
      

  

 
 
Ms Francine Bennett 
Lockner Estate Tenants' and Residents' 
Association 
 
[By email] 

Judith Morrison  
Head of Leasehold and Right to Buy 

Services 
 

London Borough of Hackney  
Christopher Addison House  

72 Wilton Way   
London E8 1BJ  

  
Please contact: Tim McClave  

0208 356 2299 
service.charges@hackney.gov.uk 

 

  

Our Ref: CC16-0309-15304  
20th April 2016  

 
 
Dear Ms Bennett, 
 
Re:  Your complaint regarding estate works 
 
Thank you for contacting us on 8th March 2016 concerning paving works at Lockner 
Estate (our ref. LIS3810). 
 
An investigation has been conducted at the Resolution Stage of the Hackney 
Housing complaints procedure and the findings are set out below. 
 
Summary of Complaint 
 
You have requested clarification regarding how leaseholders have been charged for 
the above works. In particular you would like to know details of the overall amount 
chargeable, how the charges have been apportioned to individual households, and 
at what times leaseholders have been charged. 
 
You have previously requested this information but have not been provided with a 
timely response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



      

Investigation Findings 
 
Payment terms 
 
Following completion of the works and confirmation of the final costs, invoices were 
issued to all leaseholders at the following buildings in Lockner Estate: 
 

 Blandford Court 

 Dorchester Court 

 Dorset Court 

 Lulworth Court 

 Poole Court 

 Portland Court 

 Stratton Court 

 Swanage Court 

 Wareham Court 
 
Due to the large volume of properties involved, the invoices were issued in two 
batches, on 27th and 28th January 2014. The due dates of the invoices fell on 10th 
and 11th March 2014. This means that all leaseholders had until 10th/11th March to 
either make payment in full (and avail themselves of our prompt payment discount) 
or to enter into an instalment plan. Any leaseholder who did not do so by the 
deadline was then technically in arrears and in breach of the lease agreement. 
 
Subsequently a number of issues were raised by leaseholders which resulted in a 
decision being made to reduce leaseholder charges. We therefore made an 
adjustment to each leaseholder’s major works account to reduce the sum charged to 
the correct figure. We wrote to each leaseholder in August 2014. This letter 
contained an apology, and explained that the leaseholder’s charge had been 
reduced and a corresponding adjustment had been made to their major works 
account. 
 
As the deadline for payment of the invoice had already passed, our August 2014 
letter did not have any effect on the due date for payment. Rather, the effect of the 
adjustment made to leaseholders’ accounts was that where any leaseholder had 
paid in full they were entitled to a partial refund; where any leaseholder had entered 
into an instalment plan (or was in arrears) the total outstanding balance was 
reduced. 
 
Please note that a somewhat different procedure was followed with respect to the 
leaseholders at Blandford Court. In April 2014 we wrote to Blandford Court 
leaseholders to explain that their charge had been reduced, but in this case we 
enclosed a revised invoice with a stated due date of 6th June 2014. As the due date 
for payment of our original invoice had already passed we would not have expected 
this new stated due date to effect the large majority of Blandford Court leaseholders. 
However if any leaseholder was at that time in arrears then our April 2014 letter 
would technically have had the effect of granting them a new grace period to bring 
their account up to date. 
 
 



      

 
For administrative efficiency, and in order to avoid unnecessary confusion for 
leaseholders, it was decided to follow a different approach when we rectified the 
accounts of the remaining residents and wrote to the leaseholders in other buildings 
in August 2014. 
 
We have, however, identified a small number of individual instances in which 
leaseholders at other buildings were sent revised invoices in the same manner as 
Blandford Court leaseholders. 
 
Apportionment of costs 
 
The total cost of the work carried out at Lockner Estate that was rechargeable to 
leaseholders is as follows: 
 

Cost of works: £82,727.61 

Professional fees: £5,377.29 

Total costs: £88,104.90 

 
The sum charged to leaseholders for major works is apportioned using a formula 
based on the size of each property. Every property in the buildings included in this 
scheme has been assigned a “living space factor” (LSF) based on the number of 
bedrooms. We then added together the LSFs of all properties (including both 
leaseholders and Council tenants) to arrive at a total LSF for the estate. The 
contribution of each leaseholder is determined by dividing the LSF of their property 
by the total LSF of the estate. 
 
