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Mrs Griffiths 

Mr. G. MacCaliion 
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Mrs S Shearing 

Miss F. Stapley 

Mr Stavely 

Mrs A. Strange 

Prof J. Strange 
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Mr D. Webber 

Minutes taken by J A Lippiett 



Mrs Lippiett (Chairman of Pavilion Court Ltd) opened the meeting and thanked everyone for attending. 

She introduced Mr Steven Way, Principal of Collier Stevens, Chartered Surveyors Hythe CT21 6HZ, 

who acts on behalf of Pavilion Court Ltd. Mr Way was invited to chair the meeting. 

Mr Way began by explaining his role as Chartered Surveyor and presented his credentials. He gave a 

short introduction to the motion before the meeting and summarised verbally the questions that had 
been posed by shareholders in response to the letter sent with the notice of the meeting (for copy of 
letter and questions see minute book). He then introduced Richard Hopkins, chief executive of 

Sapphire Properties (UK) Ltd, who has proposed the development under discussion. 

It was explained that he has an interest in 15 Pavilion Court flats already and that he had been 
appointed a Director of Pavilion Court Ltd. Dr Price questioned whether Mr. Hopkins was eligible to be 
a Director as he did not own a flat in his own name but in the name of his company, Deanstone 

Limited. The meeting noted that Mr Hopkins' name was not among the Directors listed on the EGM 

notice since he intended to offer to stand down if the development went ahead with his company. 

The Chairman ruled that the meeting was to discuss the proposed development. The question of Mr 
Hopkin's eligibility to be a Board member would be considered after the meeting. 

The chair man noted that the proposal affected those shareholders of the Freehold Company and not 

leaseholders, during the course of the meeting it was noted that leaseholders pay service charges to 

the maintenance company and consequently these could not necessarily be expended on freehold 

company concerns such as this. 

For the avoidance of doubt and for the benefit of the minutes only the Chairman wishes to record that 

the venue for the EGM was provided at the expense of Sapphire Properties (UK) Ltd 

Mr Hopkins outlined some of his ideas for the development of Pavilion Court. He noted that he had a 

vested interest in that he owned 15 flats and that he had considerable experience in redevelopment. 

Questions were invited from the floor during the course of the meeting and these are summarised: 

1. Mr Clark asked what is considered to be the value of the roof for development and suggested 
obtaining a valuation from the auctioneer Clive Emson . 

Mrs Lippiett agreed that this would be helpful but a valuation would have to be paid for. 

2. It was also asked if tenders had been invited to develop the roof. Mrs Lippiett responded by 

saying that the proposal before us was unsolicited and although a tendering process will take 

time and cost us money, we might obtain a better offer. On the other hand we might get 

nowhere. 

3. Miss Fisher said she had taken advice from an architect who said two questions should be 

asked: 

(1) Had Pavilion Court approached the local planning authorities regarding the proposed 
improvements? 

(2) Is the structural condition of the building suitable? A full structural survey should be 
undertake in order to safeguard shareholders investments. 



Mr Way confirmed that he would be advising the Board of Directors and could not allow any 

Deve!opment to be approved that was structurally unsound, it was also noted that any 
development would have to be approved by the Local Authority Building Control Dept. 

Discussions had taken place between the board and Sapphire (UK) Ltd but no structural 

survey had been carried out so far. There was a long discussion concerning the desirability of 

Pavilion Court commissioning a survey before proceeding further but no decision was taken. 
Mr Way advised that as the scheme had not developed beyond a basic concept and without 

structurai engineers input he was unabie to give any comment on the structurai impact of the 
proposal on the existing buildings at the current time. 

4. Mr Read enquired whether the leaseholders/freeholders were being asked to give permission 

to develop the roof now or at a later date. The chair man advised that the EGM had been 
called to discuss and vote upon the motion in the notice of the meeting 

At this point clarification was requested concerning the responses to the initial letter sent to all 

shareholders inviting them to express a view concerning the idea of a proposed roof-top 

development. 

The responses were: 
3 verbal in favour 

47 written in favour 

21 requested more information before comment 
23 were opposed 

5 failed to reply 

It was agreed to take those requesting further information as an indication against. 

As many requested much more information it was decided to give everyone the opportunity to 
meet with the developer and hold an EGM, at which a formal vote could be taken 

Mrs Lippiett then explained the reasons why the Board thought the proposal of development 
was timely and potentially beneficial to all shareholders. She pointed out that a programme of 
future and potentially expensive repairs to Pavilion Court was required over the next few 

years. 

At the AGM it had been announced that renovation of the corridors was to be the next project. 

This also entailed repair and replacement of water and sewerage pipes and removal of 

asbestos encasements. This would cause a great deal of disruption with and the appearance 
of the interior of the building would look worse before it became better. The cost of repairs 

would be very high. 

