance  of  the  
Provisional  Basic  Terms  Offer (PBTO) 
issued by the Lands Department; and 
 

2. The District Lands Conference has in-
principle approved the relevant land 
grant submitted by the applicant. 

 

However, we noted recently that only the 
issuance of binding basic terms offer with 
premium by Lands Department is 
considered as a valid evidence for proving 
realistic prospect of control of the land 
concerned, which deviates from our long 
understanding. This will have a profound 
implication to development programme and 
we would like to seek BD’s clarification on 
the issue. 
 

  
Item 7 
ADF 4/2020 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct and 
the cases quoted could be considered as valid proofs 
in demonstrating realistic prospect of control of the land 
forming the site by the applicant. 

Post-OP Rectification Works Procedure 
(“PRWP”) 
Further to item 4 of ADF 2/2019 held on 22 
March 2019 and BD’s circular letter dated 3 
October 2019 regarding repairs to curtain 
wall, glass wall and cladding, it is our 
understanding both PRWP and Minor 
Works Control System (MWCS) can be 
adopted for rectification / replacement of 
external cladding more than 6 m from 
adjoining ground, fixed glazing or spandrel 
glass of curtain wall and fixed glazing of 
protected barrier etc., provided that these 
works are shown on the latest approved 
plans. 
 
Would BD please advise if our 
understanding is correct. 
 

 
Circular 
letter dated  
3 Oct 2019 
& 
9 Jan 2014 

 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2021 
HKIA 
 
Further to 
Item 4 
ADF 2/2019 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct.   
 
According to BD’s circular letter dated 9 January 2014, 
PRWP was implemented as an alternative to the 
simplified requirements under the MWCS.  Following the 
gazette of the Building (Minor Works) (Amendment) 
Regulation 2020 on 8 May 2020, repair or replacement 
of curtain wall, window wall and cladding had been 
designated as minor works under MWCS.  Furthermore, 
repair or replacement of glazing of protected barrier had 
already been covered by the MWCS.   In this 
connection, both PRWP and MWCS could be adopted. 
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Joint Practice notes (JPN) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Prefabricated External Facade  
….. the diagrams in Appendix B of JPN2, in 
which the structural profile is very simplified 
and do not contain any edge beams etc, are 
indicative only. The common practice of 
having an in situ edge beam at slab edge to 
support the prefabricated external facade 
as marked on the sketch attached below is 
acceptable for GFA exemption for the 
prefabricated facade as long as other  
conditions are complied. Please advise if 
the above understanding is correct since  
some  ….. 

 
JPN2 
AppB 
 

 
Item 10 
ADF 3/2012 
AAP 
 

 
Members  would  like  to  confirm  with  BD  that  the  
diagrams in Appendix B of  JPN2,  in  which  the  
structural  profile  was  represented  by simple  lines  and  
did  not  contain any  edge  beams  etc.,  are  indicative 
only. The common practice of having an in situ edge 
beam at slab edge to support the non-structural 
prefabricated external walls (as marked on the attached 
sketch) was acceptable for GFA exemption for the non-
structural prefabricated external walls as long as other 
conditions are complied with. 
 

The above was confirmed by BD. 

 
 

   

JPN 2 - GFA and SC calculation 
Whether 100 thick precast lost form outside 
structural wall is considered as non-
structural prefabricated external wall and 
can be exempted from GFA and SC 
calculation in accordance with JPN No.2. 
 

 
JPN 2 

 
Item 19 
ADF 5/2012 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that 75 mm thick (including finishes) lost 
form could be accepted as non-structural prefabricated 
external wall without any justification. For lost form with 
thickness greater than 75 mm and up to 100 mm, the 
AP should submit full and satisfactory substantiation for 
consideration. 
 

Modification of Green Features – Form 
BD106 
 
 

 
JPN 

 
Item 31 
ADF 5/2012 
BD 

 
Green balconies and utility platforms (UP) provided in 
domestic flats meeting the acceptance criteria in the 
JPNs might be exempted from the GFA and SC 
calculations (GFA concessions) under section 42 of the 
Buildings Ordinance (BO). Subsequent merging of such 
adjoining flats as one domestic flat in a completed 
building might result in excessive area / number of 
green balconies and UPs not meeting the original 
acceptance criteria in the JPNs. In order to rectify such 
a technical deviation, the applicant, either the flat owner 
or his representative, should submit an application 
(Form BA16) for BD’s consideration of granting a fresh 
modification (Form BD106) with relevant 
conditions. ………. 
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  Joint Practice notes (JPN) (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Modification of Green Features – Form 
BD106 
(cont’d) 

  
Item 31 
ADF 5/2012 
(cont’d) 
 

………. 
Where appropriate, the application might be 
accompanied by a sketch to illustrate the scope of the 
exempted works. For proposed merging of flats 
involving A & A works that were subject to BD’s prior 
approval and consent, the AP should submit the Form 
BA16 together with the A & A plans for BD’s approval. 
Any structural alterations or additions to the green 
balconies / UPs would not normally be acceptable. 

Wider Common Corridor 
Arising from recent inspections, it was 
noted that some massive decorative 
features were constructed along the “wider 
common corridor” after the issue of 
occupant permit. The provision of these 
features had narrowed the corridor width 
and deviated from the JPN policy. 
 

 
JPN 

 
Item 11 
ADF 3/2013 
BD 

 
BD reminded the industry that the policy objectives of 
introducing wider common corridor were to encourage 
more spacious common area along the corridor for 
residents’ better enjoyment in order to allow ease of 
movement for people and large furniture. BD would 
keep in view this issue and carry out corresponding 
review if needed in due course. 
 

In the Forum, members of respective institutes and 
associations acknowledged that massive decorative 
features should be avoided in order to maintain the 
corridor with reasonable width. 
 

Overhanging Green Balcony 
…..if the BD would accept an overhanging 
green balcony with one open side being 
covered by another overhanging green 
balcony above. 
 

 
JPN 

 
Item 23 
ADF 4/2014 
AAP 

 
The BD noted further exemptions of conditions for 
balcony GFA exemption might be very difficult. The BD 
noted that the open sides of balconies should be kept 
uncovered. 

Separation between Balcony and Utility 
Platform 
The 2 JPNs require that the balcony and the 
utility platform must be at least 1.5m from 
each other. But as the size of units are 
become smaller due to market demand, 
this separation has narrow UP and 
Balconies with long cantilever to achieve the 
required 1.5m separation, Moreover, the 
internal layout for the access to the UP from 
very small bedroom is also very 
undesirable. 
 

We suggest BD to consider to accept 
balcony and utility platforms OF 
DIFFERENT UNITS to be adjacent to each 
other and separated by a r.c. wall. 

 
JPN1 & 2 

 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2015 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 15 
ADF 5/2015 
 

 
The BD responded that any proposed amendments to 
JPN 1 and 2 should be agreeable to PlanD and LandsD 
and requested AAP to submit a more detailed proposal 
for the BD to consider and follow up with PlanD and 
LandsD. 
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  Joint Practice notes (JPN) (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Separation between Balcony and Utility 
Platform 
(cont’d) 
We also suggest BD to consider to accept 
balcony and utility platforms OF the SAME 
UNIT to be adjacent to each other and 
separated by a r.c. wall. 
 

 
 

  
Item 6 
ADF 3/2015 
(cont’d) 
 

 

Separation between Balcony and UP 
….. whether the balcony and UP location as 
shown is considered to satisfy the Balcony-
UP separation requirement under 
JPN2 …… 

 
JPN2 

 
Item 15 
ADF 5/2015 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2015 
 

 
The arrangement of UP in Flat A and balcony in Flat B 
was considered acceptable. 
 

BD explained that the JPN requirement of 1.5m 
separation was for preventing abuses observed in 
projects completed under the earlier versions of the 
JPN. In the proposed sketch, the UP and the Balcony 
were separated from each other and the chance of 
abuse should be remote and therefore the layout as 
shown was acceptable. 
 

BD also suggested AAP to make reference to the 
discussion on UP / Balcony separation issue in the May 
2015 Forum. 
 

 
 

Covered Area Underneath Lowest Balcony/ 
UP 
Considering the criteria of exempting the 
covered area underneath lowest balcony/ 
utility platform from GFA/SC calculations 
(i.e. not less than 40% perimeter of the 
covered area is not enclosed above safe 
parapet height and faces into the open air) 
as per JPN 1 and 2, it appears that they are 
meant to refer to those covered areas at 
private flat roofs/gardens. 
 

In other words, for those covered areas 
(underneath lowest balcony/utility platform) 
at communal garden/ landscaped areas at 
ground or podium level, the exemption 
criteria as referred to in PNAP APP-42, para. 
26 should prevail instead, and the said 
covered area underneath lowest balcony/ 
utility platform in such circumstances shall 
NOT be subject to the 10% overall GFA 
concession cap. Please advise if our 
understanding is correct. 

 
JPN 1 & 2 

 
Item 8 
ADF 4/2016 
HKIA 
 

 
BD shared the same understanding. 
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  Joint Practice notes (JPN) (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Follow-up : Separation between Balcony 
and UP 
ADF 5/2015…..BD explained that the JPN 
requirement of 1.5m separation between 
balcony & utility platform (UP) was for 
preventing abuses observed in projects 
completed under the earlier versions of the 
JPN. The sketch proposal as attached to 
the above ADF (where balcony & UP of 
adjoining units was within 1.5m) was 
considered acceptable, as the UP and the 
balcony were separated from each other 
and the chance of abuse should be remote. 
 

 
JPN 

 
Item 3 
ADF 1/2018 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 15 
ADF 5/2015 

 
BD advised that favorable consideration would be given 
on case basis taking into account the chance of abuse. 

By same token, for similar arrangement of 
UP and balcony of the same unit as 
indicated in the sketch below, we reckon 
that it should also be acceptable as chance 
of abuse is remote. Please confirm if our 
understanding is correct. 

  
 

 

 
 

   

Size of Utility Platform (UP) 
UP is encouraged in residential building as 
green feature under JPN 2. However, the 
maximum area can be exempted for such 
platform including portion of such platform 
per residential unit is 0.75m2 only. Thus, the 
floor space of most UP in new 
residential/composite buildings would just 
meet the minimum 1.5m2 as required by 
para. 1(b)(iv) of Appendix A of JPN 2. 
 

In practice, various features at external 
façade in particular AC platform would 
further make the UP becoming narrow in 
shape.    In such case, the door swing of the 
French door would further reduce the 
usable space of the UP enjoyed by the 
occupants. 
 

Since there is already a 10% GFA cap for 
the exemption area under the GFA 
concession policy, the control of building 
bulk is thus safeguarded. We suggest that 
the limit of exempted area for UP should be 
re-visited. 

 
JPN2 

 
Item 3 
ADF 1/2018 
AAP 

 
BD advised that the size of UP was determined based 
on its designed function and should be irrespective of 
the unit size. 
 

The reduction of GFA concession for UP in 2011 was 
one of the recommendations proposed by the Council 
for Sustainable Development (SDC) after a public 
engagement exercise aiming to address the public 
concerns on excessive building bulk resulted from 
provision of GFA concessions. Any proposed 
amendments to SDC’s recommendations should revert 
to the SDC for deliberation 
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  Joint Practice notes (JPN) (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Separation between two connecting Utility 
Platforms  
JPN 2 ….. one of the exemption criteria of 
utility platforms (UP) for residential 
buildings: 
• not less than 40% of the perimeter to the 

UP faces into open air, OR 
• where  the  UP  is  attached  laterally to  

another  UP  and  separation between 
them if provided is of parapet height 
only, its longer side faces into the open 
air and is not enclosed above safe 
parapet height. 

 

It is our understanding that: 
(i) As long as a UP satisfies the 

requirement of 40% perimeter facing 
into open air, it does not need to fulfill 
the later requirement even if it is 
attached laterally to another UP; 

 

(ii) For UP which is attached laterally to 
another UP, it needs not to achieve the 
requirement of 40% perimeter facing 
into open air as long as it fulfils only the 
later requirement. 

 
 

 
JPN2 
Para1(b)(vii) 
Appendix A 

 
Item 5 
ADF 2/2018 
AAP 
 
 

 
BD confirmed that AAP’s understanding was correct.  
BD would take into account the likelihood of abuse after 
occupation in vetting the submission. 
 

JPN5 –  Building Height Restriction 
Before the issuance of JPN5, swimming 
pool and its pool deck with the pool bottom 
level and pool deck level above the building 
height limit under OZP were allowed on 
roof, as long as the remaining main roof 
area within OZP height limit is more than 
50% of the tower footprint. 
 

However, since the promulgation of JPN5, 
swimming pool and deck on roof are no 
longer allowed since such are not included 
in the examples of ancillary structures in 
footnote 6 of JPN5. 
 

We understand that forbidding swimming 
pool at main roof level is not the intention of 
the JPN. There are also other limitations for 
swimming pool provisions under LAO 
practice notes of LandsD. Therefore, we 
suggest to follow the old practice and 
include swimming pool and its pool deck on 
main roof as an example of ancillary 
structures. 
 

 
JPN5 

 
Item 14 
ADF 4/2019 
AAP 
 

 
Since PlanD was the authority on building height 
restriction as stipulated in JPN5, the issue would be 
referred to PlanD for clarification in the Joint Sub-
committee on Streamlining Development Control under 
LDAC. 

Exemption of GFA and SC for Covered Areas  
Underneath Lowest Balcony/Utility Platform 
 
 

  
Item 9 
ADF 5/2019 
HKIA 
 

 
Refer item under Special Subject – GFA Issues 
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Joint Practice notes (JPN) (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Building Height Restriction 
JPN ….. “mean site formation level means 
the average of the sum of the highest and 
lowest formation levels of the land on which 
any part of the building stands including 
basement floors.” 
 

Please confirm the calculation of the mean 
site formation level for the below case ….. 

 
JPN 5  
Para 6 

 
Item 21 
ADF 5/2019 
AAP 
 

 
Since PlanD was the authority for building height 
restriction as stipulated in JPN No. 5, the issue would be 
referred to PlanD for direct clarification. 

 
 

   

JPN No. 5 - Building Height Restriction 
We would like to enquire any updated status 
regarding item 21 of ADF 5/2019. 
 

 
JPN 5 

 
Item 20 
ADF 2/2020 
AAP 
 
follow up of 
Item21 
ADF 5/2019 

 
BD advised that the query was conveyed to PlanD for 
direct clarification. 

Separation Between Utility Platform and 
Balcony 
Referring to paragraph 1(b)(v) in Appendix 
A to JPN 2, an utility platform (UP) is 
required to be at least 1.5m away from a 
balcony.  From our understanding, the 
rationale is to prevent abuse by combining 
the UP and balcony.  Therefore, it is opined 
that this requirement should only apply to 
the UP and balcony of the same residential 
unit.  In other words, the UP of one unit 
being located immediately adjacent to the 
balcony of another unit should be 
permitted.    Please confirm if our 
understanding is correct as illustrated in the 
below sketch. 
 

 

 
JPN 

 
Item 10 
ADF 1/2021 
HKIS 
 
Also refer 
item 3 
ADF 1/2018 
HKIA 
 
& 
 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2021 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that the 1.5m separation requirement 
between the UP and Balcony was applicable to the 
adjoining units.   Consideration would be given on 
case basis taking into account the chance of abuse.  
To this end, the proposed layout as shown on the 
sketch was considered not acceptable as the 
separation of UP and balcony could be easily 
removed. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Separation Between Utility Platform and 
Balcony 
Referring to item 10 of ADF 1/2021 held on 
22 January 2021, BD advised that the 
proposed layout was considered not 
acceptable as the separation of UP and 
balcony by means of a 75 mm partition 
could be easily removed.   
 
As a matter arising, we would like to enquire 
whether it would be acceptable if such 
separation wall is revised to min. 125 mm 
thick R.C. wall (as per the below revised 
sketch) such that the separation wall will not 
be easily removed. 
 

 
 

 
JPN 

 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2021 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that according to JPN2, there was a 1.5 m 
separation requirement between the UP and balcony.  
In some circumstances, BD might relax such 
requirement taking into account the chance of abuse.  
To this end, the proposed layout as shown on the 
sketch was considered not acceptable. 
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PNAP 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Dedicated Public Passages 
HKIA opined that requiring a traffic study 
analysis to determine the proportion of 
public usage of dedicated passages and 
hence entitlement to GFA exemption was 
intended for cases where the width of 
dedicated public passage is not defined and 
should not apply to cases where the lease 
clearly specifies a certain width to be 
exempted from GFA calculations. BD’s 
insistence on the requirement has led to 
unnecessary traffic analysis work and even 
to developments not achieving the 
maximum potential under lease and town 
plan. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-108 
Para. 8 

 
ADF 2/2009 

 
BD clarified that in case there is a specified width of a 
dedicated public passage in the lease which is GFA 
exempted (under lease), BD would still require the 
justification of the width of public passage under PNAP 
for GFA to be exempted under BO. Normally, it would 
result in lesser exemption than that allowed under 
lease. 
 

BD further remarked that their intent has been 
conveyed to Lands Department. To avoid any 
misunderstanding, such requirements may be 
described and clarified in the new leases. 
 

(Notes were taken by HKIA, there was no endorsement 
b BD back in 2009) 
 

Maintenance Access for Balcony Pipe Ducts 
Smaller Maintenance Access For Balcony 
Rainwater Pipe Ducts. 
 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 7(a)  
ADF 1/2012 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that though access panels were required, 
the dimensions of 600(W) x 2000(H) under the PNAP 
were not strictly required for these ducts, and 
demountable panels were commonly accepted design 
for the external pipe ducts. In addition, these pipe ducts 
must be denoted as such on the GBP. 
 

Requirement of Electrical Charging for 
Carpark 
PNAP ….. for private carparking spaces to 
be disregarded from GFA calculation under 
B(P)R 23(3)(b) they have to be electrical 
vehicle (EV) charging-enabling. However, 
there is no mentioning regarding the 
diversity factor in use of the charging 
facilities to be adopted. If the design of the 
fixed electrical system has to allow for all 
carparking spaces to be charging EVs all at 
the same time, the power requirement would 
be enormous and this is unreasonable. It is 
also doubtful whether the local power supply 
network can support such power 
requirement in all new developments. The 
amount of carparking spaces having EV 
charging at the same time will also 
determine the number and sizes of 
transformer and switch rooms to be 
provided and hence the GFA exemption 
area for these essential facilities. Can BD 
provide more guidelines on this issue? 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-2 

 
Item 1 
ADF 3/2012 
HKIA 
 
also refer  
item 4 
ADF 3/2013 
 
Item 2 
ADF 5/2014 
HKIA 
 
Item 17 
ADF 5/2014 
 
Item 1 
ADF 1/2015 
 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2015 
HKIA 

 
BD explained that while it was a projection that 30% of 
vehicles would be EV in the long run, only carparking 
spaces in new buildings would be required to have EV 
charging facilities and hence no diversity factor was 
adopted, i.e. 100% carparking spaces had to be EV 
charging-enabling in new buildings. BD also advised 
that GFA exemption would be granted for all necessary 
electrical rooms and installations associated with EV 
charging. 
 

