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Response to Email Query Raised: Monday 5th March 2012 (Amended) 

 
Query Details: 
 
Do you know what is the HSE’s opinion of Asbestos Paper linings to pipework? Are they classed 
as an insulation or as an anti condensate? Different people have different opinions. Some say 
that it requires notification as an insulation, some say that it doesn’t. 
 
We have received a Plan of Work from a Contractor who is removing two lengths of pipe via 
wrap and cut method which has Asbestos Paper beneath the MMMF lagging. They have not 
notified the work and are (according to the POW) conducting this work behind a “flap” and 
state that the Analyst will carry out Reassurance air testing. 
 
Obviously with the HSE statement within Fibre Aspects newsletter in mind I want to make sure 
that we do the correct thing 
 
Feedback: 
 
The query was sent out to all organisations on the circulation list plus was also raised at the ALG 
Technical Sub-Committee on Thursday 8th March 2012. Details have been collated from those 
who responded.  
 
LIST of Comments received with regards to this query. Each comment has come from a 
different laboratory. 
 

1. It would be good to have this Asbestos Paper issue cleared up as I have found it to be a 
consistent area of contention and differing opinion. My stance on it has always been 
that if it is lining a pipe then it is surely acting as an insulation to some degree. When we 
come across this material on a survey it is material risk assessed as an insulation. 
Removal of the material especially if present beneath MMMF lagging would in my view 
not be possible to enable Regulation 3(2) to be sited as a reason for non notification. 

 
2. In the past I thought that paper or rope round pipe work would be classed as insulation 

and by its application was licensable. However I thought that now it would not 
necessarily be licensable as it would depend on the fibre levels arising from its removal. 
I think that some paper could be removed without breaching the fibre levels but am not 
sure about cutting and wrapping. It would need to be proven with air testing and with 
the MMMF insulation this may be difficult to achieve! 

3. The way we would look at this is the paper is wrapped around the pipe so this would be 
classed as insulation. The same situation has arouse with ourselves where asbestos 
string had been wrapped around the pipe and our local HSE came back to the contractor 
when he enquired as to the situation regarding notification. The HSE told him as the 
string was wrapped around the pipe it had to be classed as insulation and notified.  
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4. In this application it sounds like an anti-corrosion measure, Ref: “Asbestos for 
surveyors” by Bill Sanderson page 62section (C) in my copy. 

 
5. To my mind whether or not the material is notifiable should be all about the risk 

associated with the works.  Clearly regs quote ‘insulation products’ as notifiable and this 
is clearly intended to cover the risks of working with the more standard friable 
insulation products. Given the vast array of often bizarre ACM not every asbestos 
material can be so obviously classified, as is the case with the paper linings.  In such 
cases I believe that common sense should come into play. For instance, asbestos paper 
backing under a lino is the same product but would not, I believe, be considered 
licensable in that context.  Just because on a pipe its purpose may be slightly different it 
can still be removed with very low risk using basic local controls and is clearly not in the 
risk bracket associated with other pipe insulation products and was not intended to be 
captured as such. This should be a case of recognising the spirit rather than the letter of 
the law. 

 
6. This one certainly is a debate that goes round and, like other lower risk ACMs, is subject 

to differing opinions.  I’ve been in a position where galbestos was going to be notified 
because the contractor had previously been told by an inspector that it was a ‘coating’ 
however I simply stated that it was a only a bituminous material (onto metal) which was 
not notifiable.  This example is perhaps more from a misleading instruction given to the 
contractor in the first place and is more black & white than the paper debate. Anyway to 
get to the answering the paper question! - I have always treated stripping paper below 
fibreglass lagging as being notifiable.  I’ve had the argument with contractors many 
times that it isn’t but I have always stuck to the argument that it’s easier to justify doing 
things properly with a full enclosure etc than having to try and justify lesser control 
measures and not notifying. Unlicensed Work Task sheet A17 for paper linings states 
that the paper should separate easily from other materials; sometimes paper comes 
away easily however you can’t predict that it always will as it depends on the state of 
the pipes below etc and also the lagging may be damaged with resulting paper debris. 
Works may also be in a confined space like a duct so you’d need a full enclosure if 
stripping the pipes. Agreed that ‘Wrap & cut’ may not need a full enclosure if in good 
condition etc but more than a ‘flap on the door’ should be used.  Segregated area, 
warning signs etc, 1 or 2 stage airlock on door.  Analyst to do personals and perhaps 
backgrounds (or reassurance – there’s another debate!!) then back up with final visual 
inspection and reassurance test on completion. It’s a similar debate with the azzy string 
around fibreglass lagged pipes.   

 
7. I remember an occasion a few years ago when I was undertaking Analytical works on a 

demolition site where the pre-demolition crew had removed a high level boxing within a 
room and discovered a pipe covered in a thick woven Asbestos rope again obviously 
used to insulate and highly more fibrous than Asbestos Paper. I was present in the site 
meeting when the visiting HSE official declared that it did not require notification to 
remove. Obviously this was a few years ago and I am sure that HSE Inspectors are now 
more educated? 
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ALG Technical Sub-Committee Meeting Response: 
 
The majority of members of the committee felt that this material would fall within the 
requirements to notify as the paper was providing insulation. However, the view of Martin 
Gibson, the HSE representative of the committee, was contrary to the rest of the committee.  
 
ACoP L143 “Work with materials containing asbestos” paragraph 34 provides details of 
materials which would satisfy the exemptions under Regulation 3 (2) (c).  
 
Martin Gibson cited paragraph 35 of L143 which states: 
 
“There may be other materials in which the asbestos fibres can be firmly linked in a matrix such 
as paper linings, cardboards, felt, textiles, gaskets, washers, and rope where the products have 
no insulation purposes. If this is the case then the exemption provided in regulation 3(2) may 
apply.” 
 
Martin’s view is that the paper is not acting as an insulation (although he was unable to say 
what it was acting as) and so therefore is exempt from the requirements for notification and 
licensing, provided 3 (2) (a) & (b) can be satisfied. 
 
The committee discussed whether or not an ALG memo should be produced on this 
topic/question but the view was that it would be such a short memo (i.e. a couple of lines) so 
therefore it was not deemed correct. Instead the minutes from the meeting will deal with this 
question and the answer provided (above). The minutes from the ALG Technical Sub-
Committee meeting are provided to the main ALG and are also displayed on the ALG part of the 
HSE website and so this was considered the most appropriate way of putting this information 
into the public domain under the HSE banner. 
 
Summary: 
 
It would appear that this is quite a regular issue which crops up for both the analytical and 
asbestos removal sectors. The main consensus of opinion from both sectors is that the paper is 
providing some form of insulating properties and as such should be notified and would be 
classed as a licensable activity. This view also seems to be held by a selection of HSE field 
inspectors. Martin Gibson advised that this is the wrong approach and concluded that provided 
the correct paragraphs are referred to within L143 then this should provide a consistent 
approach.  
 
Martin advised that the material satisfies the exemptions required by Regulation 3 (2) (c) of 
CAR 2006 and that the information to support this will be displayed on the ALG website so that 
organisations can refer to it if challenged.  
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The organisation who posed the query actually declined the work but it would now appear that 
it would have been ok to proceed without fear of recriminations with respect to the fibre 
aspects article. 
 
 
 
Colette Willoughby 
9th March 2012 
 
 
 


