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Comments on Transcript of Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee meeting 
dated 25th October 2018. 

 

1) Transcript section 

9.15am 

The Convener: An average person looking at the situation would see it as extremely unfortunate that 
in both fires you were just about to put in a fire sprinkler system.  
 
David Page: I cannot disagree with that.  
 
The Convener: It is a repetition of the previous mistake. 

 

We would like to comment on the above exchange as follows.  

The Convenor's statement that “It is a repetition of the previous mistake” was made early on in the 
session and before we had explained that in both circumstances, mist suppression systems were in 
the process of installation.  The installation of suppression systems in 2013/2014 at the Mackintosh 
building was pioneering for an important historic building in Scotland and remains so to this day. 
Indeed, it is hard to list other examples of historic buildings of similar importance which currently 
have suppression systems installed. 

 

2) Transcript 

9.30am 

David Paton: There is a standard joint code of practice, to which the contractor referred earlier. That 
sets out the standards for work on fire prevention on construction projects and it is effectively the 
industry byelaw for the work that should be done on site to protect against fire. That was written 
into the tender documents and the contractor took it into account in preparing his fire emergency 
plan. 

 

The word used was “bible” rather than byelaw. 

 

3) Transcript 

10.15am 

The Convener: We have already heard that the fire safety plan that has to be put in place and the 
statutory regulations are not adequate for any historic building. We are asking what extra measures 
you put in place, given the precious nature of the building. The fire safety regulations are about 
evacuating people, not preserving precious assets. 
  
Brian McQuade: The joint code of practice is the minimum standard that is used for the insurance 
world. 
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The Convener: Yes, it is the minimum standard, but we are talking about a unique cultural treasure. 

 

We would like to provide further clarification on the above exchange as follows. 

We had previously stated that the contractor was required to carry out a Fire Risk Assessment of the 
existing building before producing a Site Fire Safety Plan which would establish appropriate 
Emergency Procedures and Escape Strategy for the building.  

These fire precautions were required to be in compliance with the requirements of “Fire Prevention 
on Construction Sites – the Joint Code of Practice on the Protection from Fire of Construction Sites 
and Buildings Undergoing Renovation”.  This Code of Practice is specifically aimed at “Buildings 
Undergoing Renovation” and is prepared with the support of the Association of British Insurers, the 
Chief Fire Officers Association, The London Fire Brigade and the Contractors Legal Group and its 
preliminary section “Objective of the Code” describes the code as representing ”best practice".". 
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Following our appearance at the Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee meeting 
on 25th October 2018, Page \ Park Architects have been asked to provide details of the types of 
insulation used on the roof of the Mackintosh Building project and are grateful to the Committee for 
reminding us that we agreed to provide this information.  We apologise for not doing so sooner. 

As explained to the committee, at Grenfell, PIR (polyisocyanurate) insulation was used as part of an 
external cladding of the walls of the existing building as part of a buildup which included aluminium 
composite cladding panels, insulation and an airgap to provide for ventilation. At the Mackintosh 
building, PIR insulation was used in selective areas of roof refurbishments or reconstruction, more 
conventionally employed as part of buildups below slating or as part of an asphalt flat roof system.  

There was no insulation of any form added to external walls.  In addition, where PIR was used, it was 
never in an exposed or cavity situation; it was encapsulated top and bottom with lining material in 
accordance with manufacturers' recommendations. 

PIR insulation was chosen for the select locations as it is a very thermally efficient insulation product, 
which meant that previously uninsulated roof buildups could be reconstructed incorporating 
insulation without aesthetic impact on the Category A Listed building. 

It is important to note that the specification and detailing of all material was in the context of a fire 
engineered L1 aspirating detection system and mist suppression system that was to be installed 
throughout the building.  

We unfortunately cannot comment upon the examples that Sandra White MSP referred to in her 
questions but without exception, the use of insulation in the building complied with all regulatory and 
legal standards.  The drawings and specification submitted to Building Control, and subsequently 
approved, also contained references to the use and type of insulation. 

We set out below the locations at which insulation was used, together with the type of insulation 
used. 

 There were various types of roof construction within the project, including the asphalt covered flat 
roofs to the top-level studios, lead clad flat roofs to the north upper level, and a series of pitched 
slated roofs at various levels down through the building. The following descriptions outline the types 
of roof insulation that were either used, or intended for use, in the reconstruction project: 

1. Asphalt Roofing at Flat Roof Areas 
• In areas with flat roofs, an asphalt roof build-up was laid on timber sarking boards on timber 

roof joists. This was consistent with the original design of the building. It was intended that 
the fire risk associated with this historic timber roof build up would have been mitigated by a 
proposed mist suppression system, which was in the process of being installed. 

• The opportunity was taken during the reconstruction to install insulation as part of the system 
build-up. The system was made up of three components: an IKO Permaphalt polymer 
modified roofing asphalt two coat system on IKO Enertherm PIR MG rigid insulation board on 
a vapour control layer. 

• IKO Enertherm PIR MG is tested and certified under BS EN-13501-1  
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• The IKO Permaphalt Design and Specification Guide notes the following in respect of the 
performance of the asphalt product in a fire: “because of its high mineral content, Permaphalt 
is virtually incombustible.” Permaphalt fulfils all the external fire resistance required for a roof 
covering and achieved the highest rating (P60) when tested as described in BS 476: Part 3.” 

