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stewart Kidd has more than 35 years experience in the management of safety and security in a 
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The Federation of Tour Operators

The vision of the Federation of Tour Operators (FTO) is to ensure the continued long term success 
of the leisure travel industry by influencing governments and opinion formers on the benefits of 
providing financially protected, safe and sustainable holidays compared to other forms of holiday 
arrangements. The FTO and its members have been proactive in the field of holiday health, safety 
and hygiene for many years. 

The FTO has a committed and proactive Health and safety committee attended by industry 
professionals, who are supported by the destination services manager and independent technical 
experts in areas such as fire safety, gas safety, security, food hygiene, health and transportation. 
Through partnership, education, information and support, the FTO continues to exercise a powerful 
influence for change on issues such as health, safety, hygiene and regulatory improvements 
overseas. 

In 2009 the FTO merged with ABTA – the Travel Association. The FTO and ABTA now work together 
to represent the interests of tour operators and travel agents in addition to providing health and 
safety advice, protection for customers, training and operational support for members as well as 
representing the interests of members to government and political audiences. For more information 
please visit www.fto.co.uk or www.abta.com
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Executive Summary

There can be little doubt that the past ten years has seen a considerable improvement in the fire 
safety of tourist accommodation in Europe. When the first ever comprehensive study into fire safety 
of tourist accommodation in Europe was commissioned in 2000, there were a number of serious 
concerns identified about fire safety in many established EU members. Ten years on, this report finds 
that despite progress there remain some serious concerns about fire safety in tourist accommodation.

There continues to be a worrying degree of variation in the application of safety regimes across 
Europe. Despite improvements, the average European traveller cannot be guaranteed a common 
standard of fire safety in their accommodation across the Union. This study finds that despite 
improvements in some Member States in fire safety there are considerable variations in fire safety 
standards.

The improvements are in part attributable to greater action by tour operators but also by some 
accommodation providers who have risen to the safety challenge. However not all providers of 
accommodation have, however, sought to address safety concerns so directly and as a result there 
remains an uneven application of current regulations across Europe.

As there is not one single point for fire safety statistics across Europe, the true extend of the problem 
with tourist accommodation is not known. Despite ten years of progress, in some respects, the 
aspiration of achieving a common standard for safety from fire has not yet been realised. This report 
presents recommendations for the greater focus of attention by the European Union on fire safety in 
tourist accommodation. 

currently, in the opinion of this author, there are too many unacceptable variations and administrative 
obstacles to creating a level playing field for tourist accommodation fire safety. Given the potential 
seriousness of this issue, this report offers a view on how a comprehensive safety regime could be 
introduced and presents a rationale as to why the current voluntary, often patchy systems across 
Europe are inadequate to ensure that all European travellers enjoy the same level of fire safety no 
matter where in the EU they are staying.

1. Fire safety 

1.1  Objectives of the report 

This report is intended to review the present situation with regard to the levels of fire safety 
provided by the tourist hotels in 10 European countries as contracted to members of the UK 
Federation of Tour Operators (FTO).

The data provided in the section is intended as an update to a report1 (‘The 2000 Report’) 
by the same author compiled in October 2000 and submitted by the FTO to the European 
Commission. The work undertaken did not involve visits to properties nor the compiling of 
fire audits of properties, but is based on an analysis of more than 2000 property fire safety 
reports undertaken by or on behalf of members of the FTO.

The analysis was undertaken to determine:

1. The extent of provision of fire safety measures in compliance in ten member states in 
respect of the EU Recommendations of 1986 (See 1.21. below)

2. The extent to which fire safety measures can be deemed to be adequate
3. National variations in provision of fire safety measures

1  Kidd, S: EUROPEAN HOTEL FIRE SAFETY: An Analysis of the Implementation and Impact of the 1986 EC Recomendations on Fire Safety 
in Existing Hotels (2000)
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1.2  Background 

Extensive reference in the section is made to The 2000 Report to provide a more digestible 
document and to avoid repetition2. 

1.2.1  EU Recommendations of 1986

 The 1986 Recommendations on hotel fire safety issued by the Council of the European 
Communities (EEC 666/86: Fire Safety in Existing Hotels (the 1986 Recommendations) 
was intended to:

	 “…define	a	minimum	standard	of	fire	safety	for	all	hotels’	on the grounds that significant 
numbers of citizens of EU countries were travelling beyond their home country and were 
therefore entitled ‘to	adequate	protection	in	the	host	country	and	to	be	informed	of	the	
nature	and	extent	of	that	protection”.

 The 1986 Recommendations were not widely promoted and although all national EU 
governments indicated a willingness to implement them, it was noted at the time the 
Recommendations were issued that fire safety was normally a power reserved by the 
principal of subsidiarity for national governments3.

1.2.2  Action by British Tour Operators

 In 1992 a new European Directive governing Package Holidays and Package 

 Tours placed new responsibilities on tour operators. Among these was a clear 
responsibility for the safety of those clients for whom a tour operator had procured a 
hotel room. In the UK, the larger tour operators had themselves already begun to take 
significant steps to enhance the levels of protection provided for their customers in the 
early 1980s and by 1989 all were employing specialist staff or consultants to audit levels 
of safety (including fire safety) in the hotels within which they were contracting. 

