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Support Photographs Provided by Mr. D. H. 
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INSPECTION REPORT 

 

 

NAME: Mr. G. J 

 

ADDRESS: Withheld (Training purposes only) 

 

INSTALLATION WORKS CARRIED OUT BY: Unknown 

 

NACE INSPECTION CARRIED OUT: Thursday 7th August 2015 

 

NACE INSPECTOR: Howard M. Cane (Technical Director) 

  

INSPECTION COMMENCED: 1130h 

INSPECTION COMPLETED: 1530h 

 

 

Areas referred to in this report are: 

 

A) PROPERTY DETAILS 

 

B) ABOUT THE APPLIANCE & CHIMNEY SYSTEM 

 

C) HISTORY 

 

D) DOCUMENTATION 

 

1. Report issued by Mr. D. H - Environmental Consultant. 

2. Letter from Mr. Robert Burke - Technical Director HETAS. 

3. Letter from Mr. Graham Donkin - CPL Technical Product Advisor. 

4. Reference document, Huntingdon Borough Council ‘Carbon-Monoxide’. 

5. Reference material, Statutory Document J & BSEN 15287-1:2007. 

6. Reference material, Hunter Herald 8.   

 

E) CONCLUSION 
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A) PROPERTY DETAILS  
 

Geography: Latitude 52.244324 

Longitude -0.263741 

Easting 518640 

Northing 262102 

 

Grid Reference: TL 186621  

 

UTM Reference: 30U 686804 5791741 

 

Altitude: 19 metres (62 feet)  

 

The property is a 5 bedroom detached property built with traditional materials 

and in close proximity to residing properties set in 1/3rd of an acre of land and 

constructed sometime in the mid 1960’s. 

 

The topography of the property would indicate that it lays in a hollow in 

relation to the neighbouring property in Gordon Road. 

 

 

B) ABOUT THE APPLIANCE & CHIMNEY SYSTEM 
 

I would confirm that a Hunter Herald 8 (8KW) multi-fuel room heater (stove) 

had been installed around 2003 into the lounge fireplace.  The appliance was 

sufficiently spaced to existing non-combustible recess masonry surfaces and 

the hearth dimensions were sufficiently within minimum statutory 

requirements. 

 

The appliance and chimney system had not been registered or ‘signed off’ by 

a HETAS registrant or LABC certificated.   

 

A non-compliant sliding ‘Hit & Miss’ Louvre air vent had been installed to an 

external wall and this had not been calculated properly in relation to the KW 

output of the appliance or in accordance with  ‘Document J’ specifically page 

29 Section 2: Air Supply to Appliances 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3. 

 

This appliance was not DEFRA approved at the time of its construction or is 

the current available model.  Neither product is HETAS approved although 

DEFRA do refer to a Hunter Herald 8 (slim line) V2 for burning wood logs 

only.  This is not to be confused with the appliance installed at 12 River Close. 

 

Appliance specification 

 

Primary Air.  Door sliders in each door control primary air.  This provides 

conventional air draught to the bed of the fire.   
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Secondary Air.  This is controlled via the slider above the doors.  It is this 

‘Airwash’ that keeps a clean and uninterrupted view of the fire. 

 

Tertiary Air.  Tertiary air aids good secondary combustion of fuels and further 

reduces emissions into the chimney and environment.  By adjusting the cover 

plate at the back of the stove tertiary air can be controlled +/- (Certain models 

only).   

 

I am unaware if the current product is supported with either a DOP 

(Declaration of Performance), an ECC (European Certificate of Conformity) or 

an APD (Appliance Data Plate), all of which are requirements in accordance 

with the CPR (Construction Products Regulation) and minimum consumer 

safety standards.   

 

There was an absence of a stove thermometer to monitor flue gas 

temperature therefore burning was undertaken in a completely ‘blind’ 

environment. 

 

Inappropriate burning temperatures, in particular those below 93.3C will have 

had an impact on appliance and emission efficiency.  Hunter 8 user 

instructions suggest a Mean Flue Gas Temperature of 293 °C should be 

achieved when burning wood products and a Mean Flue Gas Temperature of 

304°C when burning ancit (Anthracite).   

 

The proximity of the connecting flue pipe from the appliance was not in 

accordance with Document J specifically page 33 diagram 19 refers and 

being less than 3 x the cross dimension of the flue (6”) from a combustible 

surface. 

