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Points of Dispute (as raised by the claimant; with the judge’s determination)

Preface:

1. Firstly, it is important to note that over the course of the last hearing, Andrew Sutcliffe QC made mention of the fact that, the costs being sought were on a reasonable costs incurred basis rather than
an indemnification basis.

This is appropriate. There is no indemnity basis of taxation in the Eastern Caribbean.

2. Additionally, and perhaps on a tangent, Yegane Guley attended a number of the hearings of this matter, and her appearance was noted by the court. The issue is that Yegane Giiley is a solicitor,
and thus has no right of audience before the court.

Section 13(1)(b) of the Legal Practitioners Act 2015 gives Ms. Giiley rights of audience. The point is in any event irrelevant: she did not argue the case, but instead acted in the classic
réle of a solicitor.

3. In any case the starting point in assessment of costs is that the burden of proof lies on the receiving party to prove that the costs claimed are reasonable and fair to both parties. The authority for this
principle is Sheikh Mohamed Ali M Alhamrani v Sheikh Abdullah Ali M Alhamrani' at para [29] which reads: “The position in the BVI is captured by the learned judge’s finding set out at paragraph
21 above that in the BVI there is no bias one way or the other and the burden of proof rests throughout on the receiving party to prove that the costs claimed are reasonable and fair to both the paying
party and the receiving party. If the receiving party proves on a balance of probabilities that the claim is reasonable and fair, he or she is generally entitled to that item in full or to so much of it as the
court finds to be reasonable and fair. If he does not discharge this burden the claim will fail.”

| agree.

4. Notable is that the bill of costs has a number of administrative items. This is significant, because Jack J at para 8 of Re Summer Fame Ltd? states that law firms cannot typically recover for
administrative costs.
| agree as a general proposition, but each item needs to be examined. There are in fact few administrative matters.

5. Itis of particular importance that as set in the hearing of September 2nd, 2021, a foreign government, namely the UK government is paying for the costs of the First to Fourth Defendants. Therefore,
in such an instance regardless of the decision of the Court, there would be no injustice to the First to Fourth Defendants. Importantly, however, the Schedule of Costs (“Walker’s Bill") states: “The costs
set out above do not exceed the costs which the First to Fourth Defendants are liable to pay in respect of the work which this statement covers” This statement is incorrect, as the First to Fourth
Defendants are not liable to pay any costs, as per Andrew Sutcliffe QC’s statement.

The fact that a third party will in fact pay the legal costs does not debar recovery, so long as there is a legal obligation on the part of the client to pay. The classic example is where a
trade union supports a member’s personal injury claim. There is no reason to go behind Walkers’ statement that the first to fourth defendants are liable to pay Walkers.

6. Additionally, the practicing certificate of Andrew Sutcliffe QC., was issued on the August 30th 2021 (which in itself is quite odd given that Schedule of Costs presented by Walkers shows that on the
September 2nd 2021, Learned Queen’s Counsel was not in possession of same). It will be recalled that Jenely Fraser had to prepare a letter requesting same from the High Court (see line 42). This

1[2017] ECSCJ No 270 (Pereira CJ).
2[2021] ECSCJ No 585.



has the effect of making costs incurred in respect of any work done by or with him up until that date irrecoverable. It is also forbidden by statute for any counsel to practice BVI law without a practicing
certificate, (Section 15 of the Legal Professions Act 2015). The Court is also invited to find that is impermissible to allow a counsel who is not in possession of a practicing certificate to engage in the
practice of law at any stage of a case and to disallow any costs claimed in that manner.

| agree that fees incurred by Mr. Sutcliff QC prior to 30t August 2021 are irrecoverable for these reasons.

7. Furthermore, the Walker’s Bill classifies Andrew Sutcliffe QC’s work as a disbursement. This is an ingenious attempt to get around the requirement for a bill of costs to state the rate of the legal
practitioner along with the time spent on a particular task. It is noted that Andrew Sutcliffe QC’s spreadsheet does not identify his base rate or how long he spent on each task. In any case, since it is
illegal to practise law in the BVI without a valid certificate, no attempt to circumvent the statute should be entertained.

| disagree that seeking to recover Mr. Sutcliffe QC’s work as a disbursement is in any way improper. It is the standard way of recovering counsel’s fees. The Court must examine what
is claimed (and only work from 30t August 2021 will be recoverable). Insofar as no hourly rate or length of time spent is identified, that may make recoverability more difficult, but it does
not prevent recoverability in principle.

8. Irrespective of the foregoing, it is submitted that the Walker’s Bill is wholly unreasonable and disproportionate. The Attorney General's Chambers presented a bill which showed a total amount of
$6,084 for 18.2 hours. Against this, the Walker's bill is essentially claiming for 147 hours plus an incalculable amount of time for Andrew Sutcliffe Q.C. The Court should treat this with great suspicion.
In fact, the bill produced by the lawyers working directly for Walkers far exceeds that of Andrew Sutcliffe QC’s. It is clear from this fact alone, that their bill is completely unreasonable.

| shall return to this point when considering the detailed objections to specific items.

9. It is also quite interesting to note, that the lawyers from Walkers appear to spend excessive time on reviewing draft judgments issued by the Court. This is particularly concerning, because even
though Andrew Sutcliffe QC’s billing is unclear, it appears that he doesn’t spend half as much of the time that the lawyers from Walkers do on certain items, charging a mere GBP 150.00 plus VAT for
reviewing a draft judgment that Walker's $4,340.00 (Items 57, 58 and 60).

| shall return to this point when considering the detailed objections to specific items.

10. Issue is also taken with respect to the fees of Oliver Clifton. The hourly rate of Lewis Hunte Q.C., of over 50 years experience is $950 and Oliver Clifton’s hourly rate is $950. Oliver Clifton’s rate is
thus quite excessive.

| do not consider the comparison with Mr. Hunte QC’s hourly rate is relevant. However, $950 for a partner is more than is reasonable. | reduce the recoverability of Mr. Clifton’s work to
$900 per hour. | have not included this reduction in the figures below. The parties will have to redo the arithmetic in due course.

As a general point, the team employed by Walkers in my judgment was reasonable with generally a reasonable division of labour between the partner and the associates. (Where too
much work was done at partner level, this is considered below.)

| have considered whether the total allowed below of $98,676.51 is a reasonable overall figure. In my judgment it is. This was litigation which was very significant to the first to the fourth
defendants. Had the claimant obtained an injunction preventing the second, third and fourth defendants acting in the Commission of Inquiry, that would have seriously impacted on the



Commission’s ability to conclude its work.

Mr. Willock must have been aware of this potential impact. The legal resources employed, including the instruction of leading counsel, were

reasonable.
Walkers' Fees
DN = disallow nothing
Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
Iltems 1 and 2 are D1-D4 fees are ![hdo not agree
repetitious and reasonably claimed ree:aetitlfon' the
Email correspondence, represent a here. OC is the . aF;tner needed
18/08/202 | Ol review of application duplication of efforts supervising partner with Fo read into the
1. 1 CI'I;/er documents, telecom. 15 | $1,425.00 | between Colleen conduct of the case. CF $0.00 ($75.00) case in order
Iiton comments on initial Farrington and Oliver is the leading legal vt
draft advice. Clifton. Time spent is practitioner working on property Oth
unreasonable and ($2,635.0 | the matter. The work is supervise the
1 should not have 0) not repetitious or a associates.
taken more than an duplication of efforts with DN
Email from COI re new Zour tg_re\lnew. respect t9|’ rt])otfh fee
claim; reviewing papers than $950 Shold be. proportionate and
1 202 I i i ; :
2. 8/08/202 | Co een fsmd d|scussmg . 3.2 $2,160.00 | allowed for this work represent time $0.00 0.00 DN
1 Farrington internally considering :
next steps and (1_hour at Oliver reaso.nably spent. The
reviewing CPR. Clifton’s rate). POD is not accepted.
Telecon with the COI ltems 3 and 4 are D1-D4 fees are
19/08/202 | Yegane team, entering legal duplicitous. Work ($2,137.5 | reasonably claimed
3. - : 15 712.50 P y 0.00 0.00 See above: DN
2. 1 Guley representations on $ items are not 0) here. The work $
ELP. separated and thus it represents time

3 "Point No." refers to the dispute number as set out in the Claimant's Points of Dispute dated 8 October 2021.

