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The following is by way of reply to those building companies whose Chief Executive / Principal Officers / Technical and or Legal Advisers, who kindly replied, by letter and or made contact by phone with me, seeking further information and or clarification with regards to the content of my letters of the 28 March and 15 July ’03 respectively, regarding the above. My letters were addressed to Building Contractors and marked for the attention of their Chief Executive Officers. 

For the benefit of all those who received such correspondence from me, and particularly those builders who did not respond, one way or the other to the content of same, technically, legally, or otherwise, the following may be of interest to you.  

Meanwhile, I am assuming that those who did not respond to my correspondence were satisfied, that the issues raised by me do not apply, to their Company or Companies, with regards to ‘compliance’ and /or indeed as it may be ‘non-compliance’ with our National Mandatory Building & Fire Regulations TGD B Fire, and/ or that of the Homebond party wall fire stopping detail, as incorrectly specified and illustrated in their House Building Manual.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

The following questions were raised by those Builders / C.E.O’s, their legal and or technical advisers in their efforts to seek further information and / or clarification with regards to the issues raised. The following answers as provided by me are as comprehensive as I can make them at this stage, taking into account that the legal proceedings that have been already activated by me, are well underway. 

QUESTION

Have Homebond stated in writing that they take no responsibility for the critical fire stopping of party walls at the abutment of same with that of the roof covering i.e. tiles, slates or other, and if so, on what 

basis ? 

THE ANSWER IS  “YES”

I quote Homebond,  “Fire stopping is not a major structural defect, and therefore is outside the terms of the Guarantee Agreement offered by Homebond”.  

This statement is contained in a letter from Homebond, which was in response to an enquiry by a Property Management Company and is dated 7th July 1999.  The Building Contracting Company was also named, and the address of the Development Company given.   This letter, and the content of same, is only one of many such Homebond letters of reply to such enquiries that are in my possession. 

Homebond in writing have also expressed such disclaimers using such words as, and I quote, “Does not fall within the scope of cover provided by Homebond, and continued by referring the matter to the Member”.  

Such statements can only be considered as more Homebond nonsense, in their efforts to shift, or redirect any liability against Homebond. Such behaviour once again demonstrates their lack of technical knowledge, and / or understanding of basic building construction, and / or the technical and legal requirements of Building and Fire Regulations, whilst at the same time presenting themselves as a professional advisory body and inspectorate. 

HOMEBOND STATE THAT “FIRE STOPPING IS NOT A MAJOR STRUCTURAL DEFECT”?

This answer as provided by Homebond and as quoted above, is fundamentally incorrect.
The party wall fire stopping itself, provided that ‘proper materials’ have been used in the first instance, as required by Regulations, is not in itself a major structural defect - that is correct.  However, the absence of such proper party wall fire stopping, and / or the use of inadequate materials, can permit / cause and / or result in fire spread to adjoining properties, thereby causing major structural damage and defects to adjoining properties.  

BUILDINGS / SEPARATE  ENTITIES / LIABILITY = HOMEBOND DISCLAIMERS CHALLENGED

For example, Regulations identify and describe semi-detached and terrace type housing, and / or such like buildings as separate entities.  Therefore, the absence or failure of such required party wall fire stopping, is not only contrary to requirements, it also negates the intent of such requirements and Regulations.  Therein, lies the potential liability for Builders / Developers / Members of Homebond and / or Purchasers, if such disclaimers by Homebond and or others are left to go unchallenged.  

As I was not personally involved in the projects to which the letters containing the Homebond quotes refer, I therefore, cannot make available the names and addresses of the properties in question or individuals involved, at this time.  

However, Dr. Eugene Farrell, Head of Technical Services at Homebond, has made the Homebond position on this issue of party wall fire stopping quite clear to me on many occasions, both verbally and in correspondence. Dr. Eugene Farrell has always stated to me, that the responsibility for such party wall fire stopping, rests with Builder / Developer and Member !

