
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attach: 

John Garbutt 

John Garbutt <john.garbutt@kingspan exchange.com> 

Wednesday, June 13, 2018 2:07PM 

Douglas Keatinge <dkeatinge@murraygroup.ie> 

RE: Refurbishment costs 

180108 Cladding analysis report - updated. pdf 

DIVISIONAL MARKETING DIRECTOR 

direct tel: 
mob: 

From: Douglas Keatinge [mailto:dkeatinge@murraygroup.ie] 
Sent: 13 June 2018 14:54 
To: John Garbutt 
Subject: RE: Refurbishment costs 

Do you have the Currie & Browne report/data which is then used in this Ecuity report? 

D 

From: John Garbutt <john.garbutt@kingspan.com> 
Sent: Wednesday 13 June 2018 13:00 
To: Douglas Keatinge <dkeatinge@murraygroup.ie> 
Subject: RE: Refurbishment costs 

Doug 

See last page of the attached. This is the key cost. It is for a Grenfell sized building. It assumes replacement with an A2 ACM. If 
the Govt ban A2 then the costs will be significantly higher. 

If you already have rock fibre and you are just replacing the cladding to A2, the cost is that highlighted on the penultimate page. 
Again, if they ban A2, the costs will be much greater. 

John Garbutt 
DIVISIONAL MARKETING DIRECTOR 

direct tel: 
mob: 

From: Douglas Keatinge [mailto:dkeatinge@murrayqroup.ie] 
Sent: 13 June 2018 12:35 
To: Gene M. Murtagh; Gilbert McCarthy; Lorcan Dowd; Siobhan 0 Dwyer; Mark Harris; John Garbutt; Peter Wilson; Richard 
Burnley 
Subject: RE: Refurbishment costs 

Hi Gene, 

Agree on pushing ahead, and I think that's what's happening on all fronts to ensure we have every option open to us. 

We have referenced this potential refurb cost in our meetings with journalists and in a perverse way Clive Betts' call for a 
retrospective ban could help crystallise the story. Ultimately, however, the view on the costs of refurbishment needs to come 

from some kind of qualified 3rd party to have a real impact. 

If through engagements with RICS, British Property Federation or CIBSE we could get some view on costs then we would have a 
great story to drop a journalist ... but it needs something like "according to an estimate by RICS the full costs of refurbishment if 
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the Government bans combustibles could be as much as £20bn". 

Below is a table of the kind of data we would someone to look at compiling. If we could get to a big number like £10bn+ it would 
potentially get Treasury engaged in the issue. 

All best, 

Doug. 

-~~--T-ota-1 --

Number of Number of Number of 

towers I Cost to refit I towers I Cost to refit I towers I Cost to refit 

Refit only PE ACMs 323 £400m 

Refit PE and FR ACMs 

Refit PE and FR ACMs and all 
combustible insulation 

Refit PE, FR & A2 ACMs and 

all combustible insulation 

From: Gene M. Murtagh <gene.m.murtagh@kingspan.com> 

Sent: Wednesday 13 June 2018 11:57 
To: Douglas Keatinge <dkeatinge@murraygroup.ie>; Gilbert McCarthy <Gilbert.McCarthy@kingspan.com>; Lorcan Dowd 

<lorcan.dowd@kingspan.com>; Siobhan 0 Dwyer <Siobhan.ODwyer@kingspan.com>; Mark Harris 

<Mark.harris@kingspan.com>; John Garbutt < john.garbutt@kingspan.com>; Peter Wilson <peter.wilson@kingspan.com>; 
Richard Burnley <richard.burnley@kingspan.com> 
Subject: Re: Refurbishment costs 

Doug, 

We need to push ahead from every angle and without delay. 

Surely the penny has dropped now for us all as to where this is headed without a serious intervention and hanging back at this 

stage is to condone the direction of travel. 

