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Abstract: The thermal performance of Lightweight Steel Framed (LSF) walls could be strongly
compromised due to steel’s high thermal conductivity and their related thermal bridges. In this paper,
the performance of bio-based (pine wood) and recycled (rubber–cork composite) Thermal Break Strip
(TBS) materials, to mitigate the thermal bridge effect originated by steel profiles in LSF partition walls,
is evaluated. This assessment was achieved by measurements under controlled laboratory conditions
and by predictions using some numerical simulation models. Regarding the measurements, two
climatic chambers (cold and hot) were used to impose a nearly constant temperature difference
(around 35 ◦C), between the LSF partition test samples’ surfaces. To measure the overall surface-to-
surface thermal resistance (R-value) of the evaluated LSF wall configurations, the Heat Flow Meter
(HFM) method was used. Moreover, the measured values were compared with the calculations by 2D
(THERM models) and 3D (ANSYS models) numerical simulations, exhibiting an excellent agreement
(less than ±2% difference). Three TBS locations and three materials are evaluated, with their thermal
performance improvement compared with a reference interior partition LSF wall, having no TBS.
The top performance was accomplished by the aerogel super-insulating TBS material. The bio-based
material (pine wood) and the recycled rubber–cork composite present quite similar results, with a
slight advantage for the pine wood TBSs, given their higher thickness. Considering the TBS location,
the inner and outer side present comparable performances. When using TBSs on both sides of steel
profile flanges, there is a relevant thermal performance improvement, as expected. The thickness of
the TBS also presents a noteworthy influence on the LSF partition thermal resistance.

Keywords: lightweight steel frame; thermal break strips; partition walls; bio-based material;
measurements; numerical simulations; thermal performance

1. Introduction

Climate change, global warming, as well as shortages and high price of fossil fuels,
have led to a growing concern and demand regarding energy efficiency, particularly in
buildings. This sector consumes nearly forty percent of the total energy in Europe and
accounts for approximately 36% of the CO2 emissions [1]. Improvements of buildings’
energy efficiency leads to reduced energy consumption, reduced CO2 emissions, and also
decreasing costs during the operational phase. Energy efficiency and thermal comfort in
buildings could be mostly influenced by the physical properties (e.g., thermal resistance)
of the building envelope. To reduce CO2 emissions, the use of biomaterials and recycled
materials should be prioritized. The construction sector has been experiencing a change in
constructive technology, turning to more lightweight and industrialized alternatives.

The Light Steel Framing (LSF) constructive system is one of these technologies, that has
been proliferating due to its advantages compared to the heavyweight reinforced concrete
and brick masonry systems, such as: light weight, facilitating transportation and handling;
high mechanical strength; easy prefabrication ensuring better quality controlled building
components, as well as permitting modular construction; faster construction resulting

Buildings 2022, 12, 1237. https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings12081237 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/buildings

https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings12081237
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings12081237
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/buildings
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0134-6762
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7537-446X
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings12081237
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/buildings
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/buildings12081237?type=check_update&version=2


Buildings 2022, 12, 1237 2 of 13

in time savings; a more sustainable construction due to its potential of recyclability and
reuse, which can exceed 95%; in case of humidity, excellent stability of shape; decrease in
waste; reduced water consumption; and less need for heavy machinery and an intensive
workforce [2–4].

Regarding Lightweight Steel Framed (LSF) walls, the high thermal conductivity of
steel may originate important thermal bridges, that should be predicted in the building
design phase and treated at the construction stage [5]. These thermal bridges can reduce
the building energy efficiency by more than 30%. Thermal Break Strips (TBSs), an Exterior
Thermal Insulation Composite System (ETICS), and slotted steel studs are some of the
thermal mitigation strategies usually used in LSF buildings.

Usually, an LSF wall is made of three main constituents: (1) cold formed steel internal
frame; (2) sheathing panels on internal side of walls and ceilings (e.g., gypsum plasterboard)
and on external side (e.g., Oriented Strand Board—OSB); and (3) insulation materials
(air cavity insulation, e.g., mineral wool, and/or Exterior Thermal Insulation Composite
System—ETICS) [6,7]. The mineral wool placed inside the air cavity, in addition to the
thermal insulation role, causes an important acoustic performance improvement as well,
increasing the noise insulation [8,9]. Moreover, the thermal insulation effectiveness is
significantly related to the position in the LSF walls [10,11] and the LSF construction
type [12].

