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Welcome

Welcome to the HMPL Brief. In this edition we are concentrating on some important updates 
in the Building Safety, Data Protection, Private rented sector and Public Sector Equality Duty 
(PSED) arenas. I had the opportunity to speak with Wendy Green of SHiP who passes on 
some top tips for effective engagement in supported housing, currently a very hot topic given 
the introduction of TSMs. We also bring you a case update on Eastlight Housing (disrepair) 
and an Ask the Expert section on Leasehold Reform. The spotlight in this edition is on Sara 
Mondon who has recently joined us as a solicitor in our thriving Leeds office and, lastly, do 
enjoy reading about what some of the members of our ever growing team have been busy 
doing!

Donna McCarthy l Partner
T: 020 7880 4349
E: donna.mccarthy@devonshires.co.uk
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grant is payable (and if so to obtain that grant); 

b. to take reasonable steps to ascertain whether 

monies can be obtained from a third party (and if 

so, to obtain monies from a third party), this will 

include: 

i. under any insurance policy; 

ii. under any guarantee or indemnity; 

iii. pursuant to a claim against a developer or 

anyone involved in designing or carrying out 

works on the building.

• Restrictions on cladding related service charges 

where the height of the building is over 11 metres 

or 5 storeys. ‘Qualifying Leaseholders’ (see below 

for more about that) will not have to pay anything 

towards cladding remediation. Cladding remediation 

means the removal or replacement of any part of a 

cladding system that: 

a. forms the outer wall of an external wall system, 

and 

b. is unsafe. 

In summary therefore, no service charge can be levied 

in relation to cladding remediation on any leaseholder 

who meets the ‘Qualifying Lease’ definition and as such, 

they will not have to pay anything in service charges for 

cladding remediation in buildings that are over 11 metres 

or 5 storeys in height. 

• Restrictions on non-cladding related fire safety service 

charges where the height of the building is over 11 

metres or 5 storeys. In short, all non-cladding related 

fire safety service charges will be subject to further 

restrictions in the following circumstances:

• The landlord or an associate was responsible for 

the defects; 

• The landlord meets the contribution condition; 

• The lease value is below a certain amount; 

• An overall cap on service charges in all other cases. 

It will be the developers (which may include many 

landlords and building owners) followed by building 

owners and landlords (who are not otherwise classed 

as developers) who will now be the first port of call to 

pay for non-cladding historical safety defects, rather than 

leaseholders. Landlords will need to prove (and evidence 

where necessary) that there are no other routes to 

obtaining monies from third parties. The rules now prevent 

the passing on of costs to leaseholders where they are 

(or are associated with) the developer. Landlords (who 

are not an RP or a Local Authority amongst others) will 

not be permitted to from pass on any costs to ‘Qualifying 

Leaseholders’ where they have a net group wealth over 

the set threshold. Where these conditions are not met, 

costs for non-cladding defects and interim measures 

will be shared between the landlord and the leaseholder, 

unless a property has a value of less than £325,000 inside 

Greater London or less than £175,000 elsewhere. 

Other leaseholders will see their service charges capped 

and spread over ten years. Their contribution will be 

capped at £15,000 within Greater London and £10,000 

outside (save where properties worth over £1 million will 

make higher contributions (up to £50,000) and properties 

worth over £2 million will make a maximum contribution 

of £100,000). The caps are further reduced for shared 

owners as the cap will be in proportion to their equity 

share and any caps will be reduced by any service charge 

that has been paid in the last five years.  

6. The restrictions in Schedule 8 of the Act do not apply 

to non-residential leases in the main because most of 

the restrictions apply only to ‘qualifying leases’. There 

is one exception to that however - no service charge 

is payable for remedying a defect if the landlord (or 

an associate of the landlord) was responsible for the 

defect within the specific (but wide) meaning of the 

BSA. A ‘Qualifying Leaseholder’ is a leaseholder who 

meets the following criteria: 

i. the property is in a building above 11 metres or 5 

storeys; 

ii. the property is the leaseholder’s main home (as at 

14 February 2022); or 

iii. the leaseholder owned no more than 3 UK residential 

properties in total as at 14 February 2022. 

A leaseholder is also a ‘Qualifying Leaseholder’ if they 

have purchased their property since 14 February 2022 

but the criteria outlined above was met on 14 February 

2022.

1. There is a new legal framework regarding service 

charge restrictions pursuant to Schedule 8 of the 

Building Safety Act (‘BSA’). This applies to service 

charges relating to building and fire safety related 

defects. These restrictions either prohibit or limit the 

degree to which a leaseholder will be liable to pay for 

works relating to such defects. 

2. These new provisions came into force on 28 June 

2022 and the protections apply to all service charge 

demands irrespective of when the demand was issued 

(so long as the demand remains unpaid). Agents 

and landlords cannot pursue demands that relate to 

historical remediation costs that fall within the scope 

of the BSA until a Landlord’s Certificate is issued 

(about which see 7 – 10 below). The protections will 

apply to properties based on the ownership position 

as at 14 February 2022 (with the status as at 14 

February 2022 being transferrable to future buyers). 

3. The BSA separates the cost of removing unsafe 

cladding from other remediation works and puts 

building safety costs into three main groups:

• The costs relating to ongoing safety measures 

that are required to comply with the obligations 

on building owners which are set out in the BSA. 

These are not related to remediation works.

• The costs of removing unsafe cladding.

• The costs of remedying “relevant defects” in 

“relevant buildings” where the defects are non-

cladding defects. Schedule 8 of the BSA deals 

with the caps and contributions and parties cannot 

contract out of these restrictions. 

4. In order to determine whether Schedule 8 to the BSA 

applies, a landlord will need to consider:

• is the building a “relevant building” (i.e. a self-

contained building (or part) that contains at least 

two dwellings and is at least 11 metres high or has 

at least five storeys)? 

• is the defect that needs to be remedied a “relevant 

defect” (i.e. a defect that arises as a result of 

anything done (or not done) or used (or not used) 

in connection with “relevant works” that causes a 

risk to the safety of people in or about the building 

arising from the spread of fire or the collapse of 

the building or part of it? This includes anything 

that was done (or not done) in the provision of 

professional services in connection with the works.  

• is action required to remedy the relevant defect 

and is such action a “relevant measure”? A 

“relevant measure” is a measure taken to remedy a 

relevant defect, prevent a building safety risk from 

materialising or reduce the severity of any incident 

resulting from a building safety risk caused by the 

relevant defect. 