Gene 

-------- Original message--------

From: Douglas Keatinge <dkeatinge@murraygroup.ie> 

Date: 13/06/201811:21 (GMT+OO:OO) 
To: Gilbert McCarthy <Gilbert.McCarthy@kingspan.com>, Lorcan Dowd <lorcan.dowd@kingspan.com>, Siobhan 0 Dwyer 

<Siobhan.ODwyer@kingspan.com>, Mark Harris <Mark.harris@kingspan.com>, "Gene M. Murtagh" 
<gene.m.murtagh@kingspan.com>, John Garbutt <john.garbutt@kingspan.com>, Peter Wilson <peter.wilson@kingspan.com >, 

Richard Burnley <richard.burnley@kingspan.com> 
Subject: RE: Refurbishment costs 

Hi Gilbert, 

It's certainly an angle to push and could potentially gather momentum. I'm a little cautious pushing too hard over next 48 hours 

given we are at the actual1 year anniversary and anything that veers towards the topic of money could be taken badly. 

What might help (and John was going to share with me) was the Currie & Brown study Kingspan did which has some high level 
calculations. I don't know if you are still looking at a more rigorous piece of research that might quantify what the costs would 

be if a full ban applied and was retrospective (per Betts) ... we need some authority that could steer towards a big number with 
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some credibility. Back of the envelope it should be several billion, but we need that given some substance. 

I still think we need this to be done off the record on our part, and therefore it has a better chance of landing if one of the 
industry groups or the mooted stakeholder coalition could generate some focus around this area, and speak to it. Is that 

something that is possible? 

Tom Clarke was interested in it when we spoke yesterday so we will keep feeding his interest. I'm also looking at meeting Judith 

Evans, property correspondent for the FT to see if we can get her attention on this area. 

Will keep you posted. 

Best wishes, 

Doug. 

From: Gilbert McCarthy <Gilbert.McCarthy@kingspan.com> 

Sent: Wednesday 13 June 2018 11:12 
To: Lorcan Dowd <lorcan.dowd@kingspan.com>; Siobhan 0 Dwyer <Siobhan.ODwyer@kingspan.com>; Mark Harris 

<Mark.harris@kingspan.com>; Douglas Keatinge <dkeatinge@murraygroup.ie>; Gene M. Murtagh 

<gene.m.murtagh@kingspan .com >; John Garbutt < john.garbutt@kingspan .com>; Peter Wilson <peter.wilson@kingspan .com>; 
Richard Burnley <richard .burnley@kingspan.com> 
Subject: RE: Refurbishment costs 

Doug, 

Appreciate you had a number of constructive meetings with journalists yesterday and from yesterday's RIBA conference it 

appears the whole area of the cost of remedial works that would be necessary, especially if Clive Bett's call for it to be 
retrospective gets heard, in itself must be a huge storyline and if we can really push the 'unintended consequence' of the 

Government's imminent decision to ban ALL combustible materials, it might give the Government, at least Treasury, serious 
pause for thought. 

Is there an opportunity that one of those journalist you met with could really push this angle along the lines of 'the £400 m 
already ear marked from the Gov's affordab le homes budget is just the tip of the iceberg' .... will the gov pick up the tab for 

private home/building owners?? who's building valuations will be catastrophically impacted by Government's potential stance 
etc. .. and as Lorcan suggests you have RICS input on the Prop Market chaos that would unfold and also an opportunity for RICS 

to emphasise their view that prescriptive reg change is not what they would support, banning materials will not actually solve 

the problem, to support that maybe we could include quote from Neil Savery of the Australian Building Code [ABCB] who is 
supportive of DJH's report and the push for performance based regulations based on outcomes not inputs and also report on 

the position of London Fire Brigade, CIBSE, IFC, Society of Fa~ade Engineers .... all of which do not support a prescriptive ban, all 
industry professional experts, all of which cannot be wrong ! ! ! ! 

