
GRENFELL TOWER PUBLIC INQUIRY 

SECOND WITNESS STATEMENT 

OF ADRIAN WESTLEY PARGETER 

I, ADRIAN WESTLEY PARGETER, of Kings pan Insulation Ltd, Torvale Industrial 

Estate, Pembridge HR6 9LA, WILL SAY AS FOLLOWS: 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 I am Director of Technical, Marketing and Regulatory Affairs GB at Kingspan 

Insulation Limited ("Kingspan"). 

1.2 The facts and matters set out in this statement are within my own knowledge unless 

otherwise stated, and I believe them to be true. Where I refer to information supplied 

by others, the source of information is identified; facts and matters derived from other 

sources are true to the best of my knowledge, information and beliefs. 

1.3 I am providing this second witness statement for the purposes of the Grenfell Tower 

Public Inquiry (the "Inquiry") and in particular, in response to the Inquiry's letter of 

12 July 2019 requesting the submission of evidence under rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules 

2006. 

1.4 In the first part of this statement (sections 2 to 11) I address each of the issues 

identified by the Inquiry set out in their letter of 12 July 2019. To the extent I have 

any relevant knowledge in respect of the questions set out at "Appendix 1 - List of 

Issues- 4 June 2018" of the Inquiry's letter, these issues have been addressed in this 
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statement. Where I have no knowledge in relation to an issue referred to by the 

Inquiry, for completeness, I have indicated that I have no relevant knowledge. 

1.5 In the second part of this statement (section 12), as requested, I set out comments 

relating to issues 4 and 4A from the Inquiry's list of Issues (last updated on 25 

September 2019). 

1.6 Before turning to the detail of my statement, I would like to express my deepest 

sympathies again to the bereaved families, survivors and everyone affected by the 

tragic events which occurred at Grenfell Tower. 

1.7 As prescribed by the Inquiry's Witness Statement Protocol, where I refer to a 

document in support of my witness statement, if the document has not previously 

been disclosed to the Inquiry, I have exhibited the whole or part of the relevant 

document. For documents which have previously been disclosed, I refer to the Unique 

Reference Number ("URN") assigned by the Inquiry. Documents exhibited to this 

witness statement are identified by the marker "AWP" followed by the exhibit 

number. 

1.8 I understand that Kingspan's solicitors are continuing to conduct a document review 

exercise and to the extent further information relevant to these questions or the 

Inquiry more generally comes to light in due course, I will provide further evidence. 

2 YOURROLE 

2.1 I would like to take this opportunity to update the Inquiry as to my role at Kingspan to 

the extent that it has changed since I provided my First Witness Statement on 1 

October 2018. 

2.2 As set out at paragraphs 2.5-2.8 of my First Witness Statement: 

(a) I started working for Kingspan in December 2009. My initial role was in 

research and development. In this role I was accountable for the fundamental 

engineering knowledge to support the research and process development of a 

next generation insulation product which later became known as Optim-R. 
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Optim-R is a vacuum insulation panel and has very high levels of thermal 

performance, meaning that its thickness to thermal performance ratio is very 

efficient and it has been developed for use in constricted places such as roofs, 

floors and balconies. In this role, I was responsible for the initial design and 

testing of the product including the design of the manufacturing line and all 

associated certification. I was also the key technical lead for the specification 

of all plant and equipment for an Optim-R production plant. 

(b) After just over four years in that role I was promoted to Product Development 

Manager. My responsibilities included ensuring that a robust development 

process was in place to allow cross functional teams to ensure all relevant 

legislation and regulatory requirements were fully taken into account during 

product development. The process I managed was also designed to ensure that 

appropriate testing and certification of new products was completed prior to 

product launch. 

(c) In November 2014 I was promoted to Head of Marketing at Kingspan. In this 

role, I was responsible for the day to day management of the marketing team 

whose function was the creation and delivery of marketing plans and 

campaigns. This included the design and production of all marketing materials 

such as product brochures and newsletters. The team was also responsible for 

the development of technical research projects and Kingspan's fire safety 

compliance campaign regarding the use of K15 in rainscreen specifications. 

K15 is primarily marketed via literature, technical bulletins and associated 

professional development presentations to architects and specifiers. 

(d) In May 2015 (albeit in my First Witness Statement I incorrectly said June 

2015) I was appointed into the new role of Head of Technical and Marketing 

(Great Britain) for Kingspan. In addition to the responsibilities I held as Head 

of Marketing, in this role I oversaw the team responsible for ensuring that all 

relevant product testing is maintained to necessary standards across all brands. 

The same team is also responsible for ensuring the continued certification of 

relevant products by the BBA. 
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2.3 Since making my First Witness Statement, I was promoted to Director of Technical, 

Marketing and Regulatory Affairs at Kingspan Insulation in May 2019. In this new 

role, the following individuals now report to me: Head of Technical; Head of 

Marketing; Head of Regulatory Affairs, Customer Experience Manager and Head of 

Public Affairs. 

2.4 Alongside the above, I also sit on vanous industry committees including those 

between: 

(a) May 2016 - Sept 2016 where I represented the Insulation Manufacturers 

Association ("IMA") on the Building Environment Issues and Affairs 

("BEIA") Work Stream Group A within the Fire Sector Federation which was 

looking at the definitions given in Approved Document B (2006 with 2007, 

2010, 2013 amendments for England), and whether the same could be 

improved. 

(b) August 2017 - June 2019 where I again represented the IMA but this time in 

relation to the Construction Products Association's ("CPA") Technical Expert 

Panel . This was a group which had been set up after the Grenfell tragedy to 

channel opinion and guidance to the Industry Review Group (a group made up 

of the CPA, Build UK and the Construction Industry Council), to enable such 

opinion and guidance to be considered by Department for Communities and 

Local Government (what was to become the Ministry of Housing, 

Communities and Local Government). 

(c) May 2019 to date where again on behalf of the IMA, I chair the newly merged 

PU Europe Marketing and Promotion Committee and the Circular Economy 

Task Group. This group is looking at the current legislative and non-legislative 

drivers around sustainability and circularity across Europe, aiming to 

implement a roadmap for having an industry response to the Circular Economy 

challenge. 

(d) In addition, I was also recently nominated to represent IMA on the Managing 

Committee for PU Europe. 

4 Second Witness Statement of Adrian Pargeter 

Kl N00020824_0004 
KIN00020824/4



3 KINGSPAN KOOLTHERM K15 ("K15")- DEVELOPMENT 

Inquiry question (1): Please set out in brief terms the state of your own knowledge 

of K15, including details as to the products: 

Inquiry question (1(a)): Development, including when K15 was first developed and 

when the product was ready for launch; 

3.1 As set out above, I became Head of Technical and Marketing (Great Britain) for 

Kingspan in May 2015, having been Head of Marketing for the prior year. It was only 

when I became Head of Marketing that I became involved with K15 as a product, and 

my knowledge about the testing and certification of K15 has only developed since I 

became Head of Technical and Marketing. In my role as Product Development 

Manager (June to November 2014) I was involved with the planning of the 

development of a potential lower lambda version (i.e., improved insulation 

performance) ofK15 (referred to initially as LL (or Low Lambda) then later "K115"), 

which has not been launched as a product. My direct knowledge about K15 is 

therefore time limited although I obtained some general knowledge of the whole 

Kooltherm product range including K15 from earlier periods in my employment. I 

have, through my work for Kingspan in relation to this Inquiry, gained some 

understanding ofK15 in the period prior to being in a relevant role. 

3.2 As a result, I do not know for certain when K15 was first developed or when it was 

originally launched although I understand the first issue of the marketing literature for 

K15 is dated March 2001 1
. 

3.3 Certainly by the time I became Head of Marketing at Kingspan in November 2014, 

K15 had been manufactured and marketed for a number of years as insulation for rain 

screen cladding, suitable for use in buildings with a floor over 18 meters high where 

compliant with the Building Regulations. 

Inquiry question (1 (b)): manufacture; 

1 AP/1: [ ]1st issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated March 2001 
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3.4 K15 is manufactured at Kingspan's Pembridge and Castleblayney production plants. 

My role does not involve oversight of the manufacturing process ofK15 but as set out 

at paragraph 4.1 of my First Witness Statement, at a basic level, I understand that K15 

is an insulation board manufactured and marketed for use behind ventilated rainscreen 

or masonry fa<;ade systems. K15 is a highly efficient and lightweight insulation board 

which has a fibre-free rigid thermoset phenolic insulation core produced by the 

chemical reaction of its constituent chemicals. The product's rigid nature means it can 

be cut to a precise size to fit the relevant application. Being "thermoset" (a 

characteristic resulting from the chemical reaction through which the core material is 

produced) means that, when heated, the product will not melt or drip in the way that a 

thermoplastic would. Instead, the product will char when exposed to heat or fire and 

will self-extinguish when that fire or heat source is removed. K15 thus has superior 

fire performance qualities compared to PIR and other rigid foam insulation (as 

referred to in more detail at paragraph 3.10 below). K15 is referred to as having a 

"phenolic insulation core" because the phenolic (foam) part of the product is faced on 

either side by a composite foil facing material. 

3.5 In terms of the manufacturing process, I understand that the phenolic foam used in 

K15 is dispensed from a mixing head onto the perforated foil bottom facer using a 

continuous automatic production line. The top perforated foil facer is then added to 

the product on the same production line. So far as I am aware, there has been no 

significant change to the manufacturing process or to the materials used since 2014 

although I am not overly familiar with the chemicals or chemistry involved with the 

production ofK15. 

3.6 Based on anecdotal evidence from colleagues and also as a result of being involved 

with Kingspan's response to the Inquiry, I understand that the manufacturing process 

changed from using what is termed "old technology" to using "new technology" and I 

understand as a result of this Inquiry that the "new technology" may have been 

employed in the production of K15 at Pembridge from September 2006. I am not 

aware of the extent to which this change affected the properties of K15 including its 

fire performance, if at all. 

Inquiry question (1 (c)): properties in relation to fire; 
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3.7 Until very recently, K15 was classified in terms of its reaction to fire under both the 

European system (EN 13501-1 testing series) and in England and Wales, under the 

National Class system (BS 476 testing series). 

3.8 When tested to EN 13501-1, K15's reaction to fire is classified as Class C-s1,d0, as 

stated on the product's Declaration of Performance dated 1 July 2013 2
. 

3.9 As referred to at paragraph 4.26( c) of my First Witness Statement, the Declaration of 

Performance is a document required by the Construction Products Regulation which 

provides harmonised rules for the marketing of construction products in the EU. The 

content of a product's Declaration of Performance is specified by the relevant product 

standard which, in the case of K15 is the product standard relating to phenolic foam 

insulation products? The product standard specifies the essential characteristics of the 

phenolic foam element of the product to be included in the Declaration of 

Performance. The specified essential characteristics do not include the product's 

performance in specific applications such as use in buildings over 18 metres or results 

when tested to BS 8414. The Declaration of Performance therefore does not include 

information relating to the suitability for use in this application or testing for this 

application. The version in place at May 2015 and available on the Kingspan website 

was dated 1 July 2013 4
. 

3.10 Due to K15's classification at Class C-s1,d0 it cannot therefore be categorised as 

"non-combustible" or of "limited combustibility" under Appendix A to Approved 

Document B of the Building Regulations 2006 edition incorporating 2007; 2010; and 

2013 amendments in England and Wales ("ADB"); and is therefore by default 

considered as "combustible". K15 remains solid under heating and does not melt. 

Instead it will reach a temperature (about 300°C) where the chemical bonds of the 

material break down, releasing gases, some of which are ignitable and leaving a 

carbon char behind. The char formed during real fire exposure protects the unexposed 

material underneath and therefore reduces the rate at which the heat of combustion of 

the material is released. 

2 AP/2: [ ] Declaration ofPerformance for K15 dated 1 July 2013 

3 The product standard applicable to phenolic foam products is EN13166 in which the essential characteristics of a product to 

be included in the product's Declaration ofPerformance are set out in Table ZAl. 

4 AP/2: [ ] Declaration ofPerformance for K15 dated 1 July 2013 
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3.11 When the foil facer ofK15 (as opposed to the product as a whole) is tested to BS 476-

7 it is classified as Class 1, as regards its contribution to flame spread (test report 

P100160-1002-1)5
. When the foil facer ofK15 is tested to BS 476-6, it achieves a fire 

propagation index of (i) 1.8; and sub-index of (ii) 1.7 (test report P100160-1002-2)6
, 

meaning that K15 achieves a "Class 0" classification, as was defined in ADB. This 

remained the case until ADB was updated in February 2019 when such classifications 

were removed. I address "Class 0" in detail in my response to Inquiry question 16 

below. K15 was until 2016 classified as "low risk" and then from thereon was 

classified as "medium risk" in Scotland in accordance with the Scottish Technical 

Handbook as referenced in Annex 2.B table 2.8 reaction to fire. This remained the 

case until the Scottish Technical Handbook was updated in October 2019 when such 

classifications were removed. 

Inquiry question (1 (d)): thermal efficiency; 

3.12 K15's thermal performance (Lambda value) is one of its key technical properties and 

its Lambda or thermal conductivity value is 0.020 W/mK for thicknesses of 45mm 

and above; 0.021 W/mK for thicknesses of 25-44mm; and 0.023 W/mK for 

thicknesses of 14-24mm. I understand that this has not changed since 2014. 

3.13 I understand, that prior to 2014: 

5 AP/3: [ 

6 AP/4: [ 

(a) In the P1 to 3rd issues of the product literature for K15, Kingspan stated K15's 

Lambda or thermal conductivity value to be 0.018 W/mK without 

differentiating for thicknesses 7; 

(b) In the 4th and 5th issues of the product literature for K15, Kingspan understood 

and stated K15's Lambda or thermal conductivity value to be 0.022-0.024 

W/mK depending on thicknesses8
; 

] BRE Global Test Report Pl00160-1002-l Issue 1 dated 29 February 2016 

] BRE Global Test Report Pl00160-1002-2 Issue: 1 dated 19 February 2016 

7 For example, AP/1: [ ]1st issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated March 2001 

8 For example, AP/5: KIN00005351 4th Issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated March 2003 
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(c) In the 6th- 8th issues of the product literature for K15, Kingspan understood 

and stated K15's Lambda or thermal conductivity value to be 0.021-0.024 

W/mK depending on thicknesses9
; and 

(d) For the 9th issue of the product literature for K15 in March 2011, Kingspan 

understood and stated K15's Lambda or thermal conductivity value to be 

0.020- 0.023 W/mK depending on thicknesses10
. 

Inquiry question (1 (e)): purpose/intended use. 

3.14 K 15 is marketed and intended for use as an insulation board for use behind ventilated 

rainscreen or masonry cladding systems both above and below 18 meters. Since the 

regulatory changes following the Grenfell Tower fire, K15 cannot now be marketed in 

England for use above 18 meters (save for limited exceptions). 

Inquiry question (Not numbered): If your understanding as to any of the above has 

significantly changed at any stage, please explain how and when this change in 

understanding came about. 

3.15 As noted in paragraph 3.11 above, K15 was until October 2019 classified as "medium 

risk" in Scotland. Prior to the lOth issue of the K15's product literature issued in July 

2016 11 K15 was said to be a "low risk" product. 

3.16 By way ofbackground, the Scottish Technical Handbook as referenced in Annex 2.B 

table 2.8 reaction to fire (prior to 2019 update) defined a "low risk" product to be a 

product where "the surface material (or where it is bonded throughout to a substrate, 

the surface material combined with the substrate) has a surface ofClass I and, when 

tested in accordance with BS 476: Part 6: 1981 orBS 476: Part 6: 1989 has an index 

of performance (i) not more than 12 and a sub-index (ii) not more than 6". 

3.17 This therefore requires that the whole composite product is tested and must achieve 

the requisite fire propagation index results. This differs from the requirements of the 

9 For example, AP/6 KIN00006807 6th Issue of the Product Literature for Kl5 dated June 2006 

10 AP/7 KIN00000063 9th issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated March 2011 

11 AP/8: [ ]lOth issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated July 2016 
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2006 edition of ADB in England and Wales which requires that either "the product or 

the surface material of a composite product" achieve the necessary fire propagation 

index results. Thus the definition of "low risk" includes the surface material and the 

bonded substrate whilst the Class 0 standard tests either the whole product or the 

surface of the material. 

3.18 Up until 2016, I understood that K 15 as a composite product achieved the requisite 

results under BS 476 Parts 6 and 7 to be classified as "low risk" in Scotland. In 2016, 

Dan Ball (Technical Projects Leader) undertook further testing of K15 and informed 

me that he had been unable to repeat previous tests and achieve the required fire 

propagation index results for "low risk" when testing K15 as a composite product in 

accordance with the Scottish Technical Handbook. Although there were no changes in 

the production or composition of the product I was aware of, it is possible the 

differing results could have been because the testing of products under BS 476 parts 6 

and 7 often produces inconsistent results on foam insulation products because the 

products can warp or expand during the test. These test results also impacted on our 

Class 0 status in England and Wales because we were relying on the same composite 

test results to Claim Class 0 in England and Wales. However, as the definition for 

Class 0 in England and Wales is different to "low risk" in Scotland (as set out above 

in paragraphs 3.16 and 3 .17) as it allows the surface of a composite product (such as 

K15) to be tested, the foil facer was tested separately and achieved the requirements 

of Class 0. In order to reflect these changes in what part of the product had been 

tested, Kingspan updated the K15 product literature in October 2017 to define its 

Class 0 status as "achieves Class 0 as defined in Approved Document B in England 

and Wales". 

3.19 As a result of these new test results, it was no longer possible to claim that K 15 

satisfied the requirements of "low risk" in Scotland. The change in classification was 

implemented firstly by removing all references to K15 being "low risk" from the K15 

product literature with effect from the 101
h issue dated July 2016 12

; and then, once 

further testing had been done, by expressly clarifying in the product literature that 

K15 achieved a "medium" (as opposed to a "low") risk classification as defined under 

12 AP/8: [ ]lOth issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated July 2016 
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the Scottish Technical Handbook. I explain these changes m detail below m my 

response to Inquiry question 8. 

Inquiry question (2): At what stage in the development of the product did Kingspan 

consider that it was to be used as insulation for external cladding systems? 

3.20 Although I only took up the role of Head of Marketing (and therefore became 

involved with the marketing of Kl5) in November 2014, Kl5 was always intended, 

so far as I am aware, to be used as insulation for rainscreen systems as evidenced by 

and referenced in the first issue of K IS's product literature13
. 

Inquiry question (3): Please identify when, and on what basis, K15 was first 

marketed as an option for use in external cladding systems on buildings with a floor 

over 18m: 

Inquiry question (3(a)): In England and Wales; and/or 

3.21 Although I was not working at Kingspan at the time, I understand that the first 

mention in the product literature of Kl5 being suitable for use in external cladding 

systems on buildings with a floor over 18m was in the 71
h issue of the product 

literature in May 2007 14
. I assume that the product was considered suitable for this 

application at this time following the successful BS 8414-1:2002 test which was 

undertaken by BRE using a system incorporating Kl5 in May 2005 (test report 

220876)15 (the "2005 BS 8414 Test" and the "2005 BS 8414 Test Report"). 

3.22 The product literature did not specify the jurisdiction(s) to which it applied until the 

gth issue dated March 2011 16 which specifically identified the jurisdictions covered as 

England, Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland17
, although I 

13 AP/1: [ ]1st issue of the Product Literature for K15 dated March 2001 

14 AP/9: KIN00008383 7th issue ofthe Product Literature for K15 dated May 2007 

15 AP/10: KIN00005356 BRE BS8414-1 test report: (220876) dated 8 December 2005 

16 AP/7 KIN00000063 9th issue ofthe Product Literature for K15 dated March 2011 

17 The jurisdictional scope of the product literature was further amended in the 11th issue of the product literature published 

in October 2017 so that it only applied to England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland. From this date forward, separate 

marketing literature was produced for the Republic oflreland. 
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understand that the literature applied to England, Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland 

and the Republic oflreland from at least the 71
h issue dated May 200718

. 

Inquiry question (3(b)): In any other jurisdiction. 

3.23 I am not involved in and I or responsible for the marketing of K15 in any other 

jurisdiction including the Republic of Ireland, Northern Ireland19
, Mainland Europe, 

the Middle East, America or Australia, for which Kingspan employs separate 

marketing teams. I therefore do not know when K 15 was first marketed for use in 

buildings over 18 metres in these other jurisdictions. 

4 K15- MARKETING AND PROMOTION 

Inquiry question (4): Please describe in detail your own knowledge of Kingspan 's 

strategy in relation to the use of K15 in external cladding systems for buildings over 

18m. This should also address your understanding of any engagement with 

stakeholders including governmental or industry bodies for the purposes of 

promoting the use of K15. Whilst this information should cover the period during 

which you were employed in any relevant role, please also include details of any 

knowledge you have as to any periods prior to or following your own employment in 

a relevant role. 

4.1 Although I may have attended internal meetings at which such strategy was discussed 

during my time as Product Development Manager (June to November 2014), I had no 

detailed knowledge of Kingspan's strategy in relation to the use of K15 in external 

cladding systems for buildings over 18 metres prior to my appointment as Head of 

Marketing in November 2014. 

Strategy prior to the Grenfell Tower fire 

4.2 By the time I was appointed as Head of Marketing in November 2014, Kingspan's 

strategy was primarily to try and increase and expand the safe use of K 15 as part of 

18 AP/9: KIN00008383 7th issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated May 2007 

19 Albeit the Marketing Team did produce product literature which covered Northern Ireland on behalf ofKingspan Northern 

Ireland. 
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compliant systems in external cladding systems, including for buildings with a floor 

over 18 metres. As referenced in paragraph 3.1 above, we were also aiming to 

improve the thermal performance of K15 through the development of "K115", 

although this product has not yet been launched. 

4.3 Kingspan's strategy as to how to achieve such increase and expansion was helped by 

the issuance of the BCA Technical Guidance Note 18 "Use of Combustible Cladding 

Materials on Residential Buildings" in June 201420 ("BCATGN18"). 

4.4 As set out at paragraph 3.5 of my First Witness Statement, the BCATGN18 provides 

industry guidance on how compliance via Option B of the ADB may be achieved. The 

BCATGN18 provides two options for compliance with Option B: 

(a) The submission of actual fire test data from BS 8414 testing of the specific 

external wall cladding system to be installed, along with the associated BR 135 

classification report; or 

(b) Where no actual fire test data exists for a proposed system, "the client may 

instead submit a desktop study report from a suitably qualified fire specialist 

stating whether, in their opinion, BR 135 criteria would be met with the 

proposed system". 

4.5 The BCATGN18 reflects ADB by explaining a further route to compliance, being that 

"ifnone of the above are suitable, the client may consider addressing this issue via a 

holistic fire engineered approach taking into account the building geometry, ignition 

risk, factors restricting fire spread etc". 

4.6 Of relevance to Kingspan's strategy was that the BCATGN18 meant that in order to 

achieve compliance with ADB for use of K15 (as a combustible material) over 18 

metres, (i) actual fire test data could be submitted of the specific build up proposed; or 

(ii) "the client may instead submit a desktop study report from a suitably qualified fire 

20 AP/11: [ ] BCA Technical Guidance Note Issue 0 June 2014 
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specialist stating whether, in their opinion, BR 135 criteria would be met with the 

proposed system". 

4.7 In order to support the use of K15 in external cladding systems for buildings with a 

floor over 18 metres, Kingspan commissioned a series ofBS 8414 tests incorporating 

K15, with the aim of testing its performance in conjunction with some of the most 

common fa<;ade types, both in terms of materials, facade design and different fixing 

methods. This built on the BS 8414 tests Kingspan had conducted in March and July 

2014. This gave Kingspan a bank of BS 8414 test results which would have been 

useful both to a designer who was thinking of incorporating a common faced system 

for which Kingspan had already obtained a BR 135 compliant test; and to a fire 

engineer who might be able to rely on the BS 8414 results to assist in his or her 

assessment of a desktop study. 

4.8 As part of its efforts to conduct this series of tests, Kingspan engaged various third 

party stakeholders including the producers of the different cladding types e.g. Carea, 

Gebrick, Stofix etc. to assist with and fund the undertaking of BS 8414 tests. 

Kingspan also looked to run tests on its own where the support of third parties was not 

available. 

4.9 Kingspan considered that the increased availability of test evidence for the most 

common systems incorporating K15 would facilitate fire engineers being able to 

undertake desktop studies for other non-tested systems. Although desktop studies 

were system (and therefore project) specific, Kingspan considered that it could be 

beneficial to fire engineers to provide them with a report from an unsuccessful BS 

8414 test (the Trespa test undertaken in March 2014) to use it in their desktop study. 

Kingspan considered this was permissible because there may be parts of a failed test 

which if placed into a different system test would satisfy BS8414. Kingspan agreed 

with a small number of clients to commission desktop studies for their projects on 

their behalf so we could then use the desktop study reports as examples in our product 

literature of the type of system incorporating K 15 which could achieve compliance. 

4.10 I am also aware as a result of my involvement with this Inquiry that in or around July 

2014, Ivor Meredith (Technical Projects Manager) and possibly also Tony Millichap, 
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were trying to engage Arup as a fire engineering consultancy firm to commission a 

generic report based on existing test data in order to create a tool kit for use of K 15 

above 18 metres in support of Kingspan's understanding that when used in 

conjunction with other suitable materials and in an appropriate system, K 15 can be a 

safe and reliable insulation for use over 18 metres21
. It appears from the documents I 

have seen that Kingspan thought the commissioning of such a report would facilitate 

fire engineers being able to undertake desktop studies for other non-tested systems. I 

understand that ultimately Arup did not provide a generic report. 

