
CHPK CONTRACT – FURTHER QUESTIONS 

 

1) As a matter of law, any cost to the leaseholder which is above £250 per owner must be 

cleared with a Section 20 notice. This CHPK contract had the potential to reach a cost to WC 

Leaseholders of £150,000 (or more) IN FEES ALONE (based on WCL’s own estimate of cost 

of works of up to £1million at the time this contract was signed).  

 

Within Section 20 there are three main notices that must be served on the leaseholders: 

 

a) The first notice is the Notice of Intention and must be given to each leaseholder, 

describing the works, or saying where and when a description of the works may be 

inspected, stating the reasons for the works and specifying when and where 

observations and nominations for contractors should be sent. The expiry date for this is 

30 days from the date of the notice. It should also inform the leaseholders of their right 

to nominate a contractor. You sent a vague First Notice in Feb 21 but no mention was 

given of a Project Management Contract within that notice. 

b) The second notice is the Notice of Estimates where the landlord must issue a statement 

to the leaseholders with two or more estimates, any responses and a summary of the 

observations. Any nominees’ estimate has to be included. As with the Notice of 

Intention, it must also state where and when the estimates can be inspected and where 

and when the observations must be sent, allowing 30 days. This has NOT been done. 

c) The third notice, is the Notice of Award of Contract. This notice must be given within 21 

days of entering into any contract but only if the chosen contractor did not provide the 

lowest estimate. It must state the reasons for awarding the contract. Although if a 

nominee contractor is chosen to carry out the works it might be prudent to serve a 

Notice of Award of Contract as it can still be objected to on the grounds of 

reasonableness. This has NOT been done. 

 

Therefore WCL has NOT complied with the Section 20 notice correctly which means the 

landlord will only be able to recover £250 per leaseholder in respect of this contract. 

 

WC-FLAG considers that both individual Board members of WCL and the Managing Agent 

MetroPM have been professionally negligent in signing a contract where WC leaseholders 

could have been faced with fees of over £150,000 without following the correct legal 

procedure. If this contract comes to more than £250 per flat we will look to recover the 

difference that WC Shareholders who are members of WC-FLAG would otherwise be 

forced to pay by bringing a legal claim against the negligent parties. 

 

2) In the update and within the CHPK contract we have found more anomalies.  

 

In WCL update we have been told that CHPK was recommended to WCL as a project 

manager.  

 



You have also said that prior to CHPK another company had been used and sacked as 

unsuitable.  

 

In order to clarify how much money WCL has spent without the knowledge of the 

leaseholders please answer the following questions: 

 

a) When did MetroPM advertise and tender for a project manager? How was this project 

manager position advertised? Please provide a copy of this tender and details of where 

it was published. 

b) How many companies replied to this tender for a project manager? Please provide all 

copies of the correspondence with the tendering companies. 

c) How were the tendering companies assessed? 

d) How was CHPK assessed and engaged for this project over and above any other 

company applying for the tender of Project manager? 

e)  Please disclose all copies of correspondence between WCL/MetroPM and CHPK as well 

as minutes of all meetings between any or all these three bodies. 

f) Which company was employed and then rejected by WCL before CHPK? 

g) Who employed that first company? WCL or MetroPM? 

h) For what reason was this company rejected? 

i) Was a contract signed by this company with WCL like the contract with CHPK? 

j) How much money was paid to this company before they were sacked? 

 

3) Did WCL take any legal advice before signing a contract and committing to a project 

management company charging 15% commission on works WCL were expecting to cost 

upwards of £1,000,000 (when all additional works proposed by WCL were added on)? 

 

4) We note that the contract you provided for work to be done by CHPK with their proposed 

fees is NOT signed or dated. Can you confirm that the signed and dated contract document 

is EXACTLY the same as what you provided to us with no addition and subtractions? Please 

provide the signed agreement. 

 

5) The contract document is not in the normal layout showing the two parties that are agreeing 

the terms. However, the document mentions that it has been prepared for MetroPM. Can 

you confirm whether CHPK has made an agreement with MetroPM or WCL? If the 

agreement is between CHPK and MetroPM please supply the document on which WCL gave 

permission to MetroPM to engage CHPK? 