HOMEBOND’S  STATED  POSITION

A typical Homebond response / reply to me, would be that Homebond take no responsibility with regards to the absence, or adequacy or otherwise of party wall fire stopping, at the abutment of same, with that of the roof covering.   Such party wall fire stopping in their view, (that is the Homebond view) is not a major structural defect, and is therefore outside the terms of their Guarantee Agreement.   However, as already stated by me, such Homebond statements are technically, fundamentally and legally incorrect.  Such party wall fire stopping is an integral part of the party wall and is technically and legally required by Regulations. 

Therefore, the answer to the first question is “YES”  - Homebond have issued several written disclaimers regarding this most critical issue.  However, such Homebond disclaimers in my opinion are of no consequence, technically, legally and / or more importantly from a common sense point of view.

QUESTION

Who is responsible for such negligence, i.e. the fire stopping of party walls ?  Is it Homebond / The Builder / Developer / Member ? 

ANSWER =
In my opinion, Homebond is responsible, contrary to their written statements of disclaimers.

The Homebond party wall fire stopping detail, infers /implies, that such detail meets their requirements, and that of the Building and Fire Regulations, ref. TGD Part B Fire, and therefore complies.

However, the fact that the Homebond party wall fire stopping as specified and illustration in their House Building Manual is incorrect in the first instance, therefore it is my opinion that this negligence / problem is that of Homebond’s Management and not that of the Members.  

Note, in such circumstances, the only protection that you the Member would have, would be that you have fitted the party wall fire stopping  / fire protection in accordance with the “exact detail” as specified and illustrated by Homebond.  That being the case, it would be my opinion, that any charges of negligence or otherwise taken against you the Member / Builder would not be sustainable, should such party wall fire stopping fail, resulting in fire spread / structural damage to an adjoining properties. 

QUESTION

Is the Homebond method of party wall fire stopping as specified and illustrated in the Homebond House Building Manual, supported by a fire test report from any accredited fire test laboratory on behalf of the manufacturers e.g. Rockwool U.K. or others ?  The Answer is “ NO”.
Most importantly was the fire stopping as referred to, ever tested in the configuration as illustrated by Homebond and or others ?  The Answer is “Yes”, three times here in Ireland.    When ?   1981 / ‘82 and 84.    Did it work ?  “No”. 

All such products were only ever tested in isolation tests to BS standards, which are not tested in the configuration required as in this instance, for example, in their known end use as a party wall fire stop.

Therefore the Answer to the above Question is  “NO”, “YES” and “NO” as outlined.  

It may be of interest to you to know, that I am in possession of a letter of reply from Mr. Bill Parlor, Chief Technical Advisor to Rockwool U.K., and indeed similar letters of reply from other Manufacturers of rock fibre materials, which were in response to my inquiries, with regards to the suitability and use of such products as a party wall fire stop.

For example, I asked Bill Parlor, was the Rockwool fire stopping product fire tested in the configuration as illustrated in Rockwool’s Data Sheet 9, Figure 6 ? The answer was “No”.  I further asked, if they were aware, or in the knowledge of, any other mineral wool manufacturing company, who may have tested such material in the configuration as illustrated by them, Homebond and or others ?  The response was “NO”, they were not aware of any such fire tests on such party wall fire stopping materials in the configuration as illustrated, other than the Irish fire tests of 1981, ’82 and ‘84. 

I further asked Bill Parlor:  Would they, at Rockwool U.K. recommend, or be willing to state, that they would be prepared to stand over their Data Sheet 9, Figure 6, as illustrated, which is similar, if not identical to the party wall fire stopping method / detail as illustrated by Homebond and or in our TGD, B Fire ?  The response was “NO”.      

Data Sheet 9, Figure 6, as published by Rockwool U.K., infers, that such methods have been tested in the configuration as illustrated by them, when in fact they were not. Surely such misrepresentation of the facts raises serious questions with regards to Rockwool’s credibility, both technically and legally. To date Rockwool U.K. have not withdrawn such misleading data sheets ! Note, such misrepresentation of fire test reports by manufacturers is quite common and illegal.  

