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Our Credentials

We are the leading firm specialising in claims by clients for assessment of solicitors’ costs under the
provisions of the Solicitors Act 1974.

The common perception is that we deal only with claims for refunds of legal fees following low value
RTA portal claims, but in fact we deal with claims for overcharging in all areas of legal practice, and in
a broad range of values : from hundreds to millions of pounds.

The writer, Mark Carlisle, has practised in the field of legal costs generally since 1987 and has
specialised in acting for clients in costs disputes between solicitor and client since around 2015.

We believe that with the combination of this practice and experience we can provide a unique
perspective from the point of view of the ultimate users of the court system

Executive Summary

We take the view that costs budgeting is useful in principle, both to avoid escalation of costs, and as
a consumer protection measure. It should be “on” by default, but with significant modification to the
system, with an approach that begins with a modestly detailed costs estimate and is then targeted to
those cases (which can be readily identified by the court or the parties) where there are real concerns,
with incremental levels of detail as required and — importantly — different detail that is more amenable
to a like for like comparison.

Guideline Hourly Rates should remain but the methodology is in need of review. They should serve
the dual purpose of (1) a starting point (not a baseline) for both summary and detailed assessment
between the parties, but with a reminder to parties and judiciary that the rate X time mechanism is
just one of nine factors in determining a reasonable amount; and (2) a guide for consumers when
choosing legal representatives and making on-going funding decisions. They would be more useful
and more appropriate for that purpose and in the current landscape if they were broken down by legal
sector.

The historic distinction between non-contentious costs and contentions (if it is correct) creates a
significant lacuna in consumer protection for claims that are dealt with in the pre-action / portal space.
It also poses problems for solicitors however because the quantification methods of the two
categories expressly provide for a fair and reasonable amount in the former, and only reasonable in
the latter. It is a matter of record that fixed recoverable costs in RTA are set at a level that represents
“fair” remuneration [see section 4.1] and it appears that the intention is for new fixed costs to
continue in that same vein. That creates an obvious problem for the legal profession.

There is a need for reform of the process for assessing solicitors bills, particularly in the pre-action /
portal space where — because of the modest amounts usually involved and the absence of an ATE
insurance market — clients are in effect deprived of pursuing a court remedy even where the method
of overcharging is egregious because of the costs risk.

This is something that could be dealt with in relatively short order without repeal of or amendment to
the Solicitors Act, by way of amendments to CPR 67.

Mark Carlisle

14" October 2022



The Questions

Part 1 — Costs Budgeting

1.1 Is costs budgeting useful?

In principle yes, and it provides (or should provide) essential access to justice and consumer protection
benefits, however the current system creates more problems than it solves and often incurs more
costs than it saves.

If you are building a house, before you get quotes from architects and builders in order to calculate
your budget, you will have determined whether you are building a cottage, a mansion or a skyscraper.
Until you have decided what it is that you are building a budget is going to be largely guesswork and
potentially irrelevant.

Costs Budgeting in its current form puts the cart before the horse, given that the budget (which must
take into account every eventuality up until trial) has to be prepared in advance of the first CMC. As a
result the assumption has to be, in every case, that a skyscraper is needed, so the costs budget exercise
incurs the huge expense of setting out and arguing over a larger total amount which, in reality — given
that most cases settle (certainly if the legal system is working well) - will never be reached.

Both sides have to undertake exactly the same exercise, incurring the expense of computing all of the
costs in minute detail, all the way to trial. The overall cost to the litigation exercise as a whole is
doubled.

Compare this with the pre-budgeting regime where, for practical purposes, only one side incurred the
expenses of computing the costs that were actually incurred, which in many cases stopped at
settlement rather than trial. The problem with that regime was not the expense of calculating the
costs (which were lower and only incurred by one side) but that there was less certainty and no prior
judicial costs management, resulting in disproportionately more costs being incurred — and court
resources used - in the detailed assessment process?.

1.2 What if any changes should be made to the existing costs budgeting regime?

Firstly the focus is currently on excessive detail but also detail that is not actually helpful.

Under the pre-budgeting regime, solicitors were already required to give overall “gross sum” costs
estimates at both the Allocation Questionnaire and Listing Questionnaire stage, but these were
treated largely by everyone as a tick box exercise. Although the court had existing jurisdiction under
CPR 3 to make orders in light of such estimates that would have controlled costs?, this was almost
never done. It is not clear why this was so drastically under-used. Perhaps because there was no
appetite from litigants, or perhaps because the rule based guidance sought by the Court of Appeal in

1 The “costs wars” referenced in Lord Justice Jackson’s Review of Civil Litigation Costs : Final Report
2 The rules provided, as CPR 3.19 does now, for costs capping orders to be made at any stage of the
proceedings where —

(a) it is in the interests of justice to do so;

(b) there is a substantial risk that without such an order costs will be disproportionately incurred; and
(c) it is not satisfied that the risk in subparagraph (b) can be adequately controlled by —

(i) case management directions or orders made under this Part; and

(ii) detailed assessment of costs.



Willis v Nicolson [2007] EWCA Civ 199 (13 March 2007) at paragraph 24 was never forthcoming®. The
estimates also had no impact on the outcome of detailed assessment under the old regime, because
costs judges would take the view that they were not binding unless a costs capping order had been
made. So for practical purposes those costs estimates had no practical effect whatsoever.

A ”gross sum” budget estimate of that sort (or a slightly more detailed budget as set out under “the
design of Form H” below) would however be workable in many cases as a budgetary measure. District
Judges are highly experienced in costs, and are capable of identifying cases where a gross sum
estimate seems outside a particular tolerance. Where a gross sum estimate causes no concerns to the
judge or to the opposing party, it is difficult to see why more is necessary, as long as that estimate has
an effect later on. Recoverable costs could be strictly capped that level, unless it were later varied by
agreement or by order under the existing provisions.

Whilst a “gross sum” estimate might be insufficient in some cases, those cases could be identified
either by the parties or by the court of its own motion and managed more actively and with more
detail, however the current default level of detail required for costs management is too rigid, too high,
and concentrates on detail that is not helpful.

Existing phases descriptions should be changed

A “phase” is a chronological step along the way: a period of time defined by a fixed starting and
finishing point, and in which all things have a common denominator. You move from phase 1 to phase
2, on to phase three and so on, never going backwards.

Litigation can quite easily be divided into chronological phases. Pre-action. Pleadings. Directions. Trial
preparation. Trial. There are things that can take place during any one, or indeed every one, of those
“phases”, for example negotiations with a view to settlement.

Litigation can also easily be divided into non-chronological "aspects", for example: client instructions,
expert evidence, pleadings, disclosure, specials, interlocutory applications, negotiations, trial. This is
more in line with how a traditional bill of costs for assessment is divided up (perhaps because it is
exactly what the 1980s County Court costs scales and their antecedents used to reflect).

So dealing with either phases or aspects is simple. What is difficult is mixing the two, which is precisely
what the current Form H forces you to do.

If | obtain medical records pre-issue, it is obvious that the cost of doing so goes into the pre-action
"phase". If | obtain them post issue, where do they go? Who knows? If directions provide for me to
update the Schedule of Loss post CMC and for the Defendants to update their Counter schedule, does
that go into "Issues / Statement of Case", which lies in a previous chronological period, or in
"preparation for trial", which is the next logical phase? Unless Claimant and Defendant are singing

3 “With all these factors in mind we drafted a comprehensive set of principles to be applied in personal injury
cases, which are the most obvious candidates for costs capping; which could also be considered for application
to other types of case. However, further discussion with members of the court, including the Master of the Rolls
and the Deputy Head of Civil Justice, has demonstrated that, despite the terms in which permission to appeal
was granted in this case, and the observations in this court to which attention is drawn in §8 above, there remain
serious doubts as to whether further guidance on costs capping, if it is to be given at all, should emanate from a
constitution of the court as opposed to being formulated by the Civil Procedure Rules Committee, after extensive
consultation. We are bound to recognise the imperative of that view. We therefore do not pursue the question
further. It will be for the Rules Committee to decide whether, and if so with what degree of urgency, to take up
the issues that we have identified earlier in this judgment”


https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2007/199.html

from the same hymn sheet a like for like comparison becomes impossible, and if a like for like
comparison is not possible then the exercise begins to lose its point (unless you are only looking at the
final figure...in which case, why the need for such detail in the first place?)

It also poses a difficulty in terms of the indemnity principle. By and large solicitors charge
chronologically and, if the client is paying privately, this will often be by way of interim statutory bills
so the recovery of costs is limited chronologically by reference to those interim bills.

In a standard bill for assessment, if the case has lasted twelve months and the solicitor has rendered
a statute bill each month, the bill of costs presented to the paying party and the court will be (or
certainly should be) be divided into twelve parts by reference to the interim bills, with each part
limited in terms of profit costs to the amount of the interim bill, so that it can be demonstrated that
there is no breach of the indemnity principle.

A costs budget, and a bill for assessment drawn by reference to phases, already has in effect at least
9 parts - one for each of the standard phases in Form H. In the above example, each phase would also
need to be split into 12 parts, in an effort to demonstrate (and I'm not entirely sure how you would
even begin to do this, bearing in mind that the interim bills would almost certainly not have split the
work contained within them between phases) that there was no breach of the indemnity principle by
reference to either individual statute bills or individual items. A bill, therefore, in effectively 109 parts!
Costs draftsman heaven, but hardly likely to reduce costs.....whatever is saved in the substantive
litigation will be gained twice over in the costs of detailed assessment!

The design of Form H

It is difficult to think of a more confusing way to present what ought to be quite straightforward data.
Confusion results in argument. Argument results in more costs.

One of the main difficulties with the form is that, on the front "summary" page (which many judges
say is the only part of the form that they look at) it presents all information in £ sterling, without
reference to the important source data - the time that will be spent. Invariably Claimant and
Defendant solicitors charge at different rates, so (bearing in mind that the court cannot set an hourly
rate as part of a costs management order) comparing my £10k for preparation of witness statements
with the Defendant's £5k for the same thing is of no use unless you drill down into the underlying
information. If it turns out that their rate is half of mine, then there is actually no difference in our
positions, subject to arguments over hourly rates which can only be dealt with on detailed assessment.

A far better approach in my opinion, and one that might actually result in a reduction in satellite costs
litigation, is for Courts to ignore £ sterling (except in respect of disbursements) and to consider
budgets for solicitors' costs in other terms altogether.

What decisions could the Court make at an early stage that would actually have the desired effect of
controlling costs? | set out below my "wish list" of sample issues, in the form of a hypothetical
alternative costs budget questionnaire precedent, that | think the Court could usefully consider, and
upon which decisions at an early stage (preferably at or shortly after the first CMC) would provide real
benefit in terms of providing certainty, limiting costs and thereby reducing satellite litigation -

1. What grade or grades of fee earner are or will be conducting this claim?
2. What are those fee earners' hourly rates?



3. What time has been spent so far on the following aspects (individually if needed) - client
instructions, expert evidence, pleadings, disclosure, special damages, interlocutory
applications, negotiations, trial?

4. What further time will, if the matter goes to trial, be spent on the same aspects?

5. What is the total anticipated time for those aspects (individually if needed) - client
instructions, expert evidence, pleadings, disclosure, special damages, interlocutory
applications, negotiations, trial [in fact, bearing in mind that the court cannot either approve
or "assess" costs already incurred, 3 and 4 could be rolled into this one question....after all,
does it really matter whether costs are incurred or anticipated....the court is setting an
overall figure so it is irrelevant]

6. What fees, will be incurred overall on expert evidence if the matter goes to trial, broken down
into : substantive reports, expert liaison, and trial?

7. What are Counsel's fees to date by reference to the aspects?

8. By reference to those aspects, what further involvement will Counsel have, and what fees will
be incurred?

9. What, are the overall anticipated fees for Counsel? [alternatively, get rid of 7 and 8 as well
and just look at things in the round!]

10. Identify any other significant disbursements that have been / will be incurred

11. Identify any possible scenarios that will render these estimates inaccurate

So, the Court can make a decision on the important points -

e s this a case that requires a grade A or a grade C lawyer?

e How much time is reasonable overall or, if further detail would be beneficial, how much time
is reasonable by reference to aspects?

e Thatis a far easier decision for the court to reach than looking at £ sterling, because it allows
for a direct comparison between the parties without having to adjust figures for differing
hourly rates

e The solicitor's budget is therefore X hours for a grade Y fee earner to go to trial - no "ifs" or
"buts" - you have a certain number of hours, to apply incrementally as the case progresses, to
bring it to a conclusion or else either (a) you are working for free or (b) your client is paying
the shortfall!

e Are the experts' fees reasonable?

e Is Counsel's involvement justified, and is the cost of Counsel reasonable?

e What is a reasonable overall budget for disbursements?

e  What would justify a departure from the above conclusions?

Any remaining detail could then be left to detailed assessment, though frankly with the budget
decisions having set a marker on most of the major issues, one would anticipate that agreement would
be possible in most cases.

1.3 Should costs budgeting be abandoned?

No. Not only is management of recoverable costs crucial for access to justice, but it is an essential
consumer protection measure for a client to know at as early as possible a stage what the recoverable
costs are in a claim. That information informs transactional decisions that they make both at the outset
(where costs are fixed, for example, it would potentially effect choice of solicitor) but also further
down the line.

If for example, in a claim worth £30,000 a budget is set by the court at £10,000 to trial (or using what
| consider to be the more useful methodology set out above 50 hours at a grade B rate of £200 to
trial), with overall counsel’s fees of £5,000, a client knows how much they might be bearing out of



their own pocket in the even of a win as the matter progresses and at what point* the litigation
becomes completely non cost-effective (in this case, it might be stating the obvious to say that if the
solicitors’ estimated or actual costs to their own client are £45,000, then the client knows either that
the case is not commercially viable, or that they need to look elsewhere for representation).

1.4 If costs budgeting is retained, should it be on a “default on” or “default off” basis?

It should be “default on” because of the access to justice and consumer protections benefits, but with
the detail required starting at a low level and, where issues are identified either by the parties or by
the court of its own motion, increasing incrementally as suggested under “the design of Form H”.

1.5 For cases that continue within the costs budgeting regime, are there any high-level changes
to the procedural requirements or general approach that should be made?
See the response at 1.2

Part 2 — Guideline Hourly Rates

2.1 What is or should be the purpose of GHRs?

The purpose of any guideline hourly rates should be twofold: they should serve both as a starting point
for summary and detailed assessment between the parties, but also as a guide for consumers when
choosing legal representatives and making on-going decisions about funding.

As matters stand they tend to be treated as a base level only for “between the parties” assessment:
that is they are perceived as being the minimum level to be allowed with higher rates being allowed
for more complex, specialist or high value cases, and for that to be the end of the matter once time
reasonably spent has been determined. This however removes an important element of judicial
discretion in arriving at a figure for reasonable costs and tends towards a purely mechanistic approach.

It should be remembered that the approach to determining reasonable costs between the parties is
(and always has been going back to the earliest costs legislation) a holistic one of which time spent
(and, implicitly the reasonable rate for such time) is just one of the nine factors set out in CPR 44.4
under “Factors to be taken into account in deciding the amount of costs”, which are “all the
circumstances” plus, specifically —

(a) the conduct of all the parties, including in particular —

(i) conduct before, as well as during, the proceedings; and

(i) the efforts made, if any, before and during the proceedings in order to try to resolve the dispute;
(b) the amount or value of any money or property involved;®

(c) the importance of the matter to all the parties;

(d) the particular complexity of the matter or the difficulty or novelty of the questions raised;

(e) the skill, effort, specialised knowledge and responsibility involved;

(f) the time spent on the case;

(g) the place where and the circumstances in which work or any part of it was done; and

(h) the receiving party’s last approved or agreed budget.

This holistic approach, in which time spent is but one element, tends to be lost where there is a
mechanistic assessment that takes the guideline rate as a baseline that can only be increased. Factors

4 Assuming that the solicitor is complying with the regulatory requirement to keep them up to date with costs
actually incurred

5 This element, for practical purposes, is removed as an inhibiting factor on an assessment on an indemnity basis,
in which proportionality plays no part



A, B and D above in particular are perceived wrongly as being justification only for higher amounts,
but that is an incorrect view of the law. They are also potentially inhibiting factors, which are an
important part of the court’s existing armoury for controlling costs. Even before the introduction of
the proportionality rule the court was able to stand back and, if appropriate, adjust in either direction
the result of its “time spent x rate” calculations®. It is a final test that is still available, and which is
potentially wider in ambit than the proportionality test (see 2.4 below for further comment on
alternative methodology). Using guideline rates as a baseline however tends to result in it being
forgotten.

It should be reinforced that GHRs are a starting point only, and for just one element of a more holistic
approach.

Any publication of guideline rates should reflect this, and publication should not be limited to (or
concentrated upon, as it is now’) the judiciary and the legal profession. It is plainly information that is
material for all consumers (including commercial consumers) of legal services. If their solicitor’s rate
is higher than the guideline, that is something a consumer plainly needs to know because it is likely to
effect their decision making.

2.2 Do or should GHRs have a broader role than their current role as a starting point in costs
assessments?

Yes, as above, if publicised (and particularly if they were broken down by sector, which, in light of
changing landscape is perhaps a more relevant differentiator than geographical location) they would
provide important material information to enable clients to make informed decisions about choice of
solicitor, and litigation funding decisions generally. It is difficult to see why a solicitor should not be
obliged under the existing code of conduct / pricing transparency regulartions to at least point clients
to guideline rates for their sector.

e |[f the solicitors’ rates are less, they will have a competitive advantage

e [f the solicitors’ rates coincided with GHR, it will give client comfort

e If they are more (for example because the solicitors are specialists), the client can make an
informed choice

2.3 What would be the wider impact of abandoning GHRs?

There would be a reversion to what happened prior to GHRs (which were first published in 1999),
which is that individual courts would either publish practice notes setting out their approach to rates,
or their approach would become known by local anecdotal evidence. That approach would inevitably
change as individual Judges moved on.

That however reflects a different era, where a client was much more likely to instruct a local solicitor,
who in turn would issue proceedings in a physical local court, against an opponent who was also more

6 See, for example Finley v Glaxo Laboratories Ltd (1989) 106 Costs LR 106, at 111, per Hobhouse J : “The District
registrar is quite right that at the end of any assessment of this kind he should stand back for a moment and
consider the implications and the overall picture presented by his decision on the detail”

7 The description on the https://www.gov.uk/guidance/solicitors-guideline-hourly-rates#national-1 web page is
“Guideline figures for carrying out a summary assessment of court costs, listed by pay band and grade for
different parts of the country.” In my view that is completely meaningless to a consumer who might happen
upon it by chance.



https://www.gov.uk/guidance/solicitors-guideline-hourly-rates#national-1
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likely to be local, and if there were a costs dispute, it would be dealt with by local costs draftsmen.
That is no longer how the world of legal services, or indeed the world, operates.

Abandoning GHRs altogether would result in less certainty, more costs litigation, more expense and
more use of court resources.

From a consumer perspective (and ignoring the fact that the current GHRs are ill-publicised to the
extent that they provide no assistance to consumers in any event) there would be absolutely no way
for a consumer to know whether the quoted terms and rates were reasonable. This is a significant
problem. At Appendix 1 is the writer’s witness statement and evidence of retainers in CFA cases that
was put before the Court of Appeal last week in the Belsner case.

How does a client know —

e That the £995 for a grade D fee earner in a contentious probate case on a CFA is extortionate?

e Where £540 (the highest rate in the survey) for a clinical negligence claim stands against what
is likely to be recovered?

e That £255.43 (the average grade A rate for an RTA claim that settled in the portal) will
inevitably exceed recoverable costs after less than 2 hours of work?

These are all questions that consumers should be in a position to answer, which they can only do by
reference to a well-publicised, and methodologically sound, set of GHRs.

2.4 Should GHRs be adjusted over time and if so how?

This should not be based on RPI or similar increases because that sets the methodology of the initial
calculation in stone, which risks disregarding changing landscapes and contexts. Any adjustments
should be evidence led, as set out in 2.5 below.

The danger of relying on data from detailed and summary assessments is that it simply creates an
echo chamber. Rates are allowed because they are at or close to guideline, and guideline rates are
then set at rates allowed.

2.5 Are there alternatives to the current GHR methodology?

There is an obvious fallacy in the methodology that appears to have been used in calculating GHRs to
date which appears to have been simply to survey solicitors to ask, “what are your charging rates?”.
This, plainly, is self-serving, and ignores that —

1. Solicitors with lower rates are less likely to respond to the survey
2. There is no differentiation between privately funded rates and conditional fee rates
3. “Charging rates” are not the true test of what is reasonable

Why would solicitors with lower rates be less inclined to respond?

Because being below guideline rate gives an obvious competitive advantage. It is easier to attract
clients and / or to be able to demonstrate that a higher percentage of costs recovery is more likely.
Reporting a low rate to the survey brings down the average rate and reduces the competitive
advantage.

Why does a differentiation between privately funded rates and conditional fees rates matter?

This is because a charging rate in a CFA is artificial, in that it is not necessarily or even usually a rate
that is actually charged to the client even in the event of a win. Inclusion of such rates without
appropriate adjustment therefore distort the calculations. As will be clear from paragraph 33 of
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appendix 1, the average “charging rate” for a grade D fee earner taken from retainers in RTA cases
that settled in the portal was £199.34. However more than 22% of retainers were CFA lites so, in the
context of those particular cases, hourly rate is meaningless because the solicitors only actually charge
the fixed costs amount that was recovered from the opponent and nothing is calculated by reference
to a rate.

Even in the remaining cases that were not CFA lites, the unadjusted charging rate is not actually
charged to the client but used to create a pool from which to take a % of compensation in addition to
fixed costs. See paragraphs 36 and 37 of Appendix 1. See also the SRA commissioned Assessment of
the Market for Personal Injury dated October 2016 which says at page 48 : “Following the change in the
law, both claimant and defendant solicitors thought that there was a problems with NWINF in that solicitors are
setting fees deliberately high in order to hit the 25 per cent cap. This bebavionr was perpetuated by consumers lack
of knowledge of the legal process, the lack of information preventing ‘clients from shopping around’

CFA rates are in the vast majority of cases are entirely notional, so inclusion in GHR calculations
without adjustment results in distortion.

What is the true test of what is reasonable as an hourly rate?

The true test of what is reasonable as an hourly rate is the actual cost to solicitors’ firms of undertaking
the work, together with a reasonable uplift for profit. That can and should be evidence led, indeed
until 1992 the Law Society published a booklet setting out how to undertake the calculation — see
https://costsbarrister.co.uk/personal-injury-costs/the-expense-of-time/ . With modern technology
and accounts processes, such calculation ought to be straight forward and all-inclusive so that a true
picture emerged. This, in fact, seems to be the approach adopted by the Law Society of Scotland — see
https://www.lawscot.org.uk/members/business-support/financialbenchmarking/.

It is only such an evidence led approach that can take into account the changing landscape, which
includes more investment in technology (thus higher non-fee earner expenses), but more
commoditisation and less expertise (thus less time input, as work is IT driven, and lower fee earner
expenses). That changing landscape is acknowledged by the Law Society —

From Legal Services Key Markets produced by the LS in 2013:

e “the bulk of work, even with solicitor firms, is thought to be undertaken by partly-qualified

staff”;

e “..much of the work being done in Pl firms is now being carried out by unqualified or partly
qualified paralegal personnel”

From “The Future of Legal Services” produced by the Law Society in Jan 2016:

o “Fixed-fee services are now commonplace and the traditional model of a solicitor charging fees
based on an hourly rate is gradually disappearing”, and

e  “Technological innovation has led to more standardised solutions for the delivery of legal
processes and the ability to commoditise many legal services”

As technology advances and the landscape moves further towards technological solutions, the more
the existing approach to GHRs for all sectors becomes anachronistic.


https://costsbarrister.co.uk/personal-injury-costs/the-expense-of-time/
https://www.lawscot.org.uk/members/business-support/financialbenchmarking/
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An ideal GHR model would be technology driven (effectively an online “spread sheet”) and should
provide information that is relevant on a sector-by-sector basis and year by year basis, in addition to
geographic location (though with the changing landscape that may be less of a factor). A Costs Judge
is assessing costs / a consumer is contemplating a financial decision in a single sector not the whole
spectrum. It is of no use to either of them to know what the average is taking into account all
specialisms across all sectors.

Part 3 — Costs under pre-action protocols/portals and the digital justice system

3.1 What are the implications for costs associated with civil justice of the digitisation of dispute
resolution?
No particular views

3.2 What is the impact on costs of pre-action protocols and portals?
Answering this question before the outcome of Belsner is know is difficult.

If the Appeal in Belsner is dismissed, then the current costs rules do provide protection from
consumers against disproportionate costs in pre-action portal phases, by the operation of s.74(3)
Solicitors Act 1974. If the appeal is allowed however (and costs under protocols / portals are
consequently found to be non-contentious and outside of s.74(3)) then there is an obvious lacuna in
that protection.

3.3 Isthere a need to reform the processes of assessing costs when a claim settles before issue,
including both solicitor own client costs, and party and party costs?

No for between the parties costs, which are either (or will be) subject to fixed costs, or can use the
existing “costs only” procedure under CPR 46.14

But as between solicitor and client : yes, and particularly in cases involving Conditional Fee
Agreements.

If pre-action / portal are genuinely non-contentious costs clients have no option but to issue an
application for assessment in the High Court, which inevitably increases costs. Because the amount of
costs involved in pre-issue settlements are usually modest, any benefit of an assessment between
solicitor and client (no matter how egregious the means of overcharging) is often outweighed by the
risk of adverse costs, for which there is simply no ATE insurance available at all®. But that should not
fetter access to justice. If solicitors have overcharged it is in the public interest for consumers to have
an appropriate remedy through the courts. That has been a fundamental statutory right since at least
the 1843 version of the Solicitors Act. It would be a substantial impediment to access to justice if
solicitors were able to discourage or avoid court scrutiny of charges in such cases. That is precisely
why Belsner type issues have arisen.

The problem is exacerbated by two factors —

Firstly uncertainty over the format and contents of a statutory bill in a CFA case where part of the
costs have been paid recovery of fixed costs, and part deducted from source from the client’s

8 The writer’s evidence of this was accepted by the Court in Edwards & Ors v Slater & Gordon UK Ltd [2021]
EWHC B19 (Costs) (15 September 2021), whose decision in relation to the lawfulness of solicitors providing
indemnities was upheld by Mr.Justice Ritchie in Edwards & Ors v Slater And Gordon UK Ltd [2022] EWHC 1091
(QB) (11 May 2022)



https://www.bailii.org/cgi-bin/format.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWHC/Costs/2021/B19.html
https://www.bailii.org/cgi-bin/format.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWHC/Costs/2021/B19.html
https://www.bailii.org/cgi-bin/format.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWHC/QB/2022/1091.html
https://www.bailii.org/cgi-bin/format.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWHC/QB/2022/1091.html
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compensation. There may be some guidance on that following the Court of Appeal’s decision in
Karatysz v SGI Legal, which is anticipated at the same time as the Belsner decision.

The second factor is the requirement under the Act® to assess either the whole bill, or just the profit
costs, or just the disbursements, and for the “winning line” under the one-fifth rule to be set by
reference to that targeted element?®, It is stating the obvious to say that, where a client is concerned
in reality with only the part of the solicitors’ bill that has been met from compensation, that part is
already only a fraction of the overall bill, even though in real terms the amount deducted might be
substantial for an individual consumer. If the amount deducted is 19.99% of the targeted element of
the bill, then no matter how compelling his or her case that the deduction is excessive the client cannot
get to the statutory winning line and is at the mercy of the court in terms of accepting a plea of “special
circumstances”!! to reverse the usual costs order (which would be that the client pays the costs).

It is a deeply unattractive proposition that solicitors should be able to game the system in this way :
to overcharge, but to do so in such a way that there is nothing a client can do about it without being
at disproportionate risk as to adverse costs.

3.4 What purpose(s) does the current distinction between contentious business and non-
contentious business serve? Should it be retained?

By the “current distinction” it is assumed that what is meant is the distinction that is promulgated
within the profession by the legal profession, which is that all work done — even where there is a claim
against an opposing party - is non-contentious business unless and until formal proceedings are issued
in court, at which point it all becomes retrospectively contentious business.

This is not a distinction that we accept is correct as a matter of law, and the opposing arguments will
be considered by the Court of Appeal in Belsner v CAM Legal Services Limited.

If, for the purpose of this response, the distinction remains however it create absurdities (so long as
the distinction in quantification remains), and not just in terms of nomenclature. Re nomenclature it
is extraordinary that for all purposes but quantification of costs all members of the profession adopt
the common-sense distinction that non-contentious business is “transactional work” and contentious
business is “claims”??,

In terms of practicalities, it is absurd that work involved in a claim can be quantifiable as between
solicitor and client in a different way to, and subject to assessment as between solicitor and client on
a different basis, depending not upon the nature of the work but on the point in time that the claim
is resolved.

These differences are real and very significant for consumers —

95.70(5) and (6) Solicitors Act 1974
105.70(12)
115,70(10)

12 The Law Society’s most recent guidance leaflets essentially use this differentiation — see Contentious Costs
Guidance dated June 2012, and Non-Contentious Costs Guidance of the same date
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As non-contentious business, the basis of assessment of solicitors’ fees is governed by the Solicitors
Non-Contentious Business Remuneration Order 2009 and not the usual indemnity basis under CPR
44.3.6:

(6) Where the amount of a solicitor's remuneration in respect of non-contentious business is regulated by
any general orders made under the Solicitors Act 19744, the amount of the costs to be allowed in respect of
any such business which falls to be assessed by the court will be decided in accordance with those general
orders rather than this rule and rule 44.4.

So the quantification provisions under CPR 46.9, including the presumptions at 46.9.3 arising from
informed approval, are displaced® and replaced by the Remuneration Order which contains an
express test of fairness in addition to the usual reasonableness test. Whilst proportionality is expressly
carved out from contentious cost assessments between solicitor and client by 44.3 and 44.4(b), that
same carve out does not apply to non-contentious costs, because the determination is expressly in
accordance with 44.3(6) [i.e. under the Remuneration Order] and expressly excludes “this rule” which
is the remainder of 44.3 including the proportionality carve out at 44.3.2 and 44.4(b).

Two hypothetical problem scenarios demonstrate the absurdity of the current distinction —

1. Adriver and passenger in an RTA in which they sustain injuries that will take the case above
the small claims limit instruct the same firm to make a claim. Passenger’s claim settles and
recovers fixed costs from the opponent, but there is a sum deducted from damages. All the
passenger’s costs, including the deduction, are non-contentious and their reasonableness
must be assessed under the Remuneration Order rather than under CPR 46.9, and without
reference to the 46.9.3 presumptions. The amount to be allowed is largely in the discretion of
the court on a fair and reasonable basis. The driver on the other hand has to issue proceedings,
which settle shortly afterwards. The work done for the driver at pre-action stage is identical
but is now assessable as contentious business, under 46.9, with the possible protection of
s.74(3) of the Act and the presumption as to unreasonableness if costs were unusual and the
driver was not told that they might not be recoverable. Passenger and driver could easily end
up with significantly different costs for exactly the same work.

2. A commercial contract claim commences but proceedings are issued as a last resort after 2
years of intense negotiations. Solicitors have billed the client on a monthly basis. For the first
two years the monthly bills must be considered as non-contentious costs and the client
scrutinises them on that basis, paying them as he or she goes. Upon the issue of proceedings,
the way in which he or she ought to have looked at the historic bills changes. The
presumptions under 46.9.3 are now available, but by the operation of the time limits under
the Act! the client can do absolutely nothing about it.

The distinction cannot simply be done away with, because there are — rightly - major differences in
charging for work that is genuinely non-contentious, which might be better described as “advisory and
transactional” work.

13 The remuneration order contains its own test for informed approval but without the 46.9.3 presumptions,
which are apt only for contentious costs in that they focus on whether or not the solicitor told the client that
that unusual costs “might not be recovered from the other party”

145,70(4) “The power to order assessment conferred by subsection (2) shall not be exercisable on an application
made by the party chargeable with the bill after the expiration of 12 months from the payment of the bill.”


https://www.justice.gov.uk/courts/procedure-rules/civil/rules/part-44-general-rules-about-costs#fn4
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The most obvious example would be the administration of a high value estate or dealing with a high
value commercial transaction. There it is accepted that the time spent is a subsidiary element to the
overall charge and that the value of the transaction alone might well add to the level of remuneration
required®. That is detailed in the Law Society’s “Non Contentious Costs Practice Advice Service”
booklet from July 2012, which sets out the method of charging a value element in a probate case
sanctioned by the Court of Appeal in Jemma Trust v Liptrott [2003] ECZ Civ 1476.