4 "ltem No." refers to the item number and entry as set out in the First to Fourth Defendants ("D1 - D4") Costs Schedule dated 28 September 2021.

5"Date" refers to the date of the time entry as set out in D1 - D4 Costs Schedule.
6 "Fee Earner" refers to the fee earners instructed by D1 - D4.




Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
is impossible to tell reasonably spent with
. how long each task respect to the litigation. See above: this
, Telecon with COl team, took. If anything The POD is not was the start of
19/08/202 | Oliver review of service hould b ded d
4. 1 Clift iaht. t I 25 $2,375.00 | should be awarded (1 accepted. $0.00 ($125.00) the case.
ifton ove:nltg , team call re hour at Oliver Reasonable
next steps. Clifton’s rate) Reduce time spent. DN
to $950
Preparing draft fee
estimate of new claim
and admission
proceec_imgs and Item 5 includes D1-D4 fees are
circulating the same to ; ;
e . irrelevant work such reasonably claimed o
O Clifton; call with COI as preparing new fee here. The fees represent Admission
3. 5. | 19/ O?/ 202 E::Ir’iar?nton ;I;gfnms;ihf\fgwg?oeénoa;ls 4.2 $2,835.00 | estimate for ($2’3)3 5.0 time reasonably spent $0.00 ($1,485.00) féﬁﬁﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁf’emt
9 9 ] admission with respect to the )
Lawyers and Steve; . e . 2hrs.
4 . proceedings. Reduce litigation. The POD is not
Emails with DPQC and o $0 accepted
RD clerk re availability ' pted.
and liaising with team
and considering next
steps.
Injunction Application: Item 6 there were no D1-D4 will accept 1 hour Some research
further research on udicial revi h laimed. Th dicial
Judicial Reviewing judicial OT_ewew at the rate ¢ am:e . The on Judicia
4 6. 20/08/202 Collgen proceedings and emails 59 $1.485.00 proceedings ($1,485.0 | time sper_ltlln re atlon to ($810.00) | ($810.00) Review was
1 Farrington : ] accordingly this 0) the remaining entry is reasonable,
with team; Internal . . .
: ) : should be reduced to proportionate. The POD even if nothing
discussions with O $0 is partially accepted came of it. 1 hr
Clifton. ' partially accepted. -+
Item 7 unreasonable D1-D4 fees are
Receint of ELP notice amount of time, as it reasonably claimed
21/08/202 | Yeaane re ardpin listing notice does not take 24 here. The time was 24 mins is not
5. 7. 9 9 9 9 ’ 0.4 $190.00 | minutes to download ($142.50) | reasonably spent with $0.00 0.00 unreasonable.
1 Guley downloading and

circulating to the team.

a notice and circulate
it internally. Should
be reduced to $47.50.

respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.

DN




Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
Item 8 -
unreasonable amount
of time spent on very D1-D4 fees are
simple tasks. reasonably claimed
Additionally, this item here. The fees are not
does not detail who unreasonable and the Giving advice
Review of notice of the COIl team is. This query with respect to the at this early
22/08/202 | Oliver hearing, drafting advice is important because ($2,660.0 | Col teamis stage was a
8. .
6. 1 Clifton to COI team, telecom, 2.9 | $2.755.00 | 40 COl consists of 0) unsubstantiated. $0.00 ($145.00) key function of
email correspondence. persons not party to The sum represents time the partner.
the proceedings and reasonably spent with DN.
if this is for advice is respect to the litigation.
given to them as well, The POD is not
then is it expected accepted.
that this item should
be reduced to $95.

D1-D4 fees are The Courtis
ltem 9 — this should reasonably claimed no(; t? F;'agy out
be reduced to $50.00 here. The fees represent Zna?yilig of

22/08/202 | Yegane Email as it is unclear as to time reasonably spent ;
9. - .

7. 1 Guley correspondences. 0.4 $190.00 why the emails were ($140.00) with respect to the $0.00 0.00 gl\;?rr%/ ImMeSof
needed or with litigation. The POD is not GUIey; had to
whom. accepted. read emails.

DN.




Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction Response reduction | Reduction | Decision
Injunction Application: Pez;i;iﬁs S;?me d
drafting letter to Silk h Th y K
Legal seeking ere. | ewoc; Wagb
directions preparing Item 10 is gr::n:ﬁg ?/e:\(c)i?n ulceteal y This was ke
draft order and drafting unreasonable, practitioner or?thg preparatoryy
8. 10. | 22/08/202 Collgen Ie;tter to_ the Court an.d a1 $2.767.50 amount of for the ($2,267.5 matter. The fees are $0.00 0.00 work by the
1 Farrington circulating the same; work done. This 0) roportionate and main fee
preparing draft should be reduced to rpe Fesent time earner. DN
instructions to counsel $500. P . ' :
and gathering items; reasonably spent with
considering new ' respect to the litigation.
9 . The POD is not
counsel for instructions.
accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Setting up a telecon, Item 11 is here. The fees are
23/08/202 | Yeqane joining telecon and unreasonable, proportionate and Excessive time
0. 11. 1 Gu?e review of ELP files, 1.1 $522.50 | duplicitous and ($522.50) | represents time $0.00 ($285.00) for the work
y noting Justice repetitive. Should be reasonably spent with done. 30 mins
Wallbank's assignment, reduced to $0. respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
Item 12 is I do not accept
unreasonable and ccep
N that collating
Email unclear. Collating D1-D4 fees are documents is
correspondences documents is also reasonably claimed here administrative
10.| 12.| 23/08/202 ) Yegane | jating documents 06 | $285.00 | administrative. ($285.00) | and represents work $0.00 | 0.00 It involves
1 Giley : Circulating with respect to the .
and sending to O : e . making a
Clifton documents internally litigation. The POD is not selection of
’ is administrative. accepted. what is
Should be reduced to
relevant. DN.

$0.




Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
Item 13 is
. unreasonable and D1-D4 fees are .
Telecon with COI team duplicitous. Unclear reasonably claimed Th|s.does
re hearing on 26 duplicate work
August 2021, extensive asto h°.W long was here. The fees are done by CF. A
23/08/202 | Oliver email correspondence, §pent with each work ($2,375.0 proportlona}te and reasonable
11.| 13. . . ) 3 $2,850.00 | item. No need for two represent time $0.00 ($1,950.00) | ..
1 Clifton review of SL hearing e 0) . figure for
counsel to join once reasonably spent with o
bundle, comments on e supervision
draft correspondence teleconference (see respect to the litigation. should be
and skeleton argument. item 10). Should be The POD is not allowed. 1 hr.
reduced to 0.5 of an accepted.
hour $475.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The work is within No evidence of
. the scope of the duplication.
23/08/202 | Yegane E:;Enegigg fsﬁwail ggmirlliitrative and liigation. The fees are Reasonable for
14. ' . o
12. 1 Gilley correspondences. 1.1 $522.50 duplicated see Item ($522.50) | proportionate and $0.00 0.00 a junior

Review of ELP files.

3. Reduce to $0

represents time
reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.

associate to
carry out this
work. DN.




Point
No.3

Item
No.*

Date®

Fee
Earner®

Narrative

Hours

Amount

Points of dispute

Proposed
reduction

Response

Agreed
reduction

Judge's
Reduction

Judge's
Decision

15.

23/08/202
1

Colleen
Farrington

Internal call re next
steps; reviewing service
documents; reviewing
OC comments on fee
estimate; considering
revised fee estimate;
considering instructions
for new counsel and
preparing the same on
the scope of
instructions; Liaising
with admin team re
administrative matters
relating to the file.
Updating draft order
and directions letter to
obtain comments same.

4.2

$2,835.00

N/A

$0.00

N/A

$0.00

0.00

N/A

13.

16.

24/08/202
1

Yegéne
Guley

Finalising letter and
draft order to Silk Legal,
email correspondences.

0.6

$285.00

17.