The Homebond party wall fire stopping detail and that of the TGD B Fire, also infers / suggests, that such materials and methods were fire tested in the configuration as specified and illustrated by them.  The Irish D.O.E. have always claimed / inferred that the party wall fire stopping with reference to TGD, B Fire, is to International standard ?  

WHAT INTERNATIONAL STANDARD ?


When questioned as to what International standard the D.O.E. were referring to, over the last 20 years and / or indeed up to recent times, it was of no surprise to me to find, that they were unable to provide an answer.   

The only known fire tests carried out on such party walls and the fire stopping of same, in the configuration as illustrated in TGD, B Fire, and / or as per the Homebond detail to any International standard on timber frame and / or masonry party wall construction were in the fire tests carried out here in Ireland in 1981 ’82 and ‘84.  The aforementioned fire stopping failed within minutes in all three-fire tests; perhaps this might explain the D.O.E. and Homebond’s amnesia. 
Internationally recognised standard, BS476 Part 8 (Revised Part 20) Fire tested Head to Head.

For the record, the only International Standard for the fire testing of such Party Walls and the Fire Stopping of same in the known configuration required, for both masonry and timber frame construction was to BS476 Part 8, presently revised to Part 20.  The fire stopping referred to as the sandwich system, as incorrectly specified and illustrated by both Homebond and the D.O.E. failed to meet such required standard when fire tested. 

Such failed party wall fire stopping methods, using proper fire resistant materials (rock fibre) were tested head to head, against what is now known as the Firebar Roof Divide System here in Ireland in 1981, ’82 and ’84.  The fire tests were to the required, and known International Standard, BS476 Part 8 at that time, as was required by the Irish D.O.E. The tests were carried out in conjunction with all of the relevant Authorities including the D.O.E., here in Ireland.  The Firebar Roof Divide System performed to the highest standard in all three tests. (Full fire test reports on same are available on request.)

For Homebond or anybody else to infer or suggest, that such methods as specified and illustrated by them are safe to use, or that same is in-compliance with the intent and content of our Regulations, whilst in possession of such damming fire test reports, could only be described as a gross misrepresentation of the facts.   In my opinion such behaviour is a criminal act, and as such, the legal ramifications for the building industry as a whole, are most serious indeed!

QUESTION

Is the Party Wall Fire Stopping detail as specified and illustrated by Homebond the same as that as specified and illustrated in the Technical Guidance Document B, Fire Safety, reference Party Wall Fire Stopping ? 

THE ANSWER IS “NO”

The Homebond specification and illustration, referring to party wall fire stopping, differs to that of TGD, B and is therefore, not in compliance with same.

However, Homebond still claim that the party wall fire stopping as specified and illustrated by them, is as per the Building and Fire Regulations.  This is not so, not that it makes any difference, as neither system works, which is contrary to the intent and content of National Mandatory Building and Fire Regulations.  All the relevant technical information including reports on actual fires and their outcome, and indeed fire tests reports with regard to such facts, have been made available to the relevant Authorities including Homebond, over many years, to no avail ! 

In technical and in legal terms, provided that the Homebond specified and illustrated method was and / or is, applied, by the Builder /Developer, as per Homebond’s detail, which Homebond claim is as per TGD Part B Fire, this could be described as prima-facie evidence of compliance with the Building & Fire Regulations.  

As already stated, provided that you, the Builder / Member have installed the party wall fire stopping, exactly as per the Homebond detail, any liability that may arise in the future, as a result of a fire / smoke, and / or gases passing through from one property or building to another, via such party walls and / or the fire stopping attached, that results in death, injury and /or the destruction of property, would in my opinion, lie with Homebond and not the Member !

Furthermore, Technical Guidance Document, B, Fire, and the Homebond Manual infer that, if followed, compliance is automatically achieved. Their representations are clearly intended to be acted upon, and their site inspections i.e. when they take place; require that same is acted upon. This is further confirmation in my opinion of Homebond’s enforcement of a liability.