Part 4 — Consequences of the extension of Fixed Recoverable Costs

4.1 To the extent you have not already commented on this point, what impact do the changes
to fixed recoverable costs have on the issues raised in parts 1 to 3 above?

The extension of fixed recoverable costs to more areas is likely to create satellite litigation between
solicitor and client unless there is a clear and binding rule-based obligation on the part of solicitors to
explain to clients at the outset how fixed costs might operate in their case and the extent to which
their own costs might exceed them.

Fixed costs have, historically, been set at levels that are fair and reasonable.

In RTA cases it is a matter of record that they were set by agreement between stakeholders, including
the lawyers, at levels that would “ensure that the costs reasonably reflect the work that needs to be
done”, were “sufficient to cover the work required” and would “reflect the actual work done”*®

Their fairness as remuneration for the solicitors has been approved consistently by the High Court
and Court of Appeal —

Nizami v Butt [2006] EWHC 159 (QB) at [23]

“It seems to me clear that the intention underlying CPR 45.7-14 was to provide an agreed scheme of
recovery which was certain and easily calculated. This was done by providing fixed levels of
remuneration which might over-reward in some cases and under-reward in others, but which were
regarded as fair when taken as a whole”

That passage cited with approval by Lord Justice Dyson at [9] in Lamont v Burton [2007] EWCA Civ 429
(09 May 2007) at [9];

and again by Sir Anthony Clarke MR in Kilby v Gawith [2008] EWCA Civ 812 (19 May 2008) at [27] —

“Although I recognise that this case is not on all fours with Nizami v Butt on the facts, Simon J there
made it clear that the purpose of the new rules was to provide fixed levels of remuneration which
might operate on a swings and roundabouts basis, which was regarded as fair taken as a whole.
That approach was subsequently approved as correct by this court in Lamont v Burton ”

151t may be thought that this is, in fact, at least in part analogous with an “expense of time calculation”; a solicitor
dealing with substantial financial transactions will inevitably pay more for Pl insurance and that could not be
reflected just by an increased hourly rate, because time is a subsidiary element in high value cases.

16 MOJ Response to Consultation CO(R)08/07 21/2008 para 41, Impact Assessment, para 6.33, and Explanatory
Memorandum to the CPR (Amendment) Rules 2010 No.621 para 10.4 respectively
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It seems that the intention is for that methodology to continue and for any new fixed costs to also be
fair and reasonable?’

This should bring into sharp focus the non-contentious / contentious dichotomy, because non-
contentious costs between solicitor and client are required to be both reasonable and fair, whereas
contentious costs need only be reasonable.

Ultimately if clients are to be charged more than amounts that have already been or will be set as fair
remuneration, then it is an essential ingredient of consumer protection that they are given all of the
material information that they need in order to make an informed decision to proceed.

4.2 Are there any other costs issues arising from the extension of fixed recoverable costs,
including any other areas in which some form of fixed costs or cost capping scheme may be
worthy of consideration? If so, please give details.

Yes, it is an anachronism that costs of assessment (or associated proceedings) between solicitor and
client are not subject to a proportionate fixed or capped costs regime in the same way as costs
between the parties. It restricts access to justice because the clients are already in an unequal
relationship, and can easily be dissuaded from pursuing an important statutory right through threats
—overt or implied — of disproportionate costs penalties.

This could be dealt with by way of an amendment to CPR Part 67 either to invoke the capped
assessment costs rule already in place for between the parties costs, or to implement a bespoke
scheme that took into account the peculiarities of assessment between solicitor and client.

4.3 Should an extended form of costs capping arrangement be introduced for particular
specialist areas (such as patent cases or the Shorter Trials Scheme more generally)? If so, please
give details.

No particular view.

Appendices
Appendix 1

7 See Law Gazette 7w September 2021 “Justice minister Lord Wolfson of Tredegar QC said...“The
case for extending fixed recoverable costs remains strong: uncertainty of costs hinders access to
justice, while certainty of costs set at a proportionate and fair level enhances it.”
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Witness Statement of
Mark Carlisle on behalf of the Respondent

I, MARK CARLISLE, of Clear Legal Limited, Units 115-119 Timber Wharf, 42-50 Worsley
Street, Manchester M15, 41D, will say as follows:

1.

I am engaged as a Consultant by Clear Legal Limited trading as Checkmylegalfees.com,
and have had the conduct of this matter on behalf of the Respondent throughout. 1
have also acted and continue to act for hundreds of former clients of solicitors’ firms
in relation to challenges to bills that they have received. Checkmylegalfees.com
specialises in assessments under the Solicitors Act 1974 and is the largest firm that

deals with solicitor and own client assessments in portal claims.

I make this statement from facts and matters within my own knowledge. Where
matters are not within my own knowledge, I identify the source of that knowledge and

believe the same to be true.

I attended the hearing of the appeal on 22™ and 23" February 2022. At that hearing
the Master of the Rolls indicated that the Court might be assisted by evidence of “no

win, no fee” charging arrangements generally and anticipated that at least one of the



4.

5.

parties might provide such evidence. Insofar as permission is required to adduce such

evidence I seek such permission.

Retainers Spread Sheet

There is now attached to this witness statement a spread sheet in both .pdf form
[MC1] and, so that the data can be interrogated, in electronic spread sheet form as a

Microsft Excel .xls document [MC2].

Provenance of the information contained within the spread sheet

The information is taken —

5.1.Direct from my firm’s case management system. In every case, when retainer
documentation is received (whether that is from a client or an opponent) either I
personally or one of my team undertake a “retainer assessment” in which we
analyse the retainer and record various pieces of standardised information on our

casc management system.

5.2.Direct from the case management system of JG Solicitors Limited, who undertake
a similar exercise. JG Solicitors are the other leading firm of solicitors undertaking
this work on a significant scale. Mr. Green of JG Solicitors has provided me with
his data and I understand and believe it to be a true and accurate reflection of the

analysis undertaken by him and his team.

Those two sets of data have been combined and incorporated into a single spread

sheet, with the source (either my firm or JG Solicitors) identified in column A.

The names of the solicitors’ firms whose bills have been challenged have been
anonymised by replacing them with a numerical code, so that it remains possible to

identify all retainers from an individual firm.
Selection

No data has been excluded for the purpose of this witness statement. The spread sheet
contains details of every retainer where the “retainer assessment” exercise has been
undertaken, with retainer dates ranging from April 2013 to July 2021 and across a
range of 249 different firms. It includes the vast majority of retainers that we have
received since starting to deal with this work in bulk. It includes, for example, retainers

that we accept on their face do provide clients with sufficient information to consent



10.

11.

12.

to being charged more than the amount that could be recovered from the opponent on

an informed basis.

I accept, of course, that the data is representative only of clients who have instructed
us to consider a claim. The data includes not only those cases in which we consider the
prospect of a refund is good, but it also includes retainers where clients have received
full information about fixed costs, and have agreed to pay more than those amounts by
way of base costs. Such cases have, with some limited exceptions owing to particular
circumstances not been pursued at all. (Some cases have been pursued where sign up
was by electronic means and the oral explanation of the CFA differed from the

contents of the documentation).

I should also clarify that, although the data extends to some 925 retainers, it is a matter
of coincidence that there are approximately 900 cases that are either formally stayed
pending the outcome of this appeal, or whose resolution is likely to be assisted by the
outcome. These are not the retainers in the “stayed” cases. In respect of many of those
cases, where the client has been unable to supply the retainer documentation (which is
often supplied to the client only electronically at the sign up stage) the solicitors have
refused thus far to supply copy retainer documentation, relying upon the dictum in
Hanley v | C & A Solicitors [2018] EWHC 2592 (OB) (28 September 2018) — an early
skirmish in this overall litigation - in which Mr.Justice Soole found that, until
proceedings for assessment under s.70 Solicitors Act 1974 had been issued, the court
could not, under its separate “delivery up” jurisdiction under s.68 of the Act, order
solicitors to provide copies of retainer documentation that had already been supplied

to the client at the outset of the claim.

We do not necessarily therefore see the full retainer documentation until a relatively
advanced stage in the assessment process; usually once an Order for directions has
been made. We use the data in the spread sheet, amongst other things, to make an
assumption about the charging arrangement that will have been adopted by a given

firm at a particular time.

Terms Used and Tests Applied

So that as consistent as possible an approach was adopted regardless of which team
member was undertaking the retainer assessment, I set out guidance to be applied by

all members. I will set out below an explanation of the terms used, and the guidance is



13.

14.

produced as exhibit [MC3]. This guidance was shared with JG Solicitors and 1

understand that they have also applied it in respect of their “retainer assessments”.
“Retainer Type” is divided into five separate categories

13.1. Express CFA lite - this is a CFA in which, either within the CFA or by
using clear terms elsewhere, the solicitors expressly agree that they will accept as
their basic charges the amount that is recovered in respect of costs between the
parties. The consequence of such CFAs in a “fixed costs” case is that, as is the
consequence of Mr .Justice Lavender’s decision here, the solicitor receives the
fixed costs together with a success fee which is calculated as a percentage of those
fixed costs (and subject to the statutory cap of 25% on general damages and past
losses). By virtue of this Court’s decision in Herbert v HH Law, the level of that
success fee will be assessed by reference to risk unless the client gave informed

consent to it being calculated on a different basis and at a higher level.

13.2. “Implied CFA lite” — this is a CFA in which, whilst the client is not told
in express terms that base costs will be limited to the recovered costs, they are told
expressly or by implication that base costs will be met by the opponent and that
the only deduction from compensation will be the success fee (as opposed to a

shortfall on base costs plus a success fee).

13.3. “Standard CFA” — this is any CFA which is largely silent on the above
issues. CFAs that adopt the Law Society standard model, without any substantial

modification, fall into this category.

13.4. “Full info CFA” — this is a CFA in which the client is expressly told about
the existence of fixed costs, given information about the likely amount of fixed
costs, and told that to the extent that claimed base costs are higher, the client will

be responsible for the difference.

13.5. “Other” — this is any other type of “no win, no fee” agreement. It could be
a contingency fee agreement or a formal Damages Based Agreement in

accordance with the Damages Based Agreement Regulations 2013.

“Profit Costs Billed” — this sets out the amount (net of VAT) that the solicitors
claimed in respect of their contractual entitlement to base costs, either to demonstrate
that a shortfall in respect of base costs was payable out of compensation, or to use as

the multiplicand in calculating the success fee, or both. Because a number of matters



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

have not proceeded, or if they are proceeding have not reached the stage where the
solicitors have set out what they say is their full entitlement, this is not known in all
cases. Figures are however available in 76.54% of the data, which I would suggest is a

sufficiently large sample to be representative.
“Underlying case” — describes the nature of the underlying dispute.

“Stage at which proceedings settle” — shows whether the underlying settlement was

prior to or post the formal issue of proceedings in court.

“Contractual cap” - sets out any contractual cap on the deduction from
compensation. It should be noted that this usually applies to the solicitors’ charges and
disbursements only and often excludes any ATE premium. Where there is no

contractual cap at all, a figure of 100% has been used.

“8.74(3) waiver” — sets out whether, in respect of basic charges, there is express
reference to s.74(3) Solicitors Act 1974. As will be clear from the guidance, 5.74(3) is
sometimes raised only in respect of Schedule 1 of the CFA which deals with the
success fee in isolation. I assume that this approach was adopted because s.74(3) was
seen as a potential barrier to recovering success fees at all i.e. it was to demonstrate
that whilst the success fee was not recoverable between the parties, it was nonetheless
payable by the client. In other cases, the s.74(3) waiver is applied to the costs as a

whole rather than specifically against basic charges, I assume for the same reason.

“Reference to Fixed Costs” — sets out whether there is any reference at all to costs
payable by the opponent in the event of a win being calculated by reference to fixed

costs rules.

“Full explanation of fixed costs” — sets out whether the client is given a sufficient
explanation of the fixed costs rules to understand the amount, or range of amounts,

that might be payable.

“Acknowledges not a CBA” — sets out whether or not the retainer contains wording,
similar to that in the instant case, that says the parties acknowledge that the agreement
is not a Contentious Business Agreement. This data is only available on CMLF cases,

not JG cases.

“A,B,C,D” — are the contractual rates for varying grades of fee earner, the
categorisation of which is taken from HM Courts and Tribunals Service Guidance for

Summary Assessment as follows —



23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

22.1. A — Solicitors and legal executives with over 8 years’ experience

22.2. B — Solicitors and legal executives with over 4 years’ experience

22.3. C - Other solicitors or legal executives and fee earners of equivalent
experience

22.4. D — Trainee solicitors, paralegals and other fee earners

“Success fee %” — this is the contractual amount of the success fee. Where the
success fee is staged (that is it increases upon the issue of proceedings) the amount
recorded is the amount before proceedings are issued. That is to say it is the lowest

possible success fee that might be applied under the retainer.

“Bespoke Risk Assessment” — sets out whether there was a risk assessment that
either refers to the risks of the individual case, or explains that the success fee is not in
fact calculated by reference to risk at all. In short, does it satisfy the test laid down in

the Herbert case.

“ATE Y/N” — sets out whether it appeats to be that ATE insurance was taken out,
the cost of which will invariably have been deducted from the client’s compensation in

addition to any solicitors’ charges, and often outside any contractual cap.
“ATE £ — sets out the amount of the premium, where that is discernible.

Spread sheet summary

I have supplied the data in electronic form so that it can be interrogated in any way, by
the application of filters. The summary of the spread sheet then automatically produces

counts, percentages and averages of that filtered data.



Key Inferences that can be drawn from the data by applying filters

All Cases

Retainer Types

Total of All CFAs, Number of those that include a
regardless of type Contractual Cap
Ave
Type No % No % No % Cap
%
Express
CFA lite 113 12.22
Implied
CFA lite 95 10.27
Standard 900 97.30 762 84.67 25.65
CFA 667 7211
Full
Info 25 2.7
CFA
Others 25 2.7

28.

29.

30.

Rates and Success Fees

Houtly rates for all cases range from —

28.1. For grade A fee earners: £545.00 per hour (ignoring a sole, much larger
outlier) to £118 per hour. The average grade A rate, ignoring the outlier, is

£258.74 per hour.

28.2. For grade D fee earners: £540 per hour (again ignoring a sole, much larger
outlier) to £90 per hour. The average grade D rate, ignoring the outlier, is £199.07

per hour.

These are representative of the rates that clients would be charged in the event of early
termination of the CFA. A CFA can usually be terminated in a number of
circumstances, as is set out in the Law Society Standard Model: for example by change
of mind by the client, death or bankruptcy; or where the solicitor alleges non-
cooperation, or that the client has not accepted advice on a settlement offer. In such
circumstances, as no compensation has been recovered, a contractual cap on the

solicitors’ charges is of no effect.

The average success fee is 64.25%. On average therefore a client is charged £424.98
plus VAT for a grade A fee earner and £326.97 plus VAT for a grade D fee earner.




31. EL, PL and RTA cases, for which there are existing fixed recoverable costs regimes,
account for 909 cases — 98.27%. of the whole. Of those however only 370 (40.7%)
make any reference to fixed costs at all. Only 118 out of 909 (12.98%) provide a
sufficient explanation for the client to understand the amount (or range of amounts)
that might be payable by reference to the fixed costs rules.

RTA cases that settle without the issue of formal proceedings

32. These account for 57.08% of all cases, or 74.16% of all RT'A cases.

Total of All CFAs, Number of those that include a
regardless of type Contractual Cap

Type No % No % No % AU/VOC

Express

CEA lite 67 12.68

Implied

CFA lite 31 966

Standard 515 97.54 438 82.95 25.26

CEA 377 71.4

Full

Info 20 3.79

CFA

Others 13 2.46
Rates and Success Fees

33. Houtly rates for all RTA cases that settle without the issue of formal proceedings range
from —

33.1. For grade A fee earners: £540 per hour to £118 per hour. The average
grade A rate is £255.43 per hour.

33.2. For grade D fee earners: £540 per hour to £118 per hour. The average
grade D rate is £199.34 per hour.

34. As per paragraph 29, these are the rates that would be charged in the event of early
termination.

35. The average success fee is 60.57%. On average therefore a client is charged overall

in the event of success (that is: basic charges plus success fee) £410.14 plus VAT for a
grade A fee earner and £320.08 plus VAT for a grade D fee earner.




36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Basic Charges

Base costs claimed average /3,469.84 thus an average shortfall on base costs of either
£2,700 or £2970 (depending on whether the damages exceeded £10,000) and an
average success fee of £2,101.68 (both net of VAT). That represents, on average, an
available “pool” of over £6,000 inclusive of VAT “unrecovered costs” from which a

deduction from a client’s compensation can be made.

That means, in turn, that where there is a contractual cap of 25% (as opposed to the
statutory cap on a success fee), that pool can be used to justify deducting 25% of all
damages (and not just generals and past losses) in all but the most serious of RTA

claims.

After the Event Insurance

In 54.9% of RTA cases that settle pre-issue, clients are advised to take out policies of
ATE insurance inter alia against the risk of adverse costs, at an average cost (ignoring
one very large outlier) of £231.60 (ranging from £26.50 to £980.00) the cost of
which will be deducted from client’s compensation in addition to the deduction for

solicitor’s charges and disbursements.

Contentious Business Agreement

In only 27.18% of cases do the parties expressly acknowledge that the agreement is not

a contentious business agreement.

Contractual Cap

Where there is a contractual cap, the range is from 15% to 50%, with an average of

25.26%.
CFA Lites

A significant proportion of retainers for RTA cases that settle pre issue are either

“express CFA lites” (12.7%) or “implied CFA lites” (9.7%). That is 22.4% in all.

Under those retainers, were the bills to be assessed, the solicitors would receive as
payment the fixed recoverable costs, together with a success fee calculated as a
percentage of those fixed recoverable costs - that is to say, the outcome would be
precisely what the Respondent here says should be the “default” or “baseline” position
without informed consent to paying more because, had she been properly informed

she would have had the opportunity to shop around for a better deal.
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50.

A CFA lite (which has the same practical effect as limitation of base costs by virtue of
s.74(3) of the Act or otherwise) cleatly provides the best deal for the client/consumer,

whether that is compared against an unlimited CFA, or a CFA with a contractual cap.

In an unlimited CFA the amount of the deduction is in the discretion of the solicitors,
however even in a CFA with a contractual cap of 25% then, for the reasons set out at
paragraphs 36 and 37 — ie. the availability, on average, of a “pool” of £6,000 in
“unrecovered costs”, a client recovering /10,000 will inevitably lose £2,500, whereas
under a CFA lite if the claim settled at portal stage 2, she would lose just £90 [15%
success fee on £500, plus VAT].

She would also, in circumstances where there was a contractual cap but otherwise no
restriction on basic charges, have no protection from deductions from damages for

future financial losses, or a full and un-restricted bill in the event of early termination.

Outcomes Analysis Spread Sheet

Introduction

There is now attached to this witness statement a spread sheet in both .pdf form

[MC4] and electronic form, so that the data can be interrogated [MC5].

This was prepared by me and included as an appendix to the original Respondent’s
skeleton argument in the appeal bundle, however it may be helpful if I provide some

additional explanation here.

The spreadsheet secks to demonstrate the impact of the range of this Court’s potential
decisions on appeal by calculating the impact not only on the basis of the specific
tigures involved in this case (the “Belsner” summary), but also in the broadest possible
range of RTA cases (where the client is an adult) in which fixed recoverable costs are

payable by the opponent under the rules.

The key element is the amount that would be payable by a client by way of deduction
from compensation at each stage in respect of the solicitors’ costs, and the relationship
of that sum in percentage terms to (1) the overall amount recovered in compensation,

and (i) the amount recovered in respect of general damages and past pecuniary losses.

The latter is an important metric because the Conditional Fee Order 2013 ring-fences
general damages and past losses as the source of payment of success fees and caps the
amount that may be deducted from them in respect of the same at 25%. The Damages

Based Agreements Regulations 2013 do a similar thing. An important distinction in
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52.

53.

54.

55.

that, under those regulations, the 25% cap is the maximum that the solicitor can be
paid from any source and any recovered costs are set against that — if, for example, the
Respondent had been funded by a DBA in this case she would have been charged a
fixed 25% of compensation - £479.25 inc VAT — and the recovered fixed costs of
£600 inc VAT would have been set against that, leaving her in credit by £120.75.
(Whether and if so the extent to which the indemnity principle would apply in that

scenario is not for this appeal).
Under both regimes, damages for future financial losses are sacrosanct.

A contractual cap on the other hand is not subject to the same ring-fencing. So, if a
claim is settled for £15,000, of which £10,000 are general damages and £5,000 future
losses, a 25% deduction — which would be £3,750 — could be viewed in one of two

Ways :

52.1. The maximum permitted deduction of £2,500 (25%) from general damages
and £1,250 (8.33%) from future losses, or

52.2. If future losses are sacrosanct, a deduction of /3,750 (37.5%) from general

damages, which is more than the permitted maximum

In his final report — Review of Civil Litigation Costs : Final Report, December 2009 — Lord
Justice Jackson recommended an increase in general damages by 10% across the board
[Recommendations, para 5, p112] with the aspiration that ‘% the majority of cases, this
should leave successful claimants no worse off than they are under the current regime”. That
recommendation was expressly implemented by this Court in Simmons v Castle & Ors
[2012] EWCA Civ 1288 (10 October 2012), so it struck me that it was important to

consider whether each potential decision would actually meet that aspiration.

In simple terms, if the average amount deducted from general damages was

substantially in excess of 10%, it would not meet the aspiration.

I therefore considered not only the particular facts of this case, but also each stage at
which a road traffic accident case could settle whether within the protocol or
otherwise, the fixed recoverable costs that would apply at each stage (by reference to
the table of fixed costs at the end of the spread sheet). I then applied an estimate of
base costs for each stage, which I believe is broadly consistent with the data that has

been collated in the retainer spread sheet. I then analysed in each case —

55.1. What percentage of compensation would be deducted, and
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57.

58.

55.2. If the whole of the deduction was taken from general damages (that is, if
future losses were sacrosanct), what percentage of general damages that

represented

I undertook the same task in what I considered to be the range of outcomes in this

appeal, namely —
56.1. If the decision is upheld

56.2. If the appeal is allowed and the contractual terms prevail (including the

contractual success fee)

56.3. If (although it is lacking in this case) a 25% contractual cap is applied and is

regarded as the solution

56.4. If the appeal is allowed, so that base costs are not limited, but the success
fee is reduced to 15%. This was to deal with the possibility that the court might
consider that a client having a right to dispute the success fee alone was sufficient

protection from overcharging.
Examples
The spread sheet is best understood by considering specific examples.

57.1. In a case involving no future financial losses, which settles at protocol
stage 3 without formal proceedings, a client who recovers /2,500 in

compensation would lose —

57.1.1. 13.68% of compensation if the appeal were dismissed (the solicitors would

have recovered total costs, including success fee, of £1,242.00)

57.1.2. 252% of compensation if the appeal were allowed and the contractual

terms (i.e. 100% success fee) were to prevail (solicitors total £7,200)
57.1.3. 25% if a 25% contractual cap solves everything (solicitors total £1,525)

57.1.4. 129.6% if the appeal were allowed but the success fee was reduced on

assessment to 15% (solicitors total £3,240)

In a case involving future financial losses, which settles at protocol stage 3
without formal proceedings, a client who recovers £5,000 general damages / past

losses and £10,000 future losses would lose —



58.1.1. 3.19% of all compensation if the appeal were dismissed (or 9.58% of

general damages, if future losses are sacrosanct) (solicitors £1,738.80)

58.1.2. 39.6% of all compensation if the appeal were allowed and the contractual
terms (i.e. 100% success fee) were to prevail (or 118.80% of general damages,

if future losses are sacrosanct) (solicitors total £7,200)

58.1.3. 25% of all compensation if a 25% contractual cap solves everything (or

75% of general damages, if future losses are sacrosanct) (solicitors total

£5,010)

58.1.4. 19.2% of all compensation if the appeal were allowed but the success fee
was reduced on assessment to 15% (or 57.60% if future losses are sacrosanct)

(solicitors total £4,140)

59. At the other end of the spectrum, in a case involving no future financial losses,
which exits the protocol and is determined at trial, a client who recovers /15,000

in compensation would lose —

59.1.1. 8.07% of all compensation if the appeal were dismissed (solicitors total
£9,280.50)

59.1.2. 86.2% of all compensation if the appeal were allowed and the contractual

terms (i.e. 100% success fee) were to prevail (solicitors total £21,000)

59.1.3. 25% of all compensation if a 25% contractual cap solves everything
(solicitors total £11,820)

59.1.4. 26.7% of all compensation if the appeal were allowed but the success fee

was reduced on assessment to 15% (solicitors total £12,075)

60. Likewise, in a case involving future financial losses, which exits the portal and is
determined at trial, a client who recovers £5,000 general damages / past losses and

£10,000 future losses would lose —

60.1.1. 8.07% of all compensation if the appeal were dismissed (or 24.21% of

general damages, if future losses are sacrosanct) (solicitors total £9,280.50)

60.1.2. 86.2% of all compensation if the appeal were allowed and the contractual
terms (i.e. 100% success fee) were to prevail (or 258.6% of general damages,

if future losses are sacrosanct) (solicitors total £21,000)
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62.
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64.

60.1.3. 25% of all compensation if a 25% contractual cap solves everything (or
75% of general damages, if future losses are sacrosanct) (solicitors total

£11,820)

60.1.4. 26.7% of all compensation if the appeal were allowed but the success fee
was reduced on assessment to 15% (or 80.1% if future losses are sacrosanct)

(solicitors total £12,075)
Summaries

The overall outcomes are summarised for each case type, by reference to the range of
potential outcomes on this appeal. I will not repeat the summaries here but simply

draw attention to the opposing ends of the spectrum -

For cases of a modest value, with no future loses, clients would lose on average

regardless of the stage at which the case ends —
62.1. 9% of all compensation if the appeal were dismissed

62.2. 238.89% of all compensation if the appeal were allowed and the

contractual terms (i.e. 100% success fee) were to prevail
62.3. 25% of all compensation if a contractual cap solves everything

62.4. 114.46% of all compensation if the appeal were allowed but the success fee

was reduced on assessment to 15%

For cases of a higher value (more than £10,000) with future losses (assuming
compensation were split one third generals and past losses, two thirds future losses),
resolved at trial having exited the portal, clients would lose on average (assuming

general damages and past losses are sacrosanct) —
63.1. 13.32% of generals if the appeal were dismissed

63.2. 139.87% of generals if the appeal were allowed and the contractual terms

(i.e. 100% success fee) were to prevail
63.3. 75% of generals if a contractual cap solves everything

63.4. 48.63% of generals if the appeal were allowed but the success fee was

reduced on assessment to 15%

Upholding the decision produces, in the wider context (and unless the solicitor has

obtained informed consent to charge more), an average deduction of legal fees from



general damages and past losses of 11.31% and a maximum from the same pool of

damages of 25%.
Conclusion

65. I hope the Court will find this evidence instructive as it is but would be happy to

answer any additional questions that may arise.

Statement of Truth

I believe that the facts in this witness statement are true. I understand that proceedings for
contempt of court may be brought against anyone who makes, or causes to be made, a false
statement in a document verified by a statement of truth without an honest belief in its truth.

Signed: 1. Canlsale

Mark Carlisle

Dated: 15/03/22
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Retainer Type

Profit Costs Billed (where known)

Underlying Case

Stage at which underlying case

Contractual Cap %

s.74(3) waiver?

Reference to Fixed Costs?

Full Explanation of Fixed Costs?

Acknowledge not a CBA?

Success Fee %

Bespoke Risk Assessment?

