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General Update 3 
  
Dear All, 
 
Please find below our latest update. We would like to reiterate our desire to work together in order 
to resolve the current issues facing Warwick Crest.  
 
Unfortunately, the board can’t address any of the points made recently that are the subject of 
ongoing legal action.  The board can say that the individuals concerned will be robustly defending 
the case, the substance of which they categorically deny.  
  
The current board welcomes all constructive input that leads to the resolution of the issues in 
respect of the EWS1 in the most cost-effective way. 
 
Right to Manage (RTM) 
 
The board’s view is that it will not solve the issues with the EWS1, nor will it deliver some nirvana of 
radically lower costs.  The building will still be nearly 60 years old, will still require maintenance, and 
any and all agents charge fees for their work at similar levels to MetroPM.  In the case of Warwick 
Crest most leaseholders are also shareholders (i.e., the landlord with a share in the freehold) and 
this type of block was not really what RTM was designed for.  All the freeholders are already in a 
position equivalent to RTM, if not better. The only material difference that we are currently aware of 
under an RTM would be for the few residents that are not also freeholders who would potentially 
have more direct involvement in managing the estate than today. It is worth saying, however, that 
during the consultation on the new memorandum and articles it became clear that shareholders are 
divided on whether or not (and if so how) leaseholders who are not shareholders could be given 
more voice and the board concluded that there was no shareholder majority consensus for change.   
 
There is also a risk that current shareholders (freeholders) will lose rights, such as the right to 
income from the sale of flat 1 – we are seeking to clarify the legal position on this. 
  
EWS1 
 
Firstly, no one can sell their flats to anyone that requires a mortgage (or possibly even re-mortgage, 
as having an EWS1 “pass” is a requirement of most if not all lenders) until the EWS1 issues are 
resolved, hence the board’s focus on getting resolution quickly in the interests of all stakeholders. 
 
The Board respects other views that have been expressed but this matter requires a qualified Fire 
Engineer to make judgement calls on what is and isn’t necessary and to our knowledge those views 
have not come from qualified Fire Engineers with appropriate qualifications and insurance for high 
rise buildings. However, the Board would obviously be happy to consider alternative proposals from 
qualified Fire Engineers should they come forward. 
 
The board will report back on answers to the specific questions that have been re the Fire Engineer’s 
report ASAP – but to emphasise, none of us are qualified Fire Engineers, and so ultimately, we must 
all rely on the advice of certified and qualified professionals.  Clearly, if the Fire Engineer agrees that 
the building can be remediated as quickly and cheaply as has been suggested then all stakeholders 
will be very happy, and it is in no one’s interest to commission unnecessary works.  It’s also worth 
mentioning that, post Grenfell, the number and availability of firms and individuals with appropriate 



Warwick Crest Limited 
 

Page | 2 
 

insurance and certification to work as Fire Engineers on high rise blocks is low, hence we have had to 
look further afield. 
 
To be clear to all stakeholders, the EWS1 report, completed by a qualified Fire Engineer 
recommended that in order to achieve a satisfactory EWS1 we should "Replace all cladding with a 
non-combustible material A2-s1, d0 or better” and “replace/rectify all defective/missing cavity 
barriers".  So this is currently what we are planning to do. 
 
The facts are that we don’t actually know how many cavities are flawed - those reported on were 
only those that were sampled.  At the moment we have to assume the worst case, however we will 
not undertake any unnecessary work. 
 
The current position is that we are obtaining detailed quotes for the minimum viable scope of work 
to pass the EWS1 plus some optional items that could be done cost effectively whilst we have the 
scaffolding in place, and we will report back once we have more information. 
 
MetroPM Management 
 
It is worth mentioning that board has previously indicated that it will look at tendering the contract 
once the current issues regarding EWS1 are resolved.  This is not because the board feel we are 
getting a poor service from Metro PM, but because we feel it’s our obligation to assess the market 
every now and then to ensure we are getting value for money.  It is our collective judgment that it 
would be unnecessarily disruptive to tender at the moment.  
 
