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Introduction

The International Property Measurement Standards for Residential
Buildings Exposure Draft was in consultation between 8 February and 15
April 2016. During this second residential consultation period there
were numerous downloads of the Exposure Draft and the responses
were received from the 41 organisations or individuals listed below. The
IPMS Standards Setting Committee has considered all the comments
received before completing the IPMS – Residential Buildings.
In order to encourage an open and transparent consultation process the
International Property Measurement Standards Coalition (IPMSC) has
asked the Standards Setting Committee to publish the comments
received during the consultation process and to explain how these
comments were taken into consideration post-consultation.
AEV
ALLSOP
ARAI ROMANIA
ARCADIS INDIA
ARCADIS UK
CLGE
CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE
COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS
DAVID ROBERTS
DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT
EXPERT INVEST
GERALD EVE LLP
GIF
JLL
KNIGHT FRANK
LOUISE HARRISON
NETHERLANDS COUNCIL FOR REAL ESTATE
ASSESSMENT (NCREA)
ON THE MARKET
PETER TURNER POWELL
PHILIP FURZE
PLANTER
PLOWMAN CRAVEN
PRASUN SENGUPTA
RAY DOWLING
RICS BULGARIA
RICS CZECH REPUBLIC
RICS FINLAND
RICS GERMANY

RICS ITALY
RICS OCEANIA PROPERTY PROFESSIONAL GROUP
RICS PORTUGAL
SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS
SIRINIVAS MVDS
ULLMAYERSYLVESTER ARCHITECTS
VOA
WINKET
WREXHAM COUNTY COUNCIL
YARDI PRABHU
ZIA
ZOOPLA
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A number of responses were received from various RICS country groups,
such as RICS Germany. In these cases the responses were prepared by
working groups of members, many of whom may have multiple
affiliations with RICS and other professional bodies.
We are aware that a number of other responses such as those prepared
by CLGE, GIF, Netherlands Council for Real Estate, Plowman Craven and
ZIA were also prepared by boards or working groups.
The IPMS principles, methodology and measurement practices used in
this standard will be applied when the future IPMS standards for other
building classes, for example industrial and retail, are drafted by the SSC.
Obviously these will need to be consistent as another building class is
mixed use, which will incorporate several IPMS standards. The objective
is that there will be no variance between IPMS 1 and IPMS2 across the
building classes. However it should be noted that though the concept of
IPMS 3 as the area in exclusive occupation will be the same across
building classes there may be some variance in the definition of IPMS 3
across the varying building classes to meet varying market practices and
needs.
Individual markets around the world have well-established local
measurement codes. The SSC realised that a standard that attempted to
change these well-established concepts would not be globally adopted.
It was therefore necessary to create a Standard that allowed existing
standards to interface with the IPMS Standard.
Finally the diversity of responses received has underlined the need for
IPMS Standards.
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Executive Summary
In respect to the Exposure Draft consultation process a consultation
response form was issued and respondees were asked the following four
questions in relation to the Consultation Document. Please find here
below the response summary and the IPMS Standards Setting
Committee’s rationale in relation to the way these responses were
treated:Q1. Please state whether, in your opinion, IPMS: Residential Buildings
is clear and unambiguous. In particular are there any matters that
need clarification or more detail? Please ensure you consider the
diagrams in forming your response.
Response Summary: There were 31 responses to this question and a
range of different opinions. On the whole the respondees felt that IPMS
Residential Buildings Exposure Draft was a significant improvement on
the previous consultation document and provided further clarity and
detail. However a number of responders stated that the standard
required further clarification to be fit for purpose and pointed to certain
inconsistencies between the text and floorplans. Further respondees
commented on other matters such as the treatment of
balconies/verandas and vertical penetrations.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and noted
that respondees generally accepted the need for an international
measurement standard though felt some areas required further
clarification in order for the standard to be fit for purpose. The SSC has
spent the past three months discussing these matters, consulting and
revising the document in order to ensure that IPMS Residential Buildings
is fit for purpose prior to publication.
IPMS Residential Buildings includes further revisions to floorplans to
provide further clarification to the text labelling and magnification of key
measurement areas. The SSC has also revised the text to provide greater
detail on the measurement of other Component Areas such as balconies/
verandas and vertical penetrations.
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Q2. Are there any further concepts that you feel should be introduced
into IPMS: Residential Buildings?
Response Summary: There were 26 responses to this question and the
majority of respondees felt that there were no further concepts that
needed to be introduced into IPMS: Residential Buildings. However a
number of respondees felt that further clarification were required for
existing concepts within the standard such as common facilities, parking
areas and the treatment of component areas in multiple use.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received particularly
those in relation to areas requiring further clarification. The SSC have
added further clarification for the treatment of common facilities within
apartment blocks and the standard now states that; “For multi-unit
Buildings, areas in exclusive use and Common Facilities can be stated
separately.” The SSC have also revised the floorplans to include
additional magnifications to provide further clarification within IPMS 3A,
IPMS 3B and IPMS 3 C on the measurement of walls shared between the
area in exclusive occupation and the common area. Further clarification
has also been provided on the treatment of staircase voids and vertical
penetrations. And the standard now states that; “The Floor Area
occupied by stairs is only to be included at the lowest level. All vertical
penetrations or voids that are greater than 0.25m2, including the
enclosing wall, are to be excluded from the Floor Area measurement.”
Q3. Is there sufficient information to allow you, where necessary, to
interface to existing standards? If not, please state what, if any,
supplementary guidance would assist your organisation or
membership in adopting IPMS: Residential Buildings?
Response Summary: There were 23 responses to this question and a
range of different opinions. The majority of respondees felt that IPMS
Residential Buildings could interface with existing measurement
standards. However a number of respondees felt that further revisions
were required such as the creation of a building footprint area and
revisions to IPMS 3A, 3B and 3C to ensure that verandas and terraces
were included within the measurements.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and in respect
of a building footprint area have included definitions for both Covered
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Area and Sheltered Area within the standard and have also revised the
standard to state that; “IPMS 1 is to be measured to the Covered Area.”
The standard also incorporates ‘Example 5 - Area difference from
Covered Area’ as a Limited Use Area to ensure IPMS can interface across
markets. The SSC have also provided further clarification to IPMS 3A, 3B
and 3C so the standard now clearly states that “Balconies and Verandas
in exclusive use” are to have their measurements included but stated
separately and individually.
Q4. Any Other Comments?
Response Summary: There were 19 responses to this question.
expressing a range of different opinions. A number of responses advised
on how IPMS Residential Buildings would operate within their market
and said that it would initially operate as a conversion tool to provide
greater market transparency and to aid cross market benchmarking.
Other responses requested further areas of clarification and consultation
with architectural professional bodies to ensure harmonisation of
residential measurement standards.
SSC Rationale: The SSC have revised the standard to provide further
clarification where requested and have also significantly revised the
floorplans to ensure that the standard is end user friendly. The SSC also
accept that initially in many markets IPMS will operate in conjunction
with national standards and will be used to provide greater market
transparency and for benchmarking purposes. Finally not only does the
SSC include specialists in architecture but also a number of architectural
bodies are members of the IPMSC and have participated both formally
and informally within the consultation process.
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Q1. Please state whether, in your opinion, IPMS: Residential
Buildings is clear and unambiguous. In particular are there any matters
that need clarification or more detail? Please ensure you consider the
diagrams in forming your response.
Consultation Responses:
1. AEV- José Manuel Gómez de Miguel, Spain; Yes, the document
seems clear.
2. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; It is generally clear (subject to
comments below) and its application to modern buildings with
right angles and often floor plans being available will be possible
(The floor plans point is re-inforced by the comments at 2.2.4 but
often plans are not available, particularly for older buildings).
Trying to apply it to older ‘conversions’ in period buildings we think
will be quite difficult and time consuming. We doubt that Estate
Agents will adopt IPMS which will leave the market (and therefore
the public) operating off one set of measuring standards (and the
sales / rental evidence being expressed in those terms) and the
valuers and others measuring to IPMS (or being forced to do both
which could be a good deal of additional work for little perceived
benefit.)
There are circumstances where IPMS requires one to estimate wall
thicknesses where one simply can’t know and this is a guess. To
then have to state accuracy we think is potentially going to open
the profession up to criticism. Who would like to be cross
examined on this approach (or be the spokesman for RICS
defending this on Radio 4!)
As a general comment – this appears to be vastly complicating an
area of the profession that so far as we are concerned appears to
be working fine. The professionals in the UK understand the Code
of Measuring Practice and the general public have a reasonable
understanding of floor areas where these are provided by Estate
Agents. Where the professions need to collect and analyse
information from estate agents, floor areas are generally given on
a gross internal area basis and where agents and / or valuers think
and converse in terms of values on a ‘per sq ft ‘ basis this is related
to Gross Internal Floor Area. We doubt that agents will change
10

their practices so comparable evidence will continue to be based
on GIA (for example see the large database held by LonRes in
London). We may not being asked to opine on this but we would
support the continuation of the current Code of Measuring
Practice with IPMS being available to be used if specified by the
client. We think that if there was a requirement henceforth for any
measurement of residential to have to be in terms of IPMS this
would be a disaster. It is clear that many Lenders are already
instructing valuers to avoid IPMS where possible and to continue
to provide measurements on the ‘old’ basis and analysis to match.
We think RICS should reflect on this before marching Residential in
to the same situation.
3. ARAI ROMANIA - Cristian Popescu, Romania ; 1. About IPMS 1 We have to take into consideration the situation of a building
which has only pillars and a small staircase as a ground floor...It is
a frequent situation, the free area being used for parking.
Remarks : a. There is no proposed definition for this type of area.
b. Using the existing definitions, if we take into consideration the
"area between walls", the ground floor area will be insignificant.
2. It misses a category - Building area footprint – important for
knowing the specific land occupancy. This is a very important and
useful tool for architects and cadastre engineers, especially for the
definition of specific urban areas properties.
B. PROPOSALS
1. A new definition for the partially open ground floor with the
building structural pillars, few walls and some closed areas.
2. A new category – IPMS 1A - Building area footprint - which is
the area occupied by the building on the land measured in square
units. Could be the projection of the largest upper floor, or the
projection of the first floor.
4. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Yes, in property measurement there
are items having unit in number with number of
components/elements forming that item as a whole needs to be
clarified. These number items have considerable cost impact in
residential unit e.g. Wardrobe, vanity counter, doors, etc.
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5. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; No. In particular having 3
alternative methods of measuring IPMS 3 is very confusing. Having
a single measurement standard is the entire ethos of IPMS as
stated in the introduction and not taking the opportunity to adopt
a single standard is in my view a failure of the document. One of
the options should be adopted and in my view IPMS 3B is the most
appropriate.
The benefit of the concept of taking measurements to the internal
dominant face should be clarified. I can see no reason for this
methodology, this area is not saleable or lettable and no apparent
benefit is stated for measuring this. In my view, this will only mean
that measurement takes longer and in any case an adjustment will
need to be shown to deduct out this area, meaning that measuring
it to start with is abortive effort.
6. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; It’s true that some points have
been clarified compared to the first version but there are still
things that are not so clear:
- Some definitions do not have the same meanings all around the
world (veranda for example) and some drawings should be done to
explain what are the difference between terms which have nearly
the same meanings (for example : a loggia, a balcony, a patio, a
veranda)
- Some diagrams are to complicate and do not focus on the
important aspects that should be magnified to really understand
them. Some colours are still not good and sometimes, walls are
coloured in different ways but they have the same utility. Why do
not use the principles of EUREAL measuring code diagrams to
improve IPMS ?
- The definition and the new diagram of the Internal Dominant
face is still confusing. Talking about portion or section do not
clarify the idea.
- It’s not so clear to know if a column that touch an external wall
will be considered as part of the external wall or as a column inside
the building.
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7. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
All diagrams are clear and understandable.
8. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Yes on the whole we
consider the Draft Residential IPMS to be clear and unambiguous.
It will be difficult in many cases to be able to physically measure
buildings on all the different bases especially IPMS 1 where the
measurements are to the “outer perimeter of external construction
features” and IPMS 3 where it is necessary “to measure to the
centre line of shared walls between occupants”.
This is likely to have a cost implication to our Clients in having to
commission floor plans so that the IPMS floor areas can be
calculated. Is this a justifiable cost?
9. DAVID ROBERTS - Personal Response, UK; Rather than go through
item by item my generic points are as follows:• The concept of IDA is going to add confusion throughout the
sector, clients and agents both will have difficultly adapting to this
as they will not understand the different nuances around this. This
is very important from a development appraisal point of view and
in sales and marketing material
• At early stages of design RIBA stage 1 etc. the IDA may not be
able to be worked out • Historically we quote construction costs on a cost/ft2 basis (
usually either £/GIA or £/NIA) – clients and agents understand this
- if IPMS gets adopted it will get complicated as costs will need to
state which option has been adopted - confusion will occur when
benchmarking with historic buildings and current buildings who
use a different option
• Have designers been consulted on this? And how does this tie in
with using BIM? The designers will need to understand the area
option used in order to build the model to allow for it.
• Could the definition of “Finished surface” clarify whether or not
this includes for applied finishes which may not be know at RIBA
stage 1 and 2 eg does it just include for plasterboard and plaster or
does it also include for additional linings such as timber panelling,
stone cladding, fixed joinery units, dummy walls
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• How are integral and external garages treated? Likewise
conservatory’s and wintergardens
10. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai; We believe
that IPMS Residential Buildings is moving in the right direction but
we would like to see more clarity on various matters before rolling
it out in Dubai. Such matters include: Parking, Common Facilities
and Façade ownership.
11. EXPERT INVEST - Petar Andonov and Kremena Andonova,
Bulgaria; IPMS: Residential Buildings is clear and unambiguous.
12. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; It is inconsistent and lacks
clarity and detail. The diagrams should be included in the contents
list.
13. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All diagrams are clear and
understandable.
14. JLL - Jonathan Smith, UK; The guidance is clear and unambiguous.
The diagrams which take the service provider through each
standard on the basis of a sample apartment and house are useful.
15. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK
; As stated below in
our response to the question regarding “Diagram 18: IPMS 3B Residential Apartment”, when referring to internal perimeter walls
this diagram, there is reference in two places in the “zoom views”
on the diagram to “the centre line” of shared walls / shared shaft
between occupants. Although the colouring on the plan correctly
delineates the occupational areas which are to be measured (i.e.
up to the Finishes Surface of the internal perimeter walls”, the
reference to “the centre line” as highlighted by the zoom views
and is very misleading. As stated below in our response to the
question regarding “Page 8. 2.2.3 Tolerance” we do not consider
that it should not be a requirement to state the degree of
tolerance of the measurements reported. We consider that this
could provide the user of the measurements with a misleading
quantification of the accuracy.
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16. LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; Clarification is
required as to which guidelines agents should use for residential
agency and valuation. The current RICS guide states GIA but
recommends RAG of Appendix 20 which our approved floor plan
contactors use.
17. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; When looking at the
exposure draft we clearly see that improvements have been made
to clarify certain details in the document. However we do have
some suggestions that would contribute clarity of the standards.
We will discuss these point further on in this form.
18.ON THE MARKET - Ed Mead, UK ; What I would say about the
standards, and the issues that confuse most, is twofold.
1. What is a legal minimum ceiling height and should a gross
internal measurement only include legal height space (yes in
my view).
2. Architects need guidance here too. Agent sell and work with
Gross Internal Areas and it's what the public is used to.
Architects still talk Net Saleable Areas and it is confusing.
Anything RICS does needs to be agreed with RBA or we'll be
back at square one.
19. PETER TURNER POWELL- Personal Response, UK; I don’t
understand 3 3 3 IPMS 3A. I don’t understand where it might be
useful or informative.
20. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; It is far from clear in the
present format. The majority of valuers use Gross internal both for
houses or flats. A simplified version with less detail for each
individual standard based on the diagrams would assist
understanding and compliance.
21. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK ; These comments have been
compiled after consideration of the latest exposure draft for IPMS:
Residential Buildings. Having compared the comments of this
response to that of September 2016, we find several instances
where we have repeated ourselves. That either implies that our
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previous comments still stand or that we are not understanding
fully, all aspects of the standard!
Diagrams; The diagrams are good and illustrate the various
residential property types that might be encountered globally –
not easily achieved, but…………We don’t think that all diagrams
collected together at the end of the document works. Much more
benefit would be gained if the text was supported by the diagrams
in a more immediate manner. If the diagrams are to be at the end
of the document, we think that there needs to be more direct
reference to them in the text. And as the diagrams are separated
from the text at the moment, we think that the layout is confusing
with the sequence of section title / plan illustration / diagram
number / summary area details. We don’t see the need of diagram
numbers if section titles are used. At the moment we have section
5.1.1 and Diagram 6 referring to the same plan. It’s not necessary.
If the diagrams were re-located after the relevant text sections,
there would then not be the need for the repeated summary text
for each diagram.
We think that the inclusion of basement plans would help address
issues likely to be encountered there. Staircases and central voids
There appears to be a difference in the treatment of these areas
for IPMS Residential and some conflicting representation. Under
RICS COMP and IPMS: Office Buildings these areas are not
addressed as separate entities but as part of the overall stairwell
and as such are not excluded from GEA/GIA or IPMS 1/IMPS 2.
Under IPMS: Residential it is suggested that these ARE to be
excluded from IPMS 1 and IMPS 2, for whatever reason! (Diags 8,
9, 12, 13). There is no logic to them being considered separately at
all under IPMS 1, as they are interior spaces and IPMS 1 is now
clearly entitled ‘external’ and not concerned with interior building
spaces.
Under the IPMS 2 standard (if the model of IPMS: Office Buildings
is to be followed) we are reporting space type, either combined as
a total or subdivided into Component Areas. And then the conflict
arises as in that Diag 1 that correctly shows the stairwell as a
vertical penetration, Component Area A, without any separate