5. The BSA has three main service charge restrictions: 

• Restrictions in all leases regardless of the height of 

the building the property is situated in. The Building 

Safety Act 2022 extends the landlord’s duty to 

recover reasonable costs from third parties before 

seeking to recover then from leaseholders under a 

service charge - section 133 amends section 20 

of the Landlord and Tenant Act 1985. The steps 

that will need to be taken (and be evidenced) by a 

landlord are: 

a. to take reasonable steps to ascertain whether any 

Building Safety Act 2022:

Service Charges and Landlord’s Certificates -

Top 10 Facts
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7. The Landlord’s Certificate is a new certification regime 

under the Building Safety (Leaseholder Protections) 

(England) Regulations 2022 (‘the Regulations’) and the 

Building Safety (Leaseholder Protections) (Information 

etc.) (England) Regulations 2022. These Regulations 

have also been made under Schedule 8 of the BSA 

and place further restrictions on a landlord’s ability to 

recover service charges. This new process introduced 

by the Regulations must be followed where a landlord 

seeks to recover a service charge for certain types of 

works or if a leaseholder requests one). 

8. The Regulations set out the form and content of the 

Landlord’s Certificate (Regulation 6 and Schedule 

1). The Certificate must be in the prescribed form 

appended at Schedule 1 of the Regulations and is to 

be based on the circumstances of whoever was the 

relevant landlord on 14 February 2022. 

9. Compliance with the Landlord’s Certificate regime is 

complex and time sensitive. A landlord must provide 

a certificate to a leaseholder in each of the following 

circumstances: 

a. when the current landlord makes a demand to 

a leaseholder for the payment of a remediation 

service charge; 

b. within four weeks of receipt of notification from the 

leaseholder that the leasehold interest is to be sold; 

c. within four weeks of becoming aware (either 

themselves or by notification from another person) 

of a relevant defect not covered by a previous 

landlord’s certificate; or 

d. within four weeks of being requested to do so by 

the leaseholder. 

 

10. These obligations exist even if the Landlord does not 

intend to make a demand. In short, if the Landlord 

does not provide a valid Landlord’s Certificate, they 

will be unable to pass any remediation costs on to 

the Qualifying Leaseholder. Landlords are required to 

provide evidence of their position if they believe they 

are exempt from bearing the full costs of remediation 

and failure to disclose information or dishonestly 

making a false claim may be a criminal offence. If the 

Landlord is unable to provide any of the information 

required, they must apply to other persons who 

are/were the relevant landlord(s) requesting the 

information.

For more information, please contact Lee Russell or 

Mark Foxcroft.

Lee Russell
Partner
020 7880 4424
lee.russell@devonshires.co.uk

Mark Foxcroft
Partner
020 7065 1861
mark.foxcroft@devonshires.co.uk

The White Paper – Fairer Private Rented Sector – 

The Implications for Registered Providers

The long-awaited White Paper was published in June 

2022. It remains to be seen whether the changes in 

leadership in Government will have an impact on the 

proposals, however the signs are currently that proposals 

will be pushed through in substantially the same format 

given the consultation and recommendations have 

been a long time in fruition and the public support for 

many of the changes.    

The implications for Registered Providers (“RPs”) as 

currently proposed look to be radical – reversing years 

of specialist tenure development in the social housing 

sector.  While we do not have the detail yet, there are 

some things which RPs may want to start considering 

now given the likelihood that the proposals will be put 

into law within the next few months as suggested in the 

White Paper. 

Fixed terms being abolished

If the proposals go ahead, then landlords will no longer 

be able to offer tenancies as fixed term tenancies, only 

periodic assured tenancies (i.e. lifetime tenancies). This is 

a step back from the previous policy under the Localism 

Act 2011 to try and encourage movement in the social 

housing sector by encouraging the use of longer fixed 

term tenancies with an idea of monitoring the tenant’s 

circumstances before offering a further tenancy when 

that fixed term is due to come to an end.  RPs may well 

welcome the move away from having to consider “Minded 

to” notices and the return to an arguably simpler system, 

and in fact a lot of RPs have already. However, if RPs do 

offer longer fixed term tenancies (“FTTs”), then it would 

be worth looking at the policy reasons for this and if there 

is anything else that needs to be considered for those 

schemes before the rules are changed and those FTTs 

convert to being lifetime periodic assured tenancies 

following the second proposed implementation date.   

Proposed abolition of Section 21

The proposed abolition of the no fault ground of eviction 

that landlords can rely on under Section 21 Housing Act 

1988 is the headliner for private landlords and has been 

anticipated for a number of years now. However, as there 

are no exemptions to this the impact upon RPs is huge 

given that the removal of assured shorthold tenancies as a 

lawful form of tenure will mean that effectively that tenure 

types such as starter tenancies, demoted tenancies and 

long fixed term tenancies will also fall away. 

This potentially will have a huge impact on the way the 

properties are managed, RPs may want to start looking 

at their allocations policy and procedure to ensure that 

checks are perhaps made more vigorous before signing 

up tenants who potentially have a history of persistent 

rent arrears or anti-social behaviour.   

New grounds for possession

Given the removal of the no fault ground for possession 

under section 21, the Government has stated it wants 

to give comfort to landlords that they will still be able to 

obtain possession if the need arises. As such they are 

proposing to add new Grounds to the existing Grounds 

mailto:lee.russell%40devonshires.co.uk?subject=
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under Schedule 2 Housing Act 1988. For example, they 

have proposed a new mandatory Ground for persistent 

rent arrears where a resident has been in at least two 

months’ rent arrears at least three times in the past three 

years. 

For RPs who provide supported accommodation there 

are two further mandatory Grounds proposed, firstly 

where tenants fail to engage and secondly where the 

provision has been removed for other reasons such as 

support being taken away.

There are further new Grounds for RPs which may be 

useful, for example for key worker accommodation.  

In this instance RPs may want to start looking at their 

current key worker tenancy agreements to ensure that 

there is mention in those agreements that the RP can rely 

upon the new Ground as the proposals indicate that RPs 

would only be entitled to rely on such Grounds where it is 

explicit within the tenancy agreement that they can do so. 