 

No evidence of a CDP (Chimney Data Plate) in accordance with Document J 

specifically page 28: J4 “Notice Plates for Hearths & Flues” 1.57 a) b) c) d) 

and 1.58 refer. 

 

Chimney Specifications 

 

The original masonry chimney structure had been removed although I could 

not determine a logical or technically competent reason for doing so.  All of 

the neighbouring properties appeared to have masonry chimneys terminating 

at around the same height as Mr. J’s metal version. 

 

A rigid Twin Wall stainless steel type of unknown manufacture had been 

installed with an approx. 6” internal flue in accordance with Hunter installation 

requirements for the Herald 8KW appliance.  The Twin Wall chimney system 

had not been installed with a ventilation plate at the base of the flue or was 

one evident at the top of the structure.    
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This particular Twin Wall chimney system is typical of many stainless steel 

variants some that are approved, many are not but readily available.  Each 

section should have been twist - locked to the next with locking bands to hold 

the system in place, this could not be confirmed. The entire system appeared 

to be vertical and without any obvious mechanical faults.  The chimney was 

terminated with an open rain guard in accordance with the majority of such 

manufactured systems. 

 

The chimney system/flue terminates at around a meter from the ridge of the 

property and in all is around 5.15m in height, approx. 515mm above the 

recommended height of 4.5m in accordance with Document J. 

 

 

C) HISTORY 
 

I understand from Mr. J that he had been using his appliance/room heater for 

approx. 14 years without complaint.  His neighbour in Gordon Road recently 

extended his property and roof height to include a number of Velux roof 

windows facing Mr. J’s existing flue termination.   

 

Smoke ingress from Mr. J’s appliance was reported to Huntingdon 

environmental control officers by the neighbour with a resulting abatement 

order almost immediately issued.  This is in stark contrast to the Huntingdon 

Borough Council (HBC) web site where it is clearly stated:  

 

“Where the council finds a statutory nuisance to be in existence it is 

under duty to pursue formal abatement of the nuisance if the matter 

cannot be resolved informally”.   

 

Mr. J was not offered a route to informally resolve this issue nor were any 

overtures made by HBC to offer such mediatory services prior to the 

abatement order being rather heavy handily served. 

 

I understand that other domestic properties nearby also burn wood and coal 

products during the winter months therefore door to door inquiries may have 

proved significant with regard to Mr. J’s defence. 

 

 

D) DOCUMENTATION  
 

REPORT COMMISSIONED BY H. SOLICITORS, CARRIED OUT BY MR. D. 

H – A SELF EMPLOYED EH CONSULTANT 

 

It appears from the report issued by Mr. H that although highly qualified, his 

qualifications and subsequent experience (two pages) do not encompass the 

expert area of technical structural chimneys or compliant solid fuel appliance 

installation, statutory guidance and interpretation or appliance use and 
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operation nor do these qualifications reflect a working knowledge of these 

environments. 

 

Having read the ‘experience and qualifications’ page twice, I fail to see where 

any of his vast experience has been gained in chimney engineering, masonry 

structures, flue system defect recognition, flue design, thermal-dynamics, 

chimney, appliance and component manufacture, chimney diagnosis, defect 

recognition, statutory installation procedures, safety, fire risk assessment, 

operator fuel abuse, incorrect fuelling of solid fuel appliances, calculated 

combustion air requirements or subsequently any qualified knowledge of 

operational procedures and of educated operator use of room heaters. 

 

The following refers to the various sections of Mr. H report (using his 

enumeration): 

 

3.0 Tasks Undertaken  

 

The studying of a ‘copy of the delivery note ‘cannot be construed as 

evidential or that this pointless activity had any technical bearing on the tests 

undertaken.  Why is this referred to officially when many relevant statutory 

and consumer safety issues of far greater importance appear to have been 

omitted? 

 

A further reference is made to having read a ‘Copy of the operations’ 

manual as if this document alone would likely provide an untrained layperson 

with either process or method of correct operational interpretation.  Mr. H is 

not a CPS registrant or a registered member of an acknowledged chimney 

engineering organisation or does it appear he has a physical understanding of 

controlled services (structural chimneys & masonry flue systems) or of solid 

fuel appliance installation procedures, methods and statutory compliance. 