Indeed, the type of LSF construction system is defined by the presence of the insulation
layer and its location on the wall, that can be categorized in three typologies: (1) warm,
(2) cold, and (3) hybrid steel frame. In warm frame construction, all insulation is continuous,
being positioned on the exterior side of the wall (e.g., ETICS). In cold frame construction, all
insulation is located inside the air gap (between the metallic profiles), with their thickness
limited to the steel profile depth. Given its usual best thermal performance, the hybrid steel
frame type is the most commonly used [8]. In this LSF system, both kinds of insulation are
used, namely external continuous, as well as discontinuous batt insulation placed between
steel studs [13].

There are three main methodologies to assess the thermal transmittance (U-value)
and/or thermal resistance (R-value) of building elements: (1) analytical formula computa-
tions, (2) numerical simulations, and (3) experimental measurements [14].

Concerning the analytical formulas, they are the simplest method of those mentioned
above, being very useful and effortless to be used at the early design stage [15,16]. However,
these analytical formulas can only be used, and are available, for very simplified wall
arrangements, so their use very restricted. Additionally, these formulations commonly
assume a basic one-dimensional (1D) steady-state heat flow and neglect the materials’ heat
storage effect and/or the variation in thermal properties (e.g., thermal conductivity change
with humidity and temperature) [17].

Regarding numerical simulations, the fastest and easiest ones are provided by two-
dimensional (2D) models [10,12,18], while the more time-consuming and complete are the
three-dimensional (3D) models [19–21]. Notice that this numerical simulation approach has
the benefit of permitting a fast comparison among several building element configurations,
saving time and money, in comparison with an experimental approach. However, there is a
need for a specific and adequate calculation tool (software). To verify their algorithms’ relia-
bility, the computed results must be verified using, for instance, the test cases prescribed in
standard ISO 10211 [22]. Moreover, to validate the implemented numerical model, the cal-
culated results should be verified by comparison with experimental measurements. These
measurements could be carried out in laboratory-controlled conditions or in situ [23,24].
Some often used measurement methods are: Infrared Thermography (IRT); the Hot Box
(HB) method, that can be Guarded HB (GHB) or Calibrated HB (CHB); the Heat Flow Meter
(HFM) method; and the Guarded Hot Plate (GHP) method [23].

To improve the thermal performance of LSF buildings, several thermal bridge mitiga-
tion techniques could be used, such as: flange stud indentation [25,26]; slotted thermal steel
studs [19,27,28]; Thermal Break Strips (TBSs) along the steel flanges [12,28,29]; external
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continuous thermal insulation (e.g., ETICS) [14,30–32]. Another approach to increase the
performance of an LSF element, when there is a cavity inside the wall, is by decreasing
the radiation heat transfer. With this purpose, a reflective aluminum foil or a paint having
low emissivity inside the LSF wall air gap could be used [33–36]. Regarding the use of
TBSs in LSF walls, no study was found in the literature using a bio-based material with
this purpose.

In this research work, the thermal performance of bio-based (pine wood) and recycled
(rubber–cork composite) materials, used as Thermal Break Strips (TBSs) in LSF partition
walls, is evaluated using experimental and numerical approaches. Thus, the surface-to-
surface R-value of LSF partition walls, using different configurations, was assessed under
controlled laboratory conditions. The main advantage of using these conductive R-values
is that they do not depend on the surrounding environmental conditions. Therefore, any
surface thermal resistance value could be added to obtain the total thermal resistance of
the LSF wall.

These laboratory measurements were completed using a set of two climatic chambers
(one cold and the other hot). The experimental tests were performed using the HFM
method [37]. Moreover, three tests were carried out for each wall, placing the sensors at
different locations (bottom, middle, and top), on the surfaces of the LSF wall prototype,
corresponding to a total of 30 laboratory tests. Besides the previous bio-based and eco-
friendly recycled TBS materials, a high-performance state-of-the-art insulation material
(aerogel) was also evaluated. These TBS materials were used on three different LSF wall
positions: outer flange, inner flange, as well as on the two steel flanges. Moreover, the
measured values were matched with the predictions obtained by 2D (THERM models [38])
and 3D (ANSYS models [39]) numerical simulations, exhibiting an excellent agreement (up
to ±2% difference).