Regarding exemption of GFA calculations for the space 
required for installing EV charging devices, especially 
those installed between carparking spaces, BD 
requested HKIA to provide information on the space 
requirement of the charging devices for consideration. 
BD would advise whether sockets should be provided 
for each carparking space before OP. 
 

[Post-meeting note : BD confirmed that each carpark  
space  should  be provided with electricity (provision of 
socket is optional) for EV charging before OP.] 
 

Floor Numbering 
complaints on floor numbering system of 
development projects. 
 

 
PNAP  
ADV-03 

 
Item 22(a) 
ADF 2/2012 
BD 

 
Arising from recent complaints against the floor 
numbering system of two development projects, 
Members were reminded of the requirements set out in 
the PNAP ADV-3 on Standardization of Floor 
Numbering, and were requested to convey the BD's 
advice to members of their organizations to revisit  
………. 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Floor Numbering (cont’d) 
 

 Item 22(a) 
ADF 2/2012 
(cont’d) 

……….  all building plans that have been approved 
prior to the promulgation of the revised PNAP in May 
2010 and to make necessary amendments to comply 
with the prevailing requirements. It was noted that 
Members had not experienced any problems or 
reluctance in complying with the floor numbering 
system as set out in the PNAP. 
 

APP-37 for Windows - Window Opening 
Under para. 4(ii), submission is required if 
window least dimension>1.8m "or" opening 
area >6 sq m. Before the PNAP is revised 
on May 2012, the criteria for submission are 
satisfying both but not either one. The PNAP 
is effective immediately and it does interrupt 
our construction progress because windows 
do not require BD submission previously are, 
ready for installation. We then have to wait 
the construction to go through the 
submission process Is it  possible that in the 
future, change of submission rules will only 
be applicable for GBPs with consent not yet 
grant? 
 

- Supervision Frequency 
Under para.21 for the RSE supervision 
frequency for heat soak process, it specifies 
min. 30% of the tempered glass panes used 
in the project. Does it mean 30% of total 
number of pieces of glass panes, 
disregarding the variation in type and size 
and different manufacturer? And excluding 
the failure pieces?   Will it be applicable for 
works under the MWCS? 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-37 

 
Item 18 
ADF 4/2012 
HKIE 
 

 
There could be a misunderstanding of the revision 
made to APP-37 on the criteria for requiring formal 
submission of windows or window wall system. In fact, 
there is no change in the requirements/ conditions for 
plans to be submitted for approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The supervision of heat soak process should cover a 
minimum of 30% of the total glass panes (not for  each 
size). The supervision requirement will not be 
applicable to the Minor Works. 

External Pipe Duct 
It is recalled that the topic was discussed 
some time ago in Forum. Then it was agreed 
that if it is marked ‘external pipe duct’ on 
plan, it would be disregarded from GFA 
calculation even though it does not comply 
with the requirements of an internal pipe duct 
and some sort of architectural ‘disguise’ to 
make it less noticeable would be acceptable 
to BD…..recently….. cladding is not 
allowed….. louvre or grille has to be as open 
as only 3 numbers 25 mm horizontal bars 
per floor.  The argument is the external pipe 
duct has to be visible from the 
outside…..The question is whether such 
visibility of the pipes behind is really useful 
for a high rise building. We request BD to 
consider the issue from the basic.  We would 
suggest….. a reasonable removable 
architectural ‘skin’ should be acceptable 
irrespective of the visibility. 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 1 
ADF 5/2012 
HKIA 
 
follow up 
Item 8 
ADF 1/2013 
 
Item 16 
ADF 2/2013 
HKIA 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Members of HKIA and REDA opined that as long as the 
pipe duct was accessible by suitable means for 
inspection by the management, such as gondola or by 
visual inspection from balcony or other areas, visibility 
of the internal condition of an external pipe duct should 
be no different from an enclosed internal pipe duct. 
 
BD responded that visibility of the external pipes was 
still a concern from maintenance perspective. A simple 
yardstick based on a certain level perforation for the 
architectural screens to conceal external down pipes 
might not ensure the meeting of the performance 
requirements of these screens.   However, architectural 
screens covering external rain water pipes could be 
considered on a case by case basis. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

Sunken Slab 
In the Sep 12 version (of PNAP), it is stated 
that the version would be applicable as 
specified in para 8 & 9 of the Jan 11 version. 
We would interpret that it means those plans 
approved before 1 Apr 2011 or approved as 
per the conditions in para 9 of the Jan 2011 
version would not be subject to the Sep 12 
version. BD is requested to confirm the 
aforesaid interpretation. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 2 
ADF 5/2012 
HKIA 
 
 
 
 

 
BD clarified that the September 2012 version of PNAP 
APP-93 applies to building plans which foundation 
consent has not been obtained at the time of issue of 
PNAP. 

Response to Draft Update PNAP APP-2 
(a) is capping to the curtain wall system 

inclusive in the new depth limitation; 
previously there is no argument as it can 
be accommodated in the 300 mm thick, 
with 200/250 mm it is sometimes difficult 
to do so; 

 

(b)if a thicker curtain wall system 
adopted, ….. only the excess portion, i.e. 
say if 300 mm thick is used in a 
commercial building, only 50 mm is 
accountable for GFA; 

 

(c) if a thicker glass is used for 
environmental reason such as noise or 
thermal insulation, can the limit be 
relaxed especially in the case of 
residential; 

 

(d) even if the 200/250 limit is adopted, 
please confirm that the 500 mm limit for 
architectural feature could be applied so 
that fins could be projected to avoid just 
a plain curtain wall surface; 

 

(e) limitation of 90/75 for cladding is too tight 
especially in case of cladding with 
insulation material, curved surface, open 
joint design; relaxation of the 
requirement is requested. 

 

 
PNAP  
APP-2 

 
Item 15 
ADF 5/2012 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 16 
ADF 2/2013 
 
Item 10 
ADF 4/2014 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 1/2015 
for item(d) 
 
follow up 
item 18 
ADF 1/2013 

 
(a) BD regarded capping and non-structural feature of 

the like to curtain wall system as architectural 
features which should be within the 500 mm limit 
from external walls of a building in the context of 
PNAP APP-2. 

 

 
(b) BD confirmed that if a thicker curtain wall system 

was adopted under the current situation, only the 
thickness in excess of 300 mm will be accountable 
for GFA calculation. 

 
 

(c) BD would review the use of thicker than normal 
glazing system on environmental grounds as one of 
the comments on the draft PNAP. 

 
 
 
 
 

(d) BD agreed that architectural features not exceeding 
500 mm from external walls of a building in the 
context of PNAP APP-2 could be incorporated in a 
curtain wall design. 

 
 
 

(e) BD responded that relaxation of the 90/75 mm limit 
could only be considered on a case by case basis 
upon receipt of full and satisfactory substantiation. 

Flue Aperture 
Please clarify whether modification for non-
provision of aperture flue in domestic unit will 
be approved if an electric water heater is 
provided. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-27 

 
Item 26 
ADF 5/2012 
AAP 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2013 

 
BD responded that PNAP APP-27 should be followed 
to facilitate installation of gas water heater in the future. 
Any special circumstances would be considered on a 
case by case basis. 

Revised PNAP APP-19 
….. ‘architectural feature’ for projections 
instead of identifying whether the projection 
is a fin, a moulding, eave or overhang. 
Subsequent to the issue of PNAP-APP-19 in 
Nov., some BS ask to ….. use one of the 
term included in the PNAP……sometimes, 
the genuine feature, ….. just does not fit into 
any of the terms ….. 

 
PNAP 
APP-19 

 
Item 6 
ADF 1/2013 
HKIA 

 
It has been common industry practice to accept the 
general use of the term “architectural feature” and the 
BD staff would be reminded of such practice.  
However, there was no objection to adopt the terms 
used in individual PNAP for easy reference in 
processing the modification application so as to relate 
to the criteria for granting modification generally laid 
down in that particular PNAP. 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

External Pipe Duct 
….. (ADF 5/2012)….. degree of permeability 
of cover to the external pipe duct, it is 
believed that BD does not object in principle 
to the provision of ‘architectural disguise’ to 
external pipe ducts. ….. some BSs tend to 
reject any sort of ‘cover’, even if 
perforated, ….. it is proposed ….. a 
minimum perforated percentage for case (i) 
external pipe duct containing soil & waste; 
and case (ii) external pipe duct containing 
only balcony/utility platform drain and/or A/C 
condensate pipe. For perforated  
percentage higher than the minimum, it has 
to be considered case by case. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 8 
ADF 1/2013 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 16 
ADF 2/2013 
 

 
The BD maintained the same stance on the 
performance requirements for external pipe duct stated 
in the summary of discussions at APSEC Discussion 
Forum on 26.10.2012 (ADF 5/2012). The BD would 
welcome members to put forward measures that could 
meet the performance requirements for accepting 
architectural screens to conceal external down pipes so 
as to incorporate in relevant draft PNAP for consultation 
with the industry. 

Clarification of terms in PNAP APP-19 
HKIA expressed that there was ambiguity in 
some phrases in PNAP APP-19 and would 
like BD to clarify / review them, such as 
“Save for the  areas  covered  by  projecting  
features which provided a weather-
protected shelter capable of functional 
use…” and “access to the covered area is 
not possible and abuse is unlikely” in 
paragraph 6. 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-19 

 
Item 16 
ADF 1/2013 
HKIA 

 
BD would clarify / review the concerned terms / phrases 
in this PNAP. Meanwhile, BD clarified that in paragraph 
6, save for the areas covered by    projecting features 
which provided a weather-protected shelter capable of 
functional use and the clear height of the projecting 
feature was more than 7.5m above the covered areas, 
and either (a) the ratio of horizontal width of the covered 
area to the clear height of the projecting features above 
the covered area was not less than 1:8, OR (b) access 
to the covered area was not possible and abuse was 
unlikely, the covered areas would not be regarded as 
GFA and thus were not required to be included in the 
GFA calculation. 
 

External Pipe Duct 
ADF 5/2012….., Currently, APs are faced 
with the situation that in most cases, none of 
the screen or whatever will be accepted. ….. 
the design of the exterior is held up by such 
uncertainty and secondly architectural 
treatment to enhance the built environment 
is handicapped by such attitude. HKIA 
strongly requested BD to make a clearer 
response on the issue. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 16 
ADF 2/2013 
HKIA 
 
also refer  
Item 8 
ADF 1/2013 
 

Item 2 
ADF 3/2013 

 
The BD advised that a draft PNAP was being prepared 
and would be issued in due course to consult the 
members of BSC and APSEC. The BD further advised 
that before the issue of the PNAP, application for 
provision of screen for external pipe duct would be 
considered on a case by case basis and justification on 
the provision of a convenient and safe means to detect, 
inspect, maintain and replace defective / leaking 
pipework. 

PNAP 132 
….. “the GFA will not exceed that of the 
viable notional scheme”. The question is by 
enlarging the site coverage with same plot 
ratio, there is a possibility that the height of 
the building may be reduced to a lower 
category thereby reducing the permissible 
plot ratio. Is it correct to interpret that the 
permissible plot ratio will remain in the 
category of the viable notional scheme 
rather than the category of actual scheme 
with height reduced. It being the case, will a 
modification of the GFA be required? 

 
PNAP 
APP-132 

 
Item 6 
ADF 
52/2013 
HKIA 
 
 

 
The BD advised that the permissible plot ratio for 
scheme using the ‘open space approach’ shall be 
based on the actual scheme rather than the notional 
scheme. The issue of GFA modification is not relevant. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Curtain Wall Thickness 
A  member  enquired  if  the  BD  still  
accepted  curtain  wall  with maximum 
thickness of 300mm. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 16 
ADF 2/2013 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 15 
ADF 5/2012 
 

 
According to the extant PNAP APP-2 in force, the BD 
would still accept curtain wall with thickness not 
exceeding 300mm. However, members are reminded 
of the proposed revision in PNAP APP-2 that the 
acceptable thickness of the curtain wall would be 
revised to 200mm for domestic buildings   and 250mm 
for non-domestic buildings. 
 

External Pipe Duct Inspection 
AAP will deliver a short presentation focusing 
on the Pushrod system cameras for external 
pipe duct inspection…..  
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 1 
ADF 3/2013 
AAP 
 

 
After the presentation, BD representatives exchanged 
views on the system with Members. BD would consider 
the acceptability of such provision for inspecting 
drainage pipes with external screens. 
 

Follow Up Items – 
(a) External Pipe Duct 
The stakeholders are eager to know when 
the practice note will be ready for issue. 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
The PNAP was being revised. The BD advised that 
before the issue of the revised PNAP, application for 
provision of screen for external pipe duct would be 
considered on a case by case basis, and    justifications 
for access for inspection and maintenance should be 
provided. 
 

Follow Up Items 
(b) Flue Aperture for Bathroom 
The BD was requested to consider  

(i) allowing the provision of only one flue 
aperture for one flat if a gas / electric 
water heater of appropriate capacity 
would be used to provide hot water 
for all water points in the flat instead 
of multiple flue apertures, and  

(ii) no flue aperture should be provided if 
no town gas supply system would be 
provided by the  developer.    

    

 
PNAP 
APP-27 

 
Item 2 
ADF 3/2013 
HKIA 

 
 

 
The BD responded that comments from EMSD and 
Gas Co. would be sought. 
 

Electrical Charging Provision 
Electrical charging provision is required if we 
have to attain sustainability concessions. 
The question is whether it is necessary to 
provide electrical charging provision to 
loading/unloading spaces. Our 
understanding is that L/UL spaces are not 
for parking and any vehicles occupying the 
space for charging would deprive the use for 
loading/unloading. Thus, such requirement 
is superfluous. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 4 
ADF 3/2013 
HKIA 
 

also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 3/2012 
 

Item 6 
ADF 4/2015 
 

 
The BD confirmed that electrical charging provision 
was not required for loading/unloading areas as 
stipulated in para. 17 of PNAP APP-2. 

Curtain Wall Projection from Columns 
….. curtain wall would not align with the 
external face of column ….., there has been 
requirement to maintain at least 300mm 
gap between the column and the internal 
face of the curtain wall. ….. whether there is 
in fact such a requirement ….. 

 
PNAP  
APP-2 

 
Item 5 
ADF 3/2013 
HKIA 
 

also refer 
Item 10(a)  
ADF 4/2014 

 
The BD responded that according to para.6 of PNAP 
APP-2 there was no requirement to maintain at least 
300mm gap between the column and the internal face 
of the curtain wall as long as the column was a genuine 
column. 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Parapet Height 
….. a norm to restrict the height of parapet 
at roof level to be not more than 1.5m facing 
street. When there are M/E equipments such 
as BMU or A/C plant ….., it is disastrous 
from an aesthetic point of view..…whether 
exemption for architectural features of a 
height that is capable of screening such M/E 
equipments. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 7 
ADF 3/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
The BD  advised  that  if  the  architectural  feature  was  
a  genuine feature to conceal the M/E plant rooms on 
the roof, usually in case of non-domestic building, the 
BD might accept on a case by case basis upon 
application for exemption of architectural feature higher 
than a normal parapet with justifications. 

Briefing on PNAP APP-132  
(Site Coverage & Open Space Provisions) 
Upon the promulgation of revised PNAP 
APP-132 in December 2012, stakeholders 
would like BD to give a briefing on the 
revised PNAP, in particular the “Open Space 
Approach” which newly introduced, to their 
members. 
 

 
 
PNAP 
APP-132 

 
 
Item 11 
ADF 3/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
 
A briefing on PNAP APP-132 was conducted. In the 
presentation, members were briefed on the 
requirements of adopting “Open Space Approach”, 
examples of viable notional scheme and the 
calculation of un-built open space of proposed 
innovative scheme. 
 

Cladding (Balcony & UP) 
It is noted that for prefabricated external 
walls, the cladding to which can be 
disregarded for GFA and SC calculations if 
its thickness does not exceed 75mm.  Can 
the same be said for balconies and utility 
platforms? 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 2 
ADF 4/2013 
HKIA 
 
 

 
The BD responded that it had been proposed in the 
draft revised PNAP APP-2 that the cladding with overall 
thickness of not more than 90mm (75mm for cladding 
to non-structural prefabricated external wall) could be 
disregarded for GFA and SC calculations. This 
approach was applicable to balconies and utility 
platforms. 
 

(Post meeting notes : The  revised  PNAP  APP-2  was  
issued  in August 2013.) 
 

PNAP APP-35 (Refuse Collection Vehicles) 
Para. 1 of the PNAP lists out the limiting 
specifications of refuse collection vehicle 
(RCV) currently in use by FEHD for planning 
purpose under “worst case” scenario, with 
which a height of 3.8m for RCV is stipulated. 
However, in some recent projects, FEHD 
requires a headroom clearance of 4.0m for 
the access passage/ entrance to RCP during 
the course of trial run upon completion of 
project. If that is the latest 
requirement/specification of FEHD, can the 
said new requirement be confirmed by 
FEHD and reflected in the revised PNAP? 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-35 

 
Item 3 
ADF 4/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
The BD advised that the minimum headroom 
requirement for RCV in PNAP APP-35 would be 
updated according to FEHD’s latest requirement. 

Hotel BOH Area 
For hotel project submission, BOH area was 
not allowed on the same floor with guest 
house as the BS opines that unauthorized 
alteration may happen (such as conversion 
of BOH to guest house).  Such unauthorized 
alteration shall not happen as HAD will 
inspect the premises regularly. 

 
PNAP 
APP-40 

 
Item 9 
ADF 4/2013 
HKIS 
 

 
The BD clarified that under PNAP APP-40, the BOH 
area to be exempted from GFA calculations should be 
of reasonable sizes, with genuine design, placed in 
practical locations and accessible to hotel staff only as 
well as unlikely to be abuse. The BD would scrutinise 
these proposals on a case-by-case basis. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

GFA Calculation for Voids 
PNAP ….. high headroom and void in front 
of cinema, shopping arcade etc. in non-
domestic developments can be excluded in 
GFA calculation (no need to be within the 
10% cap) and under PNAP APP-2, 
paragraph 2(e), large void in auditoria, 
sporting halls (including squash courts), 
school halls and religious institutions can be 
excluded from GFA. 
 

In view that voids above a foyer / library / 
circulation area providing high headroom in 
a school or university.…. design feature that 
enhances the users’ experience, ….. these 
voids can be excluded from GFA 
calculations. Please review if such exclusion 
is acceptable on application for modification 
of B(P)R23(3)(a). 
 