• The IKO Permaphalt Design and Specification Guide further notes that “The insulation plate 
has a low to zero smoke emission rate and does not melt or drip. This fire performance is an 
inherent part of the foam’s cell structure.” 
 

2. Slated Roof Build-up – Condition 1 
• Some areas of reconstructed roof comprised slates on roofing felt on timber sarking boards 

with insulation sandwiched between that and a further layer of sarking boards laid on the 
timber roof joists. Again, the fire risk inherent to the reinstatement of the timber used in the 
roof would have been mitigated by the mist suppression system. 

• The insulation used in this condition was Xtratherm Thin-R PIR Insulation – pitched roof 
board (XT/PR). The BBA certificate for the material notes the following in respect of fire 
performance: “behaviour in relation to fire — the product will not contribute to the 
development stages of a fire or present a smoke or toxic hazard.”  

• Xtratherm Thin-R Insulation is tested and certified under BS 476-3: 2004 and BS/IS EN 13165   
 

3. Slated Roof Build-Up – Condition 2 
• This roof condition was made up of five components: slates on roofing felt on timber sarking 

boards on timber joists on timber roof structure above a ceiling lining. As part of the works, 
the thermal performance of the roof void was upgraded by the use of insulation roll laid 
between the roof joists – the specification choice being informed by the space available to 
insert the insulation without impact on the aesthetics.  

• The insulation used in these areas was Superglass Multi-Roll 44, - a mineral wool insulation, 
tested and certified under BS EN 13501-1 
 

4. Lead Clad Mansard Roof Build-up 
• This area of roof comprised four parts: leadwork on felt on timber sarking boards on timber 

roof joists. As part of the works, the thermal performance of the roof was upgraded by the 
use of insulation laid between the roof joists and encapsulated by a further layer of sarking 
boards below. As above, the design allowed for the mist suppression system to be installed to 
the underside of the roof structure. 

• The product used was Ecotherm Eco PIR Insulation. The BBA certificate for the material notes 
the following in respect of fire performance: "when installed between, under or over rafters 
the product will be contained between the roof and internal lining board until one is 
destroyed. Therefore, the insulation will not contribute to the development stages of a fire or 
present a smoke or toxic hazard.”  

• Ecotherm Eco Insulation is tested and certified under BS EN 13501-1. 

 



E-MAIL FROM ROGER BILLCLIFFE AND STUART ROBERTSON  
24 SEPTEMBER 2018 
 
Dear Joan 
 
We were grateful for the opportunity given to us at last Thursday’s parliamentary 
committee meeting to share our views on the circumstances surrounding the fires at 
the Glasgow School of Art. The session covered a number of areas relating to the 
systemic failings in the management of the School which contributed to the tragic 
loss of the Mackintosh Building. There are additional concerns regarding the 
management of the cultural and heritage aspects of the School which we would also 
like to draw to the attention of the committee and which we believe require answers 
from the GSA management. 
 
We consider that it would be in the public interest to learn more of how GSA has 
managed and prioritised the allocation of resources into its significant museum 
collections pre-2014 and how it has addressed the substantial loss of such an 
important cultural asset to Glasgow, Scotland and the wider international community. 
In particular: 
 
1. GSA has for many years received non-core SFC museum funding 

specifically targeted towards the heritage of the Mackintosh Building. This 
is currently set at £198K per year. We would like to know how GSA has 
allocated this substantial amount of funding both before and after 2014? 

 
• Scotland’s most important university museums, including GSA, have for circa 20 

years been recipients of this ‘museum’ funding. This funding is widely recognised 
as providing ‘additional support’ to the regular investment made by HEIs into their 
museum provision and across the sector has been utilised in various ways - to offset 
costs associated with the appointment of new staff, the extension and improvement 
of public access, and to enhance collection development by means of new 
acquisitions etc.  

  
• To the wider Mackintosh community it remains unclear as to how GSA has over the 

years distributed this substantial allowance for the wider benefit of its Mackintosh 
Building, museum collections and wider heritage.  

  
• We understand that a brief annual statement is presented to SFC on how the funds 

have been spent. How has the money been spent since 2014 and how does the 
School intend to spend this allocation in the coming years? It would be helpful to 
know more about this.  

 

NOTE: it would be interesting to know how GSA’s spend on the museum and 
collections aspect of it business compares with other universities (e.g. GU spend on 
Hunterian?) 
 
2. What proportion of profit generated by GSA Enterprises Ltd, mostly as a 

result of the School’s Mackintosh connection, is reinvested into 
supporting the GSA heritage? 



• The GSA website states that profits from GSA Enterprises (GSAE) goes into 
supporting the “School’s wider activities”. Given that the majority of GSAE’s 
income is derived from maximising its Mackintosh connection, it would be better 
for GSAE to be more explicit in how its profit is reinvested. We believe that most 
paying visitors to the School would want to know that their own individual 
contribution was directed towards safeguarding the very heritage that they 
came to see and experience. 

 
3. Why has GSA chosen to not to publish a full list of all collection items lost 

in the 2014 fire? 
 

• To date GSA has not produced a publicly available itemised list of artworks lost 
in the fire – some of which were unique pieces. Our understanding is that the 
loss is in excess of 200 items. Although one assumes that this information 
would have been provided to necessitate the settling of an insurance claim, 
interested parties, including members of the Mackintosh Society and 
academics worldwide have approached GSA for this information and have 
routinely been directed to the School’s on-line museum and archive catalogue 
where this evidence is buried deep within individual catalogue entries. For those 
not familiar with cataloguing databases, this can be a time-consuming and 
frustrating process.  
  