16

identification of the central staircase void. This is also the case in
Diags 6 and 10.
If there is a need for separate consideration of central staircase
voids, can this not be dealt with under IPMS 3 Residential?
Although it could still be argued that such spaces are indeed within
exclusive occupied property and therefore should not be excluded.
There is more confusion under IPMS 3, in 3.3.2 and the para;
‘The floor area occupied by stairs is only to be included at the
lowest level. All vertical penetrations or voids that are greater than
0.25 m2 are to be excluded from the floor area measurement’
This raises several contradictions if this instruction is to be
followed;
• Are all staircases therefore not vertical penetrations and likely to
be more than 0.25m2 and therefore excluded by this instruction,
irrespective of their level and irrespective that they are in exclusive
use?
• Why are the staircases on Diags 15, 16 and 17 not excluded?
• If there really is a need to have staircases identified separately,
would there be a case to have all staircases in residential
properties as ‘Limited Use Areas’, measured and reported
separately, even though they are in exclusive use?
• Risers with dimensions less than 0.5m x 0.5m are not to be
excluded from IPMS 3 figures?
• Realistically you would never be able to measure the actual hole
of a duct/riser, therefore the measurement should be up to and
inclusive of the wall enclosing features. The IPMS 3B diagrams
should be altered to remove the infill from these walls.
• Is there a case for having risers categorized as Limited Use Areas
too?
22.PRASUN SENGUPTA- Personal Response, India; I would prefer
“common areas” to “common facilities.
23.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; I feel the draft seemed to miss
points of actual guidance that were in the RICS code of measuring
practice, so I feel leaves it more open in parts to interpretation or
personal preference. Particular areas are “the level of tolerance”
what is the level of tolerance?
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“Restricted Height”, what constitutes restricted height, is it
jurisdictional? Where can it be found and clarified? “stairwells”
lack of clarity as to what is measured here, in particular multiple
levels. “Chimney Breasts” measure rooms as if chimney breasts not
present?
24. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; All diagrams are clear
and understandable.
25. RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We think IPMS:
Residential Buildings is clear and unambiguous.
26. RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa,
Malaysia;
• Yes, but depends on the purpose of the measurement
• Yes, the documents achieve the intend to improve market
transparency for consumers
• Yes, its standardize and nothing to argue about when come to
official or legal content, but it is not suitable for lay man to
make a calculation for their own property
• Yes, all the matters that mentioned are cleaned and will be
accepted by consumers.
• Yes, will achieve transparency.
27. SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
Its clear until IPMS 3 ABC. Then gets more complex to understand
initially. This may be simpler to understand for non UK users
however.
28. VOA Patrick Bond, UK; Generally the Residential draft follows the
office paper but not wholly. I do think there is much to be said for
trying to keep all property classes in line for measurement
purposes: more than anything because it is easier for the
practitioner. Lengthy practice statements and guidance are much
less likely to be read and followed than short to the point
guidance. I am encouraged that the paragraphs at the top of this
page seem to suggest the aim is a single standard for all classes.
29. WINKET- Tim de Jonge, Netherlands; It seems clear to me, apart
from my question at page 15 Residential Component Areas.

18

30. YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; All is clear and easily
graspable.
31.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All diagrams are clear and
understandable.
Response Summary: There were 31 responses to this question and a
range of different opinions. On the whole the respondees felt that IPMS
Residential Buildings Exposure Draft was a significant improvement on
the previous consultation document and provided further clarity and
detail. However a number of responders stated that the standard
required further clarification to be fit for purpose and pointed to certain
inconsistencies between the text and floorplans. Further respondees
commented on other matters such as the treatment of
balconies/verandas and vertical penetrations.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and noted
that respondees generally accepted the need for an international
measurement standard though felt some areas required further
clarification in order for the standard to be fit for purpose. The SSC has
spent the past three months discussing these matters, consulting and
revising the document in order to ensure that IPMS Residential Buildings
is fit for purpose prior to publication.
IPMS Residential Buildings includes further revisions to floorplans to
provide further clarification to the text labelling and magnification of key
measurement areas. The SSC has also revised the text to provide greater
detail on the measurement of other Component Areas such as
balconies/ verandas and vertical penetrations.
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Q2. Are there any further concepts that you feel should be introduced
into IPMS: Residential Buildings?
Consultation Responses:
1. ADAIR ASSOCIATES - Justin Sullivan, UK; To
floors areas and construction costs.