 

How then, by reading an out of date operation manual and with limited 

industry knowledge was it possible to comment on the existing appliance and 

chimney system correctly or to have undertaken a suitable type test? 

 

It would appear that Mr. H did not remove the appliance throat plate from its 

position directly below the spigot leading to the main flue system or did he 

check to confirm the throat plate was in fact free from any restrictive debris.  

Mr. H did not check to confirm the structural integrity of the throat plate or the 

retaining mechanism and that this component wasn’t buckled out of shape 

through overheating prior to his test.  Proving the throat plate was clear of any 

debris prior to testing of the appliance was an essential pre-requisite 

confirming the existing flue system wasn’t blocked and that the throat plate 

was operable and free of any debris/detritus at the point of testing. 
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It was also pertinent to have swept the flue system to confirm it was clear of 

any restriction prior to a live test or to have requested that this activity be 

completed before any test procedure was undertaken and by a competent 

chimney sweep with proper certification provided.  This wasn’t undertaken. 

 

In view of any qualified information to the contrary, it must be accepted that a 

blockage or a restriction could have been in situ at the time of Mr. H 

inspection, leading to sufficient issues with draw and thus in the right 

atmospheric conditions spillage and / or excess smoking to occur. 

 

Due to the lack of any alternative chimney sweeping history to confirm the 

status of the existing chimney system and the failure to employ any digital or 

visual camera equipment the condition of the internal flue system remains 

unknown.  

 

3.0 Tasks Undertaken: 3.2  

 

Mr. H confirms that he ‘Interviewed Mr. J’ but failed to interview anyone else 

in R Close or G Road to gauge the use and possible impact upon the 

complainant from neighbouring fires, appliances and the fuels these 

appliances used. 

 

There are three identifiable properties situated on R Close adjacent to number 

12 and these have masonry chimneys.  Furthermore, there are 12 properties 

directly opposite R Close along G Road, all of which have masonry chimneys 

with many more dotted along this thoroughfare.  Thus within a few hundred 

yards of Mr. J’s property there are approx.15 masonry chimneys. 

 

The properties referred to may have working fireplaces, live fires, room 

heaters or gas appliances in use during the winter months.  If live fires are in 

use and depending upon atmospheric conditions, spent gases identifiable as 

visual smoke or the smell of smoke derived from the burning of anything from 

household rubbish to high moisture content wood and bituminous coal will 

likely be experienced by any of the neighbouring properties.  Attempting to 

identify a singular culprit would be almost impossible. 

 

Without having properly investigated any of the surrounding properties, I find it 

particularly difficult to understand how Mr. H arrived at his pin point accuracy. 

 

Mr. H refers to having ‘inspected’ the appliance and ‘made an assessment 

of the nuisance allegations’ stating that he observed smoke emissions 

resulting from the ‘typical operation’ of the stove. 

 

Regrettably there is no inspection document regarding this activity, it would 

however appear having ‘inspected’ the appliance the following points were 

overlooked:  
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1) Damaged fire bricks. 
2) Connecting Vitreous flue to twin wall chimney system unsealed. 
3) Ceramic door rope defective. 
4) Riddling bars bent out of shape. 
5) Connecting Vitreous flue to spigot unsealed. 
6) Secondary air slider jamming and difficult to operate. 
7) No CO detector (compliance). 

 

Failure to have identified any of the above defects could have impacted on the 

safety and health of the building inhabitants as well as the operation of the 

appliance resulting in visual atmospheric emissions referred to during Mr. H 

visit.  

 

Having ‘inspected’ the appliance Mr. H additionally failed to report on the 

metal twin wall chimney system (controlled service) where the following was 

also noted: 

 

1) No ventilation plates to base of twin wall system or at roof level. 
2) Connecting Vitreous flue below 3x dimension away from a combustible 

surface. (Document J Non-compliant). 
3) No visible means of structural support at any point. 
4) Locking bands not properly ‘tied’. 
5) Flashing kit not properly installed to flue terminal. 

 

Appropriate directions for the testing of flues and chimneys is provided for 

within Statutory Document J of the Building Regulations, Appendix A: 

‘Checklist for checking and testing of Hearths, Fireplaces, Flues and 

Chimneys’, however this procedure was not followed.  