MCA1

JG 203 19/04/2013| Standard CFA | £54,000.00 RTA Post issue | 20.00% No Yes Yes £307.00 | £250.00 | £222.00 £190.00 12.5 Yes No N
CMLF 209 22/04/2013| Standard CFA PL Postissue | 33.00% Yes Yes No Yes £240.00 | £225.00 | £185.00 £155.00 60 Yes No N
JG 208 |09/05/2013| Standard CFA £3,038.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N
JG 141 21/05/2013| Standard CFA | £15,086.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £36.98
JG 208 21/05/2013| Standard CFA £6,249.63 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N
JG 87 30/05/2013| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £255.00 | £200.00 | £175.00 £145.00 100 No No N
CMLF 155 07/06/2013| Standard CFA £7,616.70 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 No Unknown N
CMLF 38 24/06/2013| Standard CFA RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No No £250.00 | £225.00 | £200.00 £175.00 25 No No N
JG 208 16/07/2013| Standard CFA £4,622.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N
JG 26 09/08/2013| Standard CFA | £23,356.20 EL Postissue | 25.00% No No No £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £2,200.00
JG 208 13/08/2013| Standard CFA | £10,372.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £212.00
CMLF 20 15/08/2013| Express CFA Lite | £4,944.20 EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £267.00 | £229.00 | £165.00 £121.00 100 No No Y £371.00
CMLF 136 |09/09/2013| Standard CFA £532.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £250.00 | £185.00 | £185.00 £185.00 100 No No N
JG 208 13/09/2013| Standard CFA £5,251.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £230.83
CMLF 231 23/09/2013 | Express CFA Lite RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No No £220.00 | £200.00 | £200.00 £200.00 100 No No N
CMLF 156 [30/09/2013| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 148 |01/10/2013| Standard CFA EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes No £201.00 | £177.00 | £177.00 £150.00 25 No No N
CMLF 20 03/10/2013| Implied CFA Lite EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £267.00 | £229.00 | £165.00 £121.00 100 No No Y £371.00
CMLF 63 10/10/2013 | Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £325.00 | £225.00 | £175.00 £125.00 100 No No Y £195.00
JG 208 10/10/2013| Standard CFA £3,602.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £200.00
CMLF 200 14/10/2013 | Implied CFA Lite PL Postissue | 25.00% No No No Yes £201.00 | £201.00 | £201.00 £201.00 100 No No N
CMLF 109 21/10/2013| Standard CFA EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £250.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 25 No No N
JG 208 28/10/2013| Standard CFA £2,842.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £212.00
CMLF 119 01/11/2013| Standard CFA £3,616.00 EL Pre issue | 100.00% No No No No £400.00 | £370.00 | £350.00 £320.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 31 22/11/2013| Standard CFA £1,215.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £250.00 | £225.00 | £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 148 10/12/2013| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £245.00 | £195.00 | £165.00 £165.00 100 No No N
JG 2 08/01/2014| Standard CFA RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 208 15/01/2014| Standard CFA £3,645.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £604.20
JG 208 20/01/2014| Standard CFA | £10,850.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £465.50
JG 208 22/01/2014| Standard CFA | £13,475.70 EL Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No N
CMLF 90 24/01/2014 | Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £35.00
JG 104 [30/01/2014| Implied CFA Lite | £90,916.09 EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No Y £1,411.00
JG 5 05/02/2014| Standard CFA £3,409.37 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £210.00 | £190.00 | £170.00 £135.00 80 Yes No N
JG 51 19/02/2014| Standard CFA £4,613.00 EL Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No £280.00 | £245.00 | £210.00 £175.00 50 No No Y £219.00
JG 156 20/02/2014 | Express CFA Lite | £46,671.80 EL Post issue | 100.00% No No No £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 26/02/2014| Standard CFA £3,992.80 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No N
CMLF 52 25/03/2014 | Implied CFA Lite | £7,051.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 | £230.00 | £210.00 £190.00 100 No Yes Y £456.00
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JG 48 17/04/2014| Standard CFA RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £372.00 £300.00 £252.00 £186.00 100 No No Y £169.60
JG 208 19/04/2014| Standard CFA £2,517.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 159 23/04/2014| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 50 No No Y £229.00
JG 208 23/04/2014| Standard CFA £9,699.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 195 01/05/2014| Implied CFA Lite | £6,460.00 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No No No Yes £300.00 £300.00 £200.00 £200.00 100 No No N
JG 162 02/05/2014| Standard CFA | £23,417.70 EL Post issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £251.00 £227.00 £196.00 £196.00 60 Yes No Y £583.00
JG 208 12/05/2014| Standard CFA £9,331.00 PL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 No No Y £338.12
JG 113 13/05/2014| Standard CFA | £32,024.20 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £278.00 £257.00 £247.00 £225.00 25 Yes No N
JG 201 21/05/2014| Standard CFA £3,607.10 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £230.00 £204.00 £170.00 £125.00 100 Yes No N
CMLF 219 21/05/2014| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £215.00 £189.00 £158.00 £116.00 100 No Unknown N
CMLF 21 29/05/2014| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
CMLF 84 29/05/2014| Implied CFA Lite EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £300.00 £195.00 £160.00 £95.00 100 No No N
CMLF 98 30/05/2014| Implied CFA Lite EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £230.00 £230.00 £230.00 £230.00 25 Yes No Y £383.00
CMLF 218 04/06/2014| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £220.00 £180.00 £160.00 £120.00 73 Yes Yes N
CMLF 11 06/06/2014 Full Info CFA £1,842.40 RTA Pre issue 20.00% Yes Yes Yes Yes £409.00 £367.00 £329.00 £287.00 100 No No N
CMLF 223 12/06/2014| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 20 No No N
CMLF 228 13/06/2014 | Implied CFA Lite | £2,810.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £216.00 £191.00 £161.00 £120.00 100 No No N
JG 41 16/06/2014 | Implied CFA Lite | £1,365.00 PL Preissue | 100.00% No No No £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 13 20/06/2014 | Express CFA Lite | £2,505.21 RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes No £350.00 £250.00 £300.00 £150.00 Unknown | Unknown [Unknown N
JG 101 25/06/2014| Standard CFA £2,675.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £210.00 £185.00 £150.00 £110.00 100 No No Y £166.04
CMLF 18 07/07/2014| Implied CFA Lite | £7,484.50 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £65.00
JG 208 14/07/2014| Standard CFA £7,638.40 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 119 16/07/2014| Standard CFA | £11,240.00 PL Preissue | 100.00% No No No Yes £400.00 £370.00 £350.00 £320.00 100 No No N
JG 208 18/07/2014| Standard CFA | £18,057.90 EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £336.12
CMLF 244 22/07/2014| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 25 No No N
JG 208 23/07/2014| Standard CFA £4,036.20 EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £320.00
JG 137 27/07/2014| Standard CFA £3,701.40 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £215.00 £185.00 £165.00 £165.00 100 No No N
JG 208 31/07/2014| Standard CFA £3,797.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
JG 168 14/08/2014| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £540.00 £540.00 £540.00 £540.00 25 No No N
CMLF 178 22/08/2014 Other EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £240.00 £220.00 £200.00 £180.00 25 No No N
JG 208 26/08/2014| Standard CFA £5,945.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £320.00
JG 191 12/09/2014| Standard CFA £9,355.50 RTA Post issue | 20.00% No Yes No £210.00 £195.00 £170.00 £140.00 100 No No N
JG 208 15/09/2014| Standard CFA £2,582.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 234 15/09/2014| Express CFA Lite PL Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 53 17/09/2014| Standard CFA EL Post issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 Unknown No No Y £2,250.00
JG 168 17/09/2014| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £450.00 £450.00 £450.00 £450.00 25 No No N
JG 208 21/09/2014| Standard CFA | £35,140.63 EL Postissue | 25.00% No No No £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £138.00 40 No No N
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CMLF 135 23/09/2014| Express CFA Lite EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £230.00 £195.00 £174.00 £145.00 100 No No N
JG 208 23/09/2014| Standard CFA £3,797.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
JG 159 26/09/2014| Standard CFA £3,112.60 RTA Post issue | 35.00% No Yes No £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 50 No No Y £236.56
JG 208 26/09/2014| Standard CFA £3,341.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 72 14/10/2014| Implied CFA Lite | £29,703.80 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
JG 208 20/10/2014| Standard CFA £2,821.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
JG 208 20/10/2014| Standard CFA £2,734.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
JG 142 27/10/2014| Implied CFA Lite | £4,994.20 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £90.00 Unknown No No N
CMLF 161 28/10/2014 Other RTA Post issue 35.00% No No No Yes £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 Unknown | Unknown [Unknown N
CMLF 139 30/10/2014| Standard CFA EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £235.00 £225.00 £160.00 £140.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 111 03/11/2014| Standard CFA £2,659.00 PL Pre issue 35.00% No Yes No Yes £350.00 £295.00 £270.00 £250.00 75 Yes Yes Y £65.00
CMLF 225 04/11/2014 Other PL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £200.00 £180.00 £120.00 80 Yes Yes N
CMLF 42 05/11/2014| Standard CFA | £13,374.92 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £350.00 £310.00 £185.00 £185.00 12.5 Yes Unknown N
CMLF 170 10/11/2014| Implied CFA Lite RTA Post issue 25.00% No No No Yes £210.00 £210.00 £210.00 £210.00 Unknown No Unknown N
JG 208 12/11/2014| Standard CFA | £38,568.73 EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £130.00 30 No No N
CMLF 41 24/11/2014| Implied CFA Lite | £1,950.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £432.00
JG 151 24/11/2014| Standard CFA £2,834.33 RTA Preissue | 100.00% Yes Yes No Unknown | Unknown | Unknown | Unknown 100 No No Y £301.13
CMLF 230 04/12/2014| Implied CFA Lite EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £280.00 £245.00 £230.00 £175.00 50 No No N
JG 208 05/12/2014| Standard CFA £3,906.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 19/12/2014| Standard CFA £3,038.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 241 22/12/2014| Standard CFA EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £300.00 £250.00 £220.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 229 30/12/2014| Implied CFA Lite | £10,642.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 208 09/01/2015| Implied CFA Lite | £2,821.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £245.00
JG 208 13/01/2015| Standard CFA | £12,594.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 40 No No Y £47.70
JG 208 14/01/2015| Standard CFA £9,728.70 RTA Pre issue 20.00% No No No £450.00 £400.00 £335.00 £250.00 25 No No Y £26.50
JG 208 16/01/2015| Standard CFA £2,473.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 234 21/01/2015| Express CFA Lite | £1,304.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 50 22/01/2015| Standard CFA £2,880.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
JG 208 23/01/2015| Standard CFA | £11,472.00 EL Unknown 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £50.04
JG 208 24/01/2015| Standard CFA £2,452.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 234 29/01/2015| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 208 30/01/2015| Standard CFA | £23,322.00 EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £130.00 30 No No Y £47.70
JG 208 30/01/2015| Standard CFA £3,298.40 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 190 04/02/2015| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £240.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 12.5 Yes No Y £35.00
CMLF 209 04/02/2015| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £240.00 £225.00 £185.00 £155.00 40 Yes No N
CMLF 164 05/02/2015| Standard CFA | £43,505.00 | Clin Neg | Preissue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No No N
JG 208 06/02/2015| Standard CFA £3,428.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
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CMLF 29 12/02/2015| Standard CFA | £17,482.00 EL Postissue | 35.00% No No No Yes £275.00 £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 90 Yes No N
JG 132 12/02/2015| Standard CFA £6,424.20 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £201.00 £177.00 £150.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £237.64
JG 156 19/02/2015| Express CFA Lite | £10,081.20 EL Preissue | 100.00% No No No £350.00 £310.00 £250.00 £160.00 100 No No N
CMLF 174 21/02/2015 Standard CFA EL Post issue 30.00% Yes Yes No No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 Unknown | Unknown No N
JG 41 24/02/2015| Implied CFA Lite | £1,209.00 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 208 25/02/2015| Standard CFA £4,188.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
CMLF 183 02/03/2015| Standard CFA PL Postissue | 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 192 04/03/2015| Express CFA Lite | £2,295.00 RTA Pre issue 15.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £195.00 £175.00 £150.00 50 Yes No N
JG 85 05/03/2015| Express CFA Lite £500.00 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £350.00 £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 208 07/03/2015| Standard CFA £7,291.20 EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £330.56
CMLF 164 09/03/2015| Standard CFA RTA Postissue | 30.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 193 12/03/2015| Standard CFA RTA Post issue | 25.00% Yes No No Yes £263.00 £263.00 £263.00 £263.00 100 No Yes N
JG 208 16/03/2015| Standard CFA £3,417.75 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 18/03/2015| Standard CFA £4,502.75 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 19/03/2015| Standard CFA £4,014.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 17 20/03/2015| Express CFA Lite | £4,985.10 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £280.00 £245.00 £210.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £350.00
CMLF 59 20/03/2015| Standard CFA | £17,707.50 EL Postissue | 35.00% No Yes No Yes £325.00 £325.00 £325.00 £325.00 100 No No N
CMLF 232 23/03/2015| Standard CFA EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 50 Yes No N
JG 126 24/03/2015| Express CFA Lite | £1,555.15 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 234 28/03/2015| Express CFA Lite RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 78 30/03/2015| Standard CFA £1,755.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £265.00 £240.00 £195.00 £170.00 100 No No N
CMLF 83 01/04/2015| Standard CFA EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No £275.00 £215.00 £190.00 £135.00 35 Yes No N
CMLF 134 01/04/2015| Express CFA Lite RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 224 05/04/2015| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes Yes No £400.00 £350.00 £300.00 £220.00 25 Yes Unknown N
JG 208 07/04/2015| Standard CFA £4,687.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 110 09/04/2015| Standard CFA £4,243.20 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £240.00 £240.00 £240.00 £240.00 100 No No N
JG 208 09/04/2015| Standard CFA £3,081.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £330.56
JG 110 13/04/2015| Standard CFA £2,007.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £240.00 £240.00 £240.00 £240.00 100 No No N
JG 216 15/04/2015| Standard CFA £6,303.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 25 Yes No Y £131.40
CMLF 119 16/04/2015| Standard CFA | £42,933.51 EL Post issue | 100.00% No No No Yes £400.00 £370.00 £350.00 £320.00 100 No Yes N
JG 208 22/04/2015| Standard CFA £3,515.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
JG 208 23/04/2015| Standard CFA £5,012.70 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 18 28/04/2015| Implied CFA Lite | £5,891.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £65.00
CMLF 227 06/05/2015| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £295.00 £295.00 £295.00 £295.00 100 No No N
JG 208 14/05/2015| Standard CFA | £10,003.70 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 83 19/05/2015| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £275.00 £215.00 £190.00 £135.00 75 Yes No Y £360.00
JG 208 22/05/2015| Standard CFA £8,007.30 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £245.00
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JG 208 30/05/2015| Standard CFA £2,777.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 106 01/06/2015 Other RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 No No N
JG 156 01/06/2015| Express CFA Lite | £9,160.00 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No No No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 16/06/2015| Standard CFA £2,842.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 18/06/2015| Standard CFA £2,755.90 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 39 19/06/2015| Implied CFA Lite EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 100 No No Y £386.00
JG 241 19/06/2015 Other £76,215.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £300.00 £250.00 £220.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
JG 208 23/06/2015| Standard CFA £4,426.80 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 114 24/06/2015| Implied CFA Lite | £2,370.05 RTA Preissue | 100.00% Yes No No £275.00 £225.00 £185.00 £150.00 100 No No Y £213.53
CMLF 230 26/06/2015| Standard CFA | £12,838.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £280.00 £245.00 £210.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 208 30/06/2015| Standard CFA £5,913.25 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £320.00
CMLF 161 02/07/2015| Standard CFA EL Postissue | 35.00% No No No £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 25 Unknown |Unknown N
CMLF 220 02/07/2015| Standard CFA | £11,918.00| Clin Neg | Preissue 25.00% No No No Yes £275.00 £240.00 £210.00 £175.00 40 Yes No N
CMLF 49 09/07/2015| Express CFA Lite RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £237.00
JG 208 10/07/2015| Standard CFA £3,537.10 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
JG 208 10/07/2015| Standard CFA £2,538.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 168 13/07/2015| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £450.00 £450.00 £450.00 £450.00 25 No No N
JG 208 13/07/2015| Standard CFA £2,669.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
JG 208 14/07/2015| Standard CFA £3,233.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N
JG 208 17/07/2015| Standard CFA £2,755.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 20/07/2015| Standard CFA £7,312.90 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £245.00
JG 208 21/07/2015| Standard CFA £2,951.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 21/07/2015| Standard CFA £1,500.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £130.00 35 No No N
JG 208 28/07/2015| Standard CFA £3,906.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 59 05/08/2015| Implied CFA Lite | £31,800.00 EL Post issue | 36.00% No Yes No Yes £315.00 £315.00 £315.00 £315.00 100 No No N
JG 208 12/08/2015| Standard CFA £1,000.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £130.00 25 No No N
CMLF 225 13/08/2015 Other RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £250.00 £200.00 £180.00 £120.00 20 Yes No N
JG 234 13/08/2015| Standard CFA EL Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 49 17/08/2015 Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 100.00% No Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 Unknown | Unknown No N
JG 234 17/08/2015| Express CFA Lite | £12,759.60 EL Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 220 20/08/2015 Other £5,063.50 | Clin Neg | Preissue 25.00% Yes No No Yes £275.00 £240.00 £210.00 £130.00 100 Yes Unknown N
JG 208 24/08/2015| Standard CFA £2,690.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 25/08/2015| Standard CFA £8,185.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £130.00 100 Yes No Y £26.50
CMLF 64 26/08/2015| Standard CFA EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £259.00 £200.00 £180.00 £160.00 25 Yes No N
CMLF 74 27/08/2015| Standard CFA £3,020.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £290.00 £280.00 £270.00 £260.00 25 No No N
JG 201 28/08/2015| Standard CFA £1,605.90 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £230.00 £204.00 £170.00 £125.00 100 No No Y £100.70
JG 201 28/08/2015| Standard CFA £1,283.00 RTA Preissue [ 100.00% No Yes No £230.00 £204.00 £170.00 £125.00 100 No No N
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CMLF 62 01/09/2015| Standard CFA £5,180.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £420.00 | £420.00 | £420.00 £420.00 100 No No N
JG 50 05/09/2015| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 249 08/09/2015| Standard CFA £9,360.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £450.00 | £450.00 | £450.00 £450.00 25 No No N
JG 208 10/09/2015| Standard CFA £2,972.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 249 10/09/2015| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £450.00 | £450.00 | £450.00 £450.00 97 No No N
JG 208 11/09/2015| Standard CFA £7,540.75 EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £332.07
JG 36 12/09/2015| Standard CFA £8,664.00 EL Post issue | 100.00% No No No £240.00 | £220.00 | £195.00 £175.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 225 16/09/2015| Standard CFA PL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £250.00 | £200.00 | £180.00 £120.00 25 Yes Yes N
JG 208 17/09/2015| Standard CFA £2,777.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 19/09/2015| Standard CFA £5,989.20 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 22/09/2015| Standard CFA £4,882.50 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £320.00
JG 225 22/09/2015| Standard CFA £3,500.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 | £200.00 | £180.00 £120.00 20 Yes Yes Y £36.16
CMLF 97 28/09/2015| Implied CFA Lite | £2,604.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £360.00 | £360.00 | £360.00 £360.00 100 Yes No N
CMLF 241 29/09/2015| Standard CFA EL Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £300.00 | £250.00 | £220.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 59 01/10/2015| Implied CFA Lite | £15,097.50 EL Postissue | 40.00% No Yes No Yes £325.00 | £325.00 | £325.00 £325.00 100 No No N
CMLF 225 02/10/2015| Standard CFA EL Postissue | 25.00% No No No Yes £250.00 | £200.00 | £180.00 £120.00 80 Yes Yes N
CMLF 234 | 04/10/2015| Express CFA Lite | £5,779.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 | £225.00 | £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 41 09/10/2015| Express CFA Lite | £1,657.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £295.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £164.00
CMLF 54 09/10/2015| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £201.00 | £150.00 | £125.00 £109.00 25 Yes Unknown N
CMLF 91 23/10/2015| Standard CFA EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 25 Yes No N
JG 111 29/10/2015| Standard CFA £5,155.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £350.00 | £295.00 | £250.00 £150.00 75 Yes No Y £65.00
JG 208 |30/10/2015| Standard CFA £2,864.40 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 |01/11/2015| Standard CFA | £22,342.70 EL Postissue | 25.00% No No No £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £138.00 40 No No Y £49.28
CMLF 154 |02/11/2015| Standard CFA EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes Unknown N
JG 208 |03/11/2015| Standard CFA £2,560.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 |07/11/2015| Standard CFA £3,406.90 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 |07/11/2015| Standard CFA £2,951.20 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 10/11/2015| Standard CFA £3,103.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 10/11/2015| Standard CFA £2,495.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 189 11/11/2015| Standard CFA £2,329.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £275.00 | £275.00 £275.00 100 No Yes N
JG 9 13/11/2015| Standard CFA | £26,473.40 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £220.00 | £189.00 | £189.00 £110.00 100 No Yes Y £82.13
JG 62 16/11/2015| Standard CFA £3,115.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £350.00 | £350.00 | £350.00 £350.00 100 No No N
JG 208 16/11/2015| Standard CFA £2,007.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 | £200.00 | £175.00 £130.00 20 No No Y £27.50
JG 208 17/11/2015| Standard CFA £3,645.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 24/11/2015| Standard CFA £3,124.80 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 28/11/2015| Standard CFA £3,016.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 209 02/12/2015| Standard CFA | £13,481.00 EL Postissue | 25.00% Yes Yes No £240.00 | £255.00 | £185.00 £155.00 40 Yes No Y £446.88
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CMLF 69 07/12/2015| Standard CFA £3,091.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £300.00 £250.00 £225.00 £150.00 100 No No Y £79.00
JG 208 10/12/2015| Standard CFA £1,000.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £130.00 20 No No Y £27.50
JG 208 11/12/2015| Standard CFA £3,211.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09

CMLF 225 11/12/2015 Other PL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £200.00 £180.00 £120.00 60 Yes Yes N

CMLF 24 15/12/2015| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 Unknown No No N
JG 174 15/12/2015| Standard CFA | £33,625.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £275.00 £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 25 No No Y £2,167.20
JG 208 16/12/2015| Standard CFA £2,538.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 08/01/2016| Standard CFA £3,558.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 231 11/01/2016| Standard CFA RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £220.00 £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 100 No No Y £202.58

CMLF 184 12/01/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 25 No No Y £97.00
JG 208 16/01/2016| Standard CFA | £14,700.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 19/01/2016| Standard CFA £4,014.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 21/01/2016| Standard CFA £4,491.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 235 23/01/2016| Standard CFA £2,725.80 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £230.00 £195.00 £161.00 £135.00 100 No No N
JG 201 25/01/2016| Standard CFA RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £104.30
JG 63 29/01/2016| Standard CFA £3,952.20 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £330.40

CMLF 225 29/01/2016 Other EL Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £200.00 £180.00 £120.00 80 Yes Yes N

CMLF 10 30/01/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £220.00 £195.00 £163.00 £120.00 50 No No Y £109.00

CMLF 37 02/02/2016| Standard CFA RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No Yes £265.00 £210.00 £170.00 £125.00 50 No No N
JG 208 02/02/2016| Standard CFA £4,708.90 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 05/02/2016| Standard CFA £2,387.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 11/02/2016 Other £17,367.20 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 11/02/2016| Standard CFA £2,560.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £213.53
JG 208 11/02/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £550.00
JG 208 15/02/2016| Standard CFA £1,000.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £130.00 20 No No Y £27.38

CMLF 171 22/02/2016| Express CFA Lite EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 No No N
JG 126 23/02/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N

CMLF 76 25/02/2016| Standard CFA EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £165.00
JG 241 01/03/2016| Standard CFA £6,190.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £300.00 £250.00 £220.00 £200.00 100 No No N
JG 208 03/03/2016| Standard CFA £3,667.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24

CMLF 48 07/03/2016| Standard CFA £2,171.90 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £372.00 £300.00 £252.00 £186.00 100 No No N
JG 119 07/03/2016| Standard CFA £2,080.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £400.00 £370.00 £350.00 £320.00 100 No Yes N
JG 17 08/03/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £4,315.00 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No No No £280.00 £245.00 £210.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £361.45

CMLF 53 09/03/2016| Implied CFA Lite EL Preissue | 100.00% No Yes Yes No £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 20 No No Y £65.00
JG 85 17/03/2016| Express CFA Lite | £1,775.00 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £350.00 £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 208 18/03/2016| Standard CFA £5,034.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £330.57
JG 222 28/03/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Post issue | 100.00% No No No 100 Yes No N
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JG 208 31/03/2016| Standard CFA £3,450.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 203 01/04/2016| Standard CFA RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No Yes £334.00 £280.00 £248.00 £212.00 50 Yes No N
CMLF 234 11/04/2016| Express CFA Lite | £3,268.30 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £164.00
JG 208 14/04/2016| Standard CFA £3,385.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 15/04/2016| Standard CFA £8,962.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 20/04/2016| Standard CFA £4,057.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £214.50
JG 208 23/04/2016| Standard CFA £4,166.40 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 04/05/2016| Standard CFA £3,103.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 06/05/2016| Standard CFA £5,403.30 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £330.57
JG 208 12/05/2016| Standard CFA £2,582.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 94 13/05/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes No £250.00 £225.00 £195.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 126 16/05/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 208 16/05/2016| Standard CFA £3,016.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 17/05/2016| Standard CFA | £13,292.50 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes Unknown Y £258.87
JG 208 21/05/2016| Standard CFA £5,403.30 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 49 22/05/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £236.00
JG 55 24/05/2016 Other RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £170.00 £120.00 £120.00 £95.00 Unknown | Unknown [Unknown N
CMLF 78 24/05/2016| Standard CFA £2,270.10 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £280.00 £255.00 £210.00 £190.00 25 Yes No N
JG 208 31/05/2016| Standard CFA £4,643.80 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 68 03/06/2016| Standard CFA £2,660.00 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £295.00 £255.00 £215.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 85 03/06/2016| Standard CFA £3,130.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
JG 138 06/06/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £7,727.00 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No £190.00 £190.00 £140.00 £140.00 100 No No N
JG 33 16/06/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 25 No No N
JG 208 16/06/2016| Standard CFA £2,994.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.08
JG 63 20/06/2016| Standard CFA £1,959.10 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £324.50
CMLF 149 20/06/2016| Standard CFA PL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £225.00 £185.00 £160.00 £130.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 10 24/06/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £220.00 £195.00 £163.00 £120.00 20 No No Y £109.00
CMLF 93 24/06/2016| Standard CFA RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 133 30/06/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £480.00 £480.00 £480.00 £480.00 100 No No N
JG 208 01/07/2016| Standard CFA £2,886.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 04/07/2016| Standard CFA £6,683.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 04/07/2016| Standard CFA £2,907.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 240 04/07/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 £225.00 £190.00 £145.00 25 Unknown |Unknown N
CMLF 243 05/07/2016| Standard CFA £4,305.00 EL Post issue | 25.00% No No No £260.00 £230.00 £193.00 £142.00 25 Yes No N
JG 208 06/07/2016| Standard CFA £5,403.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 46 11/07/2016| Implied CFA Lite RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £409.00 £296.00 £226.00 £138.00 97 Yes No Y £150.00
JG 208 12/07/2016| Standard CFA £8,094.10 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £330.57
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12/07/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £3,363.10 EL Pre issue | 100.00% £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 No N
CMLF 77 14/07/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £242.00 | £213.00 | £180.00 £131.00 25 Yes No Y £295.00
JG 208 15/07/2016| Standard CFA £3,363.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 16/07/2016| Standard CFA £4,578.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 18/07/2016| Standard CFA | £11,718.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £330.57
JG 208 20/07/2016| Standard CFA £4,871.65 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 21/07/2016| Standard CFA £5,924.10 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 21/07/2016| Standard CFA £3,537.10 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 26/07/2016| Standard CFA | £22,081.18 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 208 29/07/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £3,754.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £253.00
JG 221 01/08/2016| Standard CFA £5,940.00 EL Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £295.00 | £295.00 | £295.00 £295.00 100 No No N
JG 156 [ 02/08/2016| Express CFA Lite | £5,407.50 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes No £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 157 |02/08/2016| Implied CFA Lite Clin Neg [ Preissue | 100.00% No No No Yes £380.00 | £380.00 | £380.00 £380.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 40 03/08/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £3,640.00 EL Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £250.00 | £250.00 | £250.00 £250.00 100 No No Y £65.00
JG 208 |05/08/2016| Standard CFA £6,965.70 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £336.63
JG 208 10/08/2016| Standard CFA £7,421.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £341.13
JG 208 10/08/2016| Standard CFA £5,316.50 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £332.07
CMLF 107 12/08/2016 Other £4,443.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £325.00 | £295.00 | £250.00 £250.00 50 No No N
JG 208 15/08/2016| Standard CFA £5,425.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £332.08
CMLF 208 15/08/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £2,864.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £253.00
JG 85 18/08/2016| Standard CFA £1,201.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £350.00 | £300.00 | £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
JG 208 19/08/2016| Standard CFA £3,059.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 208 22/08/2016| Standard CFA £4,860.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 156 23/08/2016| Express CFA Lite | £5,232.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 112 30/08/2016| Standard CFA £7,529.17 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £210.00 | £186.00 | £152.00 £115.00 12.5 Yes No N
CMLF 203 01/09/2016 Full Info CFA £14,480.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes Yes Yes £344.00 | £280.00 | £248.00 £212.00 25 Yes No Y £196.00
CMLF 239 01/09/2016| Standard CFA Clin Neg [ Postissue | 100.00% Yes No No Yes £275.00 | £195.00 | £175.00 £130.00 100 Yes Yes N
CMLF 128 | 05/09/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £12,428.50 PL Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No Yes £295.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No Unknown Y £644.00
JG 208 |06/09/2016| Standard CFA £6,032.60 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
CMLF 168 [07/09/2016| Standard CFA Clin Neg [ Preissue 25.00% No No No Yes £540.00 | £540.00 | £540.00 £540.00 100 No No Y £2,464.00
JG 208 |08/09/2016| Standard CFA £5,945.80 PL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £449.37
JG 208 14/09/2016| Standard CFA £4,383.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £332.07
JG 208 14/09/2016| Standard CFA £3,343.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 14/09/2016| Standard CFA £3,341.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 14/09/2016| Standard CFA £3,103.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 64 18/09/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £250.00 | £220.00 | £180.00 £160.00 10 Yes No N
JG 20 20/09/2016| Standard CFA £6,448.00 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No No No £400.00 | £340.00 | £240.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £82.50
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JG 208 20/09/2016| Standard CFA £3,320.10 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £332.07

JG 208 21/09/2016| Standard CFA £4,318.30 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24

JG 208 26/09/2016| Standard CFA £6,379.80 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £330.57

JG 36 27/09/2016| Standard CFA | £17,160.00 PL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £240.00 | £220.00 | £195.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 40 27/09/2016| Implied CFA Lite EL Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £200.00 | £200.00 | £200.00 £200.00 100 No No Y £65.00
CMLF 77 29/09/2016| Express CFA Lite | £4,470.20 PL Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £242.00 | £213.00 | £180.00 £131.00 100 No No Y £295.00

JG 126 [ 03/10/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £296.34
CMLF 15 05/10/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £237.00

JG 208 |05/10/2016| Standard CFA £6,271.30 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 208 |05/10/2016| Standard CFA £5,924.10 EL Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £332.08
CMLF 100 12/10/2016| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 15.00% No No No Yes £200.00 | £200.00 | £200.00 £200.00 100 No No N

JG 50 16/10/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N

JG 208 17/10/2016| Standard CFA £4,079.60 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 209 19/10/2016| Standard CFA RTA Post issue | 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £240.00 | £225.00 | £185.00 £155.00 20 Yes No Y £125.00
CMLF 160 20/10/2016 Other RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N

JG 208 24/10/2016| Standard CFA £3,385.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 247 24/10/2016| Standard CFA £2,950.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £250.00 | £250.00 | £250.00 £250.00 100 No Unknown Y £82.50

JG 102 26/10/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 50 Yes No Y £297.00
CMLF 192 26/10/2016| Standard CFA £3,731.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £220.00 | £185.00 £150.00 25 Yes No N

JG 208 26/10/2016| Standard CFA £3,992.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24

JG 85 27/10/2016| Standard CFA £2,185.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 | £300.00 | £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N

JG 122 31/10/2016 Other EL Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £350.00 | £350.00 | £350.00 £250.00 25 No No N

JG 187 |31/10/2016| Standard CFA £5,899.67 EL Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £295.00 | £265.00 | £230.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £220.00

JG 114 |01/11/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £275.00 | £225.00 | £185.00 £150.00 100 No No N

JG 208 |01/11/2016| Standard CFA £8,766.80 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £332.08

JG 153 03/11/2016| Standard CFA [ £10,624.00 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No No No £500.00 | £500.00 | £500.00 £500.00 100 No No N

JG 208 |04/11/2016| Standard CFA £4,513.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24

JG 171 09/11/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £36.32
CMLF 97 10/11/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £2,235.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £360.00 | £360.00 | £360.00 £360.00 100 No No N
CMLF 117 10/11/2016| Standard CFA £2,361.66 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No Yes £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No Y £214.00

JG 208 10/11/2016| Standard CFA £2,907.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 152 14/11/2016| Standard CFA | £12,159.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £250.00 | £230.00 | £210.00 £150.00 25 No No N

JG 208 14/11/2016| Standard CFA £2,387.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24

JG 208 17/11/2016| Standard CFA £2,213.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 208 21/11/2016| Standard CFA £2,821.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £254.24
CMLF 33 25/11/2016| Standard CFA | £30,940.00 PL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £350.00 | £350.00 | £350.00 £350.00 25 No Unknown N

JG 208 25/11/2016| Standard CFA £3,103.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
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JG 208 05/12/2016| Standard CFA £4,014.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 06/12/2016| Standard CFA £2,951.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 06/12/2016| Standard CFA £1,649.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 156 07/12/2016| Express CFA Lite £930.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 Unknown No No N
JG 208 12/12/2016| Standard CFA £3,775.80 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 41 14/12/2016| Implied CFA Lite | £2,028.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £165.00
JG 49 14/12/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £241.96
CMLF 241 16/12/2016| Standard CFA £3,580.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £300.00 £250.00 £220.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 171 19/12/2016| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 85 27/12/2016| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No No N
JG 208 29/12/2016| Standard CFA £5,707.10 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 116 01/01/2017| Standard CFA £4,184.66 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 208 03/01/2017| Standard CFA £4,470.20 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N
CMLF 247 03/01/2017| Express CFA Lite Clin Neg | Postissue | 25.00% No No No Yes £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
JG 208 09/01/2017| Standard CFA £2,842.70 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 73 12/01/2017| Implied CFA Lite EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £198.00 £174.00 £174.00 £109.00 100 No No Y £65.00
CMLF 234 12/01/2017| Express CFA Lite | £2,801.40 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 129 13/01/2017| Standard CFA £2,452.20 EL Preissue | 100.00% No No No £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
JG 208 13/01/2017| Standard CFA £5,105.06 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 223 13/01/2017 Standard CFA RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes No £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 Unknown No Unknown N
JG 41 17/01/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £1,599.00 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
CMLF 88 18/01/2017| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £110.00 50 Yes No N
JG 147 18/01/2017| Standard CFA £5,728.80 EL Preissue | 100.00% No No No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 29 19/01/2017| Standard CFA | £12,453.00 RTA Postissue | 35.00% No No No Yes £325.00 £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 100 Yes Unknown Y £980.00
JG 41 20/01/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £2,628.60 EL Preissue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 208 20/01/2017| Standard CFA £3,949.40 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 21/01/2017| Standard CFA £3,016.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 208 23/01/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £3,558.80 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £254.00
JG 208 23/01/2017| Standard CFA £2,452.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 25/01/2017| Standard CFA £5,229.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 243 25/01/2017| Express CFA Lite | £4,320.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No No £260.00 £230.00 £193.00 £142.00 Unknown Yes No N
JG 92 27/01/2017| Standard CFA £5,124.80 RTA Postissue | 30.00% No Yes No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £164.25
JG 208 28/01/2017| Standard CFA £4,860.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 30/01/2017| Standard CFA | £10,790.90 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £201.00 £117.00 £146.00 £97.00 30 Yes No Y £373.64
JG 208 30/01/2017| Standard CFA £2,690.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 12 31/01/2017| Standard CFA £3,013.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £135.00 100 No No Y £390.00
CMLF 38 01/02/2017| Standard CFA £2,177.50 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
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CMLF 47 03/02/2017| Express CFA Lite Clin Neg [ Postissue [ 25.00% No No No Yes £250.00 | £220.00 | £180.00 £150.00 60 No Yes N
CMLF 71 03/02/2017| Express CFA Lite £880.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £300.00 | £275.00 | £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes Y £36.00
JG 208 |03/02/2017| Standard CFA £2,647.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 234 | 03/02/2017| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 | £225.00 | £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 41 06/02/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £2,457.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes No £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |09/02/2017| Standard CFA £2,495.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 177 14/02/2017| Standard CFA £500.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
CMLF 67 15/02/2017| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes No £500.00 | £350.00 | £225.00 £200.00 25 No No N
JG 179 16/02/2017| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £270.00 | £250.00 | £230.00 £210.00 25 Yes Yes Y £299.00
CMLF 156 20/02/2017 | Express CFA Lite | £3,593.28 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 20/02/2017| Standard CFA | £13,237.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 201 21/02/2017| Standard CFA £1,764.70 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% Yes Yes No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £299.00
CMLF 171 27/02/2017| Express CFA Lite PL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 208 28/02/2017| Standard CFA £2,213.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 229 28/02/2017| Standard CFA EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £295.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 25 No Yes N
JG 208 |03/03/2017| Standard CFA £4,101.30 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 228 |07/03/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £8,375.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £400.00 | £325.00 | £250.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |09/03/2017| Standard CFA £2,994.60 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £332.08
CMLF 86 13/03/2017| Express CFA Lite RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £241.00
JG 92 13/03/2017| Standard CFA £3,110.00 RTA Pre issue 30.00% No Yes No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £164.25
JG 41 16/03/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £1,501.50 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £225.00 100 No No N
JG 208 20/03/2017| Standard CFA £2,430.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 92 22/03/2017| Standard CFA £1,766.80 RTA Pre issue 30.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £164.25
JG 208 22/03/2017| Standard CFA £2,821.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 208 27/03/2017| Standard CFA £2,452.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 121 31/03/2017| Standard CFA [ £10,203.38 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No Y £84.00
JG 208 |03/04/2017| Standard CFA £9,542.60 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 59 04/04/2017| Standard CFA £6,600.00 PL Pre issue 40.00% No Yes No Yes £340.00 | £340.00 | £340.00 £340.00 100 No No N
CMLF 165 07/04/2017| Standard CFA £2,420.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £275.00 | £225.00 | £165.00 £165.00 100 No No N
JG 208 10/04/2017| Standard CFA £3,840.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 156 12/04/2017| Express CFA Lite | £3,348.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 210 12/04/2017 | Express CFA Lite | £3,419.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
CMLF 156 13/04/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £4,893.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 13/04/2017| Standard CFA £5,967.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 78 20/04/2017| Standard CFA £7,077.00 PL Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £280.00 | £255.00 | £210.00 £190.00 100 No Yes Y £189.28
JG 208 20/04/2017| Standard CFA £4,318.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £213.53
JG 168 21/04/2017| Standard CFA EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £540.00 | £540.00 | £540.00 £540.00 25 No No N




Sol Code

(]
=

©
(=]
<
[N
o

Retainer Type

Profit Costs Billed (where known)

Underlying Case

Stage at which underlying case

Contractual Cap %

s.74(3) waiver?