 
PNAP 
ADM-2 
APP-2  
App G 

 
Item 2 
ADF 5/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
Appendix B of PNAP APP-2 had provided a list of items 
subject to the new GFA concessions policy.   According 
to Note 8 for Item 24 of the list regarding high headroom 
and void in front of a cinema, shopping arcade, etc, in 
a non-domestic development, high headroom and void 
in school hall having operational justifications might be 
disregarded from GFA.  Therefore, whether the GFA 
concessions could be granted for other items in a 
school or university would depend on individual merits 
of the case.   Large void purely serving visual or 
aesthetic functions would be critically assessed by the 
BD balancing the claimed benefits against increase of 
the building bulk and the likelihood of abuse. 

GFA and SC Calculations for Curtain Walls 
PNAP ….. requires that “a dwarf perimeter 
wall not less than 300mm    high measured 
from the floor level” is needed for 
disregarding the curtain wall from GFA/SC 
calculation. Please advise if such dwarf 
perimeter wall can be of solid block work 
construction. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 
para. 6(b) 

 
Item 4 
ADF 5/2013 
HKIA 
 

 
One of the criteria for granting GFA concessions for 
curtain wall was that the curtain wall system should not 
result in any additional floor area at a floor level by 
providing a dwarf perimeter wall not less than 300mm 
high measure from the floor level. The provision of solid 
block work construction as dwarf perimeter wall does 
not fulfill the above requirement and was not 
acceptable. 
 

PNAP APP-126 – Erection of Signboards 
In Appendix B, item (18), there is a 
requirement listed as follows: “No portion of 
a signboard erected on the roof of a building 
shall be within a distance of 1.5m from the 
inside face of the roof parapet or curb. Such 
set back area shall be accessible from other 
part of the roof.” 
….. would like to know the followings: 
• The rationale behind this requirement? 
• As there is no differentiation between 

accessible main roof and inaccessible 
upper roof, such as, top of water tanks, top 
of lift machine room, top of meter/plant 
room...etc, would it may cause 
unnecessary hardship for practitioners to 
comply with this PNAP for upper 
inaccessible roof?   …… 

 

Would it be more appropriate to differentiate 
and to exclude the inaccessible roof from 
this requirement if there is no specific safety 
and abuse concern. 
sketch (Appendix II) depicting the proposed 
requirement for main roof and inaccessible 
roof are shown for easy reference. 

 
PNAP 
APP-126 
APP B 

 
Item 8 
ADF 1/2014 
HKIE 

 
The BD advised that the requirement was to avoid 
burning debris falling onto lower floors and providing 
access for firefighting. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Cast Iron Foul Water, Waste Water and 
Rainwater Pipes 
Pursuant to a report received from general 
public, the BD reminded the industry to be 
more mindful in specifying the quality and 
selecting cast iron pipes in their projects. 
 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-133, 
118 

 
Item 11 
ADF 1/2014 
HKIE 

 
The BD reminded the industry that under the BO, 
Building (Construction) Regulation 3 and PNAP APP-
13, APs / RSEs / RGEs are responsible for   supervising 
building works including the selection and application 
of building materials and certifying compliance with 
relevant provisions of the BO upon completion of 
works, amongst others, the use of cast iron pipes in 
private developments. PNAPs APP-118 and APP-133 
provide more details regarding this matter. 
 

In addition, EMSD’s requirements for electrical 
continuity in respect of the selection and application of 
water pipes were relevant. 
 

PNAP APP-23 - Hoarding Permit 
The BD advised that the revised PNAP APP-
23 was issued in November 2013 which 
introduced measures to streamline the 
process of renewal of hoarding permits 
based on AP’s certification 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-23 

 
Item 13 
ADF 1/2014 
BD 

 
Under this self-certification approach, the AP would be 
required to submit a Certificate for Hoardings / Covered 
Walkways or Gantries (Appendix E of the draft revised 
PNAP APP-23) with record photos of the hoarding and 
covered walkway in support of the application for 
renewal of a hoarding permit. An audit check system 
would be put in place to ensure public safety. 
 

PNAP APP-93  (S&W/ Storm Drain) 
…..draft revised PNAP…..providing 
guidelines to the design of architectural 
features/ screen for enclosing external 
drainage pipes, it has been our 
understanding that the subject of concern is 
mainly on soil & waste pipes, but not so 
much on storm water drain. Indeed, para. 
3(b) of the same PNAP regarding the design 
criteria for internal pipe ducts & pipe wells 
are mainly concerned about internal 
common soil & waste stacks. 
 

Please clarify if our understanding is correct, 
and accordingly, design of architectural 
feature for enclosing storm water pipes 
alone on external wall can be relaxed from 
strictly following the new para. 7 of the draft 
revised PNAP. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 5 
ADF 2/2014 
HKIA 

 
The BD clarified that the same criteria for the design of 
architectural features / screens for shielding external 
drainage pipes would apply to soil & waste as well as 
storm water pipes. 

Height of Protective Barrier of Curtain Wall 
…..raised that recently, BD had required in 
the pre-OP inspection …..that the height of 
the openable windows in the curtain wall be 
measured from the top of the adjacent 
300mm high curb, despite a section in the 
approved GBP showing the height of 
openable windows being measured from the 
finished floor level. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 15 
ADF 2/2014 
HKIA 

 
The BD confirmed that the height of openable windows 
in a curtain wall should be measured from the top of the 
adjacent 300mm high curb (with a flat top surface). 

 
   



Draft 1.4.2021     125 
 

PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Protective Barrier 
….. have strong reservation to the recent 
new requirements on protective barrier and 
request for a critical review on the practicality 
and unnecessary limitation to the 
architectural design. A workshop with BD 
and other stakeholders is requested prior to 
the finalization of the draft revised PNAP. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 4 
ADF 3/2014 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 15 
ADF 2/2014 
  

 
The BD would set up a working group under the APSEC 
to review the draft revised PNAP prior to its finalisation. 

Curtain Wall Projection from Columns 
(a) ADF 3/2013: Curtain wall along column is 

accepted as long as the column was a 
genuine column. 
(i) By the same token, would like to 

confirm curtain wall at external face of 
transfer plate shall be accepted as the 
transfer plate shall be a genuine 
structural element and no additional 
building bulk is created. 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 10 
ADF 4/2014 
AAP 
 
follow up of 
Item 5 
ADF 3/2013 
 
 

 
(i) The BD confirmed that the transfer plate would be 

treated in a similar manner as columns in a typical 
floor. As such, the curtain wall outside the transfer 
plate would be ignored in the GFA calculation. 

 

   

(ii) Also, would like to confirm curtain wall 
at external face of roof RC parapet  
wall  shall  be  accepted  as  roof area 
to be non-GFA accountable and no 
additional building bulk is created, the 
curtain wall along the roof RC parapet 
wall shall be accepted and to be non-
accountable for GFA and SC. 

 

 Should RC parapet wall was replaced 
by 150mmH RC curb with curtain wall 
as protective barrier, the curtain wall 
at roof periphery shall be accepted 
and non-accountable for GFA and 
SC. 

  (ii)  Diagram on the Left – the BD confirmed that the 
curtain wall thickness should be ignored in 
considering PR / SC.  Diagram on the Right – the 
BD confirmed the same but raised concerns for the 
lateral  load  for  barrier  to  be  supported  by  the  
curtain  wall rendering the proposed curtain wall not 
meeting the acceptance criteria under PNAP APP-
2. 

 
 

   

   
 



Draft 1.4.2021     126 
 

PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Curtain Wall Projection from Columns 
(cont’d) 
(b) ADF 5/2012 : Architectural features not 

exceeding 500mm from external walls of 
a building are accepted to be  
incorporated in a curtain wall design and 
to be non-accountable for GFA / SC 

 

 There has been requirement to maintain 
certain separation between the 500mm 
architectural features but there are no 
standards for AP to follow. Please advise 
the acceptable separation distance 
between these features. 

 Item 10 
ADF 4/2014 
(cont’d) 
 
follow up of 
ADF 5/2012 
Item 15 
 

 
(b) The BD noted and advised that it would review and 

consider. 

 
 

  

Disregarded GFA for Bicycle Parking Spaces  
Under B(P)R, the BA has the discretionary 
power to disregard from GFA calculations 
any floor space that he is satisfied as 
constructed and intended to be used solely 
for, inter alia, parking motor vehicles and 
loading and unloading of motor vehicles.  
Please clarify if:  
a. parking spaces for bicycles are also falling 

within the meaning of the B(P)R 23(3)(b) 
b. the relevant criteria under paragraph 

16(b) of PNAP APP-2 also apply to 
bicycle parking spaces 

c.  100% GFA concession will be granted for 
aboveground bicycle spaces 

 

 
B(P)R 
23(3)(b), 
 

PNAP 
APP-2, 
 

PNAP 
APP-151 

 
Item 2 
ADF 5/2014 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2015 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 3/2012 
and 
subsequent 
items 

 
The BD had adopted a practice to disregard centralised 
bicycle parking spaces from GFA calculations subject 
to the following : 
 

(a) such provision should be required under the lease; 
(b)the no. of bicycle parking spaces should comply 

with the relevant lease condition, and 
(c) the parking spaces should be provided in the 

common area and might be provided on G/F. 
 

The BD also advised that such bicycle parking spaces 
would not be counted  as  part  of  the  10%  GFA  
concession  cap  under  PNAP APP-151. 
 

However,  the  BD  reminded  that  the  above  was  not  
applicable  to bicycle parking spaces for single family 
houses, unless they were provided as a centralised 
provision in the common area. 
 

Calculations of Signage in Internal Space 
….. a signboard shall not be accountable for 
GFA and SC calculations if the signboard 
does not create an enclosed or  partially 
enclosed floor space. Please clarify if internal 
signboards protruding at internal space 
such as voids / atriums of shopping malls 
are to follow guidelines as set out for external 
signboards under PNAP APP-126. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-126 
Para.5 

 
Item 3 
ADF 5/2014 
HKIA 

 
The  BD  advised  that  exclusion  of  GFA  would  be  
considered  for internal  signboards  following  the  
guidelines  as  set  out  in  PNAP APP-126 on a case by 
case basis such as whether the signage would form 
enclosed space at the voids / atriums of shopping 
malls. 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Fan Rooms for Underground Car Parks and 
Irrigation Pump Rooms 
For underground car parks, mechanical 
ventilation is a necessity. By the same token,  
for  provision  of  site  coverage  of  greenery,  
plant  room  must  be provided  for  
accommodating  irrigation  pump.  In  this  
connection,  please advise if Fan Rooms for 
underground car parks and Irrigation Pump 
Rooms for provision of site coverage of 
greenery can be regarded as essential plant 
rooms in the context of PNAP APP-151. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-151 

 
Item 4 
ADF 5/2014 
HKIA 

 
The BD considered that underground Fan Rooms of 
reasonable size serving underground car parks were 
essential plant rooms in the context of PNAP APP-151, 
and they would be disregarded for GFA calculations as 
well as not to be subject to the 10% GFA concession 
cap. Fan Rooms located on G/F serving basement car 
parks had to be justified.   Aboveground Fan Rooms 
serving aboveground car parks would not be 
considered part and parcel of the car parks unless it 
was demonstrated that mechanical ventilation was 
necessary for the car parks, which should be open-
sided. 
 

As irrigation plant rooms accommodating irrigation 
pump sets and water tank were essential for serving 
greeneries as required under the SBD Guidelines, HKIA 
opined that irrigation plant rooms should be treated as 
mandatory plant rooms in the context of PNAP APP-151 
and be disregarded from GFA calculations.    HKIA 
would further supplement their viewpoint for BD’s 
consideration. 
 

Air Conditioning Plant Room 
…..the following would be considered 
reasonable in the absence of detailed 
design layout of the plants. 
 

・ AC Plant Room not exceeding 1% of total 
GFA of a building, and / or 

・ Air Handing Units, not exceeding 4% of 
the total GFA of each floor on which they 
are situated 

 

It  was  also  mentioned  that  IF  the  above  
percentages  are  exceed,  full justification 
must be provided and Director of EMSD's 
advice may be sought. 
 

However we find the actual practice in 
obtaining GBP approval seems to look at the 
requirement differently. That is, AC and AHU 
plant rooms must not exceed the stated 
percentages in any case. If these are 
exceeded, there is no chance for obtaining 
EMSD's feedback even when detail 
substantiation of plant room layout and 
sections are provided.   At same time when 
these rooms are considered 'big' close to 
(but not more than) the maximum 
percentages, EMSD's no objection must 
also be obtained before the plans can be 
approved. 
 

Please confirm that what is stated in the 
PNAP should be followed instead. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-42 
Para 8 

 
Item 11 
ADF 5/2014 
AAP 

 
The BD confirmed that the practice as stated in PNAP 
APP-42 should be followed. Hence, for AC or AHU 
rooms of areas within the respective limits stated in 
PNAP APP-42, a detailed plant layout and justifications 
should not be provided. Regarding AC or AHU rooms 
of areas exceeding the respective limited stated in 
PNAP APP-42, a detailed plant layout with full 
justification should be submitted in support of the 
building proposal for BD's consideration and referral to 
EMSD. 
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 PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Electrical Charging for Car parking spaces 
….. requires that ALL car-parking spaces to 
be disregarded from GFA are electric vehicle 
(EV) charging-enabling. 
According to HKPSG, at least 30% of car-
parking spaces shall be electric vehicle 
charging enabling. 
 

…..Housing Department Projects normally 
require 20% of car-parking spaces to be 
electric vehicle charging enabling. A similar 
range … for other government projects ….. 
 

The large number of EV charging-enabling 
car-parking ….. adds immense pressure to 
the size of transformer rooms, HV switch 
room, electrical meter rooms and spaces for 
electrical wiring etc. 
 

….. it seems that the demand for 100% EV 
charging in car park will not happen in the 
foreseeable future. 
 

….. we suggest the BD to reduce the 
required percentage ….. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 
Para.16 

 
Item 17 
ADF 5/2014 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 3/2012 
and 
subsequent 
items 

 
The BD advised that the 100% requirement might be 
proposed by the EMSD and it was considered 
appropriate in order to meet the future demand for 
charging for electric vehicles. 

(Electrical Charging for) Carparking  
….. disregarded from GFA should be 
provided with EV charging facilities, which 
may comprise switchboards,   distribution  
boards,  electricity   meters,   cabling,  
conduits, trunking and socket outlets, 
according to TGNBD (Technical Guidelines 
for Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging-enabling 
for Car Parks of New Building Developments 
issued by EMSD in April 2011) & EMSD 
guideline (Technical Guidelines on Charging 
Facilities for Electric Vehicle). 
 

With reference to the footnote of TGNBD 
guideline P.1, it is stated that “the provisions 
of electricity meter(s) and socket outlets are 
optional for the purpose of EV charging-
enabling for car parks of new building 
developments.” 
 

Please clarify that the provisions and 
installation of electricity meter(s) and socket 
outlets are optional and not mandatory ….. 
 

….. please confirm the space reserved for 
future transformer room and switch rooms to 
cater for the installation of EV chargers 
should be exempted from GFA calculations, 
and it is suggested that a statement like 
“Reserved for Transformer/ Switch Board for 
future EV chargers” be shown at the 
concerned areas on the GBP. 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 
 
TGNBD 

 
Item 1 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 3/2012 
and 
subsequent 
items 

 
The BD advised that according to Footnote 1 and 
paras. 2, 10, 11 and 13(i) of TGNBD, the provision of 
electricity meters and socket outlets were optional for 
the purpose of EV charging-enabling for car parks of 
new developments. Under paras. 13 and 15 of TGNBD, 
all fixed electrical installations including switch boards, 
distribution boards, cabling, conduits and trunking 
should be fully installed, tested and commissioned 
before occupation of the new building. Hence, such 
meters and sockets would not be required to be 
installed before submission of an application for OP. In 
this connection, HKIA would provide photographs and 
details of such electrical installations required for 
application for an OP for BD’s reference. 
 

The BD clarified that the relevant transformer room, 
switch room and meter room for EV charging-enabling 
should be designed to cater for all such car-parking 
spaces and such rooms might be disregarded from 
GFA calculations. Subject to satisfactory information 
from the power companies provided by HKIA, the BD 
might consider issuing an internal instruction on the 
acceptance of the switch boards and transformers to 
be provided and installed by the power companies at a 
later stage after the issuance of the occupation permit 
on the condition that these rooms should be fitted out 
in a status ready for installation of  the remaining 
transformers and switch boards in future. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Architectural Features at Cladding 
ADF 5/2012 ….. architectural features not 
exceeding 500mm from the external walls of 
a building could be incorporated in a curtain 
wall design. By the same token, architectural 
features should also be acceptable to be 
projected on the 90mm external cladding 
works. Please confirm our understanding is 
correct. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 
 

 
Item 2 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 15(d) 
ADF 5/2012 

 
The BD confirmed that architectural features projecting 
not more than 500mm from the external wall of a 
building with acceptable extent might be incorporated 
in curtain wall or external cladding design.  For 
architectural features with projections exceeding 
500mm, only the exceeding portion should be included 
in the GFA calculations. 

Gas Water Heaters 
Please clarify if it is a requirement to allow for 
enlargement of a non-standard-sized 
aperture in the future to become a standard-
sized aperture if another standard-sized 
aperture for future use is already provided at 
each flat. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-27 

 
Item 3 
ADF 1/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that subject to granting of a 
modification under regulation 35A of the Building 
(Planning) Regulations, for a residential flat provided 
with a standard size aperture capable for future 
installation of a gas heater requiring such standard size 
aperture, any other non-standard size apertures 
provided in the same flat (within the serving distance of 
the said standard size aperture according to para.5(h)  
of  PNAP  APP-27)  would  not  be  required  to  be  
capable  of enlargement to become a standard size 
aperture. 
 

Pipe Ducts and Essential E&M Ducts Located 
at Staircase 
….. “pipe ducts shall be accessible from the 
common parts of the building. An 
unobstructed working space of not less than 
700mm in front of the pipes shall be 
provided for maintenance and repair of the 
pipeworks. The doors or panels providing 
access to the pipe ducts shall not be less 
than 600mm wide by 2000mm high.” 
 

There are precedents that pipe ducts 
located at the staircase can be exempted 
from GFA calculations, given that they fulfill 
the above requirements. However, rejected 
cases….. access panels or doors should be 
opened at landings, and the same also 
apply to other essential E&M ducts. 
 