 

It is difficult to understand how, in light of such failures, Mr. H determined his 

‘assessment of the nuisance allegations’ fairly and competently. 

 

No one appliance or its operation can be termed ‘typical’ or is there a ‘typical 

operation’ that could be referred to as normal or similar.  All solid fuel 

appliances differ in performance and heat output dependent upon random 

operator use and fuel type, changes in atmospheric conditions as well as 

appliance temperatures achieved.   

 

Incorrect use of an appliance, incorrect use of manufacturers recommended 

fuels, incorrect re-fuelling periods, over firing, incorrect use of primary, 

secondary and tertiary air controls, fuel abuse, meteorological and 

atmospheric changes in air pressure and wind direction will singularly or 

together because variant pressures and temperature changes to occur 

inevitably impacting on the operation and safety of an appliance. 

 

Any reference to the ‘typical operation’ of an appliance is therefore technically  

and mechanically incorrect.   
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No two appliances will ever operate similarly or will they perform identically, 

irrespective of similarities in KW output, design, cast iron to steel variants or 

wood only to multi-fuel designations.  To suggest an appliance is operating in 

a ‘typical’ fashion would require lengthy bench testing under varying 

conditions and circumstances with quantifiable test values offered to confirm 

any such theory.  This report fails to provide such information or does it refer 

to a working knowledge and understanding of solid fuel appliance testing and 

operation (under full load) or fuel type testing procedures within a domestic 

environment. 

 

No reference appears to have been made to the SFA (Solid Fuel Association) 

recognised by NACE and HETAS as experts in the field of fossil fuel use 

within a domestic environment.   

 

The writer has intimated a typical working knowledge of the Hunter Herald 8.  

To gain such information it would have been necessary to bench test this 

appliance many hundreds of times, in varying domestic conditions burning 

various fuels and fuel combinations within different combinations of both 

masonry and metal chimney systems and subject to various weather 

conditions before arriving at a credible and technically inarguable emission 

average that also confirmed correct operator and fuel use.  There is no 

evidence that such testing had taken place. 

 

4.0 Background  

 

4.1 This is correct, however, little attention has been paid to the surrounding 

properties and the large number of evident masonry chimneys and their 

possible use. 

 

4.2 ‘Exempted Fireplace (England) Order 2015’, this is not an industry term 

or is does this statement make any technical sense.  The only statutory body 

responsible for exempted solid fuel room heaters and similar products is 

DEFRA.   

 

The appliance, a Hunter Herald 8 was not at the point of manufacture in 2003 

or is it currently DEFRA exempted or is Mr. J’s property in a smoke control 

zone, therefore any of the appliance manufacturers recommended and 

preferred fuels may be used. 

 

Mr. J’s Hunter Herald 8 and the current available model cannot be used 

‘legitimately’ within a smoke controlled area as these appliances are not 

designated DEFRA exempt, the official DEFRA web site refers to a Hunter 

Herald 8 slim-line MK2 model and not to the appliance in question. 

 

For an appliance to be classified DEFRA exempt, it must demonstrate 

minimum mechanical design changes that will allow designated fuels to be 
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burned in a controlled fashion by restricting the closure of the appliance top 

air slider thus allowing combustion gases to escape whilst fuel slowly burns 

out instead of an existing air slider closing completely causing potential 

unburned fuel to smoke or smoulder before eventually dying out. 

 

4.3 There appears to be little evidence that the fuels Mr. J had been using on 

the Hunter Herald 8 prior to the live load test had been inspected for their 

suitability.  Using a Termatech MD-812 digital moisture meter I recorded 

random moisture readings (wood logs) of between 17% and 26% when the 

prescribed maximum is 20%.  With regard to the coal Mr. J used, this was 

delivered in plastic bags and very likely when left in direct sunlight produced 

enough condensation on the inner material for the coal to absorb moisture, in 

particular over lengthy periods.  The burning of any fuel with a high moisture 

content in relation to meteorological variants in air pressure and direction and 

incompetent user operation is a combined cocktail guaranteed to produce 

heavy than air ‘smoke’.  No humidity readings were taken to identify possible 

moisture levels of the tested fuel or humidity readings of the heated air around 

the appliance. 

