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Ministry of Justice Source of intervention: Domestic
Other departments or agencies: Type of measure: Secondary legislation
HM Courts & Tribunals Service Contact for enquiries:
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Summary: Intervention and Options RPC Opinion: Awaiting

Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option

Business Net

Present Value
(2009 prices)

£-0.5m -£445m £50m No | NA

Total Net Present
Value (2013/14 prices)

Net cost to business per | In scope of One-In, Measure qualifies as
year (EANCB on 2009 prices) Two-Out?

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

The Ministry of Justice (MoJ) does not recover the full cost of the civil court system (the civil and family
courts). In 2012/13 a gross income of around £500m was generated against a cost of around £625m,
creating a deficit totalling around £125m (2013/14 prices). With around £25m of income spent on
remissions (fee waivers) the overall cost to the taxpayer was around £150m. The ModJ’s 2010
Spending Review settlement includes a commitment to recover by 2014/15 the full cost of the civil
court system through fees, excluding the cost of remissions. Government intervention is necessary to
increase income from fees.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The MoJ’s policy is that fees in HM Courts & Tribunal Service reflect the full cost of the services provided,
while protecting access to justice for the less well off and reducing the taxpayer subsidy for the civil court
system. The policy objectives for the reforms in this Impact Assessment are to ensure that fee income
covers 100% of the cost of providing services, minus the income foregone from the remission system;
except in specific cases where a policy decision has been made to continue to charge below cost. The
proposals also seek to simplify the current fee structure to make it easier to understand and more
straightforward to administer.

What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred
option (further details in Evidence Base)

Option 0: Do nothing. Maintain the current fee structure.
Option 1: Introduce a new fee model that moves close to full-cost recovery in the civil court system.

Option 1 is the preferred option as it will more closely meet our policy objectives.

Will the policy be reviewed? It will be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: October 2015

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? Yes /No/N/A

Are any of these organisations in scope? If Micros not Micro <20 Small Medium | Large
exempted set out reason in Evidence Base. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
What is the CO, equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions? Traded: Non-traded:
(Million tonnes CO, equivalent)

I have read the Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents a
reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Minister: ~+ Date: 2 December 2013




Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Description: Introduce a new fee model that moves close to full-cost recovery in civil and family courts.
FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

Policy Option 1

Price Base PV Base Time Period Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m)
Year Year Years . - ; .
Low:-0.5 High: -0.5 Best Estimate: -0.5

2013/14 2014/15 10 i 9 :
COSTS (£m) Total Transition Average Annual Total Cost

(Constant Price)  Years (excl. Transition) (Constant Price) (Present Value)
Low 105 875
High 110 910
Best Estimate 0.5 105 895

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

The total additional cost to court users is estimated to be around £105m per annum. Transition costs to HM
Courts & Tribunal Service, including costs of minor adjustments to court IT systems, and reissuing forms

and guidance, are expected to be no more than £0.5m.
Within this the cost to business users is around £50m per annum (2009 prices) from paying higher fees.
These would be paid by unsuccessful claimants and by losing defendants.

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
There may be minimal transitional costs related to HM Courts & Tribunals Service staff familiarising

themselves with the changed fees. Successful claimants would incur cash flow costs from paying higher
fees upfront (but in most cases recovering them in due course from losing defendants). There could also be

an increased cost to HM Courts & Tribunals Service in processing fee remissions.

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition Average Annual Total Benefit

(Constant Price)  Years (excl. Transition) (Constant Price) (Present Value)
Low Optional 105 875
High Optional 110 910
Best Estimate 0 105 895

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

Ongoing benefits include increased net fee income to HM Courts & Tribunals Service (and reduced burden
on the taxpayer) of around £105m per annum.

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

A simplified fee structure will make the system easier for users to understand and more straightforward for
HM Courts & Tribunals Service staff to administer. In addition, having fees set to better reflect the cost of
proceedings ensures that users consider the costs and benefits of bringing a case to court.

