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Hackitt Interim Report: 

Recommendations (2)

1.86 

There needs to be a demonstration that there are sufficient layers of protection to 

ensure that building safety does not rely heavily on compartmentation. There is a high 

risk of compartmentation being breached during building use, whether as the result of 

residents’ own actions or of maintenance work carried out in the whole building. There 

are a range of fire protection measures that can be retrofitted to or amended in existing 

buildings; for example, extra staircases and smoke ventilation or sprinkler systems.

Rather than prescribe one measure over others, it should be for building owners and 

landlords, with the right expert advice and the involvement of residents, to demonstrate 

that appropriate risk mitigation measures are in place. 



Non-Compliant Fire Suppression Systems

 BAFSA is aware of (and being increasingly being asked to express views 
on) the use of automatic fire suppression systems – and their individual 
components - which clearly do not comply with recognised design and 
installation codes of practice and British/European standards

 Enquiries relate mainly to the protection of residential and domestic 
occupancies for building regulations compliance but recent examples have 
emerged of non-compliant systems being offered for commercial 
properties such as offices and hotels 

 These systems may appear to combine innovation with convenience and 
lower installation costs – particularly in comparison to ‘traditional’ 
sprinklers

 Strong claims are invariably made as to their effectiveness. However, 
client confidentiality concerns often result in test reports being ‘unavailable’



Advances Made in Recent Years

 The wider demand for and public awareness of the benfits of AFSS is, 

of course, a welcome trend 

 Much of the credit for this is due to the work by the UK fire service and 

organisations such as the FPA, to encourage better and wider use of 

automatic fire suppression as tools to protect both people and property 

from the effects of fire

 The danger however, is that hard won advances could be undermined 

by systems and equipment that have not undergone the same rigorous 

testing and scrutiny as longer established AFSS

 There are widespread concerns regarding the need for regulators and 

enforcers to be alert to issues regarding the acceptability of ‘innovative’ 

systems– particularly as related to packaged watermist systems. 



Advances Made in Recent Years

- Not Just for Sprinklers

 Increasing recognition of automatic fire 

suppression in building standards and 

legislation e.g. Domestic Fire Safety 

(Wales) Measure 2011

 Design guidance such as BS 9999 & 

9991; Scottish Technical Handbooks 

and Approved Documents ‘B’

 “There are many alternative or innovative 

fire suppression systems available. Where 

these are used it is necessary to ensure that 

such systems have been designed and 

tested for use in domestic buildings and are 

fit for their intended purpose.”
ADB Vol1 2006



Potential Problems

 The growing interest in domestic fire suppression 

has spawned another generation of 

inventors/entrepreneurs

 The impact of recent high rise fires appear to have 

attracted the attention of everyone with a workshop 

(or garden shed)

 The fire industry welcomes genuine innovation –

BAFSA members install all types of wet systems

 However, some of these ‘new’ products can be 

more expensive than they at first appear

 Some may usefully fill a gap in the market

 But some might not work! How to tell the difference? 

‘Crazy Inventors’ really do exist!



‘Innovative Products’(1)

 There are available on the market a growing number of systems that purport to comply 

with BS 9251 or BS 8458; or ‘provide an equivalent degree of protection’. 

 Weasle-worded claims such as:

 “(Name of system)’ not being part of the fabric of the building, hence does not come under 

ISO or British Standards. Certification is applicable to systems regulated by Codes and 

Standards”

 Such standard deviant systems include:

 ‘low-cost sprinkler protection’ where the sprinkler heads are fed directly from the 

property’s internal cold water distribution system;

 ‘personal protection’ systems fed from pressurised gas cylinders which do not 

comply with LPS 1655

 pre-action or ‘double-knock’ sprinkler/mist systems which rely on an electronic 

fire detection system 

 Systems activated by electronic fire sensors which only protect kitchen hobs or 

nearby areas

 Watermist systems which discharge only at low level



‘Innovative Products’(2)

 Claims often made – should be verified

 Sprinkler systems are harder to retrofit than mist systems

 Mist systems are cheaper than sprinkler systems

 Mist systems are more effective than sprinkler systems

 Mist systems are immune to Legionella

 Claims which are worthy of detailed investigation

 Mist systems which are said to comply with BS 9251

 Mist heads which are claimed to comply to BS 9252

 AFSS tested by a test laboratory which is not UKAS accredited for this

 Any claims that products have been tested without access to the test 

report 

 Typical water mist non-compliances include:

 Maximum of three or four heads on a single pump

 Plastic hoses or braided steel hoses

 Discharge heads in walls

 Reliance on electronic detection



Innovative Products (4)

• £59.99 for 3

• Fits into the end of 

your central heating 

radiator

• ‘Unlike sprinklers will 

not injure occupants 

by thermal shock 

from cold water’ 

9



A ‘pre-engineered, automatic, watermist 

fire suppression system’ 

 “.......is suitable to be used in any 

application where a BS 8458:2015 

compliant watermist system is deemed to 

be acceptable as a code-compliant 

automatic water fire suppression system, 

for example in accordance with the 

recommendations of BS 9991:2015.”

 “.... meets the fire performance criteria 

specified in Annex C of BS 8458.”

 “Requires 6 l/min at 1 bar (incoming)…”

 “…generally complies with BS 925...”



One Approach to Customer Care

Verbatim response to customer after three false alarms on a mist system within two 

months of installation:

“As you are aware following a discussion between yourself and me personally you agreed, in 

contract, to indemnify (us) against any such “False Activations”. 

Once we have completed our works the system belongs to you, or ownership is transferred. 

At this point you agreed to cover any such damage resulting from a false activation of your 

system through your own building and contents insurance. This would be your first point of call 

for re- imbursement.

I am sure you can understand that once we leave site after handing over the system we have 

no control over its use, or miss-use. As such our policy does not cover activations resulting 

from anything other than a “Live Fire”. 



Installation Standards (1)

 Industrial and commercial mist systems 

must comply with BS 8489 Part 1 and 

the appropriate test protocol

 If there is no published test protocol, 

the supplier must provide evidence of 

full scale testing in the application 

offered

 Residential and domestic systems 

must comply with BS 8458

 NFPA 750 is not an installation 

standard and should not be quoted

 prEN 14972 is not a standard (but may 

become one)

 IMO standards and tests are not 

relevant unless the system is for a ship



Installation Standards (2)

 Compliance with product and 

component standards are essential

 LPS 1283 is for low hazard commercial 

systems. LPS 1285 is for domestic and 

residential systems)

 LPS 1655 is for personal protection systems 

(i.e. single rooms) only. Despite some claims, 

these systems cannot be daisy-chained!

 LPS 1233 is for rangehood and kitchen 

systems

 LPS 1284 is a certification scheme for 

installers of mist systems – not yet 

operational?

 FIRAS also has a mist installer scheme with 

four UK installers listed

 It’s not clear whether EXOVA Warrington is 

accredited by UKAS for testing mist system 

components.



Looking to the Future

 Updating of building regulations guidance is critical

 It must recognise the new watermist standards

 But: prEN 14972 will probably force withdrawal of both 

BS if approved

 BS 9251 may also be withdrawn in 2019 if prEN 16925 is 

approved

 No AFSS should be accepted for alternative compliances 

unless it is by a fully certificated installer using approved 

components. 

 Regulators and Enforcers must understand what they are 

proposing and approving

 Recognise genuine innovation – BSi and BRE should be more 

flexible in their approach to new products

 Persuade insurers to stand fully behind R&D systems

 Ensure that systems are properly maintained



Vocational Training and Qualifications

 There is a serious skill shortage in the wet AFSS 

industry

 BAFSA generated a National Occupational 

Standard (NOS) for ‘Mechanical Fire Protection’ 

has been in place since Jan 2012

 This is also appropriate for the watermist sector

 BAFSA & Industry Qualifications’ Level 2 Award 

now exists

 Level 3 Award being developed

 BAFSA invites watermist installers to get involved 

with this work – whether they are BAFSA members 

or not



STOP PRESS 20 April 2018:
Cityscape Flats, Croydon: Resolution

• Barrett Developments will now fund 
costs of recladding – estimated at 
£2m

• Presently, the block which is clad in 
materials similar to that used at 
Grenfell is being patrolled by security 
guards at a cost of £4000/week

• Given that this measure has been in 
place since August, that’s around 
£120,000

• To protect the 93 flats, sprinklers 
could have been installed for around 
£250,00
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