
Dear Resident, 
 
We have been contacted by several concerned leaseholders who inform us that you have been sent 
a leaflet by a small group of leaseholders who make certain allegations about the conduct of 
Warwick Crest Limited (WCL) and MetroPM in their handling of the situation regarding the fire 
safety works at Warwick Crest.  We would therefore like to provide you with a further 
comprehensive update to deal with progress on these fire safety issues. 
 
We believe that we have answered all questions raised of the Board and MetroPM in the regular 
Board updates to leaseholders, although we are happy to respond to further specific questions if this 
is required. 
 
The first observation is in respect of the heading entitled “Up to £15,000 per flat to pay for the 
removal of “cladding” at CONCRETE Warwick Crest”. We are not sure what message is being 
conveyed here, but it is the case that there is either non-ACM cladding or ACM cladding that has 
been identified at Warwick Crest which requires removal to enable fire engineers to issue a 
satisfactory and signed-off EWS1 form.  Other defects have been identified which also require 
remediation.  The Board of Directors and MetroPM have consistently and comprehensively advised 
all leaseholders of what works have been carried out and what works are envisaged to remediate 
the building so that it meets the required fire safety standards in light of the failed EWS1 survey 
carried out in November 2020. 
 
Samples of the cladding have been removed and are being analysed to establish whether these are 
ACM or non-ACM.  This analysis will then determine the extent of works required and the eligibility 
of the building for any government funding.  Please note that we are advised that providing these 
works are eligible, funding applications will be received and acknowledged by MHCLG, and funding 
will be made available. The fund application is likely to take around 3 months or more, depending on 
how the funding due diligence proceeds. It is therefore somewhat alarming to suggest that “THE 
FULL COST OF THE WORKS WILL BE PAID BY YOU” until such time as the nature of the materials is 
known and funding facilities are confirmed and made available.  If for whatever reason the works are 
ineligible, the cost of these works would need to be borne by leaseholders. 
 
MetroPM advised the Board of Directors in June 2020 that an EWS1 survey would be required to 
ensure the safety of residents and to confirm that the building met the required fire safety 
standards, to give comfort to lenders following the Grenfell Tower fire.  You will recall that some 
Directors at that time could not agree on the need to carry out this survey. The assertion that the 
building should have been tested in 2107/18 is deeply flawed. In all Fire Risk Assessments carried out 
on behalf of Warwick Crest by Fire Engineers, no comment was ever raised about the possibility of 
there being ACM cladding (indeed in the 2019 report, it suggests there were no such cladding 
panels), and WCL has relied on these reports.  
 
The Board has kept all leaseholders fully up-to-date with progress and has answered all questions 
raised of it by leaseholders. The Board has provided all information on the proposed works and has 
provided a copy of the fire engineer’s report.  At no point has the Board given any information or 
advice which differs or varies from the requirements indicated in the EWS1 survey report. 
 
The Board has not refused to provide a copy of the tender specification. The specification is 
attached, and the quotations will be shared once these are received, in accordance with the usual 
requirements under s20 consultation.  The quantum of remediation works will only be known once 
these quotations are received and so it is premature to speculate on what these costs are going to 



be until that time, although based on information already received, the numbers quoted in the 
leaflet are exaggerated. 
 
We appreciate that this is a worrying and uncertain time for many of you, and we assure you that 
MetroPM and the Board of Directors are working very hard to resolve these complex issues.  We will 
continue to keep you fully informed of what actions are being taken and, in the meantime, if you 
have any questions, please do not hesitate to ask us on ews1support@metro-pm.co.uk 
 
The Board proposes to call a general meeting in the next few weeks to discuss the progress of any 
applications for funding and details of quotations received.  The Board will invite the consulting 
engineers and the fire engineer to this meeting to answer any questions you may have on this.  
 
