Minutes of Meeting

A meeting of the Edinburgh Sheriff Court Personal Injury Users Group was held by Webex at Edinburgh Sheriff Court on 9 March 2021 at 4.15pm
Present:
Sheriff Fife, Chair 

Sheriff Campbell

Sheriff Dickson

Sheriff Keir

Sheriff Mundy

Sheriff Ross

David McNaughtan, Advocate

Natalie Gibb, Clyde & Co

Simon Hammond, Digby Brown Solicitors

Andrew Ireland, DAC Beachcroft 

Andrew Lothian, (FOIL) Forum of Insurance Lawyers

Greg MacDougall, BLM Solicitors

Richard Poole, Thorntons Law

Bruce Shields, Thompsons

Elaine Coull, CLO/ NHS
Peter Crooks, Lanarkshire Accident Law

Elaine Wilson, Senior Executive Officer, Edinburgh Sheriff and Justice of the Peace Court

Fiona Pryke, PI Clerk and Secretary to the Users group

Fiona Cruickshank, PI Clerk 

Garry Rendall, PI Clerk
	No.
	Item
	Action

	1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

8.

9.

10.
11.


	Sh Fife thanked Stephen Brown for his enthusiasm and contribution to ASSPIC over the past 18 months and introduced our new Executive Officer and member of the user group Fiona Cruickshank.

Apologies

Sh McGowan
Sh Holligan

Les McIntosh, Sheriff Clerk

Gordon Tolland, Scottish Legal Aid Board
Minute of Previous Meeting

Approved
Matters Arising from Minutes not otherwise on the Agenda
No items
Objective Connect
Elaine Wilson confirmed that the pilot was still ongoing but there is now a push to have Objective Connect as a mandatory platform for ASSPIC. 
IT department are finalising the updated governance forms. IT have also been discussing concerns from agents who wish to sign up to OC including Thompsons, BLM and Clyde & Co. IT are in discussions with Thorntons regarding problems they have had uploading documents to OC, IT have advised Thorntons to contact OC direct to resolve. 
More firms have approached ASSPIC to sign up and are waiting for the new governance forms to be approved, The governance forms should be ready to send out within 2 weeks. 
OC has unlimited space which will cure the problem users are having lodging large files by email. There is a drive within the SCTS to use OC as a platform as soon as practicable. 
Simon Hammond asked where parties are not signed up for the pilot at the moment, can an agreement be made between parties in the run up to proof to use OC as a platform to lodge large joint bundles of productions. The answer was ‘yes’. Parties can approach the court with an agreed position to open an OC workspace. This can include large files for opposed motion hearings and proofs.
ASSPIC currently has 39 users signed up for the pilot and 2 firms waiting for the new governance document. The list does not include Thompsons, BLM or Clyde & Co.

Sh Fife would like to see all users signed up to OC by the next user group meeting in 3 months’ time.
Sh Fife also asked users to clearly paginate bundles and page numbers for each authority or production on the inventory, as this greatly assists the court and all parties where a bundle can extend to hundreds of pages. 
Procedural Court 

· Procedural Court set-up: new guidance (draft) 
Sh Fife commented on new draft guidance which is still to be sent to the Sheriff Principal for her consideration. The guidance tidies up the virtual court process (pages 4 and 5); it includes some minor updates on how the court will be sending out links in the future; links will now be sent to generic email addresses with our chase up emails the Monday before the procedural court. 
Webex is now the established forum for both procedural and proof business so the court is moving away from a back up proof being offered as the court is now working to a full court diary. 
The appendix has been amended with more emphasis where parties are asking for a live proof, as the virtual court is the default position. 
· Late documents

Sh Fife highlighted para. 7 of the guidance, which states documents to be relied upon in the procedural court should be lodged no later than 12:30pm on the Friday before the court. This would assist both the administrative court prep and the sheriff’s court prep. 
Sh Campbell spoke of the advantage to the court in having written submissions with the court in plenty of time so that sheriffs can properly prepare for their hearing.

If parties lodge documents after the 12:30pm cut-off, their hearing may be put to the end of the roll or continued a week. 

Stats update

Since the last user group meeting 679 proofs have been assigned and 8 proofs have proceeded, on average approaching 1 proof running a week, in addition to debates and other hearings.

We have warranted 780 writs, which would forecast over 3,000 warrants in the year.