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%) [3.5

It is assumed that fee changes will not affect case volumes. However due to external factors there is a
degree of uncertainty around baseline caseload volumes so high and low estimates have been provided.
The high scenario assumes caseload remains unchanged and the low applies recent decreases in trend to
2012/13 caseload. Our best estimate is the mid-point of the high and low scenarios. It has also been
assumed that there is no net detrimental impact on outcomes for either civil or family court cases or access
to justice. The impact figures only include those fees where HM Courts & Tribunals Service could extract the
detailed data required from the case management systems. It has also been assumed that there would be
no impacts on legal services used to pursue and to defend a claim.

BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 1)

Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £m, 2009 prices:
Costs: 50 Benefits: ‘ Net: -50

In scope of OI0O?
No

Measure qualifies as
| NA




Annual profile of monetised costs and benefits* - 2013/14 prices (nearest

£5m’)
Option 1 Y1 Y2 Y3 Ya Ys Ys Y7 Ys Yo Y1o

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24
Transition costs 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Annual 80 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105
recurring cost
Total annual 80 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105
costs
Transition 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
benefits
Annual 80 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105
recurring
benefits
Total annual 80 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105
benefits

! With the exception of Transition Costs which is given to the nearest £0.5m
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Evidence Base
Background

1. Litigants have paid a fee to make use of the civil courts in England & Wales since the 19th century.
Originally, user fees were paid directly to the judges of the courts, who retained them personally.
With major reforms of public administration, including the establishment of the court system in its
modern form and the introduction of judicial salaries, fee setting powers eventually passed to the
Lord Chancellor under Section 165 of the County Courts Act 1888. Hence, it has long been the
case that civil justice is not publicly funded and that users must pay for the service that they use.

2. Court fees are prescribed by the Lord Chancellor under statutory powers and they must comply
with the general policy principles for statutory fee-charging services, as set out in HM Treasury’s
guidance ‘Managing Public Money — Charges and Levies’, which states that fees should normally
be set at full cost levels. Departures from the normal rule may be justified on a case by case basis,
but the guidelines generally do not permit different users of the same service to be charged
different fees, or allow users of one service to be charged a higher fee to subsidise the fee for
users of a different service.

3. A fee remissions system (of fee waivers) is in place to ensure that access to justice is maintained
for those individuals with limited financial means who would otherwise have difficultly paying a fee
to use court services. Such individuals can therefore access court services free of charge or at a
reduced rate. A fee remission is a full or partial fee waiver of the fees that become payable when
an individual uses these services.

4. The underlying fee policy of cost recovery and the need to raise income to meet financial targets
are not in question in the consultation paper. The proposals in the consultation paper set out our
approach to achieving cost recovery in the civil court system. The proposals also seek to start to
simplify the current fee structure to make it easier to understand and more straightforward to
administer. The consultation paper will seek to gain views and further evidence around the
proposals included. The consultation period will be used to fill any evidence gaps, where
applicable. This document assesses the impact of our proposed approach.

Rationale

5. The government’s overall aim is to reduce taxpayer subsidy of the court system by ensuring that
fee income covers the cost of providing court services, minus the cost of the remissions system
(fee waivers).? The remissions system exists to ensure that access to justice is maintained for
court users who would otherwise have difficulty paying a court fee; these users can be awarded a
full or partial waiver of their fee, depending on their financial circumstances.® The cost of the
remissions system is met from the Ministry of Justice budget.

6. Calculations to determine the cost of the services provided in the civil court system have been
made under the assumption that all fees would be paid in full in every case. The term “cost
recovery” therefore refers to the setting of fees at the cost price calculated before fee remissions
are taken into account.

7. The government believes that this policy offers a fairer deal to the taxpayer, as their contribution is
targeted where it is most needed (that is, at ensuring access to justice for those who cannot afford
to pay), whilst individual court users pay for the service they receive where they have the means to
do so.