24/08/202
1

Yegane
Glley

Finalising consent order
and email
correspondences.

0.4

$190.00

18.

24/08/202
1

Yegane
Glley

Email correspondence
to SL, re-sending
consent order.

0.4

$190.00

19.

24/08/202
1

Yegéane
Guley

Further revision to the
consent order and
email parties.

0.7

$332.50

Items 16 to 20 are
repetitive and time
spent is
unreasonable. ltem
20 does not
sufficiently separate
between work items
and thus is
duplicitous. In all this
should be reduced to
$750.00.

($1,672.5
0)

D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The work is within
the scope of the
litigation. The fees are
proportionate and
represent time
reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.

$0.00

0.00

Clearly there
was lot of back
and forth
between YG
and SL. DN

0.00

DN

0.00

DN

0.00

DN




discussion.

$100.00

reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.

IT\IO(;gt I,:Iir?l Date® EZ?nerG Narrative Hours | Amount | Points of dispute rpggggtsigg Response rébt‘jgur;?gn gzlégg?;t?on \I]DL(je(cj:igsei‘oSn
Email correspondence
with COI team,
. comments on amended
20. 24/02/202 gll;f\f[er correspondence and 1.5 | $1,425.00 $0.00 ($75.00) DN
on draft order, comments
on draft instructions to
ASQC
Injunction Application:
emails. Finalising letter
to Silk Legal with
comments from COI
Team; finalising draft 5 .
order; Emails with Silk Item 21 is unclear The work was primarily Iii?(a()?olrsatl(l)?he
Legal re directions; and does not set out conducted by CF. D1 to
24/08/202 | Coll Finalising instructions how long the fee $1.930.0 D4 will accept a discount Worll; dor’we.
14.| 21 1 Forr’ier?nt n to counsel A Sutcliffe 3.6 $2,430.00 | earner spent on each ( 70 ' of 2 hours as time ($580.00) | ($580.00) "; ersi ni
arringto QC and emailing the task. Accordingly this ) reasonably spent. The fgascoe:;bole i 6
same; following up with should be reduced to POD is partially Hrs Disallo.w.
clerk re instructions. $500. accepted. $586
Emails with Silk Legal
re directions and
agreement re the same;
Email with the Court
and the parties.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
. . here. The fees are
Email correspondences Item 22 is unclear proportionate and Reasonable for
15 2o | 25/08/202 | Yegane to SL, telecon with 1 $475.00 and unreasonable. ($375.00) | represents time $0.00 0.00 what was done
' 1 Guley counsel. Internal ' Should be reduced to ' ' ' '

DN

7 The Court has determined 1.6 hrs and has disallowed $580. We proceeded on the basis of disallowing the latter.

10




Point

Item

Fee

Proposed

Agreed

Judge's

Judge's

5 . . .
No.3 No.* DEE Earner® NEIENIE Fours | AMEUT [Pl of eLEpuiE reduction RES[PONED reduction | Reduction | Decision
. . D1-D4 fees are
Extensive emalil reasonably claimed
correspondence re draft here. The fees are
25/08/202 | Oliver order by consent and Item 23 is repetitive ($1,045.0 roportionat d Reasonable
23. | rder. . s proportionate an .
16. 1 Clifton directions, telecon with 11 $1,045.00 and duplicitous. 0) represent time $0.00 ($55.00) time spent. DN
Col team, telecon with reasonably spent with
Mr Sutcliffe QC. respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
Preparing .
. Preparing A/S
25/08/202 | Yegane acknowledgment of ltems 24 and 25 are ; i
24,
1 Guley service, email 0.8 $380.00 unree_ls_onable e $0.00 ($190.00) :)sgt#llcnous.
correspondences. repetitive. No need ' '
: for two persons to
New Proceedlngs: prepare an
preparing draft acknowledgement of
acknowledgment of service form.
':Sr]eé‘vsl(;iqznt(é (3[‘&{']?;;”9 Adddltl(ljl’](;;”y, iterr& 25 Time spent
; is duplicitous an ini
17 Emails with A Sutcliffe's includes ($3612.5 optaining a
clerk and providing administrative items. 0) Eertiﬁcatg for
25 25/08/202 Collgen dqcumept request, 5 $3,375.00 Claimant should not ($2,025) ($675.00) counsel is not
1 Farrington Discussion with clerk re have to pay for

practising certificate;
Email with counsel in
relation to listing of
matter and updating the
team. Emails with
counsel requesting re
submissions.

counsel regularizing
themselves. ltems 24
and 25 should be
reduced to 18
minutes that is
$142.50.

recoverable.
Otherwise
reasonable 4
hrs.

11




IT\IO(;gt I,:Iir?l Date® EZ?nerG Narrative Hours | Amount | Points of dispute rpggggtsigg Response rébt‘jgur;?gn g&iggfzt?on \I]DL(je(cj:igsei‘oSn
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
. ltem 26 is here. The fees are
i Email unreasonable in proportlonate and the o
18| 26 26/02/202 é?ga”e correspondences, 0.3 | $142.50 |termsoftmeandis | ($142.50) | SNUies are adequate. $0.00 | 0.00 18 mins is
uley including with the unclear. Reduce to The fees represent time reasonable. DN
judicial assistant. $0 ' reasonably spent with
' respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
Injunction Application:
liaising with the
Attorney General re
consent order and
emails with the court; Item 27 is
finalising consent order; unreasonable,
emails with A Sutcliffe repetitive with item
QC clerk re admission 17, duplicitous
and procedure for BVI (contains multiple D1-D4 will accept a The reduction
practicing certificate tasks with no time discount of 3 hours of tolhr IS
Iiaising _with Harneys for allotment per task) CE's time at the rate excessive. The
19| 27. 26/08/202 | Colleen admission order; 59 $3.982.50 and contains a lot of ($3,307.5 claimed as time ($1,957.50) | ($1,957.50) reduction to 3
1 Farrington Reviewing draft administrative tasks, 0) hrs is
T X . reasonably spent. The
submissions from including counsel POD is partially reasonable.
Counsel and liaising regularizing their accepted $1,957.50
with counsel re the status under the LPA. ’ disallowed.

same; Call with A
Sutcliffe re instructions
and general overview of
the matter; Emails with
counsel's clerks in
anticipation of
conference call on 27
August.

This should not
essentially be a full
day’s work. Reduce
to 1 hour - $675.

12




Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
D1-D4 fees are
Item 28 is reasonably claimed
. unreasonable and here. The fees o
Review of amended unclear. Not proportionate, adequate This is an
00.| 28.| 26/08/202 | Oliver application and work on | 4 5| g1 455 09 | sufficiently itemized. | 14250 | and represents time $0.00 | ($75.00) | appropriate use
1 Clifton draft skeleton 0) . of partner time.
argument Seenp to be reasonably spgnt w[th DN
' repetitive with Item respect to the litigation.
27. Reduce to $0 The POD is not
accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. Work is within the
Signing and filing ltem 29 is repetitive ?%pri:; t:zlltlgatlon. DN VG
3 except for filing. This '
21 | 29. 27/0?/202 é%?g‘e églr(\?ig‘éw%drggwem of 0.4 $190.00 shou?d be redSced to | ($130.00) | proportionate and $0.00 0.00 needed to be in
) represents time the loop.

correspondences.

$60.

reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.

