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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1. I visited Maydew House on Thursday 29th July during dry warm weather 

weather. 
1.2. Any mention of left and right is as viewed from the front of the property. 
1.3. The property is a large panel system building built in about 1964 
1.3.1.  
1.4. FORM OF CONSTRUCTION: 
1.4.1. Concrete large panel system with replacement PVCu windows, door entry 

system to main entrance door and corridor. 
1.4.2. There are 2 lifts and one fire escape staircase.  
1.5. STRUCTURAL ALTERATIONS 

1.5.1. The following structural alterations and extensions were noted: 
1.5.1.1. Door entry system  
1.5.1.2. Security door blocking the intended smoke ventilation to the corridor 
1.5.1.3. PVCu windows 
1.5.1.4. Metal ceiling to the corridor with lighting with diffusers –diffusers of this 

type normally burn without self extinguishing releasing dense black toxic 
fumes and will drip burning plastic.  This is a Section 20 building and 
there should be no flammable materials in the corridor.  I have recovered a 
broken piece which I will be testing. 
 

2. EXTERNALLY 
2.1. ROOF: 
2.1.1. Not inspected but any works on the roof will not affect the tenants.   
2.1.2. Roof repairs are recommended.  The roof covering cannot be the original 

and it is recommended that the files be inspected to ascertain whether the 
roof covering is still under guarantee. 

 
2.2. CHIMNEYSTACKS AND FLASHINGS:  
2.2.1. Not inspected but any works on the roof will not affect the tenants 

 
2.3. PARAPETS, PARAPET GUTTERS AND VALLEY GUTTERS: 
2.3.1. Not inspected but any works on the roof will not affect the tenants 

 
2.4. GUTTERS, DOWNPIPES AND GULLIES: 
2.4.1. Not inspected but any works on the roof will not affect the tenants 
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2.5. MAIN WALLS: 
2.5.1. Large panel system buildings 
2.5.1.1. Due to the presence of gas the Landlord is required to check the structural 

resistance to explosion in accordance with the following BRE report of 
1987. 'The structural adequacy and durability of large panel system 
dwellings"  ISBN 0 85125 250 8 

2.5.1.2. The property must be able to withstand an explosive force of 5 psi 
(34.5Kpa). 

2.5.1.3. In addition the property should be reinspected every 10 years to assess the 
condition of the panels and the ability to withstand such an explosion. 

2.5.1.4. This is not covered in any of the reports to date. 
 

2.6. DOORS AND WINDOWS: 
2.6.1.1. The windows are replacement PVCu units that are at moist 10 years old.  I 

could not see any reason for their replacement.  
2.7. COMMON PARTS:  
2.7.1. The hoppers to the rubbish chute that I inspected are modern and not in 

need of any attention.  I cannot see why they should be replaced. 
2.7.2. The door entry system is working, I met between 20 and 30 tenants and 

none of them had problems with the system.  I cannot ascertain why they 
should be replaced. 

2.7.3. The CCTV installation is old but still working although in need of 
replacing.  Whilst the recording media and some cameras may require 
replacing, this is part of normal ongoing maintenance.  The wiring should 
not require replacing. 

2.7.4. The final escape door from the fire escape staircase into the concierge has 
a loose frame and is not sealed between the frame and structure.  this must 
be rectified and the gap fire sealed with mineral wool and intumescent 
mastic. 

2.7.5. The fire escape door to the exterior at the bottom of the staircase is not 
labelled.  This is the best means of escape as it does not take you into and 
unvented and potentially smoke filled lobby. 
  

3. INTERNALLY 
 

3.1. ASBESTOS: 
3.1.1. From HSE document “Managing Buildings? You must manage 

asbestos” 
3.1.1.1. Remember – the duty is all about protecting yourself and other people 

from exposure to asbestos fibres by managing any asbestos present in a 
building properly. It is not about removing all asbestos! If the asbestos is 
in good condition and not likely to be disturbed, it is usually safer to leave 
it in place and manage it. Removal may be unnecessary and costly! 
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3.1.2. From The Control Of Asbestos Regulations 2006 (in force since 13th 
November 2006) 

Prevention or reduction of exposure to asbestos 
     11. —(1) Every employer shall— 

(a) prevent the exposure of his employees to asbestos so far as is 
reasonably practicable; 
 
(b) where it is not reasonably practicable to prevent such exposure— 

(i) take the measures necessary to reduce the exposure of his employees to 
asbestos to the lowest level reasonably practicable by measures other than 
the use of respiratory protective equipment, and 
 
(ii) ensure that the number of his employees who are exposed to asbestos 
at any one time is as low as is reasonably practicable. 