SELECTIVE ENFORCEMENT / HOMEBOND / BUILDING CONTROL AUTHORITY

I have ample evidence on file that shows, that such enforcement of critical party wall fire stopping, has been selective, if at all, and often used as a means of intimidating Builders / Members, by the withholding of HB 11’s (Final Notice Documents).  Therefore, I can only conclude, if the Builder / Developer is in compliance with the Homebond detail as required, and that a HB 11 has been issued by Homebond, that this is further confirmation that the Inspectorate of Homebond and / or the Building Control Authorities were satisfied that all requirements had been met in full.  

Therefore, should any liability arise in the future, relevant to the structural guarantee / cover provided by Homebond, as a result of fire, and / or fire spread to adjoining properties, causing structural damage to same, it is my view, that the liability would lie with Homebond provided that you the Member are in possession of a HB 11 (Final Notice Document).

Such representations i.e. with regards to the fire stopping of party walls as specified and illustrated by Homebond, in my opinion has effectively seduced, and indeed duped Designers, Developers and Builders alike.  Hence the Builder, believing that the detailed guidance provided by Homebond and / or as illustrated within TGD, B Fire, is indeed the correct detail !  

Obstructing the Use of the Firebar Party Wall Roof Divide System

The guidance given, in my opinion, is incorrect, for the reasons stated, and is therefore, in my view a gross misrepresentation of the facts, and as such can only be construed as negligent representation, which in turn obstructs the specification and use of the Firebar product.

Should you the enquirer, require any further information, or be in any doubt about the answers provided in this letter, please do not hesitate to contact the author, Noel C. Manning, direct. 

Meanwhile, I would suggest that you direct the following questions to Dr. Eugene Farrell, Head of Technical Services (and MD in waiting) at Homebond:

QUESTION (1) Ask, Dr. Eugene Farrell / Homebond, who is responsible for the structural damage, to adjoining properties for example, when a fire in one semi-detached / terraced home or apartment spreads to adjoining properties, via the roof / attic spaces, via the party walls and the failed fire stopping attached ?  Particularly where it is in evidence that the party wall fire stopping had been applied “exactly” as per the Homebond detail, and that same had failed ?  

As it is known that such structural fire damage beyond the building of origin can only occur as a result of fire spread and / or that same is due to the fact that there was no proper, workable, party wall fire stopping, and / or as a result of inadequate un-certifiable fire stopping, in the first instance, as in the case of the Homebond detail, who is responsible ?   One should ask, Dr. Eugene Farrell of Homebond, who he thinks would be responsible in such circumstances ?  Is it the Member or Homebond, ?  Bearing in mind that the use and / or continued use of such known failed systems, is to knowingly put people and property at risk. 

QUESTION (2)    Is he, Dr. Eugene Farrell aware that the insurers of such properties, i.e. acting for the purchasers require that they be notified of any such additional risk as a result of non-compliance ?  Is he also aware, that the failure of the insured i.e. the Purchaser / Owner of a property to make known such additional risk to the insurers, could result in the insurance for both the building and contents, being made null and void ?   Not notifying the insurers could be construed as a breach of utmost good faith, in not providing details of material facts.

You might also ask Dr. Eugene Farrell if he is aware that our National Mandatory Building and Fire Regulations required that all cavities / voids including attic roof space openings be closed off, both within and / or between buildings to protect against the unseen spread of fire ?  Specific answers are required.
PURCHASERS TO BE NOTIFIED OF SUCH KNOWN RISK

No matter who is at fault, and / or liable i.e. Homebond or the Member, surely it is incumbent upon Homebond, to notify the Purchasers of properties registered with them, of such known risk. Thereby enabling the Purchaser to notify his Insurers immediately of such additional risk.   Perhaps Dr. Eugene Farrell can advise ?  
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

Please also take note, that our National Mandatory Building and Fire Regulations, with particular reference to TGD, B Fire, requires all party walls to be fire stopped, to a specific standard.   I refer you to the relevant purpose group or groups within our Regulations.  Where it is required that the party / separating walls in buildings up to 15 meters (single occupancy) should be of 60 minutes fire resistance and structural integrity, and that the fire stopping of same, be of a not less suitable material than the wall in which one is protecting.