13




Point

Item

Fee

Proposed

Agreed

Judge's

Judge's

5 . . .
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
Injunction Application:
reviewing draft Item 30 is
submissions; emails unreasonable having D1-D4 fees are
with COIl Team and claimed to have reasonably claimed here
counsel re comments spent nearly 6 hours and the time entry is
on submissions; on submissions adequate. The Claimant A lot of work
reviewing Public previously. See Item would be reminded that was properly
Authority Act; reviewing 27. Item 30 is also there was a handing needed and
22 | 30. 27/0?/202 IC::::Ir(ianenton judgment from Jack J 5.2 $3,510.00 | very duplicitous. No ($2’g)98'0 down hearing in relation $0.00 done. The time
9 and commenting on the indication as to how to the judgment on 27 spent is
same; preparing draft long each task took. August 2021. The fees reasonable.
order; attending hearing No handing down are proportionate and DN.
for handing down of hearing on August represents time
judgment. Discussions 27th, 2021. Costs reasonably spent. The
with O Clifton re inter should be reduced to POD is not accepted.
partes hearing and 1.5 hours $1,012.
considering next steps. 0.00
. D1-D4 fees are
Telecon with counsel . ;
; Item 31 is reasonably claimed
and COI team, receipt bl d h he Clai
and review of draft uhreasonab’e an ere. The C aimant Appropriate for
. duplicitous. There would be reminded that
judgment of Jack J, ; : a partner to
dvi was no handing there was a handing hi
27/08/202 | Oliver advice on conthnts, down, and even if down hearing in relation carrl)(/ outt |fs
31. ' -
23, 1 Clifton extensive emai 3 $2,850.00 there was, it would ($2,375) to the judgment on 27 $0.00 ($150.00) work. Two fee

correspondence,
appearing before Jack
J on urgent handing
down, follow-up with
COl team.

have been
unnecessary for two
counsel to attend.
Reduce to .5 - $475.

August 2021. The fees
are proportionate and
represents time
reasonably spent. The
POD is not accepted.

earners at a
hand-down is
reasonable. DN

14




Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction Response reduction | Reduction | Decision
Injunction Application:
preparing revised draft 3 .
letter to Silk Legal; L D.l D4 Wf'“ a;cepft a . A reduction to 2
updating draft order: Item 32, time is qllscount of 2 hrs of CF's hrs is
32 30/08/202 | Colleen considering next ste’ < 33 $2 22750 unreasonable. ($1,890.0 | time at the rate claimed ($877.50) | ($877.50) reasonable
24. ' 1 Farrington emails Witr?clerks rep ' ' . Reduce to .5 of an 0) as time reasonably ' ' Deduct '
the hearings; internal hour - $337.50 spent. The POD is $877.50
. fings, partially accepted. '
discussions re the
same.
Item 33 Time is .
A . A D1 - D4 will concede the
25| 33|30 Of/ 202 | regane Er’]‘gzztr'{(‘j?nhet%r'zgggs 06 | $285.00 ‘égrgfsg?jbieéf " ($237.50) | sum claimed here. The | ($237.50) | ($237.50)
y 9 ' i POD is accepted.
hour -$47.50
The POD is partially
Injunction Application: accepted. It matters not
preparing draft letter to whether Mr Perry QC is
Silk Legal and updating counsel on the case.
the team; Emails with Discussions with Mr
thoriive: Emails with Item 34 = IS srortly afier the
Counsel an,d covidin duplicitous. David injunction was applied
documents; Igmails V\%th Perry QC is not a for gnd D1 Dawere The discount to
D Perry OC on counsel in this case, entlftledi to sieedk . 3hrsis
31/08/202 | Colleen A this is administrative 1,620.0 | Professional advice on 1,282.50
26.| 34. 1 Farrington :;vall_abnlty for_éhe_ 4.9 $3,307.50 in nature. Time ® 0) the merits of the ($1,282.50) )($ rDe_aSﬁnabIe.
earing; considering i i injunction as soon as Isallow
further emails from COI preparing bundle is ) $1,282.50

team. Reviewing filed
hearing bundle from
Silk Legal; reviewing
draft bundle of
authorities and
commenting; internal
discussions re the
same.

unreasonable.
Should reduce to 2.5
hours - $1687.50

possible. Mr Sutcliffe QC
was immediately
instructed once his
engagement was
completed. D1 - D4 will
accept a discount of 3
hours as time
reasonably spent.
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IT\IO(;gt I,:Iir?l Date® EZ?nerG Narrative Hours | Amount | Points of dispute rpggggtsigg Response rébt‘jgur;?gn g&iggfzt?on \I]DL(je(cj:igsei‘oSn
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Extensive email here. OC is the Reasonable
31/08/202 | Oliver correspondence, further Item 35 — supervising partner with time for a
27.1 35. 1 Clifton comments on draft 0.9 $855.00 | Unreasonable. ($855.00) | conduct of the case. The $0.00 $45.00 rner t
° skeleton, further Should reduce to $0 work is proportionate 23 er'E\Blisg DN
instructions to ASQC. and represents time P '
reasonably spent. The
POD is not accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed Work
i P here. The work is within or
i ES%’&SIQQE?#;EOHU(ES It(_am 36 - Repetitive t'h'e scope of the reasonably
28 | 36. 31/08/202 | Yegane correspondences, 1.8 $855.00 | With Item 34 and ($855.00) | litigation. The fees are $0.00 0.00 done by an
1 Glley preparation for filing unreasonable. proportionate and appropriate
and hearing Should reduce to $0. represents time grade of fee-
' reasonably spent with earner. DN
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The work is within
Item 37 is the scope of the
A . unreasonable. litigation. The fees are
29.| 37. 01/ 02/ 202 é%?;/ne ermzp:tgr:?j?nfgoggggzn 1.9 $902.50 | Unreasonable ($902.50) | proportionate and $0.00 0.00 Ditto. DN

amount of telecons.

Should reduce to $0.

represents time
reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
The notice of
Further amendments to S\;ch;rgcggnocf
Authorities bundle, D1-D4 fees are
’ ; the eve of the
collating reasonably claimed heari
. earing. It was
correspondence clip, . here. The legal .
downloadin Item 38 — Filing took ractitioners cannot appropriate for
documents?iled b place just under 1.5 gbdicate responsibilit short time to
38, | V091202 | Yegne | s e creain 21 | soorso |MoursaterNoticeof | go07 oo | Liorcuorcwas $0.00 | 0.00 continue fling
30. ' 1 Glley ! g ' ' Discontinuance was ' ' ' documents etc

sharefile link and
circulating the
documents. E-filing
skeleton and AB. Email
correspondences and
discussion with team.

filed. This should be
reduced to $0.

conducted prior to the
discontinuance. The
work is within the scope
of the litigation. The
POD is not accepted.

pending
consideration
of the
consequences
of the notice of
discontinuance.
DN
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's

No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
Injunction Application: The POD is partially
emails with counsel and accepted. It matters not
providing docume.nts' whether Mr Perry QC is
upon request; reviewing counsel on the case.
cases mentioned in Discussions with Mr
Judgment dated 27 Perry QC were pursued | agree that it is
August and circulating _ shortly after the irrelevant
the same to counsel; Item 39 David Perry injunction was applied whether Mr
emails with David Perry QC is not counsel in for and D1 - D4 were Perry QC W'as
QC re revised this case. Based on entitled, to seek ultimyately
submissions and call; his CV, it doesn’t i i .

| call; ) _ professional advice on
31| 39. 01/03/202 IC::::Ir(ia:nton all attendance with 5.4 | $3,645.00 | seem like he is even ($2’(2))95'0 the merits of the (31,620) | ($1,620.00) {/r:/ztlrlg:rt:’d.

9 assisting counsel in called to the BVI Bar. injunction as soon as offered
anticipation of call and Item 39 is very possible. Mr Sutcliffe QC deduction is
finalizing submissions; duplicitous. Allow for was immediately

zIng reasonable.
emails with COIl team 2 hours. $1,350. instructed once his Disallow
and requesting . engagement was $1.620
documents; liaising with completed. D1 - D4 will T
the court re _ accept a discount of 3
submissions and details hours as time
regarding the hearing. reasonably spent.
Conference call with
team.
Discontinuance: call D1-D4 fees are
with Silk Legal reasonably claimed CF’s work
regarding the same; lterm 40 — here. The legal seems
considering position on Unreasonable to practitioners cannot reasonable
costs and any costs abdicate responsibility '

01/09/202 | Colleen o charge for call from ($1,282.5 Counsel had to
32| 40. . orders; internal 1.9 | $1,282.50 . - where work was $0.00
1 Farrington counsel informing of 0) be told about

discussions re the
same; updating the
team; email with
counsel in relation to
hearing and costs/

withdrawal. Should
be reduced to $0.

conducted in relation to
the discontinuance. The
work is within the scope
of the litigation. The
POD is not accepted.