Rgds Gilbert 

From: Lorcan Dowd 

Sent: 13 June 2018 10:33 
To: Siobhan 0 Dwyer <Siobhan.ODwyer@kingspan.com>; Mark Harris <Mark.harris@kingspan.com> 

Cc: Gilbert McCarthy <Gilbert.McCarthy@kingspan.com> 
Subject: Refurbishment costs 

Siobhan/Mark 

The comments from the RICS are very interesting, in the context of the refurbishment costs which we are looking into. I believe 

Tony and Adrian were at the RIBA conference, and it may be helpful to get Gary strong to provide some input into our report. 

Rgds 

LOR CAN 
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From: Douglas Keatinge [mailto:dkeatinge@murraygroup.ie] 
Sent: 13 June 2018 10:05 
To: Tony Ryan <Tony.Ryan@kingspan .com>; Tom McGuinness <tom.mcguinness@kingspan .com>; Siobhan 0 Dwyer 
<Siobhan.ODwyer@kingspan.com>; Richard Burnley <richard.burnley@kingspan .com >; Peter Wilson 

<peter.wilson@kingspan.com>; Mike Stenson <mike .stenson@kingspan.com>; Mark Harris <Mark.harris@kingspan.com>; 

Louise Foody <louise.foody@kingspan.com>; Lorcan Dowd <lorcan.dowd@kingspan.com>; Kirsch Bowker 
<Kirsch.Bowker@kingspan.com >; John Garbutt <john.garbutt@kingspan .com>; Gilbert McCarthy 

<Gilbert.McCarthy@kingspan.com>; Geoff Doherty <geoff.doherty@kingspan .com >; Gene M. Murtagh 
<gene.m.murtagh@kingspan.com>; Adrian Pargeter <adrian.pargeter@kingspan.com> 

Cc: Pat Walsh <pwalsh@murraygroup .ie>; Aimee Beale <abeale@murraygroup.ie> 

Subject: Inside Housing stories 

Two Inside Housing pieces of note over last 24 hours: 

1. A story on how Lane's expert report shows that Celotex passed its BS 8414 through adding fire resistant magnesium oxide 
boards below the thermocouples that weren't shown in the design drawings shared with BRE. It's a story that will add the 
narrative that companies are able to game the BS 8414 testing approach 

2. A piece carrying comments from RICS that the number of tall buildings with dangerous cladding is likely double the 
government estimate as private sector companies aren't making their problems known for fear of it hitting their share 
prices or property valuations. Tied in with Clive Betts call for any combustibles ban to apply retrospectively this may start 
to focus Government more on the costs of what it is planning 

Both stories pasted below. 

Doug. 

Grenfell insulation tested with extra fire
resisting materials, expert report says 
NEWS12/06/187:00 AM BY PETER APPS 

Fire-resisting boards were placed between temperature monitors in the 
now-withdrawn safety test carried out on the insulation used on Grenfell 
Tower, an expert report submitted to the inquiry has claimed. 
Celotex RS5000 insulation passed a Building Research Establishment (BRE) safety test in May 
2014, which led its manufacturer to advertise it as suitable for use on tall buildings. 

However, this test was withdrawn in January with Celotex admitting "differences between the 
system as tested and the description of that system in the report of the test" . 

In the expert report of Dr Barbara Lane, released by the Grenfell Tower Inquiry last week, it was 
revealed that these differences included the addition of 6mm magnesium oxide boards to the 
system tested for fire safety. 

Magnesium oxide boards are a commonly used construction product, known for their fire 
resistance. 
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"The inclusion of magnesium oxide boards was not shown on the drawings of the system 
included in the [BRE] report of the test," Dr Lane's report said. 

She added that the board was "positioned directly between the two layers of thermocouples that 
determine the pass fail rating". 

"By placing both boards here specifically the external surface appears to remain more intact 
during the fire test- thus enhancing the performance of the horizontal open state cavity barriers 
to operate effectively in the cavity," she said. 