define

and

compare

2. AEV- José Manuel Gómez de Miguel, Spain; Yes. Built area with
common components
For cases in which the property is part of a condominium system with
several property owners, the document does not contain any
reference to the proportionate share of the common areas of the
building. The property and the floor area of these common elements
are sharing by the owners.
We believe that this reference is very important, even though the
assignment of the proportional part is left to the different ownership
schemes specified in each Country or region.
It is important because the surface area of these common elements
contribute to knowing not only the characteristics of each unit, but
also crucial elements to identify other attributes thereof, such as
value or construction cost, or additional elements that influence such
attributes, such as the allowable building area on the plot where the
building sits.
3. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; No.
4. ARAI ROMANIA - Cristian Popescu, Romania; About IPMS 1 - We have
to take into consideration the situation of a building which has only
pillars and a small staircase as a ground floor...It is a frequent
situation, the free area being used for parking.
Remarks:
a. There is no proposed definition for this type of area.
b. Using the existing definitions, if we take into consideration the
"area between walls“, the ground floor area will be insignificant.
It misses a category - Building area footprint – important for knowing
the specific land occupancy. This is a very important and useful tool
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for architects and cadastre engineers, especially for the definition of
specific urban areas properties.
B. PROPOSALS
A new definition for the partially open ground floor with the building
structural pillars, few walls and some closed areas.
A new category – IPMS 1A - Building area footprint - which is the area
occupied by the building on the land measured in square units. Could
be the projection of the largest upper floor, or the projection of the
first floor.
5. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; In residential units MEP services
equipment also plays important part in cost & valuation. These have
to be incorporated also. How we conclude/introduce MEP equipment
in Floor Area proportion for the purpose of valuation/property
transaction is a major question?
6. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; The principle that this code can be
used for buildings still in project, under construction, etc means that
we have to clarify in the measurement report:
- How was the measurement done?
- When?
- If using a drawing that has not been done by the person who
measure areas: who did it, reference of the drawing, when?
- Signature of the person and/or company who calculate the area
The idea of things that can’t be measured because they are hidden by
walls or is not integrated in this code. How is it possible to exclude a
shaft if this one is not accessible during the measurement? How is it
possible to define if this shaft represent more or less than 0,25m² if
it’s not visible? For example, in EUREAL code, only shafts and voids
than are visible on site can be excluded
7. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No, we would prefer to have only one IPMS 3 (and maybe conversion
tools for the other countries as annexed). Reason: a standard should
not have versions or applications.
8. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Not as far as we are
aware. (Simplicity is surely a key to any new measures).
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9. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai ; No. However
further clarity is needed as mentioned above.
10. EXPERT INVEST - Petar Andonov and Kremena Andonova, Bulgaria;
No.
11.GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Some conventions would help,
for example, the thickness of a pane of glass.
12.GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No, we would prefer to have only one
IPMS 3 (and maybe conversion tools for the other countries as
annexes). Reason: a standard should not have versions or
applications.
13.JLL - Jonathan Smith, UK; No further concepts required.
14.KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No.
15.LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; It would be useful to
have clarity on whether car port/ open fronted garages should be
included in GIA.
16.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; No.
17.PRASUN SENGUPTA- Personal Response, India; In India for multistorey buildings the following:
Basements. These are generally used for car parking (and therefore
would form part odf a residential unit, engineering, utilities and
related services which would be common to all building occupants
Fire Refuge areas: These would normally be dedicated to certain
floors
Structures such as pump rooms, security cabins, Ground floor/lobby
areas etc
The problem in India particularly in Mumbai is that land is sold based
on the area that can be built. The above need to be factored into the
land component of a flat being sold. Developers add these areas into
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a “super-built up” area which is often abused. Norms need to be fixed
for these.
18.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; In buildings that have swimming
pools and other such areas, should the area of the swimming pool be
included in the GIA and furthermore should it be measured twice?
Circumstance being where a pool can at the flick of a switch be turned
into a ‘dance floor’ by way of a rising platform. Another are that may
be cause of specific clarification would be a subterranean wine cellar
accessed by a hatch in the kitchen.
19.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No, we would prefer to have
only one IPMS 3, a standard should not have versions or applications.
20.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We did not identify any
further concepts that should be introduced.
21.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
Only upon conversion now Malaysia already has its own Uniform
Methods of Measurements of Building (UMMB). Straight adoption of
the IPMS will distort the values of residential properties.
Different work field. For strata properties there will always be legal
documents on the floor area, but landed might not
• IPMS 1
• All
• IPMS 1 & IPMS 2 residential
22.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; I
think breaking the diagrams down to smaller components only
focusing on one point at a time would be helpful.
23.SIRINIVAS MVDS - Srinivas MVDS, India; In measurement reporting, I
feel there should be a mention of deviated areas vis-à-vis approved
plan copies. Have specified in detail in Page 8. 2.2.4 Measurement
Reporting below.
24.VOA Patrick Bond, UK ; See 13.3.3.2 for a possible IPMS 3D
Residential.
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25.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India ; When it is international standard
of measurement, the unit of measurements should be in system of
meter, kilogram and seconds.
Meter—measurement of length, area and cubic contents
Kilogram—Weight of sand, cement etc.
Seconds—In R.M.C. plant for measurement of time.
26.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No, we would prefer to have only one
IPMS 3 (and maybe conversion tools for the other countries as
annexes). Reason: a standard should not have versions or
applications.
Response Summary: There were 26 responses to this question and the
majority of respondees felt that there were no further concepts that
needed to be introduced into IPMS: Residential Buildings. However a
number of respondees felt that further clarification were required for
existing concepts within the standard such as common facilities, parking
areas and the treatment of component areas in multiple use.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received particularly
those in relation to areas requiring further clarification. The SSC have
added further clarification for the treatment of common facilities within
apartment blocks and the standard now states that; “For multi-unit
Buildings, areas in exclusive use and Common Facilities can be stated
separately.” The SSC have also revised the floorplans to include
additional magnifications to provide further clarification within IPMS 3A,
IPMS 3B and IPMS 3 C on the measurement of walls shared between the
area in exclusive occupation and the common area. Further clarification
has also been provided on the treatment of staircase voids and vertical
penetrations. And the standard now states that; “The Floor Area
occupied by stairs is only to be included at the lowest level. All vertical
penetrations or voids that are greater than 0.25m2, including the
enclosing wall, are to be excluded from the Floor Area measurement.”
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Q3. Is there sufficient information to allow you, where necessary, to
interface to existing standards? If not, please state what, if any,
supplementary guidance would assist your organisation or
membership in adopting IPMS: Residential Buildings?
Consultation Responses:
1. AEV- José Manuel Gómez de Miguel, Spain; Yes. We think that there
is sufficient information for this purpose.
2. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; We don’t understand what is meant by
‘interface to existing standards’ – do you mean convert reliably an
existing basis to the IPMS basis ? We can’t see how that will reliably
be possible.
3. ARAI ROMANIA - Cristian Popescu, Romania; About IPMS 1 - We have
to take into consideration the situation of a building which has only
pillars and a small staircase as a ground floor...It is a frequent
situation, the free area being used for parking.
Remarks :
a. There is no proposed definition for this type of area.
b. Using the existing definitions, if we take into consideration the
"area between walls" , the ground floor area will be insignificant.
It misses a category - Building area footprint – important for knowing
the specific land occupancy. This is a very important and useful tool
for architects and cadastre engineers, especially for the definition of
specific urban areas properties.
B. PROPOSALS
A new definition for the partially open ground floor with the building
structural pillars, few walls and some closed areas.
A new category – IPMS 1A - Building area footprint - which is the area
occupied by the building on the land measured in square units. Could
be the projection of the largest upper floor, or the projection of the
first floor.
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4. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Specific parameters for Hidden items
needs to be adopted. They cannot be physically verified but having
cost impact e.g. steel reinforcement, wiring & conducting, piping etc.
5. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; Our organisation tries to implement
our EUEAL measuring Code to make it compliant to IPMS. The fact
that IPMS has specific topics for each buildings categories (residential,
business, industry etc.) is not a good point for us because it makes it
complicated and will generate problems in mixt buildings or buildings
that change between 2 categories during a renovation for example.
6. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; As
already mentioned in the first consultations, IPMS 3c is not applicable
for the German Market (and eventually other Markets) because
Verandas and terraces at ground floor level are not part of IPMS, but
they are part of the German ”Wohnflache" (and to our knowledge
other existing standards) and also IPMS 3C and therefore should be
included in the components.
7. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Yes there should be
sufficient information to be able to interface to the existing standards.
It would be helpful to have a comparison between the IPMS
measurement bases and GEA, GIA, and EFA.
8. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai; No. Please
refer to our letter.
9. EXPERT INVEST - Petar Andonov and Kremena Andonova, Bulgaria;
There is sufficient information to interface to existing standards.
10.GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK ; There are no cross-references to
the RICS Code of Measuring Practice definitions.
11.GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; As already mentioned in the first
consultations, IPMS 3c is not applicable for the German Market (and
eventually other Markets) because Verandas and terraces at ground
floor level are not part of IPMS, but they are part of the German
“Wohnfläche” (and to our knowledge other existing standards) and
also IPMS 3C and therefore should be included in the components.
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12.JLL - Jonathan Smith, UK; There is no reference to how these
standards differ to existing standards, either through use of bullet
points, a table or diagrams. Not considered to be a major problem
however, as both sets of guidance could be reviewed alongside each
other by the service provider.
13.KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; We do not consider that there
would be any need for meaningful interface between IPMS Residential
Buildings and the existing RICS Code of Measuring Practice adopted
within the UK. In our view, it is important - particularly for consumers,
who would be a large user group of IPMS Residential Buildings
measurements – that users are not confused by multiple measuring
standards / dual reporting.
14.LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; We would like to see
clarification as to which guidelines to use for residential agency.
15.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; Yes.
16.PRASUN SENGUPTA- Personal Response, India; As in 2.
17.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; If the IPMS were to be used in
conjunction with the RICS code of measuring practice, specific
guidance and an addendum relating to correct use of IPMS and RICS
code would be beneficial.
18.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; IPMS 3c is not compatible for
the German Market because Verandas and terraces at ground floor
level are not part of IPMS, but they are part of the German
“Wohnfläche”, which is enforced by law to be used in rental contracts.
19.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; The area concept that is
widely used in Portugal regarding residential buildings is coincident
with IPMS 3A, so we think there is enough information to make the
interface between the existing standard and IPMS.
20.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
• Not really applicable as it will be too time and cost consuming.
However it helps us to understand better the concept and logic behind
a measurement.
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• All of the item could be used in any market around the world.
• Applicable if practitioner is going international, the other party is
using the standard.
• IPMS 1 & IPMS 2 for valuation purposes.
• At the moment no as our current uniform standard of measurement
is sufficient and it is relevant to Malaysia market.
21.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; Yes. I
feel I would be comfortable using it given the information provided
this far.
22.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; The information are more than
sufficient.
23.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; As already mentioned in the first
consultations, IPMS 3c is not applicable for the German Market (and
eventually other Markets) because Verandas and terraces at ground
floor level are not part of IPMS, but they are part of the German
“Wohnfläche” (and to our knowledge other existing standards) and
also IPMS 3C and therefore should be included in the components.
Response Summary: There were 23 responses to this question and a
range of different opinions. The majority of respondees felt that IPMS
Residential Buildings could interface with existing measurement
standards. However a number of respondees felt that further revisions
were required such as the creation of a building footprint area and
revisions to IPMS 3A, 3B and 3C to ensure that verandas and terraces
were included within the measurements.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and in
respect of a building footprint area have included definitions for both
Covered Area and Sheltered Area within the standard and have also
revised the standard to state that; “IPMS 1 is to be measured to the
Covered Area.” The standard also incorporates ‘Example 5 - Area
difference from Covered Area’ as a Limited Use Area to ensure IPMS can
interface across markets.
The SSC have also provided further
clarification to IPMS 3A, 3B and 3C so the standard now clearly states
that “Balconies and Verandas in exclusive use” are to have their
measurements included but stated separately and individually.
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Q4. Any Other Comments?
Consultation Responses:
1. AEV- José Manuel Gómez de Miguel, Spain; No comment.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear cut differentiation between Built
up area and saleable area needs to be streamlined. What specific
factors a developer consider to convert built up area into saleable
area needs to be written in black & white. Vision should be
transparent & understandable.
3. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; No consideration appears to have
been given within the document to the consequential impact on
clients existing building portfolios.
Most clients have a desire to see their schemes benchmarked in terms
of area and efficiency against one another and the introduction of a
new method of measurement will mean that they need to re-measure
their entire portfolio to enable this. The prospect of incurring the costs
that will be associated with this will not be palatable.
In addition, the fact that different versions of IPMS exist for varying
building types means that on a mixed-use scheme, more than one
measurement standard will apply. This will cause mass confusion
within clients and design teams alike.
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Due to existing regulations in our and probably other countries IPMS
residential will be used only as a conversion tool to improve
transparency. Hence there is no need for different IPMS 3
applications.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
6. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; The IPMS Residential standards
seem to favour house-builders of, mainly, flats with full height or
nearly full height windows, which does not allow consistent area
comparison with older flats. The simple answer to the question,
“What constitutes floor area?” should be, “Can you stand (part of) a
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piece of furniture on it?” If not, it is a window sill and not floor area.
To qualify as floor area, the sill height should not exceed the
maximum riser height of a step for Building Regulations (220mm) and
must be at least 600mm deep.
Where the standards state that a component area, such as a balcony,
should be “included but stated separately” it must be made clear that
it cannot be included in the total IPMS measurement reported for any
particular standard. For example, “The area of the apartment
measured in accordance with IPMS 3B is 125.01m2 plus a balcony of
6.43m2.” The alternative, “The area of the apartment measured in
accordance with IPMS 3B is 131.44m2 including a balcony” would be
misleading and could distort comparison analysis. For inclusion in
reports it would be helpful to include some sample sentences that
give effect to the intentions of the IPMS standards.
It should be a convention that a pane of glass, whether single or
double glazed should have a width of nil mm. This would not apply to
secondary and triple glazing, where the width would be measure
between the internal and the external surface.
Service Providers should be able to depart from IPMS either partially
or in its entirety with the express agreement of their client whether
the client is a User or Third Party.
7. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; Due to existing regulations in our and
probably other countries IPMS residential will be used only as a
conversion tool to improve transparency. Hence there is no need for
different IPMS 3 applications.
8. JLL - Jonathan Smith, UK; There is currently no reference to ‘winter
gardens’ in this guidance, which are becoming increasingly popular in
new-build and refurbished apartment blocks in London. These are
fully-glazed or covered balconies or garden areas which are usually
thermally insulated and form part of the useable living space within a
residential property all year round. Similarly to conservatories (also
not mentioned in this guidance) under the existing UK guidance we
would include these areas in the Gross Internal Area, but would state
it separately. We accept that reference to winter gardens and
conservatories may confuse international service providers – a
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solution for those working in UK/GB jurisdictions needs to be
provided.
9. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No.
10.PETER TURNER POWELL- Personal Response, UK; The diagrams are
simple and useful and are much the most likely source of confirming
adherence to the standards.
11.PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; We use floor area’s for
calculation of re-instatement costs, value calculations/comparisons
for new builds and existing housing and consistency of measuring
standards is a positive step forward. For new build appraisals GIA’s
are supplied by the architect – I note the absence of the RIBA from the
list of Coalition members. Will they be adopting these standards – if
not will we be expected to re-measure to comply? What of Energy
Assessors and RICS estate agents – will their area’s need to be
compliant?
12.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; When the document is finally
released it would be useful that the pdf version has bookmarks for
each section/sub-section to allow easier navigation through the
document.
13.PRASUN SENGUPTA- Personal Response, India; An opinion should be
taken from each country’s representative body of architects.
14.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Due to existing regulations in
our country IPMS residential will be used only as a conversion tool to
improve transparency. Hence there is no need for different IPMS 3
applications.
15.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; Regarding IPMS 1, we think
that it could be more explicit on how to reflect the existence of attics
and basements, eventually including those areas in IPMS Residential
Component Areas – Component Area H.
16.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
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• The use of Main Floor Area (MFA), Ancillary Floor Area (AFA), EFA,
etc as they are more relevant to our market.
• In our residential market we use the UMMB.
• Yes, I would and I am agreed to become one of part of IPMS
Residential Standards.
• Depth of swimming pool.
• How to measure pool, patio is excluded while balcony is included. In
this matter how we determine the value of them in the total market
value.
As far as my concern, it is good to have an international standard to
uniformise all group of people, however I believe many country /
region has their own understanding in measurement without constant
practice this IPMS might not be commonly practised and act merely
as a standard for the purpose of international practices, except for
some relevant profession i.e. QS.
• No.
17.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; There
needs to be a definition of the measurement in areas of reduced head
height limiting usable space (coombe areas in attic rooms) 1.5m is
stated in Code of measuring practice. I think this should be greater,
say 1.7m. IPMS 2 Any head height areas less than 1.7m should be
stated separately as would have less value and usability.
18.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; When it is international standard
of measurement, the unit of measurements should be in system of
meter, kilogram and seconds.
Meter—measurement of length, area and cubic contents
Kilogram—Weight of sand, cement etc.
Seconds—In R.M.C. plant for measurement of time.
19.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany
"Due to existing regulations in our
and probably other countries IPMS residential will be used only as a
conversion tool to improve transparency. Hence there is no need for
different IPMS 3 applications.
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Response Summary: There were 19 responses to this question.
expressing a range of different opinions. A number of responses advised
on how IPMS Residential Buildings would operate within their market
and said that it would initially operate as a conversion tool to provide
greater market transparency and to aid cross market benchmarking.
Other responses requested further areas of clarification and consultation
with architectural professional bodies to ensure harmonisation of
residential measurement standards.
SSC Rationale: The SSC have revised the standard to provide further
clarification where requested and have also significantly revised the
floorplans to ensure that the standard is end user friendly. The SSC also
accept that initially in many markets IPMS will operate in conjunction
with national standards and will be used to provide greater market
transparency and for benchmarking purposes. Finally not only does the
SSC include specialists in architecture but also a number of architectural
bodies are members of the IPMSC and have participated both formally
and informally within the consultation process.
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Other General Comments?
Consultation Responses:
1. ARAI ROMANIA - Cristian Popescu, Romania; About IPMS 1 - We have
to take into consideration the situation of a building which has only
pillars and a small staircase as a ground floor...It is a frequent
situation, the free area being used for parking.
Remarks:
a. There is no proposed definition for this type of area.
b. Using the existing definitions, if we take into consideration the
""area between walls”, the ground floor area will be insignificant.
2. It misses a category - Building area footprint – important for
knowing the specific land occupancy. This is a very important and
useful tool for architects and cadastre engineers, especially for the
definition of specific urban areas properties .