Please clarify ….. if the requirements of 
PNAP APP-93 are complied with and also for 
access panels for essential E&M ducts to be 
opened at staircase if maintenance works 
could technically be conducted via these 
access panels (see sketch below). 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 1 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that pipe ducts for building services 
complying with Code of Practice for Fire Safety in 
Building 2011 (FS Code) Clause C9.3(d) but requiring 
maintenance and repair should not be provided in such 
location that would rely on access from a flight of stairs. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Application of PNAP APP-130 
….. states that “Primary opening” means 
any window opening which satisfies the 
natural lighting requirements stipulated 
under B(P)Rs or in paragraph 1(a) of PNAP 
APP-130 or any window opening located in 
or within 1.5 from end of the external wall 
where the aforementioned window locates. 
The above statement appears to imply that 
“Part III – Ventilation” of the said PNAP can 
apply to a room where the window can only 
meet the prescriptive natural lighting 
requirement under B(P)R 31 but not the 
performance requirement using UVA 
method. Please advise if our above 
understanding is correct. 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-130 
Para. 2 
Appendix A 

 
Item 8 
ADF 2/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD acknowledged that HKIA’s understanding was 
correct, i.e. Part III of Appendix A of PNAP APP-130 on 
guidelines on adoption of performance-based 
standards for natural ventilation could be applied to a 
room where the window could only meet the 
prescriptive natural lighting requirement under B(P)R 31 
but not the performance requirement using UVA 
method. In this connection, reference should be made 
to the interpretation in Section 2 of Part I of Appendix A 
of PNAP APP-130. 

Carparking and Loading and Unloading Areas 
As stated in item 16 & 16(ii) – all private car-
parking spaces, which for occupants and 
visitors use, to be disregarded from GFA 
should be provided with EV charging 
facilities according to TGNBD & EMSD 
guideline. 
 

Please  clarify  that  the  above  requirement  
is  limited  to  motor  vehicle car-parking 
spaces i.e. private car, motorcycle, lorry 
carpark only, drop-off and loading bay for 
motor vehicles do not require to provide EV 
charging facilities. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2015 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 1 
ADF 3/2012 
and 
subsequent 
items 

 
The BD pointed out that the EV charging enabling 
facilities should be provided to all parking spaces of 
motor vehicles, i.e. private car, motor cycle, and lorry 
parking only.   As drop-off areas, lay-bys and loading / 
unloading bays for motor vehicles should not be 
regarded as car parking spaces, there was no need to 
provide EV charging enabling facilities at these 
locations. Besides, bicycles should not be considered 
as motor vehicles and parking spaces of bicycles 
should not be required to provide EV charging enabling 
facilities. 

Temporary Precautionary Measures during 
Erection of Hoarding /Covered Walkway 
Noting that necessary precautionary 
measures are required to ensure the safety 
of the pedestrians during erection or 
alteration of hoarding/covered walkways, AP 
are reminded to minimise the obstruction or 
nuisance so caused. 

 
PNAP 
APP-23 

 
Item 15 
ADF 4/2015 
BD 
 

 
APs were encouraged to plan ahead with their 
registered contractors and if necessary, liaise with the 
TD and the HyD as early as possible for providing 
adequate precautionary measures to minimise the 
obstruction or nuisance caused to the public during the 
erection or alteration of hoarding/covered walkways. 
 

PNAP APP-130 - Acoustic Window 
There were cases that the acoustic window 
complied with Appendix A of PNAP APP-130 
but not acceptable to EPD. After gathering 
more detailed information, AAP may invite 
BD and EPD for a joint meeting to discuss 
on the matter. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-130 

 
Item 17 
ADF 4/2015 
AAP 

 
The BD advised they would attend the meeting as 
arranged. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Result of Final BEAM Plus Assessment  
…..PNAP APP-151 (Sept 2014)…..pre-
requisite for granting GFA concession, the 
developer/owner needs to undertake to 
submit to the BD the “result of Final 
Assessment under BEAM Plus certification 
conferred/issued by HKGBC, within 18 
months of the date of issuance of the OP by 
the BA”. In contrast, in the original version 
(January 2011), the same is to be submitted 
within 6 months. 
 

Please advise if the period of 18 months can 
also apply to projects approved prior to the 
revision of PNAP APP-151 ….. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-151 
6(d)(iv), 

 
Item 2 
ADF 5/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that the period of 18 months for Final 
Assessment could be applied to projects approved 
prior to the relevant revision of PNAP APP-151. 
However, the AP should submit a new Form BA16 with 
revised undertaking letter prepared by the developer to 
facilitate the issue of a revised Permit (Form BD106) by 
the BD to incorporate the above revised condition. 

Top Rail for Free-standing Glass Barrier  
PNAP states “In case the free-standing glass 
barrier has a continuous run of 2 panels of 
glass or more and is designed for area 
where people may congregate or 
susceptible to overcrowding, the top rail 
should be attached to the glass in such a 
manner, that, should a glass panel fracture, 
the top rail would bridge over the failed 
glass, remained stable under yield stress 
conditions and capable of resisting the 
designed imposed loads on the barriers 
applied across the resulting gap without 
causing structural failure or yielding of the 
protective barrier system.” 
 

Please advise if …. correct: 
(a) the top rail needs not be structurally fixed 

into the structure or frames beyond the 
adjacent panel of glass; 

(b) the design imposed load on the top rail 
is only that of the outward horizontal 
force at 1.1m above the floor level; and 

(c) the top rail is not required for “non-
crowd” conditions, i.e. for area where 
people will not congregate and not 
susceptible to overcrowding. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-110 
Para.5 

 
Item 3 
ADF 5/2015 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 5 
ADF 2/2017 

 
The BD clarified as follows: 
 

(a) The top rail was required in case the free-standing 
glass barrier had a continuous run of 2 panels of 
glass or more and was designed for area where 
people might congregate or susceptible to 
overcrowding; i.e. it was not required for “non-
crowd” areas in residential units; 

 

(b) The top rail requirement was not applicable for 
single panel of free-standing glass barrier; 

 

(c) The top rail requirement was applicable to free-
standing glass barrier not requiring structural 
supports from the wall or structure beyond the end 
glass panel on either side of the free-standing glass 
protective barrier, and top rail was not required to 
fix onto the aforesaid mentioned wall or structure to 
suit the AP’s design; and 

 

(d) Where top rail was necessary, it should be 
designed to take line load only when the glass 
panel below was broken. 

Follow Up - Flue Aperture Provision for 
Apartment with Internal Bathroom Only 
Based on discussion in previous forum, 
HKIA representatives met with Towngas 
representatives on 30 Oct 2015 to review the 
latest gas water heaters marketed by 
Towngas for new private residential projects 
and their market situations. 
There are mainly two types of gas water 
heaters marketed by Towngas, they are 
superslim types water heaters (about 20% 
turnover of the market with a FA requirement 
of 420mm x 320mm), 

 
PNAP 
APP-27 

 
Item 4 
ADF 5/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that they would review the matters 
concerned and would consult EMSD on the 
recommendations made by HKIA, mainly on 1. the 
proposed revision of PNAP APP-57 and 2. the 
popularity of the proposed fanned-draught model of 
water heaters. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Follow Up - Flue Aperture Provision for 
Apartment with Internal Bathroom Only 
(cont’d) 
and box types water heaters  (about  80%  of  
the  market  with  a  FA requirement of  
210mm  x 210mm),  both types are room-
sealed water heaters. The superslim type 
water heater must be mounted on the wall 
aperture because of its rigid flue design. The 
box type has extensible flue so that the water 
heater can be installed away from the wall 
aperture. The actual distance between wall 
aperture and the water heater depends on 
the water heater flue design. 
 
Point 1. For internal bathroom with no 
external wall, it is not feasible to install 
superslim types as they must have an 
external wall. Hence, for apartment flat with 
only internal bathroom and open kitchen, 
superslim types are not preferred to be 
installed in habitable locations like bedroom 
and living room. Box type circulating water 
heaters, which is become increasing 
popular, would be a more sensible solution 
for these types of units when the gas heaters 
can be installed away from the FA. In view of 
above, it is recommended to allow for one 
more option for FA provision and it is 
suggested to add the following statement 
after paragraph 3(b) of PNAP APP-27:- 
 

“(c) 210mm by 210mm when no natural 
ventilation is provided for the bathroom and 
only extensible flue is suitable for installation 
of water heater in that unit” 
 
Point 2. The dimension shown in the current 
PNAP APP 27 was originated from guideline 
for natural draught type. For the fanned 
draught type gas water heater, flexibility on 
the location of FA to deviate from the current 
PNAP should be allowed as stipulated in 
appendix B in Code of Practice GU03 
regarding the Installation  Requirements  for  
Domestic  Gas  Water  Heaters (rated heat 
input up to 70kW) with an annotation stated 
that "may be reduced for fanned draught 
models. See manufacturer's instructions.". 
 

To more design flexibility, HKIA and 
Towngas representatives considered that 
paragraphs 5(d), 5(e), 7(a) might be 
reviewed for fanned draught models so that 
they are in consistence with GU03. 

 Item 4 
ADF 5/2015 
(cont’d) 
 
also refer 
Item 12 
ADF 2/2016 

 
[Post Forum Note: EMSD’s advice were received: 
 
Point 1. 
- considered as top-flued type. - There was 

currently only one importer in HK supplying the
“box-type” gas water heaters. If para. 3(b) of 
PNAP APP-27 was amended only under the 
consideration of“box-type”gas water heaters, it 
appeared favour the importer, which was 
undesirable. That said, para. 4 of PNAP APP-27 
had already provided flexibility on using non-
standard apertures, if necessary. 

 

- Regarding the flue design of flat with only internal 
bathroom and open kitchen, reference should be 
made to Gas Safety Ordinance Cap 51C Reg. 24 
and 27. For the sake of safety, the distance of the 
flue aperture and the associated gas water heater 
should be as short as possible. Therefore, back-
flued type gas water heaters were preferred to top-
flued type design. “Box-typed” gas water heaters 
were 

 
Point 2. 
- GU03 focused on the actual installation of a 

selected gas water heater which might be different 
from PNAP APP-27, which stated the requirements 
of apertures for a building. From gas safety point of 
view, the requirements in para. 5(d), 5(e) and 7(a) 
in PNAP APP-27 should be specified to allow the 
public the flexibility to choose a variety of gas water 
heaters available in the market, and thus minimized  
the risk of installing an unsuitable gas water heater 
during replacement.] 

 
In view of EMSD’s advice, the proposed revision to the 
PNAP APP-27 were considered not appropriate. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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External  Architectural  Features  for 
Screening  of  External  Pipes  in  Single 
Family Houses 
PNAP.….if architectural features are 
proposed to enclose external drainage 
pipes, the access for inspections and 
maintenance should be from the common 
parts of the building.    As there is, de facto, 
no “common parts” for a single family house, 
we understand that the above access 
requirement for external pipe-ducts of a 
single family house through common parts 
of the building is NOT applicable, subject to 
that an effective arrangement for visual 
inspection of the pipes is provided to enable 
the detection or inspection of any defect, 
leakage or insanitary condition of the pipes 
in a convenient and safe manner as referred 
to in the same paragraph of the said PNAP. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 
Para.7 

 
Item 6 
ADF 5/2015 
HKIA 

 
The BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 
The access arrangement through “common parts” of 
the building for such external architectural features for 
screening external pipes of a single family house was 
not applicable. 
 

Accordingly, the requirement for designating the 
access and working space for operating the CCTV 
imaging device as “common parts” of the building as 
per Para. 2, Appendix B of PNAP APP-93 was also not 
applicable to the undertaking letter to be prepared by 
the owner/developer for such houses. 

Surface Channel Connected on G/F Entrance 
under Canopy Cover 
Please clarify the surface channel aiming to 
prevent the ingress of rainwater for granting 
the exemption of level different between 
external ground and the internal area as per 
APP-125 shall be connected to storm water 
system instead of waste water system. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-125 

 
Item 6 
ADF 5/2015 
HKIA 

 
Yes, in principle, it should be connected to storm water 
system. 

Acoustic Window Design 
Further to joint meeting with 
BD/EPD/AAP,…..the following for 
confirmation by BD : 
 

Separation  of  adjacent  acoustic  windows  
–  in  order  to  follow  PNAP APP-130 
prescriptive method for calculating the 
effective ventilation area, each acoustic 
window must be separated from one another 
to ensure a simple passage of air as shown 
in the PNAP. In the case where 2 acoustic 
windows are provided side by side, a 'divider' 
must be provided to separate the 2 
passages of air. An example is shown in 
Diagram 1a 

 
PNAP 
APP-130 

 
Item 13 
ADF 5/2015 
AAP 

 
BD stated that as only one scenario of acoustic 
windows was stated in PNAP APP-130, the divider for 
matching the as-stated scenario would be necessary to 
follow suit for direct acceptance.    However, whether 
such divider was actually necessary to serve the 
desired function in the proposed scenario should be 
scientifically analysed. 
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Acoustic Window Design (cont’d) 
………. 
Acoustic Window Design – PNAP APP-130 
BUT with Openable Internal Pane (Diagram 
1b) – similar prescriptive method for 
calculating the effective ventilation area 
following PNAP APP-130 will be acceptable 
even when the sliding inner pane is changed 
to inward opening internal pane. 
 

 Item 13 
ADF 5/2015 
(cont’d) 
 
 
 

 

 
 

   

Canopies SC / PR 
….. canopies projecting not more than 2m 
over an entrance to a building need not be 
counted for SC/PR calculation. Further to the 
discussion at ADF 1/2015, “For architectural 
features with projections exceeding 500mm, 
only the exceeding portion should be 
included in the GFA calculations.”    Under 
the same token, can canopies projecting 
more than 2m over an entrance be 
accountable in SC/PR ONLY for the 
exceeding portion too? 
 

We understand that the term “building” in the 
said para. 3(j) is meant to include single 
family house as well. Please confirm our 
understanding is correct. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-19 
Para 3(j) 

 
Item 2 
ADF 1/2016 
HKIA 

 
Provided that the size of the canopy was 
commensurate with the use and scale of the 
building/premises, only the portion exceeding 2m 
would be accountable for SC/PR calculations. 
 

In general, the clarification in para.3(j) is applicable to 
single family houses but the design should be 
reasonable and will not tempt owners to abuse. 
 

Sunshades SC / PR 
….. “in case the sunshades project more 
than 750mm from the external walls, 
quantitative assessment should be 
submitted to the BA for consideration.” In 
paragraph no. 10 of PNAP APP-67, however, 
“quantitative assessment should be 
submitted to the BA for consideration, if the 
sunshades project over 0.5m from the 
external walls.” Would BD please clarify 
which dimension (500mm or 750mm) is the 
one over which quantitative assessment 
would be necessary? 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-156 
Para.11, 
PNAP 
APP-67 

 
Item 3 
ADF 1/2016 
HKIA 

 
The requirement on submitting quantitative 
assessment (QA) to justify sunshades > 750mm in 
residential buildings as promulgated in PNAP APP-156 
had taken into account factors such as façade heat 
gain, natural lighting, etc. as analysed by the consultant 
for the study in drafting the guidelines under the PNAP. 
BD would consider revising the corresponding 
guidelines in the extant PNAP APP-67 requiring QA for 
sunshades >500mm for commercial/ hotel buildings 
for consistency. 
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Location of Residential Recreational 
facilities 
In recent discussion with BD officers, it is 
commented that Residential Recreational 
facilities (RRF) is no longer acceptable to be 
located within residential towers. Please 
clarify whether the Recreational Facilities in 
the following diagrams are acceptable: 
a. RRF occupying the whole top floor of 
residential towers, with or without exclusive 
access.  
 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-104 

 
Item 1 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIA 

 
Provided that the RRF proposal met the requirements 
and conditions stated in PNAP APP-104 and the RRF 
was for the exclusive use of the owners and residents 
and their bona fide visitors only, the three locations of 
RRF were all acceptable. 
 

In this regard, RRF should be accessed through 
common areas of the development without attracting 
direct access from streets thus the use by non-
residents. Whether to provide lifts for the exclusive use 
of RRF should not be a concern under the above 
conditions. 
 

 
b. RRF occupying part of the top floor of 
residential towers, with or without exclusive 
access.  

 

   

 

c. RRF occupying the lowest floor of 
residential towers with exclusive access  
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PNAP APP-2 (Update Mar 2015) 
In PNAP APP-2 (Mar 2015), Appendix B 
(Section of Curtain Wall System Installed at 
New Building) is omitted. Would BD please 
clarify the reason behind the omission? 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 5 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIA 

 
The Appendix should be included in the PNAP and 
would be posted to the website asap. 

Follow up on Flue Aperture 
….. post forum advice from EMSD on ADF 
5/2015, it appears that electric water heater 
would be the only solution for residential 
units with open kitchen and internal 
bathroom as use of superslim type gas water 
in habitable space, i.e. living and bed room, 
is not preferable and yet use of box type gas 
water heater is not advisable. If it is the case, 
the BD is requested to consider waiving the 
requirement of flue aperture in such units. 

 
PNAP 
APP-27 

 
Item 12 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIA 
 
Follow up of 
Item 4 
ADF 5/2015 
 
also refer 
Item 20 
ADF 5/2016 

 
While the difficulty in the provision of flue apertures in 
the situation as described was appreciated, BD would 
further liaise with EMSD to review  the  possibility  of  
omitting  the  flue  openings  in  certain congested 
building designs and would be pragmatic in accepting 
alternative provisions. 
 

[Post Meeting Notes: EMSD had strong reservation on 
exempting such provision in a new building even 
without gas supply unless effective measures could be 
strictly implemented in prohibiting occupants from 
shifting to gas water heaters in future.    EMSD 
concerned that even there was no supply of piped gas, 
it would still be feasible and very convenient to use LPG 
cylinder as alternative fuel source.   BD was 
following  up  with  EMSD  on  the  possible  means  of  
posing  such restrictions in return for not providing the 
flue openings.] 
 

Drainage in Sunken Slab 
In PNAP APP-93, it is stated that “where the 
backfilling of void space is unavoidable, 
sufficient access points……… should be 
provided to facilitate inspection of every part 
of such pipeworks and clearance of any 
blockage thereof.” While the PNAP 
stipulated that sunken slab should not be 
backfilled unless certain conditions are 
fulfilled, such practice is common for Hong 
Kong residential buildings for ease of 
construction and meeting the expectation of 
future owners. BD is requested to advise 
whether such practice is still acceptable 
provided that all the relevant BD’s conditions 
are complied with. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 15 
ADF 2/2016 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 2  
ADF 4/2016 
 

 
BD advised that a PNAP would be issued in due course 
on restriction of using concrete to backfill voids for 
running drains in the sunken slab situation. To facilitate 
the future maintenance of the embedded pipes, light 
weight concrete or sand should be used instead, if 
backfilling was necessary. 

Flue Aperture at Balconies 
The apertures (notional or actual) may be 
placed so as to vent into permanently open 
and well ventilated balcony approach …… 
(APP-27 item 5(a)).  Is such ‘ventilation 
arrangement’ not-be regarded as ‘bathroom 
exhaust outlet’ jeopardizing the exemption 
criteria of balconies under JPN1, Appendix A 
– item 1(a)(ix). 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-27 

 
Item 25 
ADF 2/2016 
AAP 
 
 

 
Bathroom exhaust outlet was intended to be a separate 
provision from discharge of gas exhaust through flue 
aperture. For a flue aperture provided at a balcony, it 
should be located at positions where there was no 
obstruction to restrict the vertical flow of air. 
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Protection of Public/Residents around 
Buildings 
(a) Canopies under para. 3(j) of PNAP APP-

19 
 

 According to para. 3(j) of PNAP APP-19, 
canopies within the site boundary 
projecting not more than 2m over the 
entrance to a building need not be  
counted for SC and plot ratio (P.R.).    
Please clarify if such a canopy may also 
be applied to a G/F retail shop, which is 
set back from the site boundary. 