• We understand that it would have taken some time to establish which items had 
been lost as opposed to those that could be conserved. However, this 
information must now be available. We also understand that staff were 
instructed not to discuss the loss externally and to refer any enquiries to the 
communications team. As with the communication regarding the wider aspects 
of the fire, the true extent of the collection loss has been very tightly controlled 
by GSA. The narrative of 90% being saved was widely promoted to the press 
following the 2014 fire. The lack of transparency surrounding the loss is of 
concern.  
 

• We are also aware that a small number of plaster casts that had survived the 
2014 fire with only minor damage were in the Mackintosh Building at the time 
of the second fire however there has been no confirmation of these losses.  
 

4. How has GSA invested resources into its museum heritage since the 2014 
fire?  
 

• GSA is already in receipt of a multi-million pound insurance pay-out for the loss 
of individual items cited above. Whilst it is known that some of this resource has 
been spent on new fixed term staff appointments to manage the recovery and 
restoration of items from the collection and archive, it is less clear what, if any, 
funds have been spent on rebuilding the collection and what future plans for 
this are.  

  
• Mackintosh did not feature in the GSA’s research activity pre the 2014 fire (we 

understand that only 2 PhDs were undertaken in this area in the previous 30 
years). A single curatorial post was in place since 1980s and this was externally 



funded until circa 2000. Why was there so little focus on this key aspect of the 
GSA’s culture and heritage?  

 
• Since the fire resources have been directed to raising the ‘research profile’ of 

Mackintosh at GSA, at a time when so much of the collection (and building) has 
been destroyed. We would be interested to know whether funding for this new 
‘research focus’ has been fully or partly met from the insurance pay-out and 
what proportion of the insurance settlement garnered from the lost collection 
(as opposed to the building) has been/will be made available to enhance the 
surviving collections.  

 
We believe that addressing the above questions will provide much needed 
clarification and transparency which, coupled with the outstanding issues drawn from 
Thursday’s meeting, will hopefully deliver a rounded and complete assessment of 
GSA’s past, present and future commitment to its Mackintosh heritage. 
 
Many thanks 
Stuart Robertson and Roger Billcliffe  
 
Stuart Robertson FRSA 
Director 
CRM Society 
 
 



E-MAIL FROM GARNETHILL DISPLACED RESIDENTS GROUP OF  
2 NOVEMBER 2018 
 
Dear Mr. Hay, 
 
I write to you as the spokesperson of the Garnethill Displaced Residents Group, 
along with my colleague from Blythswood & Broomielaw Community Council. We 
firstly wish to thank you and your colleagues for the hard and dangerous work on the 
night of the 15th June at the Glasgow School of Art / O2 buildings during the fire. We 
also wish to ask specifically about the timeline and progress of the subsequent 
investigation into the fire. 
 
Whilst we realise that it is not possible to comment on the ongoing investigation 
itself, there are a number of questions surrounding the circumstances and timeline of 
the investigation to which we seek answers. 
 

1) What date were Scottish Fire & Rescue Service given access to the Mackintosh 
and O2 buildings, for fire investigation purposes? 

  
2) Were any access requests made by SFRS for investigative purposes since 

15th June and, if so, who or which body was responsible for withholding access 
(e.g. GSoA, Glasgow City Council, Historic Environment Scotland)? 

 
3) Does SFRS anticipate that the delay in gaining access to the buildings and the 

treatment of the Mackintosh building since the fire, i.e. pushing blocks of stone 
in on top of the building footprint, will impact and likely cripple the SFRS 
investigation? 

 
4) What is the opinion of the SFRS regarding the apparent conflict of interest 

between the Art School having control of the building, whilst altering the 
structure itself through their contractors, potentially destroying valuable 
technical evidence pertaining to the origin and spread of the fire? 

 
5) Incidentally, as a supplementary question and for comparison purposes, we 

also wish to ask how long did it take for your investigative units to gain access 
to the Mackintosh building in 2014, after the historic fire which occurred on 23rd 
May? 

 

Yours sincerely, 
 
Adrian Nairn (Garnethill Displaced Residents Group) 
Chris Collins (Blythswood & Broomielaw Community Council) 
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Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee 

Glasgow School of Art 

Written Submission from Stewart Kidd 

The Second Fire at the Glasgow School of Art 

I am a fire and security consultant with more than 40 years’ experience in the field. 
Since 1998 I have worked extensively and directly in the area of heritage protection 
and have undertaken consultancy assignments for Historic Environment Scotland, 
English Heritage, the National Trust, the National Trust for Scotland as well as many 
individual institutions, galleries, libraries and cathedrals and private house owners. 

From 1989 – 1993 I chaired the UK Working Party on the Protection of Historic 
Buildings from Fire and edited its report Heritage Under Fire. From 2001 – 2006 I was 
one of two UK Government nominees on the European Science Foundation’s COST 
C17 Action1 (Built Heritage:  Fire Loss to Historic Buildings) and chaired its WG2.  

As an independent consultant, I have a practice covering three main areas: heritage 
protection; large construction projects and expert witness services. I am the author of 
two HS Technical Advices Notes on fire matters and its Guide for Practitioners No 7: 
Fire Safety Management in Traditional Buildings.  This guide has ‘Approved Code of 
Practice Status’ in respect of Building Standards in Scotland.  