 This action was deemed necessary, not only to avoid civil and criminal litigation (and to 
comply with legal obligations imposed by the Package Holiday Directive), but also as 
a result of increasing moves to provide better quality travel and holiday arrangements. 
Guidance on how to train people to carry out these inspections was published by the 
international Federation of Tour Operators at a cFPA Europe Luxembourg conference 
(1-2 March 1994). As a result delegates were forced to revise at least some of their 
views that the problems with improving hotel fire safety lay solely at the door of the tour 
operators. The conference concluded that, while the Recommendations were technically 
sound and appropriate in principle, the fact that they were effectively voluntary meant that 
there were still significant deficiencies in the levels of safety of hotels in some countries. 
A speaker from the UK’s Consumer Association, for example, pointed out that in 1989 
(i.e. three years after the publication of the 1986 Recommendations) 8 out of 11 hotels 
inspected in Greece and Spain had not provided adequate fire safety measures.

 There appears to have been little further progress in building on the consensus views 
expressed at the conference in 1994 and part of the reason for this probably resulted a 

2  A copy of the report can be downloaded from http://www.risk-consultant.com/assets/Files/Final_Hotel.pdf
3 One of the issues facing multi-national organisations such as tour operators is that this principal means that many countries have no national 

fire regulations but that these are a function of regional or local government. For example, the UK has presently three sets of fire regulations 
and this is likely to become four when building standards are repatriated to the Welsh Assembly
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lack of consensus on whether a Directive was needed or indeed, even whether the 
1986 Recommendations had been fully implemented in individual member states. 
CFPA- Europe and other parties such as BEUC (European Association of Consumer 
Groups) continued to press the EC for further action and several meetings were held 
with officials of various Directorates-General and with MEPs. 

 The subject was raised in the European Parliament on at least four occasions between 
1994 and 1996 and was subsequently debated in 2002. 

 Tour operators have continued to press both individually and collectively for a sensible 
approach to mandating basic standards of fire safety in Europe. The 2000 Report 
made it clear, they contend, that far from bringing clarity to the situation in many 
countries, the 1986 Recommendations have not been fully adopted in many countries 
and even where they have been adopted, their requirements have not been made 
retrospective for existing hotels. The fundamental point would appear to be a question: 
‘Why is that tour operators can be held accountable for the standards of fire safety in 
a tourist hotel which can claim to comply with national standards but which does not 
provide a level of fire safety as mandated by the 1986 Recommendations?’ To this 
question could be asked another: ‘Why should tour operators have imposed on them 
higher order duties than those imposed by national and regional governments on their 
own hotels?’

1.2.3  Application of the 1986 Recommendations

 In 1995 the EC decided to undertake a study of the impact and effectiveness of the 
Recommendations and in 1996 awarded a contract to the French Company CETEN-
APAVE. The officially stated objectives of the study were:

• To describe the transposition of the 1986 Recommended Fire Safety Standards for 
Hotels (EEC/666/86) into local domestic law throughout the EU member states

• To assess compliance with the legal rules concerning safety installations (fire safety 
signs, smoke detectors, alarm systems, emergency lighting)

• To analyse conditions in which the installations are maintained
• To analyse the nature of regular inspections of the installations and associated 

procedures

 The questionnaires did not cover essential fire safety features, for example, they 
did not ask about single staircases, unprotected staircases and unsegregated 
corridors (These are features which are accounted as key factors in the 1986 
Recommendations). Additionally:

• There was little coverage of fire safety management issues
• Only limited mention of record keeping
• No questions regarding the exit sign compliance with European standards
• No questions concerning potentially unsatisfactory and unsafe escape devices such 

as canvas chutes, rope ladders etc
• The survey did not include any reference to the fastest growing sector in the holiday 

industry, the self-catering or apartment-hotel, nor to villa complexes
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 Perhaps the most serious criticism of the 1996 project is that its conclusions are based 
on a very small sample. Some 20,000 questionnaires, in nine languages were sent  
out to hotels in 15 community states. Only 1213 questionnaires were returned (6% of 
the total). 

 The 1996 Report’s conclusions can be summarised as follows:

• In most cases the 1986 Recommendations have been written into national 
regulations verbatim

• In most instances the minimum criteria has been met
• In half the member states’ existing hotels (ie those built before 1986 or the date the 

Recommendations were written into national or provincial law) have been unaffected 
by the Recommendations

• 75% of the hotels which responded were aware of the Recommendations
• 60% of hoteliers responding had carried out work to improve safety and 20% of 

this group had spent more than FF 50,000 (then around ECU 7700) at the time the 
survey was undertaken)

• Of the fire protection improvements undertaken in the hotels responding, more than 
half had been done to comply with regulatory requirements

• Most other work coincided with the construction of extensions or other hotel 
improvement

• 70% of responding hotels claimed to have automatic fire detection systems which 
were maintained by outside contractors

• There was confusion over the differences between equipment maintenance and 
outside inspections

• There were clear weaknesses in respect of the way legislation was enforced; 
not only in respect of legal powers but also in the frequency, objectives of the 
inspections and the way these were to be carried out

 it has been widely suggested for the above reasons that the value of the report, 
as a survey of the likely or probable compliance with the 1986 Recommendations, 
is suspect and of little value in defining the actual status of fire safety provision in 
European hotels. It also has to be accepted that the Recommendations are now 
almost 15 years old and ignore significant changes in the patterns of the supply of 
tourist accommodation

 The CETEN-APAVE report summarised the position regarding the transposition of 
the 1986 Recommendations into national law and commented that ‘the	most	common	
problem	was	a	lack	of	retrospection’, that is, that eight countries have not amended 
their national laws to require the minimum standards of the 1986 Recommendations in 
existing hotels.

