
 

# Question By Answer 

1. Point 1 General 
 

WC-FLAG response to Board Update 
030921 

1. The Board has consistently said that abseiling as an access method is 
inappropriate for the works envisaged.  It has also consistently stated 
that contractors can submit responses for any access method they 
chose.  Regardless of WC-FLAG’s interpretation of the tender 
documents, all the contracts have submitted tenders for various access 
methods other than scaffolding (such as cradles and mast climbers), as 
well as scaffolding.  None has suggested abseiling. 

 
2. The Board did not refuse to attend.  The Board elected not to speak to 

the abseiling contractors for the reasons stated above. 
 
3. The stated position of WC-FLAG that the Board is not interested in 

alternative access methods is simply untrue.  See point one above. 

2. 

a) Who approached / 
recommended CHPK to project 
manage the EWS1 problem? 
The Board or Matthew Arnold? 

b) Did WCL advertise for Project 
Managers? 

c) Who agreed a fee where the 
higher the cost of the project, 
the more the contractor was 
paid? 

d) Does the Board think this fee 
arrangement was good 
commercial practice and likely 
to be in any way beneficial for 
WC leaseholders? 

e) Please show the contract 
signed between WCL and CHPK 

 

WC-FLAG response to Board Update 
030921 

a) MetroPM recommended CHPK.  CHPK were the second contractors 
appointed, the first having been deemed ineffective by the Board. 

b) MetroPM advertised for project managers on behalf of WCL and the 
board then selected their chosen supplier, as is the case with all major 
works.  

c) The Board agreed to the proposed contract.  The fee arrangements are 
typical for this kind of work in the construction sector.  However, in 
terms of value for money, as the objective all along has been to 
minimise cost, the primary criteria for appointment of the contractor is 
least cost, so the project manager doesn’t stand to gain in the way 
implied by WC-FLAG.  CHPK will produce a detailed tender report and 
the Board will question the recommendations extensively, especially if 
the recommended direction is not lowest or close to lowest cost. 

d) See c) 
e) The contract is attached. 



3. Point 2 – Planning Permission WC-FLAG response to Board Update 
030921 

Contrary to WC-FLAG’s stated view: - 
1. The board does not believe that the work will materially alter the 

visual appearance.  The so called “colour” will be the same as the 
silver/grey colour currently.  The contractors will match the RAL 
number(colour) as closely as possible to the current panels, most likely 
resulting in an exact match. 

2. Neither CHPK or the Board currently believes that planning permission 
is required for the reason stated above but is in conversations with the 
planning authorities as a courtesy. 

3. The planning authorities can be fickle however and so we can’t 
guarantee that planning permission will not be required.  However, 
CHPK believes that given the amount of time the funding process will 
take that in the unlikely event that planning permission were to be 
required, it would not be on the critical path for the remedial work. 

4. Point 3 - Funding WC-FLAG response to Board Update 
030921 

To be clear the Board is NOT considering and any non-funded work. As 
previously stated, many times in many updates previously, the work 
undertaken will avoid any non-funded elements if at all humanly possible 
– unless, for example, any mandatory EWS1 work turns out, for some 
reason, to be ineligible for funding.  The Board has taken a responsible 
course by pointing out the various risks in this update and previously in 
various updates. 
 
Whilst the Board does not intend to ask leaseholders for pre-funding, that 
cannot entirely be ruled out – for example if WMFS or the insurers forced 
us to act in advance of receiving funding. 
 
Again, the Board being prudent in pointing out the risks of various 
scenarios. 
 
The Board and all leaseholders will have an opportunity to see and review 
the tender report and ask questions about it to ensure that least cost and 
best value for money are obtained – and no unnecessary works are being 
considered. 
 



Based on the genuine concerns raised, the Board does not believe that 
leaseholders will want to pre-fund the work in advance of receiving 
government funding, however if there was a consensus from leaseholders 
in favour of leaseholders themselves pre-funding the work to get the work 
done quickly then of course the Board would consider that view seriously. 
 
Regards what happens if funding cannot be obtained, then the majority of 
costs will fall to leaseholders and, unfortunately there is no good answer 
to questions about how individual leaseholders will fund their share.  The 
Board has previously delt with questions about using the reserve fund and 
the sales of the flat (which would only benefit freeholders, if freeholders 
were to agree to the sale for that purpose).  There are various options that 
may potentially contribute proportion of the fund needed, but it is 
prudent that all leaseholders plan for the worst: i.e., no government 
funding and no other sources of funding - regardless of the fact that the 
Board currently thinks this scenario unlikely. 

