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LON/00BD/LSC/2006/0341

PROPERTY: 7 AND 11, DOUGLAS HOUSE, THE AVENUE, TWICKENHAM,

TW11QQ
PRELIMINARY

1.

4.

This was an application under Section 27A of the Landlord and Tenant Act
1985 (“the Act”) by the lessees Mrs M Hall (Flat 7) and Mr and Mrs A Keers
(Flat 11).

The Applicants hold their properties under the terms of similar leases granted
by the London Borough of Richmond Upon Thames, and copies of these
leases were on the Tribunals file.

A Section 20 Notice in respect of Major Works was dated 30 October 2003.

THE LAW

5.

Section 27A of the Act, as amended by the Commonhold and Leasehold
Reform Act 2002, says:-

An application may be made to a Leasehold Valuation Tribunal for a
determination whether g service charge is payable and, if it is, as to —

(@  the person by whom it is payable
(b)  the person to whom it is payable
(c)  the amount which is payable

(d)  the date by which it is payable, and
(e)  the manner in which it is payable.

Subsection (1) applies whether or not any payment has been made.

INSPECTION

6.



THE HEARING AND EVIDENCE

7. At the hearing, Mr. Keers and Mrs Hall were present and gave evidence. The
Respondents were represented by Ms A Soan, Leasehold Services Manager,
Ms L Rolph, Leasehold Services Officer, Ms K Simmonds, Leasehold
Accounts Manager, and Mr R Glew, Consultant Building Surveyor.

THE APPLICANTS’ CASE

A number of the items which had been listed by the Lessees at Appendix 1
attached to their application were no longer disputed by the time of the
hearing.

8. Mr. Keers dealt with each of these items remaining in dispute as follows:-

(1) External Decorations

The painting of the Previously unpainted soffits of the pre-cast concrete
guttering was unnecessary, the painting of the asbestos downpipes
pipes was already blistering and the contractors were frequently not on
site.

(2)  Envelope Repair Works

(@)  Repairs to the soffits and fascias of the concrete guttering had
been badly done and was already failing;

(b)  The asbestos roof was covered in old moss, and no work had
been done in respect of felt repairs;

(c) Gutters and gullies had not been cleared:;

(d)  Renewal of tarmac drive had been unnecessary, and patch
repairs would have been sufficient;.

(e) The replacement of the internal common Parts lighting system
with PIRs light sensors had been unnecessary and the
leaseholders of the block had not been consulted. The previous
system had been adequate and preferred by the Lessees. The
néw system flickered when activated and there had been a
number of failures:

4] The paving slabs which had been replaced at the side of the
tarmac driveway had already been broken again, and the work
had been a waste of money;

(9) Replacement kerb stones did not match the existing;

(h) The concrete paths at the rear of the property had lifted due to