I provide general consultancy, training, technical writing and expert witness services 
in all of these areas and have been responsible for overseeing the construction 
insurers’ interests on many large projects. These include: Burj Khalifa, The Shard, 
Heathrow Terminal 2A and 2B, Atlantis Dubai, the Abu Dhabi International Financial 
Centre and the United Tower in Kuwait. I am presently working on:  

• The new King Abdulaziz Airport, Jeddah 

• The Al Dar Project, Astana, Khazakstan 

• The Riyadh Metro 

• The Copenhagen Metro extension 

In all of these projects I advise on the optimum way of managing the construction 
process to minimse the possibility of fires and to assist contractors in mitigating any 
damage which does occur. I also audit fire safety arrangements and ensure that they 
comply with the policy wordings. 

Currently, I am advising Historic Environment Scotland on the fire protection of three 
significant buildings and am retained by the National Library of Wales on an open-
ended consultancy contract. I am also providing advice to three English cathedrals on 
matters related to fire detection. I have delivered more than 50 one day training 
courses on construction fire safety management in the UK, Middle East and Central 
Asia. 

                                            
1 https://www.cost.eu/actions/C17/#tabs|Name:overview 
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Although I have no specific knowledge which has not been gained from press reports 
and discussions with other fire safety professionals, I believe that the second fire at 
the GSA would have been amenable to a properly-structured fire safety programme 
which could have reduced the risk of a fire occurring or alternatively could have 
mitigated the impact of the fire which did occur. 

I would like to bring the following to the attention of the Committee as I am not 
persuaded that evidence already taken has fully covered these matters adequately. 

1. During a construction or refurbishment project, the owner of a building will enter into 
a JCT standard construction contract with a contractor. One of the conditions of all 
such contracts is a requirement to purchase and maintain insurance cover for the 
building and works under a 'Construction All Risks' (CAR) policy for the duration of the 
project.  Often, such cover is purchased with joint names (i.e. the owner and 
contractor), I believe this may have been the case at the GSA.  

2. The CAR contract of insurance will contain specific clauses regarding the need for 
the provision of fire safety measures during the project. These go considerably beyond 
the legal duties imposed on the contractor by fire or safety regulations. Such clauses 
can be fairly general, for example: 

‘The Contractor shall institute a Fire Protection Plan and a Site Fire Action Plan and 
ensure that these are updated regularly.’   

Sometimes, however more specific requirements can also be imposed: 

 ‘Fully operative wet riser hydrants shall be installed up to one level below the highest 
work level.  

All CAR policies recognise the dangers of ‘hot works’ so invariably something like this 
will be included. 

 ‘A permit to work system is to  implemented for all contractors and sub contractors 
engaged in ‘hot work’ of any kind .Hot work is defined any work involving the 
application or generation of heat as part of a construction process 

3. These clauses are  invariably deemed to be ‘Warranties’ and as such MUST be 
complied with. Failure to so do could result in a claim being denied by the underwriters. 
Should the clauses be included as ‘Conditions Precedent’ then failure to comply will 
result in the insurance policy being declared null and void ab initio. This would result 
in a serious breach of the contract with the owner by the contractor. 

4. The legal duties in respect of fire safety on construction sites are set out in the 
Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015. The enforcing authority for 
these regulations is the HSE and, as might be expected, the Regulations focus on the 
safety of operatives if there is a fire. Out of 38 Regulations, only four cover fire safety:  

29. Prevention of risk from fire, flooding or asphyxiation 
30. Emergency procedures 
31. Emergency routes and exits 
32. Fire detection and fire-fighting 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/51/regulation/30/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/51/regulation/31/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/51/regulation/32/made


3 

Regulation 29 requires that suitable and sufficient steps be taken to prevent injury from 
fire or explosion during construction work. Regulation 30 requires the development of 
procedures to deal with the impact of an emergency and the evacuation of the site. 
Regulation 31 requires that emergency routes and exits be provided to enable any 
person to reach a place of safety quickly in the event of danger and requires routes 
and exits to be signed. Regulation 32 requires the provision of firefighting equipment 
and fire detection and alarm systems and requires that these be maintained and that 
all staff be instructed in their use.  

5. These very basic requirements have been successful in protecting site operatives 
but less successful in preventing fires but not at all successful in protecting buildings 
under construction or being refurbished as the litany of disastrous site fires proves. 
One HSE estimate suggests that there are ‘many hundreds of construction site fires 
each year’ – however the way the fire and rescue service record data is not helpful to 
actually quantify this number. In 2008 the Fire Protection Association estimated that 
there were more than 3000 fires on construction sites each year. 

6. In 1991, following two very large construction site fires in the City of London, the 
Association of British Insurers asked the Fire Protection Association (of which I was 
then the Director) to draw up a unified Code of Practice for fire safety on construction 
sites. The first edition of the Joint Code2 (as it is known) which I edited, was published 
in 1992. The Code is intended to be called up for all large or complex construction or 
refurbishment projects or those with a value in excess of £2.5 million. Large projects 
are defined as those with a value on excess of £20 million - clearly the case at the 
GSA. 

7. Section 9 of the Code covers fire protection and requires contractors to plan their 
work to allow the early installation and operation of fire safety measures, including 
hydrants, risers, fire barriers and sprinklers. 