 The report comments as follows:

• Germany – “there is no retrospection on existing hotels and there is a clear 
statement that hotels in the former East Germany have not reached the standards of 
West Germany”

• Austria – “there is no retrospection on existing hotels and there is a statement that 
several paragraphs of the EU recommendations have not been adapted into national 
legislation”
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• Denmark – “there is no retrospection on existing hotels”
• Spain – “there is no retrospection on existing hotels and the national legislation 

states that existing buildings are only subject to new legislation when modifications 
are carried out or extensions are built”

• Finland – “there is no retrospection on existing hotels although the position with 
Finland as a new entrant to the EU is being reviewed”

• France – “there is no retrospection in respect of Group 1 hotels”
• Luxembourg – “there is no retrospection on existing hotels. This is puzzling as the 

1986 Recommendations are apparently treated in Luxembourg as a Directive”
• Sweden – “there is no retrospection on existing hotels”

 CETEN-APAVE concluded :

 “- On the one hand...the elements cited in the (1986 Recommendations) have almost 
always been covered by national stipulations and therefore it may be considered that 
the minimum criteria have been met...”

 “- On the other hand, seeing as no reasonably complete regulations existed 
previously, the (1986 Recommendations) have had a fairly important effect since, 
in the vast majority of cases, it was more or less written into national legislation 
verbatim.”

1.2.4  The 2001 Report from the European Commission

 On 27 June 2001 the Commission published ‘Report from the Commission on 
application of the Council Recommendation of 22 December 1986 on fire safety in 
existing hotels (86/666/EEC)

 1. The report largely dismisses the CETEN APAVE study. It acknowledges that it has 
received the Federation of Tour Operators’ 2000 Study (previously referenced):

 “The Commission has very recently received a report from the United Kingdom 
Federation of Tour Operators. The report compiles and summarises surveys carried 
out by UK tourism operators in 10 member states at different periods and covering 
different types of accommodation. The report has not been examined by the Member 
States concerned. It points to substantial shortcomings in the practical application of 
the Recommendation’s guidelines in various Member States. However, in the absence 
of independent, recent and consistent corroboration, it is impossible to assess how 
representative these conclusions are of the general situation in the community at the 
moment.”

 The principle conclusions of this Report, using the same emphasis as the original are 
summarized as:

 Alignment of national regulations with the Recommendation

 In the light of the information gathered (study/survey), the Commission concludes that 
the impact the Recommendation has had on national regulations depends on various 
factors:
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• The existing level of protection in the country concerned when the Recommendation was 
issued. The less developed the national legislation at the time, the greater the impact

• The way in which the Recommendations requirements have been incorporated 
into national legislation. From the point of view of legislation in force after 
Recommendation 86/666/EEC was adopted, the technical guidelines can be 
seen as minimum requirements that in most cases have been met or surpassed 
by the applicable national legislation. However, according to the study, various 
member states, following the principle of applying the legislation in force at the 
time of construction, have essentially only applied the technical guidelines in the 
case of improvement, conversion or extension of hotels already existing when the 
Recommendation was adopted, and to hotels built subsequently

• Any alternative solutions adopted in the cases provided for by the Recommendation 
where the technical guidelines cannot be applied

 It would appear on this basis that certain Member States have only partially 
brought their regulations into line with the Recommendation.

 According to Eurostat estimates there are over 180,000 hotels or similar 
establishments in the European Union, with a total of 8.9 million beds (an average of 
48 per establishment), and tourists account for around 45% of nights spent in hotels 
within the Community. In view of the size, variety and complexity of the sector, the 
Recommendation together with other provisions of Community legislation (cf. point 4), 
has in overall terms helped to increase safety levels to the general standard aimed 
at. However, the fact that the Recommendation has only been implemented partially 
by some Member States has created disparate situations, making it more difficult to 
compare countries applying the Recommendation to all hotels with those which have 
opted to apply it only to new constructions or to improvement, conversion or extension 
work in existing establishments. The lack of accurate, consistent and independent 
information on practical implementation and on the effectiveness of the regular 
inspections required by the Recommendation are also factors standing in the way of a 
comprehensive assessment of the situation. 

 It must therefore be concluded that, while Recommendation 86/666/EEC has, 
in many cases, helped to improve safety levels, the objective of ensuring, via 
a Community instrument, that the consumer can rely on minimum and clearly 
defined safety levels applicable throughout the EU has not been fully achieved, 
particularly in view of the fact that certain Member States have restricted its 
application to new hotels or new work on existing hotels. This should not in 
itself be taken to imply that certain Member States and certain categories of 
hotel present particular risks. However, in the absence of full, up-to-date and 
consistent information, uncertainties remain as to the current application in 
practice of the provisions designed to ensure that the Recommendation’s 
objectives are met.’

 The Report also considers a range of topics for future work:

• ‘The need for more data identifying the ‘exact nature and extent of any remaining 
problems in respect of fire safety measures in hotels’

• The desirability of incorporating into a new recommendation more detailed, 
appropriate and concrete provisions for existing hotels in cases where the guidelines 
in Recommendation 86/666/EEC cannot be applied
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• The advisability of increasing supervision and monitoring of fire safety in all hotels
• Updating and improvement of the technical guidelines
• The different types of accommodation
• Identification and dissemination of best practice in fire safety management and 

monitoring’

1.2.5  Recent Activity in The European Parliament and European Commission

 Following a series of questions about hotel fire safety by Members of the European 
Parliament in 2005/6, the Commissioner for Consumer Affairs, Mrs Meglena Kuneva, 
asked the Members States in 2006 what action they would like to take. The options 
outlined were: a Directive, a revision to the 1986 Recommendation or no action. There 
was no clear consensus in the responses so she did not consider she had a political 
mandate for action. In November 2007 Arlene McCarthy MEP, who at the time chaired 
the European Parliamentary committee for consumer safety, submitted a question 
for oral debate. The question, which was lengthy, was signed by 40 other members, 
asked in summary:

 ‘Does the Commission think that fire sprinklers could be an effective way to improve fire 
safety in hotels when fitted on new build hotels or on escape routes of existing hotels?’