The moisture content of both coal and wood products were not taken into 

account or reported upon prior to the live load test.  The fuel used may well 

have been contaminated with excessive levels of moisture and in view of the 

above comments saturated smoking identified escaping from the flue terminal.   

 

5.0 Assessment of the Matter 

 

5.1 A ‘light breeze of between 1ms-1 and 2ms-1’ on the day of inspection with 

a further reference to a ‘breeze blowing initially from a south-westerly direction 

and later an easterly direction’ were recorded, these are irrelevant unless 

based on lengthy atmospheric and meteorological testing. 

 

Change in atmospheric conditions on the day of the test would have had little 

impact on fuel contaminated with high levels of moisture, this scenario 

combined with negative air pressure, turbulence, incorrect flue temperature 

and the lack of sufficient combustion air would have assisted in creating the 

‘smoking’ effect referred to, this blanket of heavy dense smoke would have 

drifted in every direction given the above conditions. 

 

The topographical position of No. R Close and the high termination point of 

the surround tree line will also have impacted upon the operation of the solid 

fuel appliance, with the addition of low flue gas temperatures and 

contaminated fuel as well as day to day changes in local weather patterns the 

effects of ‘smoking’ would have most certainly occurred, irrespective of what 

direction the prevailing winds blew.   
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Prevailing weather fronts, days that are wet or still and weather conditions that 

change by the hour will always represent an issue with regard to flue draught 

and the dispersal of the products of combustion. 

 

The report refers to the use of a ‘compass’ and a ‘kestrel mobile weather 

station’ during the testing process although neither processes are referred to 

within Document ‘J’ of the Building Regulations or BSEN 15278-1:2007 or 

BSEN 1443 or within any HETAS guidance documents.  The use of a 

‘compass’ and ‘weather station’ have little bearing on what should have been 

a qualified and expert undertaking and where recommended and preferred 

methods of calculating values were employed. 

 

The following procedural tests appear to have been completely overlooked. 

 

1) Manometer/Water Gauge flue system draught test. 
2) Humidity test values (under full live load). 
3) Flue gas temperature readings taken at specific timed intervals. 
4) Combustion air flow readings before (cold) and during (hot). 
5) Moisture meter readings. 
6) Providence and calculation of compliant combustion air. 
7) Removal of the rain guard from the twin-wall chimney system. 
8) Appliance Primary, secondary and tertiary air vent open test/closed test 

on full live load. 
9) Digital/visual CCTV recording system confirming flue system integrity 

and clear pathway without restrictions. 
10) Initial smoke testing in accordance with statutory Document J, 

Appendix E ‘Flue Test Procedures’ in particular E11, E12, E13, E14 
or E15, E16, E17, E18, E19 and E20. 

11) Carbon-Monoxide spillage test. 
 

A reference to having ‘ascertained that the circular sectional steel duct 

was mounted on top of the stove’ is a technically incorrect and 

mechanically nonsensical statement, ‘Vitreous enamel’ flue pipe and 

appliance ‘Spigot’ are correct mechanical and technical terminologies likely to 

be understood by industry professionals.   

 

The twin-wall chimney system may be terminated with a ‘Rain Guard’ and not 

a ‘china man’s hat’. 

 

5.3 Mr. J’s apparently demonstrated to Mr. H how he ‘lights the stove’ 

however, Mr. H is unable to demonstrate any industry experience leading to 

his understanding of how a solid fuel appliance is correctly commissioned or 

what principals are involved with such process. 

 

The burning of newspaper or any cellulose based material is known to 

potentially create smoking within an enclosed and air tight combustion 

chamber, in particular when the combustion chamber is choked with fuel.  The 

use of any paper product will not provide sufficient ignition when attempting to 
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burn the size of wood log or coal product that appears to have been used 

during the test (and with the appliance doors left open).   This is adequately 

demonstrated with photo evidence provided. 

 

The wood fuel within the appliance has evidently not caught or can any 

relevant flame be identified.  A large quantity of coal appears to have been 

laid on top of what amounts to smouldering material with the resulting effect of 

heavy dense smoke spilling within the combustion chamber.  It is patently 

obvious that the coal has not ignited or has the wood beneath, the resulting 

‘bluish smoke’ referred to is seen emanating from the smouldering material via 

the chimney system and incorrectly identified in view of a flawed test 

procedure.   