4.11 Between November 2014 and the Grenfell Tower fire (and also, I understand, prior to 

this period), Kingspan engaged in discussions as to the use of K15 in buildings over 

18 metres with a number of industry bodies, including in respect of the proper 

understanding of the routes to compliance for use over 18 metres: 

(a) The National House Building Council (the "NHBC"): details of these 

discussions are provided in paragraphs 4.20 to 4.24 of my First Witness 

Statement which are repeated below in response to Inquiry question 71. As the 

main private sector building control body which was responsible for a large 

number of new-build high rise projects, it was important that the NHBC 

understand the test data held by Kingspan which supported the use of K15 

over 18 metres and in light of that test data, be able to support the use of K 15 

in that application. 

(b) Local Authority Building Control ("LABC") and MD Insurance Services 

("MDIS"): MDIS is made up of 6 individual companies which work together 

to provide latent defects insurance (more commonly known as a structural 

warranty). MDIS is the scheme administrator for LABC warranties, as well as 

other construction insurance schemes across the UK and Europe. I became 

involved in discussions with MDIS in mid-2015 where Kingspan (Ivor 

Meredith, Dan Ball and me) discussed the applicability of the warranties for 

use and acceptance of K 15 in buildings with floors above 18 metres. Support 

21 AP/12: [ ] Emails between Kingspan and Arup Fire Engineering followed by an internal Kingspan email dated 

July 2014 to October 2014 with subject "Fw: Kingspan Assessment of Fire test data" 
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by MDIS and LABC warranty of the use of K15 in this application was 

viewed positively by the industry and by other warranty providers, thereby 

supporting Kingspan's strategy of increasing the specification of K15 in this 

application. I refer to this in further detail below in response to Inquiry 

question 58. 

(c) British Board of Agrement (the "BBA"): Kingspan also liaised with the BBA 

in order to obtain a BBA Certificate for K15. As set out in my response to 

Inquiry question 33 although the obtaining of a BBA Certificate is not a 

mandatory requirement, it is a widely used and industry accepted third party 

endorsement of a product's specification and suitability for the intended 

application. Users also often require that a BBA certificate be provided. 

Although I was not employed in a relevant role by Kingspan at the time the 

BBA Certificate was first obtained, I suspect that Kingspan elected to obtain a 

BBA Certificate for K 15 for that reason and because it was helpful for 

customers and helped differentiate K15 from its competitors. 

4.12 In addition to the above, Kingspan also liaised with the Building Research 

Establishment (the "BRE") and other test houses in respect of the testing ofK15. As 

set out in my response to Inquiry question 5, I generally had very little direct contact 

with the BRE unless there were issues which needed my input to resolve such as that 

regarding amendments to the standards such as the Australian version of BR 135. I 

would also chase up reports and testing slots and I recall discussions with Stephen 

Howard (BRE's Director of Fire Testing and Certification) in or around May 2016 

regarding service level agreements albeit this engagement was not related to the 

promotion ofK15. 

Strategy following the Grenfell Tower fire 

4.13 Following the fire at Grenfell Tower and Kingspan's subsequent understanding that a 

small volume of K15 had been used in the cladding system installed during the 

refurbishment of Grenfell Tower, Kingspan's strategy in relation to K15 has been 

fourfold: (i) to investigate and seek to understand the reasons as to why the fire at 

Grenfell Tower spread as quickly as it did and the role played by the core components 
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of the fa<;ade system, including the insulation, through large and medium scale testing 

and through third party computer modelling research (known as Computational Fluid 

Dynamics ("CFD")); (ii) to ensure a proper understanding of the performance ofK15 

in Grenfell Tower so as to be satisfied, having regard to the analysis of the fire, that it 

was being appropriately marketed and sold by Kingspan; (iii) active participation in 

consultations and industry wide discussions about amendments to the Building 

Regulations and associated guidance (and equivalent in Scotland); and (iv) ensuring 

continuing compliance with those regulations as regards the use of K 15 over 18 

metres and providing clear and accurate guidance on the use ofK15 and the Routes to 

Compliance in Kingspan's marketing literature following the changes in regulations. 

4.14 Taking each of these in turn, Kingspan has undertaken testing of cladding systems 

incorporating K15, with a particular focus on systems using ACM cladding panels. In 

particular: 

(a) As set out at paragraph 4.30 of my First Witness Statement, since May 2015 

Kingspan has conducted a number of further BS 8414 tests of systems 

incorporating K15. Kingspan is also aware of third-party and Government 

testing of systems incorporating K15 which have been conducted since the 

time of the refurbishment work. A full list of the BS 8414 test reports of 

systems incorporating K15 for which Kingspan holds copies is set out in 

Appendix A to this witness statement. Appendix A updates the list provided at 

Appendix B to my First Witness Statement so as to include reference to the 

additional tests which have been conducted, or for which a BS 8414 Report 

has been published, since the making of my First Witness statement. Appendix 

A now includes references to: the test conducted on a system incorporating 

3mm Aluminium Cassette at BRE Global Ltd, on 26 August 2016 (BS 8414 

report pending); the test conducted on a system incorporating Alpolic A2 

ACM BML400 Small Panels at Exova on 30 April 2018 (BS 8414 Report 

number DLR 1515 Rev.022
); the test conducted on a system incorporating 

102.5mm Facing Brickwork at BRE Global Ltd on 2 May 2018 (BS 8414 

Report No. Pll2065-100023
); the test conducted on a system incorporating 

22 AP/13: [ 

23 AP/14: [ 

] Exova BS 8414-2 Test report (DLR 1515) Rev.O dated November 2018 

] BRE BS8414-2 Test report (Pll2065-1000) Issue 1 dated 26 October 2018 
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Alpolic A2 ACM BML 400 at Exova on 10 May 2018 (BS 8414 Report No. 

DLR1558 Rev.024
); the test conducted on a system incorporating Alpolic A2 

ACM Cassette Panel BML 100 at Exova on 18 July 2018 (BS 8414 Report No. 

DLR1567 Rev.025
); the test conducted on a system incorporating DRI-Design 

Aluminium Cassette at Exova on 5 August 2018 (BS 8414 Report No. DLR 

1547 Rev.026
); the test conducted on a system incorporating Fibre Cement at 

BRE on 6 June 2019 (BS 8414 report pending); and the test conducted on a 

system incorporating Trespa FR at BRE Global Ltd on 24 July 2019 (BS 8414 

report pending). 

(b) As may be observed from the list provided at Appendix A to this witness 

statement, Kingspan conducted a number ofBS 8414 tests between May 2015 

and the fire on 17 June 2017 and Kingspan's testing regime has continued 

following the fire. In particular, following the MHCLG tests which were 

conducted in August 2017, Kingspan embarked on a testing program to 

investigate the performance of ACM systems incorporating K 15 by conducting 

a series of BS 8414 tests using the Mitsubishi Alpolic brand of ACM. 

Kingspan's testing regime continues to date. 

(c) As set out at paragraph 4.31 of my First Witness Statement, Kingspan also 

conducted a series of smaller scale system tests using ISO 13785 part 1 in 

March 2018 in order to see if there was a potential correlation between that 

test and the larger scale BS8414 tests so as potentially to provide a more 

expedient route to supporting the desktop study route to compliance with a 

smaller scale system test option. Details of those tests are listed in Appendix C 

to my First Witness Statement and a further copy is attached as Appendix B to 

this witness statement 

(d) As part of its investigations into the fire at the Grenfell Tower, Kingspan has 

engaged with Efectis in its CFD modelling into the spread of the fire on 

Grenfell Tower in order more fully to understand the potential importance of 

24 AP/15: [ 

25 AP/16: [ 

26 AP/17: [ 

] Exova BS8414-2 Test report (DLR1558) Rev.O dated January 2019 

] Exova BS8414-2 Test report (DLR1567) Rev.O dated August 2018 

] Exova BS8414-2 Test report (DLR 1547) Rev.O dated November 2018 
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the vanous parts of the cladding system in the fire spread. To date this 

modelling has demonstrated (insofar as is possible using CFD), amongst other 

things: 

(i) that the PE-cored ACM cladding panels were the primary cause of the 

rapid fire spread; 

(ii) that the influence of the PE-cored ACM was so dominant, that there 

would have been no difference in the rate of fire spread whether PIR or 

non-combustible mineral wool insulation had been installed; 

(iii) that if the PE-cored ACM had been replaced with an A2-ACM the fire 

would not have spread beyond Flat 16; and 

(iv) that the fire barriers that were installed had a significant effect in 

reducing the rate of fire spread, but were ultimately bypassed by the 

burning PE-cored ACM. 

The CFD modelling is continuing and the results of its analysis of horizontal 

fire spread, beyond the stack of flats immediately above Flat 16, will be 

published in due course. 

4.15 This modelling was validated by the full system tests incorporating K15 pursuant to 

ISO 13785 as referenced in paragraph 4.14(c) above. By way of further detail, these 

tests were conducted with the aim of analysing whether ISO 13785 tests could provide 

a middle ground between desktop studies of systems which have not been tested and 

BS 8414 tests. These tests were undertaken in the context ofpost-Grenfell criticism of 

desktop studies and suggestions that BS 8414 testing should be commissioned for any 

systems diverging from those already tested rather than being able to rely on desktop 

analysis. Kingspan's ISO 13785 testing aimed to analyse whether the results of these 

medium scale tests could be used to provide empirical evidence to support 

assumptions made in desktop studies regarding the behaviour of materials inserted in 

place of those tested in the BS 8414 tests. In order to conduct this analysis, we 

commissioned ISO 13785 tests of systems already tested to BS 8414 to understand if 

the two tests produced comparable results. Based on the tests conducted to date, it 
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appears that a reasonable correlation exists. The details of these tests are listed in 

Appendix B. As Appendix B shows, the systems tested reflected a similar 

combination of systems subjected to the Government BS 8414 testing in August 2017, 

i.e. possible combinations of the following cladding panels: Alpolic A2 (limited 

combustibility), Alpolic/FR and Reynobond PE-cored standard cladding; with 

Kooltherm K15, Celotex RS5000 (PIR) and Rockwool Duoslab insulation. 

4.16 As regards parti ci pati on in industry-wide consultations, Kingspan has participated in 

the following consultations: 

(a) Kingspan has communicated with the Ministry for Housing, Communities and 

Local Government (the "MHCLG") so as to make them aware of the outcome 

ofKingspan's testing and any other testing Kingspan has become aware of that 

may be relevant to the Government's strategy as to regulatory amendments 

applicable to rainscreen cladding. Kingspan has also referenced the same 

information in its response to the "Banning the use of combustible materials in 

the external walls of high-rise residential buildings" consultation instigated by 

MHCLG, which started on 18 June 2018 and was completed 14 August 2018. 

Kingspan has also responded to various other consultations in England such 

as: MHCLG's Consultation on Building Regulations post-Grenfell (Safer 

future review) (July 2019). Kingspan has also assisted with similar 

consultations in Scotland and Wales as detailed below. I discuss Kingpsan' s 

general approach to BS 8414 tests and the combustible I non-combustible 

categorisation in more detail above and in response to Inquiry question 92 

below. 

(b) Kings pan has adapted to the changes in regulations in force in England and 

Scotland following the fire at Grenfell Tower, which have reduced the market 

in which K15 can be sold. Kingspan has updated its Routes to Compliance 

technical bulletin in line with these changes as and when they have come into 

force27
. In particular: 

27 AP/18: [ ] Technical Bulletin- Compliance with Amendment to Approved Document B Volume 2, 7th issue 

dated February 2019 
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(i) In England, due to the introduction of an amendment to the Building 

Regulations, the use of combustible materials has been restricted (and 

effectively banned) in some classifications of high rise residential 

buildings. The update to the Building Regulations was introduced via 

an amendment to guidance in ADB Volume 2 ("ADBV2") which took 

effect with transitional arrangements from 21 December 2018 and was 

fully implemented by 21 February 2019. From that date K15 could no 

longer be used in any fa<;ade system for any relevant high-rise 

residential buildings which are 18 metres or more in height. This ban 

also applied to hospitals, residential care homes, student 

accommodation, dormitory buildings for schools and Government 

funded schools above 18 metres in height. The ban has resulted in a 

significant reduction in the market available to Kingspan to promote 

and sell K15 although K15 can still be used in such buildings if they 

are below 18m and for buildings that are not "relevant buildings" under 

ADBV2 when supported by a BR135 Classification Report for the 

specific fa<;ade system being proposed. 

(ii) In Wales, two consultations have been undertaken: 

(A) WG35469 into "banning the use of combustible materials in the 

external walls of high-rise residential buildings". This 

consultation completed on 14 August 2018 albeit no definitive 

response has since been provided; and 

(B) WG38235 in to the use of desk top studies "Approved 

Document B (Fire Safety): changes to statutory guidance on 

assessments in lieu of tests" with a deadline of 20 September 

2019. At the time of making this Witness Statement the 

outcome of that consultation was still pending albeit I 

understand that the Minister for Housing and Local Government 
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in Wales has informed Kingspan that Wales intends to follow 

the changes to the English Building Regulations. 

(iii) In Scotland, the consultation process "Strengthening Fire Safety for 

High Rise Domestic Buildings Consultation on Guidance for those 

responsible for Fire Safety in High Rise Domestic Buildings and 

Information for people who live in High Rise Domestic Buildings" 

started in April 2019 and closed in July 2019, although the results of 

that consultation are not yet known. In addition, the Scottish 

Government has published its new Technical Handbook which took 

effect from 1 October 2019. I understand that the linear Route to 

Compliance has been tightened under the revised Scottish Technical 

Handbook to permit AI and A2 products only - with stricter guidance 

on buildings more than 11 metres above ground level. However, the 

revised Handbook also retains the use of BR135 and BS 8414 as an 

alternative Route to Compliance and so Kl5 can still be used in certain 

systems over 11 metres meeting the specified criteria. 

(c) Separately, following the fire at Grenfell Tower and the findings in the Hackitt 

Report, Kingspan identified a gap in its ability to trace the end use of its 

products, including Kl5. As a result, Kingspan introduced in January 2019 a 

traceability initiative to help prevent customers using Kl5 in systems which 

may not be compliant with the revised regulations described in paragraph 

4.16(b) above. Kingspan also took the decision to publish all BS 8414 reports 

(whether passes or fails) on its web site, as referred to at paragraph 5.18 below. 

Inquiry question (5): Please describe your own involvement, at any stage, in the 

marketing & promotion, testing and certification of K15. 

Marketing & promotion 

4.17 My involvement in the marketing and promotion of Kl5 began in November 2014 

upon my appointment as Head of Marketing. 
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4.18 In my role I would manage the brand I campaign managers (they were re-named 

campaign managers under my leadership) working in the marketing team in drafting 

literature relating to various Kingspan products, including K15. In preparing the new 

literature, including that for K15 (such as the Routes to Compliance document), the 

campaign managers would first sit down with members of the Technical Projects 

Team (Ivor Meredith; Adam Heath; Dan Ball; and Adrian Brazier at various times) in 

order to gain a better understanding of the relevant regulations and technical 

information which needed to be communicated in the relevant literature. The 

campaign managers would pull together a first draft of the relevant new literature 

which would then be reviewed by the marketing and technical teams and shuttle 

between the two teams for comments, with the technical team having final say on the 

technical content of such literature. Only once both of those teams were happy with it, 

would it then be presented for final sign off 

4.19 One of the main promotional documents created since 2014 was the guide entitled 

"Routes to Compliance: Fire Safety: for facades incorporating Kingspan Kooltherm 

Kl5 Rainscreen Board on Buildings with a habitable storey 18m, or greater, above 

ground level", the first issue of which was published in August 201528
. As explained 

at paragraph 4.26(d) of my First Witness Statement, this document aimed to explain 

the various routes available to achieve compliance including Option B under the ADB 

and the use of desktop studies. 

4.20 This document sets out details of the various options for achieving compliance with 

the Building Regulations when using K15 in buildings with a habitable storey over 18 

metres, as provided for in the BCATGN18. In this leaflet, we also included some case 

studies of where K15 had been used in this application, details of the BS 8414 test 

data Kingspan held for K15 and details of desktop studies in which the build-up 

including K15 had been assessed as meeting the criteria of BR 135. 

4.21 My role in preparing the technical content of the first issue of this bulletin was limited 

as by the time I took over as Head of Technical in May 2015 most of the drafting and 

compilation of relevant test data had already been completed by Ivor Meredith 

28 AP/19: KIN00003148 Routes to Compliance Technical Bulletin 1st issue dated August 2015 
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(Technical Project Manager) and Tony Millichap (Head of Technical). Once my role 

expanded to include Head of Technical, I worked with the team to ensure the 

document reflected the guidance provided in BCATGN18 and also became involved 

in the reviewing of drafts of the Route to Compliance document. The first issue of the 

Routes to Compliance document was signed off by me from a marketing perspective, 

following reviews by John Garbutt as he was the Divisional Marketing Director for 

Kingspan as this was a significant piece of literature. It was also sent to Richard 

Bromwich (Commercial Director) and Richard Burnley (UK Managing Director) on 

24 July 2015 before final sign off29
. 

4.22 In my role as Head of Marketing, I also had oversight of the process of creating K15-

related Career and Professional Development ("CPD") presentations which were 

designed primarily by the marketing team with input from the Technical Projects 

team, for delivery by Kingspan's Sales Team to interested stakeholders, such as 

architects, consultants, contractors, housing association, developers and house 

builders. These presentations were also used for the purpose of internal training. 

These CPD presentations included a CPD seminar run jointly with the LABC and 

H&H Fire Consultancy on 7 October 201530
, the Rising High CPD presentation dated 

13 September 201631 where BCA, Exova and Siderise also gave presentations, as well 

as a RIBA approved CPD which was used between November 2016 and March 

201832
. 

4.23 In September 2016, I appointed Lindsy Anderson to the role of Marketing Manager to 

run the marketing team but my involvement and role as regards the marketing and 

promotion of K15 remained as above. In July 2018, Lucy Whalley took over from 

Lindsy as Marketing and Communications Manager and then Lucy took over from me 

as Head of Marketing in May 2019, with the accompanying responsibility for final 

sign off of marketing literature, but with some items of external correspondence still 

being reviewed by myself and John Garbutt. 

29 AP/19: KIN00003148 Routes to Compliance Technical Bulletin 1st issue dated August 2015 

30 AP/20: KIN00003675 Facades and Fire Safety: Rising High presentation 

31 AP/21: [ ] CPD Presentation: Rising High Seminar (13 September 2016) 

32 AP/22: KIN00000083 RlBA approved CPD Presentation: Facades and Fire Safety: Routes to Compliance 
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4.24 Marketing material is reviewed for its technical content and there is now a formal 

process in place for reviewing product literature which is outlined in the attached flow 

chart33
. 

4.25 My role since May 2019 has evolved so that I am now more responsible for the 

overall strategy of the marketing team and integrating it with technical and customer 

experience departments. 

Testing & Certification 

4.26 In my role as Head of Technical and Marketing, I also became responsible for 

overseeing the testing of K 15 and other products through the Technical Projects team, 

led by Ivor Meredith as Technical Projects Manager until August 2015 and 

subsequently by Adrian Brazier, with the support of various Technical Project 

Leaders. Although I was not involved generally in the day to day arrangements for the 

testing of products, including K15, I was involved in determining what BS 8414 tests 

needed to be done and in the design of those BS 8414 tests. I would also occasionally 

have direct contact with the BRE and other test houses but only if there were issues 

which needed my input to resolve. 

4.27 I have also had very little day to day involvement with the small scale testing ofK15. 

I did, however, become involved in the internal discussions regarding K15's National 

Class classification in England and Scotland, as described in paragraphs 3.15 to 3.19 

above. 

4.28 I have had little day to day involvement with the certification of products, including 

K15 which was primarily looked after by the Technical Projects team, which was 

managed the Technical Projects Manager (a position held by Ivor Meredith until 

August 2015 and then by Adrian Brazier) reporting to me as Head of Technical (until 

Matthew Evans took on this role in May 2019). Dan Ball as Technical Projects Leader 

had day to day responsibility for the certification of K15 and reported into the 

Technical Projects Manager on progress and any issues. I was however involved in 

33AP/23: [ ] Flow chart for reviewing product literature 
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discussions with the BBA in or around November 2015 when the BBA (on 

instructions from NHBC) wanted to amend the certificate so as to expressly make 

reference to K 15 not being of "limited combustibility". The words "limited 

combustibility" were not included in these certificates and I did not understand why 

they needed to be included. I objected to this amendment as it was not the norm to 

state what a product was not: competitors' products were not treated in that way and I 

did not think it was reasonable for the BBA to be treating K15 any differently to other 

products by including references as to what the product was not. It was during these 

discussions that the BBA informed me that it intended to stop referencing National 

Class test results where there was a harmonised European standard as these would 

take precedence. As a result the reference to K15 being Class 0 was removed and the 

reference to it not being of limited combustibility was no longer required. 

4.29 As with the BBA, I also had very little involvement with the LABC prior to the 

Grenfell Tower fire, other than the meetings with MDIS described in paragraphs 7.17 

and 7.18 below in relation to the LABC warranty ofK15. 

4.30 Following the Grenfell tragedy, I have had a few discussions with the Technical 

Director of LABC, Mr Barry Turner, in connection with its interpretation of what was 

happening in the industry (in terms of consultations and amendments) and its take on 

the new regulations. These discussions were more in the way of general discussions 

about the industry rather than having any direct bearing on K15's certification. I have 

also attended a number of general networking events and conferences run by the 

LABC, as well as being part of engagement with the LABC via the IMA. 

Inquiry question (6): Please describe your own knowledge of the way in which the 

content of Kingspan 's marketing literature in respect of K15 was drafted. 

4.31 I refer to my answer above to Inquiry question 5. 

Inquiry question (6(a)): Who, by reference to job titles and/or to individuals, was 

responsible for technical content of such literature, including any of Kingspan 's 

technical bulletins or "Routes to Compliance" documents? 
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4.32 The Technical Projects team were responsible for the technical content of such 

literature, including the technical bulletins and Routes to Compliance documents. The 

responsible individuals within that team have changed over time: when I first took 

over as Head of Marketing, the responsibility lay with Ivor Meredith (Technical 

Projects Manager) and T ony Milli chap (Head of Technical). After I took over as Head 

of Technical and Marketing, I had overall responsibility for the technical content of 

such documents, being assisted primarily by Ivor Meredith (until he left in August 

2015) and then by Adam Heath (Technical Project Leader) and Adrian Brazier 

(Technical Projects Manager). Following my promotion to Director of Technical, 

Marketing and Regulatory Affairs in May 2019, Matthew Evans took on the role as 

Head of Technical, including primary responsibility for the technical content of such 

documents. 

Inquiry question (6(b)): What was your own role, if any, in respect of decisions as to 

the content of such material? 

4.33 In terms of technical content of K15 product literature, when I initially took on the 

role as Head of Marketing in November 2014, I would very much rely on the 

Technical Projects team for input as to technical content given their in depth 

knowledge and experience relating to K15 and the applicable regulatory regime. 

Although my detailed understanding of K15, its testing and the applicable regulatory 

regime has increased significantly since I took on the role of Head of Technical and 

Marketing in May 2015, I would still defer to the Technical Team to provide the 

detail of what has been tested etc, for my sign off 

4.34 In terms of the marketing content ofK15 product literature, since my appointment as 

Head of Marketing in 2014 (up until my role changed in May 2019), I have had 

ultimate responsibility for the marketing content of the product literature dealing with 

matters such as ensuring: that the literature gets the intended message across; it is 

clear and easy to understand; the references are correct; and it is formatted and 

branded in a uniform style in accordance with Kingspan guidelines etc. 

Inquiry question (6(c)): Who was responsible for final checks of the content and 

wording of such material? 
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4.35 When I took on the role of Head of Marketing in November 2014 from John Garbutt 

(Divisional Director of Marketing), I became responsible for final checks with John 

having oversight initially from a marketing perspective for 6 months or so into my 

appointment as Head of Marketing - i.e., from around May 2015, I became solely 

responsible for the same. At this time I also took on the role of Head of Technical and 

Marketing and so also became responsible for the technical content of the material, 

having previously relied on final checks on the technical side of the documents to be 

conducted by the Technical Projects team and Tony Millichap as Head of Technical. 

Inquiry question (6(d)): Were any external experts consulted as to the content of 

this material, at any stage? If so, please identify any expert consulted and describe 

the nature of the advice sought by Kingspan. 

4.36 From my involvement, I am aware that external PR consultants (Smith Goodfellow) 

and creative design consultants (PJA Marketing) provided input into the product 

literature on matters such as pagination, proof reading and branding compliance as 

opposed to its content. A typical example of the type of exchange between those 

agencies and Kingspan was on 20 May 2015 from me to Cathy Barlow at Smith 

Goodfellow regarding the graphics of a technical bulletin34
. 

4.37 In relation to the Routes to Compliance bulletin for K15, when finalised I sent those 

documents to Graham Perrior and Steve Evans of NHBC for their comments on 1 

September 2015 in order to make them aware of this initiative although so far as I am 

aware no response was received to that request35
. I also understand that prior to my 

email, Mark Swift UK Facades Manager sent the same document to Richard Smith 

and Ian Welsh at MDIS and Martin Taylor from LABC on 14 August 2015 36
. 