the notice of
discontinuance.
DN
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
D1-D4 fees are
Leea:o??]tél)l/ecgg:med The late notice
Work on settling practitioners cannot 2:12503??;1136-
01/09/202 | Oliver skeleton argument, Item 41 — Allow for .5 ($1,900.0 abdicate responsibility defenrc)iants ina
33.| 4L 1 Clifton meeting with COI team, 25 $2,375.00 | hours work prior to ’0) ' where work was $0.00 ($125.00) difficult
preparation for hearing, withdrawal. $475 conducted in relation to osition. 2.5
receipt of NOD. the discontinuance. The Ers is T
work is within the scope reasonable. DN
of the litigation. The '
POD is not accepted.
Prepare letter to HC to
02/09/202 | Jenely request practising
42, ” 0.4 $180.00 ($270.00)
1 Fraser certificate for Andrew ltems 42 and 43 are D1 - D4 will concede the
34. Sutcliffe. unreasonable. ($270.00) | sums claimed. The POD | ($270.00)
Follow up with HC re Reduce to $0. is accepted.
43. 02/02/202 ‘Iszgseg practising certificate of 0.2 $90.00
Andrew Sutcliffe
Item 44 is
. . unreasonable. Case D1 to D4 will concede
35| 44. | 02091202 | Jenely Revise authorities 05 | $22500 |waswithdrawnon | ($225.00) | the sum claimed. The | ($225.00) | (55 op)
1/9/2021. Reduce to POD is accepted. '
$0
D1-D4 fees are Four lawyers is
ggsTsn;?:?]ts d?JTedraft Items 45 — 47 are reasonably claimed unreasonable
45, | 02/09/202 | Oliver discussion re 0.7 | $665.00 | ooostio = Gs 2ase here. The work is within $0.00 | (8600.00) |aftera.
1 Clifton outstanding points for was withdrawn less $3.515.0 the scope of the dl_scontlnuance.
36. hearing with ASQC. than 24 hours before. | ( 70) ' litigation. The fees are Disallow
Item; {16 and 47 are proportionate and $1,500
Preparation for hearing repetitive, also no represents time
02/09/202 | Oliver . need for four counsel ,
46. 1 Clifton and hearing before 1 $950.00 | {4 attend the hearing reasonably spent with $0.00 ($900.00)

Jack J.

respect to the litigation.
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
5 - Reduce to $0 accepted. rsis
47. | 02/09/202 | Yegane schedule, email 4 | $1,900.00 P $0.00 | ($475.00) | unreasonable.
1 Glley correspondences, 3hrs
preparing for hearing. '
ltem 48 — A COI
hearing is irrelevant.
02/09/202 | Renell Attend COlI hearing; Counsel attended as D1 - D4 will concede the
37.| 48. S Research authorities 0.8 $460.00 | an audience member. | ($460.00) | sum claimed here. The ($460.00) | ($460.00)
1 Benjamin : . : o :
and circulate. Circulating authorities POD is accepted.
after withdrawal.
Reduce to $0.
Email D1-D4 fees are
02/09/202 | Yegane correspondences, and reasonably claimed
49,
1 Glley telecon following 0.7 $332.50 here. The work is within $0.00 0.00
hearing. ltems 49 to 50 are t_h_e scope of the
) litigation. The fees are
duplicate and ($1,377.5 )
38. proportionate and
] unreasonable. 0) . Drafting order
02/09/202 | Oliver Telecon post-hearing Reduce to $0. ropreserts tme was associate’s
50. : with COl team, drafting | 1.1 | $1,045.00 reasonably spent with $0.00 | ($255.00) .
order following hearing. p g9 :
The POD is not $200.
accepted.
. DN. Points
A Review of draft order .
04/09/202 | Yegane ; ’ D1-DA4 fees are taken into
51. -
1 Gilley email correspondence 0.4 $190.00 reasonably claimed $0.00 0.00 account with
to the AG and SL. here. CF drafted the OC’s f
ltems 50 to 53 are : . S fees.
Application: amending unreasonable. order and which was
39. draft order and Unreasonable for $1,192.50 | reviewed by OC and YG.
06/09/202 | Coll circulating to the parties three lawyers to draft groepgerﬁzr?;tee and
olleen an order.
°2 1 Farrington for ) 0.5 $337.50 represents time $0.00 0.00 DN
comments/agreement; reasonably spent with
and internal respect to the litigation.
correspondence.
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
] The POD is not Should have
Email correspondence accepted. been
06/09/202 | Oliver over weekend with AG -
53. ,
1 Clifton comments from SL and 0.7 $665.00 $0.00 ($335.00) supervision
AG on draft order only. Disallow
' $300.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Downloading affidavit trlheges.c'(l;hz \éVfO trrI](e|s within
and approved order . e scop
07/09/202 | Yegane from ELP. Email Item 54 Time "“ga“of‘- The fees are Reasonable
40.| 54 " : 2.2 $1,045.00 | Unreasonable — ($855.00) | proportionate and $0.00 0.00 .
1 Glley correspondences. . time spent. DN
! Allow .5 hours - $190 represents time
Updating costs .
reasonably spent with
schedule. L
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
ltem 55 Time D1-D4 fees are
. : reasonably claimed
Circulating draft order unreasonable. No : .
) ; here. D1 - D4 will accept 0.4 hrsis
07/09/202 | Colleen to the court to settle; need to spend this a 0.4 hour discount as ($67.50) reasonable
41.| 55 . reviewing evidence 0.5 $337.50 | amount of time on ($202.50) | o = ($67.50) . :
1 Farrington . Co time reasonably spent at Disallow
from the Claimant and reviewing a short .
L N the rate claimed. The $67.50
emails with team. affidavit. Reduce to .2 . .
POD is partially
hours - $135
accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Review of affidavit from here. The work is within
. the scope of the
SL, advice to COI team, Item 56 is repetitive litigation. The fees are OC should be
42.| 56. 07/09/202 OI_|ver drafting updated order 15 $1,425.00 | with Items 54 and 55. ($1,425.0 proportionate and $0.00 ($525.00) supervisory.
1 Clifton for costs assessment, 0) . :
Reduce to $0 represents time Disallow $450.

updating costs
schedule.

reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
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IT\IO(;gt I,:Iir?l Date® EZ?nerG Narrative Hours | Amount | Points of dispute rpggggtsigg Response rébt‘jgur;?gn gzlégg?;t?on \I]DL(je(cj:igsei‘oSn
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Finalising draft here. The work is within Reasonable for
judgment and letter, Item 57 — the scope of the a partner to do
08/09/202 | Oliver review of draft Unreasonable to litigation. The fees are this work, but
43.| 57 1 Clifton judgment from Jack J, 1.3 $1,235.00 | claim for finalizing ($760.00) | proportionate and $0.00 ($515.00) some
advice to COI team, judgment. Allow for .5 represents time duplication with
work on draft order for hours $475. reasonably spent with CF. Disallow
handing down. respect to the litigation. $450
The POD is not
accepted.
Reviewing judgment on D1-D4 fees are
costs and discussing reasonably claimed
the same with O Clifton; here. CF is the leading
circulating the same to legal practitioner working R
o - easonable for
08/09/202 | Colleen counsel and reviewing Itgm 58 — Repetitive ($1,687.5 on the matt_er. The fees an associate to
44.| 58. 1 Farrinaton the judgment for 25 $1,687.50 | with Item 57. Reduce 70 are proportionate and $0.00 0.00 do this work
arringto correction/amendments to $0 ) represents time D(I)\I S work.
. Updating clients of the reasonably spent with
gist of the judgment respect to the litigation.
and next steps for The POD is not
hearing. accepted.
Email correspondence D1-D4 fees are
o0/ | (rje df:aftdorder,dfinalising ltem 59 — 61 are ($ reasonably claimed
09/09/202 | Oliver raft order an o 1,892.5 | here. OC is the partner .
45.| 59. 1 Clifton comments on draft 0.8 $760.00 | repetitive. Allow for 1 0) with corduct of 51e $0.00 ($40.00) See next item.

schedule, instructions
to Mr Sutcliffe.

hour $950.00

matter. CF is the leading
legal practitioner on the

22




Point
No.2

Item
No.*

Date®

Fee
Earner®

Narrative

Hours

Amount

Points of dispute

Proposed
reduction

Response

Agreed
reduction

Judge's
Reduction

Judge's
Decision

60.