8. The current fee system divides services according to the area of law under which the court work is
performed rather than by the nature of the service provided. As such, the various parts of the civil

2 The principle of full-cost recovery has featured in a number of previous consultation documents. See:
‘Fees in the High Court and Court of Appeal Civil Division’ [CP15/2011];

‘Civil Court Fees 2008’ [CP31/08];

‘Civil and Family Court Fee Increases’ [CP(L)24/05];

‘Civil Court Fees’ [CP5/07];

‘Public Law Family Fees Consultation Paper’ [CP32/07]; and

‘Civil Court Fees’ [CP10/04]

8 See the recent MoJ fee remissions consultation and consultation response for more information:
https://consult.justice.gov.uk/digital-communications/fee-remissions-court-tribunals
4



court system have been seen as distinct entities for the purpose of setting fees. Fees have
developed incrementally, which has led to different fee-charging structures in each area, and these
have been reported as distinct entities in the annual accounts of HM Courts & Tribunals Service. *

9. However, the government considers that these traditional distinctions do not properly reflect the
way the court system operates today, nor the way it will increasingly operate in the future. For
example, many administrative processes which were undertaken in local courts now take place in
shared administration centres or online. Many courts are co-located, with different types of cases
sharing the same back offices, court rooms and staff. With so many shared costs, the government
believes it would be artificial to continue to consider the cost of each type of activity in each
jurisdiction in isolation.

10. Therefore, when setting fees, we have looked at the costs of the civil court system as a whole,
focusing on the cost of activities and processes which are common to all courts, such as issue or
hearing, wherever they occur.

11. In addition to proposals for cost recovery, our aim is also to reduce the complexity of the current
fee charging system by having fewer fee charging points, as well as common fees for similar
processes across all jurisdictions. The fee changes proposed in the consultation paper are
intended as a step towards that goal.

Policy Objectives

12. The policy objectives are to:
¢ Design a coherent fee charging system that is easy to understand and administrate;

e Maximise fee income at or as close as possible to full cost levels, within the ‘Managing Public
Money — Charges and Levies’ guidelines;

e Ensure the system remains viable when patterns of demand change, by achieving as close a
match between income and costs as possible; and

e Support our wider policy aims. For example, encouraging the use of mediation, digital access to
services, and in a way which encourages users to settle their claims earlier.

Description of Options Considered

13. This Impact Assessment identifies both monetised and non-monetised impacts from society’s
perspective, with the aim of understanding what the net social impact might be from implementing
these options.

e Option 0 - (Base Case) Do nothing. Maintain the current fee structure.

e Option 1 - Introduce a new fee model that moves close to full-cost recovery in the civil court
system.

14. The government’s preferred option is Option 1. We welcome views on the proposals during the
consultation period.

Affected Stakeholder Groups, Organisations and Sectors

15. The following principal groups are likely to be affected by the proposals:
e Court Users — those who use the civil court system;
e HM Courts & Tribunals Service — who administer the civil court system;

e Taxpayers — the subsidy currently provided by the UK Exchequer towards the running and
operating costs of HM Courts & Tribunals Service; and

e Legal Aid Agency (LAA) — litigants or appellants who are eligible for legal aid have their fees
paid for them by their legal representatives, who can reclaim the money from the LAA.

4 HM Courts and Tribunals Service is an executive agency of the Ministry of Justice. An executive agency is a semi-independent organisation
set up by the government to carry out some of their responsibilities instead of a government department.
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16. These changes will affect, primarily, individuals and businesses pursuing cases through the courts
and local authorities pursuing public law family proceedings. The fee changes for family
proceedings will affect individual users of the service and local authorities who issue care and
supervision proceedings. Fee changes in civil proceedings will affect both individuals and
organisations. While alternatives to court, such as mediation, are available for many types of
cases, in some there are no alternatives to using the civil court system.

Cost and Benefits of Options Considered
Key Assumptions
Methodology

17. To model the income from proposed fee regimes we have combined outputs from costing and case
progression analysis, taking into account remissions and changes to caseload volumes.