8. Notwithstanding the requirements of the Joint Code which are specifically imposed 
or called up by the insurers in policy wordings, the standard guidance on fire safety 
management in traditional Scottish buildings, is the previously referenced Guide for 
Practitioners No 7 published by Historic Scotland in 2010. This explains very clearly 
the dangers of fires in older buildings and requires very specific fire safety 
management practices during refurbishment or rebuilding.   Section 2.12 of Part 2. 
Section 2 makes extensive cross references to the contents of the Joint Code and 
proposes that its requirements should be adopted as part of all relevant construction 
contracts. I believe that the requirements and recommendations in GP7 should have 
been incorporated into the GSA’s building contract – or at the very least drawn to the 
attention of the Contractor. 

10. I am aware that there has been speculation as to the part which the timber-lined 
ventilation trunking may have played in both fires.  I’m not able to comment directly on 
this but I do recall that when I visited the site sometime between in 1996 -1997 in 
company with a senior member of staff of Historic Scotland, we both commented on 
the potential for serious fire spread throughout the building via the trunking.  I recall 

                                            
2 The Joint Code of Practice on the Protection from Fire of Construction Sites and Buildings Undergoing 
Renovation: Ninth Edition 2015: Fire Protection Association 
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the comment ‘just like a very effective chimney’ being agreed as an appropriate 
description of the hazard.  

11. In at least one of the technical discussions which took place between 2001 and 
2006 during meetings as part of the COST C17 project I recall hearing comments 
about the hazard of fire spread posed by the GSA’s ventilation trunking.  

12. As someone specialising in the fire protection of heritage and historic buildings I 
am aware that many other heritage specialists, including conservation architects and 
others, do not have a favourable opinion of automatic fire suppression systems (such 
as sprinklers and watermist). I believe their concerns are generally overstated and 
stem largely from a lack of experience and understanding of the capability of such 
systems – and perhaps from being influenced by the inaccurate and dramatic depiction 
of sprinkler actuations in films and on tv. I believe that sprinkler systems which have a 
proven reliability factor of more than 97% are very unlikely to actuate spuriously and 
will always prevent fires spreading – and usually extinguish or suppress these. 

13. There are no practical reasons why an AFSS which is being installed in a building 
anyway cannot be commissioned at a very early stage (as is required by Section 9 of 
the Joint Code). I have been responsible for recommending just such measures in a 
number of projects including a complex and innovative system in the Al Dar Tower in 
Astana. In addition, I am also aware that temporary sprinkler systems have been 
installed in a number of timber framed buildings such as smaller hotels and large care 
homes as these are very vulnerable to fire during construction.   

Stewart Kidd, MA, MSc, FIFireE, FIFSM, FSyI, FSA Scot. 
Chartered Security Professional 

29 October 2018. 
 



 

PROFESSOR TONY JONES (FORMER DIRECTOR AT THE GSA)  
WRITTEN SUBMISSION 
 
Re. Glasgow School of Art, Mackintosh Building fire. 
 
Thank you for your letter of October 18th, inviting me to submit written comments to the 
Scottish Parliament’s committee on Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs, 
given my 
previous association with the Glasgow school of Art as its Director, 1980-86.  I have had 
a very close relationship with the School, but in terms of full disclosure would note that I 
do not know the current Board of Governors, met the Board Chair only briefly 15 years 
ago, and have never met the Director. 
 
Credentials:  I am a scholar of the Mackintosh era, a published author on his work, and 
have presented hundreds of lectures on the life and work of Margaret and Charles 
Rennie Mackintosh.  I created the first public museum of their work within the 
Mackintosh building, employed the first Mackintosh Curator, created the first Mackintosh 
exhibition abroad (in Japan ).  I both worked and lived in the GSA’s Mackintosh building.  
I doubt that any other correspondent or Committee witness can claim the depth of 
relationship I have had with the GSA and the Mack. It is painful for me to write in these 
terms, but given my intimate relationship with the GSA, my love of Glasgow and 
Scotland, I am compelled to do so.  For six years the School and the Mack were my 
professional and personal responsibility.   
 
To make my position clear at the outset, I share the world-wide incredulous anger over 
what happened, twice, at the GSA.  The loss of Mackintosh’s masterpiece is absolutely 
unforgiveable.  Glasgow’s single-most famous building, a gem in Scotland’s crown, 
burned down before our eyes.  This should have been the best-protected building in 
Scotland.  Like thousands of others, I want answers.  I want to know ‘where the buck 
stops’.  These disasters were caused by people and I want to know who they are.   
 
But if the GSA management and its Board are being maligned unfairly, I want to know 
that too.    
 
As the investigation into the cause of the fire continues, I believe I can summarize what 
is being widely asked.  But I cannot answer the question often put to me here in the US:  
“You Scots guys are pretty smart at engineering and stuff – how come this happened 
twice”?  This is humiliating beyond measure. 
 
GSA has a report on the causes of the first fire that was never released.  In a spirit of 
transparency, why not? 
 
 
 
 



 

The Fire Service report on the first fire was heavily redacted.  Other than concealing the 
name of the student who caused the fire, why?  Evidence provided to the Culture 
Committee on October 25 appears to call into question that first report. 
 
GSA said, after the first fire, that “lessons would be learned”.  What lessons? After the 
second fire, GSA instantly said the Mackintosh project was “not part of their estate” – 
what does this mean, given that they were the clients, they were paying the bills, with 
public funds. 
 
GSA describes itself as “self-governing”. Legally, who owns the Glasgow School of Art, 
and who funds it ? To whom does the GSA report, and, vitally, to whom is the GSA 
accountable ?  Where in Scottish Government is the oversight? 
 
The Chair of the Board and the Director have made public pronouncements that the 
GSA will be rebuilt.  Given that this implies they have secured funds, do they have the 
authority to say this?  
 