 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-19 

 
Item 22  
ADF 3/2016 
AAP 

 
(a)Para. 6 of PNAP APP-19 described the principle that 

areas covered by projecting features forming 
shelters capable of functional use should be 
included in GFA calculations even the concerned 
width to clear height ratio was not less than 1:8.  
Only canopies within site projecting not more than 
2m over an entrance of a building could be 
disregarded from SC and GFA calculations.  
Canopies over the shopfront or the entrance of a 
retail shop should be included in SC and GFA 
calculations. However, special circumstances 
demonstrating public interest or innovative designs 
which were unlikely to be abused could always be 
favourably considered on case merits. 

 

(b) Horizontal Screen under para. 20 of 
PNAP APP-42 

 

 According to para. 20 of PNAP APP-42, 
horizontal screens may be permitted in 
any open areas frequently used by 
occupants at ground floor or podium 
floor; or roof garden/ play areas at 
podium floor around the perimeter of a 
domestic tower (apparently within site 
boundary). As it does not specify the 
use of the building at G/F, so we 
understand that the use as shop at G/F 
warrants permission to have such 
horizontal screen installed. 

 

 However, in the Chinese version, it is 
stated that “在位於住用樓宇的地面 層
及平台樓層經常被使用的露天地方或位

於天台花園/平台塔樓周邊的遊地…..” 
 

 Hence, it apparently qualifies that the 
open areas at ground floor or podium 
floor should only be applied to domestic 
buildings. The discrepancy is noted, 
when compared with the English 
Version. Please clarify which one we 
should follow. 

 

  (b) In general, roofs of covered walkways connecting 
domestic buildings would be regarded as horizontal 
screens. Only horizontal screen serving a genuine 
protection to the passageway for the enjoyment of 
the residents of domestic buildings at the open 
areas at ground floor or podium floor not forming 
part of any commercial premises could be 
disregarded from GFA calculation. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Protection of Public/Residents around 
Buildings (cont’d)  
(c) Set back under PNAP APP-152 
  

 According to para.8(a) ….. a canopy that 
complies with Reg.10 of the B(P)R may 
be permitted. Please clarify whether 
horizontal screens as mentioned in 
PNAP APP 42 para.20 should also be 
allowed in these set-back areas. 

 
 

 Item 22  
ADF 3/2016 
(cont’d)  
 

(c) Para. 8 of PNAP APP-152 specified that the setback 
area should be without any permanent building 
structures other than landscaped features, 
perforated balustrades, perforated boundary walls 
and structural columns. Minor projecting features 
and signboard projecting not more  than  600mm  
from  the  external walls and at a clear height of not 
less than 2.5m above the street level; and single 
storey footbridges across the setback area might 
also be permitted. In this connection, a horizontal 
screen that could meet the above requirements 
might be permitted within the building setback area 
under PNAP APP-152. 

 

Drainage in Sunken Slab. 
ADF 2/2016….. a PNAP would be issued in 
due course where light weight concrete or 
sand should be used instead of concrete to 
backfill voids for laying drains in sunken slab. 
HKIA opines that cement sand mortar 
(without reinforcement) should also be 
allowed as it could also be readily removed 
when maintenance is required. 
 

 
PNAP 
 

 
Item 2  
ADF 4/2016 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 15 
ADF 2/2016 

 
The BD advised that HKIA’s proposed alternative 
backfill materials were acceptable. 
 

[Post meeting note: HKIA further proposed that the 
cement sand mortar (without reinforcement) should not 
be more than 1:3, and BD agreed.] 

Acoustic Window 
With experiences gained from recent 
projects with environmental noise 
problem ….. the BD would normally accept 
the use of horizontal acoustic fins projecting 
not more than 750mm as they do not cause 
obstructions to prescribed windows. 
 

Considering the increasing trend on project 
sites being subject to environmental noise 
problem, HKIA suggested BD should update 
the extant PNAPs to incorporate the above 
commonly adopted noise mitigation 
measures for reference/information by 
relevant stakeholders. 

 
PNAP 
APP-130 

 
Item 4  
ADF 4/2016 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 18  
ADF 4/2016 
 

Item 21 
ADF 5/2016 

 
The BD would consider that such 750mm  projections 
(horizontal acoustic fins) from external wall usually 
applied to the base of top hung openable windows with 
limited extent as not causing obstructions to prescribed 
windows, and hence as an acceptable alternative or 
additional noise mitigating measure to the acoustic 
window promulgated in PNAP APP-130. 
 

[Post meeting note:  PNAP APP-130 was revised on 
23.12.2016 rationalizing the interpretation of openable 
windows under B(P)R 30 & 31 encouraging the 
industry’s use of such in noise mitigation. The need for 
introducing horizontal acoustic fins should thus be 
reduced. 
On the other hand, in an open seminar held on 
19.11.2016 and the Joint APSEC BSC Meeting held on 
2.12.2016, APs were highly encouraged by BD to 
provide cross ventilation to habitable rooms so as to 
enhance the efficiency of the reduced openable 
windows as stated in the PNAP. Light wells and re-
entrants should be designed for when necessary.] 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

Curtain Wall at Ground Floor or Floor with 
Flat Roofs or balcony  
Provided that requirements under PNAP 
APP-2 can be followed, curtain wall at 
Ground Floor or Floor with Flat Roofs or 
Balconies can also be ignored and the 
external face of the structure (beam / slab / 
columns) can be considered as the external 
wall for the purpose of PR and SC 
calculations, except the part of the curtain 
wall providing access to outside / flat roof / 
balcony….. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 15  
ADF 4/2016 
AAP 
 

 
BD shared the same understanding. 

Acoustic Window at Curtain Wall 
When PNAP APP-130 type acoustic window 
is provided, the required thickness of the 
window is usually about at least 250mm, 
accommodating 175mm wide air gap and 
double frames. 
 

In the case of prefabricated façade, only 
150mm thickness of the façade can be 
exempted from GFA calculation. The GFA 
issue for the remaining 100mm thickness 
necessary to accommodate the acoustic 
window has caused uncertainties, in 
particular when the criteria of 'projecting 
windows' under PNAP APP-19 cannot be 
met or can only be met with huge difficulties. 
 

Similar problem occurs with curtain wall, 
except that there is no alternative with the 
'projecting window' approach. We suggest 
that BD should allow the additional  100mm  
thickness at acoustic window at  
prefabricated façade to be exempted from  
GFA calculation without having to meet the 
projecting window criteria under PNAP APP-
19. Similarly the additional 50mm thick at 
curtain wall where acoustic windows are 
located shall be allowed to be disregarded 
for the purpose of PR / SC. 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-130 

 
Item 18  
ADF 4/2016 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 4  
ADF 4/2016 
 
 

 
BD was concerned about the further impact on building 
bulk and did not agree.     
 

[Post meeting note: In the revised PNAP APP-130 
issued on 23.12.2016, the ventilation performance of 
the 100-175mm gap between the window and the inner 
noise screen need not be assessed thus providing 
flexibility to the industry in designing the overall 
thickness of acoustic windows.] 
 

Industrial Building 
(a)  ….. ‘where internal COMMON soil and 

waste stacks are proposed in 
DOMESTIC buildings not intended for 
single occupancy, such stacks shall be 
located in the common parts of the 
building’. Are those private branch pipes 
and common soil and waste stacks in 
non-domestic building not covered in 
this practice note? 

 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 6 
ADF 5/2016 
HKIS 

 
(a)  BD replied that paragraph 3(b) of PNAP APP-93 

regarding common soil and waste stacks applied to 
domestic buildings but advised non-domestic 
buildings should also follow this practice for 
enhancing better maintenance of common 
pipework. The PNAP would be revised accordingly 
indicating the extended coverage of this good 
practice. 
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Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
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BD response 

Industrial Building (cont’d) 
………. 
(b) What is the definition of flatted factory 

development in PNAP APP-46? 
Any area restriction of industrial unit of 
flatted factory as mentioned in PNAP 
APP-46? 

 

(c)  Refer to PNAP APP-46 about pollution 
from industrial buildings and Building 
(Standards of Sanitary Fitments, 
Plumbing, Drainage Works and 
Latrines) Regulation 90, does the 
individual drainage outlet stated in 
paragraph 6 subject to the control of 
Building (Planning) Regulation 36? 

 Item 6 
ADF 5/2016 
(cont’d) 
 

………. 
(b) BD replied that “Flatted Factory” would mean 

factory buildings housing many units under different 
occupancy, operation or even ownership, 
contrasting to those under a single operation. 

 

(c) BD replied that discharge of industrial (usually 
chemical) trade effluent would not fall within the 
scope of waste or soil fitment and B(P)R36 might not 
be applicable. However, when such effluent 
became comparable to waste (e.g. laundry factory) 
and soil discharge, the regulation would be 
applicable. BD further added that in the context of 
deterring the provision of hotel-like layout of 
workshop units, such outlets would not be 
acceptable unless the workshop was specifically 
designed to cater for operations with trade effluent 
requiring treatment. 

 

New PNAP APP-159 – Misuse of Industrial 
Bldg vs Residential Use 
BD will further explain the response to 
comments. 

  
Item 17 
ADF 5/2016 
BD 
 
 

 
BD briefed members the new PNAP and highlighted 
additional measures covered by the new PNAP as 
compared with the circular letter issued on 17 June 
2016, e.g. the limit of story heights, the reference size 
of small workshops, the GFA and site coverage 
calculation of curtain walls for small workshop units, 
and servicing arrangement for the workshop units to be 
clearly shown on the general building plans. BD also 
advised that the interpretation of small workshop units 
had been lowered from 100m2 to 80m2 after taking into 
consideration the response from the industry. 
 

Omission of Provision of Flue Aperture 
Openings 
BD had liaised with EMSD and in principle 
agreed that provided a building is not 
supplied with gas and there would be a DMC 
controlling the supply of such in the long run, 
he could favourably consider the BD’s 
referral of applications for exemptions on the 
non-provision of flue aperture.    HKIA would 
provide sample DMC clauses for EMSD’s 
consideration. 
 

  
Item 20 
ADF 5/2016 
BD 
 
also refer 
Item 18 
ADF 1/2017 
 

 
After discussion, it was agreed that a set of conditions 
indicating the relevant control under the DMC rather 
than the actual DMC clause would be provided.      
 

[Post-meeting note: memo with the conditions were 
sent to EMSD on 2.12.2016.] 

Acoustic Window PNAP APP-130 
BD had implemented the PNAP for two years 
and would like to hear from the industry 
feedback on the following: 
(a) The possibility of providing cross 

ventilation to studio flats by having toilets 
with window access to open airs to 
improve performance in CFD analysis 
and the possibility of providing 
secondary windows for cross ventilation 
to meet the requirement  of para 5 of 
Appendix A of APP-130………. 

 
PNAP  
APP-130 

 
Item 21 
ADF 5/2016 
BD 
 
also refer 
Item 14 
ADF 1/2017 
 

 
Members expressed difficulties in adopting the 
acoustic window design as stipulated in PNAP APP-130 
and opined that the provision of cross ventilation could 
help but the site constraints would usually make light 
wells or building re-entrants difficult to design for 
particularly when balancing against the efficiency of 
layout. Notwithstanding such difficulties, BD appeal for 
the provision of re-entrant and light well and advised 
that BD would be adopting a facilitating role in this 
regard. 
………. 

   



Draft 1.4.2021     141 
 

PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
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BD response 

Acoustic Window PNAP APP-130 (cont’d) 
………. 
(b) In conducting CFD analysis, are dead 

cases frequently encountered even for a 
slight deficiency in openable window 
area? 

 

(c) Any improvement since the introduction 
of the top-hung windows with acoustic 
fins? 

 

 Item 21 
ADF 5/2016 
(cont’d) 
 
 

………. 
[Post-meeting note: PNAP APP-130 was revised on 
23.12.2016 giving flexibility in the computation of 
openable window areas should help the industry on 
the wider use of acoustic windows.] 

Submission for Window/Window Wall & 
Protective Barrier 
a.  As per PNAP APP-37, only window or 

window wall system which meets the 
conditions mentioned in Para. 4 is 
required for structural submission to BD 
for approval/consent. Our understanding 
is that if a window or window wall system 
has a portion lower than 1.1m A.F.F.L. 
(i.e. acting as protective barrier as well) 
but does not meet the abovementioned 
submission conditions, structural 
submission to BD for approval/consent 
is still NOT required, though AP/RSE 
would have to ensure the design and 
installation can satisfy the performance 
requirements stipulated in the Building 
(Construction) Regulations. Please 
advise if our understanding is correct. 

 

b.  Similarly, for construction, alteration or 
repair of window or window wall in an 
existing building which meets the criteria 
as described in item 2.8 (Class II) of the 
Minor Works Control System, the works 
should only be classified as item 2.8, but 
not item 1.6 (alteration of protective 
barrier) even the said window or window 
wall involves a portion lower than 1.1m 
A.F.F.L. Please advise if our 
understanding is correct. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-37 

 
Item 1 
ADF 1/2017 
HKIA 

 
For item 1a, BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was 
correct by virtue of paras. 4 and 5 of the PNAP APP-37. 
BD further reminded that in case the design span of 
structural elements of the window or window wall 
exceeded 6m, its structural details should be submitted 
for approval as per para. 6 of the said PNAP. 
 

For item 1b, BD advised that they would consult 
internally the Minor Works and Signboard Control 
Section and revert on this subject. 

Provision of Lay-by 
Lay-by is required under loading / unloading 
category under Table 11 of the HKPSG.
 Lay-by is sometimes also required 
under lease conditions. We wish BD to clarify 
whether such lay-by required under HKPSG 
/ lease conditions would be considered as 
loading / unloading areas under PNAP APP 
2. 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-2  

 
Item 8 
ADF 1/2017 
AAP 
 
also refer  
Item 2 
ADF 4/2014 

 
BD advised that as per discussion in item 2 of ADF 
4/2014, lay-by required under lease or by TD would be 
favourably considered for exemption from GFA 
calculations. 
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Issue Reg. / 
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BD response 

Acoustic Window 
We welcome BD's revised APP-130 which 
enables designing rooms of larger size after 
the application of such kind of acoustic 
window in areas subject to noise problem. 
 

We wish BD to confirm that the resultant 
opening stated in paragraph 6.1 of Appendix 
A of PNAP APP-130 is referred to the 
following: 

 
PNAP  
APP-130 
 

 
Item 14 
ADF 1/2017 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 21 
ADF 5/2016 

 
BD had the same understanding. 

   

Exemptions for Provision of Flue Opening  
EMSD basically agreed to the situations and 
conditions for BD to grant exemptions for 
special circumstances. BD would further 
discuss with members the way forward. 

 
B(P)R 35A 

 
Item 18 
ADF 1/2017 
BD 
 
follow up of 
Item 20 
ADF 5/2016 
 
also refer 
Item 2 
ADF 4/2017 

 
BD reported the progress on the issue regarding 
granting of exemptions  for provision of balance flue 
opening under B(P)R 35A. EMSD had agreed in-
principle to the proposal of granting exemption from the 
requirement of flue aperture provision under Building 
(Planning) Regulation 35A subject to effective 
implementation of certain exemption criteria. BD would 
include such exemption in PNAP ADV-33 with the 
justifications and exemption criteria for reference by the 
industry. Comments from members of BSC/ APSEC 
would also be sought in due course. 
 

Proposed Sheet Piling under a Public Street   
PNAP ADM-2….. sheet piling under a public 
street may be permitted provided that 
modification on Buildings Ordinance (BO) 
s31(1)- projection over street would be 
granted. Such modification would only be 
considered if relevant government 
departments raise no objection and that the 
requirements imposed by the concerned 
department(s), if any, are complied with. 

 

We understand that such modifications have 
been commonly applied for by the industry 
from time to time and modification would 
usually be granted together with the 
approval of the Sheet Piling plan if no 
adverse comment is received from relevant 
government departments. 
………. 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 
App. E 

 
Item 1 
ADF 2/2017 
HKIA 
 
 

 
BD advised that it was necessary to refer structural 
plans involving sheet piles driven under public street to 
the LandsD for comments. In case LandsD's comments 
were not available before the statutory due date, BD 
would still grant approval to the plans and modification 
under BO s.31(1) for sheet piles under street provided 
that there were no other adverse  comments under the 
BO and  from other government departments 
concerned. The LandsD's comments would be 
conveyed under separate letter when available. 
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Sheet Piling under a Public Street  (Cont’d) 
………. 
Recently, some SE and/or BS have begun to 
seek comments from LandsD for sheet piling 
under a public street. Unlike HyD, TD or 
DSD, reply from LandsD would usually take 
more than 12 weeks or even longer in some 
cases. As a result, most of the applicants 
have to withdraw the concerned applications 
and amend the plans such that the sheet 
piles would only be proposed within sites in 
order not to jeopardize the approval of plans 
and hence site programmes. It may have 
significant implication on basement design 
in congested sites. 

 

…inquire if LandsD is considered as one of 
the “relevant” government departments for 
application of modification of projection over 
street in respect of sheet piling under a 
“public street”, where HyD is the 
maintenance authority. In case seeking 
comment from LandsD is considered 
necessary, we would enquire if there is any 
fast track processing and/or procedure in 
seeking timely response from LandsD ….. 

 

 Item 1 
ADF 2/2017 
(Cont’d) 
 

 

Modification on Level Difference of Floor 
PNAP APP-125 …..“allow flexibility in design 
if means to guard against the ingress of 
water to the inside of the building are 
provided to the satisfaction of the BA.” ….. 
will favorably consider application for 
exemption or modification of the regulations 
with the following design criteria: 

 

(a Provision of additional drainage 
channels, each with at least 2 no. of 
drainage outlets; and 

(b) Provision of a fall of not less than 1:80 on 
the flat roof or external ground sloping 
away from the adjoining internal/usable 
floor area. 

 

There are no pre-requisites/restrictions in the 
PNAP that govern the minimum width of, and 
the covering materials over the drainage 
channels for the purpose of 
exemption/modification application. 
 

It is noted that various past projects adopting 
the above design criteria with removable 
pavers on adjustable pedestals and 10 to 
20mm gaps in-between them to  
………. 

 
PNAP  
APP-125 
 

B(C)R  
35 & 49(1) 

 
Item 2 
ADF 2/2017 
HKIA 

 
The proposed design with removable pavers/ timber 
decking units with gaps in-between would generally be 
acceptable without the need to provide open channel 
with grating cover on the slab, providing that the 
following design criteria were met: 
 

(a) The total aggregate area of all gaps between units 
for discharge of  surface  water  was  not  be  less  
than  that  of  the  required cross-sectional area of 
the drain outlets underneath the units; and 

 

(b)  The gaps between the units should at least be 5mm 
wide, and 10mm adjoining internal area. 

