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LONDON RENT ASSESSMENT PANEL
DECISION OF THE RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TRIBUNAL ON THREE APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 73(5) OF THE HOUSING ACT 2004 
Properties:
10 Walham Yard, London SW6 1JA

Case Ref: LON/00AN/HMA/2011/0012

11 Walham Yard, London SW6 1JA

Case Ref: LON/00AN/HMA/2011/0013
12 Walham Yard, London SW6 1JA

Case Ref: LON/00AN/HMA/2011/0014

Applicants

1st Application:
10 Walham Yard 

Mr Matthew Kibble*

Mr Lorenzo Bassano*

Mr Thomas Fairhead*

Mr Nikola Peric 

Mr Thomas Leeman 

2nd Application: 
11 Walham Yard 

Mr William Brown*

Mr Theodor Bergstrom*

Mr Hettiadure Fernando*

Mr Christian Amberg*

Mr Francesco Ferroni*

3rd Application:  12 Walham Yard  

Miss Laura Scott*

Mr Aidan Taylor

Mr Charles Rule

Mr Peter Measham

Miss Alice Jacques 

Respondent:
(to all three applications)




Coolstone Ltd 

Represented by:
Ballantyne Grant – Solicitors

Appearance for Applicants:
Marked with * above

Appearance for Respondent:
Mr A Dymond of Counsel

Attendance:


Mr N Wrennall (Company Director of Respondent)




Date of hearing: 


12 January 2012



Residential Property Tribunal:
Mrs V T Barran 







Ms Sue Coughlin MCIEH


Ms Laurelie Walter MA (Hons)

Date of Decision:


25 January 2012
 DECISION 

The Tribunal makes three rent repayment orders. The Respondent, Coolstone Ltd, is ordered within twenty eight days of the date of this decision to pay 


(a) £9,541.80 to Mr Lorenzo Bassano re 10 Walham Yard  


(b) £20,297.05 to Mr William Brown and Mr Francesco Ferroni re 11 Walham 

Yard


(c) £18,663.38  to Miss Laura Scott re 12 Walham Yard.

REASONS FOR THE DECISION
Background 
1. The Tribunal received three applications from occupiers of premises at 10, 11 and 12 Walham Yard London SW6 1JA under section 73 of the Housing Act 2004 (the Act). The applicants seek Rent Repayment Orders (RRO) from the Respondent landlord, Coolstone Ltd. 

2. Directions dated 10 November 2011 were issued by a Tribunal in respect of 12 Walham Yard and dated 22 November 2011 in respect of 10 and 11 Walham Yard.  Directions indicated how the parties should prepare for the hearing and provided that each of the parties should send and exchange their own bundles.  We wish to record our thanks to the three sets of Applicants for sending in well ordered bundles of documents. 

3. All three applications were heard together.  The occupiers represented themselves with Mr Kibble, Mr Brown and Miss Scott taking the lead assisted by others attending as shown on the front sheet. 

4. Solicitors for the Respondent had requested a postponement In December which the Tribunal refused.  They did not comply with Directions and send in a bundle. The Respondent was however represented at the hearing by Mr Dymond of Counsel with Mr N Wrennall, Director of Coolstone Ltd, attending and giving evidence.  Mr Dymond helpfully produced a draft Schedule of payments and extracts of the relevant statutory provisions and regulations.

The Law - Housing Act 2004
5. The Act provides for mandatory licensing of a House in Multiple Occupation (HMO) with three or more storeys and five or more occupiers living in two or more separate households.  In order to enforce this the Act provides criminal and civil remedies for non compliance. A RRO is the civil remedy and can be imposed by a Residential Property Tribunal on a landlord who, without reasonable excuse manages or lets property which ought to be licensed as a (HMO) under part 2 (or part 3) of the Act and is not so licensed. The main statutory provisions relevant to these applications are found in sections 72, 73 and 74 of the Act. 

6. Where, as here, an application is made by an occupier, the Tribunal has discretion to make a RRO but must be satisfied under section 73(8) of the Act that: 

(a) the appropriate person has been convicted of an offence (of failure to licence) under section 72(1) of the Act….