FIRE STOPPING - INTERGRAL PART, OF THE PARTY WALL  - D.O.E. OFFICIALS AGREE

D.O.E. Officials / Advisors when questioned and / or asked to give opinion regarding such party wall fire stopping requirements, have stated clearly, that they are in agreement with me, that the fire stopping of such party walls is an integral part of the party wall structure.   

Whilst, The National House Building Guaranteed Company Limited, trading as Homebond, and their Officials, appear to be somewhat bothered, bewildered and confused regarding this issue as outlined, Mr. Michael McCarthy, Principal Officer at the Department of the Environment is not in the least bothered, bewildered and or confused on this issue. 

D.O.E. OFFICIAL POSITION  Ref. Mr. Michael McCarthy

I am in receipt of a letter from Mr. Michael McCarthy, Principal Officer, at the D.O.E. and I quote, part of same, under the heading of ‘Enforcement’.  Whilst the entire letter is relevant, I only quote the relevant parts, giving a foreshortened version.  

‘Where breaches of Building Regulations i.e. the detection of defective party wall fire stopping is concerned , building control authorities are empowered to undertake inspections and where necessary can undertake enforcement action, in order to ensure compliance with regulations.  The primary onus for compliance will continue to rest with the Designers, Builders and Owners of the new dwellings involved.’  In light of such statements the following should be noted.

DESIGNERS / SURVEYORS ISSUE DISCLAIMERS – THIS NEEDS TO BE CHALLENGED

It should be noted that Designers / Surveyors when certifying, more often than not, use the words substantially in compliance, which they view as a disclaimer !  In such circumstances, from their point of view, they believe that they are immune from prosecution or claims against them for professional negligence, that is unless otherwise challenged by the Builder / Purchaser or Owner.

For example, the words ‘substantially in compliance’ have no basis in law.  Irish, and indeed EU Regulations require ‘compliance’ !  In fact closer to home in the U.K. the words ‘substantially in compliance’ are not accepted. 

The word ‘compliance’ is required particularly where new properties are concerned.  Therefore, Designers and / or Surveyors using the words ‘substantially in compliance’ and / or ‘given opinion of compliance’ are technically and legally incorrect in doing so. 

Your failure to challenge the legality of such flawed certification, including HB11’s (Final Notice document) from Homebond, could have serious ramifications both technically / legally and financially for your Company or Companies. 

IN IRELAND

Meanwhile, the Owner / Purchaser is required by his or her Bank / Building Society to have the building valued, and independently surveyed and that the Conveyancing Solicitor be satisfied that the Certifiers /Surveyors reports are professionally prepared and in accordance with Building and Fire Regulatory requirements. 

On the one hand, it is incumbent upon you the Builder / Developer and your selling agents and indeed your legal representative to establish that all technical and legal requirements are met, and that all the relevant documentation is in order in the first instance (duty of care).  

On the other hand the Conveyancing Solicitor acting for and on behalf of the Purchaser has a similar duty of care.  All technical and legal documentation should be properly in place before any agreement or contract of sale is entered into.  

The above requirements are basic but critical and should be transparent, in order to avoid complications, legal / technical or otherwise, in the purchase of any property.  The Purchaser commissions and pays professional fees to the relevant professions to protect both his interest and that of the lending Institutions in the purchase of a property.  Therefore, the Purchaser should not end up the victim, due to the failure of the relevant professions to carry out their duties correctly and professionally. 

FRAUDULENT ACT

However, as we know to our cost, no such transparency exists, as gross misrepresentation of the relevant facts in the purchase of such property is the norm, rather than the exception, for the reasons already stated.   For example, any deliberate misrepresentation of the facts with regards to compliance with our National Mandatory Building and Fire Regulations is in my opinion a fraudulent act.

In such circumstances the sale or purchase of a property could not be declared as being technically and / or legally  concluded.