 

BD further clarified that notwithstanding the surface of 
the outdoor units flush with the internal area, if the level 
difference between the external ground (with adequate 
drainage outlets) below the units and the adjoining 
internal was not less than 150mm, application for 
modification of B(C)R 35 or 49(1) would not be 
necessary. 
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Modification on Level Difference of Floor 
(cont’d) 

………. ensure proper discharge of 
surface water into the drainage channels 
underneath have been approved by the 
BD (Annex I refers). 
 

 Item 2  
ADF 2/2017 
(cont’d) 

 

  

 

However, similar arrangements have been 
rejected in some projects recently, and the 
BD requires that open channel with grating 
cover only has to be provided in order to be 
considered as meeting the design criteria as 
stipulated in the PNAP (Annex 2 refers). 

 

   

 

  

We opine that the above is not necessary, 
and the design with removable pavers and 
gaps in-between for discharge of surface 
water to the drainage channel underneath 
could well serve the purpose, and ought to 
be considered as meeting the design 
criteria as per the PNAP." 

 

   

Maximum Width of Sash for Side-Hung 
Casement Window 
….. the maximum width of sash should be 
700mm for side-hung casement window.  
With the use of 4-bar hinges, the maximum 
horizontal clearance of the window opening 
(i.e. between the frame and the sash in the 
open position) is just about 480mm. 

 

To cope with the recently issued  
“Guidelines for  Design  &  Safety Provisions  
for A/C Platforms” requiring access  
opening to be of a minimum width of 
500mm for access to A/C platform, we 
suggest to relax the ………. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-116 

 
Item 4 
ADF 2/2017 
HKIA 

 
BD explained that the 700mm maximum width 
requirement imposed on side-hung openable sash was 
on the consideration of ergonomics. BD would consider 
on a case basis to accept wider side-hung sash 
provided that the window design could ensure safe 
operation without undermining the performance in 
ventilation. The use of limit-stay device which could 
maintain/restrain the extent of the window opening 
would be acceptable provided that full opening was still 
possible by means of handy device made available to 
occupants to avoid excessive reaching. 

 

………. 
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Maximum Width of Sash for Side-Hung 
Casement Window (cont’d) 
……….maximum allowable width of sash 
for side-hung casement window to at least 
800mm. 

 Item 4 
ADF 2/2017 
(cont’d) 
 

………. 
Meanwhile, BD would also take a pragmatic approach 
in accepting the clear width of access opening to A/C 
platform via side-hung casement window to be slightly 
less than 500mm, noting the technical constraint of 
common 4-bar hinges as well as the need to comply 
with the 700mm maximum width requirement for side-
hung window sash, and would further review the said 
requirement at the “Working Group on Provision of Safe 
Access & Facilities for Repair and Maintenance of 
External Features”. 

 

BD also clarified the intent of the Guidelines that if there 
was gondola access, the requisite access opening to 
A/C platform might not necessarily be 500mm min. As 
under such circumstances, the opening could be used 
for facilitating routine maintenance only such as refilling 
of refrigerants.    Yet, the clear opening should not be 
less than 400mm for passage of workers. For change of 
A/C, the AP should indicate that the performance of the 
gondola could cater for such repair, e.g. capable of 
securely anchoring onto the external wall and housing 
in size and weight of the A/C and personnel. 

 
Top Rail to Free-standing Glass Barrier   
Para. 6 of Appendix A ….. states that top rail 
should be attached to the glass when the 
free-standing glass barrier has a 
continuous run of 2 panels of glass or more 
and is designed for area where people may 
congregate or susceptible to overcrowding. 

 

In the COP for Dead and Imposed Loads 
2011 Para 3.8.12, example of areas where 
congregation of people is not expected are 
domestic uses, offices, stairs and landings.  
And in Para 3.8.13, examples of areas 
where people may congregate but 
overcrowding is not expected included 
balconies, Item 3 of ADF 5/2015 dated 13 
Nov 2015 clarified that top rail was not 
required for “non-crowd” areas in 
residential units. 

 

Based on the above, would the BD please 
clarify whether balconies, utility platforms 
and edges of private flat roofs etc. for 
domestic and/or office use shall be 
considered as areas where congregation of 
people is not expected, and hence top rail 
is also not required for free-standing glass 
barrier. 

 

 
PNAP  
APP-110 

 
Item 5 
ADF 2/2017 
HKIA 
 
also refer 
Item 3 
ADF 5/2015 

 
BD clarified that according to Circular Letter dated 26 
Aug 2016, Clause 3.8.1.2 had been amended as 
follows:- 

 

3.8.1.2 Examples of areas where congregation of people 
is not expected are internal areas of building for 
domestic uses, offices, stairs and landings. 

 

In this regard, external balconies, utilities platforms and 
private flat roofs of domestic units and/or offices were 
considered as areas where people might congregate 
but overcrowding was not expected, and hence top rail 
was required for free-standing glass  barrier under such 
circumstances. 
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Revised PNAP APP-2 
BD would brief the amendments in the 
recently revised PNAP. 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 

 
Item 14 
ADF 2/2017 
BD 
 

 
BD briefed members the recent revision of PNAP APP-
2 which would allow underground public carpark to be 
disregarded from GFA calculation if the relevant 
requirements stipulated therein were met. 

 

Pipe Ducts and Pipe Wells 
In order to obviate access difficulties and 
facilitate future maintenance of common 
drains, PNAP APP-93 stipulates the criteria 
that pipe ducts and pipe wells need to fulfill. 
For instance, size of pipe well shall not be 
less than 1200mm x 1500mm, and an 
unobstructed working space of not less than 
700mm shall be provided in front of pipes in 
pipe duct, etc. 
 

However, at times, these minimum criteria 
are regarded as the maximum allowable by 
some case officers for GFA exemption, and 
this unnecessarily restricts the design 
flexibility in architectural layout. We believe 
such onerous approach is certainly not the 
genuine intent of the PNAP, and that pipe 
wells with sizes exceeding the minimum 
requirement could also be considered 
acceptable for GFA exemption providing 
that reasonable justifications, e.g. pipe 
layouts to demonstrate the necessity, are 
provided. BD please confirm ….. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 1 
ADF 3/2017 
HKIA 
 

 
BD had the same understanding. 

 

Favourable consideration would be given to designs 
indicating sizes of services and minimum provisions 
necessary for housing and repairing such in the pipe 
ducts and wells. Furthermore, designs should not 
attract convenient conversion of such spaces, whether 
in front of or inside the ducts and wells, into other uses. 

Office designed as hotels 
There have been more and more cases with 
office buildings designed with majority of 
units resembling hotel layouts. 

 
PNAP 
APP-159 

 
Item 9 
ADF 3/2017 
BD 
 
also refer 
Item 7 
ADF 3/2018 

 
BD advised that after the issue of PNAP APP-159 
inhibiting industrial buildings with hotel layouts, there 
was a rising trend of offices designed with hotel layouts. 
BD would make reference to the relevant criteria in 
PNAP APP-159 in bench marking whether the office 
layout resembled those for domestic or not.    However, 
BD would consider the reasonable provision of en-suite 
sub-offices for top executives of large setups. 

 

Exemptions for Provision of Balance Flue 
Opening under B(P)R 35A  
ADF 1/2017…..BD advised that EMSD had 
agreed in-principle to the proposal of 
granting exemption from the requirement of 
flue aperture provision under B(P)R 35A 
subject to effective implementation of certain  
exemption  criteria;  and  that  PNAP ADV-33 
would be updated accordingly to include 
such exemption, as well as the justifications 
and exemption criteria for reference by the 
industry. 
We would like to enquire on the 
following: ………. 

 
PNAP 
ADV-33 
ADM-2 

 
Item 2 
ADF 4/2017 
HKIA 
 
follow up of 
Item 18 
ADF 1/2017 

 
1.  BD advised that revision of relevant PNAP was in 

progress. 
 

[Post-meeting  note:  PNAP  ADM-2  would  be  
revised,  instead  of ADV-33, together with other 
updates.] 
……….. 
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 PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Exemptions for Provision of Balance Flue 
(cont’d) 

………. 
1.  Progress of revision of PNAP ADV-33; 
 

2. For situation where there are several 
residential towers sitting on top of a 
podium and that only one of the towers 
is not to be supplied with gas, we would 
like to know if the units of that particular 
tower could be exempted from the 
provision of gas flue aperture, providing 
that there would be a DMC restricting 
gas supply to that tower, and 
management control would also be in 
place at the entrance lobby of such tower 
to prohibit delivery of cylinder type gas 
supply, and 

 

3.  Prior to the revision of PNAP ADV-33 as 
abovementioned, we understand that 
application for the captioned exemption 
would still be favourably considered by 
BD as long as the exemption criteria are 
met. BD please confirm….. 

 

 Item 2 
ADF 4/2017 
(cont’d) 

 
 

………. 
2.  BD drew members’ attention to PNAP APP-27 in that 

a standard flue aperture (FA) of size 240 mm x 240 
mm would be acceptable for small bathroom of only 
showers installed. BD also tabled a typical detail 
illustrating an approved case with such FA provided 
underneath balconies and encouraged members to 
adopt such alternative instead of going after for 
exemptions heavily relying on future management 
control. 
 

3. BD advised that, with justifications (e.g. AP’s concern 
on the risk to occupants for having naked fire in 
small unit expected to be congested) applications 
for exemption would   be favourably considered. The 
practice had already been implemented despite 
relevant revision of PNAP was being carried out. 

False Ceiling at Shopping Arcade of High 
Headroom 
It is observed that the required treatments of 
the false ceiling for two shopping arcade 
cases of high headroom of about 5.8m high 
are different. While ceiling void is required to 
be inaccessible in one case, the other case 
only requires provision of visible false ceiling. 
Can the requirement be standardized? 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-5 

 
Item 5 
ADF 4/2017 
HKIS 

 
BD replied that maximum headroom of 5m would 
generally be allowed for shops. Having regard to the 
different probabilities of abusive use between shops 
and arcade/common area, the acceptance criteria of 
false ceiling therein might be different. 

Set Back Approach under APP 132   
Sometimes OZP requires set back from site 
boundary. We wish to clarify that such kind 
of "required" set back can also be counted 
towards the set back areas under para 3 of 
PNAP APP-132. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-132 

 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2017 
AAP 
 

also refer 
Item 7 
ADF 1/2018 

 
BD confirmed that the setback required under OZP or 
lease could also be the setback areas required under 
paragraph 3 of PNAP APP-132, provided that other 
conditions as stated in the said PNAP were also 
complied with. 

PNAP APP-130 – Effective Area for Glazing 
….. Part I Interpretation – "Window Sill" in 
relation to windows achieving natural lighting 
and ventilation means the lowermost level of 
the glazing in the room for which the window 
is provided. 

 

It has been our understanding that: 
• Effective area for natural lighting by 

Performance Approach includes the 
glazing area of the window without any 
restriction of the height of window sill but 
the window head must be at least 2m 
above floor level. 

 
PNAP 
APP-130 

 
Item 13 
ADF 4/2017 
AAP 

 
BD shared AAP’s understanding. 



Draft 1.4.2021     148 
 

  PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

PNAP APP-130 – Effective Area for Glazing 
(cont’d) 

………. 
• Effective  area for  natural  ventilation  by 

Performance Approach includes the 
openable area of the window regardless 
of the height of window sill or window 
head, as stated in para 4.2 of Part III. 

 

….. if our understanding is correct. 
 

 Item 13 
ADF 4/2017 
(cont’d) 
 

 

Follow-up : Setback areas and Building 
SetBack Alternative Approach 
ADF 4/2017 ….. confirmed that set back 
required under OZP could be counted 
towards the setback provided under PNAP 
APP 132. 

 

Similar  to  the  above,  it  is  our  
understanding  that  when  the  proposed 
building  setback  for  building  sites  follows  
the  Alternative  Approaches under Appendix 
E of PNAP APP-152, the 15% full height set 
back can also be counted towards the 
setback under para 3 of PNAP APP 132, 
provided that all other conditions under both 
PNAP APP 132 and SBD Guidelines can be 
complied.   We wish to know if our 
understanding is correct. 

 

 
PNAP  
APP 132 

 
Item 7 
ADF 1/2018 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 6 
ADF 4/2017 
 

 
BD  confirmed  that  the  understanding  was  correct  
provided  that  the requirements under both PNAP APP-
132 and APP-152 could be met. 

Provision of Surface Channel with Rainwater 
Outlets 
Members reported that in some projects, 
case officer required provision of surface 
channel with 2 rainwater outlets even though 
a 150mm high kerb is provided at the 
doorway where the level difference between 
external and internal areas is less than 
150mm. We believe such requirement does 
not in line with the spirit of PNAP APP-125. 

 

It is our view that when there is a 150mm 
kerb at a doorway leading to a roof, provision 
of service channel with 2 rainwater outlets 
right outside the door is not necessary. The 
150mm kerb already serves the purpose of 
preventing the ingress of rainwater, and its 
function is the same as the 150mm level 
difference between internal floor and 
external ground or adjoining flat roof. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-125 

 
Item 10 
ADF 1/2018 
AAP 
 

 
BD advised that according to para.4 of PNAP APP-125, 
the provision of a kerb having a total height of 150mm 
above the adjoining roof or external ground could also 
be considered as meeting the requirements under 
B(C)R 35 or 49(1) and as an alternative to the design 
criteria as stated in para. 3 of the PNAP. 

 

[Post-meeting notes: Members further enquired if 
surface channel and rainwater outlets should be 
required at the exterior bottom end of a ramp.   BD 
advised that each case would depend on its own 
situation whether or not surface channel and rainwater 
outlets are required.] 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Registration  of  General  Building  
Contractors  and Specialist Contractors 
PNAP…..“Basement works: Excavation for 
basements, construction of basement walls, 
slabs and drains, which do not form part of 
pile caps fall within the scope of works of the 
RGBC”. It is commonly understood that this 
is referred to basement works above the pile 
caps level, and the pile caps/footing could 
be carried out by RSC(F). 

 

It is very common that the lowest floor of 
basement structures (associated slabs and 
beams) are attaching to the pile cap/footing 
as so to minimize the volume of excavation 
for environmental friendly design and 
construction. As these slabs and beams will 
form an integral part of the base flooring for 
water proofing, these element shall be 
constructed together with the pile 
caps/footings. 

 

PNAP AAP-96 also says that AP/RSE/RGE 
are expected to make their professional 
judgment on selection of appropriate 
category of Registered Contractors for BA’s 
consideration (para. 9 of App A. refers).  
Therefore, we would like to clarify whether 
the RSC(F) could be appointed to carry out 
the associated structural slabs and beams 
which are attaching to the pile caps/footings 
to form an integral base of the basement. 
….. 

 

 
PNAP  
APP-96   
Appendix 
A Para.10 

 
Item 11  
ADF 1/2018 
HKIE 

 
BD advised that as the tie beams and individual 
caps/footings as shown in the attached plans formed 
an integral part of the foundation system, RSC(F) would 
be allowed to construct these beams and slabs. Other 
situations, such as raft and combined caps associated 
with basement beams and slabs, should be considered 
on case basis.    Furthermore, such arrangement 
should be clearly indicated during consent application 
and relevant supervision requirements should be 
followed accordingly. 

Site Coverage of Resident’s Clubhouse  under 
the Application of PNAP APP-132 
We understand that the site coverage (SC)  
of  resident’s  clubhouse has always been 
considered as non-domestic. We wish to 
know whether the determination will be 
different if clubhouse is located in a building 
which applied PNAP APP-132 for SC 
concession with building set back. 

 

It is our view that the determination should 
depend on the function of the premises and 
be unrelated to other circumstances. All 
uses within resident’s clubhouse are non-
domestic, and therefore non-domestic SC 
and GFA should always apply. We wish to 
know if our view is agreed. 

 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-132 

 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2018 
AAP 
 

 
BD confirmed that if the clubhouse was placed below 
the lowest domestic floor, its SC could be counted as 
non-domestic. However, if the clubhouse was placed 
within the domestic tower, its SC should be counted as 
domestic.  The same principle should  be  applied  in  
the context of PNAP APP-132. 
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 PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Site Coverage of Resident’s Clubhouse  under 
the Application of PNAP APP-132 (cont’d) 
………. 
If the SC of resident’s clubhouse is 
determined by circumstances other than its 
use, we wish to know whether the SC of the 
clubhouse in the following circumstances (all  
under PNAP APP-132) will be  domestic  SC 
or non-domestic SC. 
 

 Item 6 
ADF 3/2018 
(cont’d) 
 

 

 

  

Misuse of Office Buildings 
PNAP APP-159 and Circular Letter dated 6 
February 2018 provided clear directions for 
AP to follow concerning subdivision of 
industrial premises. 

 

Members have noticed through their 
submissions of proposals that BD is also 
concerned about the misuse of office 
buildings for residential use. Subdivision into 
small office units provided with toilets would 
not be approved, even though the toilets do 
not require modification for natural lighting 
and ventilation and the office’s size is larger 
than 80m2, which seems to be even more 
stringent than the requirements for industrial 
premises. 

 

We understand the need to avoid misuse of 
office buildings for domestic use. We hope 
that clear guidelines can be available…... 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-159 

 
Item 7 
ADF 3/2018 
AAP 
 
also refer 
Item 9 
ADF 3/2017 
 
Item 13 
ADF 4/2018 
 

 
BD advised  that  according to  the  previous  reply to 
item 9 of ADF 3/2017 dated 19 May 2017, BD would 
make reference to the relevant criteria in PNAP APP-159 
in bench marking whether the office layout resembled 
those for domestic use or not. 

 

[Post Meeting Notes: BD clarified that such practice 
was being reviewed in light of members’ concerns as 
well as the latest situation of office developments/ uses 
and would be further discussed in the next ADF.] 

PNAP APP-130 (Non-Domestic Bldgs) 
Performance-based approach for lighting  
and   ventilation   was   only applicable for 
habitable rooms and kitchens while office 
use is excluded. We would like to know the 
rationale behind this exclusion. 

 

  
Item 11 
ADF 4/2018 
AAP 
follow up 
Item 14 
ADF 5/2018 

 
BD advised that the subject matter was being studied 
and would advise the result in due course. 

Subdivision of Office / Non-domestic Premises 
ADF 3/2018 ….. BD would like to brief 
members on measures in processing 
proposal for office/non-domestic use. 

  
Item 13 
ADF 4/2018 
BD 
 

also refer 
Item 7 
ADF 3/2018 

 
BD advised that whether the subdivided office/non-
domestic layout  resembled those for domestic use 
would be examined on case basis. Subdivision  
proposal with design and facilities such as small 
office/non-domestic unit having en-suite toilet not being 
commensurate with the office/non-domestic use would 
not be accepted. 

