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BATTERSEA REACH OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION

(formerly Battersea Reach Residents’ Association)

BROA Box, Estate Office, Juniper Drive, London SW18 1GJ
batterseareachowners@gmail.com

Mr. Ryan
Didcock Fosters
Ryan.Didcock@Forsters.co.uk 26 January 2026

Dear Mr Didcock,

Re Battersea Reach.
Your Ref: NRR/RVD/50093.1
Your letter dated 12 January 2026

1

There are two notices in contention as far as your clients are concerned, those
dated 27 April 2022 (£160 529.67, “the 2022 notice”) and 3 October 2023 (£900
134.00, “the 2023 notice”) (There is a third, dated 26 March 2025 for £4 320
which is entirely similar and can be dealt with later if necessary). They both refer
to “expenses incurred by the landlord including legal costs or other costs bona
fide incurred by the landlord in defending proceedings arising out of the tenants’
application pursuant to s27A LTA1985 at the First Tier (Property Chamber)
under case reference LON/00AY/LSC/2019 0330 and LON/00AY/LSC/2019

0338”. The 2023 notice refers also to s20C.

Application LON/00AY/LSC/2019 0330 is the application brought by
leaseholders (tenants) of Battersea Reach (0330) and LON/00AY/LSC/2019
0338 is the application brought by leaseholders (tenants) of St George Wharf
(0338). These are separate estates with different sets of freeholders and
landlords. The two applications were launched separately in the FTT on 3
September 2019. On 11 October 2019 the Tribunal directed that the applications

be joined, case managed and heard together.
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2

The format and delivery of the notices are dealt with later. Each was accompanied
by an evenly dated explanatory letter, described in your letter as a “detailed
covering letter further explaining the nature of the costs to tenants”. The letters
are integral to their respective notices. Each notice defined the two applications as
“the Applications” and stated that “...Inevitably, the Landlords have and will
continue to incur legal and other related costs in defending the Applications.” The
2022 notice confirms £160 529.67 as “the total amount of legal costs so
incurred (“The Section 20B Notice confirms the total amount of legal and related
costs which have been incurred by the Landlords”) and that “.....These are costs
that the Landlords are entitled to require all tenants in the estates to pay towards,

in the normal way, as part of their service charge.”

The reasonable interpretation is that in the 32 months up to 27 April “the
Landlords” had incurred costs in opposing the applications (0330 and 0338)
and the conglomeration of those costs amounted to £160 529.67 which “all
tenants in the estates” would be required to pay as a service charge in terms of
their leases. “All tenants” would be the leaseholders of the 1358 and 1185
residential flats in Battersea Reach and St George Wharf respectively (but see
below). The 2023 notice essentially repeats the 2022 notice other than to say
the amount of the conglomerated incurred costs had increased by £900 134.00.
In the result, £1 060 663.67 was the final total amount of the costs incurred as

at 3 October 2023 in opposing the applications.

3
There is no apportionment of the agglomerated costs between the two

applications (i.e. between the estates). The Battersea Reach leaseholders are
told the specified total amounts of expenses incurred for both applications
were relevant costs which would be demanded from them in terms of their
lease as a service charge. There was no notification of expenses attributable to
the Battersea Reach application (0330) to enable a determination of the
service charge, as referred to in s20B(1): “If any of the relevant costs taken

into account in determining the amount of any service charge...”.
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You explain in para 1 of your letter that it would “have been practically
impossible, and wholly artificial, to split the costs as they were incurred between
the two estates.” But you say your clients had all the necessary information to
accurately calculate the costs. Nevertheless, you say, your clients have

“apportioned the total legal costs equally between the estates.” That is incorrect.

As stated, the agglomerated costs in their totality are given in the notices as

being incurred and payable by the Battersea Reach leaseholders.

I believe that essentially the same notices were presented to St George Wharf
with the same agglomerated costs of £1 060 663.67; though apparently in two
separate tranches, one for the 1185 residential flats (referred to above), the other
for the (507?) flats in The Tower, one of the blocks of that estate. It would seem
this was not impossible or artificial. It means the same costs incurred in
opposing the two applications are being claimed twice, once from Battersea
Reach leaseholders and again from St George Wharf leaseholders, a double

dipping. That would not constitute an apportionment between the two estates.