5. Point 4 – ACM Testing WC-FLAG response to Board Update 
030921 

The sample is being tested for flammability and WCL will apply for funding 
to the relevant fund. 

6. Point 5 – Access Methods 

WC-FLAG response to Board Update 
030921 

The Boards respects WC-FLAG’s views regards the use of abseiling as an 
access method; however, we respectfully disagree with its interpretation.  
See answer to Point 1.  To clarify the point about inspections, neither 
CHPK, building control or the Fire Engineers are certified to abseil and 
would be unable to properly inspect the work from ground level. 

7. Point 6 – Unnecessary Works 

WC-FLAG response to Board Update 
030921 

We are continuing to explore minimum EWS1 requirements with our Fire 
Engineer. The bin area work will not be undertaken. We will inform 
leaseholders when we have an answer regarding the ground floor 
windows. 

8. Point 6 – Questions / Answers re 
Managing Agent 

WC-FLAG response to Board Update 
030921 

The Board maintain that all the material questions have been answered.  It 
understands and respects that WC-FLAG may disagree with the answers 
provided but it doesn’t believe it has anything further to add. It does not 
intend to reply to personal remarks aimed at individual Board members. 

9. Email Point - WC-FLAG requests 
that WCL includes WC-FLAG in all Email The board will keep all leaseholders fully informed of progress with BRE 

and MHCLG 



their dealings with MHCLG/BRE 
tests and funding application.  

10. Requirement for an EWS1 Seldi Rubakantha 

The assertion that an EWS1 is not required is incorrect: RICS March 2021 
guidance states: - 
 

Criteria: 
For buildings over six storeys an EWS1 form should be 
required where: 

• There is cladding or curtain wall glazing on the 
building or 

• there are balconies which stack vertically above each other 
and either both the balustrades and decking are constructed 
with combustible materials (e.g. timber) or the decking is 
constructed with combustible materials and the balconies are 
directly linked by combustible material. 

For buildings of five or six storeys an EWS1 form should be 
required where: 

• There is a significant amount of cladding on the building (for 
the purpose of this guidance, approximately one quarter of 
the whole elevation estimated from what is visible standing at 
ground level is a significant amount) or 

• there are ACM, MCM or HPL panels on the building** or 
• there are balconies which stack vertically above each other 

and either both the balustrades and decking are constructed 
with combustible materials (e.g. timber), or the decking is 
constructed with combustible materials and the balconies are 
directly linked by combustible materials. 



For buildings of four storeys or fewer an EWS1 form should be 
required where: 

• There are ACM, MCM or HPL panels on the building**. 
 
Clearly, Warwick Crest is in the first category (in italics, red font). An EWS1 
was/is required and was performed, and remedial action is required. 

11. Replacement with “stone” panels 
by cherry picker 

Seldi Rubakantha The Board respectfully suggest that this is not a credible suggestion.  
However, if evidence from a qualified construction engineer exists to the 
contrary, the Board will consider it, of course. 

12. Contracts and alleged motives and 
behaviour of contractors 

Seldi Rubakantha Answered in previous answers above – Question 2 

13. Costs 

Seldi Rubakantha The assertion of the costs being £1m is incorrect no matter how many 
times it is repeated.  The Board initially gave an estimate of £500k - to 
£1m based on advice received from similar projects.  However, the likely 
cost will be below the lower end of that estimate.  In addition, as has been 
repeated many times, government funding will require that we achieve 
minimum cost and clear value for money as will the application for 
dispensation at the First Tier Tribunal. 

14. Second EWS1 / fire assessment 

Seldi Rubakantha The Board does not believe that leaseholders will want to fund a second 
assessment, however if there was a consensus from leaseholders in favour 
of performing a second assessment, even though it would delay the 
remedial work required - and is highly unlikely to result in a different 
outcome given that an EWS1 Failure has already been recorded, then of 
course the Board would consider that view seriously. 

15. Appendix A 

Seldi Rubakantha As far as can be determined the assertions in Appendix A are Mr 
Rubakantha’s opinion as a lay person.  However, if Mr Rubakantha is in 
possession of a report, or any other evidence from a qualified Fire 
Engineer or a qualified Construction Engineer the Board urges him to bring 
it forward so it can be considered 

16. 
Appendix B 
1. WMFS Report 
2. Funding 

Seldi Rubakantha 1. WMFS inspected the building following their usual protocol and 
procedures. They enquired about any EWS1 report on the basis of 



3. Scaffolding/ Access Methods the height of the building and of course this was provided by 
MetroPM.  

2. All the assertions about unnecessary works and funding are 
incorrect.  See answers above 

3. Answered above 
 