    (2) Where it is not reasonably practicable for the employer to prevent 
the exposure of his employees to asbestos in accordance with paragraph 
(1)(a), the measures referred to in paragraph (1)(b)(i) shall include, in 
order of priority— 

(a) the design and use of appropriate work processes, systems and 
engineering controls and the provision and use of suitable work equipment 
and materials in order to avoid or minimise the release of asbestos; and 
 
(b) the control of exposure at source, including adequate ventilation 
systems and appropriate organisational measures, 

and the employer shall so far as is reasonably practicable provide the 
employees concerned with suitable respiratory protective equipment in 
addition to the measures required by sub-paragraphs (a) and (b). 
 
    (3) Where it is not reasonably practicable to reduce the exposure of an 
employee to asbestos to below the control limit by the measures referred to 
in paragraph (1)(b)(i), then, in addition to taking those measures, the 
employer shall provide that employee with suitable respiratory protective 
equipment which will reduce the concentration of asbestos in the air 
inhaled by the employee (after taking account of the effect of that 
respiratory protective equipment) to a concentration which is— 

(a) below the control limit; and 
 
(b) is as low as is reasonably practicable. 

    (4) Personal protective equipment provided by an employer in 
accordance with this regulation or with regulation 14(1) shall be suitable 
for its purpose and shall— 
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(a) comply with any provision of the Personal Protective Equipment 
Regulations 2002[12] which is applicable to that item of personal 
protective equipment; or 
 
(b) in the case of respiratory protective equipment, where no provision 
referred to in sub-paragraph (a) applies, be of a type approved or shall 
conform to a standard approved, in either case, by the Executive. 

    (5) The employer shall— 

(a) ensure that no employee is exposed to asbestos in a concentration in the 
air inhaled by that worker which exceeds the control limit; or 
 
(b) if the control limit is exceeded— 

(i) forthwith inform any employees concerned and their representatives 
and ensure that work does not continue in the affected area until adequate 
measures have been taken to reduce employees' exposure to asbestos to 
below the control limit, 
 
(ii) as soon as is reasonably practicable identify the reasons for the control 
limit being exceeded and take the appropriate measures to prevent it being 
exceeded again, and 
 
(iii) check the effectiveness of the measures taken pursuant to sub-
paragraph (ii) by carrying out immediate air monitoring. 
 

3.1.3. The main aim of the Asbestos Regulations is to reduce the release of fibres 
to an absolute minimum.  Thus where it is possible to encapsulate and 
protect asbestos based materials from damage, or to undertake work 
without disturbing asbestos based materials that is what you must do. 

3.1.4. The last thing the Act intended was for wholesale disturbance and damage 
to asbestos based materials. 

3.1.5. If asbestos based materials are being damaged and cannot be encapsulated 
and protected from damage then, and only then, should it be removed. 

3.1.5.1. Thus asbestos based floor tiles in excellent undamaged condition should be 
labelled and protected with a laminate floor or similar.  Where carpet is to 
be applied only the perimeter tiles should be removed to allow for fixing 
gripper rods .  Where sheet vinyl is fitted where removal would damage 
the asbestos based tiles then all the tiles should be removed. 

3.1.6. It should be noted that metric size vinyl tiles and sheet material is asbestos 
free.  Imperial size floor tiles are asbestos based. 

3.1.7. I inspected flat thirty two and flat forty and only located imperial floor tiles 
in one bedroom.  These are damaged but can be removed without the need 
to remove the tenant from the flat.  Removal would take less than a 
morning and the area is easily protected.   

 

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2006/20062739.htm#note12
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3.1.7.1. The work is non notifiable and does not require specialists to remove.  

Suitably trained operatives complying with HSE data sheets are required.  
Respiratory equipment is not required.  This is because the asbestos is so 
well bound up in the tile and the bitumen adhesive that spraying lightly 
with water prevents release of asbestos fibres. 

3.1.8. AIB (asbestos insulating board) – millboard 
3.1.8.1. Attached at the end of this report is the HSE document “Dealing with 

asbestos insulating board (AIB), millboard, marine board, insulating 
blocks, etc 

3.1.8.2. This HSE document makes it quite clear that the AIB (asbestos insulating 
board) should not be disturbed and should be protected.  this is because the 
removal of the AIB (asbestos insulating board) would cause a large degree 
of asbestos fibre release.  

3.1.9. Other asbestos  
3.1.9.1. Much of the asbestos is in plant rooms and elsewhere and unless there is 

any need for it to be disturbed it should be left well alone and simply 
protected.  It is not known whether the asbestos in other areas is sprayed 
fibre lagging or rigid board. 