We detail below the questions raised by certain leaseholders and the Board’s responses to these 
questions as follows: 
 
Below are the answers to recent questions from some leaseholders: 
 
Questions: 
 
• After Grenfell tragedy in June 2017, did MetroPM understand that Warwick Crest was also a 
high-rise residential building and hence very important to keep their eyes open and ears to the 
ground for advice from the government? 
 
1. MetroPM did of course appreciate that Warwick Crest is a high-rise building.  MetroPM 
wrote to all residents in the aftermath of Grenfell Tower advising that it did not believe there to be 
any issues because none had been raised in Fire Risk Assessments (FRAs), although it did say that 
Warwick Crest was not clad in the same materials as at Grenfell Tower and therefore the same fire 
risks would not apply. In hindsight this was mistaken but based on annual Fire Risk Assessments 
(FRAs) this was not an unreasonable position to take at the time. Notably the 2019 FRA which states 
on page 12 “The risk of fire spread on the external surfaces of the building is low; no cladding 
appeared to be present.” 
 
• In July 2017 the government wrote to building owners to submit specimens of cladding to 
BRE for free testing to establish whether they were ACM. What advice did MetroPM give to WCL on 
this subject? Were samples sent for testing? Why are samples being sent now, 4 years later? 
 
2. MetroPM received no such notification, nor did it hear from West Midlands Fire Service until 
June or July of 2021 to that extent.  MetroPM relied on FRAs.  There was no reason at the time to 
suspect the existence of ACM/non-ACM materials until we received the failed EWS1 report conducted 
by a qualified fire engineer which stated the building contains ACM cladding. Samples are being sent 
now to confirm the cladding is ACM as this is required for the application process of the Private ACM 
fund for which we have been told by MHCLG that we are eligible to apply, even though the official 
deadline for the fund, as stated on all available fund paperwork, was December 2019. 
 
• In April 2018 - from those building owners who submitted samples, 317 were found to 
contain dangerous cladding. Was WC one of them? 
 
3. Warwick Crest did not submit any samples and was not inspected as it was not clad in panels 
in the same way as other buildings like Grenfell Tower and as answered in questions 1 and 2, based 
on the FRAs, as there was no reason to suspect the existence of ACM/non-ACM materials. 
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• In October 2018 Government Advice note 19 asked building owners to check spandrels and 
infill panels and get them tested for ACM. What advice did MetroPM give WCL on this issue? Were 
spandrels and infills tested in October 2018? 
  
4. No advice was given to Warwick Crest Limited on spandrel and infill panels as this was not 
identified as an issue through FRAs and as answered in questions 1 and 2, based on the FRAs, as 
there was no reason to suspect the existence of ACM/non-ACM materials. In answering questions 3 
and 4, it is worth adding that it was only when the EWS1 was carried out the issue was identified and 
throughout the period in question none of the Directors nor MetroPM suspected the existence of 
these flammable materials.   
 
• Also in 2018, the government asked local authorities to find any high rise building with ACM 
cladding. Birmingham City Council found 3 private buildings with ACM cladding. Was WC one of 
those 3? What advice did MetroPM give to WCL or Birmingham City Council regarding cladding n WC 
 
5. WCL is unaware of this process, so no answer can be provided to this, however if 
leaseholders can provide any information about this process of how it was conducted then we may 
be able to comment. Also, the fact that Birmingham City Council was only able to find 3 buildings 
containing ACM cladding in the whole of Birmingham shows that perhaps the Council could have 
done more in identifying ACM-containing buildings. 
 
• In July 2019 the government opened a fund to remediate ACM cladding in the Private sector. 
This fund closed December 2019. What advice or knowledge of this fund did MetroPM give to WCL? 
 