B. PROPOSALS
A new definition for the partially open ground floor with the building
structural pillars, few walls and some closed areas.
A new category – IPMS 1A - Building area footprint - which is the area
occupied by the building on the land measured in square units. Could
be the projection of the largest upper floor, or the projection of the
first floor.
2. DAVID ROBERTS - Personal Response, UK ; Rather than go through
item by item my generic points are as follows:• The concept of IDA is going to add confusion throughout the sector,
clients and agents both will have difficultly adapting to this as they
will not understand the different nuances around this. This is very
important from a development appraisal point of view and in sales
and marketing material.
• At early stages of design RIBA stage 1 etc the IDA may not be able
to be worked out.
• Historically we quote construction costs on a cost/ft2 basis ( usually
either £/GIA or £/NIA) – clients and agents understand this - if IPMS
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gets adopted it will get complicated as costs will need to state which
option has been adopted - confusion will occur when benchmarking
with historic buildings and current buildings who use a different
option.
• Have designers been consulted on this? And how does this tie in
with using BIM? The designers will need to understand the area
option used in order to build the model to allow for it.
• Could the definition of “Finished surface” clarify whether or not this
includes for applied finishes which may not be know at RIBA stage 1
and 2 e.g. does it just include for plasterboard and plaster or does it
also include for additional linings such as timber panelling, stone
cladding, fixed joinery units, dummy walls.
• How are integral and external garages treated? Likewise
conservatory’s and winter gardens.
3. PLANTER - Kevin J. Klages, UK; I am impressed with how
comprehensive yet flexible the standard appears to be and look
forward to seeing a finished version.
My comments and review reflect comments and I questions I have but
also comments and questions I believe regular real estate
practitioners to have.
1.1 Definitions
• IDF - these are a bit confusing. Could the language be simplified for
more pedestrian users?
• Space Measurement Professional - what is qualification? How do
practitioners qualify, what is standard?
• Temporary Mezzanines - What is deemed temporary, could you
either qualify this or offer an example of a temporary mezzanine?
• Atria - referred to in standard but not defined. Could you please add
Atria to definitions.
Part 3 IPMS Standards
• It comes up constantly with agents and was not completely made
clear in the standard 'how are open spaces to below handled?' If
someone has a 2-storey great room, how is that room handled in each
of the IPMS 1, 2 and 3?
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• The difference between IPMS 3B and IPMS 3C is not completely
clear. Can you either elaborate visually or with a case study to
explain?
Part 4 Technical
• Component Area B2 and B3 - How would someone distinguish what
is structural and non-structural? Agents in particular may not know
the difference but should.
Diagrams
It would be helpful to see an elevation for the 2 dwelling types
(Residential Dwelling) in particular so readers can understand the
space a bit more.
Diagram 3: Residential Dwelling First Floor (and other diagrams
after), there is a white space in the diagram. It does not explain why it
is white. This is confusing and an explanation would be helpful.
4. RICS BULGARIA - Group Response, Bulgaria; Please find below a
comment from RICS Bulgaria, which you can consider a short but
formal response to the consultation.
Concerning the methodology of distribution of the common facilities
among the individual apartments - will it be a good idea to suggest
that those issues be addressed in the IPMS 3 Standard?
What if the building is off-plan - will it need to be physically measured
when it is finished to certify that the measurements pointed in the
contracts are actually provided by the developer?
5. RICS CZECH REPUBLIC - Anonymous, Czech Republic; Please see
below. I don’t know whether you would like to take this on board as
an official response. If yes, I suggest the following entry:
No comments. There are no standards or legislation in the Czech
Republic that would clash, not any specific physical property quirks
that could cause a problem
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If it’s too short to include, then just leave it out and take it for
information.
6. RICS FINLAND - Anonymous, Finland; The fact that there are three
IPMS 3 standards is a bit confusing but understandable taking into
account that there must be several different approaches in this
worldwide.
7. RICS ITALY - Group Response, Italy; I reiterate my doubts about this
standard which is different and more complicated from the offices
one.
The greater opportunity given by a new standard is that it is new. A
standard it is just a new rule which can differ from any local and past
practices. I therefore would have expected the same standard for all
uses.
One standard would have make our lives even more simpler. How
would we measure a multi uses buildings?
8. RICS OCEANIA PROPERTY PROFESSIONAL GROUP - Dermot McGeown,
Jeremy Marsden, Stuart Bridgman & David Torrens, Australia; In
regards to apartment measurement, most lenders require the net
area be measured, which corresponds to IPMS 3B and this works well.
IMPS 3C would take considerably more time than IPMS 3B, and for
valuers out in the field, would reduce their capacity to complete the
number of valuations per day. Excluding the combined area of the
internal walls, we don’t believe this achieves anything. Any other
measurement of apartment areas requires assumptions which could
prove to be incorrect. It is simply not possible for a valuer to measure
the external walls or be able to determine the midpoint of any shared
or common walls for most apartments above ground floor, and as
there is usually some form of retail floor space (sometimes with a
different floor plate to the apartments above), we are often unable to
clearly identify the position of the external walls of the above
apartments from the ground.
In Victoria, as an example, clients require us to measure apartments
at inspection, because unlike most other Australian states, the area of
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apartments are not included on the Plans of subdivision. If they were,
a great deal of frustration would be avoided.
Valuers are rarely provided with plans of subdivision from which we
can scale to calculate the apartment area.
Most developers in Victoria state the area of apartments in their
marketing plans and use the PCA method of measurement (IMPS
3A)as the reported area. This can give rise to disputes at the time of
settlement particularly when apartments are close to the benchmark
areas of 40 sqm and 50 sqm. Many lenders use different lending
criteria above and below each of these areas. The concern arises
when a loan is given preapproval when the off the plan area is
advised as 40sqm but then the valuer goes and measures the (net
area) of the apartment at 37 sqm. The lender may then not even
proceed with the loan.
A recent court case was heard in Melbourne (Birch v Robek Australia
Pty Ltd [2014] VCC 68 )where the purchaser successfully sued a
developer for false advertising (misleading conduct) when she
purchased the apartment thinking it was larger than 40 sqm but
when completed, the bank refused finance because the area proved
to be under 40 sqm. What was interesting here was that the area of
the apartment was calculated by four different methodologies. The
advertised apartment area was 48.5 sqm (included a balcony of 8
sqm) but the four methodologies showed the following variances
from this:
PCA guidelines – 2.07%, Title area – 12.17 %, Internal (net area
including internal walls) - 13.82% and the useable floor space –
16.71%, all less than the advertised area.
Further issues arise when we are required to value an apartment “off
the plan” when we can only use the “developer advised area“ (
usually the PCA area), then 1 month later we inspect the same
apartment, are required to measure it and provide the net area. The
result is two valuation reports on the same apartment with two
different reported areas. (We of course mitigate fall out from this by
clearly advising the lender of this discrepancy within our report.)
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There is no legislative or mandated requirement on developers to
disclose a particular area of apartments when reporting their sale
data to local government and although most, it seems, disclose the
PCA method of area calculation, some are known to include the
balcony and car space as being within the apartment area.
In regards to detached and even semi-detached dwellings, we will
always provide the gross area by measuring from the external face of
the external walls and determining the midpoint of any party wall
(IMPS 3A). This is generally pretty easy to do.
9. RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
As far as my concern, it is good to have an international standard to
uniformise all group of people, however I believe many country /
region has their own understanding in measurement without constant
practice this IPMS might not be commonly practised and act merely
as a standard for the purpose of international practices, except for
some relevant profession i.e. QS.
• No.
10.ULLMAYERSYLVESTER ARCHITECTS - Silvia Ullmayer, UK;
Unfortunately I was unable to download the consultation document,
but I would like to express our support of a simple, plain English,
transparent international property measurement standard. Gross and
net should be clearly defined as a baseline. In addition gross and net
volumes would be desirable, e.g. recognising the quality of double
height spaces.
11.WREXHAM COUNTY COUNCIL - Nic Jones, Wales; I have the following
comments/responses to make as part of the consultation:
• Please clarify the definition of external dominant face. The
structural external leaf may have been retro-fitted with external wall
insulation (EWI) systems. There should be clarity as to whether these
need consideration.
• Out-buildings. Many older premises may have coal houses, external
stores or (former) external WC’s. These may be detached from the
main premises, or attached (but accessed externally). Do these form
part of the new definitions for the former Gross External or Gross
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Internal Floor Areas, or Net lettable floor areas? The definitions need
to mention how these areas should be treated.
• Communal areas: external stores accessed via communal staircases
are usually in the possession of tenants, but are these counted in the
above new definitions? The definitions need to mention how these
areas should be treated.
• Communal areas: rooftop verandas and rooftop clothes drying
areas. Are these specifically included in the definitions? The
definitions need to mention how these areas should be treated.
• Communal areas: some external staircases and open walkways of
blocks of flats have been covered with temporary light-weight
structures/roofs . The definitions need to mention how these areas
should be treated.
• Similarly, some external alleyways between detached outbuildings
or garages and the main structure may have been roofed over using
lightweight components ie retro-fitted. These areas sometimes have
security doors at each end, thus forming an enclosed space, albeit not
part of the habitable area. The definitions need to mention how these
areas should be treated.
• Conservatories and sunrooms (of different construction to the main
fabric) at ground floor and on rooftops. The definitions need to
mention how these areas should be treated.
• Are lightweight car port structures to be included in any of the
definitions?
• How are premises with garages under them (which may not be part
of the tenancy) to be classified under the definitions.
• Some houses, particularly in Australia, are built on stilts/columns,
with the area below the house forming a useful space for bin stores
etc, but not necessarily part of the habitable area. The definitions
need to mention how these areas should be treated.
12.ZOOPLA - Mark Witherspoon, UK; In truth, I don't think that I would
be able to add a lot of value to the document at this stage. All of the
proposals seem eminently sensible and consistent with our
expectations. Given that I'm not a traditional practitioner, my
interest is merely in whether the proposals would impact the
automated valuation models that we currently build. I'm delighted to
confirm that the proposals would have no impact on their operation.
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Response Summary: There were 12 responses to this question. The
responses incorporated a wide range of issues including balconies,
verandas, terraces, private and common areas, IDF and building
footprints.
SSC Rationale: The SSC have revised the existing floor plans and
included magnification of measurement boundary lines to provide
clarification on IDF, sloping walls, roof overhangs. The SSC have also
revised IPMS 1 to incorporate the building footprint within Covered
Area. The revised IPMS: Residential Buildings also incorporates
additional guidance on the measurement of balconies, verandas and
terraces.
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Page 2. Introduction
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Floor Area measurement needs to be
associated with hidden items, services equipment and number items.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Last sentence: We don’t see the need for IPMS 3 A/B/C because all
national standards can be created on the base of the components in
IPMS 1 and 2. Only IPMS 3 B seems to have a further sense, if
demising walls are determined in the standard. Therefore we
recommend to reduce IPMS 3 A/B/C to one version of IPMS 3 (which
would be the former IPMS 3B) according to IPMS office.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai; This comment
was mentioned before. Given that there are no standards setting
body for area measurement in the United Arab Emirates, it is up to
local government bodies such as Dubai Land Department to provide
guidance to the market within its jurisdiction on measurement issues.
We feel it is unfair for the IPMS to exclude the Dubai Land
Department from the list of Coalition members purely because we are
a government entity. Our inclusion would help the IPMS live up to its
name as an “International” standard. Other than Lebanon, the list of
coalition members is void of any names from the Arabic speaking
countries as a result. As you remember, we were the first government
organisation worldwide to publicly support the IPMS.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Immediately following the
contents pages, it would be helpful / user friendly to include an “Index
of Diagrams” showing: Diagrams Numbers together with the
corresponding Diagram Titles and the page number on which the
diagram appear, with a paragraph cross reference where relevant.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany Last sentence; We don´t see the need for
IPMS 3 A/B/C because all national standards can be created on the
base of the components in IPMS 1 and 2. Only IPMS 3 B seems to have
a further sense, if demising walls are determined in the standard.
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Therefore we recommend to reduce IPMS 3 A/B/C to one version of
IPMS 3 (which would be the former IPMS 3B) according to IPMS office.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
9. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Last sentence: We don´t see
the need for IPMS 3 A/B/C because all national standards can be
created on the base of the components in IPMS 1 and 2. We
recommend to reduce IPMS 3 A/B/C to one version of IPMS 3 (which
would be the former IPMS 3B).
10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
• Introduction quite interesting and I am really understand and good
for the people who want to know the difference of measurements
between countries around the world.
12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, Indi; Feel no need to add any further.
14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Last sentence: We don´t see the need
for IPMS 3 A/B/C because all national standards can be created on
the base of the components in IPMS 1 and 2. Only IPMS 3 B seems to
have a further sense, if demising walls are determined in the
standard. Therefore we recommend to reduce IPMS 3 A/B/C to one
version of IPMS 3 (which would be the former IPMS 3B) according to
IPMS office.
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this question and the
majority of respondees felt the introduction was clear and transparent.
SSC Rationale: In preparing the Exposure Draft the SSC have considered
these comments.
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Page 5. 1.1 Definitions
Consultation Responses:
1. AEV- José Manuel Gómez de Miguel, Spain; IDF Wall Portion – When
does a boxed in ‘column’ become part of the wall. If one is presented
with some hollow boxing in, one may suspect that there is column
within, but it could be a duct for example (or both). Interpreting and
applying the IPMS seems to assume that a floor plan is available
which would answer this, but if you are measuring a flat in, say, a
Mansion Block there could be a boxed in protrusion – do you ignore it
assuming it’s a column? Or not? Permanent Mezzanine – what about
a steel structure that is bolted or even welded together that is resting
on the floor – it is not part of the structure of the building but it is
surely more than temporary.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Nicely expressed.
3. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; Internal dominant face – this
definition requires further expansion if it is to be used.
- Clarification of floor level. At early stages of design, floor build ups
are not known therefore what level is the floor measured from?
- Clarification of ceiling level. Once again, at early stages of design the
ceiling void is not known therefore which level is the ceiling level?
Both of the above could affect whether the IDF is above or below 50%.
4. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; Some are still difficult to understand.
Make diagrams to clarify some specific terms such as:
- veranda, patio, balcony, loggia
- catwalks
- mezzanine and temporary mezzanine
- external wall: how is considered the external wall of a building that
touch another building ? How do we have to fix the limit of an
external wall which is used also by the building build next to it?
5. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
The standard should clarify the definition of terraces as an equivalent
to patios. The definition of “decks" is missing.
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6. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
7. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Catwalk” in the context of
residential property is highly unusual but if required should be redefined as an, “Open and external walkway.”
“Common Facilities” include rest rooms and living accommodation for
persons working in the Building.
“Covered Area” is this GEA? Further definition necessary.
“External Wall” should be changed to read, “The enclosing insulated
and / or weatherproof element . . . including windows, walls and
cladding where appropriate.”
“Finished Surface” at end add, “Excluding bulkheads concealing
services where such services are or may be common facilities and/or
are against an external wall or a wall separating occupiers.”
“Floor Area” at end add, “Excluding lift shafts, atria where the void
extends through more than two storeys (that is, not stairwells),
including horizontal gaps between flights of stairs.
“IDF Wall Portion” Diagram 5 refers to “vertical section,” not “vertical
portion.”
“IDF” This notion allows window cills to become floor area. Better to
set a maximum height of the skirting, say the maximum permitted
riser for a stair step (220mm, above which the dominant face would
be the internal surface of the skirting) and minimum depth of cill of,
say, 600mm excluding the width of the skirting.
Window glass should be excluded; what if there is secondary glazing?
Also, a 6 panel set of full-height patio doors with fixed side-lights can
have three different horizontal planes; which of those is the IDF, or is
each plane to be a portion/section?
“IPMS 3” This is not on its own a basis of measurement; only IPMS 3A,
3B and 3C are that.
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“Mezzanine, Permanent Mezzanine, and Temporary Mezzanine.”
Three definitions for a mezzanine indicates that one should be
sufficient, e.g., “An intermediate or partial storey, other than a
catwalk, between the floor levels or roof of a Building and usually but
not necessarily fully or partially open on one or more sides, that is an
integral part of the original structure of a Building or component.” Are
half landings to be treated differently?
“Service Provider” – Lawyers, solicitors, planning consultants should
be included in the definition
“Structure” e.g., a porch? What is the purpose of this? c.f. “Veranda.”
“User” Service employee also? Add “Lender.” Also “Licensee”
“Veranda” e.g., a porch? c.f. “Structure.”
8. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany ; The standard should clarify the
definition of terraces as an equivalent to patios. The definition of
“decks” is missing.
9. JLL - Jonathan Smith, UK; Winter gardens (fully enclosed and
thermally insulated balconies) and conservatories are currently
excluded from this list. Perhaps only UK guidance note on these items
needed.
10.KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; There doesn’t appear to be a
definition of Internal Perimeter Wall.
11.PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; There appears to be very little
difference between IPMS 2 and IPMS 3 – the diagrams 11 and 19
appear identical.
Internal Dominant faces does not reflect the commonly held
understanding of ‘Floor Area’. To include measurement comprising
more than 50% of the floor to ceiling height will cause confusion and
apparent inaccuracy.
12.PLANTER - Kevin J. Klages, UK; 1.1 Definitions
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• IDF - these are a bit confusing. Could the language be simplified for
more pedestrian users?
• Space Measurement Professional - what is qualification? How do
practitioners qualify, what is standard?
• Temporary Mezzanines - What is deemed temporary, could you
either qualify this or offer an example of a temporary mezzanine?
• Atria - referred to in standard but not defined. Could you please add
Atria to definitions.
13.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; No mention of Restricted Height
or Level of Tolerance or Void.
14.RICS FINLAND - Anonymous, Finland; Internal wall as a definition
might be good to be included, because External wall was added. Sum
of component areas B2 + B3 is quite close to internal walls content
but not 100% consistent.
15.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; The standard should clarify
the definition of terraces as an equivalent to patios.
16.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
17.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
18.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
19.VOA Patrick Bond, UK "IPMS2 – Residential; It seems to me it is wrong
as a matter of principle to have different definitions for IPMS1, 2 and
3 for different classes of property. It is simpler if they are standard.
Why does IPMS2 – Residential not mention component-by component
basis as offices does? It seems the component basis has been
transferred from IPMS2 to IPMS1. This seems surprising and
inconsistent. Should it not be for IPMS2- Residential?
IPMS3 – ditto to comments above. It would be best to have the same
definition and adopt the IPMS3 – offices definition.
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Standard Facilities should be mentioned. They exist in blocks of flats
as much as in offices.
20.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Definition of floor area, covered
area etc should be further elaborate by sketches.
21.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; The standard should clarify the
definition of terraces as an equivalent to patios. The definition of
“decks” is missing.
"
Response Summary: There were 21 responses to this question and the
SSC noted that some respondees felt that some of the definitions
required further clarification
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and revised
the definitions to provide further clarification.
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Page 7. 1.2 Aim of the Standards
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; IPMS can interface to existing
measurements’…. Don’t understand what this means- is it saying if
you have one, you can calculate the other? We are not convinced
that is true.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Right, rent & lease of property also
based on measurement.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern, Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; There is a good reason
in having a uniform measurement standard that can be used on a
global basis, but are all markets similar enough to warrant this and is
there really a need for a residential measurement barometer, for
what are generally localised markets.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; None.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
7. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Perhaps a mention of its use for
Land registry purposes (or not) as the case may be.
8. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
9. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; I doubt that there are many
identical residential buildings in different countries where consistency
of measurement is critical. Whereas with commercial/industrial builds
there will be a far greater incidence of identical/very similar buildings.
10. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Perhaps a mention of its use for
Land registry purposes (or not) as the case may be.
11. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
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12.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
13.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
14.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
15. ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this question and the
majority of respondees were in agreement with the aim of the
standards.
SSC Rationale: In preparing the Exposure Draft the SSC have considered
these comments.
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Page 7. 1.3 Use of the Standards
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; The feedback from the commercial arena
is that the lenders don’t want properties measured in terms of IPMS
because the transactions are not being done on that basis and the
comparable evidence is not therefore available with an IPMS based
analysis. We have today received instructions form a very large high
street bank. It appears that the introduction of IPMS is ill advised and
is going to hinder the smooth operation of a currently functioning
market. This is likely to be the same in relation to residential for the
same reasons.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Nicely expressed.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Service Providers should be able
to depart from IPMS on clients’ instructions, which should be a
defence against any disciplinary proceedings for RICS Members.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Perhaps Jurisdictional
agreements could be issued locally ie. Recognised by Land Registry?
9. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
10. RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11. RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
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12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
13. ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 13 responses to this question and a
range of different opinions. On the whole the respondees agreed with
the use of the standards and commented that varying IPMS standards
would be used in different markets.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 8. 2.1 General Principles of Measurement and Calculation
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; 2.1 1 and 2 – this is not true where one is
having to guess the thickness of a wall – it is not being measured and
it is not verifiable. 2.1 3 – the tolerance will be different for linear
measurements and area measurements. The draft does not appear to
recognise that and this could give rise to misleading statements of
accuracy. +/- 2% linear accuracy would be up to +/- 4% area accuracy
we believe.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Basis of measurement should be
clearly mentioned. Some Items are there which cannot be physically
verified (might be hidden) but having major cost impact. So on which
basis we measure such items, should be clearly mentioned. For
example basis of measurement in this case shall be As Built Drawing.
3. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; How can we verify things that can’t be
measured such as some air shafts in existing buildings? The report will
have to explain how the data was collected to make measurements
(by surveying, working on plans done for a project, etc.)
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe ;
It's necessary to require, that the components of IPMS 2 “have to be
stated“, to provide to opportunity of conversion into local standards.
There is no need to document IPMS 3A, 3B and 3C, if there is no use
and comparison with local standards.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
6. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 2.1.3 What is the measurement
tolerance in linear and area terms? 2.1.5 Why cannot this be a
definitive standard, refined from the collective experience of valuing
millions of properties?
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7. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; It´s necessary to require, that the
components of IPMS 2 “have to be stated”, to provide the opportunity
of conversion into local standards. But in our opinion there is no need
to document IPMS 3A, 3B and 3C, if there is no use and comparison
with local standards. Three different standards (A/B/C) would even
counter-act the aim of IPMS Coalition to provide one standard.
8. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; It´s necessary to require, that
the components of IPMS 2 “have to be stated”, to provide the
opportunity of conversion into local standards.
11. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
12.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
13.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
14.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
15.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; When it is international standard
of measurement, the unit of measurements should be in system of
meter, kilogram and seconds.
 Meter—measurement of length, area and cubic contents
 Kilogram—Weight of sand, cement etc.
 Seconds—In R.M.C. plant for measurement of time.
16.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; It´s necessary to require, that the
components of IPMS 2 “have to be stated”, to provide the opportunity
of conversion into local standards. But in our opinion there is no need
to document IPMS 3A, 3B and 3C, if there is no use and comparison
with local standards. Three different standards (A/B/C) would even
counter-act the aim of IPMS Coalition to provide one standard.
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Response Summary: There were 16 responses to this question and the
majority of respondees agreed with the ‘General Principles of
Measurement and Calculation’.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 8. 2.2.1 General
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Yes, but the drawings should be as
built drawing or drawing with latest revision following which unit has
been developed. For structure physical measurements may vary from
actual as finishes items may cover structure.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; The recommendation is
for the IPMS to be supported by computer generated drawings is
beneficial in being able to provide more accurate floor areas although
will have a cost implication. There is also the issue of what to do when
floor plans are not available as it will be difficult to measure on all the
appropriate bases without these being available.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 2.2.1 para 1. Any number of
annotated dimensions will not necessarily assist in the calculation of
area for complex shapes and where through-measurements cannot
be accurately obtained. In such cases, it should be sufficient to take
two long measurements on perpendicular axes and average the
resulting areas calculated digitally by software programmes, such as
Autodesk. 2.2.1 para 3. Make it clear that measurements that will be
used to calculate or verify areas must always be taken on site, except
for desktop or drive-by valuations, unless for a proposed development
(when they must be taken at a subsequent inspection before any
valuation is confirmed).
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; Measurement tolerance –
surely it’s either right or wrong?
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
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9. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
10. RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11. RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
12. SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
Computer generated drawings where possible but time consuming
and will not be achievable in many cases without adding significant
extra time and potential costs to the instruction.
13. YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; No comments.
14. ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and a
range of different opinions.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 8. 2.2.2 Unit of Measurement
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Items having unit in number with
number of components/elements forming that item as a whole, those
elements unit needs to be clarified. These number items have
considerable cost impact in residential unit e.g. Wardrobe, vanity
counter, door.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; None.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good – perhaps an approved
calculation tool on RICS website may be beneficial to set the standard
and consistency.
8. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
9. RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
10.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
11.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; Unit
of measurement must be metric.
12.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; When it is international standard
of measurement, the unit of measurements should be in system of
meter, kilogram and seconds.
 Meter—measurement of length, area and cubic contents
 Kilogram—Weight of sand, cement etc.
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 Seconds—In R.M.C. plant for measurement of time.
13. ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 13 responses to this section.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 8. 2.2.3 Tolerance
Consultation Responses:
1. CAXTONS -Charles Oliver, UK; ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; See
comments above. It should be made clear that this a general
comment relating to all linear measurements, or all area
measurements (or a figure given for each).
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clearly expressed.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; It may be difficult to
accurately determine the degree of tolerance and this will be much
greater if floor plans are not available.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 2.2.3 c.f. responses to 2.1.3 and
2.1.5 supra.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany ; No comments.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; We do not consider that it
should be a requirement to state the degree of tolerance of the
measurement reported. It is generally not possible to accurately
quantify the degree of tolerance in measurement of this nature since
there is no benchmark against which to gauge the tolerance level.
Accordingly, we consider that stating a tolerance could provide the
user of the measurements with a misleading quantification of
accuracy.
8. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; If a degree of tolerance is
stated does that imply the valuation should be regarded as having a
similar degree of tolerance? We there be a Guidance Note on the
degree of tolerance which is deemed acceptable? What will that do
for credibility?
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9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; What is the tolerance – wide
open here to interpretation and preference or “the norm” in a
particular country.
10.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; The required Tolerance is too
low. This will lead to a high time and effort on the one side and a high
potential for leagal disputes on the outcome on the other side.
11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13. SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; 1%
for residential buildings. 0.5% may be more necessary for larger
commercial buildings and external storage/yards where size is the
main factor of providing the valuation.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India ; Tolerance of 2% is reasonable.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to the section on
measurement tolerance and some respondees requested further
guidance on this matter.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and have
revised the section on tolerances within IPMS Residential Buildings to
provide further clarification.
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Page 8. 2.2.4 Measurement Reporting
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; See earlier comments about plans –
valuers are unlikely to get paid for producing plans and there will be
widespread resentment if clients adopt the position (which they may
well do) if they were to adopt IPMS that they expect plans to be
provided going forward. The larger firms may adopt this and the
smaller firms may simply not be able to afford to.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; With coloured drawing & component
area spread sheet, MEP Services equipment should also be introduced
with given abbreviation like A, B, C …. /Or A.1, A.2 or like that during
valuation of building. Services equipment have reasonable cost
impact. Hidden items which cannot be physically verified and finishes
items having unit in numbers should also be tabulated in
measurement reporting.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; It will be difficult to
cross reference the IPMS floor areas report without any floor plans.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 2.2.4 para 1. Change to
“reported to a User or a Third Party.” Banks and other lenders (Third
Parties) need reliance.
2.2.4 para 2. How, exactly, are measurements to be taken of
“proposed developments?”
2.2.4 para 3. Unnecessary.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
7. JLL - Jonathan Smith, UK; Whilst component area breakdowns will be
useful for a property owner, building or quantity surveyor to know, in
practice in the valuation industry we believe that the principal
measurement of interest for an individual property will remain the
total IPMS 3B Internal figure (the Gross Internal Area or Net Saleable
Area under current guidance). This overall figure enables an ease of
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comparison between different properties of a similar nature, analysis
of prices paid on comparable properties, and in some instances the
application of rates per unit of area in order to arrive at Market
Values. The component breakdown will clearly be easier to apply for
new-build properties as this level of detail can be included from the
architect design stage. From an existing stock perspective, this will be
a major change from a residential agent and valuer perspective.
8. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
9. PETER TURNER POWELL- Personal Response, UK; 2 1 3 & 2 2 3To
record the definition on each occasion when carrying out simple tasks
often, for instance in mortgage valuations when calculating
reinstatement costs is onerous and in practice will in all probability
not be followed. It would be more sensible to agree a standard with
the client base centrally which should suffice.
10.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
11.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
12.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
13.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
IPMS: Residential has adopted Level 0, Level 1 and Level 2 to denote
what in some markets would be called ground, first and second floor
and in other markets floor 1, 2 and 3. Will this approach be
understood in your market?
• Yes.
• I think the residential should adopt what in other markets would be
called ground floor, first and second floor because many people
already get used to this terms.
• Yes. It is quite similar concept used by strata titles but with slight
different where strata titles called ground floor as “1”.
• To me all buyers or any persons who are concerned with property
should understand and accept this proposal.
• In our market, we are used to ground, first floor and second floor. I
don’t think this new approach can be understood in our market.
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14.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; This
is on page 9 not 8.This reads as something that should be done in
most cases, this would not be required in many cases where only an
overall size is needed by the user.
15.SIRINIVAS MVDS - Srinivas MVDS, India; In measurement reporting, I
feel there should be a mention of deviations in construction vis-à-vis
approved sanction plans: In India, we witness many properties being
constructed not in accordance with the approved sanction plan.
Deviations can be both horizontal and vertical. Horizontal deviation
can be of two kinds. 1. W.r.t constructed floor area vis-à-vis approved
area; 2. Pertaining to number of units constructed vis-à-vis approved
units per floor. Vertical deviation can be of two kinds 1. Deviation in
terms constructed height of the building. 2. Construction of vertical
unauthorized floors. Apart from the above deviation, we also witness
scenarios of usage violation. Say approved for residential, but
constructed and intended for commercial usage. Some buildings are
constructed without taking prior permission at all/ appropriate
permissions. These details are to be captured.
16.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Agreement with the IPMS.
17.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 17 responses to the section on
measurement reporting.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 9. 2.3 Limited Use Areas
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; MEP service area where equipment or
services are there also required to be earmarked with abbreviations
and stated separately within IPMS reported areas.
2. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; If IPMS is supposed to be a
measurement ‘standard’ the limited use areas need to be defined. i.e.
Example 2 – Areas with limited height - no dimension is stated. How is
a consistent approach to measurement supposed to be adopted
without this being prescribed? This will lead to different assumptions
being made and consequently measurements derived will not be
standard.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 2.3 para 2. Unnecessary, having
regard to para 1 Example 1. IPMS is advanced as a definitive standard
yet here requires separate measurements for the same standard.
Some mistake, surely? c.f. 3.1.2 Measurement Practice infra. Example
2. Unnecessary having regard to para 1. Example 3. Unnecessary
having regard to para 1. Example 4. Unnecessary having regard to
para 1.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; Clarity as to when a
restricted height area, should be included and excluded in residential
sale particulars and valuation.
9. ON THE MARKET - Ed Mead, UK; What I would say about the
standards, and the issues that confuse most, is twofold. What is a
legal minimum ceiling height and should a gross internal
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measurement only include legal height space (yes in my view).
Architects need guidance here too. Agent sell and work with Gross
Internal Areas and it's what the public is used to. Architects still talk
Net Saleable Areas and it is confusing. Anything RICS does needs to be
agreed with RBA or we'll be back at square one.
10.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
11.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
12.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
13.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
14.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
Example 2 needs to be agreed at a figure between 1.50m and 1.8m.
15.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; No comments.
16.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 16 responses on Limited Use Area and
some of the responses required further clarification.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 9. 2.4 Interface Adjustment
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; Further references to ‘Interface’ – we
think this needs explaining as it is not clear.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Right.
3. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; This is too ambiguous. There
should not be the opportunity for ‘varying interpretations’, this surely
this the whole reason for having a measurement ‘standard’? This
section gives effective license to ignore the IPMS standards as long as
you reconcile back to them, if this is the case, surely this defeats the
object of having a standard to start with?
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
6. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 2.4 para 2. “Interface” is
nowhere defined. Do you mean “Finished Surface?” This sentence is
unnecessary unless “interface” is defined and the word “alternative”
precedes the word “interface.” The client might not require the
reconciliation referred to here, so delete “must be detailed” and
replace with “may be explained as appropriate.
7. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
8. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.