 On 10th December 2007 a debate was held in the European Parliament in Strasbourg. 
Glyn Ford mEP, who led the debate, said:

 “We limit lawn mower noise but not the prospect of being burnt to death. Consumer 
protection means that we are concerned about the safety of lifts and escalators but 
not the safety of hotels. The Commissioner has just said that all our actions are 
proportional. I wonder if she considers that it is proportional that no action has been 
taken with respect to safety in hotels.”

 In February 2008 Mrs. Kuneva met representatives of the major hotels chains and 
pressed them to propose a voluntary scheme. She met the European Fire Sprinkler 
Network in March 2008 and the hotel groups again in April 2008. 

 In July 2008, at a workshop in the European Parliament on hotel fire safety, HOTREC, 
an organization representing a number of hotels and restaurants, proposed a 
voluntary charter for hotel fire safety. Mrs. Kuneva welcomed this in October 2008. 
HOTREC said it would also produce a guidance document for risk assessments based 
on an existing industry document. 

 A working party from the hotel industry was formed, as was a stakeholder group to 
provide input to the HOTREC proposal. At the first stakeholder meeting in December 
2007 very few details were given. At the second stakeholder meeting in June 2008, 
delayed from April 2008, it became clear that the HOTREc charter would only apply 
to national and other trade associations, rather than to individual hotels. The third 
stakeholder meeting was due to be held on 25th September 2009 but was postponed 
and was to be held on 19th November 2009. The weaknesses in the proposed Charter 
identified by members of the stakeholder group and other observers are said to be:

• Signing up to the Charter will be voluntary
• Individual properties and chains will not have to sign up, only trade associations
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• The technical guidance/risk assessment proposed is considered to offer no 
improvement on the Technical Guidance to the 1986 Recommendations which, it is 
generally accepted, no longer offer an acceptable minimum standard

• Some organizations have said that the technical guidance does not cover significant 
areas of fire safety such as the need for fire separation and segregation and secure 
means of escape in hotels over two storeys

• There are many hotels in Europe who are not represented in HOTREC membership

 There remains some real concerns from tour operators about the utility and efficacy 
of a revised voluntary agreement. The biggest concern voiced by UK tour operators 
in the research to this report on possible solutions is the need for a common set of 
standards rather than variable standards and different groupings for people who sign 
up to the new voluntary charter and those who do not. If fire safety is to be taken 
seriously then it must be a prerequisite that fire safety standards are universal and not 
subject to permissible variation. This author believes that whilst there are significant 
attractions of voluntary agreements the better option for creating a common set of fire 
safety standards would be a new Directive.

1.2.6  Incidence of fires in hotels in Europe

 The non-availability of any data on the incidence of fires in European hotels is an issue 
that was identified in the 2000 Report and which the EC Report of 2001 accepted was 
a problem that needed to be resolved.

 in the 2000 Report the author said:

 “One serious obstacle to assessing the extent of the problem caused by fires in 
Europe is the lack of any serious study of the problem. No European fire statistics 
exist and while there are national statistics, these are of variable content and quality”.

 In 2006 (the last year for which figures are presently available) there were 810 hotel 
and boarding house fires and 1218 hostel and holiday-camp fires. It would not be 
unreasonable, given a similar ratio of fires to population that with an EU population 
of around 500 million it is possible that there may be between 6000 - 7000 hotel fires 
each year in the member states.

 The UK Federation of Tour Operators maintains a voluntary reporting scheme for its 
members and in the period 1995 – 2005 recorded reports of fires in hotels used by 
FTO members in eight of the member states selected for this study:

Country  Number of Fires   Comments 

Austria  11  1 injury 

Cyprus  61  5 injuries 

France  24  I fatality, 2 injuries 

Greece  117  6 injuries 

Italy  16  2 injuries 

Malta  26  2 injuries 

Portugal  53  I fatality, 4 injuries 

Spain  564  2 fatalities, 40 injuries 

Total  856  4 fatalities, 62 injuries 

 Table	1:	Fires	reported	by	FTO	Members	1995	-	2005



12
FTO EUROPEAN TOURisT AccOmmOdATiON sAFETY sTUdY:
An analysis of the implementation of existing regulations on fire safety in tourist accommodation

 it should be noted that these reports are submitted on a voluntary basis and only include 
those fires of a sufficient size likely to be brought to the attention of the tour operators’ 
local staff. Thus small fires may not be reported and, of course the reports are only 
compiled for those properties that are contracted to one or more UK-based tour operator.

 Given these caveats and the absence of data on fires from 12 member states, it is likely that 
under reporting is going on by probably 15 – 20% as fires outside the tourist season may not 
be reported and in smaller resorts fires which are not reported in the press can be overlooked.

 As a comparison, the European Fire Sprinkler Network (EFSN) records major fires in 
hotels and similar premises. Between April 2005 and September 2009, they report 16 
such fires in hotels and hostels in Europe:

 It is interesting to note that it is probable that none of the above fires would be likely to be 
picked up in the FTO data as few, if any, are probably used by their members.

1.3  Methodology for the 2009 Study

For the 2000 Report an exercise in abstracting data from four of the principle UK-based tour 
operators was undertaken. Details of more than 6100 hotel fire safety inspections in 45 ‘resorts’ 
or geographical groupings were summarised and the property gradings used by the tour 
operators and/or their consultants were homologated to provide a simple three level structure 
with Grade 1 being the least satisfactory and Grade 3 being the most satisfactory.