   



Draft 1.4.2021     151 
 

PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

(EV Charging for) Non-accountable Parking 
Spaces for Lorry 
Would EV charging-enabling be required for 
disregarding lorry parking spaces from GFA 
calculation under regulation 23(3)(b) of 
B(P)R and PNAP APP-2? 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 
 

 
Item 8 
ADF 5/2018 
HKIE 
 

also refer  
Item 6 
ADF 4/2015 
 

 
BD advised that as clarified in item 6 of ADF 4/2015 
held on 28.8.2015, EV charging-enabling facilities 
should be provided  to  all  parking  spaces  of motor 
vehicles including lorry parking spaces to be 
disregarded from GFA calculation in accordance with 
paragraph 4 of Appendix C of PNAP APP-2. 

 

PNAP APP-130 
We would like to follow up on our question 
raised under ADF 4/2018 concerning the 
application of PNAP APP-130 to office. 

 
PNAP 
APP-130 

 
Item 14 
ADF 5/2018 
AAP 
 

follow up of 
Item 11 
ADF 4/2018 
 

 
BD advised that according to the consultancy study 
conducted in 1999, it was considered that the extant 
provisions under regulation 34 of Building (Planning) 
Regulations had already provided alternative means of 
mechanical ventilation and artificial lighting for offices 
owing to the position, level or unsuitable surroundings 
of offices. As such, offices were excluded from the 
application of performance-based approach for lighting 
and ventilation requirements under PNAP APP-130. 

 
Technical Difficulties in Providing 
Underground Car Parks 
PNAP APP-2 “Technical Difficulties in 
Providing Underground Car Parks” 
mentioned that “Above ground private car 
parks may be 100% disregarded from GFA 
calculation if it is proven with sufficient 
evidence that it is technically infeasible to 
construct  an  underground  car  park  due  
to  specific  site  constraints. Examples of 
such site constraints include sites located 
above major underground utilities, within 
Areas Number 1, 2, 3 or 4 in Schedule 5 of 
the BO or with other complex geotechnical 
constraints.” 

 

Meanwhile, PNAP APP-24 cites that site 
formation/ foundation works shall not induce 
total movement in any railway structures/ 
installations exceeding 20mm in any plane 
without any way forward. It is technically 
infeasible to design and construct deep 
basement right next to some railway 
structures especially those on-ground Light 
Rail with such stringent movement control. 

 

As such, will BD consider the above as site 
constraint …..? Meanwhile, will the 
requirements of PNAP APP-24 also be 
reviewed in accordance with the spirit of 
PNAP APP-137? It is noted that the control 
limit in PNAP APP-24 was relaxed for some 
MTR related projects but none for other 
private development projects. 

 

 
PNAP  
APP-2 / 
APP-24 

 
Item 3  
ADF 1/2019 
HKIE 

 

 
BD advised that whether above ground private car 
parks could be 100% disregarded from GFA calculation 
due to specific site constraints would be considered on 
case merits. For projects within railway protection area, 
technical evidence of infeasibility to construct 
underground car parks might be submitted to BD for 
consideration. 

 

BD also advised that the principle of PNAP APP-137 
was applicable to railway and related structures and the 
requirements in PNAP APP-24 would be reviewed with 
MTRCL. 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Carpark GFA Exemption 
Reference is made to the extreme weather 
and severe typhoons that had attacked HK 
recently. Flooding and severe damages at 
developments either completed or under 
construction at the coastal and low-lying 
areas were reported.  

 

PNAP APP-2, ….. underground and above 
ground carparks may be 100% and 50% 
disregarded from GFA calculation 
respectively. We understand that building 
bulk was one of the considerations in 
formulating the above principle. However, 
underground carparks are most susceptible 
to flooding / damages caused by extreme 
weather or super typhoons which are 
anticipated to be getting only more frequent 
in the future. Besides, there are also other 
means to control the building bulk, e.g. SBD 
Guidelines under PNAP APP-152 and 
building height limit under lease or OZP.    

 

…..  BD to consider allowing carpark to be 
100% GFA exempted even if it is above 
ground, if the following conditions are 
satisfied: 
(i) SBD Guidelines under PNAP APP-152 is 

complied with; and 
(ii) There is a height limit control under 

lease or under OZP for the 
development. 

 

This flexibility will enable building 
professionals to recommend the most 
sensible design for developments to the 
owners based on technical and scientific 
considerations. 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 & 
APP-152 

 
Item 6  
ADF 1/2019 
AAP 

 

 
BD advised that the current policy of disregarding 
underground car park from GFA calculation and the 
SBD Guidelines were two distinct measures arising from 
the recommendations of Sustainable Development 
Council to foster a quality and sustainable built 
environment. Therefore, complying with SBD Guidelines 
should not direct imply that the building bulk of above 
ground carpark could be disregarded. 

 

Nevertheless, whether above ground private car parks 
could be 100% disregarded from GFA calculation due 
to specific site constraints would be considered on case 
merits in accordance with Appendix C of PNAP APP-2. 

Installation of Sanitary Fitments/Fittings after
OP 
PNAP APP-114….. BD will favourably 
consider to give a modification of 
B(SSFPDW&L)R to permit the installation of 
sanitary fitments and fittings after the issue 
of OP under certain circumstances/ 
conditions for the purpose of waste 
minimisation. Whilst we fully support the 
said arrangement, we reckon that 
paragraph 3(b) of the PNAP stating “a 
developer has offered to provide fittings to 
individual purchaser’s choices” should not 
be a pre-requisite for the granting of such 
modification.  Very often, refined fitting-out 
works of bathrooms will only be carried out 
after OP, and if the sanitary fitments/fittings 
are in place at the time of OP 
application, ………. 

 
PNAP 
APP-114 

 
Item 5  
ADF 2/2019 
HKIA 
 

 
BD reiterated that basic sanitary fitments required under 
the building regulations should be installed prior to the 
issue of an OP. Arising from reports of sanitary fitments 
and other fixtures/fitting in new buildings being 
discarded upon occupation, for the purpose of waste 
reduction, BD had been adopting a pragmatic 
approach to favourably consider giving modification of 
B(SSFPDW&L)R in the two circumstances as mentioned 
in paragraph 3(a) and (b) of PNAP APP-114.  
Damage/loss due to later-on fitting out works which 
could be avoided through proper site 
management/protection would not be considered as a 
strong justification for such. 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Installation of Sanitary Fitments/Fittings after
OP   (cont’d) 
……….quite substantial abortive works 
(including damages to the installed sanitary 
fitments/fittings) will inadvertently be 
incurred at the course of subsequent fitting-
out works.    Indeed, quite a number of past 
projects have been granted with such 
modification without the need to fulfil 
paragraph 3(b) of the PNAP, whereas some 
others were not. 

 

We would therefore be obliged to have your 
advice that paragraph 3(b) of the PNAP is 
indeed not a pre-requisite for the granting of 
such a modification with the primary 
purpose of waste minimisation, and this 
should similarly be applicable to other 
building elements such as non-FRR doors. 

 

 Item 5  
ADF 2/2019 
(cont’d) 
 

 

Access Panel to Air Duct 
PNAP ….. requirements for pipe ducts and 
its access panels for drainage pipe duct. We 
understand that access panels for air duct 
for non-mandatory plant rooms with GFA 
exemptions (under item 22 of Appendix A of 
PNAP APP-151) is not required.    We note 
that such access panel to air duct serves no 
function at all.   Please advise if our 
understanding is correct. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 12  
ADF 2/2019 
AAP 

 
BD  advised  that  PNAP  APP-93  which  set  out  the  
requirements for the planning and design of  drainage  
works  for  new  buildings  might  not  be appropriate 
for application to air duct. While the provision of access 
panels for air duct would not be a consideration for GFA 
exemptions under PNAP APP-151, the relevant 
requirements on provision of access for inspecting and 
cleaning/maintenance of ventilating systems under the 
Building (Ventilating Systems) Regulations should be 
observed. 

 
 

   

PNAP APP-132 - Site Coverage and Open 
Space Provision 
PNAP…..BA will take into account that “the 
building is set back at a length of not less 
than half of the frontage and not less than 
10m long or the full frontage for site with 
frontage less than 10m in length” in  
considering  applications  for  flexibility  in 
determining site coverage and open space 
provision. 
………. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-132 
Para 3(b) 

 
Item 16  
ADF 5/2019 
AAP 

 
Pursuant to paragraph 3(e) of PNAP APP-132, the 
setback area should contribute to improving the  street 
environment such as enhancing air  ventilation and 
permeability as well as promoting connectivity and 
walkability. In this regard, setback in uniform design 
with a distinguishable space excluding non-functional 
pocket space would be favourably considered for 
calculation of the required setback area. 
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 PNAP (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

PNAP APP-132 - Site Coverage and Open 
Space Provision   (cont’d) 
Please clarify whether our interpretation of 
paragraph 3(b) as demonstrated in the 
below 4 cases is correct. 

 Item 16  
ADF 5/2019 
(cont’d) 

 
 
 

 
 

  

Voids in Buildings 
PNAP…..for voids in duplex domestic flats, 
“only two levels of voids will be allowed for 
each residential tower block, subject to a 
maximum of 0.5% of the total domestic GFA 
of the development.” 

 

Please confirm our interpretation on “two 
levels of voids” as shown in the below 
section is correct. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-2 
Appendix A 

 
Item 18  
ADF 5/2019 
 

 
BD confirmed that AAP’s interpretation was correct and 
reminded that the other exemption criteria for voids in 
duplex flat under Appendix A of PNAP APP-2 should 
also be fulfilled. 
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Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Street Widening – Agreement to Surrender 
PNAP…..“A temporary occupation permit or 
an occupation permit will not be issued 
before the execution of an Agreement to  
Surrender   incorporating   all   the   relevant  
terms and conditions” for a development 
where part of its lot is to be surrendered to 
Government in exchange for bonus plot ratio 
and/or site coverage under regulation 22(2) 
of Building (Planning) Regulations. 

 

In our understanding, the aforesaid 
condition only applies to a development 
where the land lease does not contain any 
clause requiring the land owner to surrender 
an area for street widening, such as in an 
unrestricted lease, and hence a separate 
“agreement to surrender” needs to be 
signed and executed between the land 
owner and the Government before the 
TOP/OP may be issued. However, where the 
lease, duly signed and registered in the  
Land  Registry,  already  contains  a  clause  
specifying  an  area  to  be surrender” and 
hence the condition, as stipulated under 
paragraph 7 of PNAP APP-20, is fulfilled.  
Please confirm whether or not the above 
interpretation is correct. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-20 
Para 7 

 
Item 24 
ADF 5/2019 
AAP 
 

 
If the area to be surrendered had been specified in the 
lease, BD would favourably consider to waive the 
condition requiring the execution of Agreement of 
Surrender provided that the interest of the Government 
had been secured by the lease.  In this regard, BD 
might require AP to provide supporting information 
including the lease documents for consideration. 
LandsD would also be consulted as necessary. 

 

Building Setback 
PNAP…..“columns supporting the building 
above may be permitted within the setback 
areas subject to requirements as shown in 
Figure C2 of Appendix C.” 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-152 
Para 8(c) 

 
Item 25 
ADF 5/2019 
AAP 
 

 
BD confirmed that the dimension for the setback and 
column separation should be measured from the 
finished surface. 

   

 

(i) Is the 3m column separation refer to 
structural dimension and that cladding 
finish (90mm thick) for such column can 
exist within the 3m separation? 

 

(ii) Similarly, can cladding finish exist within 
the setback dimension “(7.5m+d)”? 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Clear Width in Covered Walkway 
PNAP APP-23 and Code …..we understand 
the width of the covered walkway relates to 
the width of existing pavement and the 
minimum clear width of covered walkway on 
existing pavement over 3m wide is 2m. It is 
presumed the prescriptive requirements 
were agreed among government 
departments. 

 

In  a  recent  case,  covered  walkway  with  
2m  internal  clear  width  was rejected and 
AP was required to provide pedestrian flow 
assessment and demonstrate any adverse 
effect to the pedestrian circulation pattern 
due to the footings of the covered walkway, 
The width of the covered walkway was 
eventually increased to >2m and of 
cantilever design. 

 

We see there is chance that the hoarding 
permit may be rejected even though the 
hoarding design conformed to prescriptive 
requirements and additional traffic 
assessment may be required as considered 
necessary by relevant authorities. We hope 
BD will consider updating the relevant 
practice notes to reflect the situation so that 
stakeholders could be aware and allow 
sufficient time for extra preparation 
work/traffic studies beforehand in order to 
secure timely issuance of hoarding permit. 

 

 
PNAP  
APP-23 
Para 9 / 
CoP 
Demolition 
C3.2.2 

 
Item 14 
ADF 1/2020 
HKIA 
 

 
BD noted that this was an individual case where 
Transport Department required pedestrian flow 
assessment. BD would liaise with Transport 
Department and revert in due course. 

Protective Barriers 
PNAP ….. recommendation on the salient 
aspects of the design and construction of 
glass barriers are given in Appendix A and 
typical details are shown in Appendix B.  
Members would like to clarify that the typical 
details is just demonstrating one of the 
acceptable solutions and other designs shall 
also be acceptable by BD provided that it 
could comply with BO and with the support 
of the structural calculation by RSE. 
Examples of the variations might include (i) 
change in clamp dimension; and (ii) 
difference in railing shape, size, section, or 
even omission. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-110 

 
Item 8 
ADF 2/2020 
HKIS 
 

 
BD advised that the typical details appended to PNAP 
APP-110 was not a mandatory requirement.   Alternative 
design would be acceptable to BD provided that the 
proposed design could comply with Clause 6.4.1 of the 
Code of Practice for Structural Use of Glass 2018.    Any 
deviation from the code would require further testing to 
prove the integrity of the structural system in resisting 
the design loads. 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Locking Devices  
Para. 18 of PNAP stipulates that relevant 
information of locking devices for openable 
sashes / sub-frames of window, window 
walls and curtain walls should be shown on 
structural plans for approval, and that proof 
load test report for the locking devices 
should also be submitted prior to the 
application for an occupation permit or 
submission of Form BA14. It is our 
understanding that both requirements are 
NOT applicable for windows or window walls 
that do not require structural submission for 
approval pursuant to para. 4 of the same 
PNAP. 

 

Please confirm ….. 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-37 

 
Item 4 
ADF 3/2020 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 

 

Notwithstanding that structural submission to BD was 
not required, BD reminded that the AP/RSE should 
ensure that the design, fabrication and installation of 
the window and window wall should achieve the 
required safety standard pursuant to paragraph 6 of 
PNAP APP-37. 

Size of Top-Hung Sash  
Para. 20 of PNAP APP-37 stipulates that 
“…In general, the size of a top-hung sash  
should not   exceed   2.5m2.” Despite the 
same, we understand that top-hung sash 
with size larger than 2.5m2 is still acceptable 
so long as it can be demonstrated that the 
adopted hinges are adequate to hold its own 
weight. 

 

Please confirm ….. 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-37 

 
Item 6 
ADF 3/2020 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 

Vertical Shafts at E&M Floor 
According to ADF 1/2017….., vertical shafts 
at E/M floor in Case B that also serve GFA 
accountable floors above is GFA 
accountable. 

 

Revised PNAP APP-2 was issued on March 
2017, where the phrase “(i.e., not serving 
GFA accountable floors above or below)” 
was removed from paragraph 14. Our 
interpretation is that the above revisions are 
merely editorial in nature, and BD’s 
reply/advice given in ADF 1/2017 remains 
valid, taking heed of BD’s reply/advice to 
item 4 of ADF 1/2020 as well. 

 

Please confirm ….. 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-2 

 
Item 7 
ADF 3/2020 
HKIA 
 

follow up of 
Item 13 
ADF 1/2017 
 

Item 4 
ADF 1/2020 

 
BD confirmed that relevant responses in ADF 1/2017 
and ADF 1/2020 were still pertinent. 

Lift & Escalator Installations 
PNAP APP-29 states that the new amended 
requirements as contained in Appendix B – 
September 2019 are “applicable to all new 
building plans or major revision of building 
plans for development proposals … 
submitted to the BA for approval on or after 
1 December 2019.” 
………. 

 
PNAP  
APP-29 
Para 4(b) 

 
Item 8 
ADF 3/2020 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 

 



Draft 1.4.2021     158 
 

  PNAP (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Lift & Escalator Installations  (cont’d) 
………. 
Where building plans had been submitted 
before 1 December 2019 but subsequently 
disapproved and re-submitted for BA’s 
approval after the said date, we understand 
that the new amended requirements are 
NOT applicable to such re-submission of 
building plans which was prepared on the 
basis of the initial submission. Otherwise, 
there may have substantial implication to the 
initial plans when the new requirements are 
imposed, especially regarding the new 
access arrangement to lift pit. 

 

Please advise ….. 
 

 Item 8 
ADF 3/2020 
(cont’d) 

 

Provision of Building Logo at Building Rooftop 
It is not uncommon to have the building 
name / logo installed on the building 
envelopes at rooftop level, some examples 
of the possible locations of such logo as 
shown below. 

 

The building logos can be in the form of letter 
words, artistic signage, etc. Their scale and 
nature are different from “Signboard” as 
defined in PNAP APP-126 and thus these 
building logos at rooftop level should not be 
required to set back from the roof parapet or 
curb to maintain a 1.5m wide maintenance 
path as stated in paragraph 18 of Appendix 
B of the said PNAP. 

 

Would BD please advise if the 
aforementioned building name / logo is 
considered as “Signboard” and if our 
understanding on the set-back requirement 
is correct. 

 
PNAP 
APP-126 

 
Item 19 
ADF 3/2020 
AAP 

 
BD advised that according to section 2 of the Buildings 
Ordinance, the building name / logo as shown in the 
diagrams was considered as “signboard” for the 
purpose of displaying visual image or other information. 

 

According to paragraph 18 in Appendix B of PNAP 
APP-126, no portion of a signboard erected on the roof 
of a building shall be within a distance of 1.5m from the 
inside face of the roof parapet or curb.    Therefore, a 
1.5m setback should be provided for both cases 1 and 
2. 

 

For Case 3, BD advised that the building logo was 
considered as “Wall Signboard” and thus paragraph 18 
in Appendix B of PNAP APP-126 was not applicable. 

 
 

 

 

Non-Mandatory Feature or Non-essential 
Plant Room 

 

 Item 1 
ADF 4/2020 
HKIA 

Refer item under Special Subject – GFA Issues 
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  PNAP (cont’d) 
Issue Reg. / 

Code Ref. 
Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Sunken Slab at G/F of the House/ Garden Unit 
of Apartment Block 
Sunken slab design is commonly adopted 
by the industry for accommodating 
pipeworks associated with bathroom/ 
lavatory/ kitchen in domestic unit and the 
design should comply the requirements as 
stipulated in paragraph 5 of PNAP APP-93. 
 