This manuscript is organized as follows. After this brief introductory section, the
material and methods are described, including the evaluated LSF partition walls, the
laboratory measurements, and the numerical simulations. Next, the obtained results are
presented and discussed, namely the conductive thermal resistances, the Infrared (IR)
images, and the heat flux predictions. Finally, some concluding remarks about this study
are provided.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Description of LSF Partitions

The description of the dimensions, geometry, materials, and thermophysical properties
of the LSF reference wall and the Thermal Break Strips (TBSs) is presented in this section.
The reference LSF wall corresponds to an LSF wall configuration used as an internal
partition. As displayed in Figure 1, this reference LSF partition wall is 140 mm thick,
where the inner and outer sheathing surfaces are made of 2 Gypsum Plaster Boards (GPBs)
(12.5 mm thick) on each lateral side of the vertical metallic studs (C90 × 37 × 5 × 0.6 mm)
spaced 400 mm apart, with the air gap entirely occupied with Mineral Wool (MW) thermal
insulation (90 mm thick). Two sheathing drywall layers were adopted to improve the
mechanical resistance, as well as to slightly decrease the steel frame thermal bridge effect.
In Table 1 are presented the thermal conductivity and thickness values of the materials that
make up the reference partition LSF wall.

The TB strips analyzed have a nominal thickness equal to 10 mm and are 50 mm
wide. Figure 2 illustrates the materials used, namely Pine Wood (PW), Aerogel (AG),
recycled Rubber and Cork (RC) composite. Notice that the thickness of PW strips is
slightly higher (13 mm), than the nominal thickness (10 mm). In Table 2 are displayed
the thermal conductivities for the TBS materials, changing from 130 mW/(m·K) for PW,
down to 15 mW/(m·K) for AG. As shown in Figure 3, the TBSs are placed in three different
configuration positions along both steel stud flanges; the inner flange; and the outer flange.
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Figure 1. Materials, dimensions, and geometry of the reference LSF partition cross-section.

Table 1. Thicknesses (d) and thermal conductivities (λ) of materials used in the reference LSF
partition wall.

Constitutive Materials d [mm] λ [W/(m·K)] Ref.

Gypsum Plaster Board (2 × 12.5 mm) 25 0.175 [40]
Mineral Wool (MW) 90 0.035 [41]

Steel Studs (C90 × 37 × 5 × 0.6 mm) — 50.000 [42]
Gypsum Plaster Board (2 × 12.5 mm) 25 0.175 [40]

Global Thickness 140 — —
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Table 2. Thermal conductivities (λ) of the thermal break strips.

Materials (Abbreviation) λ [mW/(m·K)] Ref.

Pine Wood (PW) 130 [42]
Rubber and Cork composite (RC) 88 [43]

Aerogel (AG) 15 [44]
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was warmed up by an electrical resistance of 70 watts. The tested wall samples are 1060 
mm wide and 1030 mm high, with a structure composed of three vertical steel profiles, 
which were set 400 mm apart, where the central one is in the middle. 

  
(a) Cold and hot chambers (b) Wall surface sensor location  
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Figure 3. Positionings of the Thermal Break Strips (TBSs).