09/09/202
1

Colleen
Farrington

Minor comment from
team and finalising
comment son draft
judgment. Comments
from counsel and
liaising re the same.
Circulating draft
judgment to the Court.
Email with clerk in
relation to counsel's
availability for handing
down and updating the
clients re counsel's
availability and
expectations of the
hearing. Preparing draft
order and circulating for
comments.

21

$1,417.50

61.

10/09/202
1

Oliver
Clifton

Email correspondence
with COI team and
ASQC re handing down
of judgment, settling
draft order.

0.7

$665.00

matter. The fees are
proportionate and
represents time
reasonably spent with

respect to the litigation.

The POD is not
accepted.

$0.00

($675.00)

There is some
duplication over
all these items.
Disallow $675.

$0.00

($35.00)

(Deduction
Included in the
above)
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IT\IO(;gt I,:Iir?l Date® EZ?nerG Narrative Hours | Amount | Points of dispute rpggggtsigg Response rébt‘jgur;?gn gzlégg?;t?on \I]DL(je(cj:igsei‘oSn
Email with clerk to
confirm counsel
availability and chasing
the same; further
updates to draft order D1-D4 fees are
and circulating the reasonably claimed
same to other side for here. 'I;he fe'ztes agle
comments; responding Item 62 is rpéofgsrégtnsatiemzn Time spent is
62 10/09/202 | Colleen to emails from other unreasonable and is ($1,215.0 b . reasonable as
46. . ; . . 1.8 $1,215.00 : i reasonably spent with $0.00 0.00 .
1 Farrington | wise regarding the partially repetitive of 0) e is level of fee-
) . . respect to the litigation.
order; and circulating Item 60. The fees are wholly earner. DN
draft order to the court L
in anticipation of V.V!th'n. the scope of t_he
hearing. Updating client litigation. The POD is not
of terms of agreed draft accepted.
order in anticipation of
hearing on Monday 13
September.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The fees are
. Email correspondence . proportionate and CF was already
47.| 63. 12/02/202 gll_lf\{er with ASQC re handing 0.3 $285.00 Item 63 is bl ($285.00) | represents time $0.00 ($285.00) doing this.
trton down of judgment. unreasonable. reasonably spent with Disallow $285.
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
Oliver | Appearing to collect ltems 64 to 65 are D1-D4 fees are Reasonable
48.| 64.| 12/09/2021 Clifton judgment, email 0.6 $570.00 | unreasonable in ($837.50) | reasonably claimed $0.00 ($30.00) work for a
correspondence. terms of time. Allow here. OC is the partner partner. DN
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IT\IO(;gt I,:Iir?l Date® EZ?nerG Narrative Hours | Amount | Points of dispute rpggggtsigg Response rébt‘jgur;?gn gzlégg?;t?on \I]DL(je(cj:igsei‘oSn
Reviewing draft costs for .5 of an hour - with conduct of the
schedule: all $475.00 matter. CF is the leading
attendance at hearing legal practitioner on the
and preparation of the matter._The fees are
same. Updating clients proportionate and
of the outcome of the represer;)tls time Cwith
i reasonably spent wi
Circulating revised draft The POD is not
order to correct list of accepted.
appearances.
Circulating final
judgment on costs and
reviewing the same.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The fees are within
Reviewing Affidavit of Item 66 — the scope of the
Richard Rowe as filed Unreasonable time litigation. The fees are L
49.| 66. 13/02/202 Eollgent in compliance with 0.4 $270.00 | reviewing a short ($135.00) | proportionate and $0.00 0.00 24 mins tl)sl DN
arrington terms of Order and affidavit. Allow for .2 represents time reasonable.
updating counsel. hours - $135 reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
. . here. The fees are within
Receipt and review of
evidence from SL, . .. t_h_e SCope of the
14/09/202 | Oliver internal discussion re Itgm .67 is repetitive Iltlgatlon. The fees are Reasonable
50.| 67. 1 Cli 0.5 $475.00 | with item 66 and is ($475.00) | proportionate and $0.00 ($25.00) time spent by a
ifton contempt of court, . . .
partially irrelevant. represents time partner. DN

email correspondence
with COI team.

reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The fees are within
. the scope of the
Email correspondence litigation. The fees are Not partner
51 | 68| 14 02/ 202 8|Iilf\$; KQHL ngg da.‘ggrﬁé e 0.4 | $380.00 Eﬁ[g:folnsabm %0 ($380.00) | proportionate and $0.00 | ($110.00) | work. Disallow
costsg hearirJ1 represents time $90.
9 reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
Reviewing affidavit of
Julian Willock and
updating counsel,
considering legal
standing on issues
raised. Email from the D1-D4 fe?s ‘TE.E
Court directing a Leason?]b)f/ claimed ithi
hearing in light of Item 69 Time is ere. The fees are within
. . the scope of the Reasonable
evidence and updating unreasonable and litiqation. The fees are time spent b
69 14/09/202 | Colleen clerk. Updating clients 5 $1.350.00 incorrectly stated. ($1,012.5 rg ortio-nate and $0.00 0.00 an a pro ria)':e
52. ' 1 Farrington of the same. Internal ' ' Time accepted for 0) Pe Fesents time ' ' Ievelpgf f(fe
discussions. reviewing affidavit is P .
reasonably spent with earned. DN.

Considering status of
contract with
government and
whether publicly
available based on
asserted privilege
stance by Silk Legal
and Mr Willock.

.5 hours $337.50

respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Email correspondence here. The fees are within
from the Court, review Ithe SCOpe %ftr;e Applic;priate
A : ' . . itigation. The fees are work for an
53.| 70. | 15/09/202 | Yegane | of ELP files, 0.8 | $380.00 |'t€m 70isrepetitive | aa4 00y | proportionate and $0.00 | 0.00 associate.
1 Guley downloading HIW from of previous item. $0. : ; .
ELP. Email to ASQC represents time Time spent is
clerk reasonably spent with reasonable. DN
' respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
Legal research on Public
A Finance act and
7i, | 2 02’ 202 | Yegane | | egistative Council 09 | $427.50 | N/A $0.00 | N/A $0.00 | N/A N/A
y (Immunities and Powers)
Act.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Review of evidence here. The fees are within
from SL and the the scope of the Reasonable for
. Claimant, advice to . litigation. The fees are a partner to
15/09/202 | Oliver : ! : : Item 72 Repetitive of ($1,045.0 . .
72. '
54. 1 Clifton clients, discussion with 1.1 $1,045.00 ltem 69. $0. 0) proportionate and $0.00 ($55.00) consider

internal team re
response to claim for
privilege.

represents time
reasonably spent for
with respect to the
litigation. The POD is not
accepted.

privilege claim.
DN
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Point
No.2

Item
No.*

Date®

Fee
Earner®

Narrative

Hours

Amount

Points of dispute

Proposed
reduction

Response

Agreed
reduction

Judge's
Reduction

Judge's
Decision

55.

73.

15/09/202
1

Colleen
Farrington

Preparing fee estimate
for clients of time spent
to date up to judgment
on the matter including
Ccosts.

1.3

$877.50

Iltem 73 is
administrative.
Reduce to $0.
Alternatively, no more
$167.50 should be
allowed.

($710.00)

D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The fees are within
the scope of the
litigation. The fees are
proportionate and
represents time
reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.

$0.00

($202.50)

Excessive time
spent. Disallow
$202.50.

56.

74.

16/09/202
1

Yegéne
Guley

Email correspondence
sending sealed order.

0.4

$190.00

ltem 74. Time is
unreasonable. Allow
for 18 mins — $285.

(30)

The sum proposed is
unclear and relatively
higher than the fee
claimed. The POD is not
accepted as D1-D4 fees
are reasonably claimed
here. The fees are within
the scope of the
litigation. The fees are
proportionate and
represents time
reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.

$0.00

0.00

Reasonable
time spent. DN

57.

75.