3.2. CEILINGS: 
3.2.1. The ceiling to the corridor has been replaced with a material ceiling.  This 

is fire resistant.   
3.2.2. I am inform that the ceiling was installed when asbestos based ceilings 

were removed. 
3.2.3. The diffusers to the lights require testing for flammability and ability to 

self extinguish. 
3.3. WALLS AND PARTITIONS: 
3.3.1. Some of the walls may be of AIB (asbestos insulating board).  These 

should not be disturbed and should be protected. 
 

3.4. FLOORS: 
3.4.1. As noted some of the floors have asbestos based tiling.  Where these are 

not damaged they should be protected as described above.  Where minor 
removal is necessary then it can be undertaken with tenants in occupation.   

3.4.2. Where the whole flat requires removal of tiling then temporary rehousing 
should be considered. 
 

3.5. JOINERY:  
3.5.1. The kitchen replacement and bathroom replacement is part of normal 

decent homes work and this would not require Rehousing of tenants. 
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3.6. DAMPNESS, CONDENSATION VENTILATION: 
3.6.1. No dampness and condensation noted at the time of the survey. 
3.6.2. The ventilation system to the bathroom in flat thirty two is defective and 

the bathroom ventilation is totally blocked up to flat forty. 
3.6.3. When I tested the vent to flat thirty two I found that there was no 

noticeable draw although I could feel a slight draft.  If the system is 
working correctly then a sheet of toilet paper should be held against the 
vent.  I therefore reduce the size of the opening to the size of a 50pence 
piece and found that, instead of air being extracted, air was being blown 
into the bathroom. 

3.6.3.1. This is potentially highly dangerous as smoke and extremely hot gasses 
would enter into the flat in a fire situation. 

3.6.3.2. It is highly likely that another tenant has fitted an extract fan to their 
bathroom thus pressurising the duct.  It is clear that there are no safety 
shutters to the extract vent to prevent blowback. 
 

3.7. FIRE PRECAUTION WORKS: 
3.7.1. These can be undertaken with the tenants in occupation. 

 
3.8. INTERNAL DECORATIONS: 
3.8.1. Making good decoration can be undertaken with the tenant in occupation. 

 
 

4. SERVICES 
 

4.1. ELECTRICITY:  
Note:  The following statements are based upon a basic training in domestic 
electrical installations.  Where faults are noted a report should be 
commissioned from a qualified Electrical Engineer.   

4.1.1. Legal Requirements 
4.1.1.1. The legislation of specific relevance to electrical maintenance is the Health 

& Safety at Work Act 1974, the Management of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulations 1999, the Electricity at Work Regulations 1989, the 
Workplace (Health, Safety and Welfare) Regulations 1992 and the 
Provision and Use of Work Equipment Regulations 1998 

4.1.1.2. The Health & Safety at Work Act 1974 puts the duty of care upon both the 
employer and the employee to ensure the safety of all persons using the 
work premises. This includes the self employed. 

4.1.1.3. The Management of Health & Safety at Work Regulations 1999 states: 
 
"Every employer shall make suitable and sufficient assessment of: 
 
(a) the risks to the health and safety of his employees to which they are 
exposed whilst at work, and 
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(b) the risks to ensure the health and safety of persons not in his 
employment arising out of or in connection with the conduct by him or his 
undertaking." 

4.1.1.4. The Provision and Use of Work Equipment Regulations 1998 states: 
 
"Every employer shall ensure that work equipment is maintained in an 
efficient state, in efficient working order and in good repair." 

4.1.1.5. The PUWER 1998 covers most risks that can result from using work 
equipment. With respect to risks from electricity, compliance with the 
Electricity at Work Regulations 1989 is likely to achieve compliance with 
the PUWER 1998. 

4.1.1.6. PUWER 1998 only applies to work equipment used by workers at work. 
This includes all work equipment (fixed, transportable or portable) 
connected to a source of electrical energy. PUWER does not apply to fixed 
installations in a building. The electrical safety of these installations is 
dealt with only by the Electricity at Work Regulations. 

4.1.1.7. The Electricity at Work Regulations 1989 states: 
 
"All systems shall at all times be of such construction as to prevent, so far 
as reasonably practicable, such danger." 
 
"As may be necessary to prevent danger, all systems shall be maintained 
so as to prevent, so far as reasonably practicable, such danger." 
 
"'System' means an electrical system in which all the electrical equipment 
is, or may be, electrically connected to a common source of electrical 
energy and includes such source and such equipment" 
 
"'Electrical Equipment' includes anything used, intended to be used or 
installed for use, to generate, provide, transmit, transform, rectify, convert, 
conduct, distribute, control, store, measure or use electrical energy." 