Rear Spine Windows and Lifts 
 
We have received a report from CHPK Property and Construction consultants that state "The existing 
vents are formed from timber and Georgian wired glass. They are in poor condition, and their 
replacement is required”.  This is in addition to it being a recommendation by Matthew Arnold of 
Metro PM. Also, the directors have looked at the windows and it’s quite obvious their replacement 
is required. The 16th floor has already been replaced with a modern powder coated aluminium 
frame, which not only will last longer but will also reduce the draft through the building due to there 
being more panels closer together. The reason for specifically considering this now is to do the work 
whilst we have the scaffolding in place in order to not incur the cost of scaffolding twice.  The cost of 
replacement is covered under the maintenance fund (and not subject to a request for new funds 
from leaseholders).  If it is not cost effective to do this work now then we will not recommend it 
 
The lift refurbishment will be paid for from the maintenance account – this is not subject to a 
request for new funds.  The need for refurbishment has been known about since 2018. As has been 
stated elsewhere we have a duty to all residents especially those who are vulnerable and cannot use 
the stairs to keep the lifts in a safe and working condition. 
 
Costs 
 
The costs mentioned in previous communications were not firm estimates – they were nothing more 
than an indicative range of potential costs subject to the detailed investigations now being carried 
out.  The current view which is evolving as more information is gathered, is that costs are likely to be 
towards the lower end of the indicative range previously mentioned. 
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Consultation 
 
The Board will not propose any unnecessary work and all necessary work will be tendered, and costs 
will be transparent. All stakeholders will be consulted. 
 
T1 Tribunal: The process of the First Tier Tribunal Dispensation is that all evidence of why the work is 
required, what work is proposed, and the cost of said works are given to a judge (with expertise in 
these matters), also residents and shareholders are invited to provide evidence and their account of 
why or why not any works should take place. The decision ultimately then rests with the judge as to 
whether the work was necessary and cost-effective. The sole reason for doing this is that the process 
can be faster than the usual Section 20 process – which, by contrast, doesn’t require input from a 
judge. The objective is not to stifle consultation but to expedite being able to put a plan in place and 
demonstrate to our building insurers amongst others that the issues are being remediated.  If we 
cannot do this then there is a risk that premiums will rise precipitously, the high cost of which will be 
detrimental to all stakeholders.  
 
Scaffolding 
 
Scaffolding: the board has said previously, and we repeat here, that we will ask alternative suppliers 
including the one proposed by one resident to tender for scaffolding once we know what the 
requirement is for scaffolding (for example a full wrap versus discrete sections of scaffolding) and for 
how long it is required. It is worth stating that the regulations around working at height are very 
rigorous and any use of scaffolding will need to comply with those regulations. Clearly if we really 
can get the necessary scaffolding for the indicative cost that has been suggested, then we will all be 
very happy. 
 
Windows 
 
We have had many problems over the years with water ingress of the windows into flats which costs 
considerable money to fix and then redecorate each affected flat. There was also an incident where 
one off the windows actually fell out of the frame due to the poor quality of the fitting.  
 
Also, according to the EWS1 report, the windows "would have been non-compliant with the building 
regulations at the time of the re fitting of the windows in Circa 2009”. Further, the report produced 
by CHPK states that “From a technical perspective, the lack of information on the windows installed, 
and inability to extrapolate any information from the windows currently available via Everest 2020 
Ltd, means that we cannot confirm that these windows are suitable for installation on a high-rise 
building”.   
 
To apply for funding on any government fund we are required to seek financial redress from 
previous contractors where possible - if the work conducted didn’t meet regulations at the time. 
Therefore, we are working on a legal case against Everest - the company that fitted the existing 
windows, and also Countrywide Property Managers, the managing agent at the time they were 
fitted. Although we have missed the deadline for the Building Safety Fund, we are making sure we 
are in a suitable position should the government announce another fund as there will be hundreds, 
if not thousands, of other estates also trying to register for said fund, if one is announced.  If our 
claim against Everest is successful, it would make sense to be prepared with plans and specifications 
for any proposed replacements so that the work can be conducted as quickly as possible once any 
settlement was acheived.   
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A decision of whether we will recommend replacing the windows has not been taken yet, but will be 
done so with a full understanding of the financial implications when all information is made 
available. That being said, we think it’s unlikely we will be recommending replacing the windows 
soon as any claim against Everest will not be concluded quickly but we may consider some cost-
effective remedial measures such replacing mastic around leaking windows. 
 
Gardening 
 
MetroPM have refunded the overpayment as noted in a previous update and the gardening contract 
will shortly be retendered as we have now finalised a revised specification. 
 
 
 
Sent on behalf of the board by Colin Inglis and Jez Bullock 
 
 
 