6. MetroPM gave no funding advice to Warwick Crest.  It is not qualified to do so.  As has been 
repeatedly stated there was no reason to suspect the existence of such materials at the time and 
therefore the question is academic.  If leaseholders have any tangible evidence that there was 
knowledge of presence of flammable cladding between 2017 and November 2020 and that MetroPM 
or Directors at the time ignored that evidence, then leaseholders are urged to present it to WCL 
without delay 
 
• In December 2019, RICS, started the EWS1 idea. Was MetroPM aware that EWS1 had no 
legal status and had nothing to do with funding of cladding? If they did not, why not and if they did 
then why did they use the EWS1 excuse not to apply for the Non-ACM BSF funding in June/July 
2020? 
 
7. EWS1 – RICS have changed their guidance on these a number of times and Metro was aware 
that these forms were to enable lending as much as for fire safety.  The fact is that while it was 
possible to register for the non-ACM fund, WCL would have had to have self-certified the existence of 
flammable materials of which no one, including all the directors at the time, had any reason to 
suspect the existence – and would not have been able to provide the relevant backup information 
until after the EWS1 survey had been carried out in November 2020.  It is impossible to know in 
hindsight whether this self-certification (without the relevant backup evidence) would have been a 
reasonable thing to do, but it begs the question on what grounds would MetroPM or the Directors 
have decided to make such an application given that the issue was not uncovered until the EWS1 
survey. 
 
• In June 2020 the government opened the non-ACM funding. What advice did MetroPM give 
to WCL regarding the funding? Why was the only subject discussed in June/ July 2020, the EWS1? 
Why was the missing of the fund deadlines blamed on not having an EWS1 form? 
 



8. MetroPM gave no funding advice to Warwick Crest apart from the fact that it should conduct 
this survey.  It is not qualified to do so.  It has been, and remains the case, that the whole funding 
situation is shrouded in confusion and uncertainty and even those dealing with it, including the 
government itself, does not really know what is happening now.  Our consulting engineer has 
established that the ACM fund is in fact still open to new registrations even though it is theoretically 
closed, and the Board proposes to submit an application to this fund accordingly given that ACM or 
non-ACM cladding now appears to be present, along with other fire safety defects, as identified in 
the EWS1 survey. 
 
• In November 2020 an EWS report was commissioned and it was found that WC did have 
cladding. The cladding was in the spandrels and infills and the cladding was ACM! Did that come as a 
shock to MetroPM? They had missed the free testing offered in July 2017, the Government advice 
note 19 in October 2018 and the Fund for ACM remediation ending in December 2019? Does this 
boil down to professional negligence? 
 
9. Metro advised the Board to obtain the EWS1 survey not because it suspected there were 
ACM panels (or other fire defects) but because it wanted to be able to produce evidence of a clean 
bill of health for the building considering the increasing demand in 2020 for ESW1 surveys to assist 
sales and mortgage funding.  The results were surprising to all the Directors  
 
• Can MetroPM justify the 'hard work' being done now to jump back on to the ACM fund 
without apologizing for all the government advice missed or ignored? 
 
10. MetroPM  gave no funding advice to Warwick Crest and it is not qualified to do so.  As has 
been previously stated there was no reason to suspect the existence of flammable materials at the 
time  
 
• On MetroPM website there are news articles talking about funding for cladding from the 
government and in your article dated 8 June 2021 you state that “no leaseholder with properties 
above 18m will pay a penny”. Why then, just 15 days later on 23 June 2021, did you tell WC 
leaseholders they each will need to pay up to £15000 each? What has MetroPM got to say about 
why WC leaseholders must pay £15k each when the government has said consistently, and MetroPM 
on it's own website also states, that leaseholders will not be charged? 
 
11. The comment made on Metro’s website is an extract from a government undertaking given 
in the last few months.  According to the advice WCL has from experts, a fund will be available 
whether the cladding is ACM or non-ACM, providing the works are eligible, however at this time we 
cannot be completely certain that the works are eligible and there may be a timing issue with getting 
re-imbursement from the fund(s).  WCL’s understanding of the availability of funding has changed 
recently following diligent work by WCL’s consulting engineer. 
 