16/09/202
1

Oliver
Clifton

Email correspondence
re letter from AG and
public contract, internal
team meeting re next
steps, emalil
correspondence with
SL re "mistaken”
amendment to order re
status of Claimant.

0.7

$665.00

Item 75 repetitive of
Item 74. $0

($665.00)

D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The fees are within
the scope of the
litigation. The fees are
proportionate and
represents time
reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.

0.00

($35.00)

Appropriate
use of partner
time. DN
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IT\IO(;gt I,:Iir?l Date® EZ?nerG Narrative Hours | Amount | Points of dispute rpggggtsigg Response rébt‘jgur;?gn gzlégg?;t?on \I]DL(je(cj:igsei‘oSn
Correspondence from
AG Chambers re status
76. 16/02/202 EO”‘?e”t of contract and 01 | $67.50 |N/A $0.00 | N/A $0.00 | 0.00
arrington confirming date of
lodging.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Email correspondence here. The fees are within
with Court re sealed t_h_e SCcope of the .
17/09/202 | Oliver letter. email I_tem 77 unreasonable Iltlgatlon. The fees are Excessive use
58.| 7. 1 Clifton corre,spondence with 0.6 $570.00 | time. Reduce to .3 ($285.00) | proportionate and $0.00 (300.00) of partner time.
Mr Sutcliffe OC's clerk hours - $285 represents time _ Disallow $270.
re adjourned hearing. reasonably Spe.r?t W'.th
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
Requesting High Court
Search for contract
2021/292. Reviewing D1-D4 fees are
court's email re reasonably claimed
directions for hearing Item 78 allow for High here. The fees are
on 21 September. Court Search proportionate and The work done
59 78. 17/09/202 | Colleen Discussions with client 06 $405.00 | request. The balance | ($337.50) represents time $0.00 0.00 and time spent
' 1 Farrington re hearing and taking ' ' : ' reasonably spent for ' ' are reasonable.

instructions on
appearances. Email
with clerk re counsel's
availability and
requesting updating
Ccosts.

is spurious. Reduce
to $67.50

with respect to the
litigation. The entry is
also adequate. The POD
is not accepted.

DN
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Point

Item

Fee

Proposed

Agreed

Judge's

Judge's

5 . . .
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
D1-D4 fees are Very
reasonably claimed reasonable
Email from court re here. The fees are amount
envelope from Mr Item 79~ proportionate and claimed
60.| 79. | 17/09/202 | Colleen Willock. Updating 0.2 | $13500 | Ynreasonableand ($135.00) | represents time $0.00 | 0.00 Serving the
1 Farrington repetitive of ltem 77 — .
counsel by way of reasonably spent with sealed
: . Reduce to $0 e
information. respect to the litigation. envelope was
The POD is not very strange
accepted. behaviour. DN
L D1-D4 fees are
Reviewing contract reasonably claimed
2021/292 and y -
. . here. The fees are within
circulating the same
) . . the scope of the
internally. Discussing Iltem 80 — Time litigation. The fees are
61.| 80. 20/09/202 | Colleen the legal effect on 1.3 $877.50 | unreasonable allow ($540.00) | proportionate and $0.00 0.00 Reasonable
1 Farrington arguments raised and . time spent. DN
: : for .5 hours $337.50 represents time
whether issues raised :
: reasonably spent with
by Silk Legal for the e
respect to the litigation.
purpose of costs are The POD is not
affected.
accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The fees are within
. . the scope of the
Emails with counsel re litigation. The fees are Time
62.| 8L 20/09/202 | Colleen contract 2021/292 and 0.5 $337.50 Item 81 — ($337.50) | proportionate and $0.00 0.00 reasonably
1 Farrington discussions on next unreasonable —$0 )
represents time spent. DN

steps.

reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
D1-D4 fees are
. . reasonably claimed
erculat]ng contract and here. The fees are within
discussing the same
; the scope of the
with counsel. litigation. The fees are
21/09/202 | Colleen Requesting concall with Item 82 is repetitive - Reasonable
82. , . ;
63. 1 Farrington | counsel to discuss. ! $675.00 of 80 and 81 ($675.00) proportionate and $0.00 0.00 time spent. DN
- . . represents time
Emails with clients reasonably spent with
regarding the same and yh pl' o
next steps respect to the litigation.
' The POD is not
accepted.
Review of contract, Reasonable
24/09/202 | Oliver email correspondence .
83.
1 Clifton with Mr Sutcliffe, re JW 1 $950.00 | N/A $0.00 N/A $0.00 (50.00) involvement by
funding. partner. DN
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. The fees are within
Emails with counsel re the scope of the
concall and items for Item 84 — litigation. The fees are
24/09/202 | Colleen . . . Reasonable
84. -
64. 1 Farrington consideration. 0.3 $202.50 | Unreasonable ($202.50) | proportionate and $0.00 0.00 time spent. DN

Requesting updated
costs from counsel.

reduce to $0.

represents time
reasonably spent with
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
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IT\IO(;gt I,:Iir?l Date® EZ?nerG Narrative Hours | Amount | Points of dispute rpggggtsigg Response rébt‘jgur;?gn gzlégg?;t?on \I]DL(je(cj:igsei‘oSn
Telecon, discussion D1-D4 fees are
with O Clifton and C reasonably claimed
Farrington, email here. The fees are within
correspondence to the scope of the
A counsel, review of . litigation. The fees are Time spent is
65.| 85 27/02/202 \ée_:_gane supplemental bundle 4 $1,900.00 ltem 85 — Padding - ($1,900.0 proportionate and $0.00 (475.00) excessive. 3
dley ; . reduce to $0 0) .
index, updating costs represents time hrs.
schedule, email reasonably spent with
correspondences. respect to the litigation.
Preparing supplemental The POD is not
bundle. accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Concall with counsel here. CF is the leading Reasonable for
and discussing steps in legal practitioner on the CF to attend
anticipation of the Item 86 — Allow .5 for matter. The fees are consultation
66.| 86. 27/02/202 Eollgent hearing on 28 2.1 $1,417.50 | preparation of ($l’880'0 proportionate and $0.00 0.00 with leading
arrington September. Preparing affidavit —337.50 ) represents time counsel and
draft affidavit; preparing reasonably spent with draft affidavit.
bundle index. respect to the litigation. DN
The POD is not
accepted.
Review of email
correspondence sent
on behalf of the Hon D1-D4 fees are
Justice Jack reasonabl_y claimed
) . A here. OC is the
discussion of logistics . .
points with Ms Item 87 is repetitive igﬁgmts I(?fgﬂ?: rctggtra V\flrtf?e g%afoog{atglr?dfor
67.1 87. 27/02/202 8II_|ver Farrlngtqn, telecon with 1.6 $1,520.00 | of items 81, 82 and ($1,520.0 fees are proportionate $0.00 80.00 consultation
ifton Mr Sutcliffe QC re 83 reduce t0 $0 0) and re . ith leadi
terms of SL contract : presents time with leading
reasonably spent with counsel. DN

and approach to
hearing and costs
recovery. Update and
advice to COI team by
email.

respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
Emails. Reviewing Iherel. CF is'; 'the Ieadinf?
: — i egal practitioner on the
Supplemental Bundle Item 88 — Padding ga' p
and commenting and unreasonable matter. The fees are
: roportionate and
68| 88. 27/09/202 Collgen Reviewing submissions 21 $1.417.50 save for’ attorney ($1,080.0 | prop . $0.00 0.00 Reasonable
1 Farrington by the Hon Attorney general’'s 0) represents time time spent. DN
issi reasonably spent with
General, internal submissions. Allow y spent wi
- . for .5 hour - $337.50. respect to the litigation.
discussions. The POD is not
accepted.
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed
here. OC is the
Final oreparation for supervising partner with Reasonable
28/09/202 | Oliver hearing before the Hon ($2,375,0 | Sonduct of the case. The time spent and
69.| 89. . ng ; 2.5 $2,375.00 | Item 89 -Padding - $0 ' ' fees are proportionate $0.00 (125.00) reasonable for
1 Clifton Justice Jack, appearing 0) d . d
at costs claim hearing and represents time a partner to do
' reasonably spent with the work. DN
respect to the litigation.
The POD is not
accepted.
D1-D4 fees are One fee-earner
A : . reasonably claimed would have
90. | 28/09/202 Yggane Preparing for hea”.”g 2 $950.00 here. D1 - D4 will accept | ($475.00) | (475.00) been enough to
1 Glley and attending hearing.
1 hour as reasonable at support OC.
Items 90 and 91 are the rate claimed for each Disallow $475.
padding. No need for | ($2,300.0 | fee earnerasitis
70. All attendance in altlt Iav(\j/yers to be in 0) reas:)natl)le fort_?t Ieas_t
anticipation of hearing. attendance. one legal practitioner in ) .
o1, | 28/09/202 | Colleen | b0 o ation and 2 | $1,350.00 addition to the partner to | (g675.00) | (675.00) | Dino- Disallow
1 Farrington attend the hearing. The $675.

discussion with
counsel.

