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RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TRIBUNAL

In the matter of an Appeal under Paragraph 10 of Schedule 1 to the Housing Act
2004 (Appeal against an Improvement Notice)

DECISION

Case No. CHI/29UN/HIN/2011/0009
Property: Basement Flat
5 Godwin Road
Margate
Kent
CT9 2HA
Between: Euro Arrow Limited (the Applicant)
and
Thanet District Council (the Respondent)
Date of Hearing:  25th July 2011
Members of the
Tribunal: Mr. R. Norman (Chairman)
Mr. R.A. Wilkey FRICS

Date decision issued:

RE: BASEMENT FLAT, 5 GODWIN ROAD, MARGATE, KENT, CT9 2HA

Decision

1. The Tribunal made the following variation to the Improvement Notice,
Schedule 2: Remedial Works in respect of excess cold to read as follows:

“Install suitably located and appropriately sized new Rointe K-Series panel heaters
throughout the premises. Each heater must be properly fixed and permanently wired in

accordance with the Building Regulations and the 17" edition of the IEE wiring
regulations.”




[image: image2.png]2. The Tnbunal noted that provided the Improvement Notice as vaned is fully
complied with by 30" September 2011 the Council will not claim any costs of service of
the Improvement Notice.

Background

3. Euro Arrow Limited (“the Applicant”) is the owner of the freehold interest in §
Godwin Road, Margate, Kent CT9 2HA, of which the Basement Flat (“the property™)
forms part.

4. On 14" April 2011, Thanet District Council (“the Council”) served on the
Applicant an Improvement Notice under Sections 11 and 12 of the Housing Act 2004
requiring work to be carried out in respect of the property because the Council considered
that category 1 and 2 hazards existed at the property. A copy of the Improvement Notice
was served on Clockwork Estates Limited.

5. Details of the hazards and of the remedial actions which in the opinion of the
Council were required were set out in the Improvement Notice together with the period
within which the remedial action was to be completed.

6. The Applicant has appealed against the issue of that Notice.
Inspection

7. The Tribunal inspected the property on 25" July 2011. Present at the inspection
were Mr. Cik, a director of the Applicant, Mr. Reilly representing the Applicant, and Mr.
Hopkins, Mrs. Kerley and Mr. Hewitt on behalf of the Council.

8. The Tribunal inspected the intenor and extenior of the property which is the
basement flat in a mid terraced Victorian property which had been converted into 4 flats.
The property comprises a hallway, 2 rooms, a kitchen and a bathroom. There was no
fixed heating and all the windows, with the exception of the window in the rear room
which was double glazed, were single glazed. It was pointed out by Mr. Hopkins that the
mould growth which had been present on the outside wall in the rear room was no longer
there. Tt could be seen that there was a gas supply to the outside of the property.

9. At the request of Mr. Reilly and Mr. Cik, for the purpose of showing an example
of the standard of flats owned by the Applicant and the panel heaters installed, the
Tribunal inspected the interior of the ground floor flat at 5 Godwin Road. This flat was
vacant and Mr. Reilly said that it had been renovated by the Applicant. The panel heaters
in that flat were pointed out and Mr. Reilly said that the type of panel heaters which the
Applicant proposed to install in the property were similar to those i the ground floor flat
but would be better as they were top of the range.

10.  Each party had provided a bundle of written evidence.
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11.  The hearing was attended by Mr. Cik, Mr. Reilly, Mr. Hopkins, (who was leading
the case for the Council), Mrs. Kerley and Mr. Hewitt.

12, The Chairman listed the documents which had been received from the parties and
those present confirmed that they had received copies of the documents provided by the

other party.

13, The Chairman summarised the position which had been reached namely that:

(a) The Improvement Notice had been issued and complied with except for the
requirement to provide heating.

(b) There was agreement between the parties that adequate heating was required and that
the only point in issue and to be decided by the Tribunal was the means of providing
heating,

(¢) The Council considered that there should be a fixed, affordable means of heating and
that it should be achieved either by gas fired central heating or electric storage heaters,
whereas the Applicant considered that the heating should be by means of panel heaters.

{d) Clockwork Estates Limited was included in the Improvement Notice as an
“Interested Party” but that Company was the managing agent and should not be a party.