"This could result in the level two thermocouples in the cavity and the level two thermocouples 
on the outside surface recording a lower temperature, due to the enhanced performance of the 
cavity barriers." 
In an official test, defined under British Standard 8414 (BS-8414), the insulation system will fail 
if temperatures rise above 600°C for at least 30 seconds within 15 minutes of a fire being lit at 
the bottom of the system. 

Thermocouples are used to measure these temperatures. 

Dr Lane's report also said Celotex is currently unsure whether or not a 1 Omm gap was included 
between the panels in the system tested. 

This is crucial, she adds, because the lack of a gap could prevent flames entering the cavity 
and igniting the flammable insulation. 

Celotex RS5000, made of a combustible plastic known as polyisocyanurate (PIR), was tested 
alongside non-flammable cement fibre boards. 

Under building regulations, this would have cleared it for use only with this non-flammable 
cladding and in the specific system installed. However in its marketing the product was 
described as "acceptable for use in buildings above 18 metres in height". 

Last month BBC Panorama reported that additional fire retardant was added to the insulation 
before the test in May 2014 . Celotex has said it was "unaware of this allegation and had not 
identified anything which would support it" before Panorama raised it, and has said it "is 
investigating ... as a matter of urgency" . 

A repeat of the May 2014 test on RS5000 in April this year saw the product pass. 

In its opening statement to the inquiry last week, Celotex said the RS5000 was supplied for use 
on Grenfell by "third party installers". 

It said a second Celotex product, TB4000, which is also made of PIR was found glued beneath 
some of the windows on the tower. 

"Celotex welcomes the inquiry and, as stated at the outset, is committed to providing its full 
cooperation and assistance to the investigation," it said in its opening statement. 

The inquiry continues. 

PROD0021588 
KIN00023990_0005 

KIN00023990/5



Number of tower blocks with flammable 
cladding 'more than double official figure', 
RIGS warns 
NEWS12/06/184:00 PM BY SOPHIE BARNES 

The number of tower blocks with combustible cladding could be more 
than double the official figure, an expert from the Royal Institution of 
Chartered Surveyors (RIGS) has warned. 

Speaking at the Royal Institute of British Architects fire safety conference Gary Strong, director 
of practice standards and technical guidance at RIGS, said there are many private block owners 
who have not disclosed that aluminium cladding similar to that used on Grenfell. 

He said he believed this was due to concerns over share prices and valuations. 

Mr Strong said: "We know now that there are huge valuation issues in tower blocks ... Certainly 
some of the experience we've had coming back from some of the banks and our valuers who've 
been looking at these is that they've been hugely downgraded because of the blight factor ... 

"Out of the 323 buildings which were in the latest MHCLG report that have ACM cladding we 
know that in reality it's more like double that. In the private sector, some of those have not been 
properly disclosed yet, with very good reason, because it will affect their share prices." 

He added: "But valuation is a huge issue and banks are not lending. We've had meetings with 
the Treasury, with UK Finance, but also foreign investors ... There's a lot of interest in the UK, a 
lot of people who I meet are interested in what happened at Grenfell and what we're doing 
about it. We need to address the uncertainties in the market, we need to come together as 
professionals to try and make sure that we learn from other countries like the United States and 
Canada." 

In the government's latest figures on the number of buildings over 18 metres with ACM 
cladding, 138 of the 323 buildings were privately owned residential buildings including hotels 
and student accommodation. 

Leaseholders in a number of privately owned tower blocks where the cladding has failed the 
government's fire safety tests have already found the value of their flats has dramatically 
dropped as a result. 

At New Capital Quay, in south east London, leaseholders have seen the value of their homes 
slashed by up to 90% and it is believed some who bought their homes with Help to Buy loans 
have repaid them at a fraction of their original value, leaving the government out of pocket. 