2.2. Lab Measurements

The lab measurements were achieved with the aid of a mini hot box apparatus, where
the wall prototype is set in the middle of two climatic chambers (cold and hot), as shown in
Figure 4a. Notice that, even though not being illustrated in Figure 4a, the perimeter of the
wall sample was insulated using a 80 mm layer of polyurethane foam, having a thermal
conductivity equal to 36 mW/(m·K), mitigating the heat losses through the LSF wall test
sample perimeter. The cold chamber was cooled by a refrigerator and the hot chamber was
warmed up by an electrical resistance of 70 watts. The tested wall samples are 1060 mm
wide and 1030 mm high, with a structure composed of three vertical steel profiles, which
were set 400 mm apart, where the central one is in the middle.
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In this work, the performance of the LSF wall test samples was obtained by making
use of the Heat Flow Meter (HFM) method [37], improved for two HFM sensors, one on
each wall surface [23]. Four Hukseflux sensors (model HFP01), with a precision of ±3%,
were used to quantify the heat flux passing across the test sample walls, two on the cold
side and the other two on the hot side, reducing the duration needed for the tests and
improving the precision of the laboratorial measurements, as recommended by Rasooli and
Itard [27]. On both sides (cold and hot), one HFM was placed in the middle of the insulation
cavity, while the another one was placed over the centered vertical steel stud, at 3 distinct
heights, as displayed in Figure 4b, to assess the thermal behavior in 2 different zones.
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The temperature measurements were obtained using 12 Type K (1/0.315) PFA insu-
lated Thermocouples (TCs), having class 1 precision certification. Half of them were placed
on the hot side, while the other half on the cold side. Moreover, two TCs were used to
measure the air temperature inside both chambers (hot and cold), another two TCs were
used to measure the wall surface temperatures near the HFMs, and the remaining two were
used to measure the air temperature near the wall surface, as displayed in Figure 4b for the
cold partition surface.

The cold and hot chambers were set to maintain an average temperature of 5 ◦C
and 40 ◦C, respectively. These two climatic chambers were well insulated to minimize
surrounding heat losses and to ensure that the lab measurements were taken in a condition
of near steady-state heat transmission. Notice that in a real building application context,
the walls are exposed to transient conditions with variable temperature differences and are
exposed to wind and solar radiation effects. The main advantage of using conductive (or
surface-to-surface) thermal resistances to quantify the performance of the LSF walls is that
it is possible to add any intended surface thermal resistance to calculate the total thermal
resistance (or transmittance) depending on the surrounding environmental conditions.

The temperatures and heat flux quantified during the tests were recorded with the
aid of one Pico TC-08® data-logger, with an accuracy of ±0.5 ◦C, on each side of the LSF
partition wall. The management of this acquired data was performed with the software
PicoLog®, version 6.1.10, on a laptop computer connected to the data-loggers.

2.3. Numerical Simulations

The adopted Finite Element Method (FEM) software, for the thermal bidimensional
numerical simulations, was THERM® (version 7.6.1). These simulations only consider a
representative cross-section of the LSF walls with a steel stud spacing of 400 mm, as shown
before in Figure 1 for the reference LSF partition. The hygrothermal properties for the
different materials used in these numerical models are displayed in Tables 1 and 2. Further-
more, the error on the FEM results was limited to 2%, for the numerical models evaluated
in this research. The boundary conditions regarding environment air temperatures and the
surface film coefficients were defined for each simulation.

The air temperatures for the cold and hot environments were equal to 5 ◦C and 40 ◦C,
respectively. These are average values measured inside the cold and hot chambers. The
surface coefficients of heat transfer or film coefficients, h [W/m2·K], of the LSF wall surfaces
were set equal to the average values obtained for each test, considering the difference
between surface and air temperatures, ∆T [K], as well as the superficial heat flux, q [W/m2],
as indicated in the following expression:

h =
q

∆T

(
=

1
Rs

)
. (1)

The thermal resistances of the internal and external surfaces, Rsi and Rse, ranged
within the conventional values predefined in the standard ISO 6946 [45] for the horizontal
heat flux, [0.04, 0.13] m2·K/W.

The verification of the software THERM® 2D models’ accuracy was also confirmed by
comparing with 3D models, which were developed using the software ANSYS® (version 19.1).
With this purpose, two distinct reference wall models were compared, i.e., with and without
steel studs, as displayed in Figure 5. The numerical simulations’ boundary conditions
of the models are the ones mentioned in the previous paragraph. Figure 5 displays the
colored temperature distribution for the reference partition wall models configured in
the following software: (a) THERM and (b) ANSYS. As illustrated, the simulated colored
temperature distributions of the LSF partition wall are very similar. Additionally, the
obtained conductive R-values are analogous, with a nearly zero percentage difference
(i.e., −0.8%).
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3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Conductive Thermal Resistances

In Table 3 are displayed the measured laboratory values and the corresponding com-
puted values by 2D Finite Element Method (FEM) models using the software THERM for
the surface-to-surface R-values of the studied LSF partitions, the percentage and absolute
differences among them. The results are divided into four sets: (1) reference LSF partition
wall (Ref.); (2) LSF partition walls with an inner TBS (PWin, RCin, and AGin); (3) LSF
partition walls with an outer TBS (PWout, RCout, and AGout); and (4) LSF partition walls
with a TBS on two sides, outer and inner (PWx2, RCx2, and AGx2).