67

13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; We agree with IPMS.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 11. Part 3 IPMS Standards
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; The proposed 3 IPMS
Standards are similar to current GEA, GIA and EFA definitions and
thus there is some logic for their intended use.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; None.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. PLANTER - Kevin J. Klages, UK;
• It comes up constantly with agents and was not completely made
clear in the standard 'how are open spaces to below handled?' If
someone has a 2-storey great room, how is that room handled in each
of the IPMS 1, 2 and 3?
• The difference between IPMS 3B and IPMS 3C is not completely
clear. Can you either elaborate visually or with a case study to
explain?
8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; 3.1 IPMS 1 is entitled as being
‘External ‘– the overall external footprint of the building at all floor
levels. Why therefore is there any need to include any mention of
interior components at 3.1.2? Is this not going to be addressed under
IPMS 2? There is no mention of Attics/Garages/Basements until
IPMS3. Treatment if these spaces needs to be defined under IPMS 1 &
2
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
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11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good analysis is arrived at by 1
p.m.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
range of different opinions.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and have
provided further clarification within IPMS Residential Buildings.
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Page 11. IPMS 1 Use
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Yes, it is bench mark for initial budget.
True.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; No
comments.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; This is similar to GEA
but now includes balconies which are stated separately.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; None.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany;

No comments.

6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
8. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
9. RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
10.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
11.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
12.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India;

No comments.

13.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 13 responses to this section and the
majority of responses felt that this was sufficiently clear and no further
clarification was needed.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received within IPMS
Residential Buildings.
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Page 11. 3.1.2 – IPMS 1 Definition
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; We think more needed in relation to
definitions, eg ‘integral part of the building’ and example given of an
external fire escape. Without this, presumably the building cannot be
occupied which we think does make it integral which has the usual
meaning of ‘essential’ or ‘fundamental’. Further references to plans
being available – in most mortgage valuations plans will not be
available or they may be schematic only to give a rough idea of layout
but not sufficiently accurate for this purpose. In the example given of
a basement, if that is a party wall then is that the full thickness or
half? Under ‘Exclusions’ how, for example, would one treat the under
pavement vaults of a period house which contain the boiler and other
plant – is that included or excluded?
2. ARAI ROMANIA - Cristian Popescu, Romania; About IPMS 1 - We have
to take into consideration the situation of a building which has only
pillars and a small staircase as a ground floor...It is a frequent
situation, the free area being used for parking.
Remarks:
a. There is no proposed definition for this type of area.
b. Using the existing definitions, if we take into consideration the
"area between walls" , the ground floor area will be insignificant .
It misses a category - Building area footprint – important for knowing
the specific land occupancy. This is a very important and useful tool
for architects and cadastre engineers, especially for the definition of
specific urban areas properties.
B. PROPOSALS
A new definition for the partially open ground floor with the building
structural pillars, few walls and some closed areas.
A new category – IPMS 1A - Building area footprint - which is the area
occupied by the building on the land measured in square units. Could
be the projection of the largest upper floor, or the projection of the
first floor.

3. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Please update with outer perimeter of
external structure construction feature. Construction may include
façade finishes/other finishes like stone cladding etc. and finish line
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may extend from original built up constructed structure line. Base
detailed sectional drawings might be helpful to track the constructed
outer structure perimeter line.
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; "…
decks at ground level" is an ambiguous description. In Europe decks
are construction features and have to be part of IPMS 1 (e.g. a terrace
at ground level above an underground parking is a deck and naturally
a part of IPMS 1 - equal to verandas). A description of the "centre
line" as a measurement rule should be included in the definition of
IPMS 1.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Definition is clear.
6. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK;
"3.1.2. Measurement Practice. Para 3. is meaningless unless “wall
thickness” is inserted after “basement.”
3.1.2. Inclusions: After “atria” insert “and lift shafts including wall
thickness.” This is partly defined in Component Area A.
3.1.2. Exclusions: After “cooling equipment” insert “enclosures” or
“structures.”
7. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany ; “… decks at ground level” is an
ambiguous description. In Europe decks are construction features and
have to be part of IPMS 1 (e.g. a terrace at ground level above an
underground parking is a deck and naturally a part of IPMS 1 - equal
to verandas). A description of the “centre line” as a measurement rule
should be included in the definition of IPMS 1.
8. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
9. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; The inclusion of separately
measured balconies is welcome. These are now generally
excluded/ignore but can have a significant effect on value.
10.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; 3.1.2 Inclusions - There is no
mention of the need to measure to the centre-line of shared walls
between dwellings as identified in Diags 7, 8, 9 at 5.1.2.
11.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.