 

This defective test procedure occurred with one of the two appliance doors 

open when in fact live load testing should have been undertaken with the 

appliance doors fully closed and the flue shaft pre-heated. 

 

Live test procedures should be approached with an element of technical skill 

and understanding having initially confirmed the status of the fuel to be used 

and that the material was within permitted moisture content levels 

 

It is evident from the supporting photographs that newspaper had been used 

as an ignition source and this can be clearly identified instead of non-smoking 

manufactured firelighters and properly spaced out kindling, in this particular 

instance where a live load test was carried out newspaper should not have 

been used where it was essential to have achieved suitable combustion 

chamber heat and high flue temperatures prior to recording any test values. 

 

The procedure taken should have allowed for sufficient ‘flaming’ to have 

occurred without a trace of combustion smoke seen within the chamber, once 

this had been achieved limited amounts of timber and coal could then have 

been introduced. Failure to operate the appliance air controls correctly or 

allow sufficient combustion air to have entered the appliance in conjunction 

with poor fuel combustion and fuel with high moisture content would have 

certainly produced the environment referred to, the test was I believe 

completed within 45 minutes without any flue gas or appliance temperature 

readings having been taken or recorded. 

 

It is evident from the report that recognised industry procedures were not 

adopted or employed during the test, the appliance doors were left incorrectly 

‘open’ therefore it should come as no surprise that ‘bluish smoke rolling out of 

the stove into the living room’ was identified. 

 

If the appliance air controls were set properly and both wood and coal 

products adequately set alight, with the appliance doors fully closed in the 
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locked position, it is highly unlikely any smoke would have permeated the 

living room with possibly even less visible smoke emanating from the terminal. 

 

Combustion of any material within a closed appliance, in particular wood and 

coal, requires considerable ignition heat as well as unrestricted air flow 

through the appliance.  The report refers to the appliance reaching ‘optimum’ 

temperature, although no test results have been offered to confirm this 

statement or a reference to what temperature had actually been achieved or if 

this temperature was sufficient to ignite and then combust the materials seen 

in the photographs. 

 

It is plainly obvious that ‘optimal’ temperatures were not achieved whatever 

those happened to have been, given the method and process employed 

supposed ‘optimal’ temperatures were insufficient to have ignited the fuel 

referred to in the photo on page 10. 

 

5.4 Given the concerns raised and the questionable test methods and 

procedures employed clarity cannot be simply or easily confirmed, therefore 

what constitutes a ‘smoke nuisance’ in this instance is ‘at odds’ with the 

manner in which the test was undertaken and consequently the rather 

shambolic results arrived at.  It could be argued that in fact Mr. H inadvertently 

assisted in the promotion of the statutory ‘smoke nuisance’  

he refers to in the first place. 

 

It is worth noting that little reference appears to have been made to operator 

education or to the manufactures recommended firing methods and 

procedures or to correct re-fuelling of the appliance or to proper mechanical 

control of the appliance air controls under live load.   

 

The direction of prevailing winds will change dramatically through the passing 

of each season and where varying pressures are experienced.  It is virtually 

impossible for anyone, no matter how qualified, to make any more than a 

qualified guess at daily atmospheric conditions.  To suggest that fumes and 

smoke would drift ‘consistently’ towards any one point on the map is both 

misleading and technically incorrect. 

 

Mr. H has correctly identified the ‘chainman’s hat’ as a restriction, so why 

undertake a live load test with this component in situ and then allude to its 

restrictive qualities afterwards?  The rain guard left in place during the test 

would have only served to impede the slow release of flue gases. 

 

The report refers ‘that when solid fuel is added to the stove which I 

believe is likely to amount to a material interference with the immediate 

neighbour’s enjoyment of his property’.  This statement makes little 

technical sense at all and should be ignored completely.  
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If solid fuel is added sensibly to a properly functioning combustion chamber 

operating at manufacturers minimum appliance temperatures within correct 

flue gas temperature parameters and combustion air controls set correctly 

subsequent re-fuelling would not directly cause an appliance to emit either 

‘smoke’ or to ‘interfere’ with any environment.  If damp, moist fuel is 

introduced to any live appliance and where there is an obvious lack of any 

pre-ignition or where combustion air is restricted condensates and smoke will 

inevitably be released into the atmosphere. 