The laboratorial measurements and the numerical predicted R-values are quite similar,
with the biggest differences in percentages being ±2%. Thus, the accuracy of both com-
puted and measured R-values is ensured. Moreover, the TBSs can mitigate the heat losses
originated by the steel frame thermal bridges, increasing the R-values of the LSF partitions.
This improvement mainly depends on the number of TBSs, their thickness, and material
thermal conductivity.
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Table 3. Numerical (THERM) and experimental (measured) thermal resistances (conductive
R-values).

Wall Code Wall Description
R-Value Difference

THERM Measured Absolute Percentage
[(m2·K)/W] [(m2·K)/W] [(m2·K)/W] [%]

Ref. Reference LSF Partition Wall 1.719 1.752 +0.033 +2%

PWin Inner Pine Wood TBS 1.976 1.931 −0.045 −2%
RCin Inner Rubber–Cork TBS 2.006 2.006 +0.000 0%

AGin Inner Aerogel TBS 2.359 2.404 +0.045 +2%

PWout Outer Pine Wood TBS 1.981 1.976 −0.005 0%
RCout Outer Rubber–Cork TBS 1.975 1.965 −0.010 −1%

AGout Outer Aerogel TBS 2.358 2.414 +0.056 +2%

PWx2 Double Pine Wood TBSs 2.254 2.304 +0.050 +2%
RCx2 Double Rubber–Cork TBSs 2.236 2.202 −0.034 −2%

AGx2 Double Aerogel TBSs 2.892 2.885 −0.007 0%

TBS—Thermal Break Strip.

In Figure 6, the measured R-values are graphically displayed, for an easier visual-
ization and comparison. Since the Mineral Wool (MW) batt insulation is expansible, the
R-value rise due to a homogeneous MW layer increment of 10 and 20 mm, equivalent to
the thickness of one and two TBSs, respectively, is also displayed.
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Figure 6. Measured conductive thermal resistances of LSF partition walls.

The thermal conductivity of MW batt insulation (0.035 W/m·K) is lower than Rubber–
Cork (RC) composite (0.088 W/m·K) and Pine Wood (PW) (0.130 W/m·K), being higher
in relation to Aerogel (AG) (0.015 W/m·K)). So, as expected, when using TBS materials
with lower thermal conductivities, the thermal performance improvement is lower than the
one expected for a homogeneous MW layer. This R-value increase for a single TBS ranges
from +10% up to +14% and for double TBSs from +26% to +32%. However, the R-values
for the LSF partition walls having aerogel TBSs are higher than the expected ones for the
homogeneous MW increased layer, with the thermal performance enhancement for these
TBSs being equal to: +37% (inner); +38% (outer); and +65% (double TBSs).

Notice that the configuration with aerogel TBSs on both sides of the metallic stud
presents a conductive R-value of 2.885 m2·K/W, which means that it fully mitigates the
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thermal bridge effect created by the steel frame, since it reaches the R-value of a homoge-
neous layered wall without any steel stud, which is 2.857 m2·K/W, as graphically displayed
in Figure 6 as a vertical dashed line.

Another interesting and quite surprising feature in Figure 6 is that for the TBSs on
the outer flange and with TBSs on both sides of the steel studs, the R-values measured
when using Pine Wood (PW) are higher than when using rubber–cork (RC) composite, even
when PW has a higher thermal conductivity (0.130 W/(m·K)). This happens since pine
wood TBSs, instead of having the nominal 10 mm thickness, are 13 mm thick, which also
originates a bigger MW expansion of 3 and 6 mm, for single and double TBSs, respectively.