73

12.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; “… decks at ground level” is
an ambiguous description. In Europe decks are construction features
and have to be part of IPMS 1 (e.g. a terrace at ground level above an
underground parking is a deck and naturally a part of IPMS 1 - equal
to verandas) A description of the “centre line” as a measurement rule
should be included I the definition of IPMS 1.
13.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal Regarding IPMS 1, we think
that it could be more explicit on how to reflect the existence of attics
and basements, eventually including those areas in IPMS Residential
Component Areas – Component Area H.
14.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
IPMS 1 currently excludes ground floor patios from the total
measurement, as the ground floor is not actually part of the building
structure, although they can be measured and stated separately. A
similar upper floor balcony is however included, as it forms part of the
building structure, albeit is stated separately. Do you have any
comments on this approach?
• Patio should be included in the total measurement because it has its
value.
• To me balcony is enclosed and only accessible when you are
accessible to the inside at the main structure, it is understandable.
• Similar practice in Malaysia.
• Perhaps the definition of gross floor area and built-up area need to
be distinguished. As in Malaysia, a lot of developers are using built-up
area.
15.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; No comments.
16.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; “… decks at ground level” is an
ambiguous description. In Europe decks are construction features and
have to be part of IPMS 1 (e.g. a terrace at ground level above an
underground parking is a deck and naturally a part of IPMS 1 - equal
to verandas).A description of the “centre line” as a measurement rule
should be included in the definition of IPMS 1.
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Response Summary: There were 16 responses to this section and a
number of responses requested further clarification.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and have
provided further clarification within IPMS Residential Buildings and have
revised the Floor Plans to provide further clarification across the
different types of residential buildings (i.e. Residential Dwellings and
Apartments).
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Page 12. 3.2.1 – IPMS 2 Use
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Yes, It may also help the user/
decorator to analyse space use if suits its purpose or to design the
space effectively. Same area with different dimensions has a big
difference and impact on our utility.
2. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
3. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 3.2.1 Typo – “Marketing.” 3.2.1
After “Users” insert “Third Parties.”
4. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany ; There is a typo:” … for benchmarking
and marketing.”
5. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
6. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good – Typo in ‘marketing on line
3’.
7. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
8. RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
9. RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
10.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
11.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; No comments.
12.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; "There is a typo:” … for benchmarking
and marketing.”
Response Summary: There were 12 responses to this section.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 12. 3.2.2 – IPMS 2 Definition
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; What does …’to the internal Dominant
Face for external construction features’ mean (is it meant to say
‘internal construction features’?
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Right.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
No comments.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Similar to GIA but
introduces the concept of “Internal Dominant Face” to clarify when to
measure to wall face and when to measure to window face.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK ; 3.2.2. c.f. earlier comments on
Definitions.
3.2.2 – Measurement Practice – Surely IPMS1 minus Component Area
B1 (External Wall) equals IPMS 2? Also if a Service Provider is asked to
measure to IPMS 2 (ie to the IDF), why is it necessary measure
Component Area B1
3.2.2. Inclusions: c.f. 3.1.2. supra.
3.2.2. Exclusions: after “atrium” insert “lift shaft(s).” This is partly
defined in Component Area A. See also the comments on Diagram 18
infra.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; We think it is not in accordance
with the definition of IPMS 2 to include balconies and verandas,
because IPMS 2 is used for measuring internal area. We therefore
suggest to exclude these areas and to state them separately when
desired.
9. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; There seems to be little
difference between IPMS 2 and IPMS 3B?
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10.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; 3.2.2 Exclusions - No mention
made of stairway void that features large on 5.2.2 Diags 11 and 12.
Component B1 is mentioned, but not defined until Page 15! If you’re
going to introduce components they should be defined prior to being
mentioned.
11.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
12.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
13.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
14.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
15.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
16.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Given definition by IPMS are
sufficient
17.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; No comments.
Response Summary: There were 17 responses to this section and the
majority of respondees suggested no further revisions.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 13. 3.3.2 – Definition
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UKALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK; "Floor area
occupied by stairs is only to be included at the lowest level. Does
that mean ‘stairs’ or the stairwell which may well be different? So,
in a five storey house, the area of the stairs is included only at the
lowest level. In some houses there is a narrow flight of stairs from
basement to ground floor and a much wider grand staircase on the
upper floors – how would this be measured as strict application of
the statement will, we believe, give a misleading answer. Vertical
penetrations of more than 0.25 m2 are to be excluded but these
are likely to be ‘boxed in’ so one won’t be able to see how big the
vertical penetration is and therefore whether or not to exclude it?
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Please simplify measurement
practice head in this section.
3. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; The opening definition states
that IPMS 3 – residential is ‘The floor area available on an exclusive
basis to an occupier’.
- Under IPMS 3A how does the inclusion of the area covered by
external wall thickness fall under this definition?
- Likewise internal wall thickness
- Likewise area outside of front door (diagram 15)
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
There is no logic in the structure of IPMS 3, because all variations of
an exclusive occupation can be generated by the components. If
ever necessary, IPMS 3B could provide an application for countries
without an own national standard. IPMS 3 B would follow the same
sustematic like IPMS in office buildings.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
6. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK;
3.3.2. Measurement Practice para 2. After “Users” insert “and Third
Parties.” 3.3.2. Measurement Practice para 3. Typo – delete “for”
insert “of” 3.3.2. Measurement Practice para 3. This paragraph
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requires a preceding sentence, to the effect that, “IPMS 3 may not be
referred to at any time without the appropriate suffix; 3A, 3B or 3C. It
is not permitted for Service Providers to refer to any measurement as
being “calculated in accordance with IPMS 3”. Possible potential
cross-over between IPMS 1 and IPMS 3A, where the building being
measured under IPMS 3A is in exclusive occupation? 3.3.2.
Measurement Practice para 4. It is not agreed that the floor area
occupied by stairs is only to be included at the lowest level. It is noted
that the stairs are included on Diagram 20 on all floors. Areas to be
included only at the lowest level should include lift shafts (including
wall thickness), gaps between staircases, and atria. These are caught
by the >0.25m2 rule. It should be made clear that the first 0.25m2
cannot be added back.
7. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany;

No comments.

8. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; In the section headed
“Measurement Practice”, paragraph 3, the sentence which reads
“Note that internal wall or columns are to be ignored in IPMS 3A –
Residential and IPMS 3B – Residential” the word “ignored” is
ambiguous. It would be clearer in our view to use the word
“included”.
9. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; We strongly advise to clarify
the definition of vertical penetrations, staircase openings and voids.
In the diagrams on page 33 to 43 it is suggested that the staircase
is included and the void is not. It is unclear why the staircase on
level 1 and 2 opening is included, while the text suggests this
should only be done if smaller than 0.25 m². Moreover it is unclear
whether or not staircases and voids combined should be considered
as one. To avoid a lack of clarity and to increase efficiency we
suggest to only exclude vertical penetrations area when:
- The opening is larger than 4.0 m² for staircases, voids or the two
combined;
- The opening is larger than 0.25m² for other vertical penetrations
such as shafts and ducts.
10.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; ‘The floor area occupied by
stairs is only to be included at the lowest level. All vertical
penetrations or voids that are greater than 0.25 m2 are to be
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excluded from the floor area measurement’. This raises several
contradictions if this instruction is to be followed;
• Are all staircases therefore defined as vertical penetrations and
likely to be more than 0.25m2 and therefore to be excluded under
this condition, irrespective of the floor level and regardless of the
fact that they are in exclusive use?
• Why are the staircases on Diags 15, 16 and 17 therefore not
excluded?
• If there really is a need to have staircases identified separately,
would there be a case to have all staircases in residential properties
as ‘Limited Use Areas’, measured and reported separately, even
though they are in exclusive use?
• Risers with dimensions less than 0.5m x 0.5m are not to be
excluded from IPMS 3 figures?
• Is there a case for having risers categorized as Limited Use Areas
too?
11.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
12.RICS FINLAND - Anonymous, Finland; Could you please check on
page 13 in 3.3.2 Definition where the text refers to IPMS 3A and
IPMS 3B when ignoring internal walls or columns, but diagrams 14,
18 and 22 show the opposite: they are ignored in IPMS 3C. And in
IPMS 3B they are ignored in case of structural walls between
apartments (but not inside an apartment). The above comment in
case “ignored” means not taken into account in the area.
13.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
14.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
15.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
16.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
17.VOA Patrick Bond, UK; IPMS3 Residential. This seems to be very
complicated. The idea seems now to be to regard the IPMS3
family as an ‘occupier’s area’ rather than a net floorspace area.
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This is different from IPMS3 offices which was very definitely a net
area although referred to as an occupier’s area. In the fourth
paragraph it says depending on whether IPMS3A, B or C is used the
measurement may be taken from either the internal finished
surface or the Internal Dominant Face. This seems to be incorrect
as in 3.3.3 it talks about measurements for IPMS3A being taken
from the outer face of the external wall rather than an internal
finish. IPMS3A Residential seems more appropriately a subset of
IPMS1as it starts from the exterior face. It does not sit well with
IPMS3 which for offices has been very much the net area from
internal dominant face net of service/common areas. This will
cause confusion. It appears not to quite be IPMS1 as there is some
variation in how the measurement and recording of items (e.g.
limited use areas is required). It would be helpful if exactly the
same format was used between IPMS1 and IPMS3A to assist in
seeing what is different (if anything). IPMS3A seems to me
completely unnecessary and confusing given it is (or virtually is)
IPMS1. The only difference seems to be it is for an occupier. It may
be this is a rather contorted attempt to keep IPMS3 as an occupier
area even if measurement includes external walls. With flats this
would exclude common parts but for houses they would be the
same. IPMS3 is defined as being the ‘occupation of floor areas in
exclusive use’ IPMS3A talks about ‘areas in exclusive occupation’
rather than ‘floor areas.’ I rather think it shows IPMS3A does not
belong in IPMS3 as it seems to be recognised it is not dealing with
just a ‘floor area.’ This all rather shows up IPMS in relation to the
logical simplicity of the RICS Code of Measuring Practice running
from gross external, through gross internal to a net area. IPMS3B
Residential seems in line with IPMS3 Offices and can be seen as
‘true’ IPMS3. IPMS3C Residential is out of line with IPMS3 Offices
but more in line with RICS Code of Measuring Practice definition of
‘NIA.’ Unsurprisingly I approve of this but again think it strange to
not simply have one IPMS3. A normal measurement for flats in the
UK is ‘Effective Floor Area’ which is the net area taken from the
internal wall finishes for each room but excluding corridors,
bathrooms and the like. It is basically a summation of living space.
This would make a useful IPMS3D albeit the internal dominant face
would need to be used because that (peculiar and unsatisfactory)
base is normal for IPMS. Probably, though, in most flats IDF will be
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the internal wall surface anyway. This IPMS3D would be closest to
IPMS3 Offices because it would exclude lavatories and wash rooms.
18.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Given definition by IPMS are
sufficient.
19.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; There is no logic in the structure of
IPMS 3, because all variations of an exclusive occupation can be
generated by the components. If ever necessary, IPMS 3 B could
provide an application for countries without an own national
standard. IPMS 3 (B) would follow the same systematic like IPMS 3
in office buildings.
Response Summary: There were 19 responses to this question.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 13. 3.3.3 – IPMS 3A
Consultation Responses:
1. ALLSOP - Martin Angel, UKALLSOP - Martin Angel, UK ; In a Mansion
Block, how can you possibly know how thick the shared walls are?
They could be party walls with the next door building. Suppose you
are measuring a flat which backs in part onto another flat but you can
work out that a further part backs onto the communal staircase and
communal lift. Without plans, how can you work out how much of the
wall should be measured to the centre line (a guess) and how much
should be measured to the Finished Surface? This then becomes not a
measurement but a guess and it makes expression of accuracy /
tolerance impossible – ask a scientist. We think this has the capacity
to make the profession appear naive.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; MEP service area may also come so
please clearly mention the service areas/equipment separately and
individually.
3. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; IMPA 3A is supposed to be the area
in ‘exclusive occupation’. Under this method all of the structure is
included but voids and penetrations (above 0.25m²) are not. The
external wall is deemed in ‘exclusive occupation’ but clear air in a void
is not. I cannot see any benefit in measuring the total area
consequently derived.
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
There is no logic in the structure of IPMS 3, because all variations of
an exclusive occupation can be generated by the components. If ever
necessary, IPMS 3B could provide an application for countries without
an own national standard. IPMS 3 B would follow the same
systematic like IPMS in office buildings.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Seems to be equivalent
to the aggregate of IPMS 1 of the individual flats less the common
areas and not sure if we need another sub definition.
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6. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai; This is the
most suitable definition to Dubai. Please kindly refer to our letter.
7. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 3.3.3. Attics, basements and
cellars” need to be defined as opposed to, say, loft conversions, roof
spaces and lower ground floors. Consider including vaults, and define
them (for example, pavement vaults). Tie in a definition of that would
also cover “Limited Use Areas” (see below). It would not be
appropriate or practical in many cases to state the measurements of
an attic or roof space. 3.3.3. Enclosed garages. This would benefit
from definition and distinction. For example, is the enclosed garage to
be stated separately if it is detached, has living accommodation
included, is integral, attached, and has access, or no access, from
inside the residential unit. 3.3.3. “Limited Use Areas.” These are
nowhere defined. The Code of Measuring Practice refers to areas
<1500mm +FFL and this could be adopted, including for areas
beneath walls that are not vertical. Access height can also render a
higher component area of limited use. Where access is less than
1,981mm +FFL high x 686mm wide and/or with a threshold in excess
of 220mm +FFL the component area beyond should be classified as a
Limited Use Area and stated separately. This would apply also if the
access is a hatch in the ceiling or the floor. 3.3.3. Staircase openings
and voids >0.25m2. This should refer to “other than at the lowest
level” to be consistent with 3.3.2. para 4. The standards also should
provide guidance as to how much of the staircase is to be included in,
for example, a first floor flat where the staircase in exclusive use rises
from the ground floor/lowest level.
8. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany;

No comments.

9. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
10.NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; We think it will lead to more
uniformity when walls shared with common facilities will be
measured to the centre line. We suggest to exclude balconies and
verandas and to place them in the category ‘measurements excluded
but which may be stated separately and individually’.
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11.PETER TURNER POWELL- Personal Response, UK; I don’t understand 3
3 3 IPMS 3A. I don’t understand where it might be useful or
informative.
12.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; 3.3.3 How does IPMS 3A
Residential Dwelling differ from IPMS 1, and if they are identical (as
they appear to be) why do we need both?
13.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
14.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
15.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal We have no comments.
16.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
17.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
18.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India;

No comments.

19.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; There is no logic in the structure of
IPMS 3, because all variations of an exclusive occupation can be
generated by the components. If ever necessary, IPMS 3 B could
provide an application for countries without an own national
standard. IPMS 3 (B) would follow the same systematic like IPMS 3 in
office buildings.
Response Summary: There were 19 responses to this section.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and have
revised some of the text and the floorplans within IPMS Residential
Buildings to provide further clarification.
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Page 14. 3.3.4 – IPMS 3B
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; MEP service area may also come so
please clearly mention the service areas/equipment separately and
individually.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
There is no logic in the structure of IPMS 3, because all variations of
an exclusive occupation can be generated by the components. If ever
necessary, IPMS 3B could provide an application for countries without
an own national standard. IPMS 3 B would follow the same
systematic like IPMS in office buildings.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Again seems to be
equivalent to IPMS 2 of the individual flats less the common areas and
again not sure if we need another sub definition.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 3.3.4 See 3.3.1 – 3.3.3 et seq.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany;

No comments.