Reference to Fixed Costs?

Full Explanation of Fixed Costs?

Acknowledge not a CBA?

Success Fee %

Bespoke Risk Assessment?

MCA1

JG 208 21/04/2017| Standard CFA £3,580.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 4 24/04/2017| Standard CFA RTA Unknown 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £250.00 £200.00 £200.00 £180.00 100 No No Y £99.00
JG 158 25/04/2017| Standard CFA £5,320.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £480.00 £480.00 £480.00 £480.00 100 No No N
JG 16 27/04/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £3,452.10 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes Yes 100 No No Y £165.00
CMLF 79 04/05/2017 | Implied CFA Lite | £11,270.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £177.00 £146.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 190 15/05/2017| Standard CFA | £15,001.66 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No Yes £240.00 £225.00 £200.00 £150.00 12.5 Yes No Y £140.00
JG 85 17/05/2017| Standard CFA | £25,415.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 Yes No N
JG 208 17/05/2017| Standard CFA £2,582.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 79 22/05/2017| Standard CFA £2,146.20 PL Preissue | 100.00% No No No £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £360.00
JG 208 23/05/2017| Standard CFA £2,604.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
JG 197 24/05/2017| Standard CFA EL Unknown 25.00% No No No £300.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
CMLF 222 26/05/2017| Express CFA Lite EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes 50 Yes No N
JG 244 26/05/2017| Standard CFA EL Preissue | 100.00% No No No £280.00 £240.00 £175.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 59 02/06/2017| Standard CFA £7,820.00 EL Postissue | 50.00% No No No Yes £360.00 £360.00 £360.00 £360.00 100 No No N
JG 85 13/06/2017| Standard CFA | £21,318.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No No N
CMLF 148 15/06/2017| Standard CFA £2,467.28 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £245.00 £195.00 £165.00 £165.00 100 No No N
JG 208 15/06/2017| Standard CFA £2,560.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 15/06/2017| Standard CFA £2,538.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 39 19/06/2017| Standard CFA | £12,000.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% Yes Yes No £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
CMLF 148 21/06/2017| Implied CFA Lite EL Postissue | 25.00% No No No Yes £245.00 £195.00 £165.00 £165.00 Unknown No No N
JG 208 26/06/2017| Standard CFA £4,101.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £254.24
CMLF 229 26/06/2017| Standard CFA £6,414.00 PL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No Yes N
JG 208 27/06/2017| Standard CFA | £10,676.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 249 28/06/2017| Standard CFA | £29,340.00 EL Preissue | 100.00% Yes No No £450.00 £450.00 £450.00 £450.00 98 Yes No N
CMLF 208 01/07/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £3,298.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £258.00
JG 208 05/07/2017| Standard CFA £4,687.20 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £338.12
CMLF 201 06/07/2017| Standard CFA EL Post issue | 100.00% Yes Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 Unknown No No Y £392.00
CMLF 111 17/07/2017| Standard CFA £4,335.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £360.00 £300.00 £200.00 £180.00 75 Yes Yes Y £125.00
JG 85 18/07/2017| Standard CFA £3,339.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 155 20/07/2017| Standard CFA £3,038.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N
JG 208 21/07/2017| Standard CFA £2,647.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 156 22/07/2017| Standard CFA £2,490.00 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 24/07/2017| Standard CFA £4,166.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £338.12
CMLF 241 24/07/2017| Standard CFA £4,390.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £300.00 £250.00 £220.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 141 28/07/2017| Express CFA Lite EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £161.00 £118.00 £118.00 £118.00 25 No No N
JG 208 29/07/2017| Standard CFA £2,690.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 59 31/07/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £8,100.00 EL Post issue | 45.00% No Yes No Yes £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 Unknown No No N
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JG 208 |02/08/2017| Standard CFA £3,515.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 41 04/08/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £2,554.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No Unknown Y £156.00
CMLF 41 04/08/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £2,203.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes Yes No £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £156.00

JG 104 |08/08/2017| Express CFA Lite | £5,175.00 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 145 08/08/2017| Express CFA Lite | £1,510.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 30 11/08/2017 Full Info CFA PL Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £280.00 | £245.00 | £230.00 £190.00 25 Yes No Y £125.00

JG 123 11/08/2017| Standard CFA | £10,132.00 EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes £480.00 | £480.00 | £480.00 £480.00 100 No No N

JG 127 13/08/2017| Standard CFA £6,791.10 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £121.00 100 Yes No N
CMLF 208 13/08/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £3,298.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £258.00

JG 208 18/08/2017| Standard CFA £4,014.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 208 18/08/2017| Standard CFA £2,582.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 208 18/08/2017| Standard CFA £2,213.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 188 25/08/2017| Standard CFA £9,455.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £240.00 | £220.00 | £190.00 £165.00 100 No No N

JG 92 04/09/2017| Standard CFA £3,124.60 RTA Post issue | 30.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £164.25
CMLF 209 04/09/2017| Standard CFA PL Postissue | 33.00% Yes Yes No Yes £240.00 | £225.00 | £185.00 £155.00 60 Yes No N

JG 208 |07/09/2017| Standard CFA £5,142.90 PL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 No No Y £459.33

JG 208 |08/09/2017| Standard CFA £1,909.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 208 11/09/2017| Standard CFA £2,018.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 59 14/09/2017| Standard CFA | £15,525.00 RTA Postissue | 40.00% No Yes No £350.00 | £350.00 | £350.00 £350.00 100 No No N

JG 41 19/09/2017| Standard CFA £2,145.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N

JG 85 19/09/2017| Standard CFA £1,516.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 | £300.00 | £250.00 £200.00 100 No No N
CMLF 169 22/09/2017| Standard CFA Clin Neg [ Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £325.00 | £288.00 | £241.00 £177.00 100 No No N

JG 208 25/09/2017| Standard CFA £2,690.80 PL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 No No Y £459.63
CMLF 77 26/09/2017 | Implied CFA Lite | £1,728.50 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £242.00 | £213.00 | £180.00 £131.00 100 No No Y £295.00

JG 208 26/09/2017| Standard CFA £4,557.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56

JG 85 28/09/2017| Standard CFA £2,883.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% Yes Yes No £350.00 | £300.00 | £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N

JG 208 28/09/2017| Standard CFA £2,300.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 92 02/10/2017| Express CFA Lite | £9,225.90 RTA Post issue | 30.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N

JG 208 |03/10/2017| Standard CFA £2,538.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.86

JG 208 |06/10/2017| Standard CFA £2,951.20 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56

JG 85 11/10/2017| Standard CFA £2,214.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 | £300.00 | £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N

JG 208 13/10/2017| Standard CFA £2,886.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 208 13/10/2017| Standard CFA £2,408.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 208 16/10/2017| Standard CFA £5,077.80 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

JG 111 17/10/2017| Standard CFA £2,640.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £360.00 | £300.00 | £200.00 £150.00 75 Yes No Y £125.00

JG 208 24/10/2017| Standard CFA | £10,584.20 EL Postissue | 25.00% No No No £409.00 | £296.00 | £226.00 £160.00 25 No No Y £50.40
CMLF 50 27/10/2017| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
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28/10/2017| Standard CFA £2,322.30 Post issue | 100.00% £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £146.00 Unknown | Unknown [Unknown N
JG 208 31/10/2017 Standard CFA £2,929.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 202 01/11/2017| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 25 No No N
CMLF 41 07/11/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £1,813.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes No £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No Yes Y £56.00
JG 208 07/11/2017 Standard CFA £3,558.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 241 08/11/2017 Standard CFA £11,190.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £300.00 £250.00 £220.00 £200.00 100 No No N
JG 41 09/11/2017 Standard CFA £2,710.50 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 208 10/11/2017 Standard CFA £4,014.50 PL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 No No Y £459.63
CMLF 77 13/11/2017| Express CFA Lite RTA Post issue 25.00% No No No Yes £242.00 £213.00 £180.00 £131.00 100 No No Y £295.00
JG 48 14/11/2017 Standard CFA £9,121.70 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No £372.00 £300.00 £252.00 £186.00 100 No No N
JG 248 14/11/2017| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 35.00% No Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £207.20
JG 107 15/11/2017 Standard CFA £3,672.00 RTA Pre issue 100.00% No No No £325.00 £295.00 £250.00 £195.00 100 No No N
CMLF 81 16/11/2017 Standard CFA £1,050.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 15 No No Y £330.00
CMLF 143 16/11/2017 Standard CFA £1,997.10 RTA Pre issue 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £146.00 40 Yes Yes N
JG 243 18/11/2017 Standard CFA £4,572.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £260.00 £230.00 £193.00 £142.00 30 Yes No Y £224.00
CMLF 20 20/11/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £3,254.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £267.00 £229.00 £165.00 £121.00 100 No No Y £386.00
JG 85 23/11/2017 Standard CFA RTA Unknown 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No No Y £140.00
CMLF 119 23/11/2017 Standard CFA £2,752.00 RTA Pre issue 100.00% No No No Yes £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 198 24/11/2017| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 25 No No N
CMLF 19 28/11/2017 Standard CFA £4,298.70 RTA Pre issue 100.00% Yes Yes No Yes £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
CMLF 19 28/11/2017 Other £1,127.00 RTA Pre issue 100.00% Yes Yes No No £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
JG 50 28/11/2017 Standard CFA RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
JG 208 28/11/2017 Standard CFA £3,884.30 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 208 28/11/2017 Standard CFA £3,298.40 RTA Post issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 195 29/11/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £1,780.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £300.00 £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 100 No No N
CMLF 212 29/11/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £5,757.90 RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £462.00
CMLF 243 30/11/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £6,879.80 EL Post issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £260.00 £230.00 £193.00 £142.00 30 Yes No N
JG 104 05/12/2017 Standard CFA £2,355.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 7 06/12/2017| Implied CFA Lite | £4,879.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No Yes £201.00 £177.00 £142.00 £111.00 25 Yes Yes Y £336.00
CMLF 118 07/12/2017 Other £2,950.50 RTA Post issue 25.00% No No No Yes £240.00 £185.00 £147.00 £120.00 25 No No N
CMLF 144 11/12/2017| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
JG 208 12/12/2017 Standard CFA £3,103.10 RTA Post issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 223 12/12/2017 Standard CFA RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes No £240.00 £185.00 £155.00 £120.00 100 No No N
JG 208 13/12/2017 Standard CFA £4,253.20 RTA Post issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 156 14/12/2017| Express CFA Lite | £1,990.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 Unknown No No N
CMLF 144 26/12/2017| Implied CFA Lite RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes No £223.00 £198.00 £166.00 £166.00 Unknown No No Y £840.00
JG 208 02/01/2018 Standard CFA £3,038.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
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JG 205 07/01/2018| Standard CFA £9,512.50 EL Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 208 08/01/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £2,365.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No N
JG 85 10/01/2018| Standard CFA £4,428.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 92 10/01/2018| Express CFA Lite | £1,562.40 RTA Pre issue 30.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £168.00
JG 208 11/01/2018| Standard CFA £5,208.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 92 12/01/2018| Express CFA Lite | £1,883.60 RTA Pre issue 30.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £164.00
CMLF 165 12/01/2018| Standard CFA £1,237.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £275.00 £225.00 £165.00 £165.00 100 No No N
CMLF 92 16/01/2018| Express CFA Lite | £2,073.40 RTA Post issue | 30.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N
JG 208 16/01/2018| Standard CFA £3,124.80 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
CMLF 89 18/01/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 100.00% No No No Yes £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 Unknown No No N
JG 145 19/01/2018| Standard CFA £1,829.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £56.00
JG 225 19/01/2018| Standard CFA £3,500.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 £200.00 £180.00 £120.00 20 Yes No Y £36.96
JG 92 22/01/2018| Standard CFA £4,205.00 RTA Postissue | 30.00% Yes Yes No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £164.25
CMLF 208 23/01/2018 | Express CFA Lite | £12,150.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £409.00 £296.00 £226.00 £136.00 30 No No Y £50.00
CMLF 242 29/01/2018| Standard CFA EL Preissue | 100.00% No No No Yes £205.00 £180.00 £150.00 £120.00 100 No No N
JG 208 31/01/2018| Standard CFA £5,880.70 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 41 02/02/2018| Standard CFA £2,379.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 63 03/02/2018| Standard CFA £4,115.50 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £330.40
JG 208 06/02/2018| Standard CFA £3,927.70 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 214 09/02/2018| Standard CFA RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No No £275.00 £225.00 £185.00 £150.00 25 No No Y £336.00
JG 235 12/02/2018| Standard CFA £2,548.80 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £230.00 £195.00 £161.00 £135.00 100 No No N
CMLF 75 13/02/2018| Standard CFA RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No Yes £210.00 £190.00 £160.00 £120.00 25 No No N
JG 50 14/02/2018| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 96 14/02/2018| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 25 No No N
JG 208 14/02/2018| Standard CFA £3,385.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 153 15/02/2018| Standard CFA £8,395.90 EL Preissue | 100.00% Yes No No £500.00 £500.00 £500.00 £500.00 100 No No Y £407.68
JG 208 15/02/2018| Standard CFA £3,775.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 197 16/02/2018| Standard CFA | £16,601.75 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No £300.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £207.20
JG 208 16/02/2018| Standard CFA £3,840.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 20/02/2018| Standard CFA £2,061.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 23/02/2018| Standard CFA £3,385.20 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 208 26/02/2018| Standard CFA £2,838.70 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 145 27/02/2018| Standard CFA £4,000.20 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £224.00
JG 208 28/02/2018| Standard CFA £7,464.80 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 208 05/03/2018| Standard CFA £2,495.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 41 09/03/2018| Standard CFA £1,833.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
CMLF 233 12/03/2018| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
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CMLF 15 13/03/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £36.00
JG 8 15/03/2018 Standard CFA £17,430.00 EL Post issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 100 No No Y £280.00
JG 26 17/03/2018 Standard CFA £9,677.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
JG 208 19/03/2018 Standard CFA £2,408.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

CMLF 156 20/03/2018 | Express CFA Lite | £1,890.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 50 22/03/2018 Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
JG 156 27/03/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £4,758.00 RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 27/03/2018 Standard CFA £3,255.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 28/03/2018 Standard CFA £3,341.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

CMLF 92 04/04/2018| Express CFA Lite | £5,533.60 RTA Pre issue 30.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No N

CMLF 18 05/04/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £1,380.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £75.00

CMLF 107 06/04/2018| Express CFA Lite | £7,887.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £325.00 £295.00 £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
JG 208 06/04/2018 Standard CFA £2,712.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 11 07/04/2018 Standard CFA £14,156.00 RTA Post issue 35.00% Yes Yes Yes £409.00 £367.00 £329.00 £287.00 100 No No N
JG 11 07/04/2018 Standard CFA £3,645.60 EL Pre issue 35.00% Yes Yes No £409.00 £367.00 £329.00 £287.00 100 No No N
JG 85 09/04/2018 Standard CFA £2,796.00 RTA Unknown 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No No N

CMLF 144 09/04/2018| Express CFA Lite EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
JG 208 09/04/2018 Standard CFA £4,600.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 117 10/04/2018 Standard CFA £2,808.00 RTA Pre issue 40.00% Yes No No £300.00 £240.00 £191.00 £161.00 100 No No Y £218.40

CMLF 248 13/04/2018 | Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 35.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N

CMLF 118 16/04/2018 Standard CFA £1,711.08 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £240.00 £185.00 £147.00 £120.00 25 No No N
JG 208 16/04/2018 Standard CFA £4,513.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87

CMLF 237 18/04/2018 | Express CFA Lite | £1,842.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £235.00 £200.00 £165.00 £165.00 100 No Yes Y £206.00
JG 110 23/04/2018 Standard CFA £758.86 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £240.00 £240.00 £240.00 £240.00 100 No No N
JG 208 24/04/2018 Standard CFA £3,645.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £258.87

CMLF 10 03/05/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £220.00 £195.00 £163.00 £120.00 20 No No Y £112.00
JG 35 08/05/2018 Standard CFA £2,138.00 RTA Pre issue 100.00% No No No £350.00 £250.00 £200.00 £140.00 100 No No N
JG 208 08/05/2018 Standard CFA £5,880.70 EL Post issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 208 09/05/2018 Standard CFA £2,191.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 10/05/2018 Standard CFA £8,311.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.86
JG 50 11/05/2018 Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N

CMLF 183 11/05/2018 Standard CFA PL Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 223 11/05/2018 Other £9,000.00 RTA Unknown | 100.00% No Yes No £240.00 | £185.00 | £155.00 £120.00 Unknown | Unknown [Unknown N

CMLF 117 16/05/2018 Standard CFA £2,849.80 RTA Pre issue 40.00% No No No Yes £300.00 £240.00 £191.00 £161.00 100 No No Y £218.00

CMLF 19 18/05/2018 Full Info CFA £2,060.80 RTA Pre issue 100.00% Yes Yes No Yes £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
JG 50 22/05/2018 Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N

CMLF 117 24/05/2018 | Implied CFA Lite | £2,333.10 RTA Post issue 40.00% Yes No No £300.00 £240.00 £191.00 £161.00 Unknown No No N
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JG 208 28/05/2018| Standard CFA £1,801.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 |30/05/2018| Standard CFA £2,582.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 |31/05/2018| Standard CFA £2,300.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 63 01/06/2018| Standard CFA EL Unknown | 100.00% No Yes Yes £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
CMLF 231 01/06/2018 Full Info CFA £2,464.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes Yes Yes £250.00 | £220.00 | £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |04/06/2018| Standard CFA £3,320.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 12 08/06/2018 Full Info CFA £3,852.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £230.00 | £200.00 | £175.00 £135.00 100 No No Y £397.00
CMLF 163 08/06/2018| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £192.00 | £192.00 | £192.00 £192.00 100 No Unknown N
JG 208 12/06/2018| Standard CFA £4,708.90 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
CMLF 156 14/06/2018 | Express CFA Lite | £2,500.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 144 19/06/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £223.00 | £198.00 | £166.00 £166.00 100 No No N
JG 208 22/06/2018| Standard CFA £5,902.40 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 207 28/06/2018| Standard CFA £5,559.90 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% Yes Yes No £201.00 | £177.00 | £177.00 £111.00 Unknown No No N
JG 208 |02/07/2018| Standard CFA £3,797.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.86
JG 41 06/07/2018| Standard CFA £2,262.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 64 06/07/2018| Standard CFA £1,900.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £220.00 | £200.00 | £180.00 £160.00 25 Yes No N
JG 208 |06/07/2018| Standard CFA £3,801.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 |06/07/2018| Standard CFA £2,560.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 44 08/07/2018| Standard CFA £1,571.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 25 No No N
JG 208 11/07/2018| Standard CFA £3,406.90 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
CMLF 63 12/07/2018| Standard CFA £1,987.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £300.00 | £225.00 | £175.00 £125.00 100 No No Y £330.00
CMLF 209 12/07/2018| Standard CFA PL Pre issue 33.00% Yes Yes No Yes £240.00 | £225.00 | £185.00 £155.00 40 Yes No N
JG 208 13/07/2018| Standard CFA £3,623.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 20 17/07/2018| Standard CFA £3,332.50 EL Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes No £400.00 | £340.00 | £240.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £386.40
JG 41 20/07/2018| Standard CFA £2,047.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 85 25/07/2018| Standard CFA | £12,672.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 | £300.00 | £250.00 £200.00 100 No No N
JG 41 31/07/2018| Standard CFA £2,125.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 34 07/08/2018| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No Yes £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 25 No Yes Y £299.00
JG 208 |07/08/2018| Standard CFA £3,428.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 |07/08/2018| Standard CFA £2,972.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 243 07/08/2018| Standard CFA | £14,950.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £260.00 | £230.00 | £193.00 £142.00 30 Yes No N
CMLF 70 08/08/2018| Standard CFA £2,354.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £177.00 | £177.00 | £177.00 £177.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |08/08/2018| Standard CFA £5,056.10 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 117 17/08/2018| Standard CFA £2,120.10 EL Pre issue 40.00% No No No £300.00 | £240.00 | £191.00 £161.00 100 No No N
CMLF 248 17/08/2018| Express CFA Lite EL Postissue | 35.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 140 21/08/2018| Standard CFA £2,900.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £250.00 | £250.00 | £250.00 £250.00 63 No No Y £168.00
JG 197 22/08/2018| Standard CFA £9,628.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £260.00 | £240.00 | £216.00 £172.00 100 No No Y £168.00
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JG 208 22/08/2018| Standard CFA £5,338.20 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 208 23/08/2018| Standard CFA £6,227.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 85 24/08/2018| Standard CFA £2,187.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 208 27/08/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £5,077.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £258.00
JG 145 30/08/2018| Standard CFA £1,486.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £56.00
CMLF 231 30/08/2018 Full Info CFA £6,700.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No Yes Yes £250.00 £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
CMLF 17 13/09/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £280.00 £245.00 £210.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £369.00
CMLF 60 17/09/2018 | Express CFA Lite | £2,023.00 RTA Pre issue 24.00% No No No Yes £210.00 £210.00 £210.00 £210.00 Unknown No No N
JG 208 18/09/2018| Standard CFA £3,906.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 186 19/09/2018| Standard CFA £2,237.60 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No No £251.00 £227.00 £196.00 £196.00 40 Yes No N
CMLF 120 20/09/2018| Standard CFA Clin Neg | Postissue | 100.00% Yes No No No £310.00 £270.00 £230.00 £140.00 100 Yes Unknown Y £13,328.00
JG 208 21/09/2018| Standard CFA £2,495.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.86
JG 208 22/09/2018| Standard CFA £2,560.60 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 105 24/09/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 100 No No N
JG 99 25/09/2018| Standard CFA £6,753.30 RTA Pre issue 35.00% No Yes Yes £325.00 £275.00 £200.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £207.20
CMLF 238 25/09/2018 Full Info CFA £1,711.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No Unknown N
JG 208 26/09/2018| Standard CFA £3,862.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 108 27/09/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 222 29/09/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Post issue 20.00% No Yes No Yes 100 Yes Yes N
JG 208 01/10/2018| Standard CFA £3,613.05 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 03/10/2018| Standard CFA £2,972.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 85 04/10/2018| Standard CFA £4,282.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
CMLF 208 05/10/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £6,336.40 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £258.00
CMLF 156 10/10/2018 Full Info CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 17 11/10/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £3,457.50 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No £280.00 £245.00 £210.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 208 18/10/2018| Standard CFA £3,038.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 199 19/10/2018| Standard CFA £3,330.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £360.00 £360.00 £300.00 £300.00 25 No No N
CMLF 199 19/10/2018| Standard CFA £2,760.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £360.00 £360.00 £300.00 £300.00 25 No No Y £330.00
JG 208 22/10/2018| Standard CFA £4,687.20 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 100 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 25/10/2018| Standard CFA £2,256.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 79 26/10/2018| Standard CFA £1,820.40 RTA Preissue | 100.00% Yes No No £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 £400.00 100 No No Y £360.00
CMLF 208 27/10/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £2,104.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £258.00
JG 182 29/10/2018| Express CFA Lite | £1,399.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
JG 208 30/10/2018| Standard CFA £2,842.70 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 208 01/11/2018| Standard CFA £3,992.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 85 02/11/2018| Standard CFA £1,269.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £350.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
JG 208 03/11/2018| Standard CFA £2,473.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 No No Y £258.87
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JG 231 05/11/2018| Standard CFA £4,904.20 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £250.00 £250.00 £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
JG 175 06/11/2018| Standard CFA £3,100.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No Y £168.00
JG 17 08/11/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £2,127.50 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No £280.00 £245.00 £210.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 17 08/11/2018| Express CFA Lite HDR Pre issue 50.00% No No No Yes £280.00 £245.00 £210.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £588.00
JG 208 10/11/2018| Standard CFA £2,951.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 22 11/11/2018| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 12.5 Yes No N
CMLF 58 12/11/2018| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 Unknown Yes No N
CMLF 117 12/11/2018| Standard CFA £3,210.10 RTA Pre issue 40.00% Yes No No Yes £300.00 £240.00 £191.00 £161.00 Unknown No No N
CMLF 188 12/11/2018| Standard CFA £2,997.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £240.00 £220.00 £190.00 £165.00 100 No No N
CMLF 14 13/11/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £1,353.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £215.00 £195.00 £165.00 £165.00 100 No No Y £302.00
JG 208 13/11/2018| Standard CFA £2,517.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 43 15/11/2018| Standard CFA Probate | Preissue | 100.00% No No No Yes £995.00 £995.00 £995.00 £995.00 100 No No N
CMLF 171 16/11/2018 | Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 45 20/11/2018| Implied CFA Lite | £3,066.70 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No No No No £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No Unknown Y £106.00
CMLF 243 20/11/2018| Express CFA Lite | £4,640.40 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £260.00 £230.00 £193.00 £142.00 30 Yes No N
CMLF 145 21/11/2018| Express CFA Lite | £2,076.80 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £56.00
JG 208 26/11/2018| Standard CFA £3,038.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 237 27/11/2018| Express CFA Lite | £1,801.25 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes No £235.00 £235.00 £200.00 £165.00 100 No Yes Y £206.00
CMLF 70 28/11/2018| Standard CFA £1,117.58 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £177.00 £177.00 £177.00 £177.00 25 No No Y £61.00
CMLF 150 30/11/2018| Express CFA Lite | £2,937.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £330.00
JG 208 03/12/2018| Standard CFA £3,515.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 130 05/12/2018| Standard CFA £3,080.00 RTA Preissue | 100.00% £220.00 £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 100 No No N
JG 208 06/12/2018| Standard CFA £5,728.80 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 68 12/12/2018| Standard CFA £3,377.50 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £295.00 £255.00 £215.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 208 12/12/2018| Standard CFA £8,918.70 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
CMLF 41 15/12/2018| Standard CFA £3,334.50 RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 Unknown No Unknown N
CMLF 223 15/12/2018 | Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No Yes Y £56.00
CMLF 15 18/12/2018| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £36.00
CMLF 178 01/01/2019| Express CFA Lite RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £280.00 £260.00 £240.00 £200.00 100 No No N
CMLF 185 01/01/2019 Full Info CFA £2,124.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 100 No No N
JG 50 02/01/2019| Standard CFA £855.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 249 04/01/2019| Express CFA Lite | £27,765.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No Yes £450.00 £450.00 £450.00 £450.00 97 No No N
CMLF 204 07/01/2019| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 204 07/01/2019| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 204 07/01/2019| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 204 07/01/2019| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £150.00 25 No No N
JG 145 08/01/2019| Standard CFA £3,846.80 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £224.00




Sol Code

CFA Date

Retainer Type

Profit Costs Billed (where known)

[
"
©

o
o0

=
>

=
[}

k-]
<

=

Stage at which underlying case

Contractual Cap %

s.74(3) waiver?

Reference to Fixed Costs?

Full Explanation of Fixed Costs?

Acknowledge not a CBA?

Success Fee %

Bespoke Risk Assessment?