(b) the occupier(s) paid to a person having control of or managing the property, periodical payments in respect of occupation  (i.e. here - rent), while it appears to the Tribunal that an offence was being committed, and 

(c) the application is made within 12 months of the conviction 

7. Furthermore the Tribunal is restricted by section 74(5) (6) and (8) so that any order is to be for such an amount that the Tribunal considers reasonable in the circumstances and in particular the Tribunal must take into account of

(a) the total amount of relevant payments in any period during which it appears an offence was being committed by an appropriate person in relation to the HMO.

(b) the extent to which that total amount was actually received by the appropriate person.

(c) whether the appropriate person has at any time been convicted of an offence under section 72(1) in relation to the HMO

(d) the conduct and financial circumstances of the appropriate person and 

(e) the conduct of an occupier.

In addition the Tribunal may not require payment of an amount in respect of any time falling outside a period of 12 months ending with a date of application to the Tribunal.    A Rent Repayment Order in favour of an occupier cannot include housing benefit. Thus the period to be taken into account is restricted by the dates of occupation, by the date of conviction and by the date of application to us.

8. An appropriate person is one who is entitled to receive on his own account periodical payments in connection with occupation of the HMO or part of it. An occupier includes a tenant or a licensee.  

Facts agreed 

9. We thank the parties for their agreement on various factual matters and record them below. We used the schedule prepared by Mr Dymond and all parties made some concessions where there appeared to be discrepancies on dates. 
10. The convictions: On 11 October 2011, following a guilty plea made on behalf of Coolstone Ltd, the respondent was found guilty of three offences in the West London Magistrates’ Court under section 72(1) and (6) of the Act, namely that a person having control or managing an HMO that was required to be licensed under Part 2 of the Act was not so licensed, with respect to the three properties at 10, 11 and 12 Walham Yard.  The company was fined £10,000 for each offence and ordered to pay costs of £3,135.40.

11. The tenancies and end dates for RRO

 10 Walham Yard – let on an assured shorthold tenancy for a  two year  term to 5 tenants jointly that commenced  on 10   August 2010 and ended (following a fire) on 16 January 2011.  

 11 Walham Yard - let on an assured shorthold tenancy for a two year term to 5 tenants jointly that commenced on 15 July 2010 and ended (by agreement) 2 July 2011.   

 12 Walham Yard - let on an 18 month term on an assured shorthold tenancy to 5 tenants jointly that commenced on 8 September 2010 and ended by agreement on 8 July 2011. However we treat the period for the purposes of this application as ending on 29 June 2011 because Mr Rule vacated on 29 June 2011 so that the house was no longer occupied by 5 persons.  Therefore we could not be satisfied, under section 73(8)(b), that an offence was being committed after that date as only 4 tenants remained in occupation. 

12. The rents:

 10 Walham Yard £3,055.00 per month (£100.44 per day)

 11 Walham Yard £3,011.00 per month (£99.01 per day)

12 Walham Yard £3011.00 per month (£ 99.01 per day)
13. 
Start dates for RROs – (12 months from date of applications to the Tribunal)

10 Walham Yard – 14 October 2011

11 Walham Yard – 14 October 2011

12 Walham Yard – 10 November 2011.

14. Consequent “maximum” amount of RROs:
10 Walham Yard – 95 days x £100.44 = £9,541.00

11 Walham Yard – 262 days x £99.01 = £25,940.62

12 Walham Yard – 232 days x £99.01 = £22,970.32

The issue: what amount is reasonable in the circumstances for the Tribunal to require the Respondent to pay by a RRO on each application?

15. On the basis of the above facts we are satisfied that the statutory criteria set out under paragraph 6 are met.  Mr Dymond also stated that his client Mr Wrennall accepted that we should make RROs. It remained for us to decide how best to exercise our discretion as to what amounts would be reasonable to order. Each set of applicants contended we should make a RRO for the full amount. Mr Dymond argued for reduced amounts although he did not suggest any sums.

Summary of the applicants’ case - 10 Walham Yard.
16. Mr Kibble amplified the witness statements and took us through the period of occupancy, assisted from time to time by the other occupiers. He explained that all the Occupiers were students at Imperial College and two were also taking a degree at the Royal College of Music. He described the conditions in the house at the start of the tenancy as unsatisfactory. In particular the bedroom on the ground floor in the converted garage was not properly insulated, had no opening window and poor natural light via glazed panels in the garage doors. He had no doubt that this room had been previously used as a bedroom. The dishwasher was not working and the basement containing kitchen/communal living area, bathroom and utility room was damp.

