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Fire – Questions

Q1 – ADB v2 clause 12.7

• ‘Given that the vast majority of building professionals 
(NHBC, Building Control Departments, Architects, 
Main Contractors, Façade Contractors, Cladding 
Consultants) have not historically interpreted the core 
of an ACM panel as an “insulation product” or “filler 
material” and both the PE and FR versions of ACM 
have been widely used on numerous UK projects, is it 
likely that the Government’s interpretation of Section 
12.7 of Approved Document B will be subject to legal 
challenge and by whom?’

Q1 – ADB v2 clause 12.7

• With reference to the DCLG letter of the 22nd June 2017,
• ‘For the avoidance of doubt; the core (filler) within an Aluminium 

Composite Material (ACM) is an “insulation material/product”, 
“insulation product”, and/or “filler material” as referred to in 
Paragraph 12.7 (“Insulation Materials/Products”) in Section 12 
“Construction of external walls” of Approved Document B (Fire 
Safety) Volume 2 Buildings other than dwelling houses. (The 
important point to note is that Paragraph 12.7 does not just apply 
to the thermal insulation within the wall construction, but applies 
to any element of the cladding system, including, therefore, the 
core of the ACM).’

Q1 – ADB v2 clause 12.7

• Stating ‘for the avoidance of doubt’ may imply a lack 
of clarity and some grounds for doubt,

• This may be used as a legal defence.  
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Q1 – ADB vol 2 clause 12.7

• Prior to 2014 people may have used PE or FR cored 
ACM, as there appears to have been little or no 
guidance that clearly stated otherwise,

• In 2014, the BCA published TGN18, CWCT started 
highlighting the risks of using PE cored ACM, and 
there had been a number of well publicised fires in 
other countries attributed to PE cored ACMs,

• It might therefore be argued that 2014 is a cut-off 
point, and their specification and approval after then 
could be questioned.  

Q2 – ADB vol 2 clause 12.7

• What materials and components should we consider 
to be a ‘filler material (…) etc’?

• EN ISO 1182, EN ISO 1716 and EN 13501-1 all 
define a ‘non-substantial component’ as being a:

– ‘material that does not constitute a significant part 
of a non-homogeneous product.  A layer with a 
mass/unit area < 1.0 kg/m2 and a thickness < 1.0 
mm is considered to be a non-substantial 
component’

Q2 – ADB vol 2 clause 12.7

• If a layer of any material that has a mass/unit area 
less than 1.0 kg/m2 and is less than 1.0 mm thick is 
considered to be ‘non-substantial’, in terms of its 
contribution to a fire, then it could be argued that a 
linear or point component which when averaged out 
over a unit area also has an average mass/unit area 
less than 1.0 kg/m2 and an average thickness less 
than 1.0 mm, is also ‘non-substantial’;

• There is no requirement to test non-substantial 
components.

Q3 – ACMs and insurance

• How should we interpret the following clause which is 
now appearing in PI insurance policies:

– ‘The Policy excludes and the Insurer shall not be liable to the 
Insured for any Claim or Circumstance based on any loss, 
damage, or any other liability including Defence Costs and 
Expenses directly or indirectly arising out of, or in any way 
connected with the combustibility, or fire protection 
performance of aluminium composite rain screen or façade 
panels made of Category 2 and Category 3 ACMs and 
insulation material which is not of limited combustibility and 
which items comprise the external cladding system to “high 
rise” buildings’
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Q3 – ACMs and insurance

• ‘High rise’ could be taken to mean buildings with a 
storey 18 m or more above ground level, to be 
consistent with the Approved Documents;

• Category 2 or Category 3 refers to ACM cores that 
are not ‘of limited combustibility’ (e.g. basic PE or fire-
resistant grades, not EN 13501-1 class A2);

• ‘insulation material which is not of limited 
combustibility’ could be taken to comprise any 
material which is not classed A1 or A2 (or the national 
equivalent).

Q3 – ACMs and insurance

• This clause therefore appears to suggest that 
contractors / designers etc who produce systems that 
have insulation materials and (/or?) ACM cladding 
panels that do not meet European class A2 or better 
(or the equivalent national classification) will not be 
covered by their PI insurers (even if the system has 
been successfully tested to BS 8414).