MCA1

JG 208 08/01/2019 Standard CFA £2,604.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 213 15/01/2019| Express CFA Lite | £1,668.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 100 No No N
CMLF 230 16/01/2019| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £280.00 £245.00 £230.00 £175.00 100 No No N
CMLF 167 17/01/2019| Implied CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £203.00 £180.00 £151.00 £110.00 50 No No Y £145.00
JG 235 17/01/2019 Standard CFA £2,460.30 RTA Pre issue 100.00% No Yes No £230.00 £195.00 £161.00 £135.00 100 No No N
CMLF 78 22/01/2019 Standard CFA £5,564.00 RTA Post issue 25.00% No No No Yes £260.00 £260.00 £260.00 £260.00 25 No No N
JG 245 25/01/2019 Standard CFA £25,117.50 EL Post issue 25.00% No No No £370.00 £325.00 £272.00 £184.00 100 No No N
CMLF 226 28/01/2019 Standard CFA £2,382.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
JG 208 29/01/2019 Standard CFA £2,538.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 156 31/01/2019| Express CFA Lite RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 29 02/02/2019 Standard CFA £13,407.00 RTA Pre issue 35.00% Yes No No Yes £275.00 £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 75 Yes Yes N
CMLF 145 04/02/2019| Express CFA Lite | £2,419.00 RTA Post issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £212.00
CMLF 164 04/02/2019 Standard CFA £20,582.50 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £375.00 £325.00 £275.00 £225.00 100 No No N
CMLF 55 06/02/2019 Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 20.00% No No No Yes £170.00 £120.00 £120.00 £95.00 Unknown No No N
CMLF 80 08/02/2019| Implied CFA Lite | £1,817.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 25 Yes Yes Y £299.00
JG 208 08/02/2019 Standard CFA £2,864.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 209 08/02/2019 Other PL Pre issue 33.00% Yes Yes No Yes £240.00 £225.00 £185.00 £155.00 20 Yes No N
CMLF 32 13/02/2019 Standard CFA £2,007.00 RTA Pre issue 100.00% No No No £225.00 £195.00 £150.00 £135.00 25 Yes Unknown Y £280.00
JG 208 16/02/2019 Standard CFA £4,144.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 19/02/2019 Standard CFA £4,123.00 RTA Post issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 50 20/02/2019 Standard CFA RTA Post issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
JG 66 21/02/2019 Standard CFA £1,105.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No Y £100.00
CMLF 115 26/02/2019 Standard CFA £30,403.20 oL Post issue 25.00% No No No Yes £545.00 £395.00 £303.00 £220.00 25 Yes No N
CMLF 156 28/02/2019 Full Info CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 Unknown No No N
CMLF 111 09/03/2019 Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £350.00 £295.00 £270.00 £250.00 75 Yes No Y £75.00
JG 156 11/03/2019 Standard CFA £4,320.00 RTA Pre issue 100.00% No Yes No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 11/03/2019 Standard CFA £2,864.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 211 13/03/2019| Implied CFA Lite | £2,124.00 RTA Pre issue 100.00% Yes Yes Yes Yes £118.00 £118.00 £118.00 £118.00 10 No No N
CMLF 241 13/03/2019 Standard CFA £4,240.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £300.00 £250.00 £220.00 £200.00 100 No Yes N
JG 41 21/03/2019 Standard CFA £5,538.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 208 21/03/2019 Standard CFA £4,795.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 95 25/03/2019 Standard CFA £2,305.50 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £265.00 £265.00 £220.00 £220.00 100 No No Y £300.00
CMLF 27 26/03/2019 Standard CFA £1,062.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £330.00
CMLF 197 01/04/2019| Implied CFA Lite | £4,572.00 EL Pre issue 35.00% |[Unknown| Unknown | Unknown £300.00 £177.00 £111.00 £111.00 Unknown | Unknown [Unknown Y £481.00
JG 13 11/04/2019| Implied CFA Lite | £9,620.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £400.00 £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 100 No No N
CMLF 156 17/04/2019 Full Info CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £275.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 25 19/04/2019 Full Info CFA £3,827.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £250.00 £200.00 £175.00 £150.00 25 No No N
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CMLF 156 22/04/2019 Full Info CFA £2,093.28 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 24/04/2019| Standard CFA £3,363.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 25/04/2019| Standard CFA £3,211.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 7 27/04/2019| Express CFA Lite | £1,968.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £201.00 | £177.00 | £142.00 £111.00 25 Yes No Y £336.00
CMLF 95 27/04/2019| Standard CFA £2,888.50 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £265.00 | £265.00 | £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
JG 143 01/05/2019| Standard CFA £2,541.10 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
CMLF 33 03/05/2019 Other RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £350.00 | £350.00 | £350.00 £350.00 25 No Unknown N
JG 145 07/05/2019| Standard CFA £2,159.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £56.00
JG 208 14/05/2019| Standard CFA £2,213.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 28 16/05/2019 Other RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £229.00 | £172.00 | £121.00 £121.00 100 No No Y £299.00
JG 41 23/05/2019| Standard CFA £2,437.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
CMLF 181 25/05/2019| Standard CFA Clin Neg [ Pre issue 20.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 50 29/05/2019| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 173 03/06/2019 Full Info CFA PL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes No £300.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £200.00 100 No No N
CMLF 131 07/06/2019| Standard CFA £2,411.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 25 Yes No N
CMLF 156 |07/06/2019 Full Info CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No No £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |08/06/2019| Standard CFA £2,083.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 206 11/06/2019| Standard CFA HDR Post issue | 50.00% No No No Yes £240.00 | £240.00 | £240.00 £240.00 100 No No N
JG 41 13/06/2019| Standard CFA £2,340.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No Yes N
JG 50 14/06/2019| Standard CFA £739.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
JG 208 15/06/2019| Standard CFA £2,604.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 50 17/06/2019| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 125 19/06/2019| Standard CFA £900.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £350.00 | £250.00 | £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |02/07/2019| Standard CFA £3,689.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 197 |05/07/2019| Standard CFA |£21,848.20 EL Post issue | 100.00% No No No £300.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £481.60
JG 124 | 09/07/2019| Standard CFA £2,358.50 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £326.00 | £288.00 | £242.00 £177.00 100 No No N
JG 124 | 09/07/2019| Standard CFA £1,802.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £326.00 | £288.00 | £242.00 £177.00 100 No No N
CMLF 114 15/07/2019 Other RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £275.00 | £225.00 | £185.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 231 16/07/2019 Full Info CFA £2,585.60 RTA Postissue | 25.00% Yes Yes Yes Yes £250.00 | £220.00 | £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
JG 208 18/07/2019| Standard CFA £2,018.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 243 18/07/2019| Standard CFA £7,453.50 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £325.00 | £295.00 | £255.00 £195.00 100 Yes No N
JG 208 22/07/2019| Standard CFA £2,408.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 24/07/2019| Standard CFA £3,081.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 25/07/2019| Standard CFA £991.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |30/07/2019| Standard CFA | £10,068.80 EL Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 17 06/08/2019| Standard CFA £1,740.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £280.00 | £245.00 | £210.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £369.81
CMLF 209 13/08/2019| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £225.00 | £185.00 | £155.00 £155.00 100 Yes No N
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JG 208 14/08/2019| Standard CFA £5,316.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 180 19/08/2019| Standard CFA £1,305.30 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £220.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
CMLF 166 20/08/2019 Full Info CFA £6,875.55 RTA Post issue | 35.00% Yes Yes No Yes £302.00 | £266.00 | £219.00 £167.00 100 No No N
JG 61 21/08/2019| Standard CFA £2,395.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 No No Y £245.00
CMLF 63 21/08/2019| Implied CFA Lite | £2,025.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £325.00 | £225.00 | £175.00 £125.00 100 No No Y £330.00
CMLF 196 21/08/2019 Full Info CFA £999.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 | £194.00 | £165.00 £165.00 100 Yes No N
JG 208 23/08/2019| Standard CFA £2,734.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 217 23/08/2019 Full Info CFA £1,840.50 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £195.00 | £170.00 | £170.00 £170.00 100 No No N
CMLF 217 23/08/2019| Standard CFA £1,614.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes Yes £195.00 | £170.00 | £170.00 £170.00 67 No No N
JG 208 27/08/2019| Standard CFA £2,235.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 27/08/2019| Standard CFA £1,953.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 65 29/08/2019| Standard CFA £3,258.10 EL Pre issue | 100.00% No No No Yes £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
CMLF 111 02/09/2019| Standard CFA £2,415.00 RTA Pre issue 20.00% No Yes No Yes £450.00 | £360.00 | £300.00 £250.00 75 Yes Yes Y £75.00
CMLF 243 07/09/2019| Implied CFA Lite | £2,229.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £325.00 | £295.00 | £255.00 £195.00 30 Yes No N
JG 244 11/09/2019| Standard CFA EL Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £280.00 | £240.00 | £175.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 50 17/09/2019| Standard CFA £520.83 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
JG 145 17/09/2019| Standard CFA £1,994.20 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £64.40
JG 208 25/09/2019| Standard CFA £1,931.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 41 03/10/2019| Standard CFA £2,242.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |04/10/2019| Standard CFA £5,229.70 EL Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
JG 17 08/10/2019| Standard CFA £1,795.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £280.00 | £245.00 | £210.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £369.81
JG 208 |08/10/2019| Standard CFA £2,625.70 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 133 09/10/2019| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £480.00 | £480.00 | £480.00 £480.00 100 No No N
JG 108 11/10/2019| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 35.00% Yes Yes Yes £250.00 | £250.00 | £250.00 £250.00 100 No No N
JG 3 15/10/2019| Standard CFA £2,049.80 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 Yes No Y £305.83
JG 168 17/10/2019| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £450.00 | £450.00 | £450.00 £450.00 25 No No N
JG 133 31/10/2019| Standard CFA RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £480.00 | £480.00 | £480.00 £480.00 100 No No N
CMLF 206 |31/10/2019| Standard CFA HDR Pre issue 50.00% No No No Yes £240.00 | £240.00 | £240.00 £240.00 100 No Yes N
JG 208 |01/11/2019| Standard CFA £2,018.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 |05/11/2019| Standard CFA £2,669.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 208 |06/11/2019| Standard CFA £3,515.40 RTA Pre issue 20.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 41 07/11/2019| Standard CFA £2,418.00 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |07/11/2019| Standard CFA £3,298.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
CMLF 165 08/11/2019| Standard CFA £2,420.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £275.00 | £225.00 | £165.00 £165.00 100 No No N
CMLF 231 08/11/2019 Other £2,000.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes Yes Yes £250.00 | £220.00 | £220.00 £220.00 25 No No N
JG 208 10/11/2019| Standard CFA £2,560.60 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 116 11/11/2019| Standard CFA £1,357.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 25 No No N
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JG 179 11/11/2019| Standard CFA £4,321.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £270.00 £250.00 £230.00 £210.00 25 Yes No N
JG 41 13/11/2019| Standard CFA £2,062.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
CMLF 116 13/11/2019| Standard CFA £1,062.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 166 19/11/2019| Standard CFA £3,619.80 RTA Pre issue 35.00% Yes Yes No Yes £302.00 £266.00 £219.00 £167.00 100 No No Y £36.00
JG 208 20/11/2019| Standard CFA £2,929.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 153 21/11/2019| Standard CFA £5,802.75 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
JG 246 21/11/2019| Standard CFA £2,781.40 RTA Preissue | 100.00% Yes No No £217.00 £196.00 £161.00 £118.00 25 Yes No Y £280.00
CMLF 1 22/11/2019 Full Info CFA £2,236.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £275.00 £225.00 £185.00 £150.00 100 No No Y £112.00
JG 17 28/11/2019| Standard CFA RTA Unknown | 100.00% No No No £280.00 £245.00 £210.00 £175.00 100 No No N
JG 63 30/11/2019| Standard CFA £5,145.00 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No No No £325.00 £225.00 £175.00 £125.00 100 No No N
JG 231 04/12/2019| Standard CFA £4,330.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No £250.00 £220.00 £220.00 £220.00 100 No No N
JG 55 06/12/2019 Other £3,281.52 RTA Pre issue 20.00% No No No £275.00 £250.00 £225.00 £200.00 100 No No N
CMLF 155 10/12/2019| Standard CFA £2,821.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No Yes £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No N
JG 50 23/12/2019| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 166 23/12/2019| Standard CFA £5,810.25 RTA Postissue | 35.00% Yes Yes No Yes £302.00 £266.00 £219.00 £167.00 100 No No N
JG 50 02/01/2020| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 183 07/01/2020| Implied CFA Lite PL Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 179 08/01/2020| Standard CFA £3,508.40 EL Pre issue 25.00% No No No £270.00 £250.00 £230.00 £210.00 35 Yes No N
CMLF 41 09/01/2020| Express CFA Lite | £2,067.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £295.00 £265.00 £225.00 £195.00 Unknown No Unknown Y £56.00
JG 201 17/01/2020| Standard CFA £1,269.00 RTA Pre issue 35.00% Yes Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £36.96
CMLF 145 20/01/2020| Express CFA Lite | £1,958.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 59 27/01/2020 Full Info CFA £7,000.00 RTA Pre issue 50.00% Yes Yes No Yes £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 £350.00 100 No No N
JG 103 27/01/2020| Standard CFA £1,787.70 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 £200.00 100 No No Y £299.00
JG 208 27/01/2020| Standard CFA £4,274.90 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 145 28/01/2020| Standard CFA £2,749.40 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £64.40
JG 145 28/01/2020| Standard CFA £2,076.80 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £64.40
JG 208 29/01/2020| Standard CFA £3,754.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 57 11/02/2020| Implied CFA Lite | £1,089.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No No £242.00 £213.00 £175.00 £133.00 100 No No N
CMLF 172 11/02/2020 Full Info CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes Yes Yes £300.00 £250.00 £200.00 £150.00 25 No Yes Y £330.00
JG 6 15/02/2020| Standard CFA | £12,844.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £420.00 £420.00 £420.00 £420.00 100 No No N
JG 50 18/02/2020( Standard CFA RTA Postissue | 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
JG 82 18/02/2020| Standard CFA £8,034.70 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £336.00
JG 208 18/02/2020( Standard CFA £3,667.30 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 233 28/02/2020 Other RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £161.00 £161.00 £161.00 £161.00 100 No No N
JG 145 05/03/2020| Standard CFA £1,675.60 RTA Preissue | 100.00% No Yes No £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £64.40
CMLF 56 10/03/2020| Express CFA Lite | £3,916.80 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes No Yes £201.00 £177.00 £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
CMLF 15 27/03/2020| Implied CFA Lite | £1,730.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £217.00 £192.00 £161.00 £118.00 100 No No Y £224.00
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JG 236 |08/04/2020| Standard CFA £2,688.70 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £108.00 100 Yes No N
JG 63 20/04/2020| Standard CFA £1,714.80 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £325.00 | £225.00 | £175.00 £125.00 100 No No N
JG 41 24/04/2020( Standard CFA £1,326.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No N
JG 41 24/04/2020| Standard CFA £1,072.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £375.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No No Y £592.50
CMLF 85 24/04/2020| Express CFA Lite | £2,187.50 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No Yes £300.00 | £250.00 | £250.00 £200.00 15 No No N
JG 146 |27/05/2020| Standard CFA £1,946.67 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No Yes No £200.00 | £200.00 | £200.00 £200.00 100 No No Y £299.00
JG 194 |27/05/2020| Standard CFA £2,076.90 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £350.00 | £275.00 | £250.00 £200.00 25 No No N
JG 208 |25/06/2020| Standard CFA £3,732.40 RTA Postissue | 25.00% No No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £253.09
JG 110 |06/07/2020| Standard CFA £1,224.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £240.00 | £240.00 | £240.00 £240.00 100 No No N
JG 122 13/07/2020| Standard CFA £2,250.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £350.00 | £350.00 | £350.00 £250.00 100 No No N
JG 197 |13/07/2020| Standard CFA £6,120.85 EL Pre issue | 100.00% No No No £300.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No Y £235.20
CMLF 156 [20/07/2020 Full Info CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £275.00 | £250.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |20/07/2020| Standard CFA £4,969.30 EL Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 35 Yes No Y £337.56
G 208 |27/07/2020| Standard CFA £2,300.20 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
JG 215 |31/07/2020| Standard CFA £3,429.70 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £290.00 | £265.00 | £230.00 £120.00 85 No No N
CMLF 176 | 04/08/2020| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £275.00 | £225.00 | £175.00 £150.00 100 No Unknown N
JG 211 17/08/2020 Other £2,965.67 RTA Post issue | 100.00% No No No £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
CMLF 85 18/09/2020| Standard CFA £3,115.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £350.00 | £300.00 | £250.00 £200.00 100 No No N
JG 208 |24/09/2020| Standard CFA £2,690.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
G 208 |28/09/2020| Standard CFA £3,341.80 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
CMLF 156 |05/10/2020| Implied CFA Lite | £660.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £350.00 | £275.00 | £200.00 £150.00 100 No No N
CMLF 20 09/10/2020| Standard CFA £5,517.50 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No Yes £400.00 | £340.00 | £240.00 £175.00 100 No No Y £386.00
G 199 20/10/2020| Standard CFA £2,850.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £360.00 | £360.00 | £300.00 £300.00 25 No No N
JG 199 20/10/2020| Standard CFA £1,825.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £360.00 | £360.00 | £300.00 £300.00 25 No No N
G 104 |14/11/2020| Standard CFA £900.00 EL Pre issue 25.00% No Yes No £300.00 | £300.00 | £300.00 £300.00 100 No No N
CMLF 122 23/11/2020| Implied CFA Lite | £4,625.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No No No Yes £350.00 | £350.00 | £350.00 £250.00 100 No No N
CMLF 171 28/11/2020| Express CFA Lite | £1,687.40 EL Pre issue 35.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 100 No No N
JG 23 05/02/2021| Standard CFA £1,100.00 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% No Yes Yes £201.00 | £177.00 | £146.00 £111.00 100 No No N
G 171 11/03/2021| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No Yes Yes £217.00 | £192.00 | £161.00 £118.00 100 No No N
JG 231 |01/04/2021| Standard CFA £1,700.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £250.00 | £220.00 | £200.00 £220.00 100 No No Y £196.00
G 203 21/04/2021| Standard CFA £1,906.10 RTA Pre issue | 100.00% Yes Yes Yes £371.00 | £302.00 | £267.00 £228.00 25 Yes No N
JG 208 |27/04/2021| Standard CFA £2,018.10 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes No No £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 25 Yes No Y £258.87
G 243 16/05/2021| Standard CFA RTA Pre issue 25.00% No No No £325.00 | £295.00 | £255.00 £195.00 30 Yes No Y £224.00
CMLF 41 25/07/2021| Implied CFA Lite | £2,340.00 RTA Post issue | 25.00% No Yes Yes Yes £295.00 | £265.00 | £225.00 £195.00 100 No Yes Y £56.00
CMLF 11 Unknown Full Info CFA £1,809.70 RTA Pre issue 20.00% Yes Yes Yes Yes £409.00 | £367.00 | £329.00 £287.00 100 No No N
CMLF 120 Unknown | Express CFA Lite | £2,360.00 RTA Post issue | 35.00% No Yes Yes Yes £217.00 | £217.00 | £217.00 £217.00 50 No No Y £207.00
CMLF 185 Unknown | Implied CFA Lite | £6,372.00 RTA Pre issue 25.00% Yes Yes No Yes £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 £201.00 Unknown No No Y £291.00
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agreed or £3,000 but not more than but not more than
awarded £10,000 £15,000

]:I('eréal advocacy £500 £710 £1,070 £1,705

Full-featured EBook edlitor

Reviewing retainers

Our current guidance is set out in the following sections, which should be read in conjunction with each
other.

You should familiarise yourself with this whether or not assessing retainers is part of your role, as
it will help you to understand the information that we need from the client and why we need it.

Write eBooks for the Kindle

Data sheet

Retainers Data Sheet (read in conjuction with Guidance )

Q A Note

Firm Name

Client Name

CFA date

Work type RTA, EI/PL. Clin Neg, Other

Express CFA lite Y/N See Note 1

Implied CFA lite Y/N USE ACROBAT TO HIGHLIGHT ANY
RELEVANT PASSAGES WITH A COMMENT “CFA
LITE”

Express s.74(3) Y/N See Note 2

waiver

Agreed no CBA? Y/N Answer YES if the words “the parties

acknowledge and agree that this agreement is
not a contentious business agreement within
the terms of the Solicitors Act 1974” or
similar appear (usually under “Other Points” in
the CFA itself, but could be elsewhere

Refers to Fixed Y/N Answer YES if there is any reference at all to

Costs costs payable by the opponent in the event of a
win being calculated by reference to the fixed
costs rules

USE ACROBAT TO HIGHLIGHT THE PASSAGE
WITH A COMMENT “FIXED COSTS”

Full explanation of Y/N Answer YES if there is a sufficient explanation of

Fixed Costs the fixed rules for the client to understand the
amount (or range of amounts) that might be
payable by reference to the fixed costs rules
USE ACROBAT TO HIGHLIGHT THE PASSAGE
WITH A COMMENT “FIXED COSTS”

A rate If the retainer gives one rate for all, input the

B rate same rate for each fee earner. If it doesn’t

C rate specify rates by reference to A grade etc,

D rate translate them for the purpose of the database
by the generally accepted criteria here

Success fee % If staged, record the % for settlement before

proceedings are issued
Staged Y/N
Bespoke Risk Y/N Answer YES only if the risk assessment either


https://www.helpndoc.com/create-epub-ebooks
https://www.helpndoc.com/feature-tour/create-ebooks-for-amazon-kindle
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/solicitors-guideline-hourly-rates#national-1
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Assessment (a) refers to the particular risks of this case (a
generic risk assessment can be long winded but
still only record overall litigation risks for a
category of cases); look for specific accident
circumstances / evidential details, or (b) says
words to the effect of “this success fee is not
calculated by reference to risk, it is just what we
have to charge in order to make a profit”

The risk assessment will almost always be
recorded in the main body of the CFA at

Schedule 1
Notes Anything not recorded elsewhere that might
take this retainer out of the norm
ATE Policy Y/N Answer YES if an ATE policy was taken out
Cost of ATE Policy £ Full cost, including IPT
Commission Y/N Is the client informed that the solicitors receive
Declared any commission or other benefit as a result of

recommending the ATE policy?

ATE Provider

Introducer Y/N Is the client told that they were introduced via
a specified company?

Introducer Name

Introduction Fee £

Write eBooks for the Kindle

Guidance

Guidance Note for Interpreting Retainers and completing Data Sheet (this should be read in conjunction
with Data sheet)

Read all of the retainer documentation. A single sentence somewhere can render what might look like an
ordinary CFA an express or implied CFA lite, which is one of the most important issues (because if it is either
of those and 25% of compensation has been deducted then the client is likely to be entitled to a refund).

Always approach the CFA lite question with the principle of contra proferentem in mind i.e. if there are
terms which seem to contradict each other, the Court will apply the one that favours the client (so if the
retainer saysin terms “l am a CFA lite” but then, elsewhere, refers to payment of a shortfall of basic charges,
we can classify it as a CFA lite)

Don’t be swayed by whether or not we have previously been successful (or unsuccessful) on any given
retainer, because arguments on both sides have been developed. This assessment should be a legal
assessment of the documentation (as if this was the first time we have seen the retainer). The actual
outcome on a retainer is factored in separately.

Note 1 — Distinguishing an express CFA lite, an implied CFA lite, and a standard CFA

An express CFA lite is where the client is actively told, in such a way that it will bind the solicitor (and if
necessary applying contra proferentem), that the amount of basic charges that the client will have to pay is
limited to the amount recovered in respect of basic charges from the paying party, so that only the success
fee is actually payable by the client.

Often the CFA itself will not contain the crucial term, but it will be found elsewhere — in covering
correspondence, a guidance note, or buried deep in terms and conditions


https://www.helpndoc.com/feature-tour/create-ebooks-for-amazon-kindle
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Examples :

1. If we are acting for you on a Conditional Fee Agreement then you will not normally be responsible
to pay us any costs on top of what we recover on your behalf from the other side, other than the agreed
success fee

2. As long as you comply with the terms of the agreement you should not become liable to pay
anything (other than the success fee referred to above)
3. For the avoidance of any doubt if you win your case we will be able to recover our disbursements,

basic costs and the success fee from your opponent. You are responsible for our fees and expenses only to
the extent that these are recovered from the losing side.

4. If your claim relates to a road traffic accident, accident at work or any personal injury claim to which
the fixed recoverable costs rules apply we will limit our costs to those which are recoverable from
the opponent by virtue of those rules and the fixed recoverable scales which apply

5. If your claim is settled before proceedings are issued, for less than £10,000, our basic costs will be
£500; for claims up to £25,000 will be £800; plus 20% of the damages agreed up to £5,000; 15% of the
damages agreed between £5,001 and £10,000 and 10% of the damages agreed between £10,001 and
£25,000. These costs are fixed by the Civil Procedure Rules.

If you find a term similar to the above you can classify the retainer as a CFA lite and go no further on
this particular question (but do fill in all other questions)

An implied CFA lite is where the client is not expressly told that that the amount of basic charges that the
client will have to pay is limited to the amount recovered in respect of basic charges from the paying party
but where (either by omission or implication, looking at the retainer as a whole and if necessary applying
contra proferentem) it can be demonstrated that that was the intention, or that that was what the client
reasonably understood.

Examples :

1. If you win your claim you pay our basic charges, our disbursements and a success fee. We can seek
recovery of the basic charges and our disbursements from your opponent. The success fee remains payable
by you [the usual wording would be “......We can seek recovery of part or all of the basic charges”]

2. We will recover our basic charges from your opponent
3. We expect to recover the majority if not all of our basic charges from your opponent
4. Where the client is given an example of how the deduction might be calculated and the deduction

is referred to specifically as a success fee only [as opposed to e.g. shortfall plus success fee, or balance of
basic charges plus success fee]

If you find an example of this sort, you will need to scour the remaining documentation to ensure that it is
not specifically qualified or clarified elsewhere.

Anything else will be a standard CFA (so you will answer NO to both CFA questions)

N.B. the fact that it might be a standard CFA does not mean that we will not win. It just means that the
arguments will be slightly different and the risks will be higher.

Note 2 — Whether or not there is an express s.74(3) waiver

Look out for words along the following lines in the context of basic charges [some retainers include them
only in Schedule 1 to the CFA i.e. in the context of the success fee, in which case you should answer NO to
the question]. We are only concerned with purported waivers either specifically in the context of base costs
or in respect of the costs as a whole —

“You agree to us charging an amount of base costs higher than the amount that can be recovered and to
that extent you waive your rights under s.74(3) Solicitors Act 1974” and / or “CPR 46.9(3)(c)”
If they are present, answer YES



Belsner

Scenario (All)

Scenario Full 1 - Per Lavender J decision
Case Type Belsner

Future Losses? [N

End Stage '% of compensation '% of Generals / past losses

2 - Stage 2 5.84% 5.84%
Average 5.84% 5.84%
Scenario Full 2 - Per Contractual Terms

Case Type Belsner

Future Losses? [N

End Stage '% of compensation '% of Generals / past losses

2 - Stage 2 299.13% 299.13%

Average 299.13% 299.13%
3 - Per Contractual Terms (but

Scenario Full with an overall cap)

Case Type Belsner

Future Losses? [N

End Stage '% of compensation '% of Generals / past losses

2 - Stage 2 25.00% 25.00%

Average 25.00% 25.00%
4 - Per Contractual Terms, with
a "Herbert" reduction to

Scenario Full success fee

Case Type Belsner

Future Losses? [N

End Stage '% of compensation '% of Generals / past losses
2 - Stage 2 155.46% 155.46%
Average 155.46% 155.46%
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Modest Value - No Future Losses

Scenario Full 1 - Per Lavender J decision
Case Type Modest
Future Losses? N

End Stage '% of compensation '% of Generals / past losses

2-Stage 2 3.60% 3.60%

3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 13.68% 13.68%

3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 5.40% 5.40%

3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 7.20% 7.20%

3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 4.11% 4.11%

4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

allocation 7.78% 7.78%

4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listing 10.37%. 10.37%.

4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listed trial 13.16%. 13.16%.

5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 15.71% 15.71%

Average 9.00% 9.00%

Scenario Full 2 - Per Contractual Terms

Case Type Modest

Future Losses? N

End Stage '% of '% of / past losses

2 -Stage 2 216.00% 216.00%

3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 252.00% 252.00%

3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 300.00% 300.00%

3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 360.00% 360.00%

3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 195.43% 195.43%

4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

allocation 140.16% 140.16%

4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listing 158.88% 158.88%

4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listed trial 212.28% 212.28%

5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 315.24% 315.24%

Average 238.89% 238.89%
3 - Per Contractual Terms (but

Scenario Full with an overall cap)

Case Type Modest

Future Losses? N

End Stage '% of '% of / past losses

2 -Stage 2 25.00% 25.00%

3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 25.00% 25.00%

3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 25.00% 25.00%

3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 25.00% 25.00%

3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 25.00% 25.00%

4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

allocation 25.00% 25.00%

4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listing 25.00% 25.00%

4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listed trial 25.00% 25.00%

5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 25.00% 25.00%

Average 25.00% 25.00%

4 - Per Contractual Terms, with
a "Herbert" reduction to success

Scenario Full fee
Case Type Modest
Future Losses? N

End Stage '% of compensation '% of Generals / past losses
2-Stage 2 114.00% 114.00%
3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 129.60% 129.60%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 157.20% 157.20%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 186.60% 186.60%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 100.71% 100.71%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

allocation 58.56% 58.56%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listing 61.98% 61.98%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listed trial 84.78% 84.78%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 136.74% 136.74%
Average 114.46% 114.46%
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| '% of compensation

m'% of Generals / past losses

3.4 - Exits 4.1 - Exits 4.2 - Exits 4.3 - Exits 5 - Exits
protocol, o protocol, protocol, protocol, protocol,
issue issued, pre  issued, pre issued, pre issued, trial
allocation listing listed trial
m'% of compensation
W% of Generals / past losses
3.3-Stage3, 3.4- Exits 4.1~ Exits 4.2- Bxits 43-Exits  5-Exits protocol,
hearing  protocol, no issue protocol, issued, protocol, issued, protocol, issued, issued, trial

preallocation  prelisting  pre listed trial

W% of compensation

'% of Generals / past losses

2-Stage2

2-Stage2 3.2-Stage3,

3.1-Stage 3no
issue

3.1-Stage 3no
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issue no hearing

issue no hearing

3.4 - Exits 4.1 - Exits 4.2 - Exits 4.3 - Exits
protocol, no issue protocol, issued, protocol, issued, protocol, issued,
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5 - Exits protocol,
issued, trial

W% of compensation

m'% of Generals / past losses

33-Stage3,
hearing

3.4 - Exits 4.1 - Exits. 4.2 - Exits 4.3 - Exits
protocol, no issue protocol, issued, protocol, issued, protocol, issued,
pre allocation prelisting pre listed trial

5 - Exits protocol,
issued, trial



Modest Value with Future Losses

Scenario Full 1 - Per Lavender J decision
Case Type Modest
Future Losses? Y

End Stage '% of compensation '% of Generals / past losses

2-Stage 2 3.60% 9.00%

3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 10.00% 25.00%

3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 5.40% 13.50%.

3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 7.20% 18.00%

3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 4.11% 14.40%

4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

allocation 7.78% 19.44%

4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listing 10.00% 25.00%

4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listed trial 10.00% 25.00%

5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 10.00% 25.00%

Average 7.57% 19.37%

Scenario Full 2 - Per Contractual Terms

Case Type Modest

Future Losses? Y

End Stage '% of '% of / past losses

2 -Stage 2 216.00% 540.00%

3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 252.00% 630.00%

3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 300.00% 750.00%

3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 360.00% 900.00%

3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 195.43% 684.00%

4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

allocation 140.16% 350.40%

4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listing 158.88% 397.20%

4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listed trial 212.28% 530.70%

5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 315.24% 788.10%

Average 238.89% 618.93%
3 - Per Contractual Terms (but

Scenario Full with an overall cap)

Case Type Modest

Future Losses? Y

End Stage '% of '% of / past losses

2 -Stage 2 25.00% 62.50%

3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 25.00% 62.50%

3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 25.00% 62.50%

3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 25.00% 62.50%

3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 25.00% 87.50%

4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

allocation 25.00% 62.50%

4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listing 25.00% 62.50%

4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listed trial 25.00% 62.50%

5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 25.00% 62.50%

Average 25.00% 65.28%

4 - Per Contractual Terms, with
a "Herbert" reduction to success

Scenario Full fee
Case Type Modest
Future Losses? Y

End Stage '% of compensation '% of Generals / past losses
2-Stage 2 114.00% 285.00%
3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 129.60% 324.00%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 157.20% 393.00%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 186.60% 466.50%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 100.71% 352.50%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

allocation 58.56% 146.40%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listing 61.98% 154.95%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre

listed trial 84.78% 211.95%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 136.74% 341.85%
Average 114.46% 297.35%
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Higher Value - No Future Losses

Scenario Full 1- Per Lavender J decision
Case Type Higher
Future Losses? N
End Stage '% of p '% of Generals / past losses
2-Stage?2 0.96% 0.96%
3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 3.19% 3.19%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 3.19% 3.19%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1.56% 1.56%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2.92% 2.92%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 4.99% 4.99%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 5.86% 5.86%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 6.79% 6.79%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 8.07% 8.07%
Average 4.17% 4.17%
Scenario Full 2 - Per Contractual Terms
Case Type Higher
Future Losses? N
End Stage '% of p '% of Generals / past losses
2-Stage2 33.60% 33.60%
3.1-Stage 3 noissue 39.60% 39.60%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 47.60% 47.60%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 57.60% 57.60%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 32.56% 32.56%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 30.72% 30.72%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 36.96% 36.96%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 54.76% 54.76%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 86.20% 86.20%
Average 46.62% 46.62%
3 - Per Contractual Terms (but
Scenario Full with an overall cap)
Case Type Higher
Future Losses? N
End Stage '% of p '% of Generals / past losses
2 -Stage 2 25.00% 25.00%
3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 25.00% 25.00%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 25.00% 25.00%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 25.00% 25.00%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 25.00% 25.00%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 25.00% 25.00%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 25.00% 25.00%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 25.00% 25.00%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 25.00% 25.00%
Average 25.00% 25.00%
4 - Per Contractual Terms, with
a "Herbert" reduction to
Scenario Full success fee
Case Type Higher
Future Losses? N
End Stage '% of '% of Generals / past losses
2 - Stage 2 16.60% 16.60%
3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 19.20% 19.20%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 23.80% 23.80%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 28.70% 28.70%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 10.46% 10.46%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 3.52% 3.52%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 4.66% 4.66%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 12.26% 12.26%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 26.70% 26.70%
Average 16.21% 16.21%
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Higher Value with Future Losses

