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Finalisation of the European approach to assess the fire performance of facades 

Online meeting: 2023-01-20: 09:30 – 12:30 CET 

1. Meeting starts 

 

2. Heikki Vaananen (DG Grow) describes the meeting and informs participants to ask questions 

in the chat.  

 

3. Johan Anderson (RISE) presents background and decisions in the assessment method. 

a. Starting from previous project is the option with modified BS8414 and DIN 4102 – 20 

based on vote between MS. 

b. The current project consists of three major parts, a theoretical RR, initial testing 

activities an experimental RR. 

c. The theoretical RR utilized the text developed in the previous project and assessed 

readability. Comments were used to improve the text and intelligibility during 2020.  

d. The initial testing activities were performed during 2020-2022 where tolerances 

were either confirmed of added to the main parameters such cribs, supporting 

construction dimensions with combustion chamber assessed as variations in terms of 

the exposure to the façade. 

e. The assessment method have been updated after each step in this process and 

developed further.  

 

4. Johan Anderson (RISE) on updates to the assessment method. 

a. Geometry of the combustion chamber. 

b. The fuel source specifications. 

c. Position of the secondary opening 

d. Falling parts measurements and criteria 

e. Uplift of the combustion chamber. 

 

5. Peter Toth (EMI) presents the updated experimental round robin. 

a. Proposed samples to be used in the RR. 

b. It is essential that all criteria for the classification such as flame spread and falling 

parts can be assessed in the testing. 

c. The laboratories have a tight window where testing can be done but most will start 

testing in March. 

 

6. Questions 

a. (Q) Wood crib or gas burners? What is the view within the group?? (A) The gas test 

option will be included in the final project report. 

b. (Q) Only a remark to what Heikki just said: DIN 4102-20 contains both wood crib and 

gas burner, but due to repeatability reasons, the gas burner is the source used in 



Germany for about 20 years as the main source for all the tests? (A) That is good 

information, then gas should be an option to be used in the medium scale as well. 

c. (Q) The fire source seems to be similar, but TC position 4,5 m and criteria 500 K is 

much more severe? (A) The temperatures is only indicative (i.e., there is no 500 K 

criteria for the methodology under development) and the criteria will be set after the 

experimental RR. 

d. (Q) If the exposure would be similar to BS the lowering of the assessment level to 4.5 

m for vertical flame spread is not acceptable. It would need to be at 5 meters at least 

and the temperature would need to be higher - the approach as it is written down in 

the draft assessment method is then not acceptable. (A) The assessment criteria are 

not set and will be finalized only after all of the results from experimental RR have 

been thoroughly analysed.  

e. (Q) Of course but in the proposed draft method no possibility is foreseen to move 

the level upwards to 5 m if this is needed? (A) During the experimental RR, TCS will 

be placed also at the same positions as in the BS standard in order to allow for full 

comparability.  

f. (Q) CPE also supports the use of both levels and temperatures to allow a proper 

comparison to be made. This is easier to do when the tests are going on - otherwise 

information is lost? (A) Thank you for this comment, this indeed what is planned.  

g. (C) The 4,5 m has a physical meaning too (distance between openings)? (A)This may 

differ slightly between countries. 

h. (Q) Just for clarification - is the draft assessment method used for the RR tests 

(including the measurement positions) or would it be different? (you have 4.5 meter 

only in that one). If you have a different approach in the RR it would be good to see 

it? (A) There will be other measurements done e.g., more TCS but also 

measurements of e.g., mass loss rates. A document describing this will be issued on 

the project home page.  

i. (Q) Could you explain the background for the 4.5 m value as reference to the 

distance of openings in practice? I think 5.0 m are more realistic -> 0,5 m from lintel 

of the fire opening to the next ceiling + about 3,0 m height of the next floor + about 

1.0 m from the ceiling to the bottom edge of the next-above opening = about 5.0 m. 

(A) Lintel 30 cm, slab 30 cm, inner height 2,70m, slab 30 cm, parapet wall 90 cm 

(typical measures in Hungary in block of flats). 4.5 m is more realistic than 5 m in 

some instances and this is also the conservative assumption. 

j. (Q) But should the draft assessment method not be updated to make clear how the 

RR is performed? I remember that this has been said earlier? (A) The assessment 

method document is updated after each test series however only items expected to 

be in the final document is kept. The assessment method has been updated 

regarding the way the tests have to be performed - what is assessed during the RR 

are whether the limits are sufficiently working, or if they need to be adapted to 

arrive into similar performance levels as in the tests already done with BS and DIN 

methods.  

k. (Q) Conclusions: Criteria not only for wind but also for ventilation of the test hall 

seems to be an issue. (A) The conditions in the laboratory will be noted in the test 

reports from the experimental RR. It may include items such as type of ventilation, 

placement, volume flow if it mechanical, temperature and moisture content.  

l. (Q) Fuel Source: Maybe add information about ventilation of wood crib? (A) In the 

large-scale test only the dynamics around the combustion chamber drives the 



entrainment of air whereas in the medium scale there is a specified fan with a 

certain volume flow. 

m. (Q) Around the secondary openings there would be a requirement for cavity barriers 

to close off this route for fire propagation, would these be included in the test? (A) 

This is to be added, and also when the systems have been tested previously with 

specific protection then this should also be used here.  

n. (Q) The detailing around both starting crib and secondary openings will influence the 

results, but do not seem to be clearly defined yet. (A) This is bordering to the field of 

application. In these tests the most repeatable solution will mostly be used and as 

few details as possible. 