Inquiry question (7): Has Kingspan used, in any jurisdiction, the phrase "hardly 

combustible" in relation to K15? If so what was intended/meant by the phrase? 

34AP/24: KIN00008259 Emails from Kingspan to Smith Goodfellow dated May 2015 with subject "RE NHBC Letter" 

35AP/25: [ ] Email from Adrian Pargeter to Graham Perrior and Steve Evans ofNHBC dated 1 September 2015 

with subject "K15 Technical bulletin" 

36AP/26: KIN00002258 Email from Kingspan to MDIS and LABC dated 14 August 2015 with subject "Berkeley Homes 

meeting" 
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4.38 I do not recognise that phrase and have no knowledge of its usage in any jurisdiction. 

Inquiry question (8): Have you at any stage had any concerns as to the content of 

any Kingspan marketing literature in relation to K15? If so, please identifY the 

section or sections of the relevant marketing literature and explain the basis of your 

concerns. 

4.39 Prior to the Grenfell tragedy, in relation to the content of any Kingspan marketing 

literature valid during the course of my relevant employment, the only concern I have 

had arises from K15's classification under the Scottish Technical Handbook, the 

background to which is explained at paragraphs 3.15 to 3.19 above. 

4.40 As I have explained in paragraph 3.18 above, prior to 2016, I understood that K15 

satisfied the requirements of "low risk" as previous testing had shown the composite 

product to meet the relevant criteria in BS 476 Parts 6 and 7. In 2016, it became 

apparent from further testing undertaken by Dan Ball that K15 as a composite product 

was not able to repeat these results. It was not clear what had changed in respect of 

either the testing process or K15 which meant it was no longer able to satisfy this 

criteria, although it could have failed because of the known inconsistencies of testing 

foam insulation products to this standard because products can warp and expand 

during the test. As far as I am aware, the composition of K15 had not significantly 

changed in the period between the prior testing and 2016. Following such testing, I 

ordered that the "low risk" classification ofK15 in its product literature needed to be 

removed to reflect the current state of fire performance set against the Scottish 

standards. 

4.41 As a result of my request, the product literature was amended: 

(a) The 91
h Issue of the K15 product literature dated March 2011 37 states that 

"Rigid thermoset insulation core is Class 0, as defined by the Building 

Regulations in England, Wales & Ireland, and Low Risk, as defined by the 

Building Standards in Scotland". Following the further testing undertaken by 

Dan Ball, it was clear that this statement was no longer representative of the 

37 AP/7: KIN00000063 9th issue ofthe Product Literature for K15 dated March 2011 
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test results held by Kingspan and so as Head of Technical and Marketing, I 

started the process of ensuring that the literature was amended accordingly. 

(b) Accordingly, the lOth issue of the Kl5 product literature issued in July 201638 

states that "Kingspan Kooltherm Kl5 Rainscreen Board is Class 0, as defined 

by the Building Regulations" and reference to the product being classified as 

"low risk" under the Scottish Technical Handbook was removed. 

(c) The Kl5 product literature was further amended in the 11th Issue dated 

October 201739 to state "Kingspan Kooltherm Kl5 Rainscreen Board achieves 

Class 0 Rating, as defined by Approved Document B in England and Wales, 

and Technical Booklet E in Northern Ireland It also achieves medium risk, as 

defined in the Technical Handbook in Scotland " This wording now makes 

clear that Kl5 achieves a "medium risk rating" in Scotland and removes all 

ambiguity. 

4.42 As a result of the Grenfell Inquiry and my subsequent investigations, I became 

concerned that two of the BS 8414 tests referenced in Kingspan's marketing literature 

for Kl5 may have used non-standard Kl5 in the test. These were the 2005 Test where 

it appears the product was made from old technology and the first 2014 Terracotta test 

which may have been produced for a development project for improved lambda 

performance. As a precaution Kingspan decided to refrain from referencing these tests 

in its literature. The Routes to Compliance technical bulletin was amended in March 

2019 in issue 8. The Kl5 literature was updated in the 12th issue dated March 2019 

and they were removed from Kingspan' s web site at the same time. The detail of these 

tests and my thoughts on the implications are covered extensively in my response to 

Inquiry question 85(m). 

38 AP/8: [ 

Inquiry question (9): Have you, at any stage, been aware of any complaints made 

against Kingspan in relation to the content of any Kingspan marketing literature or 

technical bulletins in relation to K15? If so, please describe the nature and source 

]lOth issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated July 2016 

39 AP/27: KIN00008071 11th Issue ofthe Product Literature for Kl5 dated October 2017 
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of any such complaint, also giving details as to the handling by Kingspan and any 

action taken of which you are aware. 

4.43 I am not aware of any complaints made against Kingspan in relation to the content of 

Kingspan marketing literature or technical bulletins in relation to K15. I am aware, 

however, of some contact in which potential concerns and particular queries were 

received, as detailed below: 

(a) In relation to a draft case study marketing document prepared by Smith 

Goodfellow in April 2015 in relation to "The Fold" (a building over 18 metres 

on which K15 had been installed), it was intended that an individual from 

KDS Associates (the architects on the project) explain in the case study that 

one of the reasons that K15 had been chosen for the project was because it had 

been "successfully tested to both BS 8414:2002 and BS 8414:2005, and can 

meet the criteria within BR 135". Smith Goodfellow explained to us that the 

relevant individual was unwilling to make this statement as he now understood 

from the NHBC and a local authority building control body that K15 was 

"unacceptable for testing ... because the K15 board burns it didn't pass 

[sic]"40
. I do not recall how this issue was resolved but this is evidence of a 

misunderstanding at this time on the part of NHBC or Smith Goodfellow that 

K15 was not suitable for use over 18 metres: K15 had been shown, by BS 

8414 testing, to be capable of being used in accordance with the BCATGN18 

in an appropriate system. This further evidences the wider confusion in the 

industry around the regulations and the BS 8414 test more generally. 

(b) I am aware that, when I took over as Head of Technical from Tony Millichap 

in May 2015, discussions were ongoing with the NHBC as regards claims 

made in K15 literature as to its suitability for use over 18 metres. I provide 

details of these discussions in my response to Inquiry question 73 below. 

(c) Kingspan received a number of queries following the amendment to the K15 

marketing literature as regards the product's classification in Scotland, as 

40 AP/28: KIN00008261 Emails between Kingspan and Smith Goodfellow followed by an internal Kingspan email dated 28 

April2015 with subject" KDS Kl5 complaint" 
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described in my response to Inquiry question 8 above. We received queries 

from various customers at the time of the change, including for example, 

queries from architects such as those received from Page Park in October and 

November 2016 which were forwarded to me for my input by Arron Chalmers 

(Technical Project Leader )41
. From this em ail chain, I understood that the 101

h 

issue of the K15 product literature issued in July 201642 was not sufficiently 

clear and there was still confusion in Scotland as to the product's risk 

classification. In the background, Kingspan was undertaking product 

development work to try and improve the fire performance of the core of K 15 

but it was decided that there needed to be clear advice provided to customers 

in Scotland that K15 was "medium risk". Kingspan also continued to receive 

similar queries regarding K15's classification in Scotland following the fire at 

Grenfell Tower. 

4.44 In all the circumstances, I took the decision to amend the product literature in October 

2017 explicitly to confirm that K 15 was "medium risk". The queries we received on 

this issue came through either Kingspan's external sales team or the Technical Help 

Desk; and the Technical Projects team (under my supervision) provided input on the 

responses. In order to be able to offer a detailed response to the queries raised, we 

prepared a technical note for internal use which explained the reasons for the 

amendment from "low risk" to "medium risk" in Scotland, which the technical team 

was able to use to inform their response to customer queries43
. 

4.45 I am also aware that Kingspan received a number of enquiries following the Grenfell 

tragedy regarding K15 which are currently being dealt with. I also understand that 

some legal claims have been intimated although insofar as I am aware at the time of 

making this statement, Kingspan is not a party to any legal proceedings relating to 

K15. 

41 AP/29: [ ] Emails between Kingspan and Page I Park Architects followed by internal Kingspan emails dated 

October to November 2016 with subject" G 15591NTO UoS Cavity Barriers" 

42 AP/8: [ ]lOth issue ofthe Product Literature for K15 dated July 2016 

43 AP/30: [ ] Kooltherm K15 Rainscreen Board Fire Ratings- Scotland Technical Note 2nd Issue dated April 

2018 
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Inquiry question (1 0): Please describe in detail how Kingspan formed policy as to 

technical advice to be given to customers making inquiries as to the use of K15 on 

buildings with a floor over 18m, at any stage in which you were involved in any 

aspect of the product. 

4.46 As far as I am aware, the technical advice given to customers making enquiries as to 

the use of K15 on buildings with a floor over 18 metres has always been formulated 

within the Technical Projects team at Kingspan and developed into standard responses 

which could be amended as necessary in light of customer queries. As I have said 

above, I first became involved with the marketing ofK15 in November 2014 and then 

later became involved with the technical aspects of the product when my role 

expanded in May 2015 to be Head of Technical and Marketing. Before I took over as 

Head of Technical, the advice would have been formulated primarily by Ivor 

Meredith under Tony Millichap's supervision and through discussion with the wider 

Technical Projects team. Ivor Meredith continued to be the primary source of 

expertise on K15's fire performance until he left the company in August 2015, at 

which point Adam Heath started to take the lead under Adrian Brazier's supervision 

(reporting to me) for advice regarding the use ofK15 in buildings over 18 metres. The 

Technical Projects team provide advice, mentoring and standard responses to the 

Technical Advisors and would have regular meetings with their respective teams to 

discuss the latest queries and developments and how to handle enquiries. I would only 

get involved if an enquiry was particularly complex, otherwise Ivor Meredith, Adam 

Heath and I or Adrian Brazier would act independently. The advice Kingspan 

provided to customers making such enquiries was based on our understanding of the 

Building Regulations (particularly the ADB), the Scottish Technical Handbook and 

the results of full system BS 8414 tests undertaken using K15. We also relied on the 

product's BBA and LABC certification and the BCA and NHBC Guidance Notes 

during this period. 

4.47 The basic advice as to K15's suitability for this application was disseminated to the 

Technical Advisor team in various ways- by circulation of standard responses; word 

of mouth; presentation of the CPD presentations in internal training sessions44
; 

44 AP/20: KIN00003675 Facades and Fire Safety: Rising High presentation 
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F AQs45
; and guidance notes such as the technical note prepared in relation to the 

classification of K 15 under the Scottish Technical Handbook which, from 2014 have 

been stored in a central drive on Kingspan's system46 which can be accessed by all 

members of the technical teams. If the enquiry was not a standard one and required 

building specific advice then the Technical Advisor team would then defer the 

enquiry to the Technical Projects team via the K15 High Rise email mailbox which 

had been specifically set up in April 2015 to deal with the increasing number of such 

queries being received at that time. The use of this single mailbox allowed the 

Technical Projects team to monitor these queries and ensure consistency of advice 

provided. 

Inquiry question (1 O(a)): Who, by reference to job titles and/or to individual names, 

was responsible for directing Kingspan 's policies and strategies in this regard? 

4.48 While I was Head of Marketing (November 2014 to May 2015), Tony Millichap 

(Head of Technical) was responsible for directing this strategy, with the assistance of 

Ivor Meredith as Technical Projects Manager. 

4.49 As Head of Technical between May 2015 and May 2019, I was responsible for 

directing Kingspan's policies and strategies in this regard with key input from Ivor 

Meredith (Technical Projects Manager, until he left in August 2015), Adrian Brazier 

(Technical Projects Manager) and Adam Heath (Technical Project Leader). Matt 

Evans has taken on this responsibility since he became Head of Technical in May 

2019, with my continued oversight and support as Director of Technical Marketing 

and Regulatory Affairs. 

Inquiry question (1 O(b)): What part did you play, if any? 

4.50 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 10(a) above: I did not play any part in 

directing Kingspan's policies and strategies in relation to technical advice to be given 

to customers making enquiries as to the use ofK15 on buildings with a floor over 18 

45 AP/31: KIN00007089 Kooltherm K15 FAQs 

46 0:\ Technical\1 - Technical Services\3 - Administration\9 - Training Resources - Procedures \Fire questions 

0:\Technical\1- Technical Services\3- Administration\10- Training Resources- Products\Kooltherm K15 
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metres until I became a Head of Technical in May 2015. Since then, my role has been 

as set out in paragraphs 4.46 and 4.47 above. 

Inquiry question (1 O(c)): Who, by reference to job/titles and/or individual names, 

was responsible for training other employees in respect of the suitability of K15 for 

use in buildings with a floor over 18m and any advice to be given externally? 

4.51 Within the Technical Projects team training was given to Technical Services staff 

with regards to the suitability of K15 over 18 metres through the mentoring of new 

staff by experienced leaders in the team so that best practice and knowledge could be 

spread quickly and in a practical way. The team were and are all involved in industry 

wide groups and discussions and are aware of revised regulations or guidance that is 

published, working together to understand such documents and how they impact 

K15's use over 18 metres together with ad hoc updates being provided by the 

Technical Projects team as and when it was necessary to do so. Groups of 3 or 4 

Technical Advisors were clustered with a more senior supervisor or manager to 

ensure they were supported and aware of best practice. This practice of providing 

technical support on the performance of products was widespread throughout the 

industry. 

4.52 It was the Technical Projects team's responsibility to disseminate such understanding 

and provide training both to the Technical Services team (which included the 

Technical Advisors) and to the External Sales team. Ivor Meredith (Project Manager), 

and once he left Kingspan's employment in August 2015, Adam Heath (Technical 

Project Leader and then Product Fire Performance Engineer) were and are responsible 

for providing such training to other employees in respect of the suitability ofK15 for 

use in buildings with a floor over 18 metres and any advice to be given externally and 

to the Technical Services team. 

Inquiry question (1 O(d)): Please describe the nature of any such training. 

4.53 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 1 0( c). 

4.54 In addition, since 2015 when I took over as Head of Technical, the training provided 

to the Technical Services team and External Sales team has been based on the 

35 Second Witness Statement of Adrian Pargeter 

KIN00020824_0035 
KIN00020824/35



presentation of CPD sessiOns internally by Adam Heath and also explaining the 

Routes to Compliance documents both at team meetings and also on an individual 

basis as necessary. The information contained in those documents, including an 

overview of the testing regime and the different options for compliance would be 

explained to the External Sales team and the Technical Advisors at a high level so that 

they then had sufficient initial information to provide to the customers alongside 

copies of product literature (including the Routes to Compliance brochure) and third 

party certification. In response to more detailed customer enquiries, the External Sales 

team and the Technical Advisors would seek input from or put the customer directly 

in touch with the Technical Projects team, particularly if they had any further queries 

with regards to matters such as testing, or who to contact in relation to desktop 

studies. 

Inquiry question (JO(e)): What understanding ofthe risks associated with the use of 

combustible materials on buildings with a floor over 18m were employees who 

would be offering advice externally expected to have? 

4.55 Generally, employees offering advice externally would be expected to understand that 

if the information contained in the Routes to Compliance document was not followed 

or adhered to then there would be a risk that the intended cladding system would not 

be regarded as safe and therefore a risk of the project not being approved by building 

control bodies. Technical Advisors knew that their role was to support customers and 

provide advice on the performance of our products. It did not extend to advising 

stakeholders on whether or not a particular system, design or building would satisfy 

the relevant building control body. 

4.56 Other than that, I would expect the level of understanding of risks (to the extent there 

is any risk) associated with the use of combustible materials on buildings with a floor 

over 18 metres, to vary between employees depending upon their job function. For 

example, I would expect a front line Technical Advisor to have a lower level of 

understanding of the risk than a member of the Technical Projects team. This is why 

enquiries regarding products to be used above 18 metres were referred from front line 

advisors to the Technical Projects team. The Technical Projects team would be 

expected to have a deeper understanding of the functional requirements of the 
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guidance within ADB and the Scottish Technical Handbook, as well as the various 

fire related testing requirements of Kingspan's products, including K15. All the 

Technical Advisors knew why high standards of fire performance were required for 

use of K 15 on building above 18 metres and the need for the customer to take care 

ensuring their chosen system complied. 

Inquiry question (10(/)): What was your own understanding of the risks associated 

with the use of combustible materials on buildings with a floor over 18m? Has this 

changed at any stage? If so, please give details as to how and why any such change 

in your understanding has come about. 

4.57 The question asks only about the risks associated with "combustible" materials as if 

only "combustible" materials give rise to risks and as if all "combustible" materials 

give rise to the same risks. This illustrates, to my mind, some of the problems 

inherent in the binary classification of "combustible" and "non-combustible" (or 

"combustible" and "limited combustibility"). It is clear to me that the classification of 

"combustible" covers a wide range of materials from those which are highly 

combustible I flammable and pose greater fire risks at one end of the scale to those 

which effectively self-extinguish and pose very little, if any, material increase in risk 

over "non-combustible" products, at the other end of the scale. Furthermore, both 

combustible and non-combustible materials can also give rise to fire risks, depending 

on the systems into which they are integrated. My understanding of these risks in 

buildings with a floor over 18 metres developed after I took over as Head of 

Marketing in November 2014. The risk from using combustible material in these 

systems is mitigated by ensuring the system passes a BS 8414 test when assessed to 

BR 135 criteria. 

4.58 I first witnessed a BS 8414 test in April 2015 in order to understand the product and 

the demands placed on a rainscreen cladding system from large scale testing. It was 

apparent to me from witnessing that test that if inappropriate products are used, or if 

correct products are fitted inappropriately, the system could contribute to the external 

spread of flame, and so not necessarily fulfil the functional requirements of paragraph 

B4 of ADB in terms of not adequately resisting the spread of flame. Conversely, if a 
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system could withstand the rigours of the BS 8414 test, the risks seemed to me to be 

greatly reduced. 

4.59 Following the Grenfell tragedy, I now have an increased understanding of the 

potential consequences of incorporating components, such as PE-cored ACMs, into a 

system using K15. Prior to the Grenfell tragedy, I had not seen how poorly PE-cored 

ACM responds in a BS 8414 test and I would not have appreciated that such a 

response was possible. Nor had I seen, or appreciated, the extent to which an FR rated 

ACM performs differently. Based on testing conducted by Kingspan following the 

fire at Grenfell Tower, particularly the IS013785 testing and also the government 

tests which highlighted in vivid terms the risk of non-compliant systems, I understand 

that it is likely to be impossible for a system using aPE-cored ACM cladding to meet 

the requirements of BR 135 regardless of the insulation used (i.e. the use of a mineral 

fibre insulation does not make any difference). In contrast, a system incorporating 

K15 with an FR-rated ACM panel is capable of meeting the criteria of BR 135 when 

tested to BS 841447
. 

Inquiry question (1 O(g)): Did Kingspan 's approach to technical advice on this 

matter develop and change over the period of your employment in a relevant role? 

If so, please describe any such changes, including your understanding as to the 

reasons for them. 

4.60 By the time I became Head of Technical in May 2015, Kingspan's technical advice 

was based primarily on the BCATGN18, as supported by the NHBC note entitled 

"The use of combustible materials within the external wall construction of buildings 

over 18m in height" (the "NHBC Note") released in around March 2015 (and issued 

by the NHBC in its capacity as an Approved Inspector)48
. The NHBC Note endorsed 

the BCATGN18 as setting out acceptable methods for demonstrating compliance with 

the Building Regulations, as required by the NHBC standards. 

47 AP/32: [ ] BRE BS 8414-1 Test Report (P107017-1000) Issue 1 dated 14 December 2017; AP/33: 

] BR 135 Classification Report (P107017-1001) Issue 2 dated 11 January 2018; AP/34: [ ] BRE BS 

8414-1 Test Report (P109939-1000) dated 11 January 2018; AP/35: [ ] BR 135 Classification Report (P109939-

1001) Issue 1 dated 11 January 2018 

48 AP/36: KIN00006454 NHBC note entitled "The use of combustible materials within the external wall construction of 

buildings over 18m in height" 
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4.61 In addition, as set out at paragraph 3.8 of my First Witness Statement, in July 2016, 

the NHBC published a further guidance note titled "Acceptability of common wall 

constructions containing combustible materials in high rise buildings" which aimed to 

''provide advice to builders on some of the most common wall and fac;ade types 

encountered on tall buildings where NHBC would no longer require a desktop 

assessment in accordance with BCA GN 18 Option 3 to demonstrate compliance" (the 

"NHBC Common Wall Constructions Guidance")49
. In this note, the NHBC 

confirmed that, subject to strict adherence to predefined specified requirements, it 

would accept as compliant with the functional requirement without further specific 

assessment, systems incorporating K15, Celotex RS5000, and Xtratherm SR/RS in 

conjunction with brickwork facades, timber panelling and aluminium composite 

panels (all being of specified characteristics including Euroclass B minimum with a 

Class 0 surface spread of flame )50
. 

4.62 This note also impacted Kingspan's approach to technical advice as it allowed us to 

advise customers building projects for which the NHBC was the Approved Inspector 

that if projects were specified in accordance with that note, the NHBC had indicated it 

was likely to find the building compliant with the Building Regulations. 

4.63 During the period of my relevant employment, Kingspan used these guidance notes to 

develop its own Routes to Compliance literature which became the cornerstone of 

Kingspan's technical advice. 

4.64 Following the Grenfell tragedy, Kingspan's technical advice has changed following 

the changes to the applicable regulations as set out above, in particular as a result of 

the effective ban on combustible materials in specified building-types over 18 metres 

in England. 

49 AP/37: KIN00002304 NHBC note entitled "Acceptability of common wall constructions containing combustible materials 

in high rise buildings" 

50 Although the NHBC, as an Approved Inspector, may determine what does and does not comply with the Building 

Regulations in its opinion, different Approved Inspectors and Local Authority Building Control departments may take a 

different view regarding compliance. 
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Inquiry question (1 O(h)): What checks were carried out on the technical advice 

being offered to customers by Kingspan employees? How did Kingspan satisfY itself 

that all advice offered was correct in terms of compliance with the functional 

requirements of the Building Regulations? 

4.65 Kingspan relied on its semor employees within the Technical Projects team, to 

mentor, advise and lead the Technical Advisors and to raise any issues or queries with 

Tony Millichap and then me in our sequential roles as Head of Technical. Technical 

Advisors worked in small groups in an open plan office supervised by a more 

experienced supervisors and managers. The Technical Projects team would also have 

informal discussions with and access to people within the BBA; LABC; NHBC; BRE; 

British Standards Institute; EU standards trade associations and Technical Committees 

etc, which would also help inform their view as to compliance. After the High Rise 

Mailbox was set up in April 2015, the process for advising on the use ofK15 over 18 

metres became more centralised and Adam Heath had overview of any substantive 

queries being raised on this topic. 

Inquiry question (11): As far as you are able, please describe your understanding of 

queries received in relation to the use of K15 (including the nature of such queries, 

the type of building projects to which they related, and the advice given) for the 

periods: 

Inquiry question (11 (a)): 2005- 2008; and 

4.66 This was before I joined Kingspan m any relevant role and so I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (11 (b)): 2008- December 2013. 

4.67 This was before I took up any relevant role at Kingspan and so I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (12): With reference to the full period of your employment by 

Kingspan, in what circumstances did Kingspan advise that K15 was suitable for use 
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on a building with a floor over 18m? If you are aware that Kingspan 's advice on 

this matter changed at any stage, when and why did this occur? 

4.68 I was not involved with K15 until I became Head of Marketing in November 2014. 

Since then, I understand that Kingspan advised that K15 was suitable for use on a 

building with a floor over 18m in circumstances where one of the options provided in 

the BCATGN18 was complied with. As further explained in paragraphs 3.5-3.6 of my 

First Witness Statement, this meant that we advised that K15 was suitable in this 

application and compliant with Option B under the ADB either where: 

(a) The submission of actual fire test data from BS 8414 testing of the specific 

external wall cladding system to be installed along with the associated BR 135 

classification report; or 

(b) Where no actual fire test data exists for a proposed system, "the client may 

instead submit a desktop study report from a suitably qualified fire specialist 

stating whether, in their opinion, BR 135 criteria would be met with the 

proposed system"; or 

(c) A successful holistic fire engineering approach was adopted. 

4.69 Following the issuance of the NHBC Common Wall Constructions Guidance in July 

2016, Kingspan also advised that where a project was subject to NHBC sign off as 

Approved Inspector, K 15 could also be used over 18 metres when used in one of the 

constructions specified in that note. 

Inquiry question (13): Please set out your understanding of the requirements for 

external cladding systems under the Building Regulations and associated guidance 

of England and Wales during the period 2005-2017 inclusive? 

4.70 I repeat paragraph 3 of my First Witness Statement in which I provide an overview of 

the Building Regulations 2010 as they relate to those products and as in force at the 

time of the refurbishment of Grenfell Tower. 
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4.71 The functional requirement of the Building Regulations as regards external fire spread 

is set out in Part B of Schedule 1 to the Building Regulations: "The external walls of 

the building shall adequately resist the spread of fire over the walls and from one 

building to another, having regard to the height, use and position of the building" (the 

"Functional Requirement"). 

4.72 B4 of Approved Document B provides guidance from the Secretary of State on how 

the Functional Requirement may be met. As regards insulation used as part of 

ventilated rainscreens, Approved Document B states insulation may either: 

(a) comply with section 12.7 which requires any insulation product, filler material 

etc. used in the external wall construction or a building with a storey 18m or 

more above ground level to be at least of limited combustibility when tested in 

accordance with the relevant BS 476 test or Class A2 when tested to the 

relevant test laid out in EN 13501-1 ("Option A"); or 

(b) comply with the second paragraph of section 12.5 which provides the 

alternative of the ventilated rainscreen system as a whole complying with 

performance criteria set out in BR 135 using full scale test data from BS 8414-

1:2002 orBS 8414-2:2005 (together "BS 8414") ("Option B"). 