GSA implies it has the funds to commission a rebuilding.   Where is the ‘rebuilding 
money’ coming from?  There have been multiple references in the press that “the 
insurance” will pay for everything, but the terms of the insurance have not been made 
public.  If not full replacement-cost coverage, what is the source of the balance of funds 
required? 
 
Who reviewed and agreed the security of the project, including physical patrols, 
temporary sprinkler and fire-suppression systems etc.?  Was the insurance company 
part of the risk-assessment?   
 
Evidence now presented regarding the second fire states that sprinklers etc. were not 
installed after a discussion over fundraising for them – in other words, they were not left 
out by accident, they were left out by decision.  The ramifications are damning.  Who 
made the decision, and is it reflected in the GSA’s meetings Minutes?  I suggest making 
public all the GSA’s Building Committee meetings Minutes, to define the critical path of 
decision-making. 
 
Going forward, who will receive and interrogate the coming Fire Services report on the 
causes of the second fire?  It cannot simply be a report that is merely accepted – it 
needs to investigated beyond what the fire examiners reveal.  A guddle of entities may 
read the report, but Government needs to step in, assume oversight and establish an 
action agenda: 
 
Who, specifically, is going to have command and control of what happens next?  
The key question is this: who is actually going to be in charge of the future of the 
GSA and its Mackintosh heritage?  
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
Historic safety issues:  In regards to the history of concerns about the risks to the 
Mackintosh Building, during my tenure as Director, we were in a state of perpetual 
paranoia about the fragility of the building and the risk of calamity.  Scottish Education 
Department ( SED) discussions over enhanced protection had always been about risk 
assessment e.g. new fire doors and sensors were installed, and during my tenure a 
rolling programme of protection initiatives -  e.g. a huge sum invested in making safe the 
electrics, new detection systems etc.  Everyone in the building knew what such a 
vulnerable interior meant in terms of fire and flood, we did everything we could to be on 
guard.  It was more than common sense, we were constantly fearful, hyper-vigilant, we 
took no risks, and the building as Mackintosh designed it was not an inherently risky 
place – fire exits were wide and easily traversed.  But it needed constant watching.  Let 
me say this, on a personal note: I often had to stay overnight, in the Mack -  I reflect 
today on the possibility as I could have burned to death in a raging fire – but I 
considered it a safe haven.  Every Director passed on to their successor a simple 
mantra : “The first priority is Protect the Building”.  
 
The GSA stated that after the first fire ‘lessons would be learned’ - I gave them the 
benefit of some doubt. Obviously, if lessons were not learned, I want to know why.  If 
the GSA says that they had no control over their own estate, who specifically and 
legally, had the duty of care of the building and the site ?  Thus, who ‘allowed’ the 
second fire to happen ?  Can the Committee lay to rest the rumours of social events 
being held in the uncompleted building – was this truly in contravention of codes?  Did 
they use of the same infamous insulation that devastated the Grenfell Tower ?  There is 
endless social media and newspaper speculation, innuendo, accusations, 
misinformation - in terms of natural justice and probity, the entity best positioned to put a 
stop to this is the Committee, getting at The Truth. 
 
These are hard questions. I would ask the Committee to understand they are especially 
hard and emotional for me ask as I am a part of the GSA’s history, I consider myself a 
friend of the School and the Mackintosh heritage, and was honoured to have worked at 
the School, in Glasgow, and in Scotland.  But I have to know the truth.  If these hard 
questions are not addressed, there will be a taint forever over this whole sorry business, 
over the innocent, over Glasgow, and the government.  Excuse my use of the Patter, 
but what you absolutely do not want is my cynical Glasgow friends saying “they’re just 
gettin’ ready to cover their bahookies wi’ whitewash”.  The Committee simply has to get 
to the bottom of all this, before and after the fire report, regain public trust and 
confidence. 
 
 
 
 



 

A long term plan:  There has been commentary suggesting that the Mackintosh 
building should be “taken away” from the School.  This is posed today as ‘punishment’.  
But the issue of GSA as a both a college and ‘keeper’ of the Mackintosh Building is 
nothing new.  At my request, The Scottish Office of yore and the SED talked about 
separating the GSA as a higher education college from its role as ‘protector’ of the 
Mackintosh heritage.  Not ‘punishment’ but a good Idea. The problem was obvious: 
GSA was funded as the former, but had to address the latter, every day.  SED funded 
GSA’s educational remit as a college, but its financial responsibility to the unique CRM 
heritage was not part of that remit.  No publicly-funded college in Scotland was 
burdened with the responsibilities the GSA had - because of the Mackintosh building. 
SED had to stretch to help the GSA protect the most precious part of its estate – and it 
always did, finding monies from “outwith the box”. I was honoured to be Director of the 
GSA at an extraordinary time – Glasgow was washing its face, there was new energy 
afoot, the Mackintosh heritage was becoming an international draw, and young artists in 
the city and region were being given huge acclaim.  Coping with a thickening stream of 
respectful visitors to the GSA was wonderful, but it was a very real problem.  We 
consulted with the National Trust for Scotland for advice on how to safely progress 
thousands of visitors through the Mack.  The issue, always, was how to strike the 
balance between being a working college within an internationally-recognized living 
work of Scottish art and architecture.   
 