o. (Q) What is the size of the "load cell platform"? (A) The platform is the same size as 

the main wall times the length of the wing, 3.2mx1.5m.  

p. (Q) Falling parts how would you distinguish between crib fallout and facade elements 

(A) Falling parts will be measured in the instance they hit the platform and weight 

change will be noted. There will also be engineers noting what type of falling part, 

flaming, re-ignition etc but also filmed. Comparing the measurements with videos we 

will see the difference. Should gas be used this problem is solved. 

q. (Q) Smouldering needs to be included in the LET, if wants to follow the previous 

scheme that the LET also cover the MET. Otherwise the MET must stand for its own 

(A) We agree, however at the moment it is optional in both methods. It may come 

down to the usefulness of the method, it might be less expensive to perform 

additional testing in medium scale than performing a large-scale test with 

smouldering. 

r. (Q) The new draft says (para 6.9.) that steel/aluminium plates can be used in the 

perimeter of combustion chamber and secondary opening only "where it is obvious 

that the fire behaviour of the simplified detail will be very similar to that used in 

practice.". The provision seems extremely restrictive as in practice no facade system 

make use of solutions that are similar to e.g. steel plate protection. (A) This is also 

bordering to the field of application and is not within the scope of this project. 

However, in the RR a simplified approach for minimal differences between 

laboratories will be used.  

s. (Q) The 1 kg limit for a single falling part seems very strict and "non-proportional", as 

well as insufficiently motivated in the inquiries. Even though a perhaps even lower 

weight can be lethal if falling from great height, from a "group risk perspective", a 

single falling part of 1 kg can arguably be acceptable. Why is the consortium still 

promoting this 1 kg as a class-limit? (A) The limits for falling parts are taken from the 

current regulatory provisions. It has also been verified that this could be used as a 

start in the RR however, we hope to gain additional information on falling parts 

during the RR. Remember also that for falling parts it may turn out that a simple 

“pass/fail” criteria is not optimal, and a classification scheme may be used.  

t. (Q) A steel grid is a cheap and solution that can easily keep the burnt crib inside the 

combustion chamber. At the same time, without the fallout of the burnt wood 

outside the combustion chamber, the crib would gain stability and collapse only at a 

later stage. (A) This is an interesting proposal. However, it has to be verified by 

testing. 

u. (Q) In any case, the platform should already be used in all calibration tests with inert 

facades to assess the impact of falling parts from the collapsing crib (= additional 



information)? (A) This is one option. However, none of the repeatability tests were 

performed with platform. 

v. (Q) is smouldering not included in the RR? (A) The idea is to assess smouldering in a 

limited set of tests. 

w. (Q) For tests with polystyrene-based ETICS assessment of smouldering is surely not 

necessary, but for other tests. Thus, it should be defined clearly before starting the 

test preparation for which tests it is needed (A) Yes, this will be planned in advance.  

x. (Q) Will the air flow of the smoke extract and its location to the specimen at indoor 

facilities be recorded? (A) Yes, this will be given in the test reports. 

y. (Q) Is the system 2 really a borderline system which allows to compare results with 

existing results? (A) We agree, this is a very safe system and alternatives are 

researched.  

z. (Q) What is the timescale for these 24 tests? (A) During spring early summer.  

aa. (Q) Shall system 2 be tested also in the medium exposure test with fire barriers in a 

one-storey distance (each level)? Previous test acc. to DIN 4102-20 of ventilated 

cladding used a configuration with fire barriers in every second level simulating a 

position about every second floor.? (A) In order to maintain comparability, the 

systems shall be tested as it has been tested previously according to the reports 

provided. 

bb. (Q) Please give information, if all laboratories are mechanical ventilated (A) RISE 

Borås is, but it will be noted in the reports. 

cc. (Q) Did I understand well, that the small-scale test will be done on a lower test rig? If 

this is correct - how do we make sure that using the larger test rig does not change 

results? (A) Yes, and all systems will be tested with the lower test rig.  

dd. (Q) Considering the discussion today regarding the assessment levels, all tests of the 

RR should be performed with a grid of thermocouples for a complete temperature 

mapping inside and in front f the samples? (A) There will be extra measurements to 

be used for allowing meaningful comparisons between different test methods and 

tests.  

ee. (Q) Regarding the schedule of the tests: please, keep in mind that this depends on 

the availability of teams of the sponsors. This needs to be agreed between the 

sponsors and the labs (ongoing). The teams for installation have internal tasks in 

their companies that need to be considered. (A) Yes, we are aware of this challenge. 

ff. (Q) As already said in the EAE presentation, a further SG meeting should be held 

after the results of the tests on the inert test rigs from all involved labs are available. 

This would allow a better assessment of the comparability of the conditions in the 

various labs. Otherwise it is hardly possible to find the possible reasons for difference 

in the test results of the labs for the three systems - Does it depends on laboratory 

conditions or on errors / differences in the assembly of the tested samples? (A) 

There will be a meeting. However, the planning of the work must continue due to 

time constrains. 

gg. (Q) Will we have another meeting, when the calibration tests (inert wall) are 

finished? (A) Yes. 

 

7. Future work 

a. Experimental Round Robin 

    Pre-booked wooden facade tests in medium and large scale 



    Planning for the other tests 

b. Discussions with stakeholders 

c. Review drawings 

d. Work on the criteria and classification 

8. AOB. 

 

9. Meeting close 

 

 