14.  Those present agreed with that summary.

15.  Mr. Reilly raised as a preliminary point a matter which he had raised in
correspondence namely that in his opinion the Council had failed to comply with
paragraph 7 of the Directions which provided that if both parties appointed expert
witnesses they should meet and produce a joint report identifying the issues agreed and
not agreed.

16.  He explained that at considerable expense the Applicant had instructed Stewart
King to provide an expert’s report. The Council had produced on its behalf a report by
Giles Read. There should have been a meeting to produce a joint statement confirming
agreement and narrowing 1ssues. Mr. Reilly became conscious that there seemed to be
some delay on the Council’s part in confirming instructions to their expert to liaise with
Stewart King. On 14™ July Mr. Reilly sent an email to the Council followed by another
email reminding them that they were already late in having a joint statement prepared and
asking them to confirm they had requested their expert urgently to make arrangements
with Stewart King for a telephone conference to take place as Mr. King is in Aberdeen.
In response a short email was received repeating what had been said a day or so earlier
that Mr. Reid had not been appointed as an expert witness so the Chairman’s directions
did not apply. In the circumstances Mr. Reilly found that to be a remarkable admission.
He responded by sending Mrs Kerley another email saying the Council’s failure to
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prepared was likely to have grave consequences for the Applicant. He reminded the
Council that the Applicant had instructed a completely independent and impartial expert
but by contrast the report prepared on behalf of the Council was written by someone who
had not been appointed in an expert witness capacity and so the proposed joint report
could not be prepared. After extensive research and again at considerable expense the
Applicant proposed to install Rointe K-Series heating units not only in the basement flat
but in the other flats as well. Before that proposal the Applicant had informed Mr. King
of those intentions and in the proposed joint statement he would have had the opportunity
of discussing this with Mr. Reid and would have made positive recommendations as to
the suitability of this product for the property. The Applicant was concerned that if it
were not possible to have a joint statement then the Applicant’s case would be prejudiced
to the utmost because it would not be possible for evidence to be given by an expert as to
the fitness and appropriateness of this type of heating system. Given that disputes of this
nature are invariably determined by the expert evidence the inability of the experts to
comment on the Rointe system would clearly damage the Applicant’s prospects of
success. He put the Council on notice that their breach of paragraph 7 of the Directions
would be dealt with by the Applicant making an application to have the Improvement
Notice struck out. As an alternative, as more likely, if the Tribunal did not strike out the
Notice that the entirety of Mr. Reid’s report be disregarded from the evidence before the
Tnbunal so that the only expert evidence is that given by King in his two reports. Asa
preliminary issue Mr. Reilly asked the Tribunal to take a serious view of the breach of the
directions and for those reasons its possible effect on the proceedings. The failure of the
Council to instruct a proper expert had deprived the Applicant of the opportunity of
having a finalised report. The Applicant takes very seriously its obligations and whatever
was agreed between the experts would have largely if not totally forced them very
seriously to think about continuing to oppose the Notice and possibly the hearing could
have been avoided. Had the joint experts’ report not favoured the Rointe product then
Mr. Reilly would have advised the Applicant that since that joint report would have
influenced the Tribunal in making a decision, storage heaters should be installed. As to
central heating, the two experts in that joint discussion could have reached an agreement
or at least discussed the pros and cons of a central heating system as opposed to the
Rointe K-Series product. The lack of such a discussion had had a serious effect on the
Applicant. Money had been spent on instructing an expert and it was not until Mr. Reilly
chased the Council that he found that the person instructed by the Council was not an
expert and had Mr. Reilly not chased and received that information he would still have
been under the impression that Mr. Reid was an independent expert. Mr. Reilly asked the
Tribunal to rule on whether or not, under the circumstances, this was a flagrant breach of
the Directions and would warrant striking out the Improvement Notice and if the Tribunal
felt that was too draconian a step then to be guided by the usual procedure in either the
County Court or the High court so far as expert evidence is concerned and disregard Mr.
Reid’s statement.

17. Mr. Hopkins responded by stating that he and his colleagues are professionals in
their field and would make the case on the part of the Council. They felt it was beneficial
to provide an independent opinion just to back up what they were saying. Mr. Reid had
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on similar lines to theirs and he came from a not for profit organisation concerned with
excess cold. Mr. Reid had never been appointed as an ‘expert witness’ and the Council
would not be relying on his statement.