Date  Place  Country  Establishment  Comments 

4/05  Paris  France  Hotel  22 fatalities 

7/07  Newquay  England  Hotel  1 fatality, hotel destroyed 

2/08  Hardanger  Norway  Hotel  Sprinklers extinguished fire 

2/08  Venice  Italy  Hotel  Hotel was empty 

3/08  London  UK  Hotel  100 guests evacuated 

5/08  Seebach  Germany  Hotel  3 guests hospitalised, 130 

firefighters attended 

10/08  Volendam  Netherlands  Hotel  70 guests evacuated, 2 

firefighters injured 

2/09  Eskilstuna  Sweden  Hotel  200 rooms destroyed, 5 

guests, 2 staff and 1 

firefighter hospitalised 

5/09  Kamieniec 

Pomorski 

Poland  Hotel  18 fatalities, 20 injured 

6/09  Cambridge  UK  Youth Hostel  3 guests hospitalised 

6/09  Marmaris  Turkey  Hotel  8 guests injured 

7/09  Pingvellir  Iceland  Hotel  Hotel destroyed 

7/09  Trebes  France  Hotel  58 people  evacuated many 

rescued by fire service or 

jumped from first floor 

7/09  Walldorf  Germany  Hotel  1 staff fatality, two guests 

and one firefighters 

hospitalised. 14th century 

building destroyed 

7/09  Blackpool  England  Hotel  100 people led to safety, six 

storey hotel destroyed 

9/09  Paris  France  Hostel  30 families made homeless 

 Table	2:	EFSN	Data	on	Major	Hotel	Fires	in	Europe
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Since 2000 a unified inspection report form and structure has been adopted by a significant 
proportion of the UK holiday industry and it has been decided to change the property report 
grading structure in this report to try to allow for easier comparability between the 2000 and 
2009 data.

The table below shows the relationship between the 2000 gradings and the two systems 
currently in use – these use separate criteria for reports prepared on properties by 
consultants. 

With regard to the reliability of the data and the credibility that can be attached to this, it is 
not proposed to repeat the arguments that are contained between pages 17 and 22 of the 
2000 Report4. Suffice it to say that there could be no possible motive for the tour operator’s 
own records (whether self-generated or consultant’s products) to depict a less satisfactory 
picture of a property than the one that the author has found. The author is convinced, 
through long familiarity with the way the tour operators manage health and safety, that the 
reporting and recording system adopted is an accurate and credible summary of the status of 
fire safety in resort hotels for all the properties reviewed as part of the research undertaken 
for this report. The same comments apply to the reports prepared by consultants.

  

1.3.1  Consultants Gradings

 Consultants employed by UK tour operators use a unified computer-generated 
survey form for data capture – all the tour operators use the same health and safety 
management software system for recording information about those properties with 
which they contract. This is a sophisticated suite of programmes that can generate a 
wide variety of reports covering not just fire safety but a range of other HSE matters  
as well.

 The grading structure used by consultants differs from that used by the tour operators’ 
own staff. Specially trained resort staff as well as specialist health and safety 
personnel carry out in-house surveys and audits.

 The consultants’ audit scheme incorporates 5 levels of grading:

 Grade O: Do Not Use 
The consultant recommends that the Tour Operator should withdraw existing 
customers as soon as practicably possible. No further customers to be accepted.

 Grade 1 (R) 
The property has major defects but where a ‘restricted use’ facility can be applied. 
such a property is only to be used where there is written agreement to immediately 

2000 Report  Consultants  In House/Resort Staff 

Grade 4 Unacceptable  Grade 0/Grade 1R  Grade A* 

Grade 1 High Need  Grade 1  Grade A 

Grade 2 Medium Need  Grade 2  Grade B 

Grade 3 Normal Need  Grade 3  Grade C 
 Table	3:	Comparison	of	Report	Grading	Levels

4  A copy of the report can be downloaded from http://www.risk-consultant.com/assets/Files/Final_Hotel.pdf
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implement the specific interim safety measures identified and to comply with any 
restricted-use conditions. Failure to implement and maintain the specific safety 
measures will result in the property passing into Grade 0.

 Grade 1 
The property has major defects that are deemed resolvable within specified time 
limits. However, if these are not resolved within the agreed timescale (and also to 
agreed standards), serious consideration will be given to the continued use of such 
a property. 

 Grade 2 
Significant defects but acceptable for use by the Tour Operator. 

 However it is recommended that immediate action be taken to reduce the risk in 
such a property within acceptable timescale

 Grade 3 
Minor defects, acceptable for use by the Tour Operator; only minor housekeeping 
items identified which need attention.

1.3.2  In House Auditing - Resort Staff /Contractors

 The in-house audit grades are based on scores that are calculated on the basis of the 
information disclosed during the audit procedure.

 Grade A* (Scores between: 0-29.99%)  
Immediate Review - The property appears to have major defects that need urgent 
attention. It is recommended that the property is examined further as soon as possible 
in order to confirm the need for an expert consultant visit.

 Grade A: (Scores between: 30-59.99%)  
High Review - The property appears to have some major defects that need further 
attention. It is recommended that the property be examined further as soon as 
possible in order to confirm the need for an expert consultant visit. 

 Grade B: (Scores between: 60-84.99%)  
Medium Review- It is recommended that action be taken to reduce the potential 
defects identified as soon as practicably possible.

 Grade C: (Scores between: 85-100%)   
Low review - Minor housekeeping items which need attention as soon as practicably 
possible.

 For this report, a unified grading system has been adopted to allow any reader to 
understand the comparative relationship between the various grades. In the report, 
properties in Grade 1 should either not be used or used only with restrictions; Grade 2 
properties are in need of immediate attention; Grade 3 properties have some defects 
that should be attended to when possible while Grade 4 properties are deemed to be 
fully acceptable and only need to have minor issues rectified. 