17. On 4 December 2010 flooding began in the basement and was reported to Mr Wrennall.  The occupiers baled out the water and on 6 December the Respondent provided some help. On 13 December the Saniflow toilet was disconnected, and placed in the kitchen, digging began to trace the source of the leak and the occupiers were provided with a mop and bucket, and used planks on paint pots to walk over the water.The flooding worsened over Christmas and they were left with no water and no heating on occasions during the very cold snowy period. On 1 January 2012 the electricity “died” and was not back on until 4 January. During the period 4 – 16 January the contractors drilled down some 3 metres outside and entrance to the house was via a gangway.  During this whole period the stench was horrible. A humidifier was delivered in the second week of January and required daily checking and pumping. No additional precautions were taken for the safety of occupiers e.g. wires were left trailing up the stairs.

18. At 1 am on 15 January two occupiers, Mr Kibble and Mr Fairhead, were awake on the first floor and first smelt smoke/fumes and then heard the fire alarm in the house.  A wall of gas and smoke funnelled up into the ground floor.  They made a quick exit and evacuated the neighbouring households and called the fire services.  They were tested for cyanide poisoning and clearly were very shaken by the experience.  They had to attend hospital and finally slept at number 11.  They recovered most of their possessions some days later, but some were damaged and they never returned to live in the house.  The occupiers explained how their academic work had suffered.  They detailed their inability to communicate with Mr Wrennall generally and particularly over the Christmas period when he did not answer his mobile phone. It was their only point of contact.

19. Finally they explained that they had some difficulty in getting back the deposit they had paid, but eventually received it on 18 February 2011. They had continued to pay the rent throughout their occupation in full despite the unsatisfactory conditions during their occupation. 

Summary of the applicants’ case - 11 Walham Yard
20. Mr Brown recalled the state of the house on arrival. No inventory had been provided by the letting agents Foxtons or by the respondent. The house was in a very bad state of cleanliness and his mother had spent some three hours cleaning the bathrooms.  They reported the state of the house to Mr Wrennall who was not helpful and said they should have reported it immediately on collection of keys. As with No. 10 the garage bedroom was inadequate and the house was clearly set up as a five bedroom house.  

21. On 1 September there were problems with the drain in the basement kitchen – the sink and the dishwasher did not drain properly. The toilet was out of use for a month. Major problems started on 5 February 2011, water was being continuously pumped out so that until April they had no use of the basement (bath/shower, utility room and kitchen/living room).  Water accumulated from under the stairs and was not hygienic. During this period the occupiers turned the electricity off whenever it was flooding to avoid a fire hazard. They had to live off take away food, adding considerably to their costs.  They discussed a rent reduction with Mr Wrennall to no avail and continued to pay the full amount.  Workmen had keys to the house and they found this distressing and had not given consent.  The stench was insanitary.  The electricity for the dehumidifier provided was paid for at their expense.  Although the occupiers were aware the problem might have been caused by Thames Water, the respondent provided no solution and they had difficulty communicating with Mr Wrennall. 

22. On 23 May 2011, there was further ingress of water.  This time the ceiling of the first floor flooded via the light fitting and thereafter the water went into other rooms which were therefore unusable.  Mr Wrennall did not attend until 31 May and it was not until 8 June that the gutters were unblocked. This was during their exam period.  After that they negotiated early termination of the tenancy. 

Summary of the applicants’ case - 12 Walham Yard
23. Miss Scott alone spoke for the occupiers of no 12.  On arrival they had found the basement to be damp and the inventory provided inaccurate. 75% of light bulbs did not work. The house was set up for five bedrooms.  In November 2010 they noticed the skirting boards were warping and there was a smell of stagnant water/sewage.   Water started streaming down into the GF box room soaking the bed.  Miss Scott left a message for Mr Wrennall on a Saturday and when he returned the call he asked her not to contact him at a weekend.  One month later he arranged for the shower to be sealed but that did not help.  

24. The garage room was very cold and the doors would not bolt. The occupiers put in insulation at their own expense to reduce draughts coming through the doors.  In February 2011 large puddles of water were found in the kitchen and the smell was bad.  Mr Wrennall came and then gave a key to contractor without the occupiers’ consent. Miss Scott and her fellow occupiers would come down the stairs at breakfast time and find people in the kitchen which was unnerving. A plumber came and took off shelving behind the w.c. revealing stagnant water. This never drained and the bathroom was left in disarray.

