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DECISION OF THE RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TRIBUNAL ON AN APPLICATION
UNDER SCHEDULE 2, HOUSING ACT 2004 Schedule 2

Case Reference: LON/OOBG/HPQ/2012/0005

Premises: Flat 3, Spinnaker House, 2 Byng Street E14 8LQ
Applicant: Mr H Rahman & Ms S El-Ghazouani
Respondent: London Borough of Tower Hamlets

’ . Mr M Martynski (Solicitor)
!I:e.zseh‘l’_'d Valuation Mr H Geddes JP RIBA MRTPI
ribunat: Ms S Wilby

Date of hearing 14 June 2012

Decision summary

1. The Prohibition Notice dated 22 December 2011 in respect of the Premises is
guashed.

Background

2. The Premises consist of a three-bedoomed maisonette on the ground and first

floor contained within a larger block. The Premises benefit from small gardens
at the front and rear.

3. The Prohibition Notice in guestion was served following an inspection of the
Premises by Mr Baston of the local authority who considered that the following
deficiencies (giving rise to category 1 hazards) existed at the property:

- Damp and mould in the kitchen and passageway leading to the
bathroom

- Excess cold due to the failure of the electrically powered/operated
heating system

- Electrical hazards
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[image: image2.png]- Insufficient fire separation between the ground and upper floor of the
maisonette; no safe escape route; no automatic fire detection

At the time of Mr Baston’s inspection, the maisonette had been split into two
units by way of the blocking off of the staircase from the ground to the first
floor level. The ground floor of the Premises was being let to tenants. The
Prohibition Notice prohibited the use of the ground floor of the Premises from
being used as residential occupation as a dwelling by any person at any time.

The Tribunal inspected the Premises on the day of the hearing together with
Mr Rahman, Mr Baston and another local authority officer, Mr Houghton. At
that inspection it was clear that the Premises were no longer split into two
units. The staircase between the two floors was unblocked. Mr Rahman told
the Tribunal that the Premises were no longer let out to tenants and that he
was occupying the Premises.

On its inspection, the Tribunal found no visible evidence of damp or mould in
the kitchen or in any other part of the ground floor. The Tribunal saw what
appeared to be smoke and heat detectors in the kitchen area.

In the papers before the Tribunal was an electrical safety certificate in respect
of the Premises dated 7 February 2012. The certificate described the overali
assessment of the electrical installation as ‘satisfactory’.

At the hearing after the inspection, it was agreed by the Mr Baston for the
Respondent that the Prohibition Notice was no longer appropriate and that it
should be quashed. in particular:

- There did not appear to be a current issue with damp or mould

- The electrical instaliation had been certified as satisfactory

- Any fire safety and excess cold concems had been settled by; (a) the
electrical certificate, (b) the opening up of the Premises as a single unit
of accommeodation, there is an escape door at first floor level, (c) the
installation of fire detectors

The Tribunal confirms that no criticism of Mr Baston or the Respondent was
intended in its letter to the parties dated 24 Aprit 2012 and that the
Respondent has fully complied with the directions given in this application.

M

Mark

14 June

Martynski 2012
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