4

The cost liabilities for each application arise from separate unrelated contracts.
The joinder does not lead to any joint liability. It was neither impossible nor
impractical to account separately for those costs. It is feasible (probable) costs

incurred would not be equal for each application. In para 4 of your letter, you say:

The s20B notices accurately reflect the legal and professional costs
actually incurred in relation to the applications. These were not
estimated figures based on interim invoices, but costs actually
incurred by our clients. A valid s20 notice must either state the actual
cost incurred or clearly indicate that costs have been incurred and the
amount required by way of service charge. The notices did so.
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The notices did not. They did not notify the Battersea Reach leaseholders of
costs actually incurred in relation to their application to which they would be
required to contribute. They should have been notified of the costs actually
incurred or attributable for application 0330. It was on that basis that the s20C
applications were prosecuted, they dealt solely with the recoverability of the

respective legal costs relating to each separate application.

5}
You state that there is no obligation to provide details or specifications of the

costs, that “the requirement is simply that leaseholders are notified of costs
incurred and which the landlord intends to recover through the service charge”
nor is there “any requirement to explain which elements of costs relate to which

estate” (para 2 of your letter). I suggest this offends s20B(2).

You quote from para 70 of the judgment in Roberts v Countryside (South West)
Ltd [2017] UKUT 386 (LC). In that case, the tenant had received annual Service
Charge Statements of Account. These specified the amount of expenditure, the
judge found, in sufficient detail to satisfy the requirement of notification and
there was “no basis in s.20B(2) for asserting that the notice has to specify each
and every date when a particular item of expenditure sufficient detail is required
has been incurred”. What the judge held was that detail was necessary but this
had been sufficiently supplied and there was neither need nor requirement for

the details at the level asserted by the tenant.

The judge cites (para 68) London Borough of Brent v Shulem B Association
Limited [2011] 1 WLR 3014, ChD:

68. ...... In paragraph 54 Morgan J said this:

“... [s.20B(2)] requires the notification to relate to two matters. The first
matter that must be notified is “that those costs had been incurred”. The
second matter is “that [the tenant] would subsequently be required under
the terms of his lease to contribute to them by the payment of a service
charge”. The parties do not agree as to the extent of the statutory
requirements. In particular, they do not agree as to what information has
to be given to satisfy the requirement that the tenant is notified “that those
costs have been incurred”.
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He went to hold that the notice must specify the costs which have been
incurred in sufficient detail that they can be related to the service charge
demanded:

“... the subsection appears to require the lessor to identify the costs which
have been incurred so that when one comes to apply section 20B(2) to the
relevant notification one will be able to say the service charge, were
notified to the lessee.” (paragraph 56)”

6

Your clients’ notices state that “expenses” which include “legal or other costs”
have been incurred without any identification other than that they were costs
incurred in defending two applications, one with no connection to Battersea

Reach other than that it was joined for the sake of procedural convenience.

The information was deficient also for absence of a time reference to indicate
when the expenses had occurred. There is much commentary on the subject (to
be valid, the Section 20B(2) notice must state that the costs have been incurred

during that specified relevant financial period ) e.g. www.kdllaw.com/legal-

updates/section-20b-re-visited and (in the FTT)

http://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5ffeff65e90e0763a3128124 /21

December Decision.pdf at para 26.

7
In para 6 of your letter, you assert it is untenable that the tenants could not

understand the nature of the costs, they could “identify the costs by reference to
the application numbers stated in the section 20B notices.” I have difficulty
understanding this but do not accept that this would satisfy the requirement of
notification, nor would the documents you describe (such as our October 2023
newsletter which your clients apparently have “on file”). It is a pertinent to point
out that your clients have not yet presented the service charge accounts for 2024
(we are well into 2026) apparently because they are befuddled about their
litigation costs (some more than 6 years after they were first incurred). The

litigation costs have not been included in any service charge account to date.
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Noting them (as conglomerated costs) as contingent for year after year since
2020 does not constitute notification. The Battersea Reach lease (at its Seventh
Schedule) requires the landlords to prepare an account for each year ending on
31 December every consecutive year and audited by an independent accountant,
with copies to the leaseholders, as soon as is practicable. This failure to present

the accounts is a breach of covenant.