4.1.1.8. Scope of the legislation 
 
It is clear that the combination of the HSW Act 1974, the PUWER 1998 
and the EAW Regulations 1989 apply to all electrical equipment used in, 
or associated with, places of work. The scope extends from distribution 
systems down to the smallest piece of electrical equipment. 
 
It is clear that there is a requirement to inspect and test all types of 
electrical equipment in all work situations. 
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4.1.1.9. Very often BS 7671 (the 17th edition of the IEE regulations {IEE – 
Institute of Electrical Engineers}) are cited as the appropriate legal 
standard to work to.  This is only appropriate for new installations or new 
additions to existing installations but NOT to minor repairs or renewals.  
These standards / regulations are NOT retrospective for the simple reason 
that on the day the 17th edition came into force every installation in the UK 
was non compliant even though they were perfectly safe.  In fact there 
have been revisions to the 17th edition that would render all previous 17th 
edition domestic properties non-compliant! 

4.1.2. Whilst the installation does not comply with the British Standard 7671 17th 
edition of the IEE regulations the wiring in flat thirty two is the original 
plastic covered cables and essentially safe. 

4.1.2.1. The wiring is not VIR, rubber covered or lead sheathed and will remain 
functional for the life of the building. 

4.1.2.2. The consumer unit comprises hard wired fuses without a cover.  As a 
result a failing fuse could set fire to papers or flammable materials 
contained in the consumer unit cabinet. 

4.1.2.3. Whilst the light switch back box is earth bonded there is no earthbonding 
to the light fittings.  The original light rose and pendant bayonet fittings 
were in plastic and therefore completely safe.  Metal fittings installed by 
the tenants must be earth bonded – this is not the responsibility of the 
Landlord. 

4.1.3. At most to comply with legislation, rather than the IEE regulations the 
Landlord should 

4.1.3.1. Replace the fuse carriers and hard-wired fuses with Miniature Circuit 
Breakers (MCBs).  

4.1.3.2. Provide earthbonding to the light fittings. 
4.1.3.3. Replace the original light roses and twin flex pendant drops to 

accommodate earthbonding.  
 

4.2. PLUMBING AND HEATING: 
4.2.1. The heating system has previously been replace without the need to decant 

the tenants.   
4.2.2. The domestic hot and cold water plumbing system will, due to its age, 

require replacing.  This can also be undertaken without the need to decant 
the property. 

4.2.3. I am surprised that the replacement of the waste plumbing and rainwater 
downpipes is being considered.  Cast iron soil stacks and rainwater 
downpipes installed in the 1930’s and many installed in the Victorian era 
are still performing perfectly well even where fully exposed to direct sun 
and freezing weather.  If the system is of plastic then, as it is protected 
from UV within the plumbing should not have failed.   

4.2.3.1. In my experience all that would be required is a pressure jet clean to 
remove and accumulations of fat and other debris.  
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4.3. GAS:  
4.3.1. The annual gas safety certificate is NOT sufficient for a large panel system 

block. 
4.3.1.1. The ability of the block to withstand the effects of a gas explosion must be 

taken into account. 
4.3.1.2. The installation of double glazed PVCu windows would act to increase the 

pressure required in an explosion before this element fails.  Any previous 
reports on structural adequacy would have immediately become out of 
date. 

4.3.2. The gas riser in the refuse chute lobbies appears to be in excellent 
condition.  Further information is required. 

 
5. CONCLUSION 
5.1. From the brief information provided it is my opinion that the proposed 

asbestos removal would be in breach of the Control of Asbestos 
Regulations.  Only asbestos that is damaged or is likely to be damaged and 
cannot be sealed or protected should be removed. 

5.1.1. The intention of the Act is to ensure that release of asbestos fibres is kept 
to an absolute minimum 

5.1.2. Even the HSE documents oppose wholesale removal where it is 
unnecessary and point out that removal is very costly.  The HSE prefer and 
encourage management of asbestos. 

5.2. From the information provided it is evident that the specifier has simply 
listed every possible conceivable work whether it is required or not. 

5.2.1. Just how anyone can consider window replacement when the existing 
PVCu windows are approximately 10 years old  

5.2.2. The specifier should be put to strict proof that the door entry system is in 
such disrepair that replacement is required. 

5.2.3. The specifier should be put to strict proof that the CCTV system requires 
replacing as it should be maintained in full working order in any event as 
part of normal maintenance. 

5.3. Without the specifier identifying exactly why each element is, in his or her 
opinion, required then a sensible decision cannot be reached as to the 
extent of the required works. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Arnold E Tarling BSc FRICS MCIArb 
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