So the SED discussion focused on creating a Mackintosh-GSA Trust that legally and 
operationally would oversee the building, but not the academic mission, it would lease 
the building back to GSA for a peppercorn rent.  The Scottish Office would reconfigure 
the GSA’s capital / estates budget and transfer ( “annual virement” were the words used 
) those funds that were specific to the maintenance of the Mackintosh building, into the 
Trust.   This was important because once the building was ‘quasi-independent’ of SED, 
it could raise funds to add to an annual baseline SED subvention, and seek donations.  
This even got as far as my meeting with the Getty Foundation to review funding from 
their architectural preservation programme.  I left the GSA in 1986-87 and the idea of 
creating the Trust faded.  But, going forward, if that Trust were to be created today it 
could effectively place the future of the Mackintosh Building in the hands of trusted 
oversight.   
 
I suggest there needs to be an over-arching guiding team led by an impartial but very 
senior executive, appointed directly by the First Minister, with the authority to craft a 
comprehensive plan for the GSA’s future.  This is a matter of national significance.  
Such an action would restore confidence.  With an appointed group of expert 
professionals acting as Trustees, under a respected new leader reporting to the First 
Minister, parliament could assure the public – and all those who revere Mackintosh – 
that a bright future was in the right hands, strong hands, safe hands. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
What to do. I am firmly of a mind that the GSA should be rebuilt. You have an empty 
shell.  Put an oyster back. 
 
I respectfully disagree with those who think that even a perfect facsimile would be ‘fake’.  
The GSA was about to show people the rebuild of the Mackintosh Library that had 
burned in the 2014 fire -  I don’t think of that as a fake, and everyone was excited to see 
it.   (The great cathedral rising today in Barcelona is being created from interpretations 
of rather hazy drawings by its architect, Gaudi, who died in 1926, leaving it far far from 
finished -   but millions of people come to see and (literally) worship what he had 
envisioned, never calling it ‘fake’.  There are many similar projects worldwide ). In 
Glasgow we have everything we need - Mackintosh’s original drawings, laser-accurate 
measurements of the entire interior and exterior, a large cache of the fittings and 
furniture.  So will a ‘new Mack’ have the lovely ethos and patina that a century of use 
gives a building ?  No.  And it didn’t have it on the day it opened. We may today love 
and admire what Mackintosh achieved, with a hundred years of wear on it, but it’s worth 
remembering that when it was new and raw, it confused people and was widely 
detested – as a newspaper of the day asked “What are they building up on Garnethill – 
is it a barracks, a workhouse, a factory,  or a temple of strange worship” .   (All of them I 
think - it’s an art school).  And a rebuilt Mack should function as it ever was – a working 
college of art and design, accredited by Glasgow University, with its main Mackintosh 
chambers available for structured tours. 
 
What a triumph for contemporary Scottish skills this rebuilding will be – to re-create 
what Mackintosh designed ( “designed” by the way, not “made” – he didn’t make 
anything, crafts-workers built the GSA ).  The rebuilding is not that complicated, and a 
new-build can incorporate the appropriate fire safety systems.  Give a new generation of 
Scottish men and women the commission and the tools – skilled Scots hands can do 
this as brilliantly as in the past.  I respectfully disagree that a new contemporary art 
school should be built on the Mack site.  The world wants Mackintosh and his School of 
Art ;  Scotland, and Glasgow, need it back. 
 
May I also note the wider community issue, because building the Mack is not the whole 
story, by far. The role of ‘the next GSA’ needs to be seen in the context of a plan for the 
future of Sauchiehall Street and the Garnethill drumlin.  I call it a “Sauchie-hill Plan”.  On 
my last visit I thought the area around the Art School simply looked awful, little better 
than a fast-food slum. What has happened to that gallus Glasgow pride in one of the 
most famous of its streets  ?  There needs to be a comprehensive strategic plan that 
covers all of the hill, that sympathetically and rationally reviews the needs of the 
community, the impact of the educational facilities located on the hill and nearby, the 
merchant entities on Sauchiehall Street, the changing residential demographics, and the 
long-term future development of the whole of the environs of Garnethill.   
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
The Committee has both the right and duty to ask these questions, and I am grateful as 
you address these issues on behalf of us all. 
 
With thanks to the Committee for its kind attention, 
 
 
Professor Tony Jones CBE 
MFA DFA DLitt LLD HonAIA FRCA FRSA FRSE 
Previous Director, Glasgow School of Art 
Previous Director, Royal College of Art, London 
Retired President, Art Institute of Chicago 
Oct. 27th 2018 
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DR. KATRINA M. BROWN WRITTEN SUBMISSION 
 
The comments submitted here are focused around the future of the Mackintosh 
building, the cultural issues that have arisen in the aftermath of the fire at The 
Mack, and not the technical, legal, academic matters, or indeed the fire itself, 
which others are far better placed to address. They are prepared with a bit of 
distance from the shock and anger at the fire in June 2018, and provided with 
some concern about the nature of recent discussions around the way forward. 
______________ 
 
My relationship to the building is long and multifarious. It runs from attending 
Saturday morning classes, as a wide-eyed secondary-school pupil, in the 
basement studios in the 1980s, through attending lengthy meetings in the board 
room as a governor; going to degree show openings or exhibition openings in the 
Mack museum, including speaking at the opening of the late Steven Campbell„s 
exhibition in 2008; introducing artists speaking in the notoriously uncomfortable 
but utterly glorious lecture theatre; to a very special, memorable dinner in the 
incredible, beautiful, library, So is my response in part emotional? Yes. And how 
rare and brilliant to have a building in our midst that elicits such emotional 
responses to „bricks and mortar‟. 
 