In the future, delays in the closing of sales could result, should it be found that incorrect or un-certifiable documentation had been submitted, and / or omitted, hence the need to get it right, now !

Right or wrong the Builder / Developer is invariably viewed suspiciously in such circumstances.  Such thinking is usually encouraged by the Legal Profession, as the Builder / Developer is targeted, as the one with the deepest pockets when things go wrong !   How many properties have you developed since our Regulations became mandatory in 1992, and are they fully in ‘compliance’ with the Building and Fire Regulations ?  

If you have got it wrong to date, can you, or your Company, afford to defend against such errors / negligence / liability.  Can you or your Company continue to ignore the issues as raised in my correspondence with regards to the potential technical and legal ramifications as outline ?
LEGAL ACTION - WHO TAKES THE HIT ?

If Homebond and the Minster at the D.O.E., based on my assertions and claims in my legal action as outlined, are found not to be liable by the Courts, well then one has to ask, who is liable ?  My view is that the Builder / Developer could be forced to take the hit ! However, such a decision or outcome, I believe, would be most extraordinary indeed.

HOMEBOND / TGD, PART B FIRE / PARTY WALL FIRE STOPPING – LIABILITY ?

Once again, I repeat that it has been established, and proven beyond all doubt that such methods do not work and are not in compliance and are therefore un-certifiable.  On that basis, even if you the Builder / Developer had or are complying in the fullest with the Homebond detail, or the TGD Part B Fire, the threat of such unseen fire spread, via party walls and / or the fire stopping attached within the roof / attic spaces remains.  Therefore, this illegal, and known threat to people and property would continue to exist.  Such liability in my opinion can and would only lie with N.H.B.G.C. Limited, trading as Homebond.  

However, should you the Builder / Developer be exposed by evidence to have been in the knowledge that such party wall fire stopping was incorrect and unsafe, one could be found to be equally liable. A plea of ignorance is no defence in such circumstances, therefore a Judge could rule / find that you the Builder / Developer are jointly responsible with whoever, for such negligence.

Please note: My legal action against Homebond and the Minister at the Department of the Environment and the successful outcome of same is as much in your interest as a Builder / Developer as it is in mine.
PURPOSE GROUPS, SEPARATE  ENTITY DEFINED

Note: what describes and defines multi-occupancy buildings, from that of a single occupancy building within our Regulations are the words “separate entity”.
SEPARATE ENTITY / MULTI-OCCUPANCY / PURPOSE GROUPS - ONE OR THE OTHER: -

If buildings in a terrace are not properly separated by party walls in the vertical plane, from the sub-floor to the underside of the roof covering i.e. tiles / slates or other, which carry a surface spread of flame rating of AA, AB or AC, as defined within our Regulations, they are therefore, not a separate entity, and as such, can only be described as multi-occupancy buildings!  It can only be, one or the other ! (See purpose groups within the Building and Fire Regulations.)

PREMIER GUARANTEE DOES NOT PROVIDE A GUARANTEE – IT IS AN INSURANCE

For the record if you are not a Homebond Member, for example if you are with Coyle Hamilton, the insurance brokers responsible for the operation of the Premier Guarantee, the following should be noted.  Premier Guarantee does not provide a guarantee, it is an insurance cover, offered to all bona-fide developers / building contractors of housing / apartments, on conditions.  Such conditions need to be carefully studied by those availing of such insurance cover. For example:

PREMIER DO NOT PROVIDE FIRE COVER !

Are you aware that the Premier insurance package does not cover fire ?   Therefore, any structural damage or losses caused by fire or fire spread to adjoining property or properties registered to Premier or otherwise is not protected by the Premier insurance package.  This includes semi-detached / terrace housing / apartments and or adjoining properties during the construction stage and / or after the final certificate has been issued in the name of the Owner / Purchaser. 

COMPLIANCE ASSUMED

Properties insured by Premier are not inspected for compliance with our National Mandatory Building and Fire Regulations.  Such properties are only inspected for compliance with the Insurers’ requirements.  Note, therefore, compliance with our National Mandatory Building and Fire Regulations is assumed and expected by the Insurer !