3.2. Thermographic Images

In Figure 7 are illustrated the Infrared (IR) images taken for the tested LSF partition
wall cold surface, for the reference wall, and for the LSF partition walls with aerogel TBSs.
The purpose was to assess the linear thermal bridge mitigation effect originated by the steel
studs’ high thermal conductivity. Additionally, in Figure 8 are displayed the profiles for
the recorded surface temperatures along the lines (L1 to L4), as presented in Figure 7.
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Looking at the IR images, the vertical steel stud in the center can easily be detected in
Figure 7a (LSF partition wall without TBSs), due to the increased localized heat transfer,
originating a higher surface temperature on the cold surface. In comparison, the central
vertical steel stud in Figure 7d is the least pronounced, since the heat transfer for the LSF
partition wall with aerogel TBSs on both sides of the steel studs is mitigated the most,
reducing very significantly the related thermal bridge effect.

Figure 8 also illustrates these features well, where the maximum temperatures are in
the central steel profile. In comparison with the average temperature of the wall surface,
the differences could be ordered, from higher to lower, as follows: without TBSs (L1); with
TBSs in the interior side flange (L2); with TBSs in the outer flange (L3); with TBSs in both
flanges (L4).

3.3. Heat Flux Predictions

A similar assessment was performed using 2D FEM models, computed in THERM, as
illustrated in Figure 9, where the predicted heat flux distribution on the cross-section of the
four LSF partitions previously illustrated in Figure 7 is displayed.
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In Figure 9a, there is a higher heat flux near the steel stud flanges, due to the thermal
bridge effect. This increased heat flux is related to the higher heat conduction along the
steel profile, being more observable near the two sheathing layers on the two sides of the
wall, mainly in the vicinity of the metallic flanges, which spreads heat to the gypsum plaster
boards. Notice that in the web of the steel stud there is also a significant heat flux, which is
not easily visible in this scale. When an aerogel TBS is positioned on the inner (Figure 9b)
or outer (Figure 9c) steel flange, the heat flux through the steel flange shows a significant
decrease on the TBS side. However, in all the remaining parts the reduction in the heat flux
is not as pronounced.

Finally, in Figure 9d the heat flux distribution when a TBS is used on both flanges of
the steel profile is illustrated. As expected, the heat flux on both sides of these flanges is
highly mitigated, leaving the major heat flux values mainly within the web steel stud. This
last illustration allows us to visualize how these two aerogel TBSs can completely attenuate
the metallic studs’ thermal bridge effect.

4. Conclusions

The performance of Thermal Break Strips (TBSs) on Light Steel Framed (LSF) partitions
were measured under quasi-steady-state laboratory conditions. The measured surface-
to-surface thermal resistances were compared with the computations provided by Finite
Element Method (FEM) simulation models. Several types of TBS materials were tested:
(1) a bio-based material (pine wood); (2) an eco-friendly material (recycled rubber–cork
composite); and (3) a super-insulation material (aerogel). Moreover, several arrangements
regarding the location of the TBS were considered (outer, inner, and on both flanges of the
steel studs). For each of the aforementioned configurations, three types of results were
analyzed: (1) the measured and the predicted conductive R-values, for all TBS materials;
(2) the recorded temperatures at the cold surface through infrared images, using the super-
insulating aerogel TBS; and (3) the THERM predicted heat flux for the same aerogel TBS
LSF wall configurations.

Next, we summarize the main achievements of this research work:

• A very good agreement between the R-value measurements and the numerical simula-
tion predictions was achieved, having differences smaller than ±2%.

• The thermal performance was quite analogous when a single TBS was utilized on
outer or inner steel stud flanges, given the LSF wall symmetry.

• The use of TBSs on both metallic stud flanges significantly enhances the thermal
resistance, when compared to the use of only one TBS and without any TBS.

• The best thermal performance was achieved by the aerogel TBS material, given their
very reduced thermal conductivity, when compared with the remaining materials.

• The use of the high-performance aerogel TBSs on both steel profile flanges was the
unique configuration able to fully mitigate the thermal bridge effect due to the steel
frame, reaching the thermal resistance provided by the reference wall having homoge-
neous layers, i.e., without steel profiles.

• The bio-based pine wood TBS exhibited a better thermal performance when compared
to the recycled rubber–cork composite TBS, for some wall configurations (outer and
two TBSs).

• The TBSs’ thickness also has a significant influence on the wall thermal resistance,
not only because it mitigates the local thermal bridge effect on the steel stud, but also
given the mineral wool expansion, which increases the wall cavity thermal resistance
(between metallic studs).
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