Proposed changes to rents

A further change which was not mooted prior to the White 

Paper is the abolition of contractual rent clauses, with all 

landlords being obliged to use the current process as set 

out in s13 Housing Act 1988. This will have a major impact 

on RPs as many rely on contractual clauses to increase 

their rents, either just in the first year or throughout the 

tenancy. 

The mandatory implementation of s13 Notices means 

that rent increases cannot be implemented in the first 

52 weeks of the tenancy, which is a gap that contractual 

clauses currently fill. This could mean that landlords are 

unable to increase their rents for 23 months in some 

cases which will have a significant impact on revenue. 

RPs would be advised to look at this now to assess what 

this may mean in the future for them and how they may 

be able to alleviate the loss.

Conclusion 

Whilst in many ways a simplification of the current myriad 

types of tenure that can be offered to RP tenants is 

welcome, the changes will be significant and it is worth 

RPs taking the time to consider the proposals now to 

work out the potential impact upon them.  Do keep an eye 

out for our e-flashes and webinars as and when changes 

are coming into place. 

Any further enquiries please contact Anna Bennett or 

Samantha Grix. 

Anna Bennett
Partner 
020 7880 4348
anna.bennett@devonshires.co.uk

Samantha Grix
Partner 
020 7880 4307
samantha.grix@devonshires.co.uk

It is the duty under section 149 of the Equality Act 

2010 (‘EA 2010’) and it applies to public authorities, or 

bodies who are not public authorities but who exercise 

a public function.

Section 149(1) states: 

(1) A public authority must, in the exercise of its functions, 

have due regard to the need to:

a. eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation 

and any other conduct that is prohibited by or 

under this Act;

b. advance equality of opportunity between persons 

who share a relevant protected characteristic and 

persons who do not share it;

c. foster good relations between persons who share a 

relevant protected characteristic and persons who 

do not share it.

(2) A person who is not a public authority but who 

exercises public functions must, in the exercise 

of those functions, have due regard to the matters 

mentioned in subsection (1).

Notable Cases

1. Powell v Dacorum Borough Council [2019] EWCA Civ 

23

2. Forward v Aldwyck Housing Group [2019] EWCA Civ 

1334

3. London and Quadrant HT v Patrick [2019] EWHC 

1263 (QB)

4. Luton Community Housing v Durdana [2020] EWCA 

Civ 445 (2)

5. Taylor v Slough Borough Council (2020) EWHC 3520 

(Ch) 

6. Rosebury Housing Association Ltd. V Williams & Anor 

(2021) EW Misc 22 (CC)

Updates:

Taylor v Slough Borough Council (2020) EWHC 3520 

(Ch)

Background

Taylor (‘T’) was a tenant of the Council from 2010. In 2011 

she was diagnosed with bi-polar disorder and the Council 

was aware of this from 2012. 

A closure order was made at the property in January 2018. 

As a result, the Council served T with a NOSP. In March 

2018 an officer of the Council carried out an Equality Act 

assessment in respect of T and assessed her on the basis 

that she had no disability.

Possession proceedings were commenced and a 

subsequent set of proceedings, on the basis of rent 

arrears, were commenced. Both sets of proceedings 

were heard together and in June 2018, T was diagnosed 

with Emotionally Unstable Personality Disorder. 

The Council admitted that their officer had not addressed 

T’s disability in her Equality Act assessment and/or the 

decision to issue proceedings. The Council argued that 

due regard was subsequently given to the PSED. Once 

aware of the diagnosis, the Council did the following: 

• made enquiries with agencies providing mental health 

support relating to questions that would be asked if 

Re-cap:

What is the Public Sector Equality Duty (‘PSED’)?

mailto:anna.bennett%40devonshires.co.uk?subject=
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Housing Management Brief

9 10

Housing Management Brief

carrying out an Equality Act assessment;

• worked closely with Police; 

• took steps to investigate what could be done to 

facilitate the recommendations in the expert report;

• visited T to discuss her housing needs.

The Decision

The Court concluded that the Council had taken T’s 

vulnerabilities seriously and exercised with rigour in 

substance and with an open mind the PSED. The Council 

had complied with the PSED and the Defence failed. 

The Appeal 

T appealed arguing a breach of the PSED could not be 

‘cured’ by subsequent compliance. 

The Court reminded itself of L&Q v Patrick. There was a 

breach of the PSED but the question was whether the 

Council’s subsequent conduct could cure the breach and 

whether it was sufficient to do so.

The Court found that the lack of a record by the Council 

was not in itself a further breach and the findings of fact by 

the Trial Judge as to the Council’s actions were sufficient 

for her to have reached the conclusion as to subsequent 

compliance with the PSED. T’s appeal was dismissed. 

Rosebury Housing Association Ltd. v Williams & Anor 

(2021) EW Misc 22 (CC)

Background

The Defendant was a shared ownership leaseholder. 

The Defendant suffered from Obsessive Compulsive 

Disorder. One manifestation of her disability was to film 

her surroundings on an almost constant basis. As a result 

of the Defendant filming her surroundings, allegations 

of anti-social behaviour had been made against the 

Defendant and her mother over a number of years which 

escalated from  2017.

The Claimant made an application under Part 1 of the 

Anti-social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 for an 

injunction order. The terms of which sought to restrain 

the Defendant from causing nuisance or harassment to 

her neighbours. The allegations included verbal abuse, 

filming/video recording her neighbours with the intention 

of distressing them and playing music at an anti-social 

volume.

The Defendant brought a disability discrimination 

counterclaim under the EA 2010 including breach of the 

PSED.

The only allegation the court accepted was the issue of 

noise nuisance owing to the Defendant’s loud music. In 

respect of the Counterclaim, the Defendant’s OCD was 

accepted as a disability pursuant to section 6 of the EA 

2010.

The Defendant provided expert evidence showing that 

her OCD manifested itself in her compulsive need to film 

her surroundings and that she was neither in control of 

those behaviours, nor able to stop them.

The Decision

The Court found that under section 15 of the EA 2010 

an injunction would be a detriment to the Defendant and 

the argument that the injunction was not sought mainly 

or exclusively as a result of her OCD related behaviours, 

was rejected.

The principal grievance with the Defendant’s behaviour 

appeared to be her video recording, and therefore 

the court decided that the injunction claim arose as a 

consequence of her disability.

The Court did not find that the Claimant’s application 

for an injunction was proportionate. The Court relied 

upon a failure to follow ASB policy, the delay in citing 

the allegations, encouraging action which would trigger 

the Defendant’s condition, failing to investigate cross 

allegations, failing to consider lesser measures and failure 

to comply with the PSED.

The Defendant’s counterclaim for discrimination was 

successful and the Court awarded £27,400 in damages. 

Some key paragraphs of HHJ Luba’s judgment are set 

out below: 

“If ever there was a case in which the social housing 

provider needed to acknowledge, become familiar with 

and then discharge the public sector equality duty with 

vigour it was this one. From a very early stage it should 

have been obvious to Rosebery that Cara’s condition, 

particularly if untreated and worsening, would need to 

be accommodated with reason and understanding by 

her neighbours and that it would itself need specialist 

expertise to address a situation with which its own staff 

had little or no experience. It seems that there was the 

convening of a residents’ meeting to try and get a suitable 

‘message’ across. But that should have been only the 

start of the provision of information, support and the 

encouragement of neighbour tolerance and restraint. 

Much more could and should have been done. To an 

extent, it was a question of getting neighbours to accept 

the inevitability of this disability-related intrusion into their 

lives and their privacy. It was a delicate and difficult task 

for which Rosebery was not equipped and for which it 

failed to equip itself…”

“What has been even more extraordinary is the pursuit 

by Rosebery of the claim right down to trial. That is in the 

face of compelling medical advice (…) that an injunction 

was more likely to give rise to further anxiety, and inflame 

the situation on the ground, rather than to bring any relief.  

Instead of diverting attention to the real, effective, remedy 

of ensuring that Cara received the help, support and 

treatment she needed, it pressed on with the claim in a 

manner consistent with its solicitors’ early indication that 

it did not want to engage in the resolution of the dispute 

‘by correspondence’ but rather by litigation.”

Lessons to learn

1. Inform residents of allegations of anti-social behaviour 

in a timely manner and allow them an opportunity to 

provide their version of events. 

2. Investigate counter allegations with the same rigour. 

3. It is good practice to have a PSED policy. 

4. Ensure that employees are trained on the EA 2010 

and their PSED obligations. 

5. In complex cases, consider seeking expert or 

specialist advice. 

6. Consider if there are alternative options to manage a 

tenant’s behaviour before pursuing legal action.

For more information, please contact Hannah Keane.

Hannah Keane
Solicitor
020 7880 4309
hannah.keane@devonshires.co.uk
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Disrepair claims are a huge issue for the social housing 

sector currently with vast numbers of claims being 

brought, predominantly by solicitors acting on ‘No win, 

no fee’ agreements, many of which are spurious and 

lacking in any merit. What this case illustrates is that 

where there is a credible defence, cases can and should 

be defended, with a message sent to solicitors firms that 

social landlords should not be seen as an easy target and 

a lucrative source of funds.

For more information, please contact Rebecca Brady in 

our Housing Management and Property Litigation team.

Devonshires acted for Eastlight Community Homes in 

successfully defending a disrepair case in which the 

judge was highly critical of the actions of the tenant’s 

‘No Win No Fee’ solicitors. 

The case concerned three separate incidents of cracks 

appearing in the walls at the tenant’s home in Essex over 

a number of years and how Eastlight had responded to 

the complaints. At the time Eastlight received the letter 

of claim, they had already made a subsidence claim to 

their insurers who had appointed experts to complete 

investigations and monitoring. Lawyers representing the 

tenant pushed ahead with the claim and argued that 

despite works having been undertaken by the landlord on 

each occasion that cracks were reported, the works were 

not sufficient to remedy the issue and the disrepair had 

lasted for seven years.

The claim was defended on the basis that whenever 

Eastlight had been put on notice of an issue, their 

repairs teams had responded in a timely manner, had 

sought expert advice and had remedied the cracks on 

each occasion. It was submitted that the claim had been 

unreasonably and prematurely brought in circumstances 

where Eastlight’s insurers were already instructed to deal 

with the cracks and the underlying cause.

After a two-day hearing in Chelmsford, the judge not only 

ruled in Eastlight’s favour dismissing the claim, but also 

awarded the landlord their legal costs on an indemnity 

basis.

In dismissing the claim in its entirety, the judge justified 

the decision to impose indemnity costs on the basis that 

the claim should never have been brought when it was 

given that insurers were instructed and investigations 

underway, the results of which should have been awaited 

before determining whether or not there was a claim.

The judge also criticised the conduct of the tenant’s 

solicitors holding that they had not complied with the Pre-

Action Protocol for Housing Conditions Claims (England) 

and that the claim brought was unnecessarily and 

disproportionately lengthy and over-complicated. The 

judge also recognised the unprecedented and significant 

impact of the Coronavirus pandemic on housing 

associations like Eastlight carrying out repairs during this 

timeand was very clear that he would not attribute any 

blame on the landlord where non-urgent works had been 

delayed as a result of this.

Rulings like this are of course very rare as the majority 

of disrepair cases are settled at an early stage on a 

commercial basis either because there may be some 

element of liability, or where financially it is more cost 

effective to settle the claim than take the case to a final 

hearing. This case was one where Eastlight had clearly 

acted reasonably and promptly when complaints had 

been made about cracking and it was made clear to the 

tenant’s solicitors from the outset that investigations and 

monitoring were underway, with works to be completed 

as soon as was reasonably practicable.

Shot across the bows for

‘No Win, No Fee’ disrepair solicitors

Rebecca Brady
Chartered Legal Executive
020 7065 1838
rebecca.brady@devonshires.co.uk
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Subject access requests (SARs) can often be a costly, 

complex and burdensome process for data controllers. 

In particular, there is an increasing pattern of SARs 

being used as an improper alternative to pre-action 

disclosure.

A consultation was launched by the Government as part 

of its drive to take advantage of the UK leaving the EU 

and being able to set its own legislative framework. This 

consultation considered whether the current threshold for 

refusing a SAR (namely whether it is manifestly unfounded) 

should be changed.

The Government published its response on 23 June 2022 

and this confirmed that the Government does plan to 

amend the threshold for refusing to respond to or charge 

a reasonable fee for a SAR from “manifestly unfounded or 

excessive” to vexatious or excessive”.

This amendment is to be made by passing the Data 

Reform Bill. The Bill was published on 18 July 2022 

and is expected to make its way through parliament in 

September. Paragraph 7 of the Bill adds a new Article 

12A to the UK GDPR which permits data controllers to 

charge a fee or refuse to respond to SAR if it is vexatious 

or excessive.

Whether a request is vexatious or excessive must be 

determined by having regard to the circumstances of the 

request, including (so far as relevant);

(a) the nature of the request;

(b) the relationship between the data subject and the 

controller;

(c) the resources available to the controller;

(d) the extent to which the request repeats a previous 

request made by the data subject to the controller;

(e) how long ago any previous request was made; and

(f) whether the request overlaps with other requests 

made by the data subject to the controller.

Helpfully, the Bill also provides tangible examples of 

“vexatious” requests. This includes those intended to 

cause distress, which are not made in good faith, or 

which constitute an “abuse of process”.

This has the potential of providing much awaited relief to 

data controllers. Case law to date has confirmed that the 

intention of a SAR cannot be taken into account.

In particular, the Court of Appeal in Dawson-Damer v. 

Taylor Wessing LLP, [2017] EWCA Civ 74 considered 

whether a court can use its discretion under section 7(9) 

of the Data Protection Act 1998 (“DPA”) not to compel 

compliance with a SAR where the data subject’s real 

motive is to use the personal data to assist in litigation. 

This case confirmed that as the DPA does not limit the 

purposes for which a SAR may be made, it would be 

“odd” to conclude that the sole purpose of a SAR must 

be to verify the accuracy of the data subject’s personal 

data. Such a “no other purpose” rule would have 

undesirable consequences, such as non-compliance by 

data controllers on the basis that the data subject had an 

ulterior motive for making the SAR.

In contrast, the examples set out in the Bill suggest the 

Data Reform Bill:

An end to the SAR as litigation weapon?

Hetal Ruparelia
Partner
020 7880 4254
hetal.ruparelia@devonshires.co.uk

wider context in which the SAR is made, such as ongoing 

litigation proceedings, could potentially be taken into 

account. We will await further guidance which we suspect 

will be issued by the ICO.

For more information, please contact Hetal Ruparelia, 

Partner and Head of our Information Team.

http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2017/74.html
mailto:hetal.ruparelia%40devonshires.co.uk?subject=
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already progressing through the planning process are not 

adversely affected and it provides for one form of lease for 

flats and another for houses.

Other key points in relation to the new model shared 

ownership lease; reduce the right of first refusal period 

from 8 to 4 weeks, the minimum initial equity share is 

reduced from 25% to 10% which is designed to make 

it easier to enter into the property market, the minimum 

standard staircasing equity share is reduced from 10% to 

5% along with the minimum lease term being increased to 

990 years to provide further security.

The Leasehold Reform (Ground Rent) Act 2022

The Leasehold Reform (Ground Rent) Act 2022 came into 

force on 30 June 2022, limiting ground rents in all new 

residential long leases to no more than a peppercorn rent. 

There are very few exceptions such as business leases 

and shared ownership leases. The Act does not apply 

retrospectively and therefore the new ground rent rules 

do not apply to existing leases. Landlords are still able to 

charge existing leaseholders ground rent. However, where 

such ground rent is particularly onerous or considered an 

unfair term under consumer rights legislation, landlords 

should consider making changes to existing leases to 

avoid enforcement action being taken against them.

Whilst landlords may continue to charge ground rent 

under existing leases and are currently not required to 

enter a deed of variation, they may wish to consider 

doing so. The Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) 

launched enforcement action against various developers 

for using unfair contract terms which included doubling 

ground rent every 10 years. Rather than waiting for the 

CMA to receive the consumer powers the government 

is consulting on, landlords may wish to remove any 

problematic ground rent clauses in their leases. 

With respect to new leases, landlords will be in breach 

if they request payment of a prohibited rent and/or 

receive a prohibited rent and/or fail to return it within 28 

days beginning on the day after receipt. Breach of the 

prohibition on prohibited rent can lead to enforcement 

action by the leaseholder, Trading Standards and/or the 

Council. A breach could result in a fine of up to £30,000 

and/or a repayment order or a recovery order.

As lease extensions are effectively a surrender and re-

grant of a new lease and the rule applies to all new 

residential long leases (subject to limited exceptions), 

landlords are unable to charge ground rent from the date 

of the lease extension. Where there is only an informal 

lease extension, the landlord should not charge any more 

than the amount charged under the existing lease.

Conversely, as an assignment or sale would not create 

a new lease and is simply a sale of an existing lease, the 

ground rent provisions of the lease would still apply. The 

Leasehold Reform (Ground Rent) Act applies only to new 

residential long leases.

The Leasehold Reform (Reasonableness of Service 

Charges) Bill

The Leasehold Reform (Reasonableness of Service 

Charges) Bill is a Private Members’ Bill introduced by 

Baroness Kennedy of Cradley in July 2022. It proposes to 

“amend the Landlord and Tenant Act 1985 to provide for 

service charges to be reduced where they do not reflect the 

landlord’s actual costs in providing goods and services; 

to make fixed service charges subject to reasonableness 

requirements; to amend the Commonhold and Leasehold 

Reform Act 2002 to make the same changes”. It is 

unknown as to whether Parliament will adopt the Bill, or 

some variation of it, in the future.

In short, the Bill is designed to address two “significant 

gaps in current landlord and tenant law”. The first relates 

to fixed service charges being immune from challenge 

for reasonableness. It is said that Clause 1(2) of the 

Bill amends section 18 of the Landlord and Tenant Act 

1985 to make charges that vary by fixed amounts, by an 

index, by a percentage or by a period of time, or by any 

combination of those factors, subject to an assessment 

for reasonableness. The second relates to charges being 

made in excess of the cost of providing goods and 

services. These charges are often concealed by using 

companies associated with the landlord or managing 

agent to provide the services. This makes it hard to tell 

what has actually been done because all leaseholders can 

see is an invoice from one subsidiary to another. Clause 

1(3) of the Bill amends section 19 of the Landlord and 

Tenant Act 1985 to limit service charges to the amount 

actually incurred by the landlord or managing agent. 

Where charges are made by the landlord, the burden of 

proof is reversed so that it is for the landlord making the 

charge to show that it is reasonable.

The Bill has been introduced amidst sweeping ground 

QWhy is Leasehold Reform needed?

ALeasehold reform has been on Government 

Agenda since the 2017 White Paper ‘Fixing 

our broken housing market’ which included a 

commitment to “improve consumer choice and fairness 

in leasehold.” Issues identified within the leasehold 

model included the Ground Rent ‘scandal’ and unfair 

lease terms, difficulties with RTM and enfranchisement, 

lack of transparency in service charges and the use of 

leasehold for new build houses.

Leasehold reform was included in the Law Commission’s 

13th Programme of Law Reform and in 2020, three main 

reports were produced; Leasehold home ownership: 

buying your freehold or extending your lease; Leasehold 

home ownership: Exercising the right to manage and, 

Reinvigorating commonhold: the alternative to leasehold.

The Law Commission concluded that essentially, leasehold 

was not a satisfactory way of owning residential property 

and that rather than being treated as homeowners, they 

were considered a steady source of profit for developers, 

freeholders and managing agents. As such, it was 

concluded that there must be a change because the 

current balance of power was heavily weighted against 

leaseholders. 

Furthermore, criticisms of specific aspects of how the 

Leasehold market operated included, legal, practical and 

financial obstacles for leaseholders seeking to exercise 

their statutory rights to manage/enfranchise, high and 

escalating onerous ground rents, houses being sold on 

a leasehold basis, for no apparent reason other than for 

developers to extract a profit from owning the freehold, 

the absence of any compulsory regulation of managing 

agents and excessive service charges, legal fees, or 

permission fees levied by landlords. 

Q. What is the Government Approach to Leasehold 

Reform?

A. The Government is pursuing leasehold reform in 

the following ways by introducing of new model form 

of shared ownership lease, reducing ground rent to a 

peppercorn for new residential long leases, extending the 

rights to manage (RTM) and enfranchise, changes to the 

lease extension process and promoting commonhold as 

an alternative to leasehold.

Q. What has happened so far?

A. We have seen the introduction of a new model shared 

ownership lease for houses and flats which are to be used 

for all new shared ownership homes funded under the 

Affordable Homes Programme 2021-2026. They will also 

apply to homes funded via section 106 contributions. 

There will be a transition period to ensure developments 

Ask the Experts – 

Jatinder Bhamber & Lina Amir



Housing Management Brief

17 18

Housing Management Brief

Lina Amir
Solicitor 
020 7880 4472
lina.amir@devonshires.co.uk

rent reform and if enacted, this Bill, together with the 

Leasehold Reform (Ground Rent) Act 2022, would 

represent another significant change in the law applicable 

to long residential leases.

The Push towards Commonhold

Q. What’s the key difference between owning a property 

under a leasehold and commonhold?

A. Under a commonhold system, multiple homeowners 

collectively own the freehold of the building including 

the land and therefore do not have a landlord, whereas 

under a leasehold, the homeowners only buy an interest 

from the freeholder for a limited time and the freeholder 

continues to own the ground the property occupies. 

Under a commonhold, the homeowners have shared 

control and responsibility and there is no risk of forfeiture. 

Under a commonhold there will be no payment of ground 

rent, service charge of lease extension payments.

Q. Could a group of leaseholders change from 

leasehold to commonhold as an alternative to collective 

enfranchisement, or would commonhold only be 

applicable to new properties?

A. It will be possible to change from leasehold to 

commonhold but it is not yet clear what this process 

will involve. The Law Commission have recommended 

removing the requirement to have the unanimous 

agreement of all the leaseholders for the conversion to 

commonhold but watch this space for further updates...

 

For more information, please contact Jatinder Bhamber 

or Lina Amir.

Jatinder Bhamber
Chartered Legal Executive 
020 7065 1881
jatinder.bhamber@devonshires.co.uk

Well, the three months since joining Devonshires have 

certainly flown by! It’s been an incredibly exciting and 

challenging time for me. I have been a Local Authority 

Solicitor for many years with a number of different 

authorities and certainly didn’t expect that I will be 

moving into private practice at this stage in my career, 

but I am certainly very pleased that I made the move. 

I have really enjoyed the challenge of increasing my 

knowledge of the many different types of tenancies 

and appreciating the private practice nuances of client 

relationships. 

It’s also been an adjustment having so many different 

clients and not having a good working relationship with 

one local court. At the time, I certainly didn’t appreciate 

the benefits of knowing the voices and names of most 

of the staff at the local court. I thought West Yorkshire 

courts were hard to get through to but that is nothing in 

comparison to the London courts!

I started my career as a Legal Executive and then decided 

to cross-qualify as a Solicitor. However, starting the LPC 

when my son was eight months old was not part of my 

original plan. That year was a bit of a blur but despite 

everything I enjoyed my time back being a student again. 

I do enjoy learning and 10 years later I decided to do a 

Masters at Leeds University, thankfully by this time both 

my children were at school so there was slightly less 

juggling required.

I relocated from Dorset to Yorkshire in 2006 due to my 

husband working for Jet2 who moved their head office 

to Leeds and I love life here. I do still miss the beach, not 

so much in the summer when it’s very busy but I love a 

winter beach walk. I’m a campervan fan so our weekend 

trips often involve a  journey to the coast, although I don’t 

think I could have found anywhere so far from the coast 

when moving!

I had been largely home-based since Covid and whilst I 

appreciated not having a two-hour daily commute, I didn’t 

miss the M62 and its inevitable traffic jams. However, I did 

miss my colleagues and interaction with them. Long-term 

working from home was just too sedentary and I’m really 

enjoying being in the office two days a week and have 

been cycling in over the lovely summer. I’m not so sure 

how much I will enjoy cycling through a Yorkshire winter 

though, but time will tell! 

It has been so much better seeing and getting to know 

colleagues in person and especially as a new starter, I 

really appreciated having someone on hand to answer 

my inevitable IT questions. A big thank you to both the 

London and Leeds teams for all their help so far and for 

making me so welcome. 

For more information, please contact Sara Mondon.

Spotlight on...