It is also, however, based on knowledge and understanding of the cultural 
infrastructure of the city of Glasgow, and especially the visual arts, for which both 
the city and the school have redoubtable reputations.  
 
The Mack provided a portal to another world for the students who walked through 
its doors. Whether attending Saturday morning classes as a teenager – as I and 
thousands of others have done – or as under-graduate, full-time students, the 
impact effected by the very nature of the building is simply immeasurable. That 
does not, however, mean that it is without value. Quite the opposite. It is a rare, 
powerful and significant example of the way in which good (even brilliant) 
architecture can support, sustain and inspire. And it is not, of course, just the best 
building in Glasgow: it is one of the best buildings in the world. A fact attested to 
by the vast majority of international artists, curators, writers and other visitors I 
have worked with over recent decades, whether from New York, Beirut, 
Melbourne, Mexico City, or innumerable other places, who have all wanted to 
visit the Mack during their stays in Glasgow. It is truly rare to have such a thing 
that communicates so well and so widely in our city, and the prospect of its loss, 
as news of the second fire broke, was felt world-wide. 
 
“Even at a great distance, it hurts”  
Linda Yablonksy, Artforum, New York 
 
It is impossible to quantify or understand the magic that this building wove far and 
wide. Glasgow‟s renown and reputation internationally is so intricately interwoven 
with this building that its absence or withdrawal from use would be tantamount to 
erasing one of the truly world-class cultural stories we have.  
 
People understand the significance that a building like that can have in a city 
such as ours – that it fuels ambition, confidence, aspiration and that our best 
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building should be an art school – not a bank, or a church - I think says so much 
about Glasgow at its best. Ambitious, creative and productive. 
 
The building also – now over 100 years old – remained the most „fit for purpose‟ 
of GSA‟s estate, prior to the completion of the Reid building. It was custom-
designed as an art school and if a building to Mackintosh‟s design is to stand on 
that site again, it must be in the service of art school education. Yes, with all the 
relevant 21st-century safety and security features built in, and yes, with public 
visiting hours integrated into its operations, as they were previously. It may even 
be an opportunity to re-assess how the state ensures the on-going preservation 
of such significant buildings, beyond just the tagging as „listed‟, to ensure that the 
hugely onerous task of maintaining, protecting and continually conserving such a 
nationally and internationally important building does not overwhelm a small, 
specialist institution like GSA. 
 
The Mack‟s beauty was two-fold – its remarkable design and its day-to-day use. 
The fact that students starting out on their lives worked in such an environment is 
often sited by former students as a hugely positive and eye-opening experience. 
You don‟t have to throw a stone too far from its front steps to find someone who 
grew up in Glasgow and whose life was transformed, not just by the higher 
education experience, but by the very idea that a building such as that could be 
ours. Rebuilding the Mack ought also to be an investment in students and in 
studying, in the merits of education per se. 
 
We know it can be re-built and thank goodness for that. But it is just important 
that it is rebuilt for its intended purpose: as an art school. To take something with 
such considerable value and meaning and turn it into a relic, or an exploitable 
commodity would be sheer, reprehensible folly. The commitment to rebuild is 
entirely correct, but the commitment to ensure its on-going life as a school is 
equally vital. 
 
We need The Mack as the heart of the art school – for all it signifies about 
Glasgow as a place of production, not only consumption of culture. The restored 
Mack, returned to its daily use as a functioning, dynamic art school, can serve 
both agendas: as a place of education, and production, a resource for the city 
and its citizens, and also, simultaneously as a world-class tourist destination. 
 
I understand there has also been some discussion about the idea of re-building 
on another site, which seems bizarre at best, not least as the rest of the School‟s 
campus is on Garnethill. Removing the Mack from the city centre would decimate 
the cultural life and vibrancy of the area, especially of the already challenged 
Sauchiehall Street. More than most buildings, the Mack has a powerful 
relationship to its site – it was designed for this hill-top position – with its castle-
like gable ends. Building it on another site could only ever be a bastardisation of 
Mackintosh‟s design and incur considerable reputational damage to the city 
internationally.  
 
Displacing it, or changing its use would be to take all that ambition, creativity and 
production, and make it history. 
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The School is of course more than the Mack – it is just one of its several 
buildings, and this discussion does not begin to touch on teaching. The Mack is 
also considerably more than the School. As much as the School needs the Mack, 
the Mack needs the School. 
 
As artist and former student at GSA, Martin Boyce wrote in frieze  
 
“What matters is that in 20 or 50 years from now people can push open those 
swing doors, walk in and study art in the Mack” 
 
Katrina M Brown 
M.A. (Hons), PG Dip., D.Litt. 
Director, The Common Guild, Glasgow 
 
Curatorial Research Fellow, GSA 
Board of Governors, GSA, 2004-09 
Director, Glasgow International Festival, 2008-12 
Associate Curator, „Generation: 25 Years of Contemporary Art in Scotland‟ 
(Scottish National Galleries and Glasgow Life), 2014 

https://frieze.com/article/can-glasgow-school-art-rise-ashes-turner-prize-winners-and-nominees-what-made-it-so-magical

	3.2.1_PPCommentsOnTranscript
	3.2.2_PPInsulationQuestions
	3.3_RogerBillcliffeStuartRobertsonEmail
	3.4_GarnethillDRGEmail
	3.5_StewartKiddSubmission
	3.6_TonyJonesSubmission
	3.7_KatrinaBrownSubmission