It is our understanding that such sunken slab 
arrangement could also be adopted at the 
G/F of house as well as garden unit of 
apartment block where the floor slab is 
situated directly on grade, subject to that 
appropriate access panels and cleaning 
eyes are provided to facilitate maintenance 
of pipeworks inside the G/F sunken slab. 
Under such circumstances, Building 
(Standards of Sanitary Fitments, Plumbing, 
Drainage Works and Latrines) Regulation 
(B(SSFPDW&L)R) 54 will not be applicable 
and hence there is no need to adopt cast 
iron pipes for such pipeworks. 
 

 
PNAP 
APP-93 

 
Item 4 
ADF 4/2020 
HKIA 
 

 
BD advised that according to paragraph 3(d) of PNAP 
APP-93, for domestic buildings other than those 
intended for single occupancy or single family 
residence, no pipeworks for a unit shall protrude into 
the unit under separate occupancy on the floor below. 
 

To provide flexibility in the design of pipeworks to satisfy 
the requirement set out in paragraph 3(d) of PNAP APP-
93, sunken slab arrangement was an acceptable 
solution to facilitate drainage repair and maintenance 
of domestic units in multiple occupancy/ownership by 
providing access to drainage pipes from individual unit 
concerned without the need for obtaining access from 
another unit. The design of which should comply with 
the requirements as stipulated in paragraph 5 of PNAP 
APP-93. 
 

B(SSFPDW&L)R 54 was about the design and 
construction of drains and sewers under buildings.    It 
specified the design and construction requirements for 
underground drains and sewers which were 
considered different from those stipulated in 
paragraphs 3(d) and 5 of PNAP APP-93 regarding the 
access to drainage pipes for maintenance and repair. 
 

For underground drains and sewers, their design and 
construction should comply with B(SSFPDW&L)R 54. 
 

PNAP APP-130  
Item 8 of ADF 2/2015 held on 20 March 2015 
acknowledged that HKIA’s understanding, 
i.e. Part III of Appendix A of PNAP APP-130 on 
guidelines on adoption of performance-
based standards for natural ventilation could 
be applied to a room where the window 
could only meet the prescriptive natural 
lighting requirement under B(P)R 31 but not 
the performance requirement using UVA 
method, was correct.   
Based on the above, it has all along been our 
understanding that the whole of Part III of 
Appendix A of the said PNAP, including 
paragraph 4.2 and Section 5 – Cross 
Ventilation, can be applied to a room where 
the “primary opening” is a window satisfying 
the natural lighting requirements stipulated 
under B(P)R 31 only. 
 
We would like to re-confirm that the above 
interpretation/understanding is still valid and 
applicable. 
 

 
Part III of 
Appendix A 
PNAP  
APP-130 – 
 

 
Item 5 
ADF 
2/2021 
HKIA 
 
Follow up 
on Item 8 
ADF 
2/2015 
 
Also refer  
Item 13 
ADF 4/2017 
 

 
BD advised that HKIA’s understanding was correct. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 

Issue  Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Ground-borne Vibration Limit 
 
 

PNAP APP-
137 

Item 6 
ADF 2/2021 
HKIE 

Refer to Items under Structural Issues 

Monitoring Requirements for Piling Works 
 

PNAP APP-
137 

Item 7 
ADF 2/2021 
HKIE 

Refer to Items under Structural Issues 

Calculation of GFA Concession for Car Park 
Ancillary Areas 
As stipulated in paragraph 10 of Appendix C 
of PNAP APP-2,“..For cases where run-in/out 
or driveway at ground level serve loading 
and unloading areas at ground level or 
underground but also serve car parking 
spaces aboveground entitling only 50% GFA 
concessions, the percentage of GFA 
concessions of such run-in/out or driveway 
areas will be calculated on a pro-rata 
apportionment basis judging on the merits of 
each individual cases.” 
Our interpretation is that: 
 
i. For covered run-in/out or driveway 
at ground level serving car parking spaces 
and loading / unloading bays which entitle 
100% GFA concessions, the run-in/out or 
driveway will also be entitled to 100% GFA 
concessions; 
 
ii. For covered run-in/out or driveway 
at ground level serving car parking spaces 
and loading / unloading bays which entitle 
50% GFA concessions, the run-in/out or 
driveway will be entitled to 50% GFA 
concessions; 
 
iii. For covered run-in/out or driveway 
at ground level serving loading / unloading 
bays and car parking spaces and part of the 
loading / unloading bays and car parking 
spaces entitle only 50% GFA concessions, 
the accountable GFA for the covered run-
in/out or driveway should be calculated by 
the following formula: 
 
Accountable GFA = A x B / C x 50%, where 
 
A = Area of covered run-in/out or driveway  
B = Area of loading / unloading bays and car 
parking spaces entitling 50% concession 
C = Area of all loading / unloading bays and 
car parking spaces 
 
Would BD please confirm if our 
understanding is correct. 

 
PNAP APP-
2 

 
Item 14 
ADF 2/2021 
AAP 

 
BD advised that as per paragraph 10 of Appendix C to 
PNAP APP-2, the principle of calculations should be on 
a pro-rata basis and the quoted examples by AAP 
might not cover all the scenarios.  In this connection, 
BD would provide further guidelines on the calculation 
for practitioners’ reference.   
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PNAP (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Landscaped Features at Setback Area 
According to PNAP APP-132, BD would 
consider applications for relaxation of site 
coverage under paragraph 3 on ‘Set Back 
Approach’, subject to certain conditions and 
“on the ground of setting back a building for 
its full height from a site boundary abutting on 
a street”.  Sub-paragraph 3(d) further 
provides that “the setback area is properly 
landscaped and/or paved and open, 
uncovered and without any permanent 
building structures other than the 
landscaped features and perforated 
boundary walls”. 
 
We considered that water features may be 
permitted in such set back area and is an 
acceptable landscaped features.  Please 
confirm if our understanding is correct. 
(cross reference to paragraph 2 of Appendix 
D of PNAP APP-152 about water features 
which are listed as greening features in such 
set back area under SBD Guidelines.) 
 

 
 

 
PNAP APP-
132 
 

 
Item 16 
ADF 2/2021 
AAP 
 
& 
 
Item 21 
ADF 2/2021 
HKIS 

 
BD advised that water feature which would contribute 
to improving street environment were acceptable to be 
provided at the setback area under PNAP APP-132. 
 

Access for Inspections and Maintenance of 
External Drainage Pipe 
Referring to PNAP APP-93 for the 
maintenance of common pipe works within 
private areas, our understanding is that the 
delineation of common areas reserved for 
maintenance/repair of common drainage 
pipes located on a private flat roof, by means 
of different paving, or by stainless-steel strip 
delineation, and to be incorporated into the 
DMC, would be acceptable.  Please confirm 
if our understanding is correct. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(To be cont’d) 
 

 
PNAP APP-
93 

 
Item 17 
ADF 2/2021 
AAP 
 

 
BD advised that the access for inspections and 
maintenance of external drainage pipe enclosed by 
architectural features required under paragraph 7 of the 
PNAP APP-93 should be connected from the common 
parts of the building and shown on the submitted 
drainage plans and incorporated in the corresponding 
building plans. The requirements were further 
elaborated in paragraph 2.6 and 2.7 of Annex 1 of 
Appendix B to PNAP APP-93 as follows: 
 
2.6 The lowest level of the concealed space 
should be accessible from the common parts of the 
building. 
 
2.7 Adequate working space (including the lowest 
level of the concealed space) should be designated as 
common parts of the building for carrying out 
maintenance works. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 

Issue  Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response

Access for Inspections and Maintenance of 
External Drainage Pipe (Cont’d) 
 
 

 

   
In the sketch plan provided by AAP, the means of 
access from the common parts of the building to the 
delineated area through the private flat roof and the 
adequacy of working space for carrying out 
maintenance works should be fully demonstrated.   

Design of Setback Area according to PNAP 
APP-132 
According to PNAP APP-132, it is allowed to 
design the setback area as a landscape 
area.  
 
A small area for water feature and water plant 
is designed in such setback area as part of 
the overall landscape concept.  However, 
the water feature and water plant was 
rejected by the case officer in view of that 
water feature and water plant are not defined 
as landscape in the PNAP.  As water feature 
and water plant are common landscape 
elements, we believe it shall be beneficial to 
the overall environment.   
 
We would like to seek clarification in this 
regard. 
 

 
PNAP APP-
132 

 
Item 21 
ADF 2/2021 
HKIS 

 
BD advised that the water feature which would 
contribute to improving street environment was 
acceptable to be provided at the setback area under 
PNAP APP-132. 
 

PNAP APP-132 – Site Coverage and Open 
Space Provision 
PNAP APP-132 states that, in considering 
applications for site coverage to exceed the 
limit laid down in B(P)R using the “setback 
approach”, the BA will favorably consider the 
application if “the setback area is properly 
landscaped and/or paved and open, 
uncovered and without any permanent 
building structures other than the 
landscaped features and perforated 
boundary walls”.  In this regard, please 
clarify if the following interpretations are 
correct: 
 
 
 
(To be cont’d) 

 
PNAP APP-
132 

 
Item 13 
ADF 3/2021 
AAP 
 
Also refer  
Item 10 
ADF 4/2021 
AAP 

 
For 1, BD advised that 70% perforated boundary wall 
was considered acceptable in principle depending on 
individual merits of each case.  
 
For 2 and 3, BD advised that the design of the setback 
area should be considered as a whole for satisfying the 
purpose of enhancing street environment.  The setback 
area should be properly landscaped and/or paved and 
open, uncovered and without any permanent building 
structures other than landscaped features or perforated 
boundary wall.  In this connection, solid fence walls and 
E&M cabinets should not be allowed within the setback 
area even though part of such area where these 
features were located was excluded from the setback 
area calculation. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 

Issue  Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response

PNAP APP-132 – Site Coverage and Open 
Space Provision (Cont’d) 
 
1. There is no definition of “perforated 

boundary wall” in the PNAP.  We 
understand that the percentage of 
perforations on the said boundary wall at 
around 70% would be accepted by BD as 
fulfilling this requirement.  
 

2. Fence walls abutting common 
boundaries with the adjoining sites in the 
setback area can be solid if they are 
excluded from the setback area 
calculation.  
 

3. As the F.S. inlet cabinet and main water 
meter cabinet inside the setback area are 
commonly placed at the site boundary 
facing the main street, such essential 
services housed in cabinets of a 
reasonable size can be allowed in the 
setback area.  

 

   

PNAP APP-42 – Amenity Features 
According to PNAP APP-42, “Counters, 
Kiosks, Offices, Stores, Guard Rooms, and 
Lavatories for Watchmen and Management 
Staff” may be exempted from GFA 
calculation provided that “the maximum GFA 
that may be allowed for exemption in a 
domestic building or domestic part of a 
composite building is 0.2% of the total 
domestic GFA or 5 m2 for every 50 flats, 
whichever is smaller”, amongst other 
conditions.   It is our understanding that if the 
number of flats in the development is greater 
than 50, but not a whole-number multiple of 
50, the area that may be exempted can be 
calculated on a pro-rata basis.   For 
example, if the number of flats is 58, the area 
of “Counters, Kiosks, Offices, Stores, Guard 
Rooms, and Lavatories for Watchmen and 
Management Staff” that can be exempted 
from GFA calculation will be 58/50 x 5 = 5.8 
m2. Please advise if our understanding is 
correct. 

 
PNAP  
APP-42 

 
Item 14 
ADF 3/2021 
AAP 
 

 
BD advised there was no provision of pro-rata basis to 
calculate the GFA exemption for “Counters, Kiosks, 
Offices, Stores, Guard Rooms, and Lavatories for 
Watchmen and Management Staff” according to PNAP 
APP-42. 
  
In view that different calculation method was noted 
under the land lease, BD would further review the issue 
with Lands Department.  
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PNAP (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Site Coverage and Open Space Provision 
Reference is made to PNAP APP-132.  Would 
BD please advise if our understanding below 
is correct: 
 
(1) The “total covered area” limit as stated in 

para 4 of the PNAP, which shall include 
the features exempted from site coverage 
calculation under JPN 1 and 2, only 
applies to the cases which the following 
areas are to be exempted in the 
assessment: 
 

(a) unexcavated or backfilled area at a 
particular level underneath the 
footprint of a non-domestic or 
domestic building on a sloping site 
(example at Appendix C of PNAP 
APP-132); and  
 

(b) open-sided covered areas of non-
domestic buildings qualified as 
green features under JPN 1 and 2, 
designated as common areas, 
accessible by all occupants of the 
buildings and without any 
commercial activities. 

 
(2) The total covered area as mentioned 

above shall not include curtain wall and 
cladding that are exempted from the 
calculation of site coverage. 
 

(3) In all cases so long as the criteria in para 
3(a) to 3(f) of PNAP APP-132 are fulfilled, 
the allowable site coverage of building at 
different levels as stated in its Appendix A 
shall follow the calculation of site 
coverage as defined under Building 
(Planning) Regulations (B(P)R) and shall 
exclude those features such as curtain 
wall and cladding fulfilling the criteria as 
set down in PNAP APP-2. 

 

 
PNAP 
APP-132 

 
Item 1 
ADF 4/2021 
HKIA 

 
BD advised the following: 
 
For (1), HKIA’s understanding was correct. 
 
For (2), according to footnote 3 under PNAP APP-132, 
‘the “total covered area” is the portion of the site 
covered by building(s) or in simple terms, the footprint 
of the shadow cast vertically down onto a site… but 
exclude the projections under PNAP APP-19’.  Since 
curtain wall and cladding were not projections under 
PNAP APP-19, it should be included in the calculation 
of “total covered area”. 
 
For (3), HKIA’s understanding was correct. 

Floor Drain at Kitchen 
Para. 2(a) of PNAP APP-164 requires that for 
the purpose of preventing loss of water seal 
for the trap of a floor drain, used water from a 
lavatory basin, a bath or a shower bath should 
be diverted to replenish the water seal of the 
said floor drain.   
 
(To be cont’d) 

 
PNAP 
APP-164 

 
Item 4  
ADF 4/2021 
HKIA 

 
BD advised that used water from a lavatory basin, a 
bath or a shower bath were considered as suitable 
source of water for replenishing water seal of floor drain 
of a kitchen in domestic unit, a toilet or a pantry.  Based 
on past experiences, used water from kitchen sink, 
which might contain food residue, oil and grease was 
considered not a suitable source for the purpose.  
Notwithstanding the above, BD welcomed practitioners 
to suggest alternatives, if any, for further consideration. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
Code Ref. 

Date of 
discussion 

BD response 

Floor Drain at Kitchen (Cont’d) 
 
For residential units, it is quite often that the 
kitchen is located at a distance away from the 
bathroom/lavatory across the living room, and 
it is hence not desirable/practicable in having 
the floor drain at kitchen be replenished from 
the waste fitment in bathroom/lavatory 
only.  We would suggest that used water 
from the sink of a domestic kitchen be allowed 
to replenish the water seal of the respective 
floor drain too, considering that the chance of 
clogging the trap by any grease in the used 
water is low when the sink is normally used 
regularly almost every day.  Otherwise, 
designer may simply opt to omit the floor 
drain provision at domestic kitchen. 
 

   

PNAP APP-132 – Site Coverage and Open 
Space Provision 
PNAP APP-132 states that in considering 
applications for site coverage to exceed the 
limit laid down in B(P)R using the “setback 
approach”, the BA will favorably consider the 
application if “the setback area is properly 
landscaped and/or paved and open, 
uncovered and without any permanent 
building structures other than the 
landscaped features and perforated 
boundary walls”.  
 
In this regard, please clarify if the following 
interpretations are correct: 
 
1. Open disabled ramp and open 
steps at the set back area are considered 
acceptable (disregarding from permanent 
building structure): 
 

 
 
 
(To be cont’d) 
 

 
PNAP  
APP-132 

 
Item 10 
ADF 4/2021 
AAP 
 
Also refer 
Item 13 
ADF 3/2021 
AAP 

 
BD advised that the design of the setback area should 
be considered as a whole for satisfying the purpose of 
enhancing street environment.  According to para. 3(d) 
of PNAP APP-132, the setback area should be properly 
landscaped and/or paved and open, uncovered and 
without any permanent building structures other than 
landscaped features or perforated boundary walls.  
 
For 1 and 2, the open disabled ramp and steps were 
considered not acceptable.  However, under special 
circumstances due to site constraints (e.g. sloping 
site), BD would consider the design on the case-by-
case basis. 
 
For 3, the planters with 600 mm high planter walls was 
considered acceptable. 
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PNAP (cont’d) 

Issue Reg. / 
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Date of 
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BD response 

PNAP APP-132 – Site Coverage and Open 
Space Provision (Cont’d) 
 
2. Open steps at set back area are 

considered acceptable (disregarding 
from permanent building structure): 

 

 
 
3. 600mm height raised planter as 

landscaped features to be acceptable at 
the set back area: 

 

 

   

Requirements on Fresh Air Intake of 
Mechanical Ventilation System 
In the past for kitchen with mechanical 
ventilation system, the exhaust air outlet and 
fresh air intake will be checked at the external 
wall location and assessed if they have 
sufficient separation to avoid contamination.  
We understand that the 5 m separation 
requirement as stated in Annex 2 of PNAP 
ADM-2 is related to outdoor environmental 
matters, but the internal kitchen exhaust and 
fresh air intake ventilation is relevant to 
effectiveness of ventilation system. 
 
 
(To be Cont’d) 

 
Annex 2 of 
PNAP 
ADM-2 
 

 
Item 13 
ADF 4/2021 
PBSCA 

 
BD advised that in granting of modification on B(P)R 30 
in relation to kitchens in licensed premises, relevant 
conditions as specified in Annexes 1 and 2 of PNAP 
ADM-2 would be imposed including: 
 
(i) Provision of mechanical ventilation at a rate of 
not less than 20 ACH; and 
(ii) Fresh air intake complying the requirements 
set out in Annex 2 of PNAP ADM-2. 
 
Among others, the requirements of fresh air intake 
should not be located within 5 m from other sources of 
contamination such as exhaust outlets of the building 
or adjacent buildings.  Upon completion, BD would 
conduct audit check. 
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Requirements on Fresh Air Intake of 
Mechanical Ventilation System (Cont’d) 
 
Recently, in A&A works, the kitchen exhaust 
outlet and fresh air intake inside the 
commercial kitchen area have also been 
checked against the 5 m separation 
requirement by BD during the inspection for 
completion of works notified by Form BA14 
(BA 14 inspection). 
    
As the location of internal ducting usually has 
yet been fixed during the BA14 inspection 
and the tenant will carry out works to suit its 
internal kitchen equipment layout in later 
stage.  Installation of such ducting for the 
BA14 inspection may result in abortive works 
due to subsequent alteration by tenant.  
Appreciate if BD can clarify whether the 
checking of separation for exhaust air outlet 
and fresh air intake inside a commercial 
kitchen is required.  But if yes, can BD 
streamline the inspection to the stage of 
licensing application? 
 

   

 


