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DECISION

Introduction

1. This case involves an application by the Applicant referred to above (“the
Applicant”) in respect of 3 Hazelmere Road, London NW6 6PY (“the
Property”). The application is for Dispensation of the consultation
requirements contained in Section 20 of the Landlord and Tenant Act
1985 (“the Actf‘) pursuant to section 20ZA of the Act. The Application is
made against the leaseholders (as named above) (“the Respondents”) of
the Property, in respect of whom dispensation of the consultation
procedure is requested.

2. The Application was received by the Tribunal on 3 April 2013, and
Directions were given by the Tribunal on 16" April 2013. It was directed
that those Respondents in opposition to the Application should respond
to it by 3@ May 2013, and the Respondents were also given an
opportunity to indicate whether they required an oral hearing of the
Application.

3. As recorded in the Directions, the application relates to repair in respect
of the roof at the Property. Again as explained in the application, the
dormer roof at the Property had developed a serious leak, causing
substantial water ingress into the bedroom of the Top Floor Flat. Part of
the ceiling had required removal to avoid the danger of collapse. The
works, given their urgency, were in fact under way at the time of the
Directions hearing.

4. No statements in opposition have been received from any of the
Respondent leaseholders, nor has a hearing been requested. Indeed,
the Respondents, as understood by the Tribunal, heartily support the
application, and have encouraged the works to be carried out without




delay, and without formal completion of the consuitation process.
Accordingly the Tribunal is dealing with this matter on the basis of the

written material contained within the Application

Applicant’s Case

5. The Applicant's position as set out in the Application is that the above-
mentioned problem was alerted to its agents by the Respondents; the
agents promptly obtained 2 estimates and served a Stage One statutory
Notice on each of the Respondents. In fact, before the end of the
consultation period, the Respondents had all confirmed by e-mail that
they were entirely agreeable to the works to proceeding with the most
economic of the contractors who had quoted. In the event, the works

were indeed carried out, and have now been paid for.

The Respondents’ Case

6. As mentioned, none of the Respondents have submitted statements in
opposition, nor requested a hearing. On the contrary, they fully support
the carrying out of the works ahead of complete consultation.

The Determination the Tribunal

7. The works in this case were of an urgent kind as described above. There
has been partial compliance with the statutory consultation procedure,
but it has been truncated in the light of the nature of the works, and the
complete agreement of all leaseholders concerned. The Tribunal is quite
satisfied that this is an appropriate case for the dispensation in
accordance with section 20ZA of the Act of the remaining part of the

section 20 consultation procedure. Accordingly, by this Decision, a




dispensation order is granted. It should be stressed that (although no
such course is being encouraged) the dispensation order does not
impinge upon the entittement of the Respondents, or any of them, to
make an application under section 27A if the cost or standard of the

works is challenged in some way.

Conclusion
8. For the reasons indicated above, the Tribunal is satisfied that it is

reasonable to dispense with the remaining consultation requirements of

section 20 of the Act, and a determination to this effect is accordingly
given.
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