THE OWNER / PURCHASES BUILDING AND CONTENTS INSURANCE

 – COULD BECOME NULL AND VOID

In the event of fire / fire spread resulting in death, injury and / or destruction of property, the Owners / Purchasers, building and contents insurance could become null and void.  That is where it is found and established on investigation / inspection after a fire, that the building and / or buildings, were not in compliance with our National Mandatory Building and Fire Regulations, with particular reference to Part B, Fire. 

NON COMPLIANCE WITH OUR NATIONAL MANDATORY BUILDING AND FIRE REGULATIONS IS TANTAMOUNT TO NON-DISCLOSURE OF ADDITIONAL RISK: -

The Insured is required to notify the Insurer of any additional risk that is known to him or her.  In fact, Insurers go even further by including, any risk that they deem should have been known to the Insured.  Note:   Non-compliance with our Building and Fire Regulations is tantamount to non-disclosure of an additional risk, or material facts.

I trust my responses to the questions raised will assist and enable you, the Builder /Developer, to make an informed evaluation with regards to the issues as raised in my correspondence. 

PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT NOT SOUGHT 

Meanwhile, I would appreciate your support in specifying the use of proper certifiable party wall fire stopping for example, Firebar Roof Divide Systems (party wall fire stopping) or similarly tested and approved.  

Firebar Roof Divide Systems are available from Engineered Fire Control Ltd., (Licensee Company) by phoning 01- 2867027 or fax 01- 2766067.

Should you require any further information or clarification with regards to the issues raised by you, or your Company, and / or in my response to your questions as raised, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Yours faithfully,

_____________________

Noel C. Manning FFBIAI.

P.S.  The Irish Concrete Federation have been in receipt of my correspondence and through to form they have responded accordingly and have asked me to clarify the following points of issue.

The Irish fire tests of 1981, ’82 and ’84 as referred to in my correspondence and indeed the fire test reports published, by what was then, The Irish Institute of Research and Standards (now Enterprise Ireland) would appear to infer that the masonry party walls failed in the fire tests.  I have been asked to confirm if that was the actual case.
  Cont/d-over......
I would like to take this opportunity to apologise to the ICF for any misunderstanding that may have resulted, due to any lack of clarification by me, or that of the then Irish Institute of Research and Standards (Enterprise Ireland).

However, for the purpose of clarification, and as stated in the fire tests reports referred to, the purpose of the fire tests, was to test the fire stopping of the party walls, at their abutment with that of the roof covering and or in the vertical at their abutment with that of the external walls.  








The masonry party walls did not fail in the fire tests, nor have I ever, in my substantial fire research experiences, encountered any situation where masonry party walls had failed in a fire, resulting in smoke or fire spread to an adjoining property.

All such masonry party walls referred to, were built in accordance with known acceptable and / or basic building construction requirements, and performed accordingly.

However, in all three-fire tests the fire stopping material used and attached (rock fibre) to the party walls at the abutments of same with that of the roof covering failed, note, not the masonry party walls.  It should be further noted, where actual fires have occurred all over the country such fire stopping methods, where applied, have never succeeded in preventing smoke and fire spread to adjoining housing / properties.  Therefore, there was never a question mark over the structural integrity or the fire resistance performance of the masonry section of the party walls when subject to the fire tests or otherwise.

TIMBER FRAME – V – MASONRY CONSTRUCTION

In order to avoid any further misunderstanding, the building industry should not confuse the performance of masonry, with that of timber frame construction, when subject to fire. 

I would like to further clarify for the record, that Timber Frame Construction in general, as presently designed, specified and constructed, does not comply with the intent and content of our Building and Fire Regulations, with particular reference to Part B Fire.

Such Timber Frame Construction methods unlike masonry, become fuel in a fire as presently constructed. Such information is on public record.  Should you require any assistance in obtaining the relevant information please do not hesitate to contact me.

I hope this serves to clarify any misunderstandings that may have arisen.

Signed: _________________________


Noel C. Manning FFBIAI
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