25. On 26 May 2011 there was a storm and rain flooded into the basement and also down the ceiling of all bedrooms including the light fittings.  They were worried about turning on lights.  This was during their exam period. On 2 June Mr Keable from LB Hammersmith and Fulham came, following which a handyman cleared the gutters, which the occupiers understood had been the cause of the water ingress from above.

26. By 17 June there were two inches of water in the basement. The storage/clothes cupboard under the stairs was mouldy and books and clothes were destroyed.  Mr Wrennall arrived, following a call to his ‘exasperated’ secretary, and informed them the water was coming from no 10 and was the fault of Thames Water.  A contractor was given a key and pumping took place.

27. They left early by agreement and the deposit was returned to them after one month.

The Respondent’s case
28. Mr Wrennall had not submitted any written representations as directed by the Tribunal.  Mr Brown on behalf of all the applicants objected to Mr Dymond calling Mr Wrennall to give oral evidence. They considered he had given them no advance warning and that his evidence should be excluded.  

29. The Tribunal adjourned briefly to discuss the point. We concluded that we should try to give effect to the overriding objective of dealing fairly and justly.  Firstly in our view, to adjourn to another day would be disproportionately expensive for parties and the public purse, and secondly we considered the prejudice the Respondent might suffer, if excluded, outweighed the disadvantage to the Applicants.  The tribunal and the Applicants would be able to cross question Mr Wrennall on his oral evidence. It was agreed that the conduct of tenants was not at issue  (s74 (6)(e).

30. Mr Wrennall explained that Coolstone Ltd was a company owned by him and his son. They were the only directors. The company owns 4 houses in Walham Yard and some land. It has some £30,000.00 in its account. Currently all the properties are uninhabitable so there is no current rental income. He is a surveyor and his main business is as a property developer of listed buildings. He had developed and built these properties in 2002 and they had been compliant with Building Regulations then. 

31. He apologised to the occupiers of No 10, but stated he could not solve their problems as the fault lay with Thames Water.  He gave his analysis of the cause of flooding and explained Thames Water had accepted partial liability and that he was in the hands of his Insurers and their Loss Adjuster.

32. Mr Wrennall’s evidence as to his inspections at the time of the occupiers moving in was inconsistent and on being pressed on some points by the tribunal, he stated his memory was at fault.  

 33. He had sent a plumber to strip out the toilet in No 10 at an early stage and he believed that the fire had been caused by flood water affecting the condenser unit located at the base of the fridge/freezer.  The leaks had been intermittent and in his opinion the water was clean water not sewage.  He claimed to have dealt with the cause of the flooding at No 10, but agreed his plumber had left the toilet in the kitchen. He had provided a cleaner who had used strong chemicals at no 10.  “Technically I did everything I could do”.

34. He did not appoint a surveyor as he is one.  Nor at the time did he see the need to engage a specialist engineer.  On advice from the Loss Adjuster he had not offered the occupiers alternative accommodation or a rent reduction.  The Tribunal pointed out to him that he had stated had only involved a loss adjuster following the fire, yet there had been problems with water ingress prior to that.

35. He admitted there had been difficulties for the occupiers in contacting him over the Christmas period because he was in Devon and outside mobile phone range.  He considered generally that he had responded on the same day, if not immediately to their calls.

36. He had not understood the need for HMO licences, nor for tenancy deposit schemes. He stated, contrary to the evidence given by the three sets of occupiers, that he had repaid the deposits within 2 -3 weeks: delays were due to difficulties with payees and cheques.

37. He had not attended any training courses for residential landlords nor joined any landlords’ organisations.  He did not consider it inappropriate for the garages to be occupied as bedrooms.  He was evasive about the circumstances of letting to five people, yet did admit that prior to these tenancies each house had been let to five persons.   He had not employed managing agents. He stated that the letting agents , Foxtons took 11% +VAT upfront at the start of the two year terms for No’s 10 and 11 and that John Hollingsworth took an unquantified % for No 12.

38. He had not considered the problems at no 10 would extend to No’s 11 and 12 because of the pumping continuing in No 10 and the presence of a party wall and tanking. 

