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A review of 2007

1.
Following the Jackson reforms there was a substantial increase in “business” in the London TCC following the appointment of Ramsey J. Some 10% increase in cases occurred and followed an increase of 10% + the year before. 

2.
Why? Confidence has returned. Reasons include: 

A. HCJs for the larger or more difficult claims.

B. The particular HCJs are from a TC background.

C. HCJs are user friendly.

D. Procedures are clear but adaptable.

E. Speed.

F. Appreciation of width of work.

H. Availability of HCJ pool.
3.
TCC has promoted ADR:



A. Mediation by parties own mediator.



B. Mediation by the TCC judges.


C. Early Neutral evaluation-applicability to expert determination.

Current
4.
The variety of work is interesting and includes:


(a) Professional negligence-architects/design and build contractors/engineers/quantity surveyors/loss adjusters.


(b) Final account claims.


(c) Defects.


(d) Adjudication enforcements.


(e) Computer/IT cases.


(f) Fire work.

(g) Insurance cases.


(h) Landlord and tenant dilapidations.


(i) Arbitration appeals/challenges.


(j) Group litigation. 


(k) Agricultural payments for “foot and mouth” work.


(l) Nuisance-tree roots/odours/water.
5.
Currently 3 HCJs and a 4th on the way. 
6.
There is provision for HCJs and SCJs to sit as arbitrators. Indeed Ramsey J and I each currently have two international arbitrations as arbitrators.

The future

7.
Features should include

A. A wholly HCJ TCC court in London.

B. Access to HCJs outside London.

C. New Rolls Building in 2010.

D. Long trials within about 1 year

E. Short trials/ enforcements/arbitration business within 1/3 months.

Case studies
8.
Cantillon v Urvasco [2008] EWHC 282 (TCC)

Adjudication decision: 28/11/07

Proceedings issued:     10/1/08


Directions issued:       14/01/08


Hearing:

     8/02/08


Judgment(21 pages):  27/02/08

9.
Ringway Infrastructure v Vauxhall Motors [2007] EWHC 2421 (TCC)

Adjudication decision: 14/7/07


Proceedings issued:     18/9/07


Hearing:

     8/10/07

Judgment:  

    23/10/07

Conclusion
10.
The TCC in London is working hard to maintain progress. We recognise that we are there to accommodate the parties’ aspirations about litigation. Those aspirations are an informed ruling or judgment on their procedural or substantive disputes, an expeditious disposal of their disputes, an opportunity to resolve disputes by ADR rather than by way of a full blown hearing, the saving of costs as much as is practicable and judges whom they can trust to be fair, experienced, pragmatic and user friendly.
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