 

6.0 Mitigation Measures 

 

6.1 The report suggests that ‘only pieces of dry fully seasoned wood are 

burned on the appliance’.  This is quite correct, but how would Mr. J know 

what is seasoned and what is not.  No reference to a moisture meter or any 

operator/fuel use education was offered or guidance with regard to proper 

appliance operation considered or to the correct method of storage of either 

wood or coal products. 

 

The report states ‘combustion air is supplied exclusively from the slots 

above the door’.  This is technically and mechanically incorrect, in 

accordance with the Hunter Herald 8 operational instruction document the 

following applications apply:  

 

Primary Air: - ‘The sliders in each door control the primary air.  This 

provides a conventional air draught to the bed of the fire.  The controls 

are open when the sliders are pushed toward the outside of the stove’.   

 

Secondary Air: - ‘Secondary air is controlled via the slider above the 

doors, it is this “Airwash” that keeps a clean and uninterrupted view of 

the fire’. 

 

Tertiary Air: - Tertiary air aids in good secondary combustion of the fuel 

and reducing emissions into the chimney environment.  Adjusting the 

cover plate on the back of the stove can control tertiary air’. 

 

The report has completely overlooked the mechanical adjustment option 

controlling tertiary air and thus ignored any opportunity to reduce emissions 

into the chimney and atmosphere, altering the tertiary air control may have 

had a fundamental effect on the entire test procedure if of course all other 

elements had been carried out correctly. 

 

Without any mechanical chimney system experience of twin-wall construction 

and erection, Mr. H suggests that an existing twin-wall chimney system be 

extended by a further metre yet fails to provide any design methods or 

calculus to achieve the dispersal of fumes away from the neighbouring 

property or how this structure is to be competently supported.   
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The adding of a further metre (if it were mechanically possible) to the existing 

system would likely create a direct structural issue with an unsupported 

extremely heavy 2 metre section at risk of collapsing onto ignitable bitumen 

roofing felt. 

 

The identity, make and manufacturer of the existing chimney system is in 

question as well as the safety and compliance of what is according to  

Document J a ‘Controlled Service’  

 

The report incorrectly suggests that an additional metre of twin-wall chimney 

is ‘added on’ without any mechanical explanation how this is to be achieved 

safety and within compliant parameters.   

 

If the original manufacturer’s components are no longer available, how would 

such a ‘marriage’ be achieved and what would the impact be of this ‘bodge’ on 

Mr. J’s insurance policies should a claim for damages be made? 

 

Different manufactured parts cannot be connected together as there are no 

safety or compliant means to do so.  Ignorance of insulated metal chimney 

and the statutory requirements for their installation often leads to incorrect 

advice and opinion being expressed.  No reference is made to such activities 

within either Document J of the Building Regulations or to BSEN 15278 

‘Chimneys – Design, Installation and Commissioning of Chimneys’ 

 

It is further suggested that an ‘off the shelf’ 90 degree non-applicable chimney 

component is connected to an existing stainless steel twin wall system of 

unknown manufacture although there is no indication of how these two 

completely different manufactured components would be technically, 

mechanically or competently joined to form a gas tight seal in accordance with 

consumer safety standards, statutory Document J or Statutory Document 7 

(workmanship & materials) or BSEN 15278:1 2007. 

 

If it were physically possible (which it is not), how would attaching a non-

compatible single skin 90 degree Vitreous chimney component to a twin-wall 

chimney system negate the ingress of smoke from entering a neighbouring 

property given the previous comments regarding atmospheric conditions?  

Quite frankly the suggestion is mechanically ludicrous.   

 

What is extremely troubling is the suggestion that one non-compatible 

component is joined to another without any explanation of how this is to be 

compliantly or mechanically achieved. 

 

Pointing a 90 degree bend with a 6” internal diameter away from an adjoining 

building would likely achieve little to resolve smoke ingress from entering into 

it, what is more likely is that variant air /wind pressure will most certainly force 
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carcinogenic materials back down through the flue shaft into Mr. J’s property 

resulting in potential Carbon-Monoxide poisoning of his family.  Not only is this 

an absurd suggestion, it is also non-compliant and potentially lethal. 