4.73 K15 is not of limited combustibility and therefore may only be used as part of a 

rainscreen cladding system in buildings over 18 metres if the cladding system as a 

whole satisfies the Functional Requirement via Option B. 

4.74 Further industry guidance on how compliance via Option B may be achieved is 

provided by the BCATGN18, Issue 0 of which is dated June 201451 with a subsequent 

issue being published in June 201552
. The BCA Guidance provides two options for 

compliance with Option B: 

51 AP/11: [ ] BCA Technical Guidance Note Issue 0 June 2014 

52 AP/38: KIN00007081 BCA Technical Guidance Note 18, Issue 1 dated June 2015 
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(a) The submission of actual fire test data from BS 8414 testing of the specific 

external wall cladding system to be installed along with the associated BR 135 

classification report; or 

(b) Where no actual fire test data exists for a proposed system, "the client may 

instead submit a desktop study report from a suitably qualified fire specialist 

stating whether, in their opinion, BR 135 criteria would be met with the 

proposed system". 

4.75 The BCATGN18 reflects ADB by explaining a further route to compliance, being that 

"ifnone of the above are suitable, the client may consider addressing this issue via a 

holistic fire engineered approach taking into account the building geometry, ignition 

risk, factors restricting fire spread etc". 

4.76 The NHBC note entitled "The use of combustible materials within the external wall 

construction of buildings over 18m in height" (the "NHBC Note") (which was 

released around March 2015 and issued by the NHBC in its capacity as an Approved 

Inspector)53 endorses the BCATGN18 as setting out acceptable methods for 

demonstrating compliance with the Building Regulations as required by the NHBC 

Standards. 

4.77 In July 2016, the NHBC (in its capacity as an Approved Inspector) published a further 

guidance note titled "Acceptability of common wall constructions containing 

combustible materials in high rise buildings" which aimed to "provide advice to 

builders on some of the most common wall and fac;ade types encountered on tall 

buildings where NHBC would no longer require a desktop assessment in accordance 

with BCA GN 18 Option 3 to demonstrate compliance" 54
. In this note, the NHBC 

confirmed that, subject to strict adherence to predefined specified requirements, it 

would accept as compliant with the Functional Requirement without further specific 

assessment, systems incorporating K15, Celotex RS5000, and Xtratherm SR/RS in 

conjunction with brickwork facades, timber panelling and aluminium composite 

53 AP/36: KIN00006454 NHBC note entitled "The use of combustible materials within the external wall construction of 

buildings over 18m in height" 

54 AP/37: KIN00002304 NHBC note entitled "Acceptability of common wall constructions containing combustible materials 

in high rise buildings" 
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panels (all being of specified characteristics including Euroclass B minimum with a 

Class 0 surface spread offlame). 55 

Inquiry question (14): Please explain, as at any relevant time, your understanding 

as to the difference between the test methods in BS 8414-1 and BS 8414-2 and the 

structures to which each applied. 

4.78 So far as I am aware there is no difference between the actual test methods applied in 

BS8414-1 and BS8414-2. The difference lies in structures to which each test applies: 

BS8414-1 being used for solid walled buildings and non-loadbearing external 

cladding systems applied to the masonry face of a building; and BS8414-2 being used 

for non-load bearing external cladding systems fixed to and supported by a structural 

steel frame. 

Inquiry question (15): What was your understanding of the criteria to be met in BR 

135? What was, or is now, your view as to the appropriateness or otherwise of those 

criteria? 

4.79 I understand that BR 135 provides that a BS 8414 test will be deemed to have "failed" 

if one of two things happen: 

(a) If the system is not tested to the full duration requirements ofBS 8414; or 

(b) The BS 8414 test is terminated early either because flames spread above the 

test apparatus at any time and for any period of time during the 60 minute test; 

or because there is deemed to be a risk to safety of personnel or impending test 

equipment. The decision to terminate the test depends on the officer's 

judgement and in certain instances, the test can be allowed to continue - see 

for example the Exova test report for Alucobond A2 Composite Panel 56
; or 

55 Although the NHBC, as an Approved Inspector, may determine what does and does not comply with the Building 

Regulations in its opinion, different Approved Inspectors and Local Authority Building Control departments may take a 

different view regarding compliance. 

56 AP/39: [ ] Exova BS8414-l test report (DLR1537) Rev.O dated December 2018 
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(c) Thermocouple (measuring external and internal fire spread) temperature levels 

as set out in the BR 135 criteria are breached. Thermocouples are set and 

measured at two different heights (with Level 1 being at 1.25 metres above the 

crib and Level 2 being at 5 metres above the crib) and also in 3 different 

depths in build-up (e.g., within the insulation layer, in the cavity (measuring 

internal fire spread) and in an external location (measuring external fire 

spread)). The BR 135 criteria will not be met if within 15 minutes of the Level 

1 thermocouples reaching 200 degrees Celsius (T), sustained (i.e. for more 

than 30 seconds) temperatures of above 600 degrees Celsius are reached in the 

Level 2 thermocouples. 

4.80 For the BS8414 -2 test there is also an additional failure criteria related the fire 

resistance of the system. If during the test the fire reaches the internal surface of the 

test specimen then the system will be deemed to have failed the test if continuous 

flaming then occurs i.e., a flame with a duration in excess of 60 seconds is observed 

on the internal surface of the test specimen at or above 0.5 m above the combustion 

chamber within 15 minutes of the start time. 

4.81 I consider the above criteria to be appropriate criteria. My view is supported by the 

lack of empirical evidence as to there being any out of control fires in buildings which 

have fa<;ade systems that complied with the BR 135 criteria and in which the cladding 

system has been reported to have been a major contributor to fire propagation. The 

fire test methods required by BS 8414 and the criteria used in BR 135 are very robust: 

the heat output is designed to replicate that generated by a standard house or room fire 

as supported by the reference in the Tenos Report TS18124 to the timber crib fire 

source used in that test representing "a fire exposure comparable to that achieved 

inside fire compartments containing realistic combination and quantities of different 

types of combustible materials. "57 I do not have a view on the specific technicalities or 

appropriateness of the adoption of the temperature of 600 degrees Celsius as the 

criteria set out in paragraph 4.79(c) above. 

57 AP/40: KIN00002522 Tenos Technical Note TS18124-N01-Issue 1 dated 4 May 2018 
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Inquiry question (16): Please set out your own understanding of the meaning of 

(National) "Class 0". How did you understand this classification in relation to K15, 

at any stage? 

4.82 A Class 0 classification is not a classification identified in any British standards test 

but is instead derived from ADB 58 as: 

"The highest National product performance classification for lining materials is Class 

0. This is achieved if a material or the surface of a composite product is either: 

(a) Composed throughout of materials of limited combustibility; or 

(b) Class I material which has a fire propagation index (i) of not more than 12 

and a sub-index (ii) not more than 6. " 

4.83 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 1(c) above where I explain my 

understanding as to K15's classification as Class 0. 

Inquiry question (17): What did you understand the phrase "low risk" to mean in 

relation to Class 0, at any stage? 

4.84 Please see my response to Inquiry question 1(c) above. As explained in that 

paragraph, I understand that the definition of "low risk" requires that the relevant fire 

performance characteristics are met by the composite product whereas for Class 0, it 

is sufficient for the characteristics to be met by the surface of the product alone. Other 

than that distinction, the required characteristics are the same i.e. that the relevant part 

I whole of the product is Class 1 and when tested in accordance with BS 476: Part 6: 

1981 orBS 476: Part 6: 1989 has an index of performance (i) not more than 12 and a 

sub-index (ii) not more than 6. I did not appreciate this distinction until I started 

getting into the detail of the testing in 2016 when Dan Ball said that he was not able to 

repeat the whole product Class 0 test. 

58 Volume 2 of ADB (2006 Edition incorporating 2007/2010/2013 amendments) applicable to "Buildings other than 

dwelling houses", pages 119-120. 
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Inquiry question (18): What was your own understanding of the meaning of the 

phrase "limited combustibility"? 

4.85 I understand the phrase "limited combustibility" to be a phrase used (until recently) in 

ADB. Table A7 of ADB sets out that a product will be of "limited combustibility" if it 

is classified as A2 s3 dO or better or meets any of the other criteria set out in Table 7, 

specifically: 

(a) Any materials which when tested to BS476-11:1982 does not flame and cause 

any rise in temperature on the centre or furnace thermocouple; 

(b) Totally inorganic materials; 

(c) Concrete bricks or block; 

(d) Products classified as non-combustible under BS476-4: 1970; or 

(e) Any materials with a non-combustible core at least 8mm thick having a 

combustible facing (on one or both sides) not more than 0.5mm thick. 

Inquiry question (19): What relationship did you understand classifications to 

National Class 0 (pursuant to testing to BS 476-6 and BS 476-7) to have to whether 

or not a product could be categorised as a product "of limited combustibility"? Is 

your understanding any different now? If so, please explain how and when that 

changed. 

4.86 My understanding has been and remains that the relationship between a product being 

classified as National Class 0 (pursuant to testing to BS 476-6 and BS 476-7) and it 

being categorised as a product "of limited combustibility" is that a product of limited 

combustibility can be referred to as achieving Class 0 but the reverse is not true. 

Inquiry question (20): Did you, in relation to any role held at Kingspan, have any 

contact with any official from the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 

Government ("MHCLG'~ or any of its predecessors, at any stage? What such 
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contact were you aware of between MHCLG and any other employee or agent of 

Kingspan? Please give details. 

4.87 In or around 2016, as a representative of and in my capacity as a member of the IMA, 

I met and liaised with Brian Martin of MHCLG in his capacity as a member of BEIA. 

The BEIA was part of Work Stream Group A within the Fire Sector Federation and 

was looking at the definitions given in the ADB (2006 with 2007, 2010, 2013 

amendments for England), and whether the same could be improved. I also met with 

Barry Turner of the LABC in a similar capacity. My last meeting with them as 

members of the BEIA was in or around May 2017. Since then A dam Heath (Product 

Fire Performance Engineer) now represents the IMA on the BEIA. 

4.88 Following the Grenfell tragedy, I have also met and liaised with other officials at 

MHCLG including Brian Martin, Rob Leach, Scott Hemsley, Joy Oyesanya, Neil 

O'Connor, Jerome Ma, Debbie Hart, Bob Ledsome and Kit Malthouse (MP and 

Minister for MHCLG) in conjunction with both John Garbutt (Kingspan Divisional 

Marketing Director), Philip Heath (Divisional Business Development Director) and 

Ralph Mannion (Kingspan UK Managing Director since 2019) ofKingspan. Through 

this correspondence and these meetings, we have sought to update the MHCLG on 

fire tests and analysis being conducted by Kingspan (particularly the series of BS 

8414 and ISO 13785 testing commissioned by Kingspan following the fire at Grenfell 

Tower (as described in paragraphs 4.14(c) and 4.15)59
. 

4.89 I was also present in an observational capacity (representing IMA) at some of the post 

Grenfell fire tests conducted by the then DCLG, at which Brian Martin was also 

present. 

59 AP/41: KIN00004471 Emails between Kingspan and Brian Martin dated 24 August 2017 with subject "Test 7 Repeat"; 

AP/42: KIN00004545 Email from Kingspan to Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government dated 2 

November 2017 with subject "Test data"; AP/43: KIN00008574 Email from Kingspan to Ministry ofHousing, Communities 

and Local Government dated 25 January 2018 with subject "Latest test evidence"; AP/44: KIN00008581 Emails between 

Kingspan and Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government dated March 2018 with subject "BS8414"; AP/45: 

] Letter from Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government to Adrian Pargeter dated 1 March 

2018; AP/46: [ ] Emails from Kingspan to Kit Malthouse MP dated 28 January 2019 with subject "Phenolic 

Foam & Fire Safety- Mr Malthouse; AP/47: [ ] Letter from Kingspan to Kit Malthouse MP dated 28 January 

2019; AP/48: [ ] Internal Kingspan email dated 20 March 2019 with subject "Kit Malthouse meeting." 
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4.90 Other than as set out above, I am not aware of further contact between Kingspan and 

MHCLG. 

5 TESTING AND CERTIFICATION- K15 

Inquiry question (21): What training did Kingspan provide to staff involved (other 

than in a purely administrative capacity) in the marketing, testing and certification 

of insulation products and of K15 in particular? Please give details, in outline, of 

all relevant training provided, with specific focus on any training related (but not 

limited) to: 

Inquiry question (21 (a)): the functional requirements of the Building Regulations 

for the use of combustible materials in buildings with a floor over 18 metres and the 

interpretation of relevant sections of the associated guidance, including the 

Approved Documents; 

5.1 I refer to my response to Inquiry questions 10 (c) and (d) above. 

Inquiry question (21 (b)): fire testing and the related classification of building 

products and materials; 

5.2 I refer to my response to Inquiry questions 10 (c) and (d) above. 

Inquiry question (21(c)): the BS 8414 test method for external cladding systems; 

5.3 I refer to my response to Inquiry questions 10 (c) and (d) above. 

Inquiry question (21 (d)): the criteria contained in BR 135. 

5.4 I refer to my response to Inquiry questions 10 (c) and (d) above. 

Inquiry question (21 (e)) the properties of K15 in relation to fire. 

5.5 I refer to my response to Inquiry questions 10 (c) and (d) above. 
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Inquiry question (22): As far as you were aware, by 14 June 2017, had any system 

incorporating K15 and ACM cladding been tested to BS 8414-1 orBS 8414-2 and 

subsequently achieved classification to BR 135? 

5.6 I am not aware of any system incorporating K15 and ACM cladding achieving 

classification to BR 135 by 14 June 2017. 

5.7 As set out at paragraph 4.43 of my First Witness Statement I understand from 

Government investigations that the PE-cored ACM panels have been used on a 

number of other buildings in the United Kingdom. I am not aware of any PE-cored 

system ever having passed a BS 8414 test or a desktop study (regardless of the 

insulation type, i.e. whether used in conjunction with K15 or another insulation 

product, such as mineral wool), whether before or after 14 June 2017. 

Inquiry question (23): As far as you were aware, prior to 14 June 2017, had K15 

been used in any external cladding system incorporating A CM panels with a PE 

core (other than Grenfell Tower)? 

5.8 As at 14 June 2017, I was not aware ofK15 having been used in any external cladding 

system incorporating ACM panels with aPE-core. 

Inquiry question (24): As far as you were aware, prior to 14 June 2017, had 

Kingspan or any other manufacturer sought a BR 135 Desktop Study or Fire 

Engineering Assessment in relation to an external cladding system incorporating 

K15 and ACM panels with a PE core? If so, had any such Assessment been 

provided, either to Kingspan or to any other test sponsor? 

5.9 I am aware that around 2015, Adam Heath enquired of Tenos whether they would 

consider undertaking a BR 135 Desktop Study or Fire Engineering Assessment in 

relation to an external cladding system incorporating K15 and ACM panels with a PE 

core but they declined to do so as they did not consider such a system to be capable of 

meeting the BR 135 criteria. 

5.10 So far as I am aware no such assessment has been undertaken either by Kingspan or 

other test sponsors. 
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5.11 More generally, I understand from discussions with Adam Heath that BRE would 

only consider undertaking a desktop study assessment on a system with a cladding 

element with a fire performance lower that A2 if they there provided with test 

evidence demonstrating compliance with BR 135 in a cladding system incorporating a 

cladding panel of equivalent fire performance rating to that being proposed for 

assessment. 

Inquiry question (25): Were you aware that between 2005 and 2014, no BR 135 

Classification Report existed for a system incorporating K15? If so, what 

significance, if any, did you attach to this? 

5.12 I became aware in 2015 that a BR 135 Classification Report did not exist for the 2005 

BS 8414 Test. 

5.13 I did not attach much significance to this as the 2005 BS 8414 Test Report contains 

sufficient information to determine that the tested system met the criteria set out in 

BR 135. My understanding is that there is no mandatory requirement to obtain a BR 

135 Classification Report and that such classification reports are commissioned for 

ease of reference and evidence of compliance. It is not possible to obtain a BR 135 

Classification Report if the test fails. 

Inquiry question (26): During the period 2005-2014, were any customers or 

prospective customers made aware that no BR 135 Classification Report existed for 

a system incorporating K15? Should customers have been informed of this, in your 

view? If they were not, why was that? 

5.14 I was not employed by Kings pan in a relevant role between 2005 and 2014 and so I 

am unable to comment as to whether or not customers were made aware that no BR 

135 Classification Report existed for a system incorporating Kl5 in this period. 

5.15 In my view it was not necessary to inform customers that there was no BR 13 5 

Classification Report for Kl5 because paragraph 12.5 of ADB provides only that the 

external walls should meet the performance criteria given in the BR 135. Paragraph 

12.5 of ADB does not provide that a classification report is necessary provided that 

the BS 8414 report demonstrates that this level of performance is met. The 2005 BS 

51 Second Witness Statement of Adrian Pargeter 

KIN00020824_0051 
KIN00020824/51



8414 test report itself contains sufficient information to confirm that such 

performance criteria have been met even without a Classification Report. 

Inquiry question (27): During the period 2005- 28 September 2015, on what basis 

did Kingspan take the position that K15 had been "tested successfully" to BS 8414-

1:2002? 

5.16 Between 2005 and 28 September 2015, Kingspan took the position that K15 had been 

"tested successfully" to BS 8414-1:2002 standards on the basis of it having reviewed 

the information in the 2005 BS 8414 Test Report against the criteria given in BR 135 

and concluding that the tested system had met the performance criteria of BR 135. 

This was subsequently confirmed to be the case when BRE issued the associated BR 

135 Classification Report on 28 September 2015 following our request. 

Inquiry question (28): As far as you were aware, were any customers or prospective 

customers made aware of any of the tests to BS 8414 on external cladding systems 

incorporating K15 which could not be classified to BR 135? If not, please explain 

why not. 

5.17 Prior to the Grenfell tragedy, it was generally not Kingspan's policy to publish 

information about failed tests it had commissioned, the results of which would instead 

be used by Kingspan to understand how the system performed and to learn lessons 

from which improvements can be made before the system is retested. My 

understanding is that this approach was common across the industry. 

5.18 Following the Grenfell Tower fire, Kingspan has also taken the decision to make all 

(save for those which have subsequently been withdrawn - as referred to in my 

responses to Inquiry questions 8, 42, and 85) its BS 8414 test reports, both passes and 

fails, available via its website. 

Inquiry question (29): Are you aware of any fire prior to 14 June 2017, in any 

jurisdiction, which affected the external fa~ade of a building with a floor over 18m 

where the external cladding system incorporated K15? Please provide all relevant 

details in relation to any such fire, indicating when you became aware of it and 

what, if any, action was taken by Kingspan as a result. 
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5.19 In September 2019, I was made aware of photos taken in June 2017 of a building in 

Portsmouth at Gunwharfe (which is a building with a floor above 18 metres) (opposite 

the Holiday Inn Express Hotel), the cladding of which appears to have suffered fire 

damage around one apartment60
. Whilst it is not clear from the photos shown to me, I 

understand that K15 was possibly installed on this building, although I do not know 

this for certain. I have no further knowledge in relation to either this building or the 

fire and I am not aware ifKingspan have taken any action. 

5.20 Other than the above, I am not aware of any fire prior to 14 June 2017, in any 

jurisdiction, which affected the external fa<;ade or a building with a floor over 18 

metres where the external cladding system incorporated K 15. 

6 BRITISH BOARD OF AGREMENT 

Inquiry question (30): What involvement, at any stage, did you have m the 

certification of K15 by the British Board of Agrement ("the BBA '~? 

6.1 In my role as Head of Technical, I was made aware of any significant issues or 

concerns regarding the BBA certification of K 15. The day to day management of the 

certification was handled by Dan Ball (Technical Project Leader) and Adrian Brazier 

(Technical Projects Manger), the latter of whom reported directly to me. 

6.2 In terms of direct involvement, I was involved in the email correspondence around the 

changes to the certification of K15 by the BBA in November 2015 which were 

brought about by comments which had been raised by the NHBC. In particular: 

(a) On 16 November 2015 I received an email from Gayetree Ramkourn (Team 

Manager for Approvals at the BBA) regarding the proposed amendments to 

the October 2015 BBA certificate61 following their meeting with the NHBC62
. 

60 AP/:49 [ ] IMG _1131 (photo taken in June 2017 of a building in Portsmouth at Gunwharfe); AP/50: 

] IMG _1132 (photo taken in June 2017 of a building in Portsmouth at Gunwharfe) 

61 AP/51: KIN00000490 K15 BBA Certificate 14/5134 dated 8 October 2015 

62 AP/52: [ ] Emails between Kingspan and the BBA dated November 2015 with subject "RE: update on k15 

meeting with NHBC- wording to be amended in the certificate 14/5134 PS 7" 
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(b) On 17 November 2015 I responded to Gayetree Ramkourn requesting 

clarification on and proposing a compromise on the National and EU 

classification standards. I proposed that rather than remove the Class 0 

reference, we could just add the EN fire classification alongside this in the 

certificate as they are both accurate statements. Gayetree Ramkourn replied on 

the same day confirming that they had "removed reference to class 0 as BS EN 

takes precedence". Gayetree noted this was something the BBA do ''for all our 

certificates "63
. 

(c) On 17 November 2015 I received an email from Mandy Osman (publishing 

administrator with BBA) attaching certificate number 14/5134 for K15 and 

requesting written approval to the amended certificate64
. 

(d) On 18 November 2015 I responded to Mandy Osman's email and generally 

accepted the draft she had forwarded but raised some queries regarding the 

removal ofK15's Class 0 classification from the certificate and the references 

to the Routes to Compliance documents and BCA Technical Guidance Note 

1865. 

(e) On 25 November 2015 I received an email from Gayetree Ramkourn agreeing 

to some of the points I had raised and also suggesting some further 

amendments, to which I responded on the same day seeking confirmation on 

details on the Carea report66
. 

63 AP/52: [ ] Emails between Kingspan and the BBA dated November 2015 with subject "RE: update on k15 

meeting with NHBC- wording to be amended in the certificate 14/5134 PS 7" 

64 AP/53: [ ] Emails between Kingspan and the BBA dated November to December 2015 with subject "RE 

Amended Cert 14/5134 Kooltherm K15 Rainscreen Insulation Board BBA:0032367" 

65 AP/53: [ ] Emails between Kingspan and the BBA dated November to December 2015 with subject "RE 

Amended Cert 14/5134 Kooltherm K15 Rainscreen Insulation Board BBA:0032367" 

66 AP/53: [ ] Emails between Kingspan and the BBA dated November to December 2015 with subject "RE 

Amended Cert 14/5134 Kooltherm K15 Rainscreen Insulation Board BBA:0032367" 

54 Second Witness Statement of Adrian Pargeter 

Kl N00020824_0054 
KIN00020824/54



(f) On 1 December 2015 I was copied into an email from Adrian Brazier to 

Gayetree Ramkoum in which he confirmed acceptance of the proposals 

contained in Gayetree's email67
. 

(g) On 7 December 2015 I received an email from Carol Calvey (publications at 

the BBA) attaching an amended certificate 14/513468
. 

(h) On 11 December 2015 I received amended certificate 14/5134 from Mandy 

Osman who confirmed that the certificate details would shortly be listed on the 

BBA website69
. 

Inquiry question (31): Please set out your recollection of the nature of the 

relationship between Kingspan and the BBA in general terms. 

6.3 I would describe the nature of the relationship between Kingspan and the BBA as a 

professional one albeit I am aware that there are tensions around for example the 

length of time it takes to get a BBA certificate (including amendments and re-issues). 

This can limit access to the market and slow down specification of the product. 

Kingspan now has regular meetings with the BBA led by Dan Ball to discuss 

certificate updates, renewals and new products, with the aim of ensuring momentum 

in relation to outstanding actions. 

Inquiry question (32): Who did you understand, within Kingspan, to have overall 

responsibility for the certification of K15 by the BBA, by reference to an individual 

or individuals? 

6.4 Although not explicitly detailed in a job description or roles and responsibilities for 

any job function that I am aware of, the current process for obtaining and maintaining 

BBA certification is controlled by the Technical Projects team, which is led by the 

67 AP/53: [ ] Emails between Kingspan and the BBA dated November to December 2015 with subject "RE 

Amended Cert 14/5134 Kooltherm K15 Rainscreen Insulation Board BBA:0032367" 

68 AP/54: KIN00002277 Email from the BBA to Kingspan, followed by internal Kingspan emails dated December 2015 with 

subject "RE: Amended Certificate No 14/5134ps7" 

69 AP/55: [ ] Email from BBA to Kingspan on 11 December 2015 with subject: "Amended Cert 14/5134 

Kootherm K 15 Rainscreen Insulation Board"' 
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Technical Projects Manager, who in turn reports into the Head of Technical, who in 

turn reports to the Director of Technical, Marketing and Regulatory affairs, 

(previously Technical Director). This process has remained broadly similar over the 

last 10 years or so. Different people have held the roles outlined during this period. 

To my knowledge the incumbents of the roles outlined during this period are: the role 

of Technical Projects Manager has been held by Adrian Brazier since August 2015, 

prior to which Ivor Meredith sat in this role; the role of Head of Technical is currently 

held by Matt Evans (since May 2019), who took over from me. Tony Millichap held 

the position between January 2010 to May 2015, having taken over from Philip Heath 

(as Technical Manager). The role of Technical Director was held by Malcolm 

Rochefort until December 2014. This role with responsibility for technical services, 

did not exist again until May 2019, when I took on the role of Director of Technical, 

Marketing and Regulatory Affairs, since May 2019. 

