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Simon Walden <s7handicap@gmail.com>, "18666151668@163.com" <18666151668@163.com>, Tony Sartorius re
64WC <aes@alucast.co.uk>, "chitra.shah301193@gmail.com%20" <chitra.shah301193@gmail.com>,
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Dear Jack

Despite the fact you don't seem able to use my name in emails, I presume I am the "self-proclaimed expert in building
construction amongst us"? First of all, it is not self-proclaimed, it is proclaimed from the University of Bath who
awarded me a First Class Honours Degree in Building Engineering. And yes, I accept that as I am now 50 and that
was when I was in my early twenties it was a while ago. But I have maintained an interest in building and construction
over the years and even had a company briefly looking at building new ultra-affordable homes only a few years ago.
Can you remind other leaseholders of your background and any relevant expertise?

First, let's get a couple of facts straight for the benefit of other leaseholders:

1) You say that neither you, nor Matthew Arnold, nor anyone else can be held responsible for not applying to the
Building Safety Funds because you had no idea there was combustible cladding at Warwick Crest, because that's
what the Fire Risk Assessment said. I would remind you that was MY point last June when Matthew Arnold - and you
and Matt Rendu - insisted that we needed an EWS1 because of the risk of combustible cladding. I will remind you,
and am happy to share emails and communication from the time, where I pointed out to you RICS official advice was
that an EWS1 was ONLY needed where a building has a risk of combustible cladding. I didn't think Warwick Crest did
face that risk, as even if the spandrel panels were combustible, they are separated from each other by several feet of
solid concrete. I also pointed out to you that our Fire Risk Assessment said there was no risk of fire spread up the
outside of the building. Yet you, Matt Rendu and Matthew Arnold still insisted RICS advice applied to us as we may
have a risk from combustible cladding and therefore HAD to have an EWS1 survey carried out. So to say now you
didn't know any better is untrue. You DID suspect combustible cladding which is why you insisted on the EWS1
(otherwise why did you insist we go against the advice of RICS and our Fire Risk Assessment?). You are therefore, in
my opinion, negligent in not applying to the Building Safety Fund at the same time, as we have already established
that in fact the EWS1 form had nothing to do with applying to the Building Safety Fund (though you haven't retracted
your accusation of that yet). I would also remind other leaseholders that you were SO sure you were right about the
severe risk to life and limb at Warwick Crest of my remaining on the Board and delaying the EWS1 process that you
told leaseholders I was a threat by being on the board and so you brought about an EGM to remove me. You were
SO sure that was the best thing that you contravened UK Company Law during the EGM process to guarantee my
removal. You were SO sure of the risk that you issued publications full of lies to shareholders in order to get them to
vote to remove me (for which you are now being sued). 

2) Whilst I have a background in Building Engineering, I have never claimed to be a member of RICS or ARMA or a
professional Managing Agent. I was under the impression all the time I was Director that was Matthew Arnold's job -
was I wrong in that assumption? If that was Matthew Arnold's job, then why did he not inform the board of ANY of the
Government Advice notes issued from 2017 through to 2018/2019, issued by the Government to the professional
agents of tall residential buildings, about the need to test possibly combustible panels and specifically window
spandrel panels post Grenfell? As a Board we pass that responsibility on to the Managing Agent - ours failed in his
duty. As a Board, we are meant to hold our Managing Agent to account for their professional conduct - you have, in
my opinion, failed to do so but instead you have gone out of your way to protect Matthew Arnold's interests over and
above the interests of Warwick Crest leaseholders. Why is that?



You have asked what I would have done differently. Allow me to answer: 

1) Having commissioned an EWS1 survey, I would have acted on the results of it in a timely manner. You received the
EWS1 survey results in November 2020. The EWS1 survey recommended only ONE thing to remediate Warwick
Crest - replace all the window spandrel panels (the report clearly states that any cavity barrier issues are only
because the panels themselves act as cavity barriers, but as they are combustible that can't be allowed, but with non-
combustible panels that issue is fixed). The first thing I would have questioned is why the report says the panels are
combustible when no testing was done. This is something I and WC-FLAG have been asking you for months. You
now, finally, 9 months after you got that survey report, have sent a panel off for testing. 