We have had 3,582 motions lodged which would forecast over 14,000 motions in the year, and with 168 opposed motions that would forecast over 650 opposed motions to assign in the year.
WebEx hearings 
· Core bundles (electronic and hard copy)
Sh Dickson reminded users that core bundles must be lodged in both hard copy and a digital copy no later than 4 working days before the proof diet.
· Core bundles timing: David McNaughton
David McNaughton asked if a presenter test for users was available so that they are prepared to use all presenter functions for presenting evidence. Garry Rendall confirmed that the court can carry out these tests at the witness test on Friday afternoon. Agents/counsel just need to contact the court to set up the test.
David McNaughton asked if agents could make core bundles available to counsel earlier than the 4 working days which the court requests. Sh Dickson explained the timescale was to give agents more time to prepare given the proof attrition rate. The court is flexible to change the timescale, but it would be something that would need to be agreed by users. 
Simon Hammond said this is an onerous task for agents, in particular pursuer’s agents, and would mean parties having to prepare over a week before the proof which would cause an increased workload in proof preparation. 
Sh Fife said the guidance would be published with the 4-day timescale. This can be re-visited if there are continuing problems.

Bruce Shields asked if the joint bundles can be uploaded to OC. Sh Fife confirmed this was one of the positive features of the OC platform. 
Simon Hammond advised the Court of Session has released guidance for the use of OC for large documents. 
· Marked-up witness lists
Sh Dickson reminded users that a marked-up LoW is due 4 working days before proof and sometimes this is not happening.
· Presenter function (use of pointer)
Sh Dickson encouraged the use of the pointer function which greatly assists the presentation of evidence at proof.
· Delays: teeing up witnesses
Sh Campbell commented on the time lag for inviting witnesses to join proofs. This can cause up to 30 minutes a day delay. Parties could line-up witnesses so that the time taken to invite witnesses is reduced. 
Greg McDougall asked if there could be a waiting room for witnesses. Garry Rendall spoke to the difficulty in using the practice session on Webex. Elaine Wilson confirmed that this would be difficult given the practical impact on clerks. 
· Video footage formatting
Sh Campbell commented on problems with presenting audio and visual evidence at proof and audio/visual evidence supplied to the court in hard copy. Parties should supply the court with data with more widely used formats as SCTS does not support all software. 
· Live/blended proofs
Sh Fife explained there has been a drop-off in live proof requests. Any request for a live proof or blended proof will need to call in front of a sheriff. 
The use of photographs is more efficient on WebEx and is not a good reason for a live proof.  
· Core Bundle sent to witnesses
Simon Hammond asked if it is appropriate to send a joint bundle which may include medical records to all witnesses. 
Agreed that bundles to witnesses should only contain productions relevant to them.
Civil jury trials update 
Elaine Wilson spoke to the proposed re-start of civil jury trials. The plan is to have jury trials starting in July 2021 using similar arrangements to the Court of Session.

Motions to sist/vary: new guidance(draft)
New draft guidance discussed. Motions to vary should simply state how long (i.e. 4, 6, 12 weeks) and the court will allocate dates. 
The draft guidance is being passed to the Sheriff Principal for consideration. The guidance will be issued in due course.
AOCB

· Certification of skilled witnesses (disclosure of reports): Andrew Ireland
Andrew Ireland raised the issue of pursuers’ agents sharing expert reports between parties, at the time of lodging of motion, to reduce instances of opposition to certification. 

Sheriff Fife agreed that such an approach could be helpful and reduce the number of unnecessary hearings.

· Delays in disclosure of medical records: Andrew Ireland
Medical records recovered at warranting stage not being disclosed until pursuer’s valuation of claim (contrary to OCR 28.3). 
It would be helpful to defenders for medical records to be lodged as soon as possible so defenders can look at the value of the claim. 
· Late Defences cause shown: Andrew Ireland
Andrew Ireland asked if defender’s agents need to embellish on reasons for NID/Defences being late. 
Garry Rendall reminded users that defenders must show cause for late documents, but not special cause. 
· Letters of request: Garry Rendall
Users were reminded that letters of request for havers within UK should be dealt with by Form G17 but letters for havers outwith UK are not dealt with by Form G17 and parties will need to update their processes for letters of request from outwith the UK.
· QOCS
Elaine Wilson said the Rules Council are still looking at QOCS and it seems to have gone quiet at present. ASSPIC is waiting on the Implementation Team to give guidance. Peter Crooks mentioned that it may be June of this year before it starts. 
Andrew Lothian raised concerns that there may be a drop-off of new cases until cases can be raised under QOCS, and then an increase. Elaine Wilson advised ASSPIC will keep an eye on the numbers during the year.
· Sheriff McGowan
Sh Fife paid tribute to Sheriff McGowan. Sheriff McGowan became administration sheriff for ASSPIC, taking over the reins from Sheriff Mackie. In his time, he has innovated the procedures in ASSPIC along with the administrative team. The user group gave thanks for his time as administrative sheriff.
Date of next meeting