 This is shown in Table 4.
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 This proposed 2009 grading levels can be summarised as follows:

2009 Report  Consultants  In House/Resort Staff 

Grade 1 (Poorest)  Grade 0/Grade 1R  Grade A* 

Grade 2  Grade 1  Grade A 

Grade 3  Grade 2  Grade B 

Grade 4 (Best)  Grade 3  Grade C 

 

Table	4:	2009	Comparison	with	Gradings	Adopted	in	2009	report	and	
Consultants	and	In-house	Grading	Systems.

Grading   Meaning 

1  Hotel is not fit for use or has major deficiencies 

2  Hotel has serious deficiencies which should be rectified urgently 

3  Hotel has deficiencies which should be rectified as soon as possible 

4 

 

Hotel fire safety is of an acceptable standard and any deficiencies are of a 

minor nature which can be easily rectified 

 Table	5:	Practical	Impact	of	Grading	Structure	Used	in	this	Report
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1.4  Analysis of Tour Operator’s Data 

1.4.1 2009 Report - Quantative Analysis

 For the 2009 report the author was permitted access to the files of three of the largest 
UK-based tour operators and was able to abstract data on more than 2000 property 
reports. It is felt that this is a large enough sample from which conclusions can be 
drawn – although the 2000 Report sample covered more than 6,000 reports, there has 
been further consolidation in the industry and given that the 2009 sample provides 
substantial data on the main tourist country destinations it is the author’s view that the 
sample is large enough and robust enough to sustain useful analysis and to inform 
some credible conclusions.

 Rather than grouping the reports by ‘resort’ as was done in 2000 it was decided in this 
report to group reports by country alone, this was for convenience and also to allow a 
broader degree of comparison with the 2000 ‘resort’ classifications recast ‘by country’. 
This makes comparison easier as the tour operators selected for the study now 
classify some of their resorts differently from each other.

 A total of 2,127 reports were abstracted covering ten EU member states. Reports 
generated by the self-assessment system (whereby hotels are asked to assess their 
own fire safety using a form) were not included so all the properties reviewed had 
been inspected either by the tour operators own staff (i.e. specially trained resort staff 
or specialist health and safety staff) or by external consultants.

 it must be noted that there will inevitably be duplication of property reports in that the 
same property has been inspected or audited more than once and by different tour 
operators and consultants. The author would maintain that this is not a weakness in 
the report but rather a strength, as it would tend to eliminate any suggestion of bias 
or inconsistency and that the sample size has not been weakened if there is, indeed, 
duplication.

 The data derived from the tour operators for Germany has been included in the tables 
6 and 7 but is not included in the analysis which follows as it is felt that the numbers 
concerned (four property reports only) are too small.

 A summary of the property ratings, by country (Table 6) suggests that there are still 
large national differences in the standards of fire safety in resort hotels:

   Grade 1  Grade 2  Grade 3  Grade 4 

Austria        324  138  103  36  47 

Bulgaria      76  17  24  11  24 

Cyprus        186   18  36  29  103 

France         199  61  30  53  55 

Germany    4  1  0  0  3 

Greece        292  36  55  34  167 

Italy            171  35  38  19  79 

Malta          64  10  12  9  33 

Portugal    171  19  22  21  109 

Spain          640  36  123  109  372 

Totals         2127 reports  371  443  321  992 

 Figure	6:	2009	Property	Reports	by	Country
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 comparisons with the 2000 date showing the percentage of each type of property 
rating can be made once the 2000 Report’s three level system5 has been adjusted 
by combining the 2009 Levels 1 and 2 ratings. Table 7 demonstrates that it is the 
southern European countries that have improved their fire safety ratings, while some 
of the northern countries have actually seen standards deteriorate:

1.4.2  Observations

 The data indicates that the areas identified in the 2000 Report as having the 
poorest levels of fire safety provision (and hence, non compliance with the 1986 
Recommendations) still provide problems for the tour operators, but more importantly, 
lower levels of safety for tourists.

 The percentage of sub standard properties appears to offer some degree of 
consistency between the 2000 Report and the 2009 data. In the case of France, Italy, 
Portugal and Spain there is a reasonable degree of consistency. In Austria, there has 
been an increase in the percentage of lowest graded properties by 22% which must 
be adjudged disappointing – offering no solace to the tourist. The 20% increase in 
the least-safe properties in Cyprus (admittedly from a much lower sample) is also 
disappointing. This is matched by a significant increase in less safe properties in 
Malta (again from a smaller sample) but even accounting for this, an increase of 22% 
must be a cause for concern. A small increase of 7% in the poorest fire precautions 
in Spanish hotel fire involving a sample of only 25% of the 2000 Report may be 

Country  2000 Level 1/2 

2009 Level 1/2 

2000 Level 3 

2009 Level 3 

2000 Level 4 

2009 Level 4 

Total 

Sample 

100% 

Austria  53% 

75% 

22% 

11% 

25% 

14% 

170 

324 

Bulgaria 

No 2000 data 

55% 

 

14%  31%  76 

Cyprus  9% 

29% 

37% 

16% 

54% 

55% 

260 

186 

France  45% 

46% 

22% 

27% 

33% 

28 

33 

199 

Germany 

No 2000 data 

1  0  3  4 

Greece  21% 

31% 

30% 

12% 

49% 

57% 

1684 

292 

Italy  39% 

43% 

31% 

11% 

30% 

46% 

336 

171 

Malta  13% 

35% 

52% 

14% 

35% 

51% 

99 

64 

Portugal  32% 

24% 

28% 

12% 

40% 

64% 

519 

171 

Spain  18% 

25% 

35% 

17% 

47% 

58% 

2434 

640 

 

Table	7:	Comparison	between	2000/2009	results	by	percentage	of	hazard	rating	
(percentages rounded)

5 While the 2000 Report included a Category 4 – Do not use – this was only applied to a very small number of properties, probably because 
the rating system in use was less sophisticated than the current systems and because of the subjective nature of the wider range of 
consultants and others undertaking this work.
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explainable statistically. The good news is contained in the Portuguese sample where 
there has been a decrease in the number of the least-safe properties of 8%.