Trends

18. We have modelled two scenarios to assess the potential change in baseline caseload. Our high
scenario assumes that baseline caseload stays at 2012/13 levels. The low scenario applies recent
trends in baseline caseload to 2012/13 volumes; a 10% fall in specified money, 3% fall in
unspecified money claims and a 4% decline in divorce petitions. We have presented the mid-point
of these estimates throughout this Impact Assessment.

19. We present both costs and income in 2013/14 prices. This assumes that fees are uplifted by
inflation each year.

20. We assume that costs are constant at 2012/13 cost levels, £625 million per year in 2013/14 prices.
We also assume that fee income is constant from 2015/16 onwards.

Refunds
21. We assume that there are no refunds of court fees.
Remissions

22. We assume that the remissions scheme introduced in October 2013 is in place and that the
remissions thresholds are adjusted for inflation annually.

Demand

23. We assume that user demand will not change in response to planned fee rises i.e. that court fee
changes themselves will not change court case volumes. Qualitative evidence conducted to date
suggests that this assumption is reasonable:

e 2013 MoJ internal qualitative research (published alongside this impact assessment) with
bulk user organisations and solicitors reported that increases in court fees would have
minimal impact on the volume of cases they bring to court, as litigation was seen as a last
resort, decisions to take cases to court were influenced more by other factors, and court
fees were considered to be a small proportion of the overall cost of going to court .among
those who used legal representation.

e 2007 MoJ Research Paper® found that fees ranked as lower in importance than other
considerations such as “getting justice”.

e |Internal analysis on Civil Driver-Based Forecasts: concluded that minor fee changes (at
issue) that have occurred since 2000 do not appear to have had any statistically significant
impact on historical caseload over and above the variation that is explained by changes in
the other economic drivers (debt, GDP, interest rates).

5 Source: What's cost got to do with it? The impact of changing court fees on users (MoJ, 2007)
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24.

e In general, when pursuing litigation, court fees also tend to be significantly lower than costs
of legal services providers. For example using data collected as part of the Jackson
Review®, average litigation costs were over £800,000 for one side in commercial
proceedings. Court fees can also be transferred to the defendant by successful claimants.

We sensitivity test this assumption in the risks section of this Impact Assessment.

Fees

25.

Individual fees in this Impact Assessment are presented in 2012/13 prices. We assume that these
will be inflated to 2013/14 prices when we respond to the consultation.

Legislation

26.

We assume that the legislation to allow enhanced fee charging will be in place by 2015/16.

Option 0 (Base Case) Do nothing. Maintain the current fee structure

Background

27.

28.

29.

In 2011/12 and 2012/13, the Ministry of Justice recovered only part of the cost of the civil court
system. Figures in HM Courts & Tribunals Service Annual Report and Accounts 2012/13 showed a
gross deficit, before the cost of remissions is taken into account, of £115 million (in 2013/14 prices).

To support the review of fees, we have revised the accounting policies used to divide costs
between the different HM Courts & Tribunals Service operations. This is the first major review of
accounting policies in this area for over 10 years. The new costing approach better reflects the
direct costs of providing services to courts users, and ensures that all users makes a fair
contribution to the wider costs of the justice system.

Using the new costing approach, the gap between costs and fees is £125 million (in 2013/14
prices). The main reason for the increase in this gap is due to the revised method of apportioning
costs, which uses data on sitting days/hours to apportion shared costs between criminal and civil
business, rather than splitting costs based on set percentages.

Description

30.
31.

Under the “do-nothing” base case, we would continue with the current fee charging structure.

The following graph illustrates the trend in the total cost recovery rate since the creation of HM
Courts & Tribunals Service in 2005/06” 2. This rate includes civil business in the magistrates’ courts
(which are divided between criminal and civil work) and in the county court, High Court and Court
of Appeal Civil Division as well as family and probate business. It