8 June 2021 at 4:15pm
	


Agenda

Personal Injury User Group Meeting – Tuesday, 9 March 2021 at 4:15pm via WebEx
1. Apologies

2. Minutes of previous meeting 

3. Matters arising, not otherwise on agenda

4. Objective Connect

5. Procedural Court 

· Procedural Court set-up: new guidance (draft)  see attached

· Late documents

6. Stats update

7. WebEx hearings

· Core bundles (electronic and hard copy)

· Core bundles timing: David McNaughton

· Marked-up witness lists

· Presenter function (use of pointer)

· Delays: teeing up witnesses

· Video footage formatting

· Live/blended proofs

8. Civil jury trials update

9. Motions to sist/vary: new guidance(draft)  see attached

10. AOCB

· Certification of skilled witnesses (disclosure of reports): Andrew Ireland

· Delays in disclosure of medical records: Andrew Ireland

· Late Defences cause shown: Andrew Ireland

· Letters of request: Garry Rendall

11. Date of next meeting
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SHERIFFDOM OF LOTHIAN AND BORDERS



COVID-19



REVISED GUIDANCE IN RESPECT OF THE CONDUCT 

OF VIRTUAL HEARINGS IN THE ALL SCOTLAND SHERIFF PERSONAL INJURY COURT





Introduction

[1] Further to the guidance dated 5 June, 19 June and 26 June 2020 and 8 July 2020 this document contains practical guidance[footnoteRef:1] in respect of virtual hearings in the All Scotland Sheriff Personal Injury Court (ASSPIC). [1:  This guidance note has been informed and assisted by the work completed by the Judicial Institute in respect of conducting remote summary trials.] 


Procedural Court / Opposed Motions

[2] From 13 July 2020, the ASSPIC procedural court has been proceeding on a remote basis using WebEx technology unless the court directs otherwise.  Telephone conference facilities remain available as a backup should technical difficulties be encountered and may also be used when the court so directs.

[3] The WebEx technology uses the following terminology which should be noted:

(1) Host – This is the individual who is responsible for co-ordinating and controlling the video conference (“VC”) hearing.  Normally this will be the sheriff clerk.

(2) Panellist - This is an individual who is able to interact with the other participants to the VC hearing.  The panellists will be the sheriff, the clerk, the agents / counsel and a witness when he or she is giving evidence.

(3) Attendee – This is an individual who is able to view or listen to the VC hearing without having the ability to interact with the panellists.  This function could be used by a witness after having given evidence or by members of the public or the press.

(4) Practice Session – This is a subconference within a VC hearing which attendees are unable to view or listen to.

[4] Guidance on the conduct of opposed motions in ASSPIC issued on 5 June 2020 remains in place except in so far as the scheduling of motion business will be allocated within the  general procedural court without specific hearings slots at 10.00am and 2.00pm and should be followed when preparing for and conducting hearings both by teleconference or using WebEx technology.

[5] The procedural court will be scheduled via the WebEx portal by the clerk.  One week in advance of the procedural court the clerk will send invitation emails with joining instructions to parties’ generic email addresses (those provided to the court as part of e-motions sign up or advised on the lodging of any chapter 15 motion).   If counsel is instructed, parties will be responsible for forwarding the appropriate joining link ahead of the hearing.  Media representatives may apply to join a WebEx hearing as an attendee by contacting the Judicial Communications Office.

[6] Cases will be grouped together in allocated time slots at 10am and 2pm.  Parties should join the procedural court at their allocated time and listen until their case is called.   Parties will join with attendee status and will be promoted from attendee status to panellist status following joining.  Parties are free to engage in other business while waiting on their case to call but they must have their microphone muted.  