2) If the panels did come back from testing as combustible, I would have got them replaced immediately as the EWS1
survey told you to do. Instead you did nothing, but then - and this will be news to lots of leaseholders - you
commissioned A SECOND External Facade Inspection report in March 2021, which looked at all the same issues as
the first one. You have not once told leaseholders why you did this? How much did it cost for a second one and what
was the reason? This second report also picked up on the Window Spandrel panels but then also made
recommendations to install Fire Cavity Barriers around all refuse chutes on shared balconies. You have NEVER
shared this report with leaseholders. This recommendation has nothing to do with our EWS1 report yet is included in
the detailed tender specification you finally sent to us two days ago, after requesting it from you repeatedly for weeks.

3) After the "secret" second survey, you then commissioned an external consultant to produce a detailed tender
specification for the works needed. When leaseholders requested a copy of that tender specification so they could
examine the works required and get their own quotes, as is their right under Section 20 rules, I would not have
refused to hand it over to leaseholders for weeks and weeks and weeks.

4) I would have made sure only necessary works were included in that tender specification. Instead, having gone
through it yesterday, I see that of the phenomenally long 218 page specification, only 1 small section of 4 points
amounting to approx 1 fifth of one page, is specific to the works required to remedy the EWS1 Window Spandrel
Panels. EVERYTHING ELSE is superfluous. Leaseholders I am sure will be surprised to know - especially as you
have never told them - that also included in the tender is for steam cleaning all the facade, the fire cavity barriers
around refuse chutes (just a recommendation not required for the EWS1 survey), PLUS removing and replacing
mastic seals around ALL windows and doors on every floor whether they need it or not, plus repairs to masonry
following the steam cleaning, plus a very detailed specification on the scaffolding to enable this, plus removing and
replacing all ground floor windows something which doesn't seem to be mentioned in either of the two external facade
inspection surveys.

5) I would (in fact i already have) have sought alternatives to the very expensive option of scaffolding. I have had
confirmation from at least two high rise building abseil maintenance teams that they are perfectly capable of
undertaking the window spandrel panel replacement work, the ONLY thing required according to our EWS1 survey.
The cost of this is far less than scaffolding. I have already sent the details of these companies to the Board. Had I
been on the Board I would not have ignored these suggestions that could save leaseholders tens of thousands of
pounds each.

6) Had I been on the board and suspected the cost of EWS1 remedial works was going to be in the region of up to
£15k per flat (a figure YOU told everyone, not me) I would not have worried leaseholders needlessly by also
suggesting we might replace all the windows in the building at the same time, despite the fact they have a 25+ year
lifespan and were only replaced approx 10 years ago. I also wouldn't have lied to leaseholders about the reasons for
needing to do all these extra works (including rear spine windows and lift) at the same time. When leaseholders
pointed out to the Board that our Managing Agent had lied about the reasons for needing some of this work, I would
have questioned the Managing Agent as to his honesty and/or competence.

7) When leaseholders wanted a meeting to ask questions, I wouldn't have muted them throughout the entire meeting.
I would also have answered their actual questions, rather than your own skewed interpretation of their questions.

8) If I were Chairman and had presided over a Board where half the Directors walked out on me, I wouldn't have
refused an offer for three very able, experienced and willing volunteers to join the Board. I especially wouldn't have
refused that offer when i was in SOLE control of the Company (by virtue of having the casting vote as Chairman
between you and the one remaining Director, which means your decision is the only one that ever happens), knowing
full well what a terrible abuse of power being in that position and insisting on remaining in that position, actually is and
how no-one with any sense of right or wrong would ever entertain such an idea.

I could go on but frankly I think that's enough for now. I look forward to your response.

Ian Bush
32 Warwick Crest