39. Summing up, Mr Dymond contended that the amounts agreed as above were a cap and we should look at what is reasonable in the circumstances. We agree with him. He considered that the events described had been outside Mr Wrennall’s control and a disaster for the landlord as well as for the occupiers.  Providing keys to contractors had been a proportionate solution.  The ongoing problems initially were insufficient to justify a high RRO and there had been a number of months before real problems arose. We should consider how much the respondent had received during the period of the offence taking into account the commissions paid to the letting agents.

40. The Tribunal should also have regard to the prompt guilty plea and to the fines and costs imposed as required by section 74 (6) (c).

Our Decision

41. We found the applicants to be credible witnesses.  They did not overstate their cases despite having endured unacceptable housing conditions and a reduction in the number of usable rooms for long periods as outlined above. Their oral evidence accorded with the statements in their bundles. They had always paid the rent in full and in their own words they had been ‘hardy’ when faced with adversity.  On occasion they had minor variations in dates, but this was indicative that they had not “prepped” their evidence and given we heard from nine occupiers, the overall picture painted was compelling as evidence. 

42. In accordance with section 74 (6) (e) we had regard to the conduct of the Respondent. He had proffered no explanation as to the lack of compliance with directions and the lack of a written response to the applications, despite having instructed solicitors who were on the record. As can be gleaned from the summary of Mr Wrennall’s oral evidence we give above we found him at times evasive and at times inconsistent as to his attendance at the properties and his reactions to the various complaints. 

43. We were mindful that he is a professional surveyor and were astonished by the lack of efficient management of the properties. This included the difficulties with communication encountered by the applicants particularly during the flooding at no 10 over the Christmas period when temperatures were sub zero, and after the fire.  It was days after the fire before Mr Kibble had contact with Mr Wrennall.  There was no ‘emergency’ call out or contact plan put in place for any of the houses by the respondent, even after the indications that the flooding was not a temporary problem.

 44. We had no written evidence but accept Mr Wrennal’s oral evidence that Thames Water may be at fault and that the major flooding in the basements was not caused by the respondent, but there was no effective contingency planning for such disasters. The Respondent may have been responsible for some contributory factors to the basement flooding. For example, according to Mr Kibble, in his witness statement, the installation of the Saniflow toilet was too low, and the solution offered by Coolstone was ineffective.

45. With regard to the water ingress in No’s 11 and 12 via the ceilings, we were aware that Mr Wrennall had designed and built the properties and that the eventual solution was gutter clearance – a routine maintenance task, so that the occupiers of no 11and 12 needlessly suffered over a period of weeks.

46. The failure of Mr Wrennall to offer or agree to a rent reduction or to early termination (see for example the witness statement of Mr Ferroni) did not impress us. Only after the applicants had received professional advice from Mr Keable did Mr Wrennall accept early termination.  Given the dreadful events we consider he should have expedited the return of the deposits and they should have been held in a tenancy deposit scheme. One of the reasons he gave for the delay was the need to check the properties, but inspection of the contents would not have been definitive for the two properties without inventories and the condition of the décor etc could hardly have been at issue given the properties were uninhabitable.  

47. We do agree with Mr Dymond that Mr Wrennall should be given credit for the early guilty plea, so that the start date of the RROs was not delayed.

48. Whilst failure to licence the properties as HMOs could not be regarded as a cause of the disasters, had there been a dialogue with the Local Authority as to licensing, which would have included an assessment as to whether Mr Wrennall was a fit and proper person to manage the houses, a proper management structure might have resulted.  We are not persuaded by Mr Dymond’s plea that it was only at the request of the applicants that two of the houses were let to 5 not 4 tenants. The properties had clearly been let out previously to five tenants and were equipped as such.  We do accept that the overall rental income did not increase with the extra person, but he was under no obligation to let to more than 4 tenants.  We did not see the letting particulars. 