8

As I informed you, we are challenging Fairhold Athena Limited, the immediate
landlord of three blocks, on its s20B(2) notifications. A copy of my most recent
letter (dated 12 January 2026, no response yet) to Rendall & Rittner is attached.
There are very many leaseholders who state categorically they did not receive any
notice, with a virtual 100% who say they did not receive the Fairhold notice of
October 2023 (on costs incurred of £381 534). It is likely many leaseholders will
say they were not notified of the costs stated in your clients’ notices. We are
continuing our enquiries, but the default position of the Battersea Reach
leaseholders will be that notices were not received or if they were received, they
were not addressed to them. R&R have informed us they are unable to locate any

record of mailing the notices, let alone of receipt and notification.

I refer to:

Newcastle NHS. V. Haywood [2018] UKSC
(https://supremecourt.uk/uploads/uksc 2017 0074 judgment 4a88e72688.pdf)

D’Aubigny v Khan & Anor [2025] EWCA Civ 11
https://www.bailii.orqg/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2025/11.pdf

Regards

T

Alan Fairleigh
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BATTERSEA REACH OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION

(formerly Battersea Reach Residents’ Association)

BROA Box, Estate Office, Juniper Drive, London SW18 1GJ
batterseareachowners@gmail.com

Emma Waller 12 January 2026
Rendall & Rittner
emma.waller@rendallandrittner.co.uk

Dear Emma

Re Battersea Reach: s20B notices

We agreed we would confirm (as we now do) what was discussed at our
meetings with you on 2 December 2025 and 6 January 2026 about the

s20B(2) notices.

As already mentioned, James Mattocks in March 2025, in response to our
enquiry about those notices, informed us that there had been none sent
since the end of 2023, that they would have been sent by post and he would

let us have copies of those sent. We heard nothing further from him.

We received your notice dated 30 June 2025 and described as a s20B notice.
This indicated four s20B(2) notices, 2 each from St George and Fairhold
Athena Limited. Rendall & Rittner (R&R) was the managing agent for all
landlords until 1 June 2024 from when their agency continued for only three
blocks and JFM assumed that role for everywhere else. We were informed
that all notices prior to that date, from either St George or Fairhold Athena,
would have been sent by R&R and by ordinary post. The four notices all pre-

date 1 June 2024.

We wrote to you on 24 July 2025 and asked “..if you are averring that

leaseholders were notified of those costs as having been incurred and, if so,



Page 8 of 8

please furnish details of the costs and of how, when and to whom the

notifications were made.” In response by letter dated 10 September 2025

you informed us that you had “shared this with higher senior
management team and asked for their feedback. I have an internal
meeting on Monday at 10am to discuss.” This was followed by your

letter of 15 September 2025 “to confirm that we have discussed internally

and will present the letter to E&M for their full feedback as we suspect that
they will wish to respond directly. I will provide further updates as and

when they arise.”

We heard nothing further and wrote to you on 19 November 2025 in which
we said (repeated) that at issue was “whether the costs set out in Rendall &
Rittner’s notice to leaseholders dated 30 June 2025 would be relevant and
claimable costs and whether leaseholders were notified of them in

accordance with the requirements of s20(B)(2) of LTA1985.”

There was no reply, but the issue was discussed at both our meetings. We
informed you of the large number of leaseholders who have confirmed that
they did not receive notices. You informed us that, after thorough searches
of R&R’s records, no evidence could be found of any notification to

leaseholders, and there had been no response or feedback from E&M.

S20B(2) is a statutory provision that requires a landlord to give written
notification to a leaseholder. It does not require or authorise service by post,
but it does not prohibit it. The notices can be sent by post but this would not
deem receipt. There must be actual proved receipt, that the leaseholder was
notified. The costs in question were incurred before October 2023, more
than 18 months ago. Battersea Reach leaseholders have stated categorically
that they were not notified of these costs. In the circumstances, there can be
no claim for those costs from leaseholders. We remain open to further
discussion. We will deal with the other issues previously mentioned if
necessary. In the interim, please respond to our query in our letter of 24 July
2025 about the inclusion of litigation costs of £22,445 in the 2024 service

charge.

Regards
Alan