From: Douglas Keatinge 
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Sent: Monday 11 June 2018 23:42 
To: Tony.Ryan@kingspan.com; tom.mcguinness@kingspan.com; Siobhan 0 Dwyer <Siobhan.ODwyer@kingspan.com>; 

richard .bu rnley@ kingspan .com; peter. wilson @kingspan .com; mike.stenson @kingspan .com; Mark Harris 
<Mark.harris@kingspan.com>; Louise Foody <louise.foody@kingspan.com>; lorcan.dowd@kingspan.com; 
Kirsch.Bowker@kingspan.com; John Garbutt <john.garbutt@kingspan.com>; Gilbert.McCarthy@kingspan.com; 
geoff.doherty@kingspan .com; Gene M. Murtagh <gene.m.murtagh@kingspan.com>; adrian.pargeter@kingspan.com 
Cc: Pat Walsh <pwalsh@murraygroup .ie>; Aimee Beale <abeale@murraygroup.ie> 

Subject: BBC Grenfell documentary 

Below is a link to the BBC 1 documentary that aired tonight. 90 mins long and very much focussed on the personal stories. At 
around 41 mins there was a brief reference to the plastics on the outside of the building, but only very briefly. 

Hard hitting human interest focus, and a good reminder of some of the high level of emotion the story provokes. 

Doug. 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/iplayer/episode/b0b6g36v/grenfell# 

From: Douglas Keatinge 
Sent: Monday 11 June 2018 18:04 

To: Tony.Ryan@kingspan.com; tom.mcguinness@kingspan.com; Siobhan 0 Dwyer <Siobhan.ODwyer@kingspan.com>; 
richard .bu rnley@ kingspan .com; peter. wilson @kingspan .com; mike.stenson @kingspan.com; Mark Harris 
<Mark.harris@kingspan.com>; Louise Foody <louise.foody@kingspan.com>; lorcan.dowd@kingspan .com; 

Kirsch.Bowker@kingspan.com; John Garbutt < john .garbutt@kingspan.com>; Gilbert.McCarthy@kingspan.com; 
geoff.doherty@kingspan .com; Gene M. Murtagh <gene.m.murtagh@kingspan.com>; adrian.pargeter@kingspan.com 

Cc: Pat Walsh <pwalsh@murraygroup .ie>; Aimee Beale <abeale@murraygroup.ie> 
Subject: Grenfell one year on- GOV.UK 

See a link below to Brokenshire's statement from this afternoon, which includes the lines: 

"Having listened carefully to concerns, the government intends to ban the use of combustible materials on the external walls 
of high-rise residential buildings, subject to consultation. We will publish the consultation next week." 

Grayling will have a clearer view but it feels like they are talking about combustibles in the broadest sense. 

Doug 

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/grenfell-one-year-on 

Doug Keatinge 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 

This email and its attachments may be confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. Any views or 

opinions expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Kings pan Group Pic. If you are not the intended 
recipient of this email and its attachments, you must take no action based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. Please 

contact the sender if you believe you have received this email in error. 

an Grou Pic, a company registered in Ireland, company no. 70576. Registered Office: Dublin Road, Kingscourt, Co. Cavan, Ireland Tel: 

Kingspan Insulation Limited 
Pem~refordshire, HR6 9LA, UK 
tel:----
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Kingspan Insulation is a limited company registered in England and Wales. Registered Number: 01882722. Registered Office: Pembridge, Leominster, Herefordshire, 
England . HR6 9LA. VAT GB428602456. 
This e-mail (including any attachments) is confidential and intended solely for the use of the addressee. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender 
immediately, delete the e-mail from your system and destroy all hard copies . Any unauthorised dissemination, distribution or copying is prohibited. Although we have taken 
steps to ensure that this e-mail (and any attached files) are free from virus, it is your responsibility to carry out your own virus checks before opening any attachment. We 
cannot accept any liability for loss or damage sustained as a result of software viruses. E-mails and communications sent by or to persons in our firm may be viewed and 
monitored by persons other than the named addressee. To find out how personal data is managed and protected please access the Privacy Policy at 
www.kingspaninsulation.co.uk 
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