[7] Any cases assigned to the procedural roll require to have ALL documents that may be relied upon lodged with the Court by email no later than 12 noon on the Friday prior to the Procedural Court.  Failure to do so may result in documents not being processed and available to the Sheriff ahead of any hearing. 

Proofs

Prior to the Proof Diet

[8] VC proofs, using the WebEx technology, remain the default format of evidential hearing.    Where parties have lodged the form seeking the proof diet to be retained and proceed by VC (see appendix 1 of the guidance) the following steps must be taken:

(1) 8 working days before the proof diet, agents must email the clerk to confirm that the proof is still due to proceed and confirm the estimate of the number of days required;

(2) 7 working days before the proof diet, the sheriff will consider each case and identify an appropriate running order of expected proofs.  The clerks will advise parties of the proposed running order ahead of the proof diet.

(3) 6 working days before the proof diet agents for both the priority proof and the back-up proof should provide the clerk with: (i) the email addresses of all participants to the proof; (ii) the agent’s contact telephone number; and (iii) a marked up witness list containing, for each witness: (a) their email address; (b) the location where they will be giving evidence from (which could be home, work place, solicitor’s office or other location); and (c) whether the witness wishes to take the usual oath / other oath / affirm.  The Clerks will issue an attendee joining link to the email address provided by parties ahead of the proof.  Parties will be responsible for forwarding the same link to any witness required for attendance at the proof (see below for specific witness joining instructions);

(4) Thereafter the clerk may arrange, if requested by agents a test of witness connection prior to the proof.

(5) [bookmark: _GoBack]At least 4 working days before the proof diet parties should email to the clerk the up to date pleadings in pdf format and upload to objective connect (where signed up to the preferred document sharing platform) the core bundle of productions[footnoteRef:2] (see para 8 below) failing which, for those not signed up to objective connect a hard copy must be provided to the Court (a hard copy should also be lodged with the court); [2:  This should contain only those documentary productions which are going to be put to witnesses at the proof.] 


(6) not later than 4 working days before the proof diet agents must ensure the following matters:

(a)  that all participants including witnesses have access to an appropriate laptop or other device, which has a suitable broadband connection to enable the use of the WebEx technology (technical guidance will be provided to agents but the court has been advised that the WebEx technology should work on most modern devices);

(b) that appropriate arrangements are in place to contact counsel (if instructed), their client, their opposite number and each of their witnesses during the proof via a device not being used for the VC proof;

(c) that the core bundle of productions has been sent to each witness who will be referred to it;

(d) that the witnesses have been instructed that the core bundle of productions they have been sent is to be left sealed / unopened until the proof commences and that after their evidence has been given the productions are to be returned to the party’s agents;

(e) that witnesses have been instructed that when they give evidence they will be required by the court to confirm the following:

(i) that they are  alone in the room;

(ii) that to record any part of the proceedings in any manner without the court’s permission may constitute Contempt of Court;

(iii) that they have  not viewed the core bundle of productions sent;

(iv) that they have  no means of receiving communications from other persons during the giving of his or her evidence (including that any mobile phone used for communicating with the agent calling them is switched off whilst they are giving evidence);

(v) that they are aware that:

(i) if they are required to temporarily leave the hearing, (e.g. if a legal issue arises) they will be told that by the sheriff and the clerk will temporarily close down their WebEx connection;

(ii) they will need to have access to a means of communication so that the solicitor or the clerk can advise them to re-join the hearing (for example by turning on a mobile phone solely for that purpose); 

(iii) if they leave the hearing, for any reason, they must not in the meantime discuss the evidence in the case with anyone else (including the solicitor calling them); and

(iv) once they have concluded their evidence they will not retain the productions sent or any copies of the productions.

Productions

[8]	As noted at para 7(5) parties are expected to agree a core bundle of productions and upload to the preferred Objective Connect platform  or send a hard copy direct to the Court, 4 working days in advance of the proof (agents are also required to provide the court with a hard copy of the core bundle of productions).  The core bundle of productions,  should be paginated like a book (rather than the first page of each production beginning at page 1).  Although a hard copy of the core bundle of productions is to be sent to each witness that is to be referred to the productions, the preferred method for referring witnesses to the productions is by using the “presenter” function with electronic display on WebEx.  The “presenter” function will allow the core bundle to be displayed on the screen so that it can be seen by all the participants, including the witness (it also includes a zoom and pointer facility).  Agents will be issued separate guidance on the use of the “presenter” function.