6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments. Please see
comments below regarding Diagram 18.
7. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; As state in 3.3.3 we suggest to
exclude balconies and verandas and to place them in the category
‘measurements excluded but which may be stated separately and
individually’. We also suggest to place the limited use area in the
category ‘measurements excluded but which may be stated
separately and individually’. This is important to make the IPMS-3B
useful for valuation purposes because limited use areas have little or
no influence on the value of the property. When areas with limited
use are excluded but stated separately we would avoid the risk of
giving incorrect expectations about the usable size of the property.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
9. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
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10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; No comments.
14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; There is no logic in the structure of
IPMS 3, because all variations of an exclusive occupation can be
generated by the components. If ever necessary, IPMS 3 B could
provide an application for countries without an own national
standard. IPMS 3 (B) would follow the same systematic like IPMS 3 in
office buildings.
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and some
of the responses required further clarification.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and have
revised some of the text and the floorplans within IPMS Residential
Buildings to provide further clarification.
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Page 14. 3.3.5 – IPMS 3C
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; MEP service area may also come so
please clearly mention the service areas/equipment separately and
individually.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
There is no logic in the structure of IPMS 3, because all variations of
an exclusive occupation can be generated by the components. If ever
necessary, IPMS 3B could provide an application for countries without
an own national standard. IPMS 3 B would follow the same
systematic like IPMS in office buildings.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Seems to be similar to
EFA but includes balconies which have to be stated separately.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK ; 3.3.5 See 3.3.1 – 3.3.4 et seq.
Insert “permanent or part of the original structure” between
“occupied by” and “full height.” Temporary and non-loadbearing
partitions, including full height glazed partitions, should not be
excluded.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; No comments.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; "As state in 3.3.3 we suggest to
exclude balconies and verandas and to place them in the category
‘measurements excluded but which may be stated separately and
individually’. We also suggest to place the limited use area in the
category ‘measurements excluded but which may be stated
separately and individually’. This is important to make the IPMS-3B
useful for valuation purposes because limited use areas have little or
no influence on the value of the property. When areas with limited
use are excluded but stated separately we would avoid the risk of
giving incorrect expectations about the usable size of the property.
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8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
9. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; No comments.
10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India;

No comments.

14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; There is no logic in the structure of
IPMS 3, because all variations of an exclusive occupation can be
generated by the components. If ever necessary, IPMS 3 B could
provide an application for countries without an own national
standard. IPMS 3 (B) would follow the same systematic like IPMS 3 in
office buildings.
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and some
of the responses required further clarification.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and have
revised some of the text and the floorplans within IPMS Residential
Buildings to provide further clarification.
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Page 15. 4.1 – IPMS Residential Component Areas
Consultation Responses:
1. AEV- José Manuel Gómez de Miguel, Spain; Measurement practice in
Spain does not take into account vertical elements of less than 0.01
m2 in the calculation of floor area. The proposal in the document only
excludes defined Vertical penetrations occupying 0.25 m2, which
seems excessive, also for architectural reasons of use of floor space.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; As MEP equipment also plays vital role
in building cost & valuation so these should be highlighted with
numbers or alphabets like A.1, A.2 etc. For hidden items and finishes
items having unit in numbers some alternative symbols/abbreviations
needs to be developed and should be given space in measurement
reporting.
3. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; Why 4 apartments are shown? It
should be better to focus on 1 apartment and to show details. For
example: why few doors inside apartments are coloured in pink and
sometime, not?
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE - Bjoern.Christmann, Europe;
Definition of Component A: "…any penetration less than 0.25m2 is to
be disregarded" - this has to be deleted, because this is not a matter
of the components - it's a matter of the measurement rules like IDF.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Whilst process seem
logical although it may be difficult to implement in practice and
perhaps area best calculated by an architect.
6. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai ; We would
welcome guidance on how consider component common areas and
how it works with IPMS 3A.
7. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Page 16, lines 3 and 4. Change
to “be classified as private (being reserved exclusively for one
occupier), or public (being available for the use of several occupiers).”
Page 16, line 7. Add “In addition, the following storey numbering
should be added in square brackets after the local market practice:
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Ground or street (public entrance) level [0]
Lower ground or cellar/first basement [-1]
Second basement [-2] etc.
First storey above ground or street level [+1]
Second storey above, etc., [+2] etc.
This is the IPMS system adopted in Section 4.2.
Diagram 1 It is impractical to suggest that these areas can be
measured on site using a single handheld laser measuring device or
tape measure. It should not be necessary ever to state these
individual Component Areas for a single unit: a house or a flat.
Cross reference to component key at para 4.1:
Component Area A. These need to include the thickness of the
surrounding walls. In the comments, “other than at the lowest level in
exclusive use” needs to be added after “disregarded.”
Component Area B1. OK, subject to the earlier comments concerning
windows.
Component Area B2. OK for walls separating occupiers, although
measurement would not normally be possible. For wall areas
enclosing discrete components, the component area, i.e., A, B3, C, or
D should include the wall thickness (B2).
Component Area B3. See B2. Embedded structural columns (B2)
cannot be measured.
Component Area C. See B2.
Component Area D. See B2.9
Component Area E. No plan. No comment.
Component Area G. This should exclude areas A and C but include B3.
See also comments on B2.
Component Area H. The hatching on Diagram 1 does not match the
hatching on the key.
8. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany "Definition of Component A: “… any
penetration of less than 0.25 m² is to be disregarded” – this has to be
deleted, because this is not a matter of the components – it´s a
matter of the measurement rules like IDF.To reach the aim of
conversation of national measurement standards into IPMS or into
other standards we suggest to provide an additional component for
demising walls. (component B2-1?) We suggest to include terraces
and verandas also in component Area H. We also ask for a changing
of the description of Area H: “Areas within Component Area H are
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mainly available for direct residential related use. If not there are
ancillary.”
9. JLL - Jonathan Smith, UK; Very detailed. Useful to have, but more use
to owners or building/quantity surveyors than valuers.
10.KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
11.PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; Cannot comment as this is not
a form of measurement I would use as a general practise surveyor.
12.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; We think that this Part 4 ought
to precede current Part 3. For the purposes of reproducing the
suggested colours accurately, the RGB numbers would be useful
guidance.
13.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good but – the colours may be
too similar if printed on a poor quality printer or one low on ink.
(Purple/dark red/red/light pink) and (light green/dark green).
14.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
15.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
16.WINKET- Tim de Jonge, Netherlands; Not all Component Areas may
be interpreted as being of the same level of aggregation: Especially
the allocation of space to Hygiene Areas, Circulation Areas, Amenities
and Living Space could be problematic. For instance Amenities, like
day-care or fitness, tend to have their own toilet facilities and/or
shower rooms. The same for Living Space. Also, Amenities and Living
Space could comprise internal Circulation Areas. At least something
should be stated about how to deal with the allocation in cases as
described here above.
17.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India;

Good analysed by IPMS.

18.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Definition of Component A: “… any
penetration of less than 0.25 m² is to be disregarded” – this has to be
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deleted, because this is not a matter of the components – it´s a
matter of the measurement rules like IDF. To reach the aim of
conversation of national measurement standards into IPMS or into
other standards we suggest to provide an additional component for
demising walls. (component B2-1?) We suggest to include terraces
and verandas also in component Area H. We also ask for a changing
of the description of Area H: “Areas within Component Area H are
mainly available for direct residential related use. If not there are
ancillary.”
Response Summary: There were 18 responses to this section and a
number of responses have requested further clarification.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments and revised some of the text to provide
further clarification regarding the Component Areas.
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Page 18. Diagram 2: Residential Dwelling Ground Floor Component
Areas
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Colour coding is excellent. Provision for
MEP services equipment should also be there.
2. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; It should be explain why the shaft is
coloured in purple and there should be a smaller one coloured in blue.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Diagram 2. See comments on
Diagram 1.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; Part 4 Technical. Component
Area B2 and B3 - How would someone distinguish what is structural
and non-structural? Agents in particular may not know the difference
but should.
9. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; Staircase is a vertical
penetration and should be coloured purple.
10. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
11.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

12. RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
13. RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
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14. YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good analysed by IPMS.
15. ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 18. Diagram 3: Residential Dwelling First Floor Component Areas
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Colour coding is excellent. Provision for
MEP services equipment should also be there.
2. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; It should be explain why the shaft is
coloured in purple and there should be a smaller one coloured in blue.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Diagram 3. See comments on
Diagram 2 and regarding paragraphs 3.3.2 et seq. and Component B2
et seq. Chimney breasts and flues should be included.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible;
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; Diagrams- It would be helpful
to see an elevation for the 2 dwelling types (Residential Dwelling) in
particular so readers can understand the space a bit more. Diagram 3:
Residential Dwelling First Floor (and other diagrams after), there is a
white space in the diagram. It does not explain why it is white. This is
confusing and an explanation would be helpful.
9. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; We challenge the proposal to
treat the staircase central void separately and not as part of
Component A, a vertical penetration.
10.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
11.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible;

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

12.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
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13.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
14.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
15.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good analysed by IPMS.
16.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 16 responses to this section.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 19 Diagram 4: Residential Dwelling Second Floor Component
Areas
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Colour coding is excellent. Provision for
MEP services equipment should also be there.
2. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; Why the wall around the shaft is
coloured in pink in this diagram but not on the others?
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE - Bjoern. Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Diagram 4. See above and
comments on Component Area H. 4.3 Internal Dominant Face. The
IPMS Residential standards seem to favour house-builders of, mainly,
flats with full height or nearly full height windows, which does not
allow consistent area comparison with older flats. The simple answer
to the questions, “What constitutes floor area?” should be, “Can you
stand (part of) a piece of furniture on it?” If not, it is a window cill and
not floor area. To qualify as floor area, the cill height should not
exceed the maximum riser height of a step for Building Regulations
(220mm) and must be at least 600mm deep.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany;

All clear and comprehensible.

7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
9. RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
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12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good analysed by IPMS.
14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 20. Sample Spreadsheet for Component Areas
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Separate head for MEP services
/equipment provision should be there in spread sheet.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Whilst the concept is
understood this exercise will be time consuming and will add to the
cost of any survey and will on a valuation perspective not add any
particular value.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 4.2 Sample spreadsheet for
Component Areas. It should not be necessary ever to state these for a
single unit: a house or a flat.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
6. JLL - Jonathan Smith, UK; Very detailed. Practicality issues may be
experienced for providing these breakdowns on existing stock.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; We have found that the spread
sheet in this orientation does not work. It becomes unwieldy when
more floors are added.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
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13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good analysed by IPMS.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these comments.
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Page 22. 4.3 Internal Dominant Face
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Do we have some scope for ceiling
sections also to be incorporated and standardised for this face?
2. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; As per my comment against 5.1.1,
further clarification is required. At early design stages, floor and
ceiling levels are not known and in addition, neither is external wall
build up. Often, initial measurement needs to be undertaken in the
absence of this information, where is the external dominant face in
this instance? Where the IDF is able to be defined as is over 50% of
the surface area, the measurement derived is not useable. I have
never come across an instance where the area occupied by glazed
framing has been required or asked for and this area is not saleable,
rentable or otherwise. This will add additional time and effort in
measurement, (and incur clients increased costs), to produce areas
that are overstated when compared with GIA and NIA under Code of
Measurement Practice 6th Edition. Section 2.3 Example 1 highlights
the likely need to show this area separately as being of ‘Limited Use’,
as I cannot see within the document any highlighted benefit in
measuring this area, why is it measured at all?
3. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; It’s often not so clear in reality to
know if a column near an external wall of if it’s make directly part to
the external wall. Page 23. Diagram 5: Internal Dominant Face
Change “Section” by “Portion”. Even in this case, it’s not so clear that
the column is not included in the external wall! Is should be good to
make a diagram which shows an example of a wall which is not
vertical or which do not have an internal dominant face
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; The definition and
concept is clear.
6. DAVID ROBERTS - Personal Response, UK ; Rather than go through
item by item my generic points are as follows:-
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• The concept of IDA is going to add confusion throughout the sector,
clients and agents both will have difficultly adapting to this as they
will not understand the different nuances around this. This is very
important from a development appraisal point of view and in sales
and marketing material
• At early stages of design RIBA stage 1 etc the IDA may not be able
to be worked out • Historically we quote construction costs on a cost/ft2 basis ( usually
either £/GIA or £/NIA) – clients and agents understand this - if IPMS
gets adopted it will get complicated as costs will need to state which
option has been adopted - confusion will occur when benchmarking
with historic buildings and current buildings who use a different
option
• Have designers been consulted on this? And how does this tie in
with using BIM? The designers will need to understand the area
option used in order to build the model to allow for it.
• Could the definition of “Finished surface” clarify whether or not this
includes for applied finishes which may not be know at RIBA stage 1
and 2 eg does it just include for plasterboard and plaster or does it
also include for additional linings such as timber panelling, stone
cladding, fixed joinery units, dummy walls
• How are integral and external garages treated? Likewise
conservatory’s and winter gardens
7. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; 4.3 Internal Dominant Face. The
IPMS Residential standards seem to favour house-builders of, mainly,
flats with full height or nearly full height windows, which does not
allow consistent area comparison with older flats. The simple answer
to the questions, “What constitutes floor area?” should be, “Can you
stand (part of) a piece of furniture on it?” If not, it is a window cill
and not floor area. To qualify as floor area, the cill height should not
exceed the maximum riser height of a step for Building Regulations
(220mm) and must be at least 600mm deep.
8. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
9. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
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10.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; We don’t think that the new
definition is any clearer. Internal Dominant Portions do not feature on
Diag 5. IDP is the term used by BOMA. Is it the same definition or is
there risk of confusion here? Does the term ‘adjacent’ imply
horizontally or vertically or both?
11.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
12.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

13.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
14.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia
Q5. IPMS: Residential Buildings has adopted Internal Dominant Face
in order to maintain consistency across all IPMS Standards. Please
advise whether you support this or whether you have an alternative
proposal and if so what is it and why? How would you address the
resulting inconsistency with IPMS Office Buildings?
• My opinion is, we should measure the internal dominant face
without considering the materials used like concrete walls or glass
• This is quite good because there will be a consistency between all
IPMS standard across all standards
• It sounds logic to me and easy to standardize all group of people
• I agreed because every country has different measurement standard
• Yes, agreed
Q6. Are the explanatory diagrams and text description for Internal
Dominant Face sufficient? If not, what specific diagrams or
explanation do you require?
• Sufficient
• Yes. It is sufficient for me
• It’s clear and good
• It was cleared and I understand what there means
• Yes
• Yes
15.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
16.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India;

Good analysed by IPMS.
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17.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 17 responses to this section and some
respondees requested further guidance on this matter.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and have
made some minor revisions within IPMS Residential Buildings to provide
further clarification.
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Page 23. Diagram 5: Internal Dominant Face
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Wall ceiling junctions sections should
be incorporated.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Diagram 5 Can it be appropriate
that the right hand window cill should qualify as floor area?
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany ; All clear and comprehensible.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK; This does not reflect the
common understanding of floor area with window reveals being
included.
8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; 4.3 The same comments apply
as within our first response. Can there not be more relevant
illustrations for IDF, befitting residential properties rather than office
buildings? And if vertical sections no longer apply they need to be
removed/not used on the illustrations.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia ;
No comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, Indi; Good analysed by IPMS.
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14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible;
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and some
respondees requested further guidance on this matter.
SSC Rationale: The SSC considered the responses received and have
made some minor revisions within IPMS Residential Buildings to provide
further clarification.
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Page 24. 5.1.1 Diagram 6: IPMS 1 - Residential Apartment
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; On which floor is it? Because of
Balconies, we can say we are on an upper floor but no voids are
shown, even in the staircase. Are voids concerned by elevators or
shafts included in upper levels?
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Diagram 6 The gap between the
staircases should be excluded. See Comments on 3.3.2 Exclusions
supra. See comments on Component H supra.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good – if resi apt was on ground
floor, would ground floor external veranda/patio be included / stated
separately ?
9. RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
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13.VOA Patrick Bond, UK ; ‘Apartment’ is a word used in the USA for
what in the UK are known as ‘flats.’ Both words should be used i.e.
‘Diagram 3: IPMS1 – Residential Flats/Apartments.’
Ditto later
diagrams.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed by
different drawings and sketches.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible;
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 25. 5.1.2 Diagram 7: IPMS 1 - Residential Dwelling Ground Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; What measure shall be adopted if lift
pit or any shaft comes between dwellings? Please specify.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe ;
All clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Not sure if the plan is
correct as under the IPMS definition it is unclear as to whether
entrance lobby should be included or not.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Diagram 7 It is unlikely to be
possible to measure to the centre line of shared walls between
occupiers. Measurement of the swimming pool and patio should be
optional.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany;

All clear and comprehensible.