Sara Mondon

Sara Mondon
Solicitor
0113 733 7052
sara.mondon@devonshires.co.uk

mailto:lina.amir%40devonshires.co.uk?subject=
mailto:jatinder.bhamber%40devonshires.co.uk?subject=
mailto:sara.mondon%40devonshires.co.uk?subject=
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Now that the Regulator of Social Housing has confirmed 

the final arrangements for Tenant Satisfaction Measures 

(TSMs), landlords should be doing all they can to prepare 

for their introduction in April 2023. The Regulator 

has specified that landlords collect some of the TSM 

data via tenant perception surveys. The landlord can 

decide how to approach this, subject to rules set by the 

Regulator.  There is considerable flexibility in the way 

that landlords are able to conduct the survey: by post, 

by phone, face-to-face, online or however is best for 

their tenants.  It will be the landlord’s responsibility to 

make sure that their survey results are meaningful.  This 

would include ensuring that surveys are carried out in 

ways that do not stop certain groups of tenants from 

taking part.

Any form of customer engagement and resident 

consultation poses very specific issues for those who 

own or manage supported and sheltered housing. I 

asked Wendy Green, Coordinator at SHiP for some key 

takeaways for landlords to ensure effective customer 

engagement, which could be applied to the design of 

tenant perception surveys for TSMs.

Q: Wendy, what would you identify as some of the key 

challenges and issues in embarking on a customer 

engagement exercise?

In terms of key challenges, the main one is time; making 

sure you allow more time for planning and ensuring you 

liaise with supported housing staff at an early stage and 

not at the end when it’s all designed. Or you might find 

you are told ‘…that won’t work for people with learning 

disabilities, hostel residents’ for example.

Another issue to note is to remember to also include 

residents in agency managed services; they are also your 

tenants.

Q: What type of options would be suitable to ensure 

participation?

It is important to get the balance right when looking at 

a corporate approach versus a personal approach.  

Recent years have seen a move towards a standardised 

consultation approach. Consultation must be flexible and 

in line with customers’ wishes on how to be consulted/

how to communicate with you. This may mean a change 

of approach for some RPs to engage with customers 

within supported housing or actually even in general 

needs housing where they have additional support needs.  

Personalising your approaches is the most inclusive way 

to conduct consultation and most likely to elicit response.  

It is important to ensure a range of options are available 

for participating. This could include online, paper survey, 

telephone survey or a face-to-face survey. For young 

people, maybe a simple Surveymonkey or a “free texts” 

survey can be very effective.  A group session can also be 

very effective in supported housing or sheltered housing.

Q: What about those with learning disabilities and/or 

autism?

It was fed back to one of our member organisations that a 

thumbs up/thumbs down response rather than smiley, flat 

and frowny faces is often considered more appropriate; 

people said they sometimes ‘didn’t understand’ the faces.  

Thumbs up/thumbs down is common sign language 

especially for people with learning disabilities/autism and 

may be easier to understand.

How to Ensure Effective Customer 

Engagement in Supported Housing

Q: What ‘top tip’ might you give when planning customer 

engagement across your supported housing stock?

The key to this is to work closely with your supported 

housing staff. They know their residents well, they meet 

with them regularly, they often hold regular house meetings 

(so a ready-made event!) and they are always keen to 

have something new on the agenda.  Residents in turn are 

always keen to talk about something different and, where 

you are able to give an incentive, will appreciate a small 

thank you voucher or tasty lunch.  In some instances, 

residents have worked with staff to deliver consultation 

exercises jointly. This offers real empowerment and 

immense peer support, which puts the group at ease.   All 

this turns a ‘feeling quite difficult’ task, into a really quite 

easy task to achieve, and something you can feel very 

proud of at the end.  A key measure of how successful a 

consultation was is if you can evidence ‘what changed?’  

There are examples in our recent good practice briefing 

note.

Q: Are there any good practice guides that would 

be of assistance for landlords who would like further 

information?

The National Statement of Expectations for Supported 

Housing (NSE) is a voluntary code which sets out a set 

of minimum standards for local authorities and providers 

to apply to supported housing services. SHiP has 

also produced a publication “Customer Engagement 

Approaches in Supported Housing” which provides more 

information and good practice examples and is available 

on our website.

For more information, please contact Donna McCarthy 

or Wendy Green.

Donna McCarthy
Partner 
020 7880 4349
donna.mccarthy@devonshires.co.uk

Wendy Green
SHiP Coordinator
wendy.green@shiphousing.org.uk

mailto:donna.mccarthy%40devonshires.co.uk?subject=
mailto:wendy.green%40shiphousing.org.uk?subject=
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Courtney William-Jones, Solicitor:

“I am new to the team after completing my training contract with Devonshires in April and have been 

busy working on a number of cases including anti-social behaviour injunctions, access injunctions and 

disrepair matters. I am ecstatic about the opportunity to gain more knowledge in the housing sector 

and to broaden my practice.”

Billy Moxley, Trainee Legal Executive:

“I have been advising on a number of electrical safety matters and seeking to resolve several disrepair 

matters.”

Samantha Grix, Partner:

“I have had a busy few weeks dealing with rent regulation queries from clients in light of the consultation 

on rent increases next year.”

Hetal Ruparelia, Partner:

“I have recently returned from my holiday in Malta and am now knee deep in utility bill disputes, 

delivering data protection training and recovering possession of properties which have been obtained 

fraudulently.”

Ikram El-Ahmadi, Paralegal:

“I have been working on several new areas including advising on sprinkler systems in line with the new 

Building Safety Act 2022 and consideration of how this will affect our clients.”

Duvaraka Balachandran, Paralegal:

“Having now been with Devonshires for a year now, my caseload has varied significantly from disrepair, 

succession possessions, ex-parte and on notice injunctions to rent and ASB possession claims.”

Zoe McLean-Wells, Solicitor:

“I have been busy assisting with the Trainee recruitment process.”

Rebecca Brady, Chartered Legal Executive:

“I have been working on a large application to the Tribunal for dispensation from consultation 

requirements in relation to utility contracts.  I have also been preparing for a number of trials coming 

up in the Autumn.”

Faces behind the Devonshires Team:

What we’ve been up to...

Donna McCarthy, Partner:

“Over the summer I have been advising several housing providers in respect of housing benefit appeals, 

particularly in respect of whether the accommodation arrangements meet the definition of exempt 

accommodation.”

Arika Rai, Paralegal:

“Having been with Devonshire’s for nearly six months, my caseload has varied from disrepair, ASB 

injunctions, possession claims and leasehold matters.”

Charlotte Knight, Paralegal:

“I have been keeping busy dealing with multiple ASB injunctions, as well as drafting possession claims 

and dealing with ongoing disrepair matters.”

Lee Russell, Partner:

“I have had a busy few months advising on a few developments gone wrong and also advising on 

service charges and landlord’s certificates in light of the new Building Safety Act. I have also been 

busy training clients on the new Renting Homes (Wales) provisions and helping with some last-minute 

preparations before implementation in December!”

Victoria Smith, Solicitor:

“I have been busy drafting written statements of contract ahead of implementation of the Renting 

Homes (Wales) Act 2016 on 1 December 2022. I have also been assisting clients with complaints 

involving the Housing Ombudsman.”
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Georgia Goddard, Paralegal:

“I have recently been dealing with many rent possession cases and have managed to obtain both 

suspended and outright possession orders at various courts.”

Hafsa Hafiz, Solicitor:

“I am a new addition to the team and have been dealing with FTT matters in relation to service charge 

disputes as well as general leasehold matters. I also deal with general housing litigation including 

disrepair and possession matters.”

Diana Migo, Paralegal:

“I am working on a number files involving noise nuisance and managed to obtain a committal order 

in respect of one of the files. No audio evidence was provided or required, just thorough logs of each 

incident from the witnesses giving evidence.”

Jatinder Bhamber, Chartered Legal Executive:

“I have been busy working on a number of leasehold disputes in the First Tier Tribunal as well as 

delivering training sessions to clients on various topics including anti-social behaviour, possessions, 

disrepair and recovery of arrears for shared owners and leaseholders.”

Neil Lawlor, Partner:

“I have been acting for a landlord in a leasehold enfranchisement claim and have been preparing for a 

two-day hearing in the First Tier Tribunal while continuing to engage in negotiations which resulted in 

settlement of the terms of acquisition shortly before the hearing.”

Lina Amir, Solicitor:

“I have been busy delivering training on anti-social behaviour and possession proceedings and working 

on various injunction applications and disrepair claims.”

Amirah Adekunle-Fowora, Paralegal:

“I have had a busy few weeks preparing for upcoming hearings for service charge disputes, possession 

and contempt proceedings.”

Narin Masera, Paralegal:

“I am currently working on a number of possession claims with counterclaims and Equality Act defences 

and I have recently advised a client on Home Rights.”

Anna Bennett, Partner:

“I am now back doing a five-day week after a few years of part time working. I have also welcomed a 

new kitten into the family and consequently have had to invest in some new slippers to guard my toes 

from kitten bites whenever I am trying to relax.”

Lisa Faulkner, Professional Support Lawyer:

“I am busy getting my feet under the table having started in August as the teams’ Professional Support 

Lawyer, responsible for looking after our training and knowledge needs.”
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An Introduction to Procedure Following 
Death of Tenant 

17 January 2023 
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to Court Proceedings 
9 February 2023
14:00 - 15:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to Tackling Anti-Social 
Behaviour

21 March 2023
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to Shared Ownership

18 April 2023
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to Assignment, Mutual 
Exchange and Succession

16 May 2023
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

An Overview of Tenancy Types

23 June 2022
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to Rent Arrears and 
Possession

14 July 2022
14:00 - 15:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to Tackling Non-occupation

15 September 2022
14:00 - 15:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to Breach of Lease

4 October 2022
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to the Law and Procedure in 
Disrepair Cases

8 November 2022
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

An Introduction to Service Charges and s20 
Consultation 

6 December 2022 
14:00 - 15:00 with Q&A

Devonshires Housing Management and Property Litigation Building Blocks Webinar 
programme is back due to popular demand! These webinars are aimed at those at the 
beginning of their careers in tenancy and leasehold management and are suitable for anyone 
wanting to learn the basics of housing law and how it relates to their day to day job.

HMPL Bui lding Blocks

Webinar Programme - 2022/2023

How to Book
If you are signed up to our mailing list, invitations outlining the programme and speaker 
details will be issued for each webinar with a registration link. Once your place has been 
confirmed, you will receive the link for the webinar which you will use on the day to access it.

If you are not signed up to our mailing list, and you want to hear more about our Building 
Blocks programme, or any of our other future HMPL webinars, articles and updates, make 
sure to join! Click here to sign up. 

Dealing with shared owners and sub-letting 
– Pitfalls to avoid

9 November 2022
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

Focus on: Ground Rent following Stampfer 
v Avon Ground Rents [2022] UKUT 68 (LC) 
and enactment of Leasehold Reform (Ground 
Rent) Act 2022
1 December 2022
14:00 - 15:00 with Q&A

Extending contracts for services and s.20 
Consultation

11 January 2023
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

Managing the Managing Agents

1 February 2023
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

Service Charges and s.20 who should be 
consulted

22 February 2023
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

Service charges when should demands be 
made?

15 March 2023
11:00 - 12:00 with Q&A

Leasehold Reform – what has happened and 
what may be to come

26 May 2022
14:00 – 15:00 with Q&A

Dealing with Statutory Lease Extensions

14 June 2022
11:00 – 12:00 with Q&A

Dealing with Forfeiture of residential leases

5 July 2022
11:00 – 12:00 with Q&A

How to deal with requests for alterations 
following Duval

6 September 2022
14:00 – 15:00 with Q&A

Dealing with Energy Contracts and S.20 
Consultation

27 September 2022
14:00 – 15:00 with Q&A

Managing arrears in Shared Ownership 
properties

18 October 2022
14:00 - 15:00 with Q&A

Devonshires Leasehold & Property Litigation Team are pleased to present the new Leasehold 
& Property Litigation Webinar Programme for 2022/2023.

Leasehold 

Webinar Programme - 2022/2023

How to Book
If you are signed up to our mailing list, invitations outlining the programme and speaker 
details will be issued for each webinar with a registration link. Once your place has been 
confirmed, you will receive the link for the webinar which you will use on the day to access it.

If you are not signed up to our mailing list, and you want to hear more about our Leasehold  
programme, or any of our other future HMPL webinars, articles and updates, make sure to 
join! Click here to sign up. 

https://www.linkedin.com/company/devonshires/
https://www.devonshires.com/join-mailing-list/
https://www.devonshires.com/join-mailing-list/


Housing Management Helpline 

0800 0854 529
Monday - Friday, 9am - 5pm

Leasehold Management Helpline 

0845 994 0091
Monday - Friday, 9am - 5pm

Helplines:

Why not give us a call?

https://www.linkedin.com/company/devonshires
https://twitter.com/Devonshires
https://www.instagram.com/devonshires_solicitors/