[9]	If there are difficulties with the “presenter” function the hard copies can be utilised.

The proof diet

[10]	The proof will proceed, in so far as possible, in the normal way, but the following points should be noted and followed:

(1) Unless otherwise decided by the court, the proofs  will be called at 10am and it is essential that all parties are ready to commence then.  Therefore, all preparations, discussions or negotiations must have taken place and concluded before the start time provided;

(2) At 09.45am (or other time advised by the clerk), agents and counsel (if instructed) should join the proof hearing via the provided link in order to ascertain and check all connection ahead of commencement of the proof;

(3) At 10am (or other time advised by the clerk) the sheriff will join the hearing and the proof hearing will commence.  The clerk will then call the case and the sheriff will deal with any preliminary matters.  The agent / counsel for the pursuer (if the pursuer is leading) will then call the first witness by contacting the witness and telling them to join the proof using the link previously provided;

(4) The witness will then be put on oath / affirm in line with the marked up witness list (see para 7(3)) and the matters set out in para 7(6)(e) will be confirmed with him or her;

(5) When a witness is being examined all microphones (apart from those of the witness and the representative examining the witness) must be muted[footnoteRef:3]; [3:  It is essential that all panellists are familiar with how to mute and unmute whatever device is being used.  Experience thus far has shown that there are often problems with microphones being on when they should be off and vice versa.] 


(6) If an agent / counsel wishes to object they will need to swiftly unmute their microphone and voice their objection.  If necessary, the witness may be asked to temporarily leave the proof or be moved into a mode where they cannot see or hear the Court;

(7) If the witness requires to temporarily leave the proof (e.g. in order to allow the court to deal with an objection) it will, unless the court directs otherwise, be the responsibility of the agent calling the witness to make contact with the witness to advise when they should re-join the proof;

(8) Where a witness requires to be referred to a production that will be done by the agent or counsel examining the witness using the “presenter” function on WebEx.  This will require the agent or counsel to have, as minimum, an electronic pdf copy of the core bundle of productions on the device they are using for the proof (agents / counsel may also find it helpful to have a further hard copy of the core bundle of productions or further electronic copy available on another device);

(9) If a witness (including the pursuer or defender) wishes to watch the proof after giving evidence, they are able to do so.  The clerk will deal with this by demoting the witness from panellist status to attendee status;

(10) It will be the responsibility of the agent calling the witness to liaise with each of their witnesses in order to ensure they are available to give evidence when the court requires;

(11) When an adjournment or break is required the clerk will initiate a practice session.  Once in a practice session panellists should mute their microphones and disable the video for the duration of the adjournment.  Panellist should then re-enable those functions at the agreed time or when advised to do so by the clerk.  The clerk will then move from a practice session to the live proof; and

(12) Once all the witness evidence has been concluded submissions will take place by VC in the manner directed by the sheriff.

Court Dress at VC Hearings

[11]	It is not expected that counsel or solicitors will wear wigs or gowns at a VC hearing (whether a procedural hearing or a proof).  Practitioners are expected to dress in an appropriate manner and to maintain equivalent standards of behaviour as if they were attending the court physically.































Appendix 1

		Information to be provided to court in respect of personal injury proof diet 



		Case Number

		



		Case Name

		



		Date of commencement of proof

		



		Length of proof diet allocated

		



		Estimated duration of proof

		



		Liability

List of all  matters in dispute  - 

Occurrence of accident

Existence of duty 

Breach of duty

Causation

Other

		



		Quantum

		



		List all heads of claim

		



		Heads of claim not agreed

		



		If valuations show significant disparity, what is the explanation? 

		



		Agreement of evidence - what averments remain in dispute?

		



		Are there any exceptional circumstance which may merit consideration of a physical proof hearing?

		



		Are parties ready to proceed to proof?

		



		Witnesses

		



		Total number to be called



		



		Which averments is each speaking to?

		



		Estimate of how long the evidence of each will take (evidence in chief, cross-examination and re-examination)

		



		Where will witnesses be located when giving evidence? 