Inquiry question (33): What did you understand to be the purpose of obtaining a 

British Board of Agrement certificate for K15? 

6.5 I was not employed by Kingspan when the first BBA certificate for K15 was obtained 

in 2008 and so I cannot therefore comment on the purpose of obtaining that first 

certification. 

6.6 From today's perspective however, and as set out at paragraph 4.26(±) of my First 

Witness Statement, although a BBA Certificate is not a regulatory or mandatory 

requirement, maintaining a BBA certificate for K15 is important from a marketing 

and sales perspective as it is often considered by the industry to be a useful source of 

information and accreditation, and certain building control and warranty providers 

(such as the NHBC) have a preference for BBA-certified products. To obtain a BBA 

certificate, a product manufacturer will approach the BBA and provide details of the 

product to be certified. The BBA will then request copies of the further information 

and particularly test results which need to be provided prior to certification. In 

general, the BBA will not itself conduct testing of the product in relation to fire 

testing but will review the information provided and confirm in the certificate whether 

or not, in its view, the product complies with relevant regulatory requirements. 
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6.7 Accordingly it can be a requirement from the architect I designer/ specifl.er that all 

specified products have a BBA certificate. This is often because a product's BBA 

certificate is seen as an independent third party verification of the product's features 

and performance which is trusted in the industry and therefore relied upon by 

architects etc so that they do not need to go back to the original test evidence 

themselves to confirm a product's specification and performance capability. 

Inquiry question (34): What did you understand to be the significance to the 

marketing or sale of K15 of obtaining a BBA certificate for the product? 

6.8 Please see my response to Inquiry question 33 above. 

Inquiry question (35): Please set out your own recollection of any meetings in 

which you were involved or of which you were aware between Kingspan and the 

BBA, giving full details of the relevant dates, the names of any individuals involved 

and the nature of the matters discussed, in relation to any of the following: 

Inquiry question (35(a)): the assessment and/or certification of K15; 

6.9 I was not involved with any meetings between Kingspan and the BBA in relation to 

any aspect of K15 and I refer to my response to Inquiry question 30 above where I 

detail my limited involvement with the BBA. I am not aware of any specific meetings 

between others at Kingspan and the BBA beyond the recently instigated monthly 

meetings referred to in paragraph 6.3 above. 

Inquiry question (35(b)): the suitability for use of K15 on buildings with a floor 

over 18m; 

6.10 Please see my response to Inquiry question 35(a) above. 

Inquiry question (35(c)): BS 8414 testing and/or classification to BR 135; 

6.11 Please see my response to Inquiry question 35(a) above. 

Inquiry question (35(d)): Desktop Study Assessments to BR 135; 
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6.12 Please see my response to Inquiry question 35(a) above. 

Inquiry question (35(e)): the functional requirements of the building regulations 

and/or the provisions of ADB in respect of external cladding materials for buildings 

with a floor over 18m 

6.13 Please see my response to Inquiry question 35(a) above. 

Inquiry question (36): Please describe, as far as you are able, Kingspan 's policies 

and practices in respect of supplying information to the BBA prior to the issue of 

any certificate for K15. In particular, with regard to K15's behaviour in relation to 

fire, 

6.14 In general, at least since my involvement as Head of Technical in 2015, I would 

expect that we would have supplied to the BBA any information and test reports it 

requested prior to the issue of any certificate for K15. I cannot comment on policies 

and practices prior to 2015. 

Inquiry question (36(a)): what documents, test data and records were requested by 

the BBA of Kingspan during the period 2008-2015 inclusive? 

6.15 I am unable to comment on and have no knowledge of the specific test data and 

records requested by the BBA of Kings pan during the period 2008-2015 inclusive. 

Although I had oversight of the Technical Team obtaining the BBA certification of 

K15 while I was Head of Technical, I was not directly involved the day to day 

activities surrounding the 2015 re-issue of the Certificate including what test data was 

submitted. 

Inquiry question (36(b)): what documents, test data and records were supplied to 

the BBA during the period 2008-2015 inclusive? 

6.16 See my answer to Inquiry question 36(a) above. 

6.17 I would also like to clarify that the statement I made in paragraph 4.26(±) of my First 

Witness Statement that "In general, the BBA will not itself conduct testing of the 
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product" was in relation to fire testing. I understand that the BBA may undertake its 

own testing in relation to other product characteristics. 

Inquiry question (36(c)): Who was responsible for the drafting of the technical 

content of the certificates? What was your own involvement, if any? 

6.18 The BBA is responsible for drafting the technical content of the certificates although 

Kingspan would have an opportunity to review the certificates and make comments, 

the BBA had the final say in the contents of all certification. 

6.19 As the Head of Technical, I had overall responsibility and oversight of the process of 

maintaining K15's BBA Certificate. The day to day responsibility for the technical 

content sits with the Technical Projects Manager (Adrian Brazier since 2015) and the 

relevant Technical Project Leader (Dan Ball since 2015). I would only have been 

involved in the drafting of the technical content if particular issues arose that required 

my attention. 

6.20 I first became involved in the review of drafts of the technical content of the BBA 

Certificates in May 2015 following my appointment as Head of Technical and 

Marketing. I had very little involvement in the October 2015 issue of the BBA 

Certificate and I refer to my response to Inquiry question 30 above where I set out my 

involvement in the November 2015 re-issue of the certificate. 

Inquiry question (36(d)): When amended or new certificates were issued, who was 

the instigating organisation? The BBA, or Kingspan? 

6.21 In paragraph 4.26(±) of my First Witness Statement, I explained my understanding at 

the time that "BBA certificates do not have a stated period of validity and I am not 

aware of there being any regular system of review by the BBA. In my experience, 

Kingspan has not been contacted by the BBA at specified intervals for certificate 

reviews. Instead, amended certificates for Kl5 have been produced at Kingspan's 

instigation when it has further test evidence to include in the certificate or it is aware 

of other relevant information which should be included". 
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6.22 My understanding of the process has now developed as a result of having been shown 

information relating to the issues of the BBA certificate for K 15. So far as I am now 

aware the instigating organisation for amended or new certificates can be either the 

BBA or Kingspan. Furthermore, I understand from talking to my team that BBA 

certificates have a 3 year period of validity after which the BBA will review the 

certificate and instigate a re-issue if the certificate has not been amended in the 

intervening period (in which case the 3 year period will start from the date of that 

amendment). The BBA also undertakes regular surveillance and quality audits of the 

manufacturing process and associated testing. 

6.23 By the time I took over as Head of Technical in May 2015, the process for issuing the 

then latest issue of the K 15 BBA Certificate (certificate number 14/5134 which was 

issued on 8 October 201570
) was well under way and I could not comment as to who 

instigated the new issue. 

6.24 As set out in paragraph 6.2 above, the November 2015 re-issue of the K15 BBA 

certificate71 was at the BBA's instigation following comments received by it from the 

NHBC. 

Inquiry question (36(e)): Was the BBA updated when Kingspan (or any other test 

sponsor) carried out tests to BS 8414 on systems incorporating K15? Asfar as you 

were aware, did Kingspan consider this to be a requirement of the contract with the 

BBA? 

6.25 As far as I am aware, the BBA was provided with copies of BS 8414 test reports for 

systems incorporating K15 which had satisfied the requirements of BR 135 prior to 

any amendment or re-issue of the certificate. I understand that the BBA was not 

otherwise updated as to BS 8414 testing of systems incorporating K15. My 

understanding is that Kingspan always submitted the reports which the BBA 

requested in respect of each certificate/ reissue and I am not aware of Kingspan ever 

being asked by BBA for further test results which were not submitted by Kingspan 

pursuant to a particular certification process. 

70 AP/51: KIN00000490 K15 BBA Certificate 14/5134 dated 8 October 2015 

71 AP/56: KIN00008372 K15 BBA Certificate 14/5134 dated 16 November 2015 
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6.26 The contract with the BBA was already in place when I took over as Head of 

Technical and so I did not have cause to read it. The relationship and the contract with 

the BBA was the responsibility of the Technical Projects team dealing the 

certification process. 

Inquiry question (36(/)): If the BBA were updated as to further testing, did this 

include tests to BS 8414 when it was concluded that the tested system could not be 

classified as having met the criteria in BR 135? If not, why not? 

6.27 As stated above, as far as I am aware, Kingspan always provided the data which it 

was asked to provide; I am not aware of the BBA asking for results of tests that did 

not meet the criteria in BR 135. 

Inquiry question (37): In respect of Issue 1 of Certificate 0814582, issued on 27 

October 2008: 

Inquiry question (37(a)): Was the ERE's full BS 8414 Test Report (220876) 

requested by the BBAfromKingspan? If so, was it provided? If not, why not? 

6.28 I was not employed by Kingspan in 2008 and therefore I am unable to comment. 

Inquiry question (37(b)): Was a Classification Report to BR 135 requested by the 

BBA from Kingspan or, to your knowledge, from the Building Research 

Establishment ("the BRE'~? If so, what was Kingspan's response? 

6.29 I was not employed by Kingspan in 2008 and therefore I am unable to comment. 

Inquiry question (37(c)): What consideration, as far as you were aware, was given 

by the BBA to the fact that no Classification Report to BR 135 had been issued by 

27 October 2008? 

6.30 I was not employed by Kingspan in 2008 and therefore I am unable to comment. 
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Inquiry question (37(d)): What evidence and/or test data was requested by the BBA 

from Kingspan as to the classification of K15 to National Class 0? What such 

documentation was provided prior to the issue of this certificate? 

6.31 I was not employed by Kingspan in 2008 and therefore I am unable to comment. 

Inquiry question (37(e)): What initial assessment by the BBA of any aspect of the 

manufacture or properties of K15 was carried out? 

6.32 I was not employed by Kingspan in 2008 and therefore I am unable to comment. 

Inquiry question (37(/)): What was your understanding of the following wording, at 

section 7.1, that "therefore displaying limited fire spread away from the fire source 

and that the product meets the criteria stated within BRE 13 5 "? Did you believe this 

to be correct? 

6.33 I was not employed by Kingspan in 2008 and therefore I am unable to comment. 

Inquiry question (38): As to Amended Issue 1 of Certificate 0814582, issued on 6 

April2010, 

Inquiry question (38(a)): What was the reason for the amendments made to Section 

7, "Behaviour in relation to fire"? In particular, why was the following reference to 

satisfying the provisions of paragraph 12.7 of Approved Document B Volume 2 

added, "The product is classified as Class 0 or 'low risk' as defined in the 

documents supporting the national Building Regulations. The product, therefore, 

may be used in accordance with the provisions of· England and Wales-Approved 

Document B .. paragraphs 12.5, 12.6 and 12. 7, Volume 2 (see also Diagram 40) "? 

6.34 I was not in a relevant role at Kingspan m 2010 and therefore I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (38(b)): At whose instigation were such amendments made? 
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6.35 I was not in a relevant role at Kingspan m 2010 and therefore I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (38(c)): What do you consider the reader of the certificate would 

consider the wording quoted at 40(a) to mean? 

6.36 I was not in a relevant role at Kingspan m 2010 and therefore I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (38(d)): Who, as far as you were aware, drafted the content ofthe 

amended section 7? What was your own involvement, if any, in the wording of the 

amended technical content of that section? 

6.37 I was not in a relevant role at Kingspan m 2010 and therefore I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (38(e)): On what basis was a reference to satisfYing the provisions 

of paragraph 12.7 of Approved Document B Volume 2 added to this certificate? 

6.38 I was not in a relevant role at Kingspan m 2010 and therefore I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (39): With regard to Issue 2 of Certificate 0814582, issued on 17 

December 2013, 

Inquiry question (39(a)): Why was a second issue of this certificate produced at this 

stage? 

6.39 I was not in a relevant role at Kingspan m 2013 and I am therefore unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (39(b)): What was the reason for the amendments made to section 

8? 
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6.40 I was not m a relevant role at Kingspan m 2013 and I am therefore unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (39(c)): Who decided that there should be any revision to section 

8, and on what basis? 

6.41 I was not m a relevant role at Kingspan m 2013 and I am therefore unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (39(d)): Why, in this issue, was the prevwus reference to 

consulting Kingspan for over 18m removed? 

6.42 I was not m a relevant role at Kingspan m 2013 and I am therefore unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (39(e)): Following the 6 April 2010 and prior to the issue of this 

Certificate, what contact and/or meetings between Kingspan and the BBA had 

taken place, as far as you were aware? 

6.43 To the extent that I am able to comment (given that I was not in a relevant role at 

Kingspan in 2013), I have done so at paragraphs 4.20 and 4.21 of my First Witness 

Statement, where I explain that: 

(a) Between about January 2014 and November 2015, Kingspan was in regular 

contact with the NHBC regarding the use of K 15 in buildings over 18 metres 

high. I have been directly involved in these discussions only since February 

2015 and the details I provide below of the discussions prior to that date are 

solely based on my review of relevant documentation. During these 

discussions, the NHBC provided its views on the fire performance sections of 

the K15 BBA certificates, particularly the versions of certificate 08/4582 

issued on 17 December 201372 and certificate 14/5134 issued on 8 October 

201573
. 

72 AP/57 KIN00000454 K15 BBA Certificate 08/4582 dated 17 December 2013 

73 AP/51: KIN00000490 K15 BBA Certificate 14/5134 dated 8 October 2015 
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(b) In respect of the BBA certificate issued on 17 December 2013, I was not 

involved in these discussions at the time they took place. I understand that in 

early 2014 Kingspan and the NHBC discussed the revised terms of the 

"Behaviour in relation to fire" section of this certificate. In particular, the 

NHBC was interested in understanding the test evidence on which the 

statements in the certificate were based. Kingspan engaged with the NHBC's 

concerns and agreed a further series of BS 8414 tests to be conducted on 

systems incorporating K15 to deal with the NHBC's concerns. 

(c) In 2015, Kingspan worked with the NHBC to agree the terms of the NHBC 

Note published in or about March 2015 in support of the BCATGN18 and 

which, as explained in paragraph 4.76 above, endorses the BCA Guidance as 

setting out acceptable methods for demonstrating compliance with the 

Building Regulations as required by the NHBC Standards. 

(d) A revised BBA certificate for K15 was subsequently published on 8 October 

201574
. Following discussions with the NHBC, this was reissued on 16 

November 201575 to incorporate a further revised "Behaviour in relation to 

fire" section. 

Inquiry question (39(/)): Were you aware, prior to the issue of this certificate, of 

any issues raised with Kingspan by the National House Building Council ("the 

NHBC'~ in relation to the use of K15 on buildings with a floor over 18m? If so, 

please describe the issue or issues. Please also explain when and how these were 

raised, by and with whom, and any action Kingspan took in respect of them, naming 

all individuals involved. 

6.44 I was not in a relevant role at Kingspan in 2013 and I am therefore unable to provide 

further comment beyond those made at paragraphs 4.20 and 4.21 of my First Witness 

Statement (repeated above), my knowledge of which has been gained as a result of 

this Inquiry. 

74 AP/51: KIN00000490 K15 BBA Certificate 14/5134 dated 8 October 2015 

75 AP/56: KIN00008372 K15 BBA Certificate 14/5134 dated 16 November 2015 
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Inquiry question (39(g)): If you were aware of any issues raised by the NHBC as 

referred to at paragraph 40(b), had those, to your knowledge, been discussed with 

the BBA prior to the issue of this certificate? Again, if so, please set out full details 

of any such discussions, explaining the individuals involved and the nature and 

purpose of any such discussions. 

6.45 I was not in a relevant role at Kingspan in 2013 and I am therefore unable to provide 

further comment beyond those made at paragraphs 4.20 and 4.21 of my First Witness 

Statement (repeated above). 

Inquiry question (40): During the period 2012-2014, what do you consider the state 

of knowledge of the BBA to have been as to the manner in, and frequency with 

which, K15 was being on buildings with a floor over 18m? What steps, if any, were 

taken by Kingspan to so inform the BBA? 

6.46 I am not aware and so I am unable to comment. 

Inquiry question (41): As far as you understood it at the time, did Kingspan bear 

any responsibility for checking the accuracy of the content of a BBA Certificate? 

6.47 So far as I am aware from my experience since becoming Head of Technical in 2015, 

Kingspan (as BBA Certificate holder) has the opportunity to review the contents and 

to comment on any errors or omissions identified in a draft of a BBA Certificate. 

These comments were not necessarily accepted by the BBA which always retained 

ultimate responsibility for the content of BBA certificates. 

Inquiry question (42): Have you been party to any discussions between any 

employee or agent (current or former) of the BBA regarding the BBA 's certification 

of K15 since 14 June 2017? If so, please set out your recollection of any such 

discussions, however informal, giving details of the names of all individuals 

involved, dates and the nature of the matters discussed. 

6.48 I have not been party to any discussions between any employee or agent (current or 

former) of the BBA regarding the BBA's historic certification of K15 since 14 June 

2017 which is what I understand this question to be asking. For the avoidance of 
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doubt, I am aware however of ongoing discussions between the Technical Projects 

Team and the BBA relating to amendments to the K15 BBA certificate in light of 

regulatory changes following the Grenfell Tower fire and the removal of the 

references to the two BS 8414 tests which are detailed in my response to Inquiry 

question 8. 

Inquiry question (43): Have you, at any stage, been aware of any material errors or 

omissions by the BBA in respect of the content of any BBA Certificate for K15? If 

so, please identifY the particular certificate and the relevant error or omission. 

Please also explain the date on which you, or other employees or agents of 

Kingspan, first identified any such error or omission and all action taken as a 

result. 

6.49 I have not at any stage been aware of any material errors or omissions by the BBA in 

respect of the content of any BBA Certificate forK 15. 

Inquiry question (44): Have you, at any stage, had any concerns regarding the 

content or wording of any BBA Certificate for K15 in relation to fire? If so, please 

identifY the particular certificate and the relevant section or sections therein. Please 

also explain the nature of your concern, the date on which it first arose and any 

action you, or other employees or agents of Kingspan, took as a result. 

6.50 Save as referred to in my response to Inquiry question 42, I have not at any stage had 

any concerns regarding the content or wording of any issued BBA Certificate for K15 

in relation to fire. 

Inquiry question (45): Were you, at any stage prior to 2015, aware of any concerns 

raised by others in respect of the content or wording of any BBA Certificate for K15 

in relation to fire? If so, please identifY the source and describe the nature of any 

such concern. Please also explain what, if any, action was taken by Kingspan as a 

result and include details as to the nature of any internal discussions of which you 

were aware. 

6.51 I cannot recall any concerns being raised by others in respect of the content or 

wording of any BBA Certificate for K15 in relation to fire prior to 2015. The only 
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concerns I am aware of related to those which were raised by the NHBC in 2015, as 

set out in paragraph 4.28 above. 

Inquiry question (46): Were you, at any stage prior to May 2015, aware of any 

concerns raised by any individual or organisation (other than the NHBC) in respect 

of the use of K15 in external cladding systems for buildings with a floor over 18m? 

If so, please identifY the source and describe the nature of any such concern. Please 

also explain what, if any, action was taken by Kingspan as a result and include 

details as to the nature of any internal discussions of which you were aware. 

6.52 I was not aware of any concerns raised by any individual or organisation (other than 

the NHBC) in respect of the use of K15 in external cladding systems for buildings 

with a floor over 18m prior to May 2015. It is unlikely in any case that I would have 

been made aware of any such concerns in any role prior to becoming Head of 

Technical and Marketing in May 2015. 

7 LOCAL AUTHORITY BUILDING CONTROL 

Inquiry question (47): What is your understanding of the role, responsibilities and 

remit of the LABC ("Local Authority Building Control'~? 

7.1 I understand that the LABC is a membership organisation representing all local 

authority building control teams in England and Wales and provides guidance as to 

compliance with the building regulations. 

7.2 The LABC also provides certification of products such as K 15 by way of the LABC 

Assured scheme (previously known as Registered Details Certificate). LABC Assured 

is a certification process which evidences the LABC's confirmation of compliance of 

the specified products and systems with building regulations and standards across 

England, Wales and potentially Scotland (this cover is not automatic). Registering a 

product with the LABC can increase industry confidence in that product. As the only 

scheme of its kind, it is supported and recognised by all local authority building 

control teams and will facilitate sign off where the construction specified in the 

certificate is being used in a proposed construction. 
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7.3 The LABC Warranty scheme works in partnership with the LABC to provide 

structural warranties for developers, contractors, housing associations and self

builders. 

Inquiry question (48): When did Kingspanfirst approach the LABC in respect of a 

Registered Details Certificate for K15? Who took the decision to make that 

approach? Who was involved in any initial discussions with the LABC? 

7.4 I understand only by reference to the date of the first issue of the Registered Details 

Certificate for K15 that Kingspan must have first approached the LABC in respect of 

the same in or around August 2013 albeit (as referred to below in my response to 

Inquiry question 50) the first LABC Type Approval (the predecessor to the Registered 

Details Certificate) for K15 was issued in 2009. 

7.5 I do not have any knowledge of Kingspan's first approach or any personal 

involvement beyond this or paragraph 4.26(g) of my First Witness Statement where I 

explain that LABC certification for K15 was first obtained in August 2013 and in 

relation to use in buildings over 18 metres, the LABC Registered Details Drawing and 

Document List explained that "The product can be used on buildings with stories 

greater than 18m from ground level provided it is used in combination with suitably 

non-combustible substrates and ancillary components (note - BS 8414 testing 

referenced in section 7.1 of the BBA certificate is noted as meeting requirements of 

BR 135, i.e. alternative compliance route referenced in Approved document B of 

Scottish Technical Handbook" 76
. 

7.6 The LABC Certificate (EWWS165) (first issued on 28 August 2013 and re issued on 

30 March 2015) for K15 explained in respect of use in buildings over 18 metres that 

"An appropriate classification report and/or supplementary report MUST evidence 

suitability of proposed makeup ... K15 has been successfully tested to BS 8414-1:2002 

and BS 8414-2:2005, meeting the criteria set out in BR135:2013 and therefore is 

acceptable for use in buildings with storeys above 18m in height (subject to matching 

76 AP/58: [ ] LABC Registered Details, Drawing and Document List. I also exhibit copies of the LABC 

Registered System RD165 Kingspan Kooltherm Kl5 dated 28 August 2013 - AP/59: KIN00004952 and LABC Registered 

Company Certificate dated 28 August 2013 AP/60: KIN00004954 
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the explicit criteria identified in the tested specifications below and overall risk 

assessment of the finished building in relation to B4) '177
. 

Inquiry question (49): Please provide the names of any individual employee or 

agent of the LABC whom you considered to be responsible for or to have made a 

material contribution to the certification of K15, at any stage. 

7.7 I do not know who at the LABC was responsible for, or considered to have made a 

material contribution to, the certification of K 15 but the individuals I have had 

dealings with are outlined above in paragraphs 4.30 and 4.37. 

Inquiry question (50): When was a Registered Details Certificate first issued for 

K15 by Local Authority Building Control? As far as you are aware, how many times 

was this LABC Registered Details Certificate revised and/or updated thereafter? 

7.8 Although this was before the commencement of my relevant employment with 

Kingspan, having subsequently investigated the chronology ofLABC Certification for 

the purpose of answering this Inquiry question, I understand that: 

(a) the first LABC Type Approval (the predecessor to the Registered Details 

Certificate) for K15 was issued in 2009; and 

(b) the first document actually entitled "Registered Details Certificate" was issued 

for K15 in 2013 and was then updated in 2015, 2016 and 2019. 

Inquiry question (51): What did you understand to be the purpose of obtaining an 

LABC Registered Details certificate for K15? 

7.9 I understand the purpose of obtaining an LABC Registered Details Certificate is to 

show that the products and specified systems outlined in the Certificate have been 

certified by the LABC as being compliant with relevant parts of the applicable 

regulations and guidance, allowing the specified system to be approved by the local 

authorities without further evidence of compliance. 

77 AP/61: KIN00006980 LABC K15 Certificate no. EWWS165 dated 30 March 2015. I also exhibit a copy of the LABC 

Registered Details fact sheet dated 30 March 2015- AP/62: [ 
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Inquiry question (52): What did you understand to be the significance to the 

marketing or sale of K15 of obtaining an LABC Registered Details Certificate for 

the product? 

7.10 I understand that obtaining an LABC Registered Details Certificate for K15 can be 

helpful to Kingspan from a marketing and sales perspective because it can help ensure 

acceptance by all local authorities across England, Wales and Scotland; it increases 

industry confidence in the performance and suitability of the product; makes the 

building control process faster, easier and cheaper by simplifying the submission 

route; and ensures easier structural warranty approval by LABC Warranty. 

Inquiry question (53): What documents, test data and/or records in respect of K15's 

behaviour in relation to fire were requested by the LABC from Kingspan at any 

time up to the end of2015? 

7.11 As I did not have day to day responsibility or oversight of the process for obtaining 

the LABC Registered Details, I am unable to comment generally on this question. 

7.12 I am aware that in advance of a meeting between Kingspan and MDIS I LABC (as 

described further in paragraph 7.17 and 7.18 below), David Ewing of the LABC asked 

Dan Ball on 3 July 2015 to provide copies of "any further test I classification 

reports"78 and that these were provided on 17 July 201579 . 

Inquiry question (54): What document, test data and/or records in respect of K15's 

behaviour in relation to fire were supplied to the LABC at any time up to the end of 

2015? 