POD is partially
accepted.
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Point Item 5 Fee . . . Proposed Agreed Judge's Judge's
No.2 No.* Date Earner® Narrative Heurs | Amewmt | [Pelis @ eispuie reduction | ResPonse reduction | Reduction | Decision
Total $102,505 ($8g67)60' ($11,562.50) §$13'495'00 $89,010
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Counsel's Fees

Judge's

Pllafs | (1= Date Fee Earner | Narrative Hours Amount P_omts € Propos_ed Response Agfe‘?d Reductio Judgg S
No. No. dispute reduction reduction n Decision
D1-D4 fees are
reasonably claimed here.
It is not disputed that Mr
Sutcliffe was retained as
No indication of leading counsel for this
81, N/A N/A Andrgw N/A N/A N/A hourly rate or N/A matter. The rate sought is N/A
Sutcliffe QC time spent or significantly lower than
units. what any leading counsel
of his equivalent in the
City of London, or within
the jurisdiction would
charge.
reasonable and
solicitors regarding Fees: : Fees:
: . . The POD .
24/08/2021 | Andrew instructions to appear £100.00 | As a matter of proportionate. The PO £100.00 | Disallow.
Sutcliffe QC - : ' | t is not accepted. Counsel
at injunction hearing aw, any amoun
. has been on the roll of
listed to take place on charged between o
26/8/21 24 August 2021 legal practitioners and
and 30 August authorized to practise in
82. Reviewing email with 2021 is (£2,300.00) | the BVI since 2007. 1t £0.00
instructions; irrecoverable as matters not that the
downloading and Andrew Sutcliffe certificate is dated 30
Andrew reading enclosures to Fees: QC had no August 2021. The Fees:
25/08/2021 Sutcliffe QC instructions; listening to £1,066.67 practicing certificate was sought as £1,066.67 | Disallow
excerpts from COI certificate. soon as counsel was

hearing; conference call
with instructing
solicitors

instructed which was
shortly after the injunction
was applied for and
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Judge's

Pllafs | (1= Date Fee Earner | Narrative Hours Amount P_omts € Propos_ed Response Agfe‘?d Reductio Judgg S
No. No. dispute reduction reduction n Decision
Reviewing emails from counsel was entitled,
And instructing solicitors Fees: indeed professionally Fees:
26/08/2021 SEtcrli‘\% Qc | With attachments; work £400.00 obliged, to advise on the £400.00 | Disallow
on draft submissions for merits of the injunction as
hearing on 2/9/21 soon as he was
instructed.
Given that counsel was in
Reviewing emails from the roll of legal
Andrew instructing solicitors Fees: practitioners authorized to Fees: _
27/08/2021 | ' | iitte ac with attachments; work £733.33 practise in the BV, £733.33 | Disallow
on draft submissions for obtaining the certificate
hearing on 2/9/21 was no more than a
formality.
Reviewing emails from
instructing solicitors;
listening to further
excerpts from COI
hearing; reviewing
judgment of Jack J as
handed down; reading Fees:
1. 31/08/2021 Andrt_aw hearing bundle and £1.300.00 DN
Sutcliffe QC | correspondence

attached to emails from
instructing solicitors;
further work on draft
submissions and
authorities; reviewing
relevant provisions of
ECSC CPR

36




. . Judge's .
Pllafs | (1= Date Fee Earner | Narrative Hours Amount P_omts € Propos_ed Response Agregd Reductio Judgg S
No. No. dispute reduction reduction n Decision
D1-D4 fees are
Item 2 is reasonably claimed here.
repetitive with all The fees are
83, the other (£2,160.00) | Proportionate and £0.00 | £0.00 DN
Further work on, and instances of represents time
finalising, written Work|ng on reasonably spgnt W[th
submissions for hearing submissions. respect to'the litigation.
on 2/9/21: conference The POD is not accepted.
cal! v_wth mstrucpng Fees: D1-D4 fees are
2. | 01/09/2021 éndrgw solicitors and clients; £1,800.00 | 1toms 2 and 5 reasonably claimed here. The fee for
utcliffe QC | reviewing numerous ems < an The work is within the the work
emails from instructing _conltams . scope of the litigation. other than
solicitors with _ ere ev_anmes“EOI The sum claimed is listening to
attachments, including H|step|ng,,to proportionate and COl hearings
84. submissions of Attorney earnngs . N/A represents time £0.00 is in itself
General Impossible to tell bl nt with reasonable
how long spent reasonably spent wr :
on these respect to'the litigation. (No amount
irrelevancies The POD is not accepted charged for
' despite the absence of a COl.) DN
proposed sum.
Reviewing and
responding to emails Fees:
regarding hearing on
3. | 02/09/2021 2/9/21 and preparing £700.00 iy
for same; attending
hearing
Further work following
hearing; reviewing and
responding to emails; —
4. | 02/09/2021 conference call with £500 DN
instructing solicitors
and then with
instructing solicitors
and clients
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Judge's

Point | Item Date Fee Earner | Narrative Hours Amount | Foints of Proposed Response Agreed Reductio | JUd9¢'S
No. No. dispute reduction reduction n Decision
D1-D4 fees are
L reasonably claimed here. The fee for
ReV'eW”T‘g and - Items'Z and 5 The work is within the the work
responding to emails; contains A
S . . scope of the litigation. other than
considering draft order irrelevancies — . X X .
) . . . B The sum claimed is listening to
regarding costs and Fees: Listening to “COlI roportionate and COl hearinas
84, 5. | 08/09/2021 drafting further £500 Hearings”. N/A prop . £0.00 S 9
9 . ! represents time is in itself
submissions to court in Impossible to tell .
. reasonably spent with reasonable.
relation to costs how long spent e
N respect to the litigation. (No amount
affidavit filed by on these .
claimant irelevancies The I_DOD is not accepted charged for
' despite the absence of a COl.) DN
proposed sum.
Perusing draft
judgment, reading and Fees:
6. 09/09/2021 responding to emails, £150.00 DN
amending
draft order
Perusing and Fees:
7 10/09/2021 responding to emails £66.67 DN
re-court order and costs
hearing
Reading and Fees:
8. | 12/09/2021 responding to emails £33.33 DN
re-privilege issue
Reading and Fees:
9. | 14/09/2021 responding to emails £66.67 DN
with attached affidavit
Reading and Fees:
10. | 15/09/2021 responding to email £66.67 DN

with attached further
affidavit
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. . Judge's .
PNomt Sl Date Fee Earner | Narrative Hours Amount P_omts € Propos_ed Response Agregd Reductio Judgg S
0. No. dispute reduction reduction n Decision
Reading. and ' Fees:
11. | 18/09/2021 rgspondmg to email £50.00 i
with update on costs
position
Reading. and ' Fees:
12. | 23/09/2021 responding to email £100.00 S
with update on costs
position
Total £8,333.34 (£4,460) 0.00 (£2,300) £6,033.34
TOTAL AMOUNT
(1) Walkers' fees: $89,010 ($102,505 - $13,495)
(2) Walkers' disbursements: Counsel Fees: $9,666.51 ($8,333.85 (£6,033.34 x $1.3813) + $1,332.66)
Grand Total: $98,676.51, which | certify as payable by the claimant to the first to fourth defendants.
Adrian Jack
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