Maintenance repairs without proper renewal will result in a continuing high service charge. For 

example, recently drains had been unblocked 4 times in 10 days. The non-payment of service 
charges by a very few owners was causing a major burden for those that pay since 

contractors and employees must be paid. There are no management charges applied 

because Directors work on behalf of the leaseholders / freeholders for no remuneration. (This 
has saved the service charge account about £18000 since February 2003). 



Mr Hopkins and Mrs Lippiett advised the meeting that a proposal had been put forward that in 

return for developing the roof area a considerable number of works including internal 

refurbishment, provision of lifts, improved security and the erection of a boundary wall would 
be provided. 

Discussion ensued regarding the potential value of the roof area. Mr Hopkins advised that he 
was attaching a zero value to this area and pointed out that that there were restrictive 

covenants in place limiting development and that the cost of having these lifted by Radnor 

Estates would be substantial and borne in full by the developers. Dr Price requested that 
further investigation into the potential value of the area and other options be expiored and 
possibly tendered 

The proposed development would mean one contract instead of several, would provide an 

economical and early solution to affecting the necessary essential repairs. Costs to consider if 

we go out to tender are those of advertising and the costs of our professional advisors 
involved, such as lawyers and surveyors. The tendering process would also take considerable 
time during which the continuing high cost of ad hoc repairs would remain high with the high 

service charges continuing. Many find these hard to pay although they are required to do so 
under the terms of their leases. 

5. Mrs Shearing question what would happen if the development went ahead and the developer 
went out of business. Mr Hopkins reassured the meeting that he could deal with contractors 

that fail. Mrs Lippiett said that Pavilion Court solicitors who would be asked to draw up 
contracts and Mr Clark suggested that a bond would probably be needed on such a project. 

6. The question of how the affect on freeholds was also raised. Mrs Lippiett said this would be 

addressed by solicitors and would depend on the number of new flats. The Chairman noted 

that at this early stage it was not possible to give the meeting exact detail as to how the matter 

of freehold and leasehold interest was to be dealt with and that the board were aware of this 

and would take best advice from the lawyers who would be retained to finalise terms with any 

potential developer. 

7. Dr Price questioned the experience of the board of Directors in managing such a project. 

Mrs Lippiett replied that as in all projects the Board of Directors undertakes they would rely on 
professional advice, Including lawyers, surveyors and relevant engineers. 

8. Mr Read said he supported the proposal in general and it should go to the next stage to 

enable the freeholders concerns to be addressed and a more formal decision to be taken in 
the future. The Bard noted that they were seeking a mandate in order to progress discussions 

with Sapphire Properties (UK) Ltd so as to give them reassurance to invest further funds in 
exploring and developing their proposals. 

9. Further concerns relating to the desirability of obtaining an independent survey were voiced by 
several people. Mr Way estimated the cost at about £2500 and said that this would have to be 

a charge to the freehold shareholders. No decision was taken. It was noted that several 

shareholders had concerns regarding the structure of the building including the condition of 

window lintols and the bearing capacity of the roof. 



10. Mr Hopkins stated that to date he had already paid about £2000 for the architect to produce 

the drawings that were available around the room. His company would undertake at its own 

expense a full survey before embarking on the proposed development.. 

11. Dr Price said that the option to demolish the building and sell the site should be considered. 

He also raised the question of car parking for the additional leaseholders. The Chairman 

noted this and advised that all views would be taken into consideration in the preparation of 

terms. 

12. Dr Price had sent a list of questions to the Directors, but expressed his dissatisfaction that 
they had been communicated to Mr Hopkins whom he considered to be an interested third 

party. It was noted that they had been communicated at least in part in order that the board 

may elicit suitable answers to the questions raised. 

Mrs Webber asked that as the discussions had now taken well over an hour a vote should be 

taken. 

In view of the discussion the Board agreed with the assent of the Chairman to withdraw the 

motion 

To allow Sapphire Properties (UK) Ltd. to develop the roof of the north and south 
blocks of Pavilion Court Ltd. 

By agreement among those present at the meeting an alternative proposal, suggested by 

Prof. Strange,~'fj_II< •• !I!!I_' shareholder) was put forward and accepted by those present by 

a show of hands,. 

Alternative Motion: 

To allow Sapphire Properties (UK) Limited to develop the roofs of the north and 
south blocks of Pavilion Court with flats subject to the approval of detailed 

plans, with suitable legal and financial arrangements, by at least 75% of the 
shareholders. 

Dr Price asked that a poll be taken. 

The result of the Poll, taken by the Company Secretary, was: 

Freeholder Shareholders for 

Freeholders Shareholders against 

Leaseholders for 

Leaseholders against 

41 

42 

44 
44 

The Chairman noted that this was a freeholder vote and not a leaseholder vote and as such 

the leaseholder figures could be provided by was 0 interest only 

The motion which required 75% approval was lost. 



Dr Price commented that, for the record, he would have cast his votes for the motion had no 

specific developer been named in the proposal. (The motion would have then been carried 

options for the development of the roof and re-present these in an amended form. 

Meeting concluded at 4.20 p.m. 