7.13 Please see my response to Inquiry question 53 above: I am not aware of what other 

documents, test data and/or records in respect of K15's behaviour in relation to fire 

were supplied to the LABC up to the end of2015. 

78 AP/63 KIN00006607 Emails between LABC and Kingspan dated July 2015 with subject "Re: LABC Registered Detail 

K15- scope for extension to current certificate" 

79 AP/64 KIN00006642 Emails between LABC and Kingspan dated July 2015 with subject "RE: PROPOSED:- MEETING 

AGENDA LABC Registered Detail K15- scope for extension to current certificate" 
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Inquiry question (55): What initial assessment, if any, was carried out by the LABC 

on any aspect of K15 prior to the first issue of a Registered Details Certificate? 

7.14 This was prior to my employment in any relevant role at Kingspan: I do not know 

what initial assessment, if any, was carried out and I am unable to answer this 

question. 

Inquiry question (56): Who did you consider, within Kingspan, to have held overall 

responsibility for certification by the LABC of K15? 

7.15 The individuals responsible for this would have been the same as for the BBA 

Certificate: please see my response to Inquiry question 32 above. 

Inquiry question (57): What was your own role, if any? 

7.16 In my role of Head of Marketing and Technical between May 2015 and May 2019, I 

had overall responsibility for the team obtaining and maintaining the certification of 

K15 by the LABC. I had limited involvement in the day to day tasks involved in 

obtaining and maintaining this certification which during this period were handled by 

Dan Ball (Technical Project Leader) with supervision from Adrian Brazier (Technical 

Projects Manager). 

Inquiry question (58): Please set out your own recollection of any meetings in 

which you were involved or of which you were aware between Kingspan and the 

LABC, giving full details of the relevant dates, the names of any individuals 

involved and the nature of the matters discussed, in relation to any of the following, 

7.17 I was involved in a meeting between Kingspan and LABC on 20 July 2015 at MDIS's 

offices in Wolverhampton. That meeting was attended by Ivor Meredith (Technical 

Projects Manager), Dan Ball (Technical Projects Leader) and me from Kingspan; and 

Richard Smith, James Brady, David Ewing and John Gilbert ofLABC/MDIS. 
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7.18 The proposed agenda for that meeting was set out in an em ail from Ivor Meredith to 

me dated 17 July 2015 80 and included an update of the K15 Registered Details 

Certificate and an update on K15 testing and recognised systems. There does not 

appear to have been any minutes issued from the meeting held on the 20 July 2015. 

My recollection is that the agenda was followed at the meeting and that we discussed 

the general views of LABC on the high rise application which were generally 

supportive of rigid foam insulation with large scale test data and what Kingspan's 

views were in regards to the use ofK15 in rainscreen applications. We also discussed 

what systems we had tested and what further testing we planned to undertake, 

together with what further information the LABC would like us to share with them. 

Inquiry question (58( a)): the assessment and/or certification of K15; 

7.19 This was discussed at the meeting referred to in my response to Inquiry question 58. 

Inquiry question (58(b)): the suitability for use of K15 on buildings with a floor 

over 18m; 

7.20 This was discussed at the meeting referred to in my response to Inquiry question 58. 

Inquiry question (58(c)): BS 8414 testing and/or classification to BR 135; Desktop 

Study Assessments to BR 135; 

7.21 I believe that BS 8414 testing and classification to BR 135 was discussed at the 

meeting referred to in my response to Inquiry question 58. I do not recall desktop 

studies being discussed at this meeting. 

Inquiry question (58(d)): the functional requirements of the building regulations 

and/or the provisions of ADB in respect of external cladding materials for buildings 

with a floor over 18m 

80 AP/64: KIN00006642 Emails between LABC and Kingspan dated July 2015 with subject "RE: PROPOSED:- MEETING 

AGENDA LABC Registered Detail Kl5- scope for extension to current certificate" 
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7.22 I do not recall discussing this topic at the meeting referred to in my response to 

Inquiry question 58. 

Inquiry question (59): As far as you understood the position, did Kingspan at any 

stage bear any responsibility for checking the accuracy of the content of an LABC 

Certificate? If not, why not? If so, please identifY the individual or individuals who 

checked any of the wording, content and overall meaning of any LABC Certificate 

for K15. 

7.23 So far as I understand the position, I believe that as with the BBA Certificate, the 

LABC would be responsible for drafting the technical content of the certificates; 

Kingspan would have an opportunity to review the certificates and make comments. 

The LABC did not however have to accept those comments and the LABC would 

have the final say in the contents of all of their certification. 

7.24 As the Head of Technical, I (from May 2015 to May 2019) had overall responsibility 

and oversight of the process of maintaining K15's LABC Certificate. The day to day 

responsibility for the technical content sits with the Technical Projects Manager 

(Adrian Brazier since 2015) and the relevant Technical Project Leader (Dan Ball since 

2015). I would only have been involved in the drafting of the technical content if 

particular issues arose that required my attention. 

Inquiry question (60): On what basis do you understand the LABC to have asserted 

that K15 was, or may be considered, a material of limited combustibility? 

7.25 I have only recently (as a result of my involvement with Kingspan's response to this 

Inquiry) become aware that the LABC 2009 Type Approval for K15 stated that that 

K15 "can be considered as a material of limited combustibility" 81
. I was not aware of 

this document prior to it being identified as part of the ongoing disclosure exercise 

and I am unable to comment on the basis on which the statement was made. Kingspan 

has not to my knowledge asserted K15 to be of limited combustibility in its marketing 

materials. 

81 AP/65: KIN00003743 LABC Type Approval document 
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Inquiry question (61): Have you, at any stage, been aware of any material errors or 

omissions by the LABC in respect of the content of any LABC Registered Details 

Certificate for K15? If so, please identifY the particular certificate and the relevant 

error or omission. Please also explain the date on which you, or any other 

employees or agents of Kingspan, first identified any such error or omission and all 

action taken by any employee or agent of either Kingspan or the LABC as a result. 

7.26 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 60. I have not previously been aware of any 

other material concerns or omissions by the LABC in respect of the content or 

wording of any LABC Registered Details Certificate forK 15. 

Inquiry question (62): Have you, at any stage, had any concerns regarding the 

content or wording of any LABC Registered Details Certificate for K15 in relation 

to fire? If so, please identify the particular certificate and the relevant section or 

sections therein. Please also explain the nature of your concern, the date on which 

it first arose and any action you, or other employees or agents of Kingspan, took as 

a result. 

7.27 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 60. I have not had any other concerns 

regarding the content or wording of any LABC Registered Details Certificate forK 15 

in relation to fire. 

Inquiry question (63): Were you, at any stage prior to May 2015, aware of any 

concerns raised by others in respect of the content or wording of any LABC 

Registered Details Certificate for K15 in relation to fire? If so, please identify the 

source and describe the nature of any such concern. Please also explain what, if 

any, action was taken by any employee or agent of either Kingspan or the LABC as 

a result and include details as to the nature of any internal or external discussions 

of which you were aware. 

7.28 I was not aware at any stage prior to May 2015 of any concerns raised by others in 

respect of the content or wording of any LABC Registered Details Certificate for K15 

in relation to fire. In any case, prior to my appointment as Head of Technical and 

Marketing in May 2015, I would not have expected to be made aware of any such 
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concerns but I can confirm that upon my appointment, no such concerns were brought 

to my attention. 

8 BUILDING CONTROL ALLIANCE GUIDANCE NOTE 18 

Inquiry question (64): What is your understanding of the role, responsibilities and 

remit of the Building Control Alliance ("the BCA '~? 

8.1 I understand the BCA to be a unique industry group made up of representatives from 

clients, stakeholders and all the organisations directly involved in the building control 

industry in England and Wales, whose aim is to develop and promote best practice 

within the building control sector. 

Inquiry question (65): Please set out your own recollection of any meetings in 

which you were involved or of which you were aware between Kingspan and any 

member of the BCA in relation to any of the following, giving full details of the 

relevant dates, the names of any individuals involved and the nature of the matters 

discussed 

8.2 I am not aware of any meetings having taken place between Kingspan and any 

member of the BCA, in their capacity as member of the BCA, in relation to any of the 

topics listed below. As set out in my response to Inquiry question 73 I am aware that 

Kingspan met with the NHBC but this was in their NHBC capacity and not 

specifically as a member of the BCA. 

Inquiry question (65(a)): the assessment and/or certification of K15; 

8.3 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 65. 

Inquiry question (65(b)): the suitability for use of K15 on buildings with a floor 

over 18m; 

8.4 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 65. 

Inquiry question (65(c)): BS 8414 testing and/or classification to BR 135; 
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8.5 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 65. 

Inquiry question (65(d)): Desktop Study Assessments to BR 135; and/or 

8.6 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 65. 

Inquiry question (65(e)): the functional requirements of the building regulations 

and/or the provisions of ADB in respect of external cladding materials for buildings 

with a floor over 18m 

8.7 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 65. 

Inquiry question (66): What awareness did you, or (to your knowledge) any other 

employee or agent of Kingspan, have as to the content of the BCA 's Technical 

Guidance Note 18 Issue 0 or Issue 1 (issued in June 2014 and June 2015 

respectively) prior to publication? 

8.8 I was not aware of the content of the BCATGN18 Issue 0 or Issue 1 prior to its 

publication and I have no knowledge of any other employee or agent of Kingspan 

having any such prior knowledge. 

Inquiry question (67): Was Kingspan asked, at any stage, to submit any 

documentation to the BCA prior to the publication of either issue of Technical 

Guidance Note 18 and in connection with it? Did Kingspan do so? If so, please 

identifY all such documentation and append to your statement all such material, 

whether or previously been disclosed to the Inquiry. 

8.9 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 66. 

Inquiry question (68) Did any employee or agent of Kingspan, as far as you were 

aware, take any part in the drafting of or contribute to the content of either issue of 

Guidance Note 18? If so, please identifY any relevant individual(s) and, as far as 

possible, the nature of the contribution and the dates on which it took place. 

8.10 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 66. 
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9 NATIONAL HOUSEBUILDING COUNCIL 

Inquiry question (69): Please set out your understanding of the role, responsibilities 

and remit of the National Housebuilding Council ("the NHBC'~. 

9.1 As I understand it, the NHBC provides warranty, building control, testing, 

consultancy and insurance services for UK-built homes and is primarily a service for 

domestic properties. In order to provide warranties, the NHBC have a set of standards 

that builders need to comply with and to ensure compliance to these standards the 

NHBC have building inspectors who check properties wanting to use their 

insurance/warranty services. They also provide guidance documents for use in the 

industry. In this way they are a significant influencer in the methods, materials and 

workmanship used in the UK housing market. They also have input into the 3rd party 

certification process offered by the BBA where there is a section which confirms that 

the NHBC accepts that the product certified satisfies the requirements of its own 

standards. 

Inquiry question (70): What are your own recollections m respect of the 

relationship between Kingspan and the NHBC? 

9.2 My earliest direct involvement with the NHBC was when I took on the role as Head 

of Technical and Marketing in May 2015. During the handover period from the 

previous incumbent of the role (Tony Millichap ), and as referred to in more detail in 

my response to Inquiry question 73, I was made aware that there were concerns over 

our relationship with the NHBC regarding the use ofK15 in properties above 18m. 

9.3 Since my appointment as Head of Technical and Marketing, I believe the relationship 

has improved. I would describe the relationship between Kingspan and the NHBC as 

being both professional and cordial, with established open lines of communication. 

Inquiry question (71): Please set out your own recollection of any meetings in 

which you were involved or of which you were aware between Kingspan and the 

NHBC, giving full details of the relevant dates, the names of any individuals 

involved and the nature of the matters discussed, in relation to any of the following, 
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9.4 From May 2015 onwards, I was copied into email chains between Kingspan and the 

NHBC. Having reviewed these emails and earlier parts of the same chain on which I 

was not copied, I am aware of the following meetings and telephone calls taking place 

between Kingspan and the NHBC: 

(a) A telephone call on 13 February 2015 between Tony Millichap (Head of 

Technical at Kingspan) and Graham Perrior ofNHBC82
; and 

(b) A meeting on 5 March 2015 between Kingspan and the NHBC. From the 

documents I have seen it appears that the attendees included Tony Millichap 

and Ian Davis of the NHBC83
. 

9.5 As I did not attend these meetings, I am unable to comment further on any other 

attendees and what was discussed at these meetings. 

9.6 Since I took over as Head of Technical and Marketing in May 2015, I have attended 

the following meetings with the NHBC: 

(a) A meeting on 18 June 2015 attended by me, Ivor Meredith and Richard 

Bumley from Kingspan; and Ian Davis, Steve Evans, Graham Perrior, Dave 

White and John Lewis of the NHBC84
. The minutes circulated after this 

meeting record that we discussed: (i) Kingspan would provide the NHBC with 

details of all tests carried out to date as well as forward testing programmes; 

(ii) Kingspan would provide to the NHBC a list of project queries received 

from builders/designers; (iii) the NHBC would forward the revised 

BCATGN18 (Issue 1) and BCA article in respect of Combustible Claddings; 

(iv) Kingspan would share with the NHBC the information it had on the Kew 

Bridge Road Project; (v) Kingspan would continue liaising with Exova on the 

Putney Plaza project and include the NHBC in correspondence; (vi) NHBC to 

82 AP/66: KIN00006569 Emails between NHBC and Kingspan followed by internal Kingspan email dated February to June 

2015 with subject "Kingspan Meeting Actions" 

83 AP/66: KIN00006569 Emails between NHBC and Kingspan followed by internal Kingspan email dated February to June 

2015 with subject "Kingspan Meeting Actions" 

84 AP/66: KIN00006569 Emails between NHBC and Kingspan followed by internal Kingspan email dated February to June 

2015 with subject "Kingspan Meeting Actions" 
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review project query list and highlight shared issues; (vii) Kingspan to provide 

NHBC with further detail about possible miscommunication of policy; (viii) 

Kingspan to make all fire test data available to the NHBC; (ix) the NHBC 

would review Kingspan's response to project queries and provide its 

response85
. 

(b) A meeting on 12 October 2015 attended by me and Adrian Brazier from 

Kingspan; and Steve Evans, Ian Davis, Graham Perrior, Dave White and John 

Lewis of the NHBC. The minutes circulated by Steve Evans after this record 

that we discussed: (i) that Kingspan would compile and provide to the NHBC 

a comprehensive list of all tests including K15 (pass/failed/planned) along 

with further details; (ii) Kingspan would provide to the NHBC a list of project 

queries received from builders/designers; (iii) the NHBC would review the 

project queries and respond with its position; (iv) Kingspan would provide to 

the NHBC desktop study reports to support the eight examples in the Routes to 

Compliance document; (v) the NHBC would review the desktop study reports 

and provide feedback where it had been involved in the project; (vi) Kingspan 

would provide to the NHBC a PowerPoint from the Technical Seminars on 

Fire Safety; (vii) the NHBC would arrange a follow-up meeting86
; and 

(c) A meeting on 24 January 2018 attended by me, Richard Bumley and Adam 

Heath on behalf of Kingspan. As far as I can recall, Diane Marshall, Dave 

White and Steve Evans attended on behalf of the NHBC. At this meeting we 

discussed (i) the latest BS 8414 tests on ACM and other aluminium cladding 

systems; (ii) the ISO 13785 tests undertaken by Kingspan (as described in 

paragraphs 4.14( c) and 4.15 above) and our thoughts as to next steps following 

these tests; (iii) the NHBC's position on desktop studies following the Grenfell 

Tower fire and their withdrawal of their Common Wall Constructions 

Guidance Note (see paragraph 9.18below); and (iv) the NHBC position 

regarding the use of K15 behind brick or concrete cladding. The agenda for 

85 AP/66: KIN00006569 Emails between NHBC and Kingspan followed by internal Kingspan email dated February to June 

2015 with subject "Kingspan Meeting Actions" 

86 AP/67: KIN00002496 NHBC/Kingspan Meeting Minutes dated 12 October 2015 
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that meeting87 also refers to the LABC I Premier Technical memorandum 

which was the LABC's version of a routes to compliance document, entitled 

Cladding Technical Memorandum. Although this was noted on the agenda, I 

do not recall actually discussing that memorandum at the meeting. I do recall 

discussing the use of full fire stops at the level of compartment for masonry 

based applications however and I also think it was suggested that Kingspan 

talk to Modern Masonry Alliance to see if their support could be gained to 

arrange a large scale test. 

Inquiry question (71 (a)): the assessment and/or certification of K15; 

9.7 Please see my response to Inquiry question 71 above. 

Inquiry question (71(b)): the suitability for use of K15 on buildings with a floor 

over 18m; 

9.8 Please see my response to Inquiry question 71 above. 

Inquiry question (71(c)): BS 8414 testing and/or classification to BR 135; (c) 

Desktop Study Assessments to BR 135; and/or 

9.9 Please see my response to Inquiry question 71 above. 

Inquiry question (71 (d)): the functional requirements of the building regulations 

and/or the provisions of ADB in respect of external cladding materials for buildings 

with a floor over 18m 

9.10 Please see my response to Inquiry question 71 above. 

Inquiry question (72): Please also set out your own recollection of any internal 

meetings in which you were involved or of which you were aware which related to 

K15 and the NHBC, giving full details of the relevant dates, the names of any 

individuals involved and the nature of the matters discussed, in relation to any of 

the matters listed at paragraph 70(d). 

87 AP/68: [ ] Internal Kingspan emails dated 24 January 2018 with subject "Re: NHBC meeting" 
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9.11 It would be standard practice at Kingspan to have informal internal meetings m 

advance of external meetings in order to check that attendees were prepared for that 

meeting. 

9.12 In relation to an internal meeting pnor to a meeting with the NHBC, I recall 

organising one with Ivor Meredith on the 15 June 2015, prior to the meeting with the 

NHBC on 18 June 2015. I recall that the purpose of the meeting was to make sure 

Ivor Meredith was prepared for the meeting but I do not recall what was discussed at 

the meeting or if the meeting ultimately took place. 

Inquiry question (73): As far as you were aware, did Kingspan at any time between 

2010 and 2016 believe (and/or state in correspondence) that the company would 

object to any attempt by the NHBC or any other building control bodies to seek to 

limit the use of K15 on buildings with a floor over 18m until compliance with the 

functional requirements of the Building Regulations could be demonstrated by 

evidence? If so, on what basis? How did Kingspan deal with this? 

9.13 As set out at paragraph 4.21 of my First Witness Statement, I was not involved (and 

nor was I in a relevant role at Kingspan) in the discussions which took place with the 

NHBC in respect of the BBA Certificate issued on 17 December 2013. I understand 

that in early 2014 Kingspan and the NHBC discussed the revised terms of the 

"Behaviour in relation to fire" section of this certificate. In particular, the NHBC was 

interested in understanding the test evidence on which the statements in the certificate 

were based. Kingspan engaged with the NHBC's concerns and agreed a further series 

ofBS 8414 tests to be conducted on systems incorporating K15. 

9.14 Since taking over as Head of Technical and Marketing in May 2015 and as part of my 

preparation for the first meeting with the NHBC I attended on 18 June 2015, I 

reviewed the earlier correspondence which had been exchanged between the NHBC 

and Kingspan. Based on this correspondence, I understand that the NHBC threatened 

in early 2015 to state that K15 could only be used above 18 metres in the 2005 

BS8414-1 tested configuration and was refusing to warrant any other configuration. 

Kingspan considered the proposed issuance of this guidance to be unjustified, 

including because it appeared that the NHBC proposed only to publish this guidance 
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in relation to K15 and not in relation to other combustible products used in cladding 

systems over 18 metres. Kingspan therefore instructed its solicitors to raise its 

concerns with the NHBC by way of correspondence. This particular issue was 

resolved prior to May 2015 when I took over as Head of Technical and Marketing and 

I am unable to comment further or comment on how this matter was resolved. 

Inquiry question (74): Prior to the NHBC's publication of their Technical Guidance 

Note "Acceptability of common wall constructions containing combustible 

materials in high rise buildings" dated July 2016, what awareness did you, or (to 

your knowledge) any other employee or agent of Kingspan, have as to the content of 

that Technical Guidance Note? 

9.15 As set out at paragraph 4.24 of my First Witness Statement, Kingspan was not 

involved in or consulted in respect of, this Note, and nor to the best of my knowledge, 

was any agent of Kings pan. 

Inquiry question (75): Was Kingspan asked, at any stage, to submit any 

documentation to the NHBC prior to the publication of either issue of Technical 

Guidance Note 18 and in connection with it? Did Kingspan do so? If so, please 

identifY all such documentation and append to your statement all such material, 

whether or previously been disclosed to the Inquiry. 

9.16 I am not aware of Kings pan being asked to submit any documentation to the NHBC 

prior to the publication of either issue of BCATGN18 (or the NHBC Common Wall 

Constructions Guidance) although as referred to in my response to Inquiry question 

71, I am aware that Kingspan had previously provided the NHBC with test data 

during those earlier discussions which may have (indirectly from Kingspan's 

perspective), informed this guidance. 

Inquiry question (76): Did any employee or agent of Kingspan, as far as you were 

aware, take any part in the drafting of or contribute to the content of the NHBC 

July 2016 Guidance Note? If so, please identify any relevant individual(s) and, as 

far as possible, the nature of the contribution and the dates on which it took place. 
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9.17 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 74 above and to paragraph 4.24 of my First 

Witness Statement where I confirmed that Kingspan was not involved in or consulted 

in respect, of the Note. 

Inquiry question (77): Do you consider this Technical Guidance note to have been 

properly withdrawn? Please explain your reasoning. 

9.18 I am not sure whether the NHBC technical guidance note was properly withdrawn as 

such, but by August 2017, it appeared to me to have effectively been replaced by the 

issue of the NHBC guidance "New Guidance on the use of combustible materials 

within the external wall construction of buildings over 18m in height" which 

explained that "In light of the recently commissioned Government tests and DCLG 

advice on whole wall systems, NHBC has reviewed its position taking account of this 

new test evidence. "88 

Inquiry question (78): What was your view of this Guidance Note at the time it was 

issued? Were you aware of any concerns in relation to any aspect of it? 

9.19 At the time, I was satisfied with the issuing of the NHBC technical guidance note 

because I thought it was reasonable acceptance by the NHBC that provided K15 was 

used in an appropriate system which complied with ADB and the functional 

requirements of the Building Regulations, then K15 could be used as a suitable 

product for cladding in buildings with a floor above 18m. 

9.20 The NHBC technical guidance note was also supported by and consistent with the 

desktop studies Kingspan had commissioned such as the two desktop studies 

Kingspan commissioned Arup to carry out which confirmed that K15 was suitable for 

use in the proposed system: 

(a) First Street North (31 July 2014): this was a report commissioned from Arup 

& Partners by Carillion and assessed a system incorporating K15 with both 

88 AP/69: [ ] NHBC note entitled "New guidance on the use of combustible materials within the external wall 

construction of buildings over 18m in height" 
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Euro Clad Architectural Alpolic ACM and CEP Petarch stone rainscreen89
; 

and 

(b) The Nova Building (23 September 2014): this report was commissioned from 

Arup and assessed a system incorporating K 15 and stone rainscreen90
. 

Inquiry question (79): Were you present at the NHBC "Facades to Tall Buildings" 

Seminar on 7 July 2016, when this guidance was launched? 

9.21 I was not present at the NHBC "Facades to Tall Buildings" seminar on 7 July 2016 

but I was copied into an email dated 8 July 2016 from Adam Heath to me and 

others91
. As shown by that email, Adam Heath attended the seminar and reported 

internally that the NHBC had unveiled the Common Wall Constructions Guidance 

which relied on the test evidence available in the market for combustible insulations 

(i.e., the 6 available from Kingspan and the 3 available from other manufactures) to 

come up with 3 standard wall build ups that they would deem automatically compliant 

with the Building Regulations. 

Inquiry question (80): Who did attend the seminar, if anyone, from Kingspan? Who 

attended, to the best of your recollection, from the Ministry of Housing, 

Communities and Local Government (or its predecessor)? 

9.22 I understand that A dam Heath and Will J ones from Kingspan attended the seminar. I 

have no knowledge as to who may have attended the seminar from MHCLG and so I 

am unable to comment further. 

10 BUILDING RESEARCH ESTABLISHMENT 

Inquiry question (81): Please describe your own impression and experience of the 

relationship between Kingspan and the BRE. 

89 AP/70: KIN00000225 First Street North Construction Phase Plot 4 report dated 31 July 2014 

90 AP/71: KIN00000226 Nova Building report dated 23 September 2014 

91 AP/72: [ ] Internal Kingspan emails dated 8 July 2016 with subject "Revised NHBC Guidance for buildings 

over 18m" 
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10.1 I have, with my dealings, found the relationship between BRE and Kingspan to be 

cordial and professional. They provide a great deal of expertise and essential services 

to allow manufacturers to understand and test various characteristics of their products 

and to show independent evidence of this performance on many areas, especially fire 

performance where they are considered a leading authority. Kingspan deal with the 

BRE at various levels within the organisation with the bulk of relationships fostered 

with the Technical Projects team who are engaged directly with the testing. 

Inquiry question (82): As far as you were aware, within Kingspan, who held overall 

responsibility for planning and arranging testing to BS 8414 on systems 

incorporating K15? 

10.2 So far as I am aware, the Technical Projects Manager at Kingspan (Ivor Meredith 

until August 2015; and then Adrian Brazier to date) held overall responsibility for the 

detailed planning and arranging testing to BS 8414 on systems incorporating K15. 