 Using the same criteria as in the 2000 Report by adding together the category 1 and 
2 properties of the 2009 Report’s grading structure, Table 8 provides a statistically 
strong sample of properties which could be fairly cited to be non-compliant with the 
Technical Guidance in the 1986 Recommendations.

 This is perhaps the most worrying output from the 2009 data. 38% of the properties 
audited by the tour operators and their consultants are likely to be non-compliant 
with the Ec’s 1986 Recommendations. Of the samples, the worst offenders are, as 
in 2000, Austria, France and Italy, all of whom have more than 40% of non-compliant 
hotels – i.e., hotels which do not meet the most fundamental safety standards. 

 Austria is joined by recent EU entrant Bulgaria as the most serious offenders with 
more than 70% of their hotels failing to meet even the basic standards. New EU 
entrant malta also does surprisingly badly with half the hotels audited failing the 
minimum standards test. Significant achievements in improving their ratings are 
accomplished by spain and Portugal with cyprus and Greece also having improved 
their 2000 ratings.

 A key concern for the author, and it is earnestly hoped, regulators, is the degree of 
variation across the European Union in the provision of fire safety measures in tourist 
accommodation. 

Country/Total Properties Inspected  Grade 1& 2  Percentage of total 

Austria 

324 

241  74% 

 

Bulgaria 

76 

41  76% 

Cyprus 

186  

54  30% 

France 

199 

91  46% 

Germany 

4 

1  3 

Greece 

292 

91  31% 

 

Italy 

171 

73  43% 

Malta 

64 

32  50% 

Portugal 

171 

41  24% 

Spain 

640 

159  25% 

 

Totals 

2127 reports 

823  38% 

 

 Table	8:	Percentage	of	properties	by	country	showing	those	which	probably	do	not	
comply	with	the	Technical	Guidance	in		the	1986	Recommendations
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1.5  Qualitative Analysis

The 2000 Report included data obtained from survey visits to 96 properties in Austria, Spain, 
Portugal and Crete. Such visits were not undertaken for this report because in the author and 
sponsors’ view, the criteria and information gathering procedures are now sufficiently uniform 
and formalised to make such field trips unnecessary. It is the author’s view that the fire risk 
assessment procedures adopted by both tour operator staff and consultants is sufficiently 
transparent and disciplined to permit a high degree of confidence in the outputs.

However the opportunity was undertaken to sample a small number of the most detailed 
reports available and a detailed analysis was undertaken of 18 reports covering eight 
countries. Reports were asked for at random as the tour operator’s files were being mined. 
it is considered that such reports give a clearer indication of the assessments and provide a 
degree of confidence in the process given that the lowest ratings will often lead to a property 
being de-listed by a tour operator. 

Table 9 summarises the findings.

The author believes that the levels of consistency, accuracy and objectivity implicit in 
the report process means that there can be no question but that the data extracted as 
summaries or as property ratings can be fully relied on.

Table	9:	Analysis	of	18	Consultants’	Reports

Country  No of 

Reports 

Survey Date  Rating  Report 

Compliant 

Comments 

Austria  4  Feb 2006 

Aug 2006 

Jan 2009 

July 2006 

Grade 1* 

Grade 1 

Grade 1 

Grade 1 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No alarm 

Single stairs 

Single stairs 

Single stairs and poor 

fire separation 

Bulgaria  1  June 2009  Grade 1  Yes  Single stairs 

France  2  July 2008 

July 2008 

Grade 1 

Grade 3 

Yes 

Yes 

Smoke alarms only 

Greece  2  June 2008 

June 2008 

Grade 3 

Grade 3 

Yes 

Yes 

 

Italy  2  May 2007 

June 2009 

Grade 3 

Grade 2 

Yes 

Yes 

 

No alarm sounders 

Malta  1  June 2008  Grade 2  Yes   

Portugal  3  Aug 2009 

July 2007 

April 2007 

Grade 3 

Grade 3 

Grade 3 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

 

Spain 

 

3 

 

June 2009 

Sept 2002 

May 2006 

Grade 1 

Grade 1 

Grade 2 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Single stairs and dead 

ends 

Dead ends  and poor fire 

doors 

Excessive travel distance 

and single stairs 
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1.5  Analysis of European Commission data 

The author believes that given the importance of common standards of fire safety there is a 
strong case for the collection and analysis of data on fire safety in tourist accommodation at 
a European level. At present, however, data of this type is not collected by the EU making 
direct comparison of member states problematic for groups without access to data held by 
tour operators. 

1.6  Conclusions and Recommendations

1.6.1  Conclusions 

 in the 2000 Report the author concluded that:

 “...from the overwhelming deficiencies exposed by the data studied and gathered 
during this project, confirmed by site visits and personal observations, that the 1986 
Recommendations have not been effective in providing a uniform minimum level of 
fire safety in hotels in Europe. This is despite clear evidence of some improvements 
having been made when comparing present circumstances with work undertaken up 
to 1996, 

 This conclusion reflects both hotels that existed at the time the Recommendations 
were published as well as those designed and built since then. While it is true to 
say that in many cases (particularly in Spain and Portugal) good levels of fire safety 
provision have been provided in many new and refurbished hotels one must question 
whether this has been achieved as a result of national legislation inspired by the 1986 
Recommendations or by the action of tour operators.”