 

Unauthorised design changes to an existing chimney system (Controlled 

Service) and / or the joining of different chimney systems (non-compatible 

marriage) would be in breach of existing compliance, any such activity would 

most likely ‘null and void’ a manufactures warranty and / or guarantee as well 

as any domestic claim for compensation, in the worst case scenario where an 

injury or a fatality occurs through negligent and incompetent workmanship a 

custodial sentence could be expected.    

 

Therefore, Mr. H unqualified technical recommendations which appear to be 

mechanically unsound and questionable as well as potentially dangerous 

should be completely and utterly dismissed.  

 

6.2 Mr. H suggests that his technically dangerous measures are adopted and 

then ‘implemented’ however there is little industry evidence to support this 

opinion.  Furthermore, he is ‘confident’ that the current nuisance will be 

abated although his test results are anything but conclusive or are they 

technically literate.  This badly thought out test process appears to have 

achieved nothing at all to support or confirm either of these opinions.   

 

The incorrect assumption that the execution of this scheme of measures will 

amount to a ‘best practicable means defence’ is seriously floored. 

 

7.0 Conclusion 

 

7.1 It is suggested that an investigation allowing proper observation of the 

appliance under representative conditions occurred.  This is technically 

incorrect, proper observation would have taken far longer than the brief 40 

minutes allotted with the appliance properly fuelled and operated, 

representative conditions were ‘a one off’ visit and not an average based on 

differing metrological weather conditions over a set period of time thus 

allowing for a suitable average of test results to be arrived at. 

 

7.2 ‘In my professional judgement’.  A strange statement given the evident 

lack of any qualified knowledge or experience within the solid fuel and 

chimney engineering environments allowing for this specific response. 

 

I would therefore question Mr. H entire competency with regard to the issues 

surrounding Mr. J’s appliance installation and twin wall chimney system. 

 

7.3 ‘the problem can be readily resolved by the implementation of a 

scheme of measures as detailed in section 6.1’   
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Point ii) is a common sense task.  

Point iv) is a recommended process.  

 

Point i) reference to appliance combustion air is incorrect. 

  

Point iii) mechanically dangerous, non-compliant, technically unacceptable. 

 

 

E) CONCLUSION  
 

Mr. H is far from an expert in either the solid fuel or structural chimney 

engineering industry or has he demonstrated any technical competency 

regarding combustion appliance installation and operation (solid fuel) or of 

controlled services.  

 

The manufacture and installation of stainless steel rigid twin-wall chimney 

systems, flexible twin-wall liners and associated materials and components 

are referred to within the CPR (Construction Products Regulation) Document 

J procedures and methods are implemented through CPS managers such as 

HETAS a representative body appointed by DCLG, monitored by UKAS to 

provide a register of competent installers. 

 

HETAS professionally refer to NACE, as do many industry leaders within the 

solid fuel and chimney engineering industry for competent technical 

interpretation and guidance.  Having discussed this case in considerable 

depth with my colleagues Robert Burke - HETAS Technical Director, Graham 

Donkin - Product Technical Advisor for CPL Industries and Jim Lambeth - 

General Manager of the SFA (Solid Fuel Association) their qualified response 

confirms my grave concern with regard to the attached document as well as 

questioning the validity of Mr. H misguided comments and recommendations. 

 

Mr. H should have differed his investigation to a professional body better 

qualified technically to have provided a competent and compliantly correct 

inspection on behalf of Mr. J. Through a cocktail of technical errors and inept 

tests that are by any stretch of the imagination inconclusive Mr. J would 

appear to have been regrettably and unfairly condemned by the attached 

report. 

 

 

Report Ends 
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DEFECTIVE CHIMNEY COMPONENT  EVIDENCE OF FIRE DAMAGE TO TIMBER BATTEN 
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FIRE DAMAGE EVIDENCE AND 
BITUMINIOUS ROOF FELT 

 RESTRICTED COWL 
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RESTRICTED FLUE   
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BITUMINIOUS MATERIAL REMOVED FROM FLUE 
 
 

 
 

FIRE DAMAGE EVIDENCE 
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LETHAL TWIN WALL CONNECTION 
 
 

 
 

REDUCTION FROM 6 INCH TO LESS THAN 3 INCH 
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5) Support letter from CPL 

 

 

 



 

39 

 

 

  



 

40 

 

 



 

41 

 

 



 

42 

 

  



 

43 

 

6) Support letter from HETAS 
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7) Support letter from SFA 
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