Q4 – Infill panels to windows

• Should insulated infill panels to external windows and 
doors be regarded as exempt from clause 12.7 of 
AppDocB v2 because they are not ‘external wall 
construction’?

• Clause 12.7 specifically relates to ‘a building with a 
storey 18 m or more above ground level’ and 
materials ‘used in the external wall construction’.

Q4 – Infill panels to windows

• Clause 6.3 of AppDocB v2 states:

• This suggests a precedent that doors in their entirety 
are not considered part of the wall and are, therefore, 
not covered by clause 12.7, but that parts of windows 
with infill other than glazing (presumably meaning 
vision or translucent glazing) are covered.
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Q4 – Infill panels to windows

• Parts of windows (and curtain walls) with opaque infill 
panels are usually dry lined, and may also have 
additional insulation to the inside face;

• Would an Approved Inspector consider these non-
vision parts of windows (or curtain walls) to be part of 
the allowable window area of the building envelope? –
probably not, in which case they could only be part of 
the wall, and therefore covered by clause 12.7;

• This does not prevent the designer from requesting 
an exclusion on the grounds of fire safety 
engineering, for example if the additional internal 
insulation is a class A1 product.

Q5 – ‘solidity’ of external layers

• How solid does an external screen need to be before 
it is deemed to enclose a cavity?

• For the purposes of assessing thermal performance, 
BS EN ISO 6946 defines a well ventilated air layer as 
being one which:
– has openings to the outside of at least 1,500 mm2

per metre run (but no upper limit);
– and for which the outer skin is ignored and the 

surface behind is treated as if it is the outside 
surface of the building.

Q5, answer – ‘solidity’ of external layers Q5, answer – ‘solidity’ of external layers

• A primary concern with a cavity is the unseen spread 
of fire within the cavity;

• Also of concern is the chimney effect, in which flames 
are drawn up the cavity due to limited openings to the 
outside;

• There is little or no published guidance on the degree 
of openings in the external layer at which the space 
behind ceases to be a cavity and the external layer 
can be disregarded.
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Q6 – BCA TGN 18: 2014

• BCA Technical Guidance Note 18 Option 1 suggests 
that one way to demonstrate compliance with clause 
12.7 is:

– ‘The use of materials of limited combustibility for all 
elements of the cladding system both above and 
below 18m.  This includes the insulation, internal 
lining board and the external facing material.’

• Is this reasonable, given that it goes beyond what is in 
clause 12.7 itself?

Q6 – BCA TGN 18: 2014

• BS 9991:2015 Fire safety in the design, management 
and use of residential buildings – Code of practice
clause 18.2 also includes the requirement:

Q6 – BCA TGN 18: 2014

• It could be argued that Approved Documents and 
British Standards define minimum requirements;

• It could also be argued that a designer has obligations 
that go beyond ‘just complying’ with Regulations and 
Standards, although the designer also ought to be 
aware of the guidance in Regulations and Standards.

• Regulations and Standards cannot be changed 
overnight, but experience happens now!

Q7 – RR (FS) O 2005

• Are ‘open state’ intumescent edged cavity barriers 
classed as ‘devices’ by the Regulatory Reform (Fire 
Safety) Order 2005?

• Clause 17(1) of the Order states:
– ‘Where necessary in order to safeguard the safety of relevant 

persons the responsible person must ensure that the 
premises and any facilities, equipment and devices provided 
in respect of the premises under this Order or, subject to 
paragraph (6), under any other enactment, including any 
enactment repealed or revoked by this Order, are subject to a 
suitable system of maintenance and are maintained in an 
efficient state, in efficient working order and in good repair.’
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Q7 – RR (FS) O 2005

• Notwithstanding what ‘device’ might mean, it could be 
argued that ‘premises’ will include the cavity barriers 
regardless;

• If the cavity barriers are of a form that might degrade 
in service in such a way that their long term 
performance could be compromised, then arguably 
they need to be capable of being inspected 
periodically and replaced if necessary.

Q7 – RR (FS) O 2005

• Guidance relevant to the 2005 Order includes HMSO 
publications on Fire safety risk assessment, a number 
of which include the statement that:

– ‘It is important that cavity barriers that restrict the 
spread of fire are installed appropriately, especially 
to walls and floors that need to be fire-resisting. If 
you are in any doubt as to whether any remedial 
work will be required, then ask for advice from a 
competent person.’