 What has changed in nine years?

 The good news is that the improvements seen in spain and Portugal since the 
1990’s have been continued and it is clear from the results of the data abstraction 
that levels of fire safety in these countries is now generally of a high order. It would 
be the author’s contention that his remarks in 2000 on the credit for this improvement 
is probably still valid, as it is his view that the higher standards of fire safety and fire 
safety management owe more to the efforts of the tour operators than to the 1986 
Recommendations.  The fact that more than three quarters of the holiday hotels in 
spain and Portugal are either satisfactory or can easily be made to be satisfactory is a 
significant achievement. 

 Elsewhere the picture is less encouraging, standards in Austria have not improved 
and it’s clear that there has actually been a decline in compliance with the 1986 
Recommendations – the author is certainly not aware of any visible impact of work 
by the authorities in that country to improve standards nationally. Although it would 
be fair to say that where new hotels have been built in the cities or where major 
refurbishments have taken place these hotels are generally constructed in accordance 
with good international fire safety practice standards. Certainly, the fact that three 
quarters of the hotels surveyed were unfit for purpose in their present form should 
be a cause for concern not only for the Austrian tourism industry but also for the tour 
operators who use these hotels.
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 France too clearly has problems that need to be addressed – these include a poor 
record of fire deaths, especially in Paris.  A small decline in the percentage of 
acceptable hotels is matched by a significant number (46%) of hotels that do not meet 
minimum fire safety standards.

 Of the new EU entrants, it might be reasonably supposed that the tourism and hotel 
industries in Bulgaria would take time to implement international standards of fire 
safety provision. Perhaps some comfort can be derived from the fact that more than 
30% of the Bulgarian hotels inspected were satisfactory. Cyprus appears to have 
some problems with an increase of the lowest category of properties inspected, but 
with 55% of hotels being adjudged acceptable it would seem to be relatively easy for 
the national authorities there to work with the hotel industry to eliminate the 29% (up 
from 9% in 2000) of hotels which are not of an acceptable standard. 

 Malta’s performance is mixed, whereas more than 50% of the hotels inspected are to 
an acceptable standard, the percentage of the unfit properties has risen from 13% in 
2000 to 35% in 2009. For an economy that is even more dependent on tourism than it 
was in 2000, this result should act as a wake-up call.

 Overall, it the author’s view that the only way forward, if fire safety standards are to 
be improved for travellers and tourists throughout the Community action at EU level.  
The author believes that there is no alternative but for the European commission to 
act decisively on behalf of the people of Europe and implement a directive mandating 
minimum fire safety standards in Europe. Revised technical standards outlawing 
single staircases in hotels over two storeys, mandatory automatic fire detection and 
alarm systems, compartmentation of bedroom corridors and smoke stop doors leading 
on to staircases combined with emergency lighting, signs, staff training and proper fire 
safety management are essential to protect those who travel for business or pleasure.

 The author also notes that the utilisation of automatic fire suppression systems 
should be considered as ‘essential’ in hotels of 6 storeys or above and as a useful 
adjunct in providing compensating levels of fire safety in hotels where adding fire 
compartmentation or additional staircases would be impracticable.

 This author believes that it is only by the rigorous application of a new directive that 
European travellers can be guaranteed a common standard of cover for fire safety in 
tourist accommodation. 
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1.6.2  Recommendations 

 There are six main recommendations from this report:

1. The European Commission should contract with an experienced and reputable 
international fire safety engineering organisation to undertake a physical study of the 
levels of fire safety in business and tourist hotels in all the EU’s member states. This 
study must include physical inspections of a statistically significant sample of hotels 
of all types and classes.

2. Should the study sustain the conclusions of this report then the Commission should, 
at the earliest opportunity, draft a new Directive requiring minimum fire safety 
requirements in all new and existing hotels. The Directive must be retrospective as 
all EU member states have already stated that the 1986 Recommendations have 
been adopted into national law.

3. Until the Directive becomes law in all member states, the Package Tour Directive 
should be amended so that tour operators and others will not be held liable for death 
or injury to a tourist where this results from a fire in a hotel where the tour operator 
can prove that deficiencies in fire safety measures in the hotel have been notified in 
writing to the owners and managers of the hotel and the authority having jurisdiction.

4. The Directive should be accompanied by a Technical Annex or CEN Eurocode 
detailing the measures and equivalencies required for compliance. The Annex 
should include a standard fire risk assessment model. The Technical Annex should 
include a special section dealing with high-rise hotel buildings which should mandate 
the installation of an automatic fire suppression system on all hotels over 6 stories 
or 30 meters in height, this being the maximum height at which fire and civil defence 
services are able to work outside such buildings. This requirement should be 
imposed on all new hotels after a specified date and phased in for existing hotels 
over 3 – 5 years. National and regional governments and tourist bodies should be 
encouraged to provide soft loans or other funding for such protection. 

5. The new Directive should be applied to all hotels (including apartment hotels), inns, 
guesthouses, bed and breakfasts/chambres des hôtes, holiday-camps, hostels and 
like premises where there are 10 or more bedrooms available for letting or where 
sleeping accommodation is available for more than 10 persons. There should be no 
exemptions on the grounds of ownership, methods of construction, number of floors 
or whether the premises are open the year round or otherwise.

6. The Commission should collate statistics on all fires in tourist accommodation 
across Europe.
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