Strategic planning would have been done by the Head of Technical and other senior 

members of the management team as set out further in my response to Inquiry 

question 85(d)(ii) below. 

Inquiry question (83): During the period 2012-2015, what do you consider the state 

of knowledge of the BRE to have been as to the manner in, and frequency with 

which, K15 was being used on buildings with a floor over 18m? What steps, if any, 

were taken by Kingspan to so inform the BRE? 

10.3 I am unable to comment on the state of knowledge of the BRE as to the manner in 

which, and frequency with which, K15 was being used on buildings with a floor over 

18m. During any direct contact I have had with the BRE, I do not recall the manner 

and/ or frequency of use of K15 being discussed or as to why it would be necessary 

for Kingspan to so inform the BRE. 

Inquiry question (84): As far as you understood the position, did Kingspan bear any 

responsibility for checking the accuracy of the content of any BRE BS 8414 Test 

Report or Classification Report to BR 135 when Kingspan was the test sponsor? 
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10.4 The BRE is responsible for drafting the technical content of the reports and 

classification certificates although Kingspan would have an opportunity to review the 

reports and make comments, the BRE had the final say on the contents of all reports 

and certification. The BRE did not have to agree with any comments or edits made by 

Kingspan in respect of various BRE reports and always remained in control of what 

was published or not. 

10.5 Had Kingspan spotted any error in the contents of the reports or certificates though 

then these would have been raised with the BRE. 

Inquiry question (85): In relation to any test to BS 8414 on a system incorporating 

K15 in which you were in any way involved, 

Inquiry question (85(a)): please describe your own role. 

10.6 My involvement in any tests varied depending on my role at the time of the particular 

BS 8414 test. As set out in my response to Inquiry question 10(±) above, prior to me 

becoming Head of Technical and Marketing in May 2015, my first direct involvement 

with BS 8414 testing was to witness the Terracotta BS 8414 test, which took place on 

21 April 2015(report number 303930)92
. Once I took over as Head of Technical and 

Marketing in May 2015, I became involved in the system selection and design process 

for the further BS 8414 tests which Kingspan has undertaken since then. The first test 

in respect of which I had this type of involvement was the third Terracotta test (which 

was tested on 26 January 2016) (report number P1000184-100093
). 

Inquiry question (85(b)): Did Kingspan seek and/or receive advice as to BS 8414 

testing or the criteria in BR 13 5 in advance of any test from the BRE? What was the 

nature of any such advice? 

10.7 I do not know whether or not Kingspan sought or received advice as to BS 8414 

testing or the criteria in BR 135 in advance of any test from the BRE and I cannot 

92 AP/73: KIN00000593 BRE Global Test Report BS8414-2 (303930) Issue 3 dated 3 July 2018 

93 AP/74: KIN00000139 BRE BS 8414-2 Test Report (Pl00184-1000) Issue 3 dated 28 November 2016 
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recall doing so personally but members of the Technical Projects team at Kingspan 

may have sought this type of input as BRE are the experts in relation to that test. 

Inquiry question (85(c)): Did Kingspan seek and/or receive advice as to BS 8414 

testing or the criteria in BR 135 from any external individuals and/or organisation? 

10.8 I am aware that in 2018, Kingspan commissioned Tenos to undertake (i) a study 

comparing BS 8414 test data to real fire exposure data; and (ii) a review as to the 

suitability and robustness of the BS 8414 test and BR 135 criteria94
. In the second of 

those reports, Tenos compared a number of jurisdictions which use a regulatory 

regime that permits the use of cladding systems, focusing on the BS 8414 and the 

NFPA 285 testing regimes. The report compares the severity of the fire exposure for 

the tests and also compares that to evidence from real fires and draws the following 

conclusions: 

(a) That the BS 8414 test had a greater minimum heat flux exposure to the 

specimen than NFPA 285. 

(b) The overall heat energy (i.e. intensity and duration of simulated fire exposure) 

to which the test specimen is subjected to in the BS 8414 test significantly 

exceeds that achieved in the NFPA 285 test. 

(c) The ADB recommendations for the example 'High Rise' building considered in 

that review (i.e. meeting BR 135 criteria and providing cavity barriers) exceed 

those of the other international regulatory regimes that use either BS 8414 or 

NFP A 285 as a basis for determining regulatory compliance. 

(d) That there appears to be no evidence from the major fires reported in the 

public domain that cladding systems tested to BS 8414 standards, that satisfy 

the BR 135 classification criteria, have been a major contributor to fire 

propagation in taller residential buildings. 

94 AP/75: KIN00005011 Tenos BS8414 Review TS18124-R01-Issue 1 dated 22 March 2018; AP/40: KIN00002522 Tenos 

Technical Note TS18124-N01-Issue 1 dated 4 May 2018 
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10.9 This type of interaction with fire engmeers and consultants will no doubt have 

informed the team's understanding of the BS 8414 test and the BR 135 criteria. As 

described in paragraph 4.10 I am aware that Ivor Meredith of Kings pan also sought 

input from Arup as to the suitability ofK15 on a more generic basis, although I do not 

know what the outcome of that request was. 

10.10 I am unable to comment on whether or not Kingspan sought or received any other 

advice as to BS 8414 testing or the criteria in BR 135 from any external individuals 

and/or organisations, and I do not have any personal recollection of having done so. 

Inquiry question (85(d)): Who within Kingspan, by reference to individual names, 

was responsible for: 

Inquiry question (85(d)(i)): selecting materials to be tested; 

10.11 The materials selected from our production and from the suppliers of the other 

elements of the system to be tested, would have been selected by the individuals in the 

Technical Projects team organising the test, specifically this would have included Ivor 

Meredith, Adam Heath and Adrian Brazier. 

Inquiry question (85(d)(ii)): the design (including the preparation of any drawings 

and plans) of the test rig; 

10.12 The selection and outline design of the system to be tested was usually a collaborative 

process involving senior management, including the following roles with the 

appropriate incumbent at the time: Divisional Managing Director (Peter Wilson since 

I think, 2013), UK Managing Director (Peter Wilson (until 2013), Richard Burnley 

(2013 to 2019) and Ralph Mannion (2019)); Technical Director (Malcolm Rochefort 

until December 2014); Head of Technical (Tony Millichap until May 2015 and then 

me); Technical Project Manager (Ivor Meredith until August 2015 and then Adrian 

Brazier); and Product Fire Engineer (Adam Heath). The Divisional Marketing 

Director (John Garbutt) has also been involved in this process since the Grenfell 

Tower fire. 
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10.13 BRE have responsibility for their test rigs and provide us drawings and dimensions of 

the rig that Kingspan were to use for a particular test. 

10.14 The Technical Projects Manager is responsible for the detailed design of the test 

system and for arranging the detailed drawings. Adrian Brazier has been supported in 

this by Adam Heath since he became involved with BS 8414 testing from August 

2015, until his recent appointment as Regulatory Affairs Fire Manager. In reality, this 

has often been a collaborative process with which I have been involved at certain 

times to clarify or provide opinion on any queries. 

Inquiry question (85(d)(iii)): installation of the test rig; 

10.15 Kingspan and in particular, the Technical Projects team have overall responsibility for 

installing the test system although in practice, so far as I am aware, the Technical 

Projects team have, during the course of my employment, frequently sub contracted 

installation of the same out to various third party installers depending on the fa<;ade 

type, location, availability etc. I have not had any personal involvement with 

arrangements for installation of the rig other than to sign off purchase orders for the 

chosen supplier. 

Inquiry question (85(d)(iv)): checking of any drawings and plans as against the 

system installed; and 

10.16 Kingspan and in particular, the Technical Projects team have overall responsibility for 

the checking of any drawings and plans as against the system installed. This would 

typically be done by the team member allocated to manage/arrange the test. I have not 

had any personal involvement with the checking of any drawings and plans as against 

the system installed. 

Inquiry question (85(d)(v)): checking draft Test Reports and/or Classification 

Reports to BR 13 5. 

10.17 The Technical Projects team would initially be responsible for checking draft Test 

Reports and/ or Classification Reports to BR 135 and since August 2015, until his 
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recent appointment as Regulatory Affairs Fire Manager, I think Adam Heath would 

have been the primary contact for feedback to BRE. 

Inquiry question (85(e)): As far as you were aware, who within the BRE, 

Inquiry question (85(e)(i)): acted as the main point of contact for Kingspan? 

10.18 Names that I am aware of within BRE who may have been the main point of contact 

were Stephen Howard, David Farrington and Phil Clarke (the latter two individuals 

were project managers for many ofKingspan's tests). 

Inquiry question (85(e)(ii)): advised on any aspect of the test or tests, including 

design and installation? 

10.19 So far as I am aware it would have been David Farrington and Phil Clarke as project 

managers. 

Inquiry question (85(e)(iii)): carried out any checks on an installed rig before the 

test took place? and 

10.20 I have rarely been involved with the installation phase. Any involvement I did have 

would have been to check progress however as I understand it, the test house, 

including BRE, appoint a project manager for a given test and that project manager is 

responsible for carrying out regular checks on the installed rig before testing and 

comparing it against the drawings provided. 

Inquiry question (85(e)(iv)): is responsible for any checks of or comparison between 

the actual test rig as installed and the detailed drawings provided by the test 

sponsor? 

10.21 I refer to my response to Inquiry question 85(e)(iii) above- I understand the project 

manager appointed by the test house would be responsible for any checks of or 

comparison between the actual test rig/ system as installed and the detailed drawings 

provided by the test sponsor. 
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Inquiry question (85(/)): How many BRE employees are normally present during 

testing to BS 8414? In what roles and for what purpose? 

10.22 For BS 8414 testing, I would normally expect the following BRE employees to be 

present: the project manager; the safety officer; someone acting as firefighter; the 

person responsible for lighting the crib; and potentially other BRE employees who 

(with permission from the client) were in voluntary attendance in order to witness and 

gain experience of a large scale test. 

Inquiry question (85(g)): Were representatives from Kingspan always invited to the 

test? Ifso, why? 

10.23 As far as I am aware a Kingspan representative was always present at the BS 8414 

tests sponsored by Kingspan. Kingspan would expect to be invited, as is common 

practice, by the BRE (or any other test house) to witness a test where it was the test 

sponsor. It is also an important learning and development opportunity for those at 

Kingspan involved in large scale testing to witness testing which is being carried out. 

Inquiry question (87(h)): What information was provided to representatives of 

Kingspan during the test itself as to the performance of the tested system? 

10.24 In general very little information is provided by BRE during the test itself about the 

performance of the tested system. There is generally no live feed of the thermocouple 

data and I have only once heard discussions between Kingspan and the BRE project 

manager as to the possibility of terminating a test due to flaming at the top of the rig. 

Otherwise, Kingspan generally has to wait until after the test in order to hear the 

results on performance of the system. 

Inquiry question (85(i)): What information, if any, was provided Kingspan after the 

test but prior to any formal report as to the performance of the tested system? 

10.25 Kingspan are normally provided with thermocouple data within a few days of the test 

but prior to the production of any formal report, which enables Kingspan to determine 

the result. The formal reports can take up to several months to come through. 
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Inquiry question (850)): Did the BRE provide drafts, either of test reports or BR 

13 5 Classification Reports, to Kingspan in advance of such reports being finalised? 

10.26 I believe it was the standard practice to allow Kingspan to review drafts of either test 

reports or BR 135 Classification Reports for errors and omissions in advance of such 

reports being finalised. 

Inquiry question (85(k)): What consideration did you understand the BRE to have 

given to any amendments to reports proposed by Kingspan? 

10.27 I think BRE gave consideration to any amendments to reports proposed by Kingspan 

but any proposed changes would need to be evidenced and the final say on any 

amendments lay with the BRE. 

Inquiry question (85(1)) Was any decision taken by the BRE not to provide a 

Classification Report to BR 135 disputed by Kingspan? If so, on what basis? How 

was the matter resolved? 

10.28 I believe the decision taken by the BRE not to provide a Classification Report to BR 

135 for the Trespa test in 2014 was challenged by Ivor Meredith and Tony Millichap 

as they believed the test had been terminated prematurely without justification on the 

basis of their understanding that a test could only be terminated early as a result of 

sustained flaming where such flaming occurred in the first 30 minutes of the test. 

After Ivor Meredith left in August 2015, I asked Adam Heath to discuss this test with 

the BRE to understand the position. At this stage, the BRE confirmed its view that this 

test had not satisfied the criteria of BR 135 and Kingspan did not pursue this further. 

Inquiry question (85(m)): Have you, at any stage of your involvement with BS 8414 

testing or classification to BR 135, been aware of any deviation from standard or 

best practice (as you understand it)? If so, please give full details, including 

identification of the relevant dates and tested system, with details of all individuals 

involved both from the BRE and from Kingspan. 

10.29 I am not aware of any deviations from standard or best practice in relation to the BS 

8414 testing undertaken since I have been in a relevant role. I am aware of three 
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Issues from before my time in a relevant position which have smce come to my 

attention which I set out below: 

2005 BS 8414 Test 

10.30 As I have explained above, I was not involved in the 2005 BS 8414 Test but during 

my time as Head of Technical, I became aware that the K15 being produced at this 

time may have been manufactured from a process referred to as "old technology". I 

was not aware as to when the product manufactured and sold on the market changed 

from "old technology" to the current product or whether there was any significant 

difference between the two processes or in the performance, fire or otherwise of the 

resulting products. However, as a result of information which has come to light as a 

result of this Inquiry I understand that "new technology" may have been employed in 

the production ofK15 at Pembridge from September 2006. 

10.31 There was also some initial uncertainty over the cladding type used which is dealt 

with in more detail at paragraph 10.57. 

10.32 As a result of these uncertainties as to what was tested in 2005, Kingspan has now 

undertaken a BS8414-1 test at BRE, using a similar build up to that tested in 2005 (to 

the best of our knowledge and based on currently available materials)95 using 80mm 

K15 from current production. Because of the passage of time it is impossible to be 

sure that this test exactly replicated the 2005 test but Kingspan nonetheless decided 

that it should try and replicate the 2005 BS8414 test as far as possible but using "new 

technology" K15. This test was conducted on 6 June 2019 and we understand from 

observing and reviewing the thermocouples data that it met the BR 135 criteria. Once 

we have received the test report and BR 135 Classification Report it will be made 

available on the Kingspan website. 

10.33 I consider that the recent test confirms that if the 2005 BS 8414 Test had been 

conducted with K15 as currently sold on the market, it would have satisfied the BR 

95 The fire barriers used in the 2005 BS 8414 Test are no longer used or available to purchase and so the current day 

equivalent were specified. As described in paragraph 10.57 below, we understand that the cladding panel used in the 2005 

BS 8414 Test was a fibre cement board. In the recent test, we therefore specified a non-combustible fire cement board 

designed for external facades to ensure the system tested is representative. 
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135 criteria. Given the change in technology, however, Kingspan has removed the 

2005 BS 8414 Test Report from its website. 

July 2014 Terracotta Test 

10.34 In July 2014, Kingspan conducted a further BS 8414 test using K15 in conjunction 

with a Terracotta cladding system (report number 297099)96
, (the "July 2014 

Terracotta Test"). This test was successful and a BR 135 Classification Report was 

issued confirming that the system had met the BR 135 criteria (report number 

291642)97
. The July 2014 Terracotta Test was conducted while I was Product 

Development Manager at Kingspan and I had no direct involvement in the design or 

commissioning of this test. 

10.35 I consider the July 2014 Terracotta Test to be unusual because of doubts over the 

thickness of the foil used. As far as I can recall, in October-November 2014, there was 

a discussion about future K15 BS 8414 tests and there was some confusion as to what 

product was used in the July 2014 low lambda development Terracotta Test: Ivor 

Meredith (supported by Malcolm Rochefort) appeared to have understood that the 

product used was solstice-blown K15 using a 50 micron facer which was perforated 

on one side and unperforated on the other side. Gwyn Davies (Kingspan' s Divisional 

Technical Processing Director) whose team would have been responsible for 

producing the trial product used in the July 2014 Terracotta Test believed that the 

product tested was solstice-blown with a 25 micron unperforated foil facer (the 

standard K15 facer thickness). The only other information available to me in this 

regard is that an SBI test was conducted shortly after the July 2014 Terracotta Test 

and it appears that the same product was used in the SBI and July 2014 Terracotta 

Tests. The SBI test report (report no 297388-4 Issue 2)98 identifies the tested product 

as having a 50 micron unperforated foil and achieving a Euroclass B. 

10.36 There appears to be some uncertainty by those involved at the time as to what exactly 

was tested but I understand, regardless, that the product used was solstice-blown and 

96 AP/76: KIN00000143 BRE Global Test Report BS8414-2 (297099) Issue 2 dated 14 April2015 

97 AP/77: KIN00000131 BRE Global Classification Report (291642) Issue 2 dated 14 April2015 

98 AP/78: KIN00006237 BRE Global Test Report SBI test (297388-4) Issue 2 dated 11 December 2014 
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the test was commissioned as part of our product development research into a low

lambda version of K 15 during this period. For the avoidance of doubt, standard K 15 

sold on the market is non-solstice blown foam with a 25 micron perforated foil. 

10.37 In my view, neither the solstice-blown element of the product used nor the 50 micron 

unperforated foil likely impacted the outcome of the July 2014 Terracotta Test. 

Looking at the whole product, my understanding is supported by the two subsequent 

BS 8414 tests which have been conducted using terracotta cladding systems and 

standard K15. These tests were conducted in April 2015 (report number 303930 and 

BR 135 classification 297211)99 and January 2016 (report number P100184-1000 and 

BR 135 classification P100184-1001)100 and in my view were tests of more onerous 

constructions as they were conducted using 140mm of K15 which means that there 

was a greater volume of combustible material in the tested system. Both of these tests 

satisfied the criteria of BR 13 5 and given that the standard K 15 with a 25 micron foil 

and standard blowing agent had passed these tests, this eased any concerns Kingspan 

may have had as to whether or not a 25 or 50 micron foil was used in the July 2014 

Terracotta Test. I am therefore confident that had the July 2014 Terracotta Test been 

conducted using standard K15, it would also have met the BR 135 classification 

criteria. 

10.38 Kingspan's R&D work with solstice-blown foam was not taken further at the time as 

Kingspan concluded from the testing undertaken that the use of solstice blown foam 

did not consistently improve the product's thermal performance. 

10.39 Kingspan has also undertaken small scale testing to compare the fire performance of 

standard Kooltherm foam and Kooltherm foam with a high solstice content which 

concluded that solstice did not impact the foam's fire performance101
. 

99 AP/73: KIN00000593 BRE Global Test Report BS8414-2 (303930) Issue 3 dated 3 July 2018; AP/79: [ ] BRE 

Global Classification Report (297211) Issue 2 dated 3 July 2018 

100 AP/74: KIN00000139 BRE BS 8414-2 Test Report (P100184-1000) Issue 3 dated 28 November 2016; AP/80: 

KIN00000132 BRE Global Classification Report (P100184-1001) Issue 3 dated 2 December 2016 

101 AP/81: [ ] EN-13501-1 Test Report for Kooltherm K103 (WF 383173) Issue 1 dated 4 May 2017; AP/82: 

] EN 13501-1:Test Report for Kooltherm K5 EWB (WF 349136) Issue 1 dated 3 March 2015 
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10.40 As regards the thicker foil facing, the SBI test report cited in paragraph 10.35 above 

confirmed that the 50 micron foil product achieved Euroclass B when subjected to an 

SBI (EN 13823) test. This is not surprising because in order to achieve a Euroclass B 

rating in an SBI test there are four essential requirements: 

(a) Achieve a flame spread rate of less that 150mm in 30 seconds on an ignitibility 

or small flame test (BS EN ISO 11925 pt 2); 

(b) Achieve a FIGRA (Fire Growth Rate) of less than 120 W/s measured over the 

first 3 0 seconds of the test; 

(c) Achieve a LFS (Lateral flame spread) which is no flame reaches the edge of 

the specimen furthest from the corner; 

(d) Achieve a THR (Total Heat Release rate) of less than 7.5 (megajoules) (MJ). 

10.41 Out of the four requirements, the most critical are the small flame test and the FIGRA 

measurement, both of which are measured over a very short period of time - a total of 

30 seconds from the start of the test - and so the influence of the foil has its greatest 

impact. 

10.42 The SBI test has a heat output from the burner of just 30 kW. By contrast, in a BS 

8414 test, the fire load applied is around 3MW and is sufficiently large, so that any 

foil (measuring just 0.05 mm (50 micron) or 0.025 of a mm (25 micron)) on a product 

would combust and leave unprotected foam early on in the test, regardless of whether 

that foam was 25 or 50 micron thick. I therefore do not think that the difference in 

thickness of the foil facer would have had any material effect on the result of the BS 

8414 test. The recent tests support this conclusion. 

March 2014 Trespa Test 

10.43 The March 2014 Trespa Test was conducted while I was a Research and Development 

Engineer at Kingspan and I had no involvement in the design or commissioning of 

this test. As described in paragraph 10.28 above, the March 2014 Trespa Test was 

terminated early and did not meet the BR 135 criteria. 
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10.44 I understand that this test was conducted using the same lower-lambda trial version of 

K15 as used in the July 2014 Terracotta Test described in paragraphs 10.34 and 10.42 

above. 

10.45 Although there was a debate with BRE as to whether or not this test met the BR 135 

criteria, as described in paragraph 10.28 above, a copy of the test report was shared 

with fire engineers conducting desktop studies as it contained thermocouple data 

about the performance of the tested system. Beyond that, the test report for the March 

2014 Trespa Test has not been referenced in K15 literature or either the BBA or 

LABC certification ofK15. It was also removed from our website in March 2019. 

10.46 Kingspan has recently, however, conducted a replica BS 8414 test of the system tested 

in March 2014 using standard K15 which also failed to meet the BR 135 criteria. The 

test was conducted on 24 July 2019 and the report for this test will be made available 

on our website once received. 

10.47 Kingspan is also shortly to conduct a further test in Dubai in reaction to recent 

Government tests at the Fire Protection Association where they tested High Pressure 

Laminate ("HPL") cladding with mineral fibre insulation and achieved compliance 

with BR 135. Kingspan intends to replicate the Government test albeit by substituting 

the mineral fibre insulation with K15. 

Inquiry question (85(n)) Please set out your understanding of the reasons for the 

ERE's recommendation, given in all reports, that "the relevance of test and 

classification reports over five years old should be considered by the user". 

10.48 I understand that BRE's recommendation, given in all reports, that "the relevance of 

test and classification reports over five years old should be considered by the user" is 

included to reflect the potential that during that period there may have been changes to 

relevant test standards, products used in the test and also regulatory changes which 

may impact the validity of the test report. 

Inquiry question (86): In relation to the test to BS 8414-1:2002 test carried out on 

an external cladding system incorporating K15 on 31 May 2005, please provide the 

following information: 
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Inquiry question (86(a)): Why was this test commissioned? What was the purpose, 

in 2005, of testing this particular system to BS 8414-1:2002? 

10.49 This was at a time before I was employed by Kingspan and so I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (86(b)): As far as you were aware, who was responsible for the 

decision to test this system in 2005? 

10.50 This was at a time before I was employed by Kingspan and so I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (86(c)): Was any external advice taken by Kingspan prior to this 

test, either from the BRE or from any other individual or organisation? 

10.51 This was at a time before I was employed by Kingspan and so I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (86(d)): Who designed the tested system and selected the materials 

to be incorporated? 

10.52 This was at a time before I was employed by Kingspan and so I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (86I): Who was responsible for installing the test rig? 

10.53 This was at a time before I was employed by Kingspan and so I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (86(/)): Were you present during the test? 

10.54 I was not present during the test. 

Inquiry question (86(g)): Did you or do you now consider the system tested to BS 

8414-1 in 2005 to be representative of an external cladding system? If so, on what 
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basis? What component of the tested would you describe as "cladding" or 

"rainscreen" used in practice at the time? 

10.55 Although I was not involved in the 2005 BS 8414 Test, I did become aware during the 

development testing of Kll5 (a second project looking to improve thermal 

performance of the product) that the cladding in the test report may not have been 

correctly reported. 

10.56 Adam Heath had been assigned the task of determining with the BRE how we could 

incorporate the historic test data established for K15 for the new Kll5 product 

development. The response from BRE was that if we could replicate the result of the 

2005 BS 8414 Test we could use all subsequent test data for the new product. It was 

during the process of attempting to set up this replica test that Adam came across the 

anomalies in the 2005 BS 8414 Test regarding the references to the cladding type 

used. I understand that the detail of this work is described in Adam Heath's First 

Witness Statement. 

10.57 The test report for the 2005 BS 8414 Test102 refers to a 6mm UAC cement particle 

board being used as the external cladding element of the system tested. This would be 

unusual and would not be representative of an external cladding element because such 

material is not designed for an external application and may be subject to degradation 

upon weathering. However, having investigated the issue further, Kingspan is of the 

belief that the test report incorrectly references the type of cladding used and that the 

cladding actually used in the external cladding system tested in 2005 was a fibre 

cement board (non-combustible) (as opposed to cement particle board which is 

generally rated as Euroclass B), which would be more representative of an external 

cladding system used in practice at that time. But I think it likely that the fibre cement 

board was chosen to simply replicate a non-combustible fa<;ade element as 

representative of the cladding used at the time. 

Inquiry question (86(h)): Who decided on the title for the Test Report dated 8 

December 2005? Why was this particular form of words considered appropriate? 

102 AP/10: KIN00005356 BRE BS8414-l test report: (220876) dated 8 December 2005 
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10.58 This was at a time before I was employed by Kingspan and so I am unable to 

comment. 