6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; No example of restricted
height area.
8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; 5.1.2 Depiction of the
‘measured separately’ areas seems to have moved away from using
hatched line style as defined by Component Area H and as used in
IPMS: Office Buildings.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Why is ground floor patio,
excluded, stated separately when a veranda is included/stated
separately? Even if the patio is demised? On ground floor level, is
there really a difference between a patio and veranda for measuring
purposes?
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and
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11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
14.VOA Patrick Bond, UK; A minor point but there seems a tautology
here. A dwelling is always residential. In context ‘Residential
Dwelling’ could be replaced by ‘Single dwelling’ or ‘Flat/apartment’
Ditto later diagrams.
15.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed by
different drawings and sketches.
16.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 16 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 26. 5.1.2 Diagram 8: IPMS 1 - Residential Dwelling Second Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; Diagram 8 and Diagram 9 See
Diagram 7.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
6. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; No example of restricted
height area.
9. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; Diags 8 and 9 Staircase centre
voids should not be excluded in IPMS 1, as in a similar way, they are
not excluded under COMP GIA. They are addressed under IPMS 2 but
perhaps should be left for IPMS 3?
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible;

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
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14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed by
different drawings and sketches.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 28. 5.2.1 Diagram 10: IPMS 2 - Residential Apartment
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; What is the interest to show 4
apartments which are nearly the same? Why don’t we reduce this
diagram to on apartment with common facilities or with 2 different
apartments with common facilities? On which floor is it? Because of
Balconies, we can say we are on an upper floor but no voids are
shown, even in the staircase. Are voids concerned by elevators or
shafts included in upper levels?
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe; All
clear and comprehensible.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See comments on Diagram 7
supra.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; Why is the same infill colour
used for IPMS 2 as for IPMS 1? This is confusing.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Unsure of the logic to include
columns, as usually they are support columns that cannot be
removed.
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
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13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland; No
comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed by
different drawings and sketches.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 29. 5.2.2 Diagram 11: IPMS 2 - Residential Dwelling Ground Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
All clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See comments on Diagram 7
supra.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK;

No comments.

7. LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; Clarity on whether car
port should be included/ excluded or stated separately.
8. PHILIP FURZE- Personal Response, UK ; The penultimate paragraph
is an unnecessary complication to an otherwise straightforward
description. (Para begins – If required…………). Measuring the patio
is not a part of the ‘ground floor’ – it is part of the garden!
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Why is ground floor patio,
excluded, stated separately when a veranda is included/stated
separately? Even if the patio is demised? On ground floor level, is
there really a difference between a patio and veranda for
measuring purposes? Also, perhaps chimney breasts should be
illustrated here.
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
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13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
No comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 30 5.2.2 Diagram 12: IPMS 2 - Residential Dwelling First Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
All clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See comments on Diagram 7
supra.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK;

No comments.

7. LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; Clarity on whether car
port should be included/ excluded or stated separately.
8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; Diags 11, 15, 19: Remove
what we interpret as the line of the void above, and extend colour
to edge of the stairs.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
No comments.
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14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 31. 5.2.2 Diagram 13: IPMS 2 - Residential Dwelling Second Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; It’s not easy in reality to measure
the thickness of the wall just next the shaft and the window near
the rooftop terrace.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
All clear and comprehensible.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See comments on Diagram 7
supra.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible;
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK;

No comments.

8. LOUISE HARRISON - Personal Response, UK; Clarity on whether car
port should be included/ excluded or stated separately.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible;

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
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15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 32. 5.3.1 Diagram 14: IPMS 3A - Residential Apartment
Consultation Responses:
1. AEV- José Manuel Gómez de Miguel, Spain; Conceptually, we think
it is inconsistent to include all of the partition walls between the
common areas and living areas to the floor space of the common
areas and components, while using the centre-line in the case of
partitions between occupants. Although it has already been
covered in the same way in the IPMS Office Standard, we believe it
would be more consistent to use the centre-line both for the walls
between occupants and between the living area and common
areas.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; As common area has marginal cost
impact so please stream line this portion also in measurement
practice.
3. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; Too much details on this diagram:
please reduce the number of apartments shown.

4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Redundant - not necessary.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; Not always easy to
physically identify vertical penetrations when undertaken a
physical survey and could be only done with accurate floor plans.
6. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai; We would
recommend measuring to the centre-line of the boundaries for
common facilities and the façade as mentioned in our letter.
7. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; It is unlikely to be possible to
measure to the centre line of shared walls and common ducts
between occupiers.
8. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
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9. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK ; No comments.
10.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; The inclusion of area to the
centre line of shared walls between occupants could be ambiguous
as guess work may be involved and assumptions made as to the
thickness.
11.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Redundant - not
necessary.
12.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
13.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
14.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
15.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
16.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
Response Summary: There were 16 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 33. 5.3.2 Diagram 15: IPMS 3A - Residential Dwelling Ground
Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. ARCADIS - Philip Mendelsohn, UK; Why is the area outside of the
front door included in this measurement? If this is included the
total under IPMS 3A is larger than the total IPMS 1 for the same
apartment. What is the benefit of including this space in the total?
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Redundant - not necessary.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None other than
difficultly of measuring to centre line of shared walls without
construction drawings.
5. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai; We would
recommend including the parking since most residential dwellings
in our region would be useless without allocated parking (due to
the hot weather and lack of public transport in some areas).
Residential dwellings with more allocated parking and worth
more.
6. EXPERT INVEST - Petar Andonov and Kremena Andonova, Bulgaria;
It is necessary to add text: Veranda included but stated separately
and measured to the outer perimeter of external construction
features.
7. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; It is unlikely to be possible to
measure to the centre line of shared walls between occupiers.
8. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
9. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK ; No comments.
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10.PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; Diags 11, 15, 19 - Remove
what we interpret as the line of the void above, and extend colour
to edge of the stairs.
11.RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Exclusion of Patio? Centre line
of walls between dwellings.
12.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Redundant - not
necessary.
13.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
14.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
15.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
No comments.
16.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
17.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
Response Summary: There were 17 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 34. 5.3.2 Diagram 16: IPMS 3A - Residential Dwelling First Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Redundant - not necessary.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. DUBAI LAND DEPARTMENT - Mohamad Al-Dah, Dubai; Please
clarify the purpose of the rectangular void near the stairs (e.g.
architectural atrium or service riser)?
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; It is unlikely to be possible to
measure to the centre line of shared walls between occupiers.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
8. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; With regard to the diagram
we think the measurement of the void and the staircase is unclear.
Also see our comments on 3.3.2.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Redundant - not
necessary.
11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
No comments.
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14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 35. 5.3.2 Diagram 17: IPMS 3A - Residential Dwelling Second Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Redundant - not necessary.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None - other than
the Diagram is duplicated with Diagram 9.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; It is unlikely to be possible to
measure to the centre line of shared walls between occupiers.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK ; No comments.
7. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; With regard to the diagram
we think the measurement of the void and the staircase is unclear.
Also see our comments on 3.3.2.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
9. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Redundant - not
necessary.
10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
No comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
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14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 36. 5.3.3 Diagram 18: IPMS 3B - Residential Apartment
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; Too much details on this diagram:
please reduce the number of apartments shown.
3. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
All clear and comprehensible.
4. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None – other than
the Diagram is duplicated with Diagram 10 other than omission of
Common Areas.
5. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; It is not necessary to show
the centre line of shared walls and common ducts between
occupiers. Add “Where there is direct lift access to an apartment,
the shaft and enclosing wall thickness will be treated as a vertical
penetration and will be excluded at all floor levels, including the
lowest floor level of the apartment.” Also add, “Service shafts,
ducts and bulkheads within the unit measured should be assumed
to be common facilities and excluded.” See also 3.3.2 et seq.
6. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible;
7. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK ; When referring to internal
perimeter walls in Diagram 18 for a residential apartment, there is
reference in two places in the “zoom views” on the diagram to the
centre line of shared walls / shared shaft between occupants.
Although the colouring on the plan correctly delineates the
occupational areas which are to be measured, the reference to
“the centre line” as highlighted by the zoom views and is very
misleading. The definition for IPMS 3B is clear in referring simply to
measurements to “the Finished Surface of internal perimeter
walls”. We consider that the diagram needs to be amended to
make it clearer that it is not the centre line, but the finished
surface of the internal perimeter wall which is the measurement
point in these instances.
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8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; The vertical penetration
shown as excluded in Diag 16 is included in Diag 17?
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good – centre line of walls
between apartments – ambiguous.
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.

12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.

15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 37. 5.3.4 Diagram 19: IPMS 3B - Residential Dwelling Ground
Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
All clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None – other than
the Diagram is duplicated with Diagram 11.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See Definitions re, for
example, “Veranda.” Is it consistent to exclude flues and chimney
breasts in Diagram 3 but not in Diagram 19. It is proposed that
they should be included in both.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; Diags 11, 15, 19: Remove
what we interpret as the line of the void above, and extend colour
to edge of the stairs.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; As before - Patio excluded and
veranda included both stated separately. Illustration of chimney
breasts?
9. RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
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12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 38. 5.3.4 Diagram 20: IPMS 3B - Residential Dwelling First Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
All clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None –other than
the Diagram is closely duplicated with Diagram 12 other than
vertical penetrations over 0.25m being excluded.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK ; Is it consistent to exclude
flues and chimney breasts in Diagram 19 but not in Diagrams 20
and 21. It is proposed that they should be included in all. c.f. 3.3.2.
Measurement Practice para 4 regarding inconsistent exclusion of
staircases.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; With regard to the diagram
we think the measurement of the void and the staircase is unclear.
Also see our comments on 3.3.2.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
9. RICS GERMANY
comprehensible;

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
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13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 39. 5.3.4 Diagram 21: IPMS 3B - Residential Dwelling Second Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
All clear and comprehensible.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None – other than
Diagram is closely duplicated with Diagram 13 other than vertical
penetrations over 0.25m being excluded.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See Diagram 20 supra.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
7. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; With regard to the diagram
we think the measurement of the void and the staircase is unclear.
Also see our comments on 3.3.2.
8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK ; 5.3.4 Diag 21 Blue infill
should not extend to the glazing of the study as the IDF is
identified as the finished surface.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY
comprehensible.

-

Anonymous,

Germany;

All

clear

and

11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
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14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; All clear and comprehensible.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 40. 5.3.5 Diagram 22: IPMS 3C - Residential Apartment
Consultation Responses:
1. AEV- José Manuel Gómez de Miguel, Spain; The definition IPMS 3C
is the most similar to usable floor area (“superficie útil”) which is in
wide use in Spain. The diagrams exclude the projection of the door
lintel from the usable floor area. This decision not only differs from
the practice in Spain but it seems conceptually dubious (this area is
covered by pavement like surfaces that are included in IPMS 3C),
inconsistent with the definition standard used for "internal
dominant face" and therefore technically inappropriate.
2. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; As common area has marginal cost
impact so please stream line this portion also in measurement
practice.
3. CLGE - Nicholas Smith, Europe; Too much details on this diagram:
please reduce the number of apartments shown. Why doors
between vestibule and living room and the one situated next to the
furniture in the kitchen are coloured but nor the others in the same
apartment?
4. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Redundant - not necessary.
5. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
6. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See Diagram 20 supra. This
seems equivalent to the French “surface util” standard. In such
cases, the vertical penetrations should be stated separately from
the area of the internal partitions and walls, to permit comparison
between IPMS standards. It also should be considered that glazing,
including the surrounding frame, is in effect a partition which
should be excluded where between internal and external
components (unless the convention suggested in General
Comments (supra) is adopted).
7. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
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8. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK; No comments.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Redundant - not
necessary.
11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 41. 5.3.6 Diagram 23: IPMS 3C - Residential Dwelling Ground
Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Redundant - not necessary.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See Diagram 22 supra.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK ; No comments.
7. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; With regard to the diagram
we think the measurement of the void and the staircase is unclear.
Also see our comments on 3.3.2.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Patio/Veranda.
9. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Redundant - not
necessary.
10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
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Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 42. 5.3.6 Diagram 24: IPMS 3C - Residential Dwelling First Floor
Consultation Responses:
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Redundant - not necessary.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK; See Diagram 22 supra.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK ; No comments.
7. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; With regard to the diagram
we think the measurement of the void and the staircase is unclear.
Also see our comments on 3.3.2.
8. PLOWMAN CRAVEN - Robert Ash, UK; 5.3.6 Diags 23, 24, 25 extract staircases from infill colour or retain colour and add hatch
to indicate measured separately.
9. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
10.RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Redundant - not
necessary.
11.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
12.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
13.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland;
No comments.
14.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.

143

15.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
Response Summary: There were 15 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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Page 43. 5.3.4 Diagram 25: IPMS 3C - Residential Dwelling Second
Floor.
1. ARCADIS - Amit Sharma, India; Clear.
2. CORENET GLOBAL CENTRAL EUROPE – Bjoern Christmann, Europe;
Redundant - not necessary.
3. COUNTRYWIDE SURVEYORS - Paul Cutbill, UK; None.
4. GERALD EVE LLP - Jeremy Tonge, UK ; See Diagram 22 supra.
5. GIF - Ira Horndler, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
6. KNIGHT FRANK - Andrew Gooding, UK ; No comments.
7. NCREA - Ruud Kathman, Netherlands; With regard to the diagram
we think the measurement of the void and the staircase is unclear.
Also see our comments on 3.3.2.
8. RAY DOWLING - Dowling Jones, UK; Good.
9. RICS GERMANY - Anonymous, Germany; Redundant - not
necessary.
10.RICS PORTUGAL - Anonymous, Portugal; We have no comments.
11.RISM - Dato’ Sr Lau Wai Seang & Prof. Dr. Ting Kien Hwa, Malaysia;
No comments.
12.SHEPHERD CHARTERED SURVEYORS - Richard R Blanski, Ireland ;
No comments.
13.YARDI PRABHU - V S Prabhu, India; Good illustration and analysed
by different drawings and sketches.
14.ZIA - Sabine George, Germany; Redundant - not necessary.
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Response Summary: There were 14 responses to this section and a
number of other comments were received suggesting areas for further
clarifications within the diagrams.
SSC Rationale: In preparing IPMS Residential Buildings the SSC have
considered these and other comments in relation to the diagrams and
have made some revisions to the diagrams, magnifications and ancillary
text to provide further clarification.
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