49. Should we be more lenient to the respondent because of the level of fines and costs imposed by the magistrates’ court?  The fines were 50% of the maximum that could have been imposed and we have noted the remarks of the District Judge. We paid careful regard to Mr Dymond’s submission that section 74(6) (c) means we must take into account the level of fines and costs in the magistrates courts. It is a repeat of the qualifying condition found in section 73(8) (a) and so could be construed as being a guide to the exercise of discretion as to a reasonable amount. We are aware that other Tribunals have gone down this road.  However we do wonder why the Act did not mention the level of fines or costs if that was in the mind of the Parliament. The Act is not always clearly drafted and of note is that fact that sub section 74(6) (a) also in essence repeats 73(8) (b).  The logic of these repetitions is not clear to us. More generally however we are of the view that there are two parallel sanctions for failure to licence an HMO.  The purpose of a RRO is restitution not punishment: the latter is for the criminal proceedings. The occupiers clearly should be afforded restitution. Also as Mr Fairhead eloquently stated –“It was our money that was used to pay the fines.”  On balance here in the circumstances of these cases we do not consider that we should adjust the amount of any RRO to take into account the fines and costs imposed by the magistrates’ court.

50. We also do not consider that we should adjust the amount of any RRO to take into account the fees paid to the letting agents.  The respondent was free to use letting agents or not, just as he had been free to use managing agents or not.  It was common ground that the total amounts paid in connection with the occupations were actually received by the appropriate person (Coolstone Ltd). As Mr Kibble put it, the fee to Foxtons was an administrative fee for the privilege of having tenants. It was paid separately and also paid outside (before) the start of the allowable period for the RROs.

51. Finally we considered the financial circumstances of the Respondent. As mentioned above there is currently no rental income from these properties and Mr Wrennall had mentioned that the company had some £30,000 in its account.  No written or other oral evidence had been submitted as to the capital standing of the company or as to past profits, outgoings, mortgages etc.  We were aware that some of the Respondent’s losses are likely to be recoverable under the Insurance policy and possibly by compensation from Thames Water.  We are also aware of Mr Wrennall’s admitted ability to sell one or more of these properties, so that we do consider we are constrained to restrict the quantum of RRO to the “liquid” assets of the Respondent company.  We are also persuaded by the argument put by Mr Kibble that the passing rents from these applicants exceed the amounts recoverable as RROs and were rents illegally gained. This is because of the statutory limitation of the allowable period.  The District Judge had assessed that these three properties had earned some £100,000.00 in annual income.

10 Walham Yard

52. Ironically because of the fire this tenancy ceased much earlier than the other and some eighteen months before term so that the amount of RRO sought is consequently lower. For the reasons above,  and particularly here,  given the dreadful experience of the applicants with the flooding and then the terrifying experience of the fire with consequent abrupt loss of their home, we have no doubt that the circumstances here are such that it is reasonable for us  to order  the Respondent to pay the full amount of £9,541.80. 

11 and 12 Walham Yard

53. We determined it would be reasonable to allow some reduction from the maximum amount of RROs for these two properties.  Apart from the initial lack of cleanliness, the drainage problems in No 11 and the continuing inadequacy of the garage bedrooms we accept Mr Dymond’s argument that the applicants of these two properties had enjoyed some months of relatively reasonable occupation. We assessed that a 50% reduction in the maximum RRO would be reasonable for the period until the major problems started. 

54. The major problems arose on 5 February for no 11 and “in February” for no 12.  We are aware that in the case of No 12 there had been a generosity on the part of Miss Scott as to the start date of the allowable RRO period. We therefore adopt the same date of 4 February as the end of the period of a reasonable standard of accommodation for occupiers of no 12 as well.  Our calculations are as follows:  


No 11: From 14 October 2010 to 4 February 2011 we allow 50% reduction 
from the maximum - calculated as follows.  Including the date of application 
(14 October) but excluding day of flood (5 February 2011) is 114 days:  So

114 days at £99.01 per day = £11,287.14
50% = £5,643.57
Deduct from maximum claim of £25,940.62 = Total RRO £20,297.05 

No 12: From 10 November 2010 to 4 February 2011 we allow 50% reduction from the maximum – calculated as follows. Including the date of application (10th November) but excluding day of flood (5 February 2011) is 87 days: So
87 days at £99.01 = £8,613.87
50% = £4,306.94
Deduct from maximum claim of £22,970.32 = Total RRO £18,663.38 

55.  These amounts are recoverable as a debt (see section 74(14) of the Act) and are to be to be paid within twenty eight days of the date of this decision.

56. The parties are informed of their rights to appeal this decision for which permission must be sought. The provisions of regulation 38 of the Residential Property Tribunal Procedures and Fees (England) Regulations 2011 apply and the application for permission must be made within 21 days of the date of this decision.

Chairman: Mrs V.T.Barran

25 January 2012
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