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LIE. I did not. Its client, Mr Ladsky did
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Another LIE, as the amount was the same at 24 June 03
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It opted to include the contingency fund allowance, in spite of:
Having previously argued (Mr Silverstone's 7 August 2003 letter) against the tribunal's view (point 59 of the 17 June 2003 LVT determination) that its client was under no obligation to use the contingency fund

I believe the reason it did this was because I had flagged-up the 7 June 2001 letter from Ms Hathaway, Martin Russell Jones, in which she specifically stated that the contingency fund would be used as contribution

As explained in the section on CKFT - it-its client and his other 'puppet', Martin Russell Jones did NOT take the contingency fund into account for - at least - the majority of the other leaseholders (as the majority ended-up paying the full amount demanded by Ms Joan Hathaway in her 15 July 2002 letter)

This is VERY WRONG. Among others, it is a BREACH of covenants in the lease.
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NOT TRUE: This offer, which in fact was a ‘pre-action’ offer (the LVT determination had not been implemented) was not compliant with the CPR Rules as defined by Lord Woolf’s in the Ford v GKR Construction Ltd [2000] 1 All ER802 case as I was not supplied with the information necessary for me to assess it.
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