By way of example, a one bedroom property in Hackney has an LSF of 3. The total 
LSF for all buildings in this major works scheme comes to 725. This means that the 
major works contribution of a leaseholder living in a one bedroom property in 
Lockner Estate would be: 3/725 = 0.41% (approx). The total contribution is 
calculated as follows: 
 

Cost of works: £88,104.90 

0.41% share: £364.57 

Management fee: £36.46 

Invoice amount: £401.03 

 
The correct invoice amounts for the various sizes of property in Lockner Court were 
£401 for a 1 bedroom property, £535 for a two bedroom property, and £602 for a 
three bedroom. 
 
Please note that the invoices we issued to leaseholders in January 2014 were not for 
these sums. However we have now made adjustments to all leaseholder accounts to 
ensure that the sums they have been charged are correct and consistent with the 
above figures. As explained above, we wrote to leaseholders in 2014 to apologise 
and advise them of this adjustment. 
 
 



      

 
Summary/Conclusion 
 
I am sorry for the delay in responding to this enquiry. Your enquiry raised complex 
matters that required detailed investigation. Nonetheless the delay you have 
experienced has been excessive and I am therefore upholding your complaint. 
 
As outlined above, every leaseholder was issued an invoice in January 2014, with a 
due date of 10th and 11th March. 
 
You indicate in your email that you believe some leaseholders “have not received 
any request for payment at all”. If it is the case that any leaseholder did not in fact 
receive the invoice we sent to them in January 2014 then they should contact us as 
a matter of urgency so that we can ensure that we have their most up to date 
correspondence address on file, and to make arrangements to pay any outstanding 
balance. 
 
We acknowledge that when we reduced the sums that had been charged to 
leaseholders the approach we took to communicating this to residents was not 
entirely consistent. Leaseholders at Blandford Court were notified of the adjustment 
much earlier than the residents of other buildings and, because our letter to 
Blandford Court was presented in the form of a new invoice with a new stated due 
date, it may have caused unnecessary confusion regarding the deadline for 
payment. Nonetheless, as explained above, the new stated due date will only have 
affected Blandford Court residents who at that time were in arrears on their account. 
 
As noted above, we have also identified a small number of leaseholders in other 
buildings who were sent revised invoices in the same manner as Blandford Court 
residents. 
 
I would like to take this opportunity to apologise for the inconsistency of approach 
that occurred with respect to the residents of Blandford Court and other buildings, 
and to apologise for any confusion or inconvenience cause. 
 
As noted above, any leaseholder who did not make payment (or enter into an 
instalment plan) by the due date stated in our January 2014 invoice was then legally 
in arrears. This means that their file would have been passed to our Major Works 
Recovery Team for further action. 
 
While we cannot comment on individual cases, please note that as every arrears 
case differs, our Recovery Officers are permitted to exercise a measure of discretion 
in negotiating with individual leaseholders. However, the fact that temporary 
forbearance may be considered appropriate in certain cases does not mean that we 
do not consider the individual leaseholder to be in arrears, or that the formal due 
date of their invoice has been extended. 
 
If any leaseholder in Lockner Estate has not yet settled this invoice in full (or entered 
into an instalment plan) they are in breach of their lease agreement and are 
encouraged to contact us as a matter of urgency to discuss clearing their 
outstanding balance. 



      

 
 
 
 
Your complaint has now been investigated at the Resolution Stage of the Council's 
complaints' procedure and I hope that you are satisfied with the response.  If you 
remain dissatisfied and would like your complaint reviewed, please contact the 
Business Analysis and Complaints Team at the address given below.  It will assist us 
in our review if you could detail which aspects of this response you are unhappy 
with. 
  

Business Analysis and Complaints Team 

Hackney Council 
Hackney Service Centre 

1 Hillman Street 
London E8 1DY 
  

020 8356 3770 

complaints@hackney.gov.uk 

 
If you would like to discuss any aspects of this letter further, please contact Mr 
McClave on the contact details given at the top of this letter. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 

Judith Morrison 
Head of Leasehold and Right to Buy Services 

mailto:complaints@hackney.gov.uk