		



		Skilled witnesses

		



		The nature and extent of the dispute between skilled persons

		



		Can agreement be reached between the parties on the relevant literature upon which skilled persons intend to rely

		



		Whether there has been a meeting between skilled persons, or whether such a meeting would be useful



		



		Scope of proof



		



		Would a proof on a particular issue allow scope for the matter to be resolved?



		



		Documents

		



		Can a bundle of documents to be used at the proof be agreed? 

		



		Procedural Hearing

		



		Do parties consider that a procedural hearing is required?



		



		If so, on what matters do they wish the court to give direction?

		



		Any reason(s) why should this proof be treated as the priority proof?

		









1
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PI Court: Guidance Note No. 1 of 2021  motions to sist

Introduction

[1] As there appears to be (i) dubiety about what can or cannot happen during periods when an action is sisted (e.g. can productions be lodged?) and (ii) a growing tendency for agents to seek short sists (with or without associated variations of the timetable), the court has reviewed the position and offers the following guidance. 

The nature of a sist 

[2] A sist is a halt on the course of an action. Once an action is sisted, no procedural step, however formal, may be undertaken, unless the sist is recalled on the motion of parties or ex proprio motu.  

[3] As not even a formal step may be taken, that means that nothing is allowed to happen with the process during a period of sist. That would include the lodging of steps of process or productions, which will not be permitted.

Sists in Chapter 36

[4] Sists in Chapter 36 are regulated by Rule 36.H1, which provides that a sist may only be granted (i) on cause shown and (ii) for a specified period. The purpose of this rule is to allow the court to exercise control over actions, ensuring that they proceed expeditiously.  

Issue of timetable

[5] A timetable is to be issued when the (first set of) defences are lodged: OCR 36.G1(b).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Motion to sist made before defences lodged

[6] The current practice in cases where there is a NID has been lodged is for the interlocutor sisting the action to (i) specify the date on which the sist expires and (ii) the date by which defences are due, which will normally be about 14 days after the expiry of the sist. This will continue. 

[7] Any defences lodged after the sist has been granted will be returned to agents for lodging after the sist has expired and by the new due date. 

Motion to sist made after timetable issued

[8] The timetable is deemed to be an interlocutor, but a sist calls a halt to the cause. Accordingly, the sist applies to a Chapter 36 timetable. This creates the situation whereby, assuming that the timetable dates are not varied, the dates for procedural steps remain, but compliance with them is suspended while the action remains sisted. 

[9] The difficulty is that if and when the sist is recalled, the deadlines in the timetable immediately become “live” again. That may not be a problem if the deadline date has not been reached, but can be problematic where one or more deadline dates has/have come and gone.  

[10] Presumably to avoid that problem, the court is receiving an increasing number of motions to ‘sist action plus vary timetable’. 

[11] An interlocutor which sists the action and varies the timetable is problematic. If the varied timetable dates are after the sist expiry date, the sist serves no purpose. If one or more of the varied timetable dates are before the sist expiry date, then that simply introduces (i) ambiguity as to what can and cannot be done (e.g. can productions be lodged or not?)  and/or (ii) delays, but does not eliminate, the requirement for a motion to vary the timetable. 

The court’s approach

[12] From the date hereof, the following principles will be applied:

a. motions to ‘sist plus vary timetable’ will not normally be accepted; 

b. timetable variations are appropriate where there is a need for more time to deal with something which has a readily identifiable end date (e.g. the production of an expert report); 

c. motions to vary should only specify what period of variation is required and what parts of the timetable are to be varied e.g. 6 weeks, 8 weeks, 3 months etc. The court will allocate the new dates in the interlocutor. 

d. a sist will be considered appropriate in circumstances where, for good reasons, it is not going to be possible to progress an action e.g. a pursuer is to undergo medical treatment, the results of which will not be known for a period measurable in months.  In such a situation, a timetable variation to accommodate a lengthy delay is not appropriate;

e. motions to sist once a timetable has been issued should include a motion to discharge of the timetable and a procedural hearing will be fixed for about (7?) days after expiry of sist. That hearing can of course be discharged by written motion if parties know, at the end of the sist, what they want to do next. 

[13] If agents encounter difficulties with the foregoing arrangements, they should be drawn to the attention of the court’s administrative staff

NB - This note has no official status. It is not a Practice Note and is simply an attempt to set out a position which will achieve consistency among agents and the court’s administrative staff and judiciary. It may be reviewed in the light of experience. 