Inquiry question (86(i)): Did you believe that the test had been successful? If so, on 

what basis? 

10.59 When I took over as Head of Technical, in May 2015, the 2005 BS 8414 Test 

Report103 was being relied on by the Technical team and was included in K15's BBA 

certificate, LABC Registered Detail and K15 product literature. I understood that the 

2005 test had been successful on this basis. This understanding was further supported 

with the issue by the BRE of the BR 135 Classification Report (report number 

Pl01812-1000104
) in 2015 without any issues being raised. 

Inquiry question (860)): Did you believe that the test data contained in Test Report 

220876 in and of itself represented a ''pass"? If so, on what basis? 

10.60 The 2005 BS 8414 Test Report dated 8 December 2005 (report number 220876)105 

contains sufficient data to determine that the test had been successful and represented 

a "pass" to the BR 135 standard. 

10.61 My view is supported in particular by the following references/ statements in that BS 

8414 test report: 

(a) The table on page 10 of that report sets out the BRE's comments on the test as 

it progressed. Those comments do not record that the test was terminated but 

in fact state that all flaming had ceased by 49 minutes; 

(b) The second photograph on page 14 of that report which shows that the fire did 

not progress past the third panel down; and 

103 AP/10: KIN00005356 BRE BS8414-1 test report: (220876) dated 8 December 2005 

104 AP/83: KIN00000134 BRE Global Classification Report (P101812-1000) Issue 1 dated 28 September 2015 

105 AP/10: KIN00005356 BRE BS8414-1 test report: (220876) dated 8 December 2005 
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(c) The temperatures recorded for Level 2 thermocouple data are set out in 

Figures 3, 4 and 5 of that report. These show that the thermocouples did not 

reach 600 degrees Celsius at any point during the whole duration of the test, 

therefore, in conjunction with there being no flames above the test ng, 

showing compliance with the performance criteria required by BR 135. 

Inquiry question (86(k)): When was a BR 135 Classification Report first requested 

in relation to this test? 

10.62 So far as I am aware the BR 135 Classification Report was first requested by Adam 

Heath in relation to this test in September 2015. 

Inquiry question (86(1)): If a potential Classification Report to BR 135 was 

discussed with or requested from the BRE prior to 2015, who was involved in any 

such discussions? What was the response? What was, as far as you were aware, the 

reasoning behind the response? 

10.63 This was at a time before I was appointed m any relevant role I employed by 

Kingspan and so I am unable to comment. 

Inquiry question (86(m)): If no BR 135 Classification Report in relation to this test 

was requested until 2015, why was this? Who was responsible for this decision? 

When was it taken? 

10.64 I do not know why the BR 135 Classification Report in relation to this test was not 

requested until 2015. A BR 135 Classification Report would now automatically be 

requested for any successful BS 8414 testing sponsored by Kingspan. 

Inquiry question (86(n)): Why was it decided, in 2015, that it would be in the 

interests of the business to request the commission of a BR 135 Classification 

Report in relation to this test? Who made this decision? 

10.65 I decided in discussion with Adam Heath, in September 2015, that it would be in the 

interests of the business to commission the BR 135 Classification Report in relation to 

the 2005 BS 8414 Test. 
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10.66 This was because although the same classification could be derived from the test 

report data, the BR 135 Classification Report expressly states the classification, I 

thought that for completeness we should have a copy of the BR 135 classification 

report as were obtaining them for other successful BS 8414 test. 

Inquiry question (87): Did Kingspan employ, at any time between 2008 and 2016, a 

policy or strategy of delay in terms of the compliance, testing and/or the 

certification of K15, in order to continue to be able to supply and/or to promote K15 

for use, or for any other reason? 

10.67 I am not aware of any policy or strategy of delay in terms of the compliance, testing 

and/or certification of K15 at any time in order to be able to supply and/or promote 

K 15 for use, or for any other reason, since I took on the role of Head of Technical and 

Marketing in May 2015. 

10.68 I am aware that when I took over responsibility from Tony Millichap (Head of 

Technical) for the discussions with NHBC in May 2015, the NHBC, and in particular 

Graham Perrior, expressed their frustration to me with regards to the alleged delay up 

to that point in getting information to them. However, certainly by the time I took 

over as Head of Technical, it was very much Kingspan's policy to get sufficient 

information to NHBC as quickly as possible. It was in Kingspan's interests to do so 

because it needed the NHBC to continue to support K15's BBA Certificate and use of 

K15 over 18 metres more generally. 

11 NOTES OF KINGSPAN INTERNAL MEETING 14 SEPTEMBER 2017 

Inquiry question (88): You will be aware that notes taken during an internal 

meeting held on 14 September 2019 and entitled, "K15 Update 1410912017 -Adrian 

Pargeter" have been disclosed to the Inquiry pursuant to a previous document 

request. Who was the author of these notes? 

11.1 Tim James (Specification Manager) was the author of the notes taken during an 

internal meeting held on 14 September 2017 entitled "K 15 Update 14/09/20 17". I was 

not asked to comment on the position before the note was drafted. 
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Inquiry question (89): Kingspan has also disclosed to the Inquiry a company 

statement in relation to those notes (KIN00002569) dated 14 February 2018. Did 

you contribute to the content of statement issued by Kingspan in respect of this 

note? If so, in what way? At the request of which individual or individuals? If not, 

who drafted and finalised this statement? 

11.2 I commented on the draft of the statement issued by Kingspan on 14 February 2018 in 

respect of the note of the internal meeting. 

11.3 The mam drafting was done by Doug Keatinge of Murray Consultants with the 

following people at Kingspan also copied in by request for their contribution: Lorcan 

Dowd (General Counsel), Richard Burnley (UK Managing Director) and John Garbutt 

(Divisional Marketing Director); and for information purposes only, Mark Harris 

(Divisional Building Technology Director). For the purpose of drafting this statement, 

I have been informed that insofar as any legal advice was given in relation to this 

statement, and insofar as the communications concerning the drafting are privileged, 

then no privileged is being waived in those communications by Kingspan. 

Inquiry question (90): Do you agree with the assertion, made in the statement, that 

the notes are "in places inaccurate"? 

11.4 I agree that the notes are "in places inaccurate". 

Inquiry question (91): What is your own recollection of the update you gave at that 

meeting? 

11.5 I recall that I was asked by Alistair Lambie (National Business Development 

Manager) to briefly attend the External Sales team meeting on 14 September 2017 so 

as to provide the following: (a) a brief update to his team regarding what was 

happening with the further testing of K 15; (b) what was happening within the market 

following the Grenfell Tower fire; (c) and the meaning and implications (if any) of the 

recently published Government BS 8414 test reports of which there were 7 in total. 

These test results related to various build ups using PE/ FR and A2-rated ACMs with 

different insulations - one each with PIR and mineral fibre and one using phenolic 

and FR ACM. The update took the form of a general discussion to which there were 
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additional questions and the notes taken may not have been comments that I made in 

person but which may have been made by other members of the meeting during the 

discussion. These open discussions and questions may be reflected in Tim James' 

report as well as his own thoughts and interpretation on the topics discussed. I do not 

understand these notes to be intended to be minutes of the meeting. 

Inquiry question (92): Please analyse the notes line by line and explain in what 

regard each part of the notes is accurate or inaccurate. If you are able, please assist 

the Inquiry as to how you consider any inaccuracies you purport to identify could 

have come about. 

11.6 I have reviewed the notes of the Kingspan's internal meeting on 14 September 2017 

prepared by Tim James on a line by line basis and consider them in large to be 

inaccurate. In particular, I regard the following statements as inaccurate: 

(a) "Tests can be done in a week assuming everyone knows what they are doing." 

Whilst this time estimate may be true for the actual build-up of the system, this 

statement does not take into account the total time for a test to be conducted 

including the planning, designing, building, testing and stripping of a test rig. I 

believe I would have explained this at the time, and therefore the note is just a 

partial summary of what I said. 

(b) "We are buying ourselves time in case the test fails.". I do not recognise or 

recall the phrase "buying ourselves time in case the test fails". There was no 

concern, in my mind, that the brick test was at any risk of a genuine failure in 

terms of the performance of K15; there were already passes with brick slips 

(thinner brick sections) and there was absolutely no reason to think that a solid 

brick system would perform less well than a brick slip system. I would, 

however, have had in mind the possibility that a test which should easily pass 

might nevertheless be declared not to be valid by BRE because of a technical 

issue on the build-up rather than because of any "fail" in respect of the 

performance of the K15. One can see from the note that the example I gave 

was in relation to lintels, which relates precisely to this type of issue. My 

concern, from recollection, was that we did not want to be too precise as to 
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dates of testing with customers in case we needed to address any such 

technical issues in a re-test because of the very real difficulties of scheduling 

any second test with a test house. 

(c) "Government testing based on a system with Rockwool behind it. They used a 

20mm gap between front fixed panel\50mm cavity/180mm Rockwool. It was an 

FR grade ACM They took 2 attempts to pass that (getting fire barriers in 

right place''). The underlined statement is inaccurate as the Government did 

not take two attempts in its testing. I think that Tim's note conflates two 

different things here. This line should instead refer to other tests which 

Kingspan was anecdotally aware of involving mineral fibre insulation and 

another cladding system. 

(d) "Other failure is if fire progresses up the rig (top) within certain time frame 

(30 mins from ignition) then they monitor for further 30mins once extinguished 

and if it reaches above then it's a fail. " I think that my explanation of the test 

is poorly recorded: as described in paragraph 4.79 above, BR 135 provides that 

a test will be terminated early (and therefore fail) if there is any flaming at the 

top of the rig at any point during the full 60 minute duration of the test. Mter 

30 minutes the crib is extinguished and then it is observed for a further 30 

minutes. 

(e) "Then they tested an FR grade panel which is at the better end of fire safety. 

The Rockwool passed the test and FIR failed the test. The flame spread within 

the time factor. The thermocouple data (Heat intensity and progression) 

would have been a strong pass had it not reached to the top. " I think this 

section demonstrates a misunderstanding of thermocouple data. I would not 

refer to the thermocouples as measuring heat intensity. I understand 

thermocouple data to be a measure of the temperature levels. 

(f) "Then they tested the A2 system and both passed They tested Kl5 with the FR 

grade panel. Because it was close (chance the phenolic would pass) it failed at 

28 minutes although it performed better than the FIR. Had it not extended on 

the top of the rig, it would have passed Phenolic A2 test wasn't conducted as 
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they viewed the combination of FIR (FR grade with 20mm gap) that failed, 

however they didn't carry out the testing. They won't comment on it." This is 

referring to the BS 8414 testing conducted by the DCLG after the Grenfell 

Tower fire and, again, the note, is poorly worded. There were two reasons that 

the DCLG did not conduct the Phenolic A2 test. Firstly because the 

combination of PIR and A2 ACM had passed this test. Secondly because the 

phenolic and FR combination performed similarly, in fact arguably slightly 

better than the PIR I FR combination, so DCLG assumed that Phenolic and A2 

would also perform similarly to the PIR/A2 combination and therefore would 

also pass. 

(g) "Test is anonymous, so a fire safety engineer won 't be able to put it down as 

Kingspan etc, they won't name the products. They are hoping to specifY the 

performance of the criteria (generic) so that you can see who is which 

manufacturer." The maker has made another error in this section. The testing 

undertaken by the DCLG was not itself anonymous but the products used in 

those tests are anonymous. The last sentence in this statement line does not 

make any sense to me. 

(h) "We are going to do the A2 test with 20mm gap and use that as an answer for 

some of the FR and PE queries we get. We want to test again with a 4mm gap 

which is more standard in the industry. The most typical is I Omm. If we fail a 

4mm we won't test a JOmm." The test I was referring to here was FR ACM 

(see Report No.s P107017-1000106 for the 4 mm and P109939-1000107 for the 

10mm) and not an A2 test as stated. The reason Kingspan wanted to conduct 

additional BS 8414 tests with 4mm and 10mm gaps is that they are more 

relevant to as built conditions, a 20mm gap (as used in the DCLG tests) is not 

the norm used in the industry in the UK. Kingspan sought to ensure that where 

there are systems using our product, they are demonstrably safe, and fully in

line with Building Regulations. The maker has misunderstood that I was 

referring to the A2 test. 

106 AP/32: [ 

107 AP/34: [ 

] BRE BS 8414-1 Test Report (P107017-1000) Issue 1 dated 14 December 2017 

] BRE BS 8414-1 Test Report (P109939-1000) dated 11 January 2018 
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(i) "We will be looking at challenging the norms that are associated with non

combustible. " As further described in response to Inquiry question 93 below, 

this statement is referring to "the norms" in the industry whereby, products 

identified as non-combustible via small scale tests should automatically be 

considered as suitable for use over 18 metres. Kingspan was advocating more 

large scale system tests irrespective of the combustibility of a material as 

revealed by small scale tests. This reflected the position in the ADB and 

Building Regulations but it was a position which Kingspan considered was 

simplistic. 

G) "Danger that we win the test, and Celotex FIR will then put the test in as they 

perform similar. We are looking for the next development to keep up ahead of 

the game." I do not recall referring to winning the test. I would have said 

"passed" or "compliant" -not win. It is not possible to win a test- it is just a 

pass or a fail. The point I was trying to make here is that ifK15 passed the BS 

8414 test then our competition could seek to match us by testing the same 

system, so our work would also be benefiting others in the market but as 

market leaders this was inevitable. The answer to this was to ensure that we 

are always striving to improve our product further so as to ensure it was 

performing better than the competition. 

(k) "On ERE website, the only test that shows up is Extratherm, however we are in 

the queue to have our 4 test added including G-brick\Carrier\Sto-fix. You have 

to declare that you are happy for them to be made public. They will have a 

version they issue to us ... .private ... .plus their own version so if people ring up 

they will give their own version. People have been doctoring the reports". 

This is another misrepresentation of what I said. I was explaining that BRE 

had decided to publish BS 8414 test reports on its website and that at present 

there was an incomplete set of those test reports for Kings pan products but that 

we had asked BRE to update their site to include further test reports. I was 

then explaining that this was taking time and we were in a queue because the 

BRE was insisting on going through its own records to identify the final 

approved report, rather than just accepting a version of the report sent in by a 

manufacturer. The point was that we could not expedite the process by 
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sending the BRE its own copy of relevant reports, because the BRE was not 

accepting copies of reports from any test sponsor. I was then explaining that 

this was probably because draft versions of reports are circulated first on a 

confidential basis to a sponsor and so BRE was insisting on checking its own 

systems to ensure that no draft versions were put up on its website. This 

provoked speculation in the group as to whether the BRE had found 

inconsistencies between the reports sent back by some sponsors and the final 

versions that BRE had on their system and whether some sponsors might have 

been sending back versions other than the final approved version. As I say, this 

was pure speculation in the group and at no stage did I say that BRE or anyone 

else had suggested that anyone was doctoring any reports. I can confirm that I 

did not suggest in this meeting or otherwise that any test sponsor has doctored 

a BRE report. 

(1) "We need a brick test pass. We need to put pressure on the industry. It should 

pass with any thickness! The NHBC have stopped projects on brick at the 

minute. We have brick slip systems 12117mm with FIR on them .... why are they 

questioning 200mm Brick??" The context here was that following a change in 

NHBC guidance, brick fa<;ade systems were no longer receiving automatic 

approval. I understood that this was because there was no actual 8414 test 

demonstrating the compliance of a brick fa<;ade with PIR, even though there 

were successful BS8414 tests in relation to brick slip facades. I was therefore 

referring here to the need to put pressure on the brick industry to support 

Kings pan in the testing of a system incorporating K 15 and brick cladding so as 

to expedite the testing with a view to alleviating the NHBC's concerns. 

(m) "NHBC have pulled their own guidance. They say that ACMIPE chord are B 

rated, which is what was on Grenfell ..... hence they have pulled it. Brick will 

pass an 8414 test, maybe some timber applications. When Kaiss did a test they 

did it on timber frame and after the test, 80% of the rig was still in tact". This 

is poorly worded. I was referring to a test (Le PIR 2- the French equivalent to 

a BS 8414) completed in France by KICE (Kingspan Insulation Central 

Europe) where the frame of the system was timber not the cladding. 
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(n) "Uncertainty regarding desktop studies. Will they recognise the ongoing jobs 

that have started already? The NHBC aren 't speaking to anyone at present, 

apart from fire engineers. Exova have a meeting with them next week, some 

desktop studies are being accepted, however with more detailed assessments 

(not just cladding) Gym example concern with PE matts due to fire risk." I do 

not recall referring to gym mats during this meeting. 

( o) "It's down to the NHBC to engage, they once said it was suitable but then they 

pulled it. We need to hold back from being liable, a property won't be sold 

until it's warranted so they have a responsibility to step up and give some 

answers." This statement is poorly worded and I am not sure what the 

reference to "being liable" relates to. I was referring here to the withdrawal of 

the NHBC guidance note (referenced in Inquiry question 77) in August 2017 

which had previously accepted the use of combustible insulation including 

K15 within certain systems, this potentially left people responsible for 

buildings stranded. 

Inquiry question (93): If accurately recorded, what was meant by "We will be 

looking at challenging the norms associated with non-combustible"? What norms 

were you referring to? Please describe how Kingspan was considering challenging 

any such norms. 

11.7 By the statement "we will be looking at challenging the norms associated by non

combustible" I was referring to challenging the industry's understanding that products 

identified as non-combustible via small scale tests are automatically considered as 

suitable for use over 18 metres without being subjected to any large scale system tests 

using the linear route to compliance. This reflected the Building Regulations and 

ADB but it was not a position that Kingspan thought should be maintained. 

11.8 The reason for this was that Kingspan considered that BR 135 certification established 

a very high standard for fire performance and that all products, be they deemed non

combustible or combustible should be required to meet this standard to satisfy the 

Building Regulations. Kingspan also knew that cladding systems containing only non

combustible materials could fail to meet the BR 135 standard for certification. 
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Accordingly, Kingspan began to collate evidence of tests of cladding systems which 

utilised non-combustible materials but which had nonetheless failed to meet the 

criteria ofBR135 such as that referred to below at paragraph 12.3(e)(ii) involving A2 

ACM cladding and mineral fibre insulation. 

11.9 Kingspan has consistently argued that BR 135 is the best measure of safety for the 

design of fa<;ade systems for buildings above 18m to the extent that combustible 

insulation can safely be specified in fa<;ade systems when the whole system is 

compliant with BR 135. That is the position adopted by the latest Scottish Technical 

Handbook. Kingspan has provided evidence to support these views in various 

consultations relating to fire and building safety including: 

(a) Welsh Changes to Statutory Guidance m Lieu of Tests consultation 

(September 2019); 

(b) MHCLG Consultation on Building Regulations following the Grenfell Tower 

tragedy (Safer future review) (July 2019); 

(c) 'Call for Evidence' on Technical changes to ADB (February 2019); 

(d) 'Building Standards Compliance and Fire Safety - a consultation on making 

Scotland's buildings safer for people' (September 2018); 

(e) Building Standards Compliance and Fire Safety - a consultation on making 

Scotland's buildings safer for people' (August 2018); 

(f) 'Banning the use of combustible materials in the external walls of high-rise 

residential buildings (Welsh Govt). (August 2018); 

(g) Scottish Government Review Panel on Building Standards (Compliance and 

Enforcement) in Scotland (November 2017); and 

(h) Call for Evidence Building Regulations Review (Part B) (September 2017). 
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Inquiry question (94): If accurate, what was meant by "We need to put pressure on 

the industry"? 

11.10 I refer to paragraph 11. 6(1) above. 

Inquiry question (95): Did you make any notes in preparation for delivering this 

update? If so please ensure that these are appended to your statement. 

11.11 I can confirm that I did not make any notes in preparation for delivering this update 

12 COMMENTS ON ISSUES 4 AND 4A FROM THE INQUIRY'S LIST OF 

ISSUES (LAST UPDATED 25 SEPTEMBER 2019) 

12.1 As well as being asked a number of questions by the Inquiry, I have in mind the 

Inquiry's List of Issues last updated on 25 September 2019. I would like to add these 

comments to deal with issues 4 (Modifications to the exterior of the building 2012-

2016 (including cladding and insulation) and 4A. (Testing, certification and 

classification- exterior wall materials). I have previously contributed to submissions 

Kingspan made to the MHCLG on 14 August 2018 in the consultation on "Banning 

the use of combustible materials in the external walls of high-rise residential 

buildings" (the Inquiry already has a copy of Kingspan's response to this consultation 

but a further copy can be made available on request) and to an extent these comments 

reflect those submissions. 

12.2 Experience and reflection has lead us to the view that the most effective way of 

achieving the goal of improving the safety of building occupants in the event of a fire, 

would be to ensure that all cladding systems are tested as complete systems in their 

intended configuration to BS 8414 standards so as to meet the requirements set out in 

BR 135. Experience suggests this delivers better safety outcomes and in our view is 

best practice rather than simply banning of classes of certain materials. 

12.3 The rationale behind this view is as follows: 

(a) A distinction must be drawn between the terms "combustible" and 

"flammable". The two terms should not be conflated. The term "combustible" 
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essentially relates to how much organic material a product contains. The term 

"flammable" relates to how easy a product is to ignite. Materials which are 

categorised as "combustible" are not necessarily "flammable". In reality, while 

a product may be termed "combustible" on account of the amount of organic 

material it contains, by means of the manner in which it is treated and 

manufactured, it may not necessarily be flammable. 

(b) There is a wide range of performance in "combustible" materials -ranging 

from those that perform to all intents and purposes the same as "non

combustible" materials when combined with other materials in a safe system, 

to those that are highly flammable. As outlined below, we have observed 

circumstances where "non-combustible" materials have featured in systems 

which have failed to meet BS 8414 tests. 

(c) The testing of individual products in isolation does not ensure system safety 

because, the system design has a greater influence of the performance of the 

system then the individual products employed. BS 8414 testing is a far more 

rigorous and realistic approach to testing and to ensuring fire safety than small 

scale testing on isolated materials which is permitted for non-combustible/ 

limited combustibility product classifications. 

(d) The BS 8414 test is a robust test which has been adopted in other countries to 

evaluate the rate and extent to which fire spreads within a cladding system. I 

am not aware of a building anywhere in the world, and I would be very 

surprised to learn of one, where there has been an out-of-control cladding fire 

where the system passed, or would have passed, a BS 8414 test. 

(e) It is not correct to assume that any combination of "non-combustible" systems 

are safe irrespective of how they are assembled in a holistic system. Permitted 

product combinations can yield unsafe systems: systems comprising so-called 

"non-combustible" and "limited combustibility" insulation and/or cladding 

systems have failed to meet BR 135 criteria such as: 

(i) FAILED Test 1 - This test was conducted at BRE on 271
h October 

2016. This system comprised Alucopanel solid core A2 ACM along 
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with Fujairah Rockwool foil faced mineral fibre/stone wool insulation, 

rated as Al. The system failed on flame height. 

(ii) FAILED Test 2 - This test was conducted in Australia on 61
h March 

2018. The system comprised an Alpolic solid core A2 panel in 

combination with Rockwool mineral fibre/stone wool. The test used 

was AS5113 which is identical to the method used for BS 8414, but 

with different pass/fail criteria. Nonetheless, if the BR 135/BS 8414 

criteria were applied to the test data, the system would have failed. A 

copy of the report is enclosed, which evidences that the temperature 

shown on the thermocouples exceeded 600 degrees Celsius for over 5 

minutes (far longer than the permitted 30 seconds)108
. 

(iii) FAILED Test 3- This test was commissioned by Kingspan and carried 

out at Exova in Dubai on 2nd July 2018. The system comprised 

Rockwool DuoSlab (which is rated AI) and Vitracore G2 (which was 

understood at the time by Kingspan to be rated A2). The construction 

of the test rig was a replica of the Ministry of Housing, Communities 

and Local Government tests conducted immediately after the tragedy at 

Grenfell Tower. The test failed on the basis of thermocouple data 

which is detailed in the enclosed BR 135 Classification Report from 

Exova109
. 

On the other hand, product combinations that include combustible materials 

can provide a safe systems that achieve the BR 135 standard. Deeming all 

"combustible" materials as unsafe, or contributing to fire spread, is not 

accurate. "Combustible" materials, when incorporated as part of a given 

cladding system, can pass stringent fire safety tests and resist fire spread. 

12.4 Given the enormous variation of materials captured by the classification of 

"combustible" and the very different fire performances of those materials, a far more 

targeted approach is warranted than merely banning the category as a whole. 

108 AP/84: KIN00004715 BS 8414-2 test report (FNW 7936) dated 4 June 2018 

109 AP/85: KIN00005031 BR 135 Classification Report (SR0894) Rev.O dated 19 July 2018 
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Moreover, there is a real risk that banning "combustible" materials as a class gives 

rise to misplaced confidence that the complex issues of building safety have been 

addressed. I believe that the evidence suggests it is better to focus on safety outcomes, 

assessed by robust empirical testing. This approach should inform a clear and 

transparent regulatory system which would improve the safety of building occupants 

in the event of a fire. In this respect Kingspan holds the regulation recently introduced 

by the Scottish Government as an example. 
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STATEMENT OF TR TU 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness sta~ement are true. 

I confirm that I am willing for this statem.enr to form part of the evidenoe before the Inquiry 

and for it to be pub~ished :1n the Inquiry's web site. 

Signed r;2}. i:!.];.. • 
Adrian Wesfley Pargeter 

Date: 18 '111 0~ :2. 0{ 'f. 
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