Scenario Full 1- Per Lavender J decision
Case Type Higher
Future Losses? Y
End Stage '% of p '% of Generals / past losses
2-Stage2 0.96% 2.88%
3.1-Stage 3 noissue 3.19% 9.58%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 3.19% 9.58%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1.56% 4.68%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2.92% 8.75%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 4.99% 14.98%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 8.28% 24.85%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 6.79% 20.36%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 8.07% 24.21%
Average 4.44% 13.32%
Scenario Full 2 - Per Contractual Terms
Case Type Higher
Future Losses? Y
End Stage '% of p '% of Generals / past losses
2-Stage?2 33.60% 100.80%
3.1-Stage 3 noissue 39.60% 118.80%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 47.60% 142.80%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 57.60% 172.80%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 32.56% 97.68%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 30.72% 92.16%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 36.96% 110.88%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 54.76% 164.28%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 86.20% 258.60%
Average 46.62% 139.87%
3 - Per Contractual Terms (but
Scenario Full with an overall cap)
Case Type Higher
Future Losses? Y
End Stage '% of p '% of Generals / past losses
2 - Stage 2 25.00% 75.00%
3.1-Stage 3 noissue 25.00% 75.00%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 25.00% 75.00%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 25.00% 75.00%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 25.00% 75.00%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 25.00% 75.00%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 25.00% 75.00%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 25.00% 75.00%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 25.00% 75.00%
Average 25.00% 75.00%
4 - Per Contractual Terms, with
a "Herbert" reduction to
Scenario Full success fee
Case Type Higher
Future Losses? Y
End Stage '% of '% of Generals / past losses
2 - Stage 2 16.60% 49.80%
3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 19.20% 57.60%
3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 23.80% 71.40%
3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 28.70% 86.10%
3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 10.46% 31.38%
4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 3.52% 10.56%
4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 4.66% 13.98%
4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 12.26% 36.78%
5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 26.70% 80.10%
Average 16.21% 48.63%
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Future Losses? End Stage Categt Scenario Compensation Generals / Past Future Financial Gross BPC SF% Gross SF Gross Total  Contractual / Gross FRC Claim less  Actually payz hle
Higher N 2 - Stage 2 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 960.00 15.0% 144.00 1,104.00 0% 960.00 144.00 1 0.96% 0.96%
Higher N 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 1,560.00 15.0% 234.00 1,794.00 0% 1,560.00 234.00 234.00 1.56% 1.56%
Higher Y 2 - Stage 2 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 960.00 15.0% 144.00 1,104.00 0% 960.00 144.00 144.00 0.96% 2.88%
Higher N 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 2,916.00 15.0% 437.40 3,353.40 0% 2,916.00 437.40 437.40 2.92% 2.92%
Higher N 3.1 - Stage 3 noissue 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 1,512.00 15.0% 226.80 1,738.80 0% 1,260.00 478.80 478.80 3.19% 3.19%
Higher N 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 1,512.00 15.0% 226.80 1,738.80 0% 1,260.00 478.80 478.80 3.19% 3.19%
Modest N 2 - Stage 2 1 1 2,500.00 2,500.00 600.00 15.0% 90.00 690.00 0% 600.00 90.00 90.00 3.60% 3.60%
Modest N 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 1 1 3,500.00 3,500.00 960.00 15.0% 144.00 1,104.00 0% 960.00 144.00 144.00 4.11% 4.11%
Higher Y 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 1,560.00 15.0% 234.00 1,794.00 0% 1,560.00 234.00 234.00 1.56% 4.68%
Higher N 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat| 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 4,992.00 15.0% 748.80 5,740.80 0% 4,992.00 748.80 748.80 4.99% 4.99%
Modest N 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 1 1 2,500.00 2,500.00 900.00 15.0% 135.00 1,035.00 0% 900.00 135.00 135.00 5.40% 5.40%
Belsner N 2 - Stage 2 1 1 1,542.00 1,542.00 0.00 600.00 15.0% 90.00 690.00 0% 600.00 90.00 90.00 5.84% 5.84%
Higher N 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 5,856.00 15.0% 878.40 6,734.40 0% 5,856.00 878.40 878.40 5.86% 5.86%
Higher N 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 6,786.00 15.0% 1,017.90 7,803.90 0% 6,786.00 1,017.90 1,017.90 6.79% 6.79%
Modest N 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1 1 2,500.00 2,500.00 1,200.00 15.0% 180.00 1,380.00 0% 1,200.00 180.00 180.00 7.20% 7.20%
Modest N 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat| 1 1 5,000.00 5,000.00 2,592.00 15.0% 388.80 2,980.80 0% 2,592.00 388.80 388.80 7.78% 7.78%
Higher N 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 2 1 15,000.00 15,000.00 8,070.00 15.0% 1,210.50 9,280.50 0% 8,070.00 1,210.50 1,210.50 8.07% 8.07%
Higher Y 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 2,916.00 15.0% 437.40 3,353.40 0% 2,916.00 437.40 437.40 2.92% 8.75%
Modest Y 2 - Stage 2 1 1 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 600.00 15.0% 90.00 690.00 0% 600.00 90.00 90.00 3.60% 9.00%
Higher Y 3.1 - Stage 3 noissue 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 1,512.00 15.0% 226.80 1,738.80 0% 1,260.00 478.80 478.80 3.19% 9.58%
Higher Y 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 1,512.00 15.0% 226.80 1,738.80 0% 1,260.00 478.80 478.80 3.19% 9.58%
Modest N 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 1 1 5,000.00 5,000.00 3,456.00 15.0% 518.40 3,974.40 0% 3,456.00 518.40 518.40 10.37% 10.37%
Modest N 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 1 1 5,000.00 5,000.00 4,386.00 15.0% 657.90 5,043.90 0% 4,386.00 657.90 657.90 13.16% 13.16%
Modest Y 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 1 1 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 900.00 15.0% 135.00 1,035.00 0% 900.00 135.00 135.00 5.40% 13.50%
Modest N 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 1 1 2,500.00 2,500.00 1,080.00 15.0% 162.00 1,242.00 0% 900.00 342.00 342.00 13.68% 13.68%
Modest Y 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 1 1 3,500.00 1,000.00 2,500.00 960.00 15.0% 144.00 1,104.00 0% 960.00 144.00 144.00 4.11% 14.40%
Higher Y 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 4,992.00 15.0% 748.80 5,740.80 0% 4,992.00 748.80 748.80 4.99% 14.98%
Modest N 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 1 1 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,238.00 15.0% 785.70 6,023.70 0% 5,238.00 785.70 785.70 15.71% 15.71%
Modest Y 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1 1 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 1,200.00 15.0% 180.00 1,380.00 0% 1,200.00 180.00 180.00 7.20% 18.00%
Modest Y 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat| 1 1 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 2,592.00 15.0% 388.80 2,980.80 0% 2,592.00 388.80 388.80 7.78% 19.44%
Higher Y 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 6,786.00 15.0% 1,017.90 7,803.90 0% 6,786.00 1,017.90 1,017.90 6.79% 20.36%
Higher Y 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 8,070.00 15.0% 1,210.50 9,280.50 0% 8,070.00 1,210.50 1,210.50 8.07% 24.21%
Higher Y 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 2 1 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 6,760.00 15.0% 338.40 7,098.40 0% 5,856.00 1,242.40 1,242.40 8.28% 24.85%
Modest Y 3.1 - Stage 3 noissue 1 1 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 1,080.00 15.0% 162.00 1,242.00 0% 900.00 342.00 250.00 10.00% 25.00%
Modest Y 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 1 1 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 3,456.00 15.0% 518.40 3,974.40 0% 3,456.00 518.40 500.00 10.00% 25.00%
Modest Y 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 1 1 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 4,386.00 15.0% 657.90 5,043.90 0% 4,386.00 657.90 500.00 10.00% 25.00%
Modest Y 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 1 1 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 5,238.00 15.0% 785.70 6,023.70 0% 5,238.00 785.70 500.00 10.00% 25.00%
Higher N 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat| 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 4,800.00 100.0% 4,800.00 9,600.00 0% 4,992.00 4,608.00 4,608.00 30.72% 30.72%
Higher N 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,900.00 100.0% 3,900.00 7,800.00 0% 2,916.00 4,884.00 4,884.00 32.56% 32.56%
Higher N 2 - Stage 2 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,000.00 100.0% 3,000.00 6,000.00 0% 960.00 5,040.00 5,040.00 33.60% 33.60%
Higher N 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 5,700.00 100.0% 5,700.00 11,400.00 0% 5,856.00 5,544.00 5,544.00 36.96% 36.96%
Higher N 3.1 - Stage 3 noissue 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,600.00 100.0% 3,600.00 7,200.00 0% 1,260.00 5,940.00 5,940.00 39.60% 39.60%
Higher N 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 4,200.00 100.0% 4,200.00 8,400.00 0% 1,260.00 7,140.00 7,140.00 47.60% 47.60%
Higher N 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 7,500.00 100.0% 7,500.00 15,000.00 0% 6,786.00 8,214.00 8,214.00 54.76% 54.76%
Higher N 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 5,100.00 100.0% 5,100.00 10,200.00 0% 1,560.00 8,640.00 8,640.00 57.60% 57.60%
Higher N 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 2 2 15,000.00 15,000.00 10,500.00 100.0% 10,500.00 21,000.00 0% 8,070.00 12,930.00 12,930.00 86.20% 86.20%
Higher Y 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 4,800.00 100.0% 4,800.00 9,600.00 0% 4,992.00 4,608.00 4,608.00 30.72% 92.16%
Higher Y 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,900.00 100.0% 3,900.00 7,800.00 0% 2,916.00 4,884.00 4,884.00 32.56% 97.68%
Higher Y 2 - Stage 2 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,000.00 100.0% 3,000.00 6,000.00 0% 960.00 5,040.00 5,040.00 33.60% 100.80%
Higher Y 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 5,700.00 100.0% 5,700.00 11,400.00 0% 5,856.00 5,544.00 5,544.00 36.96% 110.88%
Higher Y 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,600.00 100.0% 3,600.00 7,200.00 0% 1,260.00 5,940.00 5,940.00 39.60% 118.80%
Modest N 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat| 1 2 5,000.00 5,000.00 4,800.00 100.0% 4,800.00 9,600.00 0% 2,592.00 7,008.00 7,008.00 140.16% 140.16%
Higher Y 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 4,200.00 100.0% 4,200.00 8,400.00 0% 1,260.00 7,140.00 7,140.00 47.60% 142.80%
Modest N 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 1 2 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,700.00 100.0% 5,700.00 11,400.00 0% 3,456.00 7,944.00 7,944.00 158.88% 158.88%
Higher Y 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 7,500.00 100.0% 7,500.00 15,000.00 0% 6,786.00 8,214.00 8,214.00 54.76% 164.28%
Higher Y 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 5,100.00 100.0% 5,100.00 10,200.00 0% 1,560.00 8,640.00 8,640.00 57.60% 172.80%
Modest N 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 1 2 3,500.00 3,500.00 3,900.00 100.0% 3,900.00 7,800.00 0% 960.00 6,840.00 6,840.00 195.43% 195.43%
Modest N 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 1 2 5,000.00 5,000.00 7,500.00 100.0% 7,500.00 15,000.00 0% 4,386.00 10,614.00 10,614.00 212.28% 212.28%
Modest N 2 - Stage 2 1 2 2,500.00 2,500.00 3,000.00 100.0% 3,000.00 6,000.00 0% 600.00 5,400.00 5,400.00 216.00% 216.00%
Modest N 3.1 - Stage 3 noissue 1 2 2,500.00 2,500.00 3,600.00 100.0% 3,600.00 7,200.00 0% 900.00 6,300.00 6,300.00 252.00% 252.00%
Higher Y 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 2 2 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 10,500.00 100.0% 10,500.00 21,000.00 0% 8,070.00 12,930.00 12,930.00 86.20% 258.60%
Belsner N 2 - Stage 2 1 2 1,542.00 1,542.00 0.00 2,606.28 100.0% 2,606.28 5,212.56 0% 600.00 4,612.56 4,612.56 299.13% 299.13%
Modest N 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 1 2 2,500.00 2,500.00 4,200.00 100.0% 4,200.00 8,400.00 0% 900.00 7,500.00 7,500.00 300.00% 300.00%
Modest N 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 1 2 5,000.00 5,000.00 10,500.00 100.0% 10,500.00 21,000.00 0% 5,238.00 15,762.00 15,762.00 315.24% 315.24%
Modest Y 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 1 2 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 4,800.00 100.0% 4,800.00 9,600.00 0% 2,592.00 7,008.00 7,008.00 140.16% 350.40%
Modest N 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1 2 2,500.00 2,500.00 5,100.00 100.0% 5,100.00 10,200.00 0% 1,200.00 9,000.00 9,000.00 360.00% 360.00%
Modest Y 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 1 2 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 5,700.00 100.0% 5,700.00 11,400.00 0% 3,456.00 7,944.00 7,944.00 158.88% 397.20%
Modest Y 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 1 2 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 7,500.00 100.0% 7,500.00 15,000.00 0% 4,386.00 10,614.00 10,614.00 212.28% 530.70%
Modest Y 2 - Stage 2 1 2 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 3,000.00 100.0% 3,000.00 6,000.00 0% 600.00 5,400.00 5,400.00 216.00% 540.00%
Modest Y 3.1 - Stage 3 noissue 1 2 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 3,600.00 100.0% 3,600.00 7,200.00 0% 900.00 6,300.00 6,300.00 252.00% 630.00%
Modest Y 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 1 2 3,500.00 1,000.00 2,500.00 3,900.00 100.0% 3,900.00 7,800.00 0% 960.00 6,840.00 6,840.00 195.43% 684.00%
Modest Y 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 1 2 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 4,200.00 100.0% 4,200.00 8,400.00 0% 900.00 7,500.00 7,500.00 300.00% 750.00%




Modest Y 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 1 2 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 10,500.00 100.0% 10,500.00 21,000.00 0% 5,238.00 15,762.00 15,7620Q| .~ A315.24% 788.10%
Modest Y 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1 2 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 5,100.00 100.0% 5,100.00 10,200.00 0% 1,200.00 9,000.00 B,DDII. O A360.00% 900.00%
Belsner N 2 - Stage 2 1 3 1,542.00 1,542.00 0.00 2,606.28 100.0% 2,606.28 5,212.56 25% 600.00 4,612.56 385.50 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 2 - Stage 2 1 3 2,500.00 2,500.00 3,000.00 100.0% 3,000.00 6,000.00 25% 600.00 5,400.00 625.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 2 - Stage 2 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,000.00 100.0% 3,000.00 6,000.00 25% 960.00 5,040.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 1 3 2,500.00 2,500.00 3,600.00 100.0% 3,600.00 7,200.00 25% 900.00 6,300.00 625.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,600.00 100.0% 3,600.00 7,200.00 25% 1,260.00 5,940.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 1 3 2,500.00 2,500.00 4,200.00 100.0% 4,200.00 8,400.00 25% 900.00 7,500.00 625.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 4,200.00 100.0% 4,200.00 8,400.00 25% 1,260.00 7,140.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1 3 2,500.00 2,500.00 5,100.00 100.0% 5,100.00 10,200.00 25% 1,200.00 9,000.00 625.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 5,100.00 100.0% 5,100.00 10,200.00 25% 1,560.00 8,640.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 1 3 3,500.00 3,500.00 3,900.00 100.0% 3,900.00 7,800.00 25% 960.00 6,840.00 875.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,900.00 100.0% 3,900.00 7,800.00 25% 2,916.00 4,884.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 1 3 5,000.00 5,000.00 4,800.00 100.0% 4,800.00 9,600.00 25% 2,592.00 7,008.00 1,250.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 4,800.00 100.0% 4,800.00 9,600.00 25% 4,992.00 4,608.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 1 3 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,700.00 100.0% 5,700.00 11,400.00 25% 3,456.00 7,944.00 1,250.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 5,700.00 100.0% 5,700.00 11,400.00 25% 5,856.00 5,544.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 1 3 5,000.00 5,000.00 7,500.00 100.0% 7,500.00 15,000.00 25% 4,386.00 10,614.00 1,250.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 7,500.00 100.0% 7,500.00 15,000.00 25% 6,786.00 8,214.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest N 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 1 3 5,000.00 5,000.00 10,500.00 100.0% 10,500.00 21,000.00 25% 5,238.00 15,762.00 1,250.00 25.00% 25.00%
Higher N 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 2 3 15,000.00 15,000.00 10,500.00 100.0% 10,500.00 21,000.00 25% 8,070.00 12,930.00 3,750.00 25.00% 25.00%
Modest Y 2 - Stage 2 1 3 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 3,000.00 100.0% 3,000.00 6,000.00 25% 600.00 5,400.00 625.00 25.00% 62.50%
Modest Y 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 1 3 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 3,600.00 100.0% 3,600.00 7,200.00 25% 900.00 6,300.00 625.00 25.00% 62.50%
Modest Y 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 1 3 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 4,200.00 100.0% 4,200.00 8,400.00 25% 900.00 7,500.00 625.00 25.00% 62.50%
Modest Y 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1 3 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 5,100.00 100.0% 5,100.00 10,200.00 25% 1,200.00 9,000.00 625.00 25.00% 62.50%
Modest Y 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 1 3 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 4,800.00 100.0% 4,800.00 9,600.00 25% 2,592.00 7,008.00 1,250.00 25.00% 62.50%
Modest Y 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 1 3 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 5,700.00 100.0% 5,700.00 11,400.00 25% 3,456.00 7,944.00 1,250.00 25.00% 62.50%
Modest Y 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 1 3 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 7,500.00 100.0% 7,500.00 15,000.00 25% 4,386.00 10,614.00 1,250.00 25.00% 62.50%
Modest Y 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 1 3 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 10,500.00 100.0% 10,500.00 21,000.00 25% 5,238.00 15,762.00 1,250.00 25.00% 62.50%
Higher Y 2 - Stage 2 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,000.00 100.0% 3,000.00 6,000.00 25% 960.00 5,040.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Higher Y 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,600.00 100.0% 3,600.00 7,200.00 25% 1,260.00 5,940.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Higher Y 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 4,200.00 100.0% 4,200.00 8,400.00 25% 1,260.00 7,140.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Higher Y 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 5,100.00 100.0% 5,100.00 10,200.00 25% 1,560.00 8,640.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Higher Y 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,900.00 100.0% 3,900.00 7,800.00 25% 2,916.00 4,884.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Higher Y 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 4,800.00 100.0% 4,800.00 9,600.00 25% 4,992.00 4,608.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Higher Y 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 5,700.00 100.0% 5,700.00 11,400.00 25% 5,856.00 5,544.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Higher Y 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 7,500.00 100.0% 7,500.00 15,000.00 25% 6,786.00 8,214.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Higher Y 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 2 3 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 10,500.00 100.0% 10,500.00 21,000.00 25% 8,070.00 12,930.00 3,750.00 25.00% 75.00%
Modest Y 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 1 3 3,500.00 1,000.00 2,500.00 3,900.00 100.0% 3,900.00 7,800.00 25% 960.00 6,840.00 875.00 25.00% 87.50%
Higher N 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 4,800.00 15.0% 720.00 5,520.00 0% 4,992.00 528.00 528.00 3.52% 3.52%
Higher N 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 5,700.00 15.0% 855.00 6,555.00 0% 5,856.00 699.00 699.00 4.66% 4.66%
Higher N 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,900.00 15.0% 585.00 4,485.00 0% 2,916.00 1,569.00 1,569.00 10.46% 10.46%
Higher Y 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 4,800.00 15.0% 720.00 5,520.00 0% 4,992.00 528.00 528.00 3.52% 10.56%
Higher N 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 7,500.00 15.0% 1,125.00 8,625.00 0% 6,786.00 1,839.00 1,839.00 12.26% 12.26%
Higher Y 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 5,700.00 15.0% 855.00 6,555.00 0% 5,856.00 699.00 699.00 4.66% 13.98%
Higher N 2 - Stage 2 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,000.00 15.0% 450.00 3,450.00 0% 960.00 2,490.00 2,490.00 16.60% 16.60%
Higher N 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,600.00 15.0% 540.00 4,140.00 0% 1,260.00 2,880.00 2,880.00 19.20% 19.20%
Higher N 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 4,200.00 15.0% 630.00 4,830.00 0% 1,260.00 3,570.00 3,570.00 23.80% 23.80%
Higher N 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 10,500.00 15.0% 1,575.00 12,075.00 0% 8,070.00 4,005.00 4,005.00 26.70% 26.70%
Higher N 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 2 4 15,000.00 15,000.00 5,100.00 15.0% 765.00 5,865.00 0% 1,560.00 4,305.00 4,305.00 28.70% 28.70%
Higher Y 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,900.00 15.0% 585.00 4,485.00 0% 2,916.00 1,569.00 1,569.00 10.46% 31.38%
Higher Y 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 7,500.00 15.0% 1,125.00 8,625.00 0% 6,786.00 1,839.00 1,839.00 12.26% 36.78%
Higher Y 2 - Stage 2 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,000.00 15.0% 450.00 3,450.00 0% 960.00 2,490.00 2,490.00 16.60% 49.80%
Higher Y 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 3,600.00 15.0% 540.00 4,140.00 0% 1,260.00 2,880.00 2,880.00 19.20% 57.60%
Modest N 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat 1 4 5,000.00 5,000.00 4,800.00 15.0% 720.00 5,520.00 0% 2,592.00 2,928.00 2,928.00 58.56% 58.56%
Modest N 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 1 4 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,700.00 15.0% 855.00 6,555.00 0% 3,456.00 3,099.00 3,099.00 61.98% 61.98%
Higher Y 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 4,200.00 15.0% 630.00 4,830.00 0% 1,260.00 3,570.00 3,570.00 23.80% 71.40%
Higher Y 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 10,500.00 15.0% 1,575.00 12,075.00 0% 8,070.00 4,005.00 4,005.00 26.70% 80.10%
Modest N 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 1 4 5,000.00 5,000.00 7,500.00 15.0% 1,125.00 8,625.00 0% 4,386.00 4,239.00 4,239.00 84.78% 84.78%
Higher Y 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 2 4 15,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 5,100.00 15.0% 765.00 5,865.00 0% 1,560.00 4,305.00 4,305.00 28.70% 86.10%
Modest N 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 1 4 3,500.00 3,500.00 3,900.00 15.0% 585.00 4,485.00 0% 960.00 3,525.00 3,525.00 100.71% 100.71%
Modest N 2 - Stage 2 1 4 2,500.00 2,500.00 3,000.00 15.0% 450.00 3,450.00 0% 600.00 2,850.00 2,850.00 114.00% 114.00%
Modest N 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 1 4 2,500.00 2,500.00 3,600.00 15.0% 540.00 4,140.00 0% 900.00 3,240.00 3,240.00 129.60% 129.60%
Modest N 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 1 4 5,000.00 5,000.00 10,500.00 15.0% 1,575.00 12,075.00 0% 5,238.00 6,837.00 6,837.00 136.74% 136.74%
Modest Y 4.1 - Exits protocol, issued, pre allocat| 1 4 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 4,800.00 15.0% 720.00 5,520.00 0% 2,592.00 2,928.00 2,928.00 58.56% 146.40%
Modest Y 4.2 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 1 4 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 5,700.00 15.0% 855.00 6,555.00 0% 3,456.00 3,099.00 3,099.00 61.98% 154.95%
Belsner N 2 - Stage 2 1 4 1,542.00 1,542.00 0.00 2,606.28 15.0% 390.94 2,997.22 0% 600.00 2,397.22 2,397.22 155.46% 155.46%
Modest N 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 1 4 2,500.00 2,500.00 4,200.00 15.0% 630.00 4,830.00 0% 900.00 3,930.00 3,930.00 157.20% 157.20%
Modest N 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 1 4 2,500.00 2,500.00 5,100.00 15.0% 765.00 5,865.00 0% 1,200.00 4,665.00 4,665.00 186.60% 186.60%
Modest Y 4.3 - Exits protocol, issued, pre listed { 1 4 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 7,500.00 15.0% 1,125.00 8,625.00 0% 4,386.00 4,239.00 4,239.00 84.78% 211.95%
Modest Y 2 - Stage 2 1 4 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 3,000.00 15.0% 450.00 3,450.00 0% 600.00 2,850.00 2,850.00 114.00% 285.00%
Modest Y 3.1 - Stage 3 no issue 1 4 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 3,600.00 15.0% 540.00 4,140.00 0% 900.00 3,240.00 3,240.00 129.60% 324.00%
Modest Y 5 - Exits protocol, issued, trial 1 4 5,000.00 2,000.00 3,000.00 10,500.00 15.0% 1,575.00 12,075.00 0% 5,238.00 6,837.00 6,837.00 136.74% 341.85%




Modest Y 3.4 - Exits protocol, no issue 4 3,500.00 1,000.00 2,500.00 3,900.00 15.0% 585.00 4,485.00 0% 960.00 3,525.00 3,520 A100.71% 352.50%
Modest Y 3.2 - Stage 3, issue no hearing 4 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 4,200.00 15.0% 630.00 4,830.00 0% 900.00 3,930.00 3,93d) “157.20% 393.00%
Modest Y 3.3 - Stage 3, hearing 4 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,500.00 5,100.00 15.0% 765.00 5,865.00 0% 1,200.00 4,665.00 4,665.00 186.60% 466.50%
Average 61.51% 110.13%
Min 0.96% 0.96%
Max 360.00% 900.00%
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Variables
End Stages BPC Scenarios
2 Stage 2 2500 1 Per Lavender J decision
3.1 Stage 3 noissue 3000 2 Per Contractual Terms
3.2 Stage 3, issue no hearing 3500 3 Per Contractual Terms (but with an overall cap)
3.3 Stage 3, hearing 4250 4 Per Contractual Terms, with a "Herbert" reduction to success fee
3.4 Exits protocol, no issue 3250
4.1 Exits protocol, issued, pre allocation 4000
4.2 Exits protocol, issued, pre listing 4750
4.3 Exits protocol, issued, pre listed trial 6250
5 Exits protocol, issued, trial 8750