18.  The hearing was adjourned while the Tribunal considered the application which
had been made. When the Tribunal had reached a conclusion the hearing resumed and
the Chairman announced that the Tribunal had come to the conclusion that it was not
satisfied that this was a basis for striking out the Improvement Notice because the
direction as to a meeting of experts and the provision of a joint report only arose if both
parties appointed expert witnesses and Mr. Reid had not been appointed as such. With
that in mind, and that Mr. Hopkins had stated that the Council would not be relying on
Mr. Reid’s statement, the Tribunal decided that Mr. Reid’s statement would be
disregarded. The Tribunal noted that although Mrs. Kerley is not an ‘expert witness’ as
she is not independent, she has expertise, the Tnibunal has seen her statement and she
appears as a witness for the Council.

19.  Mr. Reilly addressed the Tribunal as to the appeal.

(a) Since the Improvement Notice had been issued and from correspondence it could be
seen that the Applicant had made extensive efforts to reach an acceptable compromise
and to provide a heating system which would take into account all the criteria. By
contrast the Council had only one viewpoint and were not open to any negotiation at ail.

(b) As to Mrs. Kerley’s statement, reference had been made to the area in which the
property is situated as being in one of the South East’s most deprived areas. Research
had shown that more than two thirds of households are benefit households and that such
occupiers were more likely to be at home during the day when compared with working
households. Mrs. Kerley had decided that a fixed heating system should be installed and
1t was clear to her that on-peak electric heating was not suitable because she felt that
because of the cost, it would be unlikely that such an installation would be used in such a
way that would safeguard health from the risks of low temperature or prevent
condensation, dampness and associated mould growth on internal surfaces As a result
she felt that either gas fired central heating or electric storage heaters would be best for
the property. As a rule of thumb, storage heaters should make savings of at least a third
when compared with on-peak installations if used in an appropriate manner. It was
acknowledged that the appeal concerns only the type of heating system required by the
Improvement Notice and that as an alternative to gas fired central heating the Council
would also be prepared to accept the installation of electric storage heaters supplied with
economy rate electricity. At p 5 of her statement Mrs. Kerley refers to paragraph 17 of
Mr. Cik’s statement and the report of Mr. Findlay who stated that storage heaters are
cheap to run. She agrees with this and concedes that storage heaters are more expensive
to install but she argues that that is not disproportionate to the potential benefits.
Referring to paragraph 19 of Mr. Cik’s statement, Mrs. Kerley states that if the occupier
is staying at home or going out to work makes a difference. References to Mr. Read’s
report should be disregarded. The gist of Mrs. Kerley’s statement is that the provision of
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most appropriate specification. In a time of spiralling energy costs on-peak electricity
heating is unlikely to be used to its full potential and ultimately will lead to unhealthy
living arrangements, putting the tenant, his wife and children at risk of cold related
illness.

(¢) Mr. Cik at paragraph 5 of his statement states that the Applicant accepts
responsibilities for all the properties owned by the Applicant and managed by Clockwork
Estates Limited. The Improvement Notice had not been ignored. The Applicant had
done everything after being served with the Improvement Notice and had dealt with it
urgently. The Applicant’s response and proposals was more than adequate. The
responsibility to provide an adequate form of hearing was accepted and a great deal of
time had been devoted by the Applicant to reaching an acceptable solution. The
Applicant had not just obtained the report from Mr. King. Prior to his being instructed as
an expert, the Applicant had also been guided by two different companies. The first
stipulation in the Notice is for gas fired central heating. The gas goes only to the property
and would not benefit the other flats. The Applicant would have to make arrangements to
extend it to other flats. British Gas provide just one meter. There are four flats at 5
Godwin Road and the other three are all heated by panel heating systems. For the sake of
uniformity in the building and in faimess to all tenants it was strongly felt that the heating
system should be the same for all. It simplifies maintenance and inspections are much
easier if the same type of heating is provided. Since it was not possible to install gas it
was necessary to consider alternatives. The Applicant instructed Mason Electric Services
to prepare a report comparing advantages and disadvantages of off-peak storage heating
as opposed to panel heaters which the Applicant feels are much better. Mason Electric
Services prepared a report referred to in paragraphs 14, 15 and 16 of Mr. Cik’s statement.
With over 40 years experience Mr. Mason of Mason Electric Services had noticed a move
away from off-peak storage heating with the possible exception of commercial properties.
This tendency could be attributed to increased efficiency of heating systems and a
dramatic increase of single occupancy dwellings. His report gave good reasons for panel
heaters as opposed to off-peak storage heaters which are uneconomic and
environmentally damaging. Also advice had been received from Darren Findlay who
confirmed that storage heaters are expensive to install and he favoured Dimplex panel
heaters. In paragraph 18, Mr. Cik refers to other types of heating approved by other
Local Housing Associations. Mr. Reilly considered that the response by the Council to
the email sent on 4™ May 2011 was too quick for the proposals to have been properly
considered.

(d) In paragraph 19 Mr. Cik refers to the report from Mr. King and draws attention to
Mr. King’s CV. His conclusion is that direct panel heaters give the same or better
performance than storage heaters. Mr. King states at p 6 of his report that direct heaters
can reduce a home owner’s costs by 40% compared with storage heaters. There is less
waste and a considerable saving of energy. These are good reasons for installing panel
heaters.
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satisfactorily. By contrast the Council has only one suggestion and will not consider
alternatives. The Council will only accept gas fired central heating or an Economy 7
sysytem. This is out of date. Expert evidence shows that the Council is wrong in what it
proposes. The Council has failed to provide expert evidence to support the view that
panel heaters are expensive to run and that this would dissuade any potential occupant
from sufficiently heating the property. As Mr. Mason and Mr. King show, the Council 1s
wrong in that point of view. As a landlord, the Applicant has a legal requirement to
ensure “adequate heating” and panel heaters would fulfil that legal obligation. The
Applicant appreciates that the tenant is on benefits. He has to choose how he spends the
money he has. 1t is a valid point for the Council. The Applicant’s proposal that panel
heaters be put in all the flats at 5 Godwin Road would satisfy the Council’s concerns over
safety. The panel heater system allows for stable temperatures throughout the property.
The product is towards the higher end of market. At the time the Applicant was unaware
that Mr. Reid had not been appointed as an expert and felt that a telephone conference
between him and Mr. King would take place. The purpose of contacting the Council was
to give the Council a chance to refer the matter to Mr. Reid. The Council accept that this
is a good product but is not prepared to consent to installation. An important
consideration is the cost to the tenant. Mr. King made a supplementary report. Cost 1s
the only live issue. There is no evidence to rebut his conclusion. The Council is no more
qualified to say what heating is required. The expert says that the Council 1s wrong.
There i1s no evidence to contradict Mr. King’s report. The only option is to accept his
findings on the cost issue and to rule that the Notice can be sufficiently responded to by
installing this product which has already been ordered to be installed in all the flats at 5
Godwin Road. '

20.  Mr. Hopkins had no questions for Mr. Cik.
21, Mr. Hopkins addressed the Tribunal as to the application.
(a) The Council would never knowingly disregard the Chairman’s directions.

(b) Mr. Hopkins said that he, Mrs. Kerley MSc and Mr. Hewitt MRICS were qualified to
comment on these issues. He is the Housing Regeneration Team Leader responsible for
enforcement in Thanet. He has a Masters in Environmental Health and has carmed out
research into housing and health. The Chairman pointed out that, in accordance with the
directions, as Mr. Hopkins had not made a written statement, he would not be permitted
to give evidence.

(c) Mrs. Kerley had made a statement which had been prepared jointly with Mr. Hopkins
and Mr. Hewitt under their guidance because she had only been with Council a relatively
short time. Mrs. Kerley’s qualifications, which include an MSc in Environmental Health,
and her competencies are set out in the second paragraph of her statement.

(d) Mr. Hopkins referred to that statement.



[image: image8.png](1) There is a need for a fixed form of acceptable heating. Normally there is the option of
electric heating and off-peak storage heating is acceptable. The crux is that unless the
occupier denies himself heat at all times it is necessary to heat premises for the whole day
and that is very expensive if using direct heating. Electricity tends to be 100% efficient
and storage heaters 90% efficient. This is not in Mrs, Kerley’s statement but is in the
Sutherland Tables. These are an industry standard and independent. The circumstances
of the tenant and any likely tenant and the lack of insulation must be considered. Gas
fired central heating or storage heaters are most appropriate. This takes into account the
size and nature of the building. In the case of a more modern building with a tenant with
more disposable income there may not be the same specification. In this case the
property has solid walls, is at basement level and uninsulated except for a new double
glazed window. This Improvement Notice was reviewed by Mr. Hewitt. He ensured that
all assessments were carried out correctly and were appropriate for the hazard.
Clockwork Estates Limited should not have been included. As to the reports of Mr.
Mason, Mr. Findlay and Mr. King, Mr. Hopkins would not want to make comment about
them but the Council take a different viewpoint to many things they have stated. Mr.
King refers to a two bedroom flat not one. The second report from Mr. King contains
figures incorrectly calculated. On the last page, the figure given for the cost of using
storage heaters with an on-peak boost, shows £0.26 for the on-peak usage. Based on Mr.
King’s figures, it should show £0.78 giving a total cost per day of £2.04 rather than
£1.52. Although the mistake would be to the advantage of the Council and its correction
narrows the difference between the cost of storage heaters and direct heaters, Mr,
Hopkins considered it should be pointed out. In addition, Mrs. Kerley considered that
Mr. King’s assumption of 45% consumption in relation to direct heating was not justified
and should be nearer to 100%. In a well insulated property the figure could be 45% but
in a poorly insulated property she doubted if it could be achieved. The heating would
need to be on constantly. The combination of Economy 7 off-peak storage heaters
boosted for a short period in the evening, even though at a higher rate, would still be
cheaper. There would not be a huge gap between that system and using direct on-peak
heat but there would be a gap and it would be significant.

(1i) As to the Rointe system, the Council wanted to work with the Applicant but the
solution was more appropriately met by the use of storage heaters with supplemental
hearing, maybe using what the Applicant suggested in other rooms. It would be
affordable for whoever lived there. Mrs. Kerley said she had looked up details of the
Rointe system on a web site. It utilises a gel within a tube with some capacity to heat and
retain heat with a baffle system. It appeared to be a good product but still uses on-peak
electricity. It would not necessarily produce the background heating needed. It was
swings and roundabout really. In the property with poor insulation, no sooner is instant
heat generated than it is lost almost immediately.

(¢) Mr. Hopkins stated that the Rointe system appeared to be pretty efficient and better
than standard panel heaters but there was still a large gap between that and storage
heaters.

(f) He conceded that any system described would be capable of heating to 21C. The
argument is that experience has shown that to use for long enough to maintain healthy
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quotes that storage heaters will always be cheaper than direct heaters. With energy costs
rising rapidly direct heaters will be too expensive to use properly. The Housing Health
and Safety Rating System takes this into account and reference was made to p 27 of the
operating guidance.

{g) Even though Mr. Reid’s statement was being disregarded, Mr. Hopkins suggested the
Tribunal could still use the Sutherland Tables. They are produced every three months.
He conceded that the latest have narrowed the gap slightly but still show storage heaters
as 30% lower.

(h) Mrs. Kerley added that in respect of this property the heating has to be affordable or
it will not be used. The tenant says he uses heaters only when the children are there. He
is spending more than 10% of his income on heating. He could set up hot water and use
the washing machine on Economy 7. The draft energy performance certificate produced
by Mrs. Kerley confirms this. Mr. Hopkins said that there could be significant savings
but they were not directly relevant to this case.

22, Mr. Reilly submitted that most of the Council’s evidence was unsubstantiated.
There should have been an expert’s report. He objected to the use of the Sutherland
Tables as they were attached to Mr. Reid’s statement and like that statement should be
disregarded. The Applicant is aware of its obligations.

23, Mrs. Kerley gave the following evidence in reply to Mr. Reilly’s questions.

{(a) She agreed that possibly the Rointe system would heat to 21C in the living room and
19C in the bedroom and that the sysytem seemed to be more sophisticated but when
switched off the heat stops.

{b) The reason a very quick response had been given to the email from Mr. Reilly was
because for a day or two she had been considenng the proposal and then was prepared for
the email when it ammived and was able to reply quickly. Adequate consideration had
been given to the Applicant’s proposals.

(c) Asked what evidence there was that storage heaters would still be capable of heating
twelve hours after they had finished charging, Mrs. Kerley stated that it was universally
known that storage heaters lose their heat during the day and are only mildly warm later
on. In the evening the temperatures would not be 21C and 19C. At that time they would
need to be supplemented.

(d) Asked if, as the Council had no expert evidence, Mr. King’s evidence could not be
challenged, Mrs. Kerley said she would leave it to the Tribunal to decide.

(e) Asked if she accepted that storage heaters waste energy because if the tenant goes out
for the day the heating still remains on as apposed to panel heaters which can be turned
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but if the occupier goes out the storage heaters will continue to churn out heat.

(f) Mr. Reilly suggested there was no control over storage heaters whereas a direct heater
can be turned off when the occupier goes out and on when the occupier comes back in
and save. Mrs. Kerley agreed that the occupier could do that but when in, the occupier is
making moisture and there is a greater nisk of a damp problem she thought. Mr. Cik said
that the Rointe heater has a holiday mode so can keep the property warm while the
occupants are away using a minimum amount. The use of a key system for purchasing
electricity causes more problems with storage heaters and a key system is used at the
property. Mrs. Kerley agreed it was a conundrum. The property has solid walls and
leaks heat. There is a fine line between the choices.

24, Mr. Hopkins stated that

(a) The Council owns the Sutherland Tables as the Council purchased them and could
have submitted them without the statement of Mr. Read.

(b) The Council tries to approach these matters in a common sense way and tries to work
with landlords. Hazards under the Housing Health and Safety Rating system are of
national concern and have been established at a national level.

(c) The storage heaters would be assisted by the solid walls as the walls would help to
retain heat in the same way that storage heaters do.

25.  Asked about the mention in Mr. Mason’s statement that Eastbourne Borough
Council had accepted panel heaters in a Victorian villa which had been converted into
four flats, Mr. Hopkins stated that it depended on the particular flat and who pays for the
heating. For example it could be a Housing Association. As to other flats everything
could be different.

26.  Asked about costs, Mr. Hopkins stated that under the Housing Act 2004 the
Council can charge the cost of serving an Improvement Notice but the Council suspends
the charge until the Notice is complied with and if it is complied with in full by the
deadline no charge is made.

27.  The deadline for the completion of remedial works given in the Improvement
Notice is 30th September 2011. Asked whether the Applicant would be able to complete
the works, whether by the installation of storage heaters or panel heaters, by that date Mr.
Cik said the Applicant would be able to do so.

Reasons

28.  The Tribunal considered what had been seen on the inspection, the documentary
evidence which had been supplied and everything which had been heard at the hearing,
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the property. There was agreement that the form of heating proposed by the Applicant
namely the installation of Rointe K-Series panel heaters would be capable of producing
adequate heating for the property. The only reason the Council had not agreed to that
form of heating was concern that it would prove too expensive for the tenant, or any other
likely occupier of the property, to use so as to provide a sufficient level of heat.

30.  The Council was not insisting that gas fired central heating should be installed and
it would be unreasonable to do so in this case.

31.  The only independent expert evidence which was before the Tribunal came from
Mr. King in the form of his initial report and his additional report, both of which were in
favour of panel heaters.

32.  The evidence from the Council was that the type of heating considered
appropriate would depend on the property. Mrs. Kerley’s evidence was that because of
the construction of the property and the lack of insulation heat would leak from the
property. The Tribunal agreed with that proposition and did not accept Mr. Hopkins’
suggestion that the walls would store heat in a similar way to heat stored by the bricks in
the storage heaters.

33. The Tribunal was satisfied, and indeed it was agreed, that storage heaters are
cheaper to run but that they lose their heat during the day and that at some time the point
1s reached when supplementary heating at a more expensive rate is required.

34.  The Tribunal found that;

(a) There was no clear evidence of the time at which that point would be reached in the
property.

(b) It would be very difficult to provide such evidence.

(c) Unless carefully controlled tests were carried out using different forms of heating in
the property, at various times of the year, with the occupiers, or prospective occupiers,
spending variable lengths of time in the property it would be difficult to provide reliable
evidence.

(d) The carrying out of such tests would be impractical, if not impossible.

(e) There are so many variables that it is impossible to be dogmatic and state that either
panel heaters or storage heaters and supplementary heating would be cheaper to run in
this case.

35, The Tribunal was satisfied that adequate heating would be provided by the
installation of Rointe K-Series panel heaters.

36.  In view of all the variable factors and taking into account that if storage heaters
were installed, supplementary heating would be required and the waste of heat when
storage heaters are consuming electricity and then the heat is not required, the Tribunal
was not satisfied that using storage heaters and supplementary heating would be cheaper
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required.

37.  All findings of the Tribunal were made on a balance of probabilities after
consideration of all the evidence received, including the cost of heating, and the
submissions made.

-

R. Norman
Chairman





