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I am writing to you in your capacity as clerk of the Committee on Culture, Tourism, 
Europe and External Affairs on behalf of MIMA – the Mineral Wool Insulation 
Manufacturers Association. 

MIMA is a trade body providing an authoritative source of independent information and 
advice on glass and stone wool insulation. We represent the non-combustible 
insulation manufacturers and four of the leading insulation companies in the UK - 
Isover Saint-Gobain, Knauf Insulation, ROCKWOOL and Superglass.  

We watched with interest the Committee’s session on 20 September 2018 on the 
Glasgow School of Art and have some concerns regarding some of the commentary 
on the materials reportedly used in the renovations.  In particular, discussions included 
reports that polyisocyanurate (PIR) insulation was used and whilst architect Malcolm 
Fraser correctly noted that this insulation was used lawfully, he was incorrect in his 
assessment that this insulation is not flammable.  

Mr Fraser noted that he had “seen tests on it where it just doesn’t go on fire no matter 
how many blow torches you put on it”. This is entirely plausible, because PIR is a rigid 
plastic foam with a thin protective layer of aluminium foil which is designed specifically 
to protect the PIR from a direct flame, and in the demonstrations Mr Fraser has 
referred to, the insulation is not exposed to high or sustained heat on all sides. 

When PIR insulation is fully exposed, as it was at Grenfell Tower, or when the foil 
facing is damaged, it combusts and contributes to the further spread of a fire. A study 
by Professor Angelo Lucchini at the Politecnico Milan calculated the use of PIR 
insulation on a building the size of Grenfell would supply a fuel load of 674,730 MJ – 
the equivalent of 19,990 litres of petrol. When ignited, this type of insulation also gives 
off toxic gases, including hydrogen cyanide and carbon monoxide – as highlighted by 
Professor Richard Hull and widely reported in the press. 

Many other specialists, including fire expert Stephen Mackenzie, have questioned why 
PIR was chosen over non-combustible products in such a high-risk building such as 
the Macintosh building. Stephen Mackenzie was recently quoted in Architects Journal 
stressing that “any restoration works should have sought ways to reduce fire hazards 
and fire risk. Hence it is preposterous to have insulated any aspect of the building with 
combustible PIR”. 

I felt it important to draw this information to your attention and I would be grateful if this 
could be shared with the members’ of the Committee ahead of the next session on the 
Glasgow School of Art. 

In the interim please find attached a short briefing outlining the issues and concerns. 
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Briefing: Fire Safety in Scotland 

Scotland England 

Current routes to 
compliance 

Official guidance = non-combustible (A1 or A2) 
OR 

BS 8414 test for combustible systems 

Third party additions = desktop studies 

Is there a proposed 
ban on combustible 

materials? 

No 

Scotland’s current proposals 
retain the BS 8414 compliance 
route for combustible materials. 

Yes 

MHCLG has confirmed a ban on 
combustible materials will be written 
into the building regulations. 

Does a BS 8414 test 
provide assurance 

on real life 
performance? 

Scottish Government Review 
Panel on Fire Safety Chair, Dr. 
Paul Stollard: “We have kept it 
[the BS 8414 test] in as an option 
simply on the advice of the BRE 
and because it is the best test 
available.” 

BUT, The ABI has criticised the 
“utterly inadequacy” of the BS 
8414 testing regime. Professor 
Jose Torero, an expert witness to 
Grenfell Tower Inquiry, has 
warned that “many details can be 
hidden within the results of the 
test”. 

Grenfell Inquiry: 
“Tests such as BS 8414 provide a 
single scenario deemed consistent 
with an external fire, a very limited 
number of measurements and a very 
simple failure criterion. The 
combination of these three 
characteristics does not provide a 
sufficiently comprehensive 
assessment of performance.” 

UK Government: 
“The Government recognises that the 
BS 8414 test may offer a less 
straightforward way of meeting the 
requirements of the building 
regulations than a ban on the use of 
combustible materials on external 
walls.” 

 BS 8414 Fail    BS 8414 Pass 
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Examples of 
combustible 
materials on 

Scottish buildings 

Minister for Local Government, Housing and Planning, Kevin Stewart: “We 
cannot emphasise enough the difference that the 2005 act made in 
Scotland compared with the situation south of the border…The changes 
that were put in place as a result of the act are one of the reasons why we 
do not have the same difficulties that have arisen south of the border with 
aluminium composite material.” 

BUT there have been a number of examples of combustible material being 
used on buildings in Scotland, including:  

19 private high-rises blocks in Glasgow: featured elements of combustible 
ACM cladding 

Glasgow School of Art: featured combustible insulation panels similar to 
those used at Grenfell 

Edinburgh Napier’s Bainfield Halls of Residence: featured the same 
combustible cladding used at Grenfell 

Queen Elizabeth University Hospital and the Royal Hospital for Children: 
featured the same combustible insulation panels used at Grenfell 

V&A Dundee features combustible polyisocyanurate (PIR) materials 

Expert opinions 

Local Government Association (LGA): “The LGA has strongly made the 
case for banning the use of combustible materials on high-rise and 
complex buildings and for outlawing the use of desktop studies that 
attempt to approve safety compliance…We would urge the Government to 
introduce these bans as quickly as possible as they are the vital and 
immediate measures needed to make buildings safer today.” 

A report by the Association of British Insurers (ABI) highlights that: 
“The requirement for a large-scale built-up-system test is due to the 
allowance of materials in the system’s makeup that are combustible. In 
such systems, combustible materials are nominally protected from fire 
involvement through separation by higher performing materials for a period 
of time considered ‘safe’.” 

Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA): “The RIBA strongly 
recommends that the Government supports a comprehensive ban on 
combustible materials for all high rise buildings… There is a lot of 
confusion in the industry over what materials are, and should be, permitted 
on both new buildings and in the retro-fitting of existing buildings. Banning 
these materials is the first step towards restoring the trust in our regulatory 
system and the building industry.” 

Recommendations 

• Only non-combustible materials (Euroclass A1 and A2)
should be allowed on high rise and high risk buildings,
including schools, hospitals, care homes – with no exceptions.

• As with other European countries, an alternative compliance route
for combustible materials should not be permitted for high-rise and
high-risk buildings.

• In line with the Fire Safety Review Panel’s recommendations and
proposals in England, Scotland should discontinue the outdated
national classification system and solely adopt the Euroclass
material classification system.
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