Contractual cap 25.00%
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	1. This is an appeal by the Defendant solicitors (HH) from decisions of DJ Bellamy dated 28 April 2017 and 1 June 2017 whereby he:
	(i) on assessment of HH’s bill of costs in respect of the Claimant (Ms Herbert)’s personal injury claim reduced the success fee under the conditional fee agreement (CFA) from 100% to 15%;
	(ii) approved a Cash Account in terms which treated payment of Ms Herbert’s ATE insurance premium as a solicitor’s disbursement;
	(iii) in ordering HH to pay the costs of the assessment, refused to inquire further into HH’s contention that the retainer of Ms Herbert’s new solicitors JG Solicitors Ltd (JG) was tainted by illegality and unenforceable.
	2. Permission to appeal was granted by a combination of DJ Bellamy and Langstaff J.
	3. Ms Herbert’s claim arose from a road traffic accident (RTA) on 15 October 2015, when the car she was driving was struck from behind by a bus. On 17 March 2016 she and HH entered a CFA which provided that if successful in the claim she would pay HH ...
	4. As to the success fee, the CFA set this at the statutory maximum of 100%, subject to the maximum of 25% of the total amount of general damages for pain suffering loss of amenity (PSLA) and damages for past financial loss. These maxima reflected Art...
	5. As to the ATE premium, HH’s letter of the same date (17.3.16) had enclosed an ‘Insurance Information Fact Sheet’. That document referred to the Qualified One Way Costs Shifting (QWOCS) regime and the loss of protection in the specified events. Unde...
	‘If you do not have suitable alternative funding as detailed above then we will take out an insurance policy with Centron Insurance…
	…The insurance policy costs £349 and will be deducted from your damages at the conclusion of the claim as well as up to 25% of your damages. If you do not inform us otherwise, a policy will be taken out if you do not have suitable alternative legal fu...
	…We only deal with Centron Insurance for Legal Insurance Policies but we are not contractually obliged to conduct business in this way. You are free not to take out an insurance policy with Centron or choose your own insurance policy however we must a...
	You are taking this insurance policy out without the firm having conducted a fair analysis of the market. We have researched legal protection insurance policies generally and found Centron policies to be reasonably priced given their high level of pro...
	…We believe that a contract of insurance with Centron Insurance is appropriate because..’, then citing a list of factors including ‘The premium reflects the category of risk’.
	6. The document provided for the client (Ms Herbert)’s signature after confirmation that she had read and understood the above and that ‘I am aware that if I do not have the appropriate cover in place for this accident [HH] will proceed to take out an...
	7. The claim was submitted via the RTA portal on or about the same date. An internal HH review note dated 26 April 2016 considered Ms Herbert’s completed accident questionnaire and under ‘prospects’ concluded that the claim ‘…enjoys reasonable prospec...
	8. The proceedings were issued in the County Court on 23 August 2016, claiming damages for a whiplash injury and consequential loss.
	9. By letter dated 3 September 2016 the defendant’s insurers made a Part 36 offer of £3400, together with costs as agreed or assessed, in full and final settlement of the claim.
	10. By letter to Ms Herbert dated 6 September 2016 HH advised that she should accept the offer; and that if she did so the total deductions would be £1178.21, comprising ‘Contribution towards our Costs (25% of damages) £829.21’ and ‘ATE Insurance poli...
	11. Details of the costs incurred were enclosed in an invoice (not a request for payment) dated 6 September 2016. This was in the total of £6175.84 comprising ‘costs 22.10 hrs at £118  £4795.70; VAT £959.40; and ‘Disbursements (expenses incurred on yo...
	12. On about 19 September 2016 Ms Herbert accepted the offer. By letter dated 3 October 2016 she received the net sum of £2221.79. HH subsequently delivered two bills, namely the previous invoice (6.9.16) totalling £6175.84 and invoice no. 173761 (26....
	13. Ms Herbert subsequently instructed her present solicitors, JG. On 10 November 2016 HH supplied JG with its file of papers. By letter to HH dated 30 November 2016 JG challenged HH’s costs, in particular contending that HH had failed to conduct a ri...
	Assessment of success fee
	14. The present claim for an assessment of the two bills was issued by JG. By order dated 14 February 2017 there was to be a ‘paper assessment’ limited to the amount of the success fee, pursuant to s.70(6) Solicitors Act 1974.
	15. The post-LASPO CPR provisions for a solicitor-client assessment are in CPR 46.9. As far as material these provide:
	(3) Subject to paragraph (2), costs are to be assessed on the indemnity basis but are to be presumed
	(a) to have been reasonably incurred if they were incurred with the express or implied approval of the client;
	(b) to be reasonable in amount if their amount was expressly or impliedly approved by the client;
	(c) to have been unreasonably incurred if
	(i) they are of an unusual nature or amount; and
	(ii) the solicitor did not tell the client that as a result the costs might not be recovered from the other party.
	(4) Where the court is considering a percentage increase on the application of the client, the court will have regard to all the relevant factors as they reasonably appeared to the solicitor or counsel when the conditional fee agreement was entered in...
	16. In support of its position, HH submitted a witness statement from its Mr Craig Ralph dated 20 March 2017. This explained that its pre-LASPO practice in personal injury litigation was to limit the costs payable by the client to the sums recovered f...
	17. This all changed with LASPO and the loss of the ability to recover success fees from the paying party. In order to continue as a business it had become necessary to restructure the charges to clients in order to cover overheads and make a profit. ...
	‘6. As a firm, we considered that the easiest and most transparent way was to make a solicitor own client charge, by way of a success fee which the client could pay out of damages. The success fee would be based on the basic costs that we actually rec...
	7. We considered that clients would readily understand that method in principle, and we also thought it was fair, as the client’s interests would be protected by the statutory cap on deductions from certain categories of damages of 25%. An individual ...
	8. Conversely, charging the client an increased hourly rate, or requiring the client to pay hourly rates when only fixed costs were going to be recovered in many cases, seemed to us to be more cumbersome, result in the hardest fought and most difficul...
	9. I can say that the model we have adopted, is that opted for by most of our competitors. It is routine that solicitors now make a solicitor client charge in the form of a success fee: I also know that many of our competitors charge success fees in ...
	10. The success fee in this case is a contractually agreed fee, with the quantified fee of 100% (with the 25% maximum limit capping her liability) specifically agreed between the Claimant and this firm. I have no doubt that the Claimant was fully awar...
	18. Critically, Mr Ralph did not accept the proposition that the size of the success fee must be calculated according to the risk in the particular case (para.11). In return for the success fee the client obtained “… A number of valuable benefits incl...
	19. By his judgment dated 28 April 2017 the Judge agreed with HH that CPR 46.9(4) cannot be read as a ‘stand alone’ and that 46.9 must be read as a whole; and held that CPR 46.9 ‘places the burden on the client to prove the charges are unreasonable. I...
	20. As to those presumptions: ‘12. Where I part company with the Defendant’s submissions on this point is what constitutes unusual nature or amount. It is clear from the file of papers disclosed that the solicitors had little or no direct contact with...
	21. As to 46.9(4), he accepted that the proper interpretation of ‘the relevant factors as they reasonably appeared to the solicitor’ imposed a ‘subjective gloss’ upon the sub-rule.
	22. Turning to Mr Ralph’s explanation of his approach to charging the Judge stated: ‘I do not accept as a starting point that a Defendant has to charge clients fees simply to ensure overheads and a reasonable level of profit are made. Furthermore, the...
	23. He concluded : ‘15. I do not accept that any of those relevant factors are sufficient in addition to the circumstances of the case, the nature of the claim, and the evidence from the Claimant to justify an uplift of 100%. It is difficult to see in...
	Appeal on success fee
	24. On behalf of HH, Mr Andrew Hogan rests the challenge on a number of points of principle concerning the interpretation of CPR 46.9.
	25. First, freedom of contract. That principle was given particular expression in 46.9(3)(a) and (b) which raise presumptions that costs in their nature and/or amount have been reasonably incurred if they had the express or implied approval of the cli...
	26. Mr Hogan acknowledged that in Macdougall v. Boote Edgar Esterkin [2001] 1 Costs LR 118, a case on the similar provisions of RSC Order 62 rule 15(2), Holland J stated that approval means ‘informed approval’, adding ‘To rely on the Applicants’ appro...
	27. As to 46.9(3)(c), Mr Hogan accepted that an irrecoverable success fee could be regarded as a cost of an ‘unusual nature or amount’, but here the retainer made it clear that this could not be recovered from the other party. Accordingly this presump...
	28. In support of these contentions he also contrasted the regime which preceded LASPO, i.e. before 1 April 2013.
	29. At that time a solicitor-client assessment was governed by CPR 48.8 and PD 48. CPR 48.8(2) contained similar presumptions to the present 46.9(3). As to CFAs, 48.8(3) provided: ‘Where the court is considering a percentage increase, whether on the a...
	30. PD 48 then provided that:
	‘54.6  Where the client applies to the court to reduce the percentage increase which the solicitor has charged the client under the conditional fee agreement, the client must set out in his application notice : (a) the reasons why the percentage incre...
	54.7  The factors relevant to assessing the percentage increase include (a) the risk that the circumstances in which the fees or expenses would be payable might not occur; (b) the disadvantages relating to the absence of payment on account; (c) whethe...
	54.8  When the court is considering the factors to be taken into account, it will have regard to the circumstances as they reasonably appeared to the solicitor or counsel when the conditional fee agreement was entered into.’
	31. The non-exhaustive list of relevant factors identified at PD48 para. 54.7 was not replicated in CPR 46.9(4) or any Practice Direction relating to the LASPO regime. Mr Hogan submitted that this was a deliberate and material change. Furthermore Parl...
	32. Under the pre-LASPO regime, the maximum percentage increase was set at 100% : Conditional Fee Agreements Order 2000 (SI 2000/823) Article 4. However this was subject to an assessment of what was reasonable in the circumstances, including the degre...
	33. The Conditional Fee Agreements Regulations 2000 (SI 2000/692) in turn required that a CFA must specify the reasons for setting the success fee at the stated level (Reg.3(1)(a)); and must provide that the increase ceases to be payable, unless other...
	34. By contrast, LASPO removed any liability of the losing party to pay any part of the success fee; but provided protection for the client in the form of the maximum 100% success fee (2013 Order, Article 3), subject to a ‘cap’, in personal injury pro...
	35. Thus under the LASPO regime the factor of risk in the individual case necessarily formed no part of the inter partes assessment; and there was equally no basis for that factor to be taken into account on the solicitor-client assessment. The client...
	36. CPR 46.9(4) provided a residual discretion where a client had been actively misled or if obviously irrelevant or irrational factors had been taken into account. As an example of the latter, he cited a differential percentage based on ethnicity.
	37. Turning to Mr Ralph’s witness statement, this set out the relevant factors as they reasonably appeared to him. He had not taken account of any irrelevant or irrational factors and accordingly there was no basis to interfere.
	38. Turning to the judgment, the District Judge had gone into error in paragraph 12 when he had twice referred to the absence of a risk assessment. This wrongly involved a presumption that there should be a risk assessment in each individual case. The...
	39. Mr Hogan accepted that, if he was wrong on this central point, his criticism of the decision must fall away. The Judge’s assessment of the risk at 15%, in this rear end collision case, was ‘in the ballpark’ and not itself open to challenge.
	40. For the reasons largely elaborated by Mr Simpson, I do not accept these contentions.
	41. Dealing first with the presumptions in CPR 46.9(3)(a) and (b), I do not accept that the ‘approval’ of the client is satisfied by the mere fact of the client’s consent to the relevant type or amount of cost to be incurred. The language of ‘approval...
	42. Secondly, I do not accept that the requirement of approval is directed only at cases where the client has been misled by the solicitor. That happened to be the circumstance in Macdougall, but there is nothing in the language of CPR 46.9 which so r...
	43. Thirdly, I do not accept that the LASPO changes had the effect of removing risk assessment as a relevant factor when considering the success fee percentage increase on a solicitor-client assessment. Whilst LASPO excluded the success fee from the i...
	44. When the costs judge is faced with the client’s application under 46.9(4) for a reduction of the percentage increase, I can see no good reason for the risk in the individual case to be excluded as a relevant factor. On the contrary it is likely to...
	45. Accordingly and in any event I do not accept that the removal of the PD 48 list of relevant factors had the effect of excluding the assessment as a relevant factor under the successor to CPR 48.8(3), namely 46.9(4); nor as a matter relevant to app...
	46. Like the Judge, I accept that 46.9(4) is not free-standing and that CPR 46.9 must be read as a whole. Thus if a client applies for a reduction in the success fee, he may be met by evidence that he gave his informed approval to the percentage ident...
	47. Putting the point another way, if and insofar as HH took no account of the risk in the individual case and provided for a 100% uplift (subject to the 25% cap) in all cases by reason of its particular post-LASPO business model, I consider that info...
	48. In any event the suggested irrelevance of a risk assessment is at odds with HH’s own documents relating to this case. Thus its ‘Insurance Information Fact Sheet’ stated that ATE insurance was appropriate because of a list of factors which included...
	49. In the absence of any such informed approval by Ms Herbert I see no basis for the application of either presumption (a) or (b). I do not consider that presumption (c) arises, since Ms Herbert was advised that the uplift would not be recoverable fr...
	50. The presumptions not arising, it was for the Judge to assess the reasonableness of the success fee in the particular case. He rightly held that the risk in the individual case was a relevant factor and rejected the arguments based on HH’s business...
	Appeal on ATE premium
	51. The second ground of appeal relates to the ATE premium. Although the point arises by an indirect procedural route, the central question is whether, as the Judge held in his second judgment, the premium was to be classified as a ‘solicitor’s disbur...
	52. The appeal includes a challenge to the procedure which was followed by the Judge. It is therefore necessary to set out the procedural history in a little detail. CPR 46 PD para. 6.19 provides that ‘After the detailed assessment hearing is conclude...
	53. In JG’s submission on the success fee issue (27.3.17), it noted that the parties had provided the Court with two competing versions of the appropriate cash account. HH’s version included its disbursement of £349 for the ATE premium. This item was ...
	54. HH’s submissions of the same date did not deal with the point, doubtless because the preliminary issue related only to the success fee.
	55. Having given judgment on that issue (27.4.17) the Judge invited written submissions on costs. JG’s submissions (2.5.17) also reiterated its point on the ATE premium and the cash account. HH’s submissions (4.5.17) did not respond to that point; nor...
	56. Having given his judgment on costs, the Judge dealt with the ATE premium/cash account point as follows: ‘Finally the Claimant [has] asked that I deal with the cash account as the final step in the assessment process. I agree that the ATE premium s...
	Procedural challenge
	57. The first ground of appeal is that it was procedurally improper for the Judge to deal with this point when it had not been previously identified as an issue in the assessment. I do not agree. The issue was squarely raised by JG’s submissions of 27...
	58. I turn to the substantive questions of (i) whether the ATE premium is a solicitor’s disbursement and (ii) in any event, whether it should have been excluded from the cash account.
	Solicitor’s disbursement
	59. In support of HH’s contention that the ATE premium was not a ‘solicitor’s disbursement’, Mr Hogan points first to Friston on Civil Costs: Law and Practice (2nd ed) which describes these as those payments which a solicitor is bound either by law or...
	60. This reflects the decision in In re Remnant (1849) 11 Beav. 603 where, having taken advice from the Taxing Masters, Lord Langdale MR concluded that ‘It appears to me, that it is the practice of solicitors, who may have to pay or advance money on b...
	61. Subsequent authorities have referred to Lord Langdale’s ‘first rule’ (payments made in pursuance of the solicitor’s professional duty) and ‘second rule’ (payments sanctioned by custom).
	Client’s disbursements
	62. Friston contrasts ‘Client’s disbursements’ as ‘…a sum of money paid by the client (either personally, or by some other person acting on his behalf) for services of provisions pertaining to the litigation. An example would be where the client had a...
	63. Friston continues ‘Thus, a payment made by a solicitor on behalf of a client will not become a disbursement merely by reason of it being paid by the solicitor rather than the client. Where the solicitor is not bound by law or custom to make it, a ...
	64. In In re Blair & Girling [1906] 2 KB 131, Vaughan Williams LJ identified the distinction as whether the relevant payment ‘…has been made by the solicitors in their professional character as solicitors, or whether it has been made by them as agents...
	65. Mr Hogan then cited s.29 of the Access to Justice Act 1999 which provided, before its repeal by LASPO : ‘Where in any proceedings a costs order is made in favour of any party who has taken out an insurance policy against the risk of incurring a li...
	66. Mr Hogan submitted that the ATE premium was payable pursuant to the client’s contract with insurers, as distinct from the solicitor’s retainer.  In consequence it was not payable by the solicitor pursuant to his professional duty as solicitor. Fur...
	67. Mr Simpson’s central response was that the premium was an inextricable part of the overall CFA funding package offered by solicitors to their prospective clients for such litigation. Its payment fell within both of the rules in In re Remnant. It w...
	68. In reply, Mr Hogan acknowledged that under the pre-LASPO regime ATE premiums were commonly included as disbursements in solicitor’s bills. However this was only because of s.29 which gave such premiums the status of items of costs. Even if that pr...
	69. I prefer Mr Simpson’s submissions. In my judgment the purchase of ATE insurance cover is an inextricable part of the package which the solicitor provides to the client in such litigation and which HH provided Ms Herbert in this case. The fact that...
	70. This typical arrangement is reflected in the retainer letter and CFA terms in the present case. The Insurance Information Fact Sheet provided to the client identified the proposed ATE insurance and premium and advised that it would be paid at the ...
	71. I do not accept that s.29 assists HH. The question of whether an item of costs is recoverable inter partes is distinct from the question of whether it constitutes a solicitor’s disbursement as between solicitor and client.
	72. My conclusion is that this payment of the premium falls within the first rule in In re Remnant, namely as a sum paid by HH ‘… in pursuance of the professional duty undertaken by the solicitor, and which he is bound to perform’. I do not accept tha...
	73. I also consider that the evidence and case law demonstrate a clear and established custom to that effect, within Lord Langdale’s second rule. There is no reason to conclude that there was a change in that custom (as opposed to a change in respect ...
	Cash Account
	74. The definition of a cash account is provided by PD 46 at paragraph 6.6(b), namely ‘...a cash account showing money received by the solicitor to the credit of the client and sums paid out of that money on behalf of the client but not payments out w...
	75. Cook on Costs (para.2.12), to which the Judge referred, explains that the purpose of the cash account is ‘…so that the court can see the whole picture between the solicitor and the client. In effect the account deals with money expended by the sol...
	76. In the light of his conclusion that the ATE premium was a solicitor’s disbursement the District Judge approved JG’s version of the cash account which excluded that sum; and thus left a balance in favour of Ms Herbert in the sum of £349.
	77. Mr Hogan submits that this is wrong and that classification of the item as a solicitor’s disbursement does not have the consequence that the item should be removed from the cash account. A cash account is simply a matter of arithmetic and no more ...
	78. In support he points to the SRA Accounts Rules 2011 which provide under Rule 29  :
	‘29.3 If separate designated client accounts are used: (a) a combined cash account must be kept in order to show the total amount held in separate designated client accounts;…
	29.4 All dealings with office money relating to any client matter, or to any trust matter, must be appropriately recorded in an office cash account and on the office side of the appropriate client ledger account’.
	79. The wrongful effect of the Judge’s order was that there remained a credit balance in favour of Ms Herbert in the sum of £349. Thus HH was required to pay her a sum which had been paid out on her behalf to ATE insurers.
	80. Mr Hogan submitted that the client’s remedy for wrongly deducted sums is a claim for fraud or professional negligence or, ‘more prosaically’, an application to the Court under s.68 of the Solicitors Act 1974 for the delivery of a bill of costs whi...
	81. Mr Simpson in response referred to In re Remnant and Cook on Costs (cited above); and to Hurst on Civil Costs (5th ed.) which states ‘The cash account should not contain disbursements which belong in the delivered bill’ : para.11-010. Since the AT...
	82. I again prefer Mr Simpson’s submissions. I consider the Judge’s decision to be supported by the definition of a cash account in PD46 para.6.6(b), the observations in In re Remnant and the commentary in the cited text books. I do not accept that th...
	83. If a payment by a solicitor is properly to be classified as a solicitor’s disbursement, it should be contained in his bill of costs and thus be amenable to the s.70 process of solicitor-client assessment. The effect of allowing the solicitor to in...
	84. Equally, it is no answer to leave the client to a remedy against the solicitor in fraud or professional negligence. Nor does the s.68 power to order delivery of a bill permit the Court to determine the particular contents of the bill to be deliver...
	85. My conclusion is that the Judge was right to approve the cash account in the version which excluded the ATE premium, a solicitor’s disbursement.
	Costs : illegality
	86. The final ground of appeal, as revised in oral submissions, is that the Judge erred in the way he dealt with HH’s argument that JG’s claim for the costs of the success fee issue was vitiated by illegality relating to the formation of JG’s retainer...
	87. HH’s skeleton argument of 27.3.17 and its submissions on costs dated 4.5.17 pointed to Mr Ralph’s witness statement in which he referred to a number of cases where former clients had retained JG to challenge its bill of costs. He expressed concern...
	88. Mr Green responded with submissions, signed by him and dated 2.5.17, in which he stated that it was ‘simply untrue’ that he had a list of clients who were being cold called. This applied both generally and in respect of the identified client. He s...
	89. The Judge responded to this issue as follows: ‘The Defendant suggests the court should investigate the conduct of the Claimant’s solicitor and in particular how he came to act for the Claimant. The allegation is one of professional misconduct and ...
	90. In support of his argument that the Judge should have ordered witness statements, Mr Hogan cited the SRA Code at Rule 8.3 that ‘you do not make unsolicited approaches in person or by telephone to members of the public in order to publicise your fi...
	91. In my judgment there is no basis for criticism of the Judge’s decision on this point, nor therefore of his consequent costs order. Mr Ralph’s evidence of cold-calling was based on no more than cautiously phrased evidence that he ‘had been made awa...
	92. For all these reasons this appeal must be dismissed.
	93.
	Hanley

	1. The issue in these appeals is whether the Court, under the inherent jurisdiction over its officers and/or s. 68 Solicitors Act 1974, has the power to order a solicitor to make and supply to his client (or former client) copies of documents which ar...
	2. By Orders in each action the subject of these appeals, the costs judge held that the answer was no. There are decisions to the contrary in two other recent cases:  Swain v. J C & A Ltd [2018] EWHC B3 (Costs) (Master Brown); and the Northern Ireland...
	3. Section 68 falls within Part III of the Act which is headed ‘Remuneration of Solicitors’. It provides as material ‘(1) The jurisdiction of the High Court to make orders for the delivery by a solicitor of a bill of costs, and for the delivery up of,...
	4. Section 70 makes provision, on application by the party chargeable therewith, for an order for assessment of the solicitor’s bill by the Court.
	5. In each case that the appellant clients retained the respondent solicitors in relation to the recovery of compensation for injuries sustained in a road traffic accident. The retainer was on the terms of a CFA entered after the commencement of the L...
	6. In each case the appellants subsequently instructed fresh solicitors (JG Solicitors Ltd (JG)) for the initial purpose of obtaining advice on whether to exercise their right to a detailed assessment of the solicitors’ fees pursuant to s.70.
	7. By letter dated 28 March 2017 JG, on behalf of the appellant Mr Hanley, requested delivery up by his former solicitors (JC&A) of a complete file of papers. For that purpose they offered to pay copying charges of 25p per page for those documents whi...
	8. By letter dated 15 May 2017 JG, on behalf of the appellants Green/Mughal/Mughal/Edwards, requested delivery up by their former solicitors (SGI Legal) of their complete file. JG complied in respect of documents belonging to their former clients but ...
	9. By Claim Forms respectively issued 14 and 12 November 2017 in each action, the appellants sought ‘… an Order pursuant to s.68 Solicitors Act 1974 and/or the inherent jurisdiction of the High Court over solicitors/ s.7(9) Data Protection Act 1998 fo...
	10. In each case the attached ‘Details of Claim’ claimed entitlement (‘subject to reasonable copying charges’) to copies of documents in a number of listed categories to which they asserted no proprietary right. They comprised ‘(i) Any electronic comm...
	11. The claims under the Data Protection Act were not pursued at the hearings of the applications. By that time the claimants in the Green action had offered to pay photocopying charges at 15p per page.
	12. The applications were each heard on 6 December 2017 : the Hanley action in a telephone hearing before Master James in the morning; the Green action in the afternoon before Master Leonard. As in these appeals, Ms Emma Hynes appeared for the applica...
	The decision in the Hanley action
	13. By her skeleton argument Miss Hynes had limited the application to copies of (i) all letters addressed by the solicitors to Mr Hanley (ii) all ‘funding documents’;  and three other categories which are not pursued in this appeal. The relevant fund...
	14. As to authorities, the submissions of Counsel focussed on In re Thompson (1855) 20 Beav 544 (Sir John Romilly MR), In re Wheatcroft (1877) 6 Ch D 97 (Sir George Jessel MR) and the Northern Ireland decision in Taggart.
	15. As to the need for a copy of the CFA, Miss Hynes further relied on CPR PD46 para. 6.4 which in respect of s.70 applications includes the requirement that : ‘The application must be accompanied by the bill or bills in respect of which assessment is...
	16. In her reserved judgment (19 December 2017) Master James concluded that the English decisions provided no authority for the proposition that the inherent jurisdiction permitted orders in respect of documents over which the solicitors (but not the ...
	The decision in the Green action
	17. At the hearing before Master Leonard, Miss Hynes confined the application to three categories of documents, namely copies of: funding documents; all correspondence sent to the claimants; all invoices created during the currency of the retainer. As...
	18. In addition to the decisions in Thompson, Wheatcroft and Taggart, Miss Hynes submitted that the language of s.68 (in particular ‘or otherwise in relation to’ and ‘any documents’) further demonstrated the wide scope of the inherent jurisdiction.
	19. In his judgment Master Leonard concluded in particular that there was no such entitlement. In particular (i) in disagreement with Taggart, Thompson and Wheatcroft provided no such authority (paras.28, 31-2, 38); (ii) the claim was inconsistent wit...
	Submissions on appeal
	20. As a preliminary matter, Miss Hynes wished to resile from the concession made in the Green application. The correct position was that the Court had the discretion to order the making and supply of copies of solicitors’ working papers etc., on paym...
	Section 68
	21. Miss Hynes’ starting point in the appeal is s.68. This must be read in its context of Part III of the Solicitors Act 1974 which makes provision for the Court to oversee and regulate solicitors’ remuneration; a supervisory jurisdiction which arises...
	22. The language of s.68, in particular the words ‘or otherwise in relation to’ and ‘any document’ demonstrated the breadth of the Court’s discretionary power. Thus it drew no distinction as to the type of document in the solicitor’s ‘possession, cust...
	23. On behalf of the respondent solicitors, Mr Robert Marven QC submitted that the words ‘or otherwise in relation to’ related to ‘delivery up’ not ‘documents’. In any event, s.68 was simply recording the inherent jurisdiction and extending it to case...
	Authorities
	24. The decisions in Thompson and Wheatcroft are central to the dispute. In each case the prevailing statutory provision was s.37 Solicitors Act 1843. Neither party suggests that the relevant part of that section was in materially different terms.
	Thompson
	25. In that case the client (Mrs Lowe) had paid the bill of her solicitor (Mr Thompson) and retained new solicitors. Mr Thompson handed over certain documents admittedly belonging to Mrs Lowe, but refused to deliver up other documents in which he clai...
	26. Sir John Romilly MR held that (i) the documents in the first category belonged to Mrs Lowe. They had been received by Mr Thompson as her agent and she was therefore entitled to their delivery up; (ii) the documents in the second category belonged ...
	27. Although the point was apparently not in issue, the Master of the Rolls indicated that in respect of a third category of documents (letters from Mrs Lowe to Mr Thompson) ‘… my impression is that the solicitor would be entitled to retain them’. The...
	28. Miss Hynes submitted that the ratio of this decision was that under its inherent jurisdiction the Court had the discretion to order the solicitor to make and supply copies of documents which belonged to him, provided that the client was willing to...
	29. Mr Marven responded that the issue in Thompson was the ownership of the documents. The court having determined that the documents in the second category belonged to the solicitor not the client, there was no jurisdiction to make any orders against...
	Wheatcroft,
	30. In Wheatcroft the applicant was the personal representative of a deceased testator. She had retained Mr Wheatcroft as solicitor for the administration of the estate. Having paid his bill of costs, she retained new solicitors. Mr Wheatcroft handed ...
	31. The short report records the decision of Sir George Jessel MR as that : ‘…the solicitor was entitled to retain the letters from the client and copies of his own letters in his letter-book, as such letters and copies were his own property.’ (p.98).
	32. Miss Hynes submitted that, in respect of the ‘letter-book’, the issue was whether Mr Wheatcroft could retain the copies which he had made for his own protection and benefit. In contrast with the present era of cheap and simple photocopying/printin...
	33. Mr Marven responded that the decision demonstrated that the client’s ownership of the documents was critical to the availability of the jurisdiction. The client having failed to do so, the order had to be refused. The decision in Thompson was expr...
	Taggart
	34. In this case the plaintiff mortgagees sought delivery up of files held by their former solicitors relating to 28 properties. Four categories of documents remained in dispute. The claim was under the inherent jurisdiction and/or the provisions of N...
	35. The Judge (Deeny J) referred to the statement in Halsbury’s Laws of England, (5th ed., Vol.66, para. 583) under the heading ‘Ownership and use of documents’ that :  ‘Documents coming into existence in the course of business transacted under a reta...
	36. As to the first category of disputed documents (‘ Correspondences between the Defendant and the Plaintiffs’), he said that ‘As a general principle it seems to me that the client should be entitled to ask for copies of this correspondence, if it ha...
	37. The Judge distinguished Wheatcroft on the basis that it concerned the solicitor’s own letter-book which was his own property. However ‘… That does not preclude the plaintiff whose records are incomplete from asking to have copies of the correspond...
	38. The Judge would have been inclined to the same conclusion in respect of copies of pre-completion searches, if the solicitors had these in their possession [8]. As to the costs of the task, the solicitors were entitled to be paid for their time in ...
	39. Miss Hynes submits that this decision is on all fours with the present case and the true ratio of Wheatcroft. She points to the same potential uncertainty as to whether the clients have a full set of correspondence, which can only be met by inspec...
	Swain
	40. Miss Hynes likewise relied on the decision of Master Brown in Swain. This concerned a road traffic claim with a CFA post-dating LASPO, in circumstances very similar to the present appeals. Following a detailed consideration of s.68 and the authori...
	41. In particular (i) the Court had the power in the course of a s.70 assessment to order the inspection of relevant documents held by the solicitors. This was commonly ordered before preparation of Points of Dispute; and was not limited to documents ...
	Leicestershire CC/Chantrey Martin
	42. As to ownership, Miss Hynes does not dispute the general proposition that working papers prepared by professionals for their own assistance in carrying out expert work on behalf of the client are the property of the professional, not of the client...
	43. Miss Hynes also acknowledged that the Law Society’s Practice Note (21 March 2017) ‘Who owns the file?’ reflects the importance of the issue of ownership and relied on these authorities for that purpose. The Note includes : ‘Should you receive a re...
	44. The Practice Note then lists categories of documents generally falling within one or other of those two categories. These include documents prepared for the firm’s own benefit or protection, e.g. file copies of letters written to the client. This ...
	45. However Miss Hynes submitted that all this was subject to the discretion of the Court under the inherent jurisdiction as identified in s.68. The existence of such a discretion was supported by the Law Society’s letter of 28 June 2018 (i.e. post-da...
	46. Turning to those further authorities, in Horsfall the attorney delivered up the deeds and original documents, but not the drafts and copies thereof, for all of which the client (Horsfall) had paid. The Court ordered delivery up of the drafts and c...
	47. In Holdsworth, a cestui que trust of the marriage settlement (Holdsworth) sought delivery up by the attorney (Callow) of his draft of the marriage settlement, the charges for which he (Holdsworth) had paid. The application was opposed on the basis...
	48. Miss Hynes submitted that this supported the existence of a discretion to order the making and supply of copies where ownership by the client could not be established. Mr Marven submitted that the distinguishing feature from the present appeals is...
	Crocker
	49. Miss Hynes further relies on the decision of Clauson J (as he then was) in In re Crocker [1936] 1 Ch. 696. That case is cited in Halsbury’s Laws, 5th ed., Vol.66 para. 556, headed ‘Jurisdiction to order delivery up of papers’, for the proposition ...
	50. That case arose from civil litigation concerning a road traffic accident. The solicitors (Crocker) conducted the defence of the second defendant driver (Groom), but were instructed through his insurers. Apparently without Groom’s knowledge, Crocke...
	51. At the hearing, Groom’s Counsel did not press the application for delivery up and sought the alternative order. This was opposed by Crocker on the principal basis that the documents belonged to the insurance company. Crocker claimed neither owners...
	52. The insurance policy terms gave the insurers ‘absolute conduct and control’ of proceedings against the insured driver. The Judge rejected the argument that this constituted authority from Groom for the insurers ‘to interfere with the ordinary righ...
	53. Miss Hynes submits that this squarely supports the existence of the discretion for which the appellants contend. Mr Marven submits that Crocker is again distinguishable. The issue in the present case did not arise, because the solicitors  were not...
	Richards Butler
	54. In Richards Butler v. Hansen [2002] EWHC 1730 (QB) the client’s application under the CPR for specific disclosure and inspection was rejected on the particular facts. In the alternative the client claimed entitlement to delivery up of the document...
	55. Miss Hynes submitted that this should not be followed, pointing to the absence of any reference to authority and the short terms of the decision. Mr Marven submitted that it correctly identified the essential ingredient of ownership.
	Section 70
	56. Miss Hynes also drew an analogy with authority on the underlying rationale of the necessary ingredients of a ‘statute bill’ fit for assessment under s.70. In Ralph Hume Garry v. Gwillim, Ward LJ held that the test was ‘…not whether the bill on its...
	CPR 31.16
	57. Miss Hynes submitted that Master Leonard was wrong to consider that an order for the supply of copies would be at odds with CPR 31.16. The rule had no bearing on the jurisdiction under s.68 which was a free-standing power to require the delivery o...
	58. Mr Marven agreed that the inherent jurisdiction was distinct; but it was not a form of pre-action disclosure of documents belonging to the solicitor. There was no halfway house between a claim for delivery up etc. under the inherent jurisdiction i...
	Scope of inherent jurisdiction over solicitors
	59. Mr Marven further submitted that the inherent jurisdiction of the Court to supervise its officers is essentially disciplinary and to prevent dishonourable conduct. Thus the jurisdiction is essentially ‘punitive and disciplinary’ in nature: see e.g...
	Conclusions
	60. In my judgment the Court has no jurisdiction to make orders under the inherent jurisdiction and/or s.68 in respect of documents which are the property of the solicitor.
	61. First, as a matter of principle, an order for delivery up or otherwise in relation to property belonging to another must have an explicit legal basis.
	62. Secondly, the powers referred to in s.68 are derived from the inherent jurisdiction, not the statute itself. The section simply extends the reach of the jurisdiction to cases in which no business has been done in the High Court. It reflects, with ...
	63. Thirdly, the decisions relied on by the appellants in my judgment provide no authority for their central proposition that the Court has a discretion under the inherent jurisdiction to order delivery up or make other orders in respect of documents ...
	64. As to Horsfall and Holdsworth, in neither case was the disputed document the property of the solicitor. On the contrary, in each case the application succeeded because the client had paid for its preparation : see also Chantrey Martin at p.293.
	65. As to Thompson, the underlying fact was that Mr Thompson had offered to supply copies of his documents on terms as to payment. That offer was unacceptable to Mrs Lowe. Asserting ownership in each of the two disputed categories, she claimed deliver...
	66. As to Wheatcroft, Counsel for the solicitor resisted the application on the basis that the documents were the property of the solicitor, and the authority of Thompson. Brief as is the report, the Master of the Rolls evidently rejected the applicat...
	67.  I do not accept that these authorities are merely reflective of an age when copying was a major task, nor that the decision in Wheatcroft is authority only for the protection of the solicitor’s only record of documents. If the document and its co...
	68. The importance of ownership is further confirmed by the decisions of the Court of Appeal in Leicestershire CC and Chantrey Martin. The distinction between the categories of documents which belong to the client and to the professional is long estab...
	69. As to Crocker the present issue did not arise because there was no assertion by the respondent solicitors that the documents were their property. This doubtless explains the absence of citation of Thompson or Wheatcroft. In my judgment the decisio...
	70. As to Richards Butler, Hart J’s brisk dismissal of the s.68 application was rightly founded on the issue of ownership; and is supported by the earlier authorities.
	71. Fourthly, the critical requirement of ownership cannot be overcome by reference to the language of s.68; the overall purpose of Part III of the Solicitors Act 1974; analogy with CPR 31.16 or with the Court’s powers on a s.70 application or with th...
	72. It follows that I respectfully disagree with the decisions of Deeny J in Taggart and of Master Brown in Swain to the contrary effect; and thus with the proposition in the Law Society’s letter of 28 June 2018 that there is a discretionary power und...
	73. In reaching this conclusion on the appeals, I readily acknowledge the practical considerations and implications identified by the Court in Taggart and Swain. However I do not think that these can defeat the principle of ownership.
	74. All that said, it does not follow that solicitors should in all circumstances press their legal rights to the limit, nor that they can necessarily do so with impunity. To take one example, a refusal to comply with a former client’s request for a c...
	75. However on the issue of principle and for the reasons given, these appeals must be dismissed. I record my gratitude to Master Haworth for his assistance in sitting with me as an assessor. The content of the judgment is of course my own.
	76.
	Parvez

	1. The Appellant/Claimant Miss Annie Parvez (AP) appeals with the permission of District Judge Bellamy against his Order dated 24 March 2017 whereby he dismissed her claim against the Respondent/Defendant (ME), her former solicitors, for assessment of...
	2. By new solicitors JG Solicitors Ltd (JG) she contended that a ‘statute bill’ (to use the colloquial expression) dated 28 June 2016 in the sum of £1505.25 was delivered by ME to her on 3 October 2016 in respect of professional services rendered unde...
	3. By his judgment dated 24 March 2017 the Judge held that the June bill was not a statute bill and had not been delivered to AP. That was sufficient to dispose of the claim, which was duly dismissed : judgment para.10.
	4. However, having heard full argument, the Judge went on to consider three other issues:
	(1) whether a further document from ME dated 31 August 2016 (the ‘August bill’) constituted a statute bill within the meaning of s.70; if so,
	(2) whether there were ‘special circumstances’ within the meaning of s.70(3) such as to justify an order for assessment of the August bill;
	(3) whether, pursuant to s.70(6), any detailed assessment could be limited to the elements of the bill concerning the success fee and the ATE insurance premium.
	The Judge in effect answered those questions ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘no’.
	5. In granting permission to appeal the Judge’s reasons extended into the issues raised by the August bill but made no reference to the issue of ‘delivery’ of the June bill which had been sufficient to defeat the claim. The grounds of appeal include t...
	6. However, as the Judge recognised, the ‘August bill’ formed no part of the claim: see the Claim Form which identified the bill to be assessed as: ‘Invoice number: SG 134662 dated 28th June 2016 and delivered on 3rd October 2016 in the sum of £1505.2...
	7. In these circumstances it was necessary, at the outset of the hearing of the appeal, to be clear as to its proper ambit. It is important to remember that an appeal is against the order(s) made by the Judge below, i.e. against the ‘result(s)’ of the...
	8. By its first and critical paragraph the Order under appeal simply provides that ‘Judgment, as attached is formally handed down’. However, as already noted, the Judge made clear in the attached Judgment that his adverse conclusions in respect of the...
	9. Accordingly I concluded that the appeal was confined to the grounds relating to the dismissal of the pleaded claim in respect of the June bill. The submissions of Counsel were thus focussed on:
	(1) whether the June bill constituted a ‘statute bill’; if so,
	(2) whether it had been delivered to AP;
	– in each case within the meaning of s.70.
	10. Section 70 provides as material:
	‘(1) Where before the expiration of one month from the delivery of a solicitor’s bill an application is made by the party chargeable with the bill, the High Court shall, without requiring any sum to be paid into court, order that the bill be assessed ...
	(2) where no such application is made before the expiration of the period mentioned in subsection (1) then, on an application being made by the solicitor or, subject to subsections (3) and (4) by the party chargeable with the bill, the court may on su...
	(3) Where an application under subsection (2) is made by the party chargeable with the bill – (a) after the expiration of 12 months from the delivery of the bill, or (b) after a judgment has been obtained for the recovery of the costs covered by the b...
	11. Thus if AP is correct that the June bill was a statute bill delivered on 3 October 2016, 4 days before the issue of the claim, s.70(1) entitles her to an order for assessment.
	Narrative
	12. AP suffered a road traffic accident on 23 February 2016. When stationary at traffic lights her car was struck from behind by another vehicle.
	13. On 7 March 2016 she entered a CFA with ME. The retainer provided for a success fee of 100%, capped at 25% of damages recovered, and for an ATE insurance policy to be taken out at her option. That option was exercised. The CFA provided for these co...
	14. Settlement with third party insurers was agreed in the total sum of £2100. By letter to AP dated 28 June 2016 ME confirmed this and advised that, after deduction of the success fee (£525 (inc.VAT)) and ATE premium (£164.25) she would receive the n...
	15. On 18 August 2016 JG was instructed by AP and on that date asked ME to supply its file of papers. ME did so by 22 August 2016.
	16. Amongst the papers in the file was a document dated 28 June 2016 headed ‘Bill of Costs’. The sub-heading of that document stated ‘For our Professional Services acting on your behalf in the recovery of damages’. The ‘Total Bill’ was £1505.25. It co...
	17. This document had not previously been supplied to AP. It had not been referred to in ME’s letter to her of the same date (28 June 2016) which had confirmed the settlement terms, nor did ME make any reference to that document when supplying the fil...
	18. As will be seen, this contention was rightly not pursued in the course of oral submissions on the appeal but was replaced by an argument that AP was entitled to elect to treat it as having been delivered; and that she had made such election on or ...
	19. By letter of 22 August 2016 JG advised ME that it had now reviewed the file ‘in detail’. It continued: ‘It appears that a final statute bill was never delivered to Miss Parvez in spite of the fact that deductions were made from her damages’ and re...
	20. By letters to AP and JG dated 31 August 2016 ME enclosed what was described as a ‘bill of costs in relation our professional charges’. This is the ‘August bill’.
	21. This document was headed ‘Breakdown of Claimant’s Costs dated 5th July 2016’, included a narrative of work done and identified profit costs and disbursements in the total sum of £6461.95 inclusive of VAT. Above the signature on behalf of ME was a ...
	22. By reply of the same date (31 August 2016) JG stated: ‘We note that the Claimant’s final statute bill was delivered to the Claimant (via this firm) on 31st August 2016’ and gave notice of intention to seek a s.70 assessment. Over the following ten...
	23. ME responded in detail by letter dated 15 September 2016 to which JG replied on 20 September 2016.
	24. By further letter dated 23 September 2016 JG advised that it was preparing to issue s.70 proceedings. The letter’s heading began ‘Statute Bill Request’. However it made no reference to the ‘August bill’ but stated ‘As you have received costs from ...
	It is accepted by JG that the reference to ‘Mr Methven’ is an evident error.
	25. By further letter dated 26 September 2016 JG changed course and for the first time contended that the ‘June bill’ was a final statute bill. Thus: ‘We note that in fact a final statute bill has already been created which is dated 28th June 2016, yo...
	26. By reply to this correspondence dated 29 September 2016 ME stated that it had on 31 August 2016, and pursuant to JG’s request, delivered a statute bill, i.e. the ‘August bill’; that JG had acknowledged such delivery; and that it had no intention o...
	27. By letter to ME dated 6 October 2016, JG noted that ‘we have not been able to settle this matter amicably’ and continued : ‘We have therefore triggered a solicitor/own client assessment of the Claimant’s bill of costs’ and attached a copy of the u...
	The District Judge’s judgment
	28. The Judge noted AP/JG’s submission that the June bill was the statute bill and that it had been ‘effectively delivered when it was contained within the Claimant’s file of papers and that once a receipt and payment account had been supplied  (pursu...
	29. He then noted ME’s response that ‘The June bill was an internal document, placed on the file and was never delivered (sent) to the Claimant nor was it ever intended to be the case’; and its reliance on Kingstons Solicitors v. Reiss Solicitors [201...
	30. Dealing first with the issue of ‘delivery’, the Judge concluded that ‘… I cannot accept that simply including the June bill in a file of papers sent on request to the Claimant’s solicitors can constitute delivery of a bill to the Claimant. In my j...
	31. As to whether it was a statute bill, the Judge accepted that the decision of the Court of Appeal in Kingstons was authority for the stated proposition : para.9.  He concluded that ‘I have found the June bill has not been delivered and as such is n...
	AP’s submissions
	32. The grounds of appeal, drafted by the Costs Draftsman who appeared below, are diffuse and wide-ranging. In his carefully focussed oral submissions Counsel for AP, Mr Robin Dunne, rightly did not pursue the previous contentions that ME had delivere...
	33. Mr Dunne based his appeal on three central propositions.
	First, that the June bill was capable of being a statute bill upon delivery.
	Secondly, that by virtue of the Solicitors Accounts Rules it was incumbent on ME to deliver that bill.
	Thirdly, in circumstances where a solicitor fails to comply with that obligation but the bill otherwise comes into the possession of the client, the client may elect to treat it as having been delivered.
	Mr Dunne submits that AP made that election upon receipt of the ‘breakdown of receipts and payments’, containing its further information, on or about 3 October 2016.
	34. Expressed in those terms, I did not understand the first stage of the argument to be in dispute. (At this stage I defer the distinct issue of whether a document which has not been sent to the client as a demand for payment can constitute a bill of...
	35. The second stage of the argument depends on the Solicitors Accounts Rules which provide:
	‘17.2  If you properly require payment of your fees from money held for a client or trust in a client account, you must first give or send a bill of costs, or other written notification of the costs incurred, to the client or the paying party.
	17.3 Once you have complied with rule 17.2 above, the money earmarked for costs becomes office money and must be transferred out of the client account within 14 days.’
	Mr Dunne also pointed to :
	‘…29.15 You must keep readily accessible a central record or file of copies of:
	(a) all bills given or sent by you (other than those relating entirely to activities not regulated by the SRA); and
	(b) all other written notifications of costs given or sent by you  (other than those relating entirely to activities not regulated by the SRA).’
	and Guidance note (x) :  ‘The rules do not require a bill of costs for an agreed fee, although your VAT position may mean that in practice a bill is needed. If there is no bill, the written evidence of the agreement must be filed as a written notifica...
	36. The June bill had been raised on the same date (28 June) as the letter to the client which notified the deduction of the success fee and ATE premium. In breach of rule 17.2 the bill had not been given or sent to the client before the money was tra...
	37. The final stage of the argument depended on whether or not the bill had come into the client’s possession. If the client learned that the solicitor had created such a bill, but the document had not come into his possession, the client could not el...
	38. Conversely, if a client came into possession of the bill (as here, when the file was passed over in August 2016) she was entitled, at her election, to treat it as delivered.
	39. In order to illustrate the practical consequence of refusing such entitlement Mr Dunne produced a comparative analysis (not before the District Judge) which showed the disparity between the June and August bills. These showed, e.g., a VAT element ...
	40. AP’s right of election to treat as delivered a bill which was in her possession was consistent with the scheme of ss. 69 and 70 of the Solicitors Act. Those sections were dealing with two different situations.
	41. Section 69 set out conditions for the recovery by a solicitor of his costs. It imposed strict requirements as to signature and delivery of the bill. In the absence of compliance the solicitor’s claim must fail. As to delivery, s.69(2C) required th...
	‘(a) …to the party to be charged with the bill personally,
	(b) …to that party by being sent to him by post to, or left for him at, his place of business, dwelling-house or last known place of abode, or
	(c) …to that party – (i) by [electronic or other means] and that person has indicated to the person making the delivery his willingness to accept delivery of a bill sent in the form and manner used.’
	42. By contrast, s.70 did not contain such specific requirements. This demonstrated that there was room for a wider definition of ‘delivery’ in the circumstances of a client’s application for assessment of a bill.
	43. The argument was supported by analogous authorities. In Ex p d’Aragon 3 TLR 815 the Court of Appeal had held that the clients were entitled to a taxation of a bill of costs in their possession notwithstanding that the solicitors had not signed the...
	44. The cash account/breakdown supplied with ME’s letter of 29 September completed the picture and showed that the August bill was not the true bill. At that point AP had elected to treat the June bill in her possession as having been delivered.
	ME response
	45. In response, Mr Marven first submitted that the new argument was  inconsistent with the decision of the Court of Appeal in Kingstons Solicitors v Reiss Solicitors. This supported the proposition that a document was not a bill unless it was sent to...
	46. Thus the question of whether a document constituted a statute bill could not be isolated from the question of what was done with it. In this case there had evidently been no demand for payment.
	47. As to delivery, the essential fallacy in AP’s case was that the client was entitled to point to a document and require it to be delivered as a bill of costs. The client could not do so; nor therefore could she elect to treat an undelivered bill as...
	48. Section 68 concerned the jurisdiction of the court to order the solicitor to deliver ‘a bill of costs’ to the client. The court was not empowered to order a particular document to be delivered as ‘the bill’ : cf. the power in the same section to o...
	49. As to the Solicitors Accounts Rules, there had been no breach. The letter of 28 June provided sufficient ‘written notification of the costs incurred’ within the meaning of rule 17.2. In any event, ME was not ‘relying’ on any breach. It was entitle...
	50. As to ss. 69 and 70, neither section defined the concept of delivery. Section 69 imposed specific requirements as to the mechanism of delivery for the purpose of that section : s.69(2C). Under s.70, in considering whether a bill had been delivered...
	51. Ex parte d’Aragon was merely authority for the proposition that a solicitor cannot deliver an unsigned bill and then use the want of signature as an objection to the client’s application for taxation of the bill. The decision thus anticipated the ...
	52. Mr Marven further submitted that JG’s approach to the case, including its change of tack on the June and August bills, was motivated by a wish for tactical advantage, e.g. for the purposes of the one-fifth rule on the assessment of costs.
	AP reply
	53. In reply, Mr Dunne submitted that Kingstons v Reiss was simply a case where the document was, by the terms of the attaching email, demonstrably not a bill. By contrast the June bill was plainly a bill of costs, as it reflected the costs which had ...
	54. As to s.68 Mr Dunne accepted that, if no bill existed, the Court could not order the solicitor to produce a bill in a particular form or content. However, if a bill of costs had been created and headed as such, the Court was able to order delivery...
	Conclusions
	55. For the reasons essentially advanced by Mr Marven, I do not accept that AP was entitled to treat the June bill, contrary to the fact, as having been delivered. I also agree with Mr Marven and the Judge that the undelivered June bill did not consti...
	56. In my judgment these questions cannot be considered in isolation from each other. I accept that Kingstons v Reiss provides authority for the proposition that a document is not a bill of costs unless it is sent by the solicitor to the client as a d...
	57. It must follow that it is only the solicitor who can determine the content and terms of what is his demand or claim for payment. Neither the client nor the Court can make that determination on his behalf.
	58. Both in consequence of this principle and as a matter of construction, the Court’s power under s.68 to order a solicitor to deliver a bill of costs does not entitle the Court to order (nor therefore the client to seek) delivery of a specific ident...
	59. The client can be in no better position if the relevant document has come into his possession otherwise than in the character of a delivered bill of costs. There is no principled basis to treat it differently from a document which remains in the p...
	60. It is unnecessary to determine whether or not there was a breach of the Solicitors Accounts Rules. Even if there was, this does not entitle the client to treat an undelivered bill of costs as if it had been delivered. To do so would again allow th...
	61. Ex parte d’Aragon provides no support for AP’s case. The solicitors in that case had physically delivered a bill to their client as a demand for payment. By the ruse of not signing the bill they were seeking, in the event of challenge by the clien...
	62. That distinction is immaterial in the present case. Section 70 requires delivery by the solicitor of a bill of costs. There was no such delivery. For the reasons given above, AP was not entitled to treat the document as if it were a bill of costs ...
	63. Brown v. Tibbits has no wider significance than its confirmation that the solicitor’s defence of set-off is not caught by the statutory requirements for bringing proceedings on a bill of costs.
	64. My conclusions are that the Judge was right to dismiss the claim for the essential reasons he gave in paragraphs 7-10 of his judgment; that the new point on ‘delivery’ does not succeed; and that the appeal must be dismissed.
	Ainsworth

	1. This is an appeal from the decision of the senior Costs Judge, Chief Master Gordon-Saker, to dismiss the Appellant’s Point of Dispute 10 in respect of the costs of work done on documents at a hearing of a solicitor and own client assessment of cost...
	Background
	2. On 17 October 2017, the Appellant, Mr Kjerulf Ainsworth, instructed the Respondent, Stewarts Law LLP, to act for him in respect of financial claims and allegations arising out of the breakdown in his relationship with his former partner. Mr Ainswor...
	3. Directions were agreed and an order dated 5 February 2018 was made by consent. The consent order provided for service of a breakdown of the invoices, the ability of Mr Ainsworth to inspect Stewarts Law’s files and the filing of points of dispute an...
	4. In accordance with the consent order: Stewarts Law served a Breakdown of Costs; Mr Poole, Mr Ainsworth’s costs draftsman, inspected Stewart Law’s file on 15 March 2018 and subsequently acknowledged by email that he “got everything [he] needed by wa...
	5. The focus of this appeal is on work done on documents in the period from 17 October to 31 October 2017. Stewarts Law’s Breakdown of Costs of that work, which featured in its invoice dated 6 November 2017, took the following form:
	“Work done on Documents
	See attached Schedule 1
	40. Engaged 1 hr 12 mins (SF)
	41. Engaged 2 hours 54 mins (DC)
	42. Engaged 2 hrs 24 mins (TA)
	43. Engaged 20 hrs 6 mins (LG)
	44. Engaged 11 hrs 42 mins (HF)
	45. Engaged 8 hrs 30 mins (Paralegals)”
	Schedule 1 contained thirty-two timed entries, each of which comprised a length of time and the fee earner in question. For example:
	“18/10/17 Preparation for the first meeting with the client; post-meeting correspondence and consideration to include liaising with counsel in respect of the planned consultation and follow-up email exchange with the client (LG) – 2hrs 24 mins
	. . .
	20/10/17 Strategic discussion with LG following visit with the client to 4 De Vere Gardens; working on draft letter to Kingsley Napley and reviewing follow-up emails for the client (HF) – 30 mins
	20/10/17 Settling the Notice of Change of Solicitor together with letters to the court, previous solicitors and Kingsley Napley; discussion with HF regarding strategy and her visit with the client to 4 De Vere Gardens; general review of correspondence...
	20/10/17 Preparing draft letters and Notice of Change of Solicitor; reviewing and collating documents sent by the client (Paralegals) - 4 hrs
	. . .
	29/10/2017 Engaged reviewing documents and correspondence in advance of the call with counsel and the client (HF) - 3 hrs 36 mins.”
	6. Mr Ainsworth’s Points of Dispute 10 in respect of “Items 40 – 45 Documents Time” was as follows:
	7. The court gave notice of the detailed assessment hearing on 19 April 2018 with the hearing listed for late September. Despite Stewart Law’s reply in relation to Items 40 – 45 in the Points of Dispute, nothing further was served on behalf of Mr Ains...
	The Hearing
	8. At the detailed assessment hearing before Chief Master Gordon-Saker, the senior costs judge dealt with the Points of Dispute until he came to Points of Dispute 10 - Items 40 - 45. At that point, Mr Poole, Mr Ainsworth’s costs draftsman, who was rep...
	9. The Chief Master went on to note that: “While the claimant has indicated that all entries are disputed, it isn’t stated why any particular entry is disputed and that does cause the defendant a bit of a problem because how can they prepare for a det...
	10. Having been invited to do so, the Chief Master then dismissed Point of Dispute 10 on the basis that it had not been properly pleaded. The relevant paragraphs in his judgment delivered ex tempore are as follows:
	11. An adjournment was then sought in order that further Points of Dispute could be filed. The Chief Master refused an adjournment on the basis that: the deficiency in the Points of Dispute had been pointed out in the Points of Reply almost six months...
	12. Mr Ainsworth did appeal the Chief Master’s decision to dismiss Point of Dispute 10, however, on grounds which in summary are as follows: the dismissal was a breach of Mr Ainsworth’s rights under section 70, Solicitors Act 1974 and that he was enti...
	13. The judge held that he was “not satisfied that the Chief Master’s decision was outside the range of acceptable decisions and that it did not further the overriding objective or that it was plainly wrong, or indeed, wrong at all.” See paragraph 48....
	14. The judge also noted that: even if Practice Direction 47, para 8.2 is complied with simply by the adoption of Precedent G (to which I shall refer below) which he said it was not, it did not follow that there was no overarching obligation on the cl...
	15. Lastly, the judge went on to consider what was described as the “entitlement ground of appeal”. He did so for the sake of completeness, Mr Munro, on behalf of Mr Ainsworth, having accepted that the ground took the matter no further if the Chief Ma...
	The Grounds of Appeal and Respondent’s Notice
	16. In summary, it is said on behalf of Mr Ainsworth that the Chief Master’s refusal to assess the costs in respect of Document Time under Items 40 – 45 at Points of Dispute 10 was wrong and the judge was wrong to uphold it because:
	i) The Chief Master’s decision amounted to a strike out but he was not referred to and did not consider CPR r3.4 before deciding to do so;
	ii) The Chief Master failed to consider Practice Direction 47 para 8.2 or Precedent G at all;
	iii) The Chief Master struck out that part of the points of dispute, despite the fact that they were adequately and properly pleaded; and
	iv) even if he was correct that there was insufficient time at the hearing and that the matters were insufficiently pleaded, there were fairer courses which could have been taken, including adjourning the matter and giving directions for further, more...

	17. On behalf of Stewarts Law, it is said that the Chief Master and the judge were right for the reasons they gave and, in the alternative, or in addition, the decision should be upheld because it was made on a solicitor and own client detailed assess...
	18. When granting permission to appeal Longmore LJ stated that he was persuaded that a genuine point of principle arose, namely “How detailed Points of Dispute should be in a case in which a challenge to a number of items is made on a number of ground...
	Section 70 Solicitors Act 1974
	19. Although the “entitlement ground” (as it was described before the judge) which is based upon section 70, Solicitors Act 1974 is not a separate ground of appeal before us, Mr Munro relied upon it more generally. As section 70 goes to the nature of ...
	20. Mr Munro submitted that the Chief Master’s failure to hear the assessment in relation to Items 40 – 45, which comprised over half of the entire bill of costs, was unfair. He submitted that dismissing Points of Dispute 10 was contrary to Mr Ainswor...
	21. It seems to me that, at its highest, this is to misunderstand the nature of the right under section 70.  Although Mr Ainsworth, as the party chargeable, was entitled to an order for the assessment of Stewart Law’s bill, having requested such an as...
	22. Not only are the words of the statute naturally to be read in that way, if the matter were otherwise, one would reach the absurd position in which all assessments of costs under the Solicitors Act 1974 would be ungoverned and ungovernable by any p...
	23. In fact, as I have already mentioned, Mr Munro accepted that the right to an assessment under section 70 is governed by the principles of proportionality and it is part of his case that various provisions of the CPR apply. It is appropriate at thi...
	Which are the relevant provisions of the CPR and what is their effect?
	24. Despite the breadth of some of Mr Munro’s submissions in relation to section 70, in fact, there is no dispute that CPR r46.9 and r46.10 apply to a detailed assessment of solicitor and own client costs. They form part of Part 46 which is entitled “...
	25. CPR r46.9(3) provides that costs are to be assessed on the indemnity basis but are to be presumed:
	“(a) to have been reasonably incurred if they were incurred with the express or implied approval of the client;
	It is not in dispute that those presumptions are rebuttable.
	26. CPR 46.10 then sets out the procedure to be followed where the court has made an order for the detailed assessment of costs payable to a solicitor by the solicitor’s client. That rule provides for the service of the breakdown of costs, points of d...
	27. Neither CPR r46.10 nor the Practice Direction 46PD.6 gives any indication as to the form which Points of Dispute are required to take. However, paragraph 6.14 of the Practice Direction provides where relevant that:
	“Unless the court gives permission, only . . . and only items specified in the points of dispute may be raised.”
	Paragraph 6.15 is concerned with varying a breakdown of costs, points of dispute or reply and it is of note that it provides that any amended or supplementary document must be served on all other relevant parties and that although permission is not re...
	28. It is also important to note at this stage that the editorial note to CPR r46.10, numbered 46.10.2, at page 1527 of the present White Book, states, amongst other things, that the procedure set out in Part 47 (Detailed Assessment of Costs and Defau...
	29. The only indication as to the form which Points of Dispute must take is to be found in the Practice Direction to CPR Part 47. The provisions upon which Mr Ainsworth relies are contained in 47PD.8 which is headed: “Points of dispute and consequence...
	In its previous form, the paragraph had stated that the Points of Dispute “should follow” Precedent G “as closely as possible” rather than “must follow Precedent G”.
	30. As CPR Part 47 sets out the procedure for the detailed assessments of costs between the parties, it contains provisions which are not applicable in relation to a solicitor and own client detailed assessment at all, such as CPR 47.9, which contains...
	31. Precedent G is now to be found online. It is a hypothetical, simple example of Points of Dispute and is drafted in a way which is directly relevant to a detailed assessment between parties. It adopts a format which is similar to a Scott schedule. ...
	32. The example complaints at Point 3 which relate to the specifically referenced items are that: the number of conferences with counsel was excessive and should be reduced to three amounting to nine hours in total; and that there was no need for two ...
	The left hand column contains a number in brackets which is intended to refer to the item complained of.
	33. Mr Munro submits that Points of Dispute 10 was quite sufficient to comply with Precedent G and 47PD8 para 8.2 and is consistent with Sir Rupert Jackson’s Review of Civil Litigation Costs: Final Report, 2009. He referred us, in particular, to Chapt...
	Mr Munro points out that as a result, the requirements in the Practice Direction in respect of Points of Dispute were changed, in April 2013, to omit the requirement to “identify each item in the bill of costs which is disputed”.
	34. He also took us to the headnote of the report of Mount Eden Land Ltd v Speechly Bircham LLP 2 [2014] Costs LR 337. Mr Munro relies upon it for the proposition that points of dispute in proceedings under section 70, Solicitors Act 1974 should ident...
	35. That case, to which the pre April 2013 Costs Practice Direction applied, was concerned with two decisions made by a master in the course of a detailed assessment of various bills rendered by solicitors to their client. The former client, having se...
	Conclusion:
	36. It seems to me quite clear, that although CPR r46.9 and r46.10 apply in relation solicitor and own client assessments, it is necessary to look to CPR Part 47 for assistance in relation to the form which points of dispute should take. In my judgmen...
	37. Accordingly, 47PD.8 para 8.2 is directly relevant. It makes it absolutely clear that points of dispute should be short and to the point and, therefore, focussed. Furthermore, sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) leave no doubt about the way in which the dra...
	38. Common sense dictates that the points of dispute must be drafted in a way which enables the parties and the court to determine precisely what is in dispute and why. That is the very purposes of such a document. It is necessary in order to enable t...
	39. As I have already mentioned, the complaint should be short, to the point and focussed. As para 8.2(b) of 47PD.8 indicates, that requires the draftsman not only to identify general points and matters of principle but to identify specific points sta...
	40. It follows that in my judgment, the sample wording which appears in the hypothetical example at Precedent G is of no assistance to Mr Munro. Para 8.2 itself provides that Precedent G should be followed “as far as practicable”. It is only an exampl...
	41. It follows that were it necessary to do so, I would reject Mr Dunne’s alternative submission that Precedent G does not apply at all to solicitor and own client assessments. In my judgment, it provides the form which should be adopted, the content ...
	42. The relevance of 47PD.8 and the form of Precedent G is of no assistance to Mr Munro, therefore. Points of Dispute 10 was general in nature and stated that all items were disputed, that the list provided was not exhaustive of the issues but provide...
	Was it wrong to dismiss the assessment in relation to Points of Dispute 10?
	43. Was the Chief Master wrong, nevertheless, to dismiss the assessment in relation to Points of Dispute 10? I have already addressed and rejected Mr Munro’s argument that because the assessment arose under section 70, Solicitors Act 1974, Mr Ainswort...
	44. In those circumstances, and given the fact that Mr Ainsworth had had five months warning that the point would be taken and was entitled to amend the Points of Dispute, it seems to me that although no express reference was made at the hearing to CP...
	45. It follows that I consider that the judge was entitled to take the course he did which was well within the ambit of the proper exercise of his discretion and for all the reasons to which I have referred, this appeal should be dismissed.
	46. I agree.
	47. I also agree.
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	A. Introduction and overview
	1. This appeal from Master Campbell’s order dated 2 February 2015 concerns two aspects of a preliminary determination made by him in a reasoned judgment handed down on 15 December 2014. Permission to appeal was granted by Holroyde J on 30 March 2015. ...
	2. The claimant (“Dr Vlamaki”) had previously been the client of the defendant firm of solicitors (“Sookias & Sookias”) in relation to three matters. The preliminary determination was that Dr Vlamaki could proceed with her application for invoices ren...
	3. The first aspect on which Sookias & Sookias appeal affects most, but not all, of the invoices. Sookias & Sookias say that, as regards what I shall call “the alleged time bar invoices”, s 70(4) prohibited an assessment. That subsection states that t...
	4. The second aspect on which Sookias & Sookias appeal affects all the invoices. Sookias & Sookias say that if the master was right to hold that the alleged time bar invoices were not statute bills at the time of payment, then none of the invoices wer...
	5. The master did not accept Sookias & Sookias’s arguments on this aspect. He held that the last bill submitted as part of a series could be treated as “a final bill rendered on the termination of the retainer”. As to what was the last bill in relatio...
	6. The appeal before me was argued by counsel who had appeared below, Mr Robin Dunne for Dr Vlamaki and Mr Roger Mallalieu for Sookias & Sookias. After hearing Mr Mallalieu’s submissions that contractual provisions in the retainer in relation to each ...
	7. In the light of my conclusion on the contractual provisions, these being identical in each of the three retainers, Mr Mallalieu did not contend that there was any other basis on which he could support the appeal on the first aspect. When Mr Mallali...
	8. I asked Mr Dunne whether in these circumstances Dr Vlamaki sought to argue that her primary answer below, even though not adopted by the master, was right. After taking instructions Mr Dunne stated that she did, and would seek any necessary extensi...
	9. In section C below I set out the conclusion that I have reached on the second aspect. For the reasons given in section C, I conclude that while I would grant an extension of time, if needed, for a respondent’s notice in this regard, I conclude that...
	B. The first aspect: interim statute bills?
	10. A solicitor’s retainer is an example of what, although known as an “entire contract”, is perhaps better described as involving an “entire obligation”: a solicitor can generally only claim remuneration when all work has been completed, or when ther...
	11. However, a stage may come where a solicitor wishes to pursue the client for payment, in which event a contractual entitlement to render interim statute bills will be desirable. Those bills cannot be the subject of subsequent adjustment by the soli...
	12. For present purposes, relevant legal principles concerning statute bills are helpfully summarised by Spencer J in Bari v Rosen [2012] EWHC 1782 (QB); [2012] 5 Costs L.R. 851:
	13. In that case a contention was advanced for the solicitors that interim statute bills were “highly advantageous” to the client. That contention was met by this observation on the part of Master Leonard when refusing permission to appeal:
	14. In the present case relevant provisions of the contractual retainers include:
	 We will ask you to set out your complaint in writing within 14 days.
	 This will then be considered by this firm’s client care partner or if they cannot deal with it for any reason, by another partner.
	 We will endeavour to give an initial response within 14 days and give you an estimate as to how long it will take for a substantive response (if applicable) which should not be more than a further 28 days.
	 We would endeavour to put forward our plan for resolution of the matter in our substantive response and confirm whether it is a final written response.
	15. In accordance with established principles, I interpret the terms of the contractual retainer by reference to the agreement as a whole and by reference to the factual matrix at the time of the agreement. In addition I have regard to two concessions...
	(1) if there were an ambiguity on a fundamental aspect of the terms and conditions that cannot otherwise be resolved then the ambiguity is to be determined against the solicitors; and
	(2) the factual matrix was that Mr Mallalieu’s client was a firm of solicitors while Dr Vlamaki was not a lawyer.

	16. These concessions reflect the approach taken by Spencer J in Bari v Rosen. In that case ambiguities in the retainer were resolved against the solicitors, with the result that an entitlement to render bills which the solicitor required to be paid “...
	17. The approach taken by Master Campbell in the present case was founded upon the existence of ambiguity. Among other things, he noted that the first sentence of clause 6.1 referred to interim bills which were not stated to be final. By contrast the ...
	18. In paragraphs 35 and 36 of the master’s judgment he said this:
	19. In his able submissions on appeal Mr Mallalieu stressed that what was said by Master Campbell about clause 6.1 involved a rejection of the primary submission made on behalf of Dr Vlamaki. This was that the wording in clause 6.1, distinguishing bet...
	20. Mr Mallelieu submitted that when read in context there was no ambiguity in clause 6. He stressed the words in clause 5, which he described as redolent of the idea that the bill, when it came, would be a bill for payment for work done. The fact tha...
	21. Moreover, submitted Mr Mallalieu, the true meaning was apparent from provisions for payment to be due on delivery of the bill, and for interest to be payable if there had been a failure to pay the amount of the bill. He submitted that those provis...
	22. Thus, as to the ambiguity in clause 6.1 identified by the master, the submission for Sookias & Sookias was that these factors had the result that the ambiguity fell away, or at least that it was so outweighed by them as no longer to warrant a conc...
	23. Absent from those clauses in particular and the retainer in general is any express statement that each interim bill would be a final bill for the period that it covered. I do not underestimate the force of the argument that they must be statute bi...
	24. To an objective reader without special knowledge of the 1974 Act the only indication that any bill is to be final is what is said in the second sentence of clause 6.1. I agree with the master that there is a substantial ambiguity here. The ambigui...
	(1) getting payments in advance for work which is yet to be done and expenses which are yet to be incurred, and putting such payments into their client account;
	(2) rendering monthly bills which do not go beyond costs and expense thus far incurred, and which once delivered will enable them immediately to move money from their client account into their office account in payment of the amount billed; and
	(3) enabling them, to the extent that funds in the client account are insufficient to meet a monthly bill, to ask the client to make immediate payment of the unpaid balance with interest to the date of payment.

	25. I add that, to my mind, consideration of these provisions reinforces, rather than removes, the ambiguity. In those circumstances, even if the word “final” had been absent from the second sentence of clause 6.1, I would not have regarded these prov...
	26. Much reliance was placed by Mr Mallalieu on the decision of Keith J in R (Halborg) v The Law Society [2010] EWHC 38 (Admin). That case was a judicial review in a rather different context from the present case. Mr Mallalieu is right to say that Kei...
	27. It was essentially for the reasons given above, which are largely those given by the master, that at the hearing I found against Sookias & Sookias on this aspect of the appeal. In those circumstances I did not hear argument from Mr Dunne on matter...
	C. The second aspect: prematurity
	28. The October letter was addressed to Dr Vlamaki’s new legal representative. With paragraph numbers added for ease of reference, it stated:
	29. As noted in section A above, permission to appeal was obtained on the footing that the master, accepting Dr Vlamaki’s case below, held that the bills collectively, together with the October letter, could be regarded as a single bill with an effect...
	30. Mr Mallalieu accepts that Mr Dunne’s skeleton argument is right to this extent: in paragraph 51 of his judgment the master stated clearly that:
	31. In broad terms, what I shall call “the master’s October letter reasoning” as set out in paragraph 51 was that, (a) because the October letter declined the opportunity to render any further bill, as regards each matter the last bill to have been de...
	32. It was the master’s October letter reasoning that Mr Dunne’s skeleton argument sought to uphold. In his powerful oral submissions before me, however, Mr Dunne rightly accepted that proposition (a) in that reasoning could not be sustained. It would...
	33. Thus it was that Mr Dunne sought permission for an extension of time in which to file a respondent’s notice. The purpose of taking this course would be to enable him to seek to uphold the master’s decision on this aspect of the appeal, relying upo...
	34. Argument at the hearing before me effectively assumed that such permission would be needed. On reflection, I doubt whether this is so. The issue which Mr Dunne wishes to argue is an issue on which permission to appeal was given, albeit on the basi...
	35. If permission is needed, however, I have no hesitation in granting it. Mr Mallalieu opposed permission, properly reminding me of the principles set out by the majority of the Court of Appeal in Denton v TH White Limited [2014] EWCA Civ 906; [2014]...
	36. I turn to consider whether the October letter can have the effect contended for by Mr Dunne. Here the crucial question to my mind is whether the October letter can have caused any change in status of any of the bills. Mr Mallalieu observes that wh...
	37. By contrast Mr Dunne observes that it is only upon receipt of the October letter that Dr Vlamaki knows what Sookias & Sookias’s total costs claim is. Mr Dunne stressed that he did not say that the October letter constituted a statute bill. It was,...
	38. This was a valiant attempt by Mr Dunne to identify a construction of the October letter which would enable Dr Vlamaki to seek assessment immediately on receipt of that letter. I cannot, however, find in the letter any sound basis for such a constr...
	39. For this reason the appeal on this aspect succeeds. There have been no statute bills and thus the application for assessment was premature. If I had held that the October letter changed the nature of the earlier bills, further questions would have...
	D. Conclusion
	40. For these reasons given in sections B and C above the appeal on ground 1 fails while that on ground 2 succeeds. I will hear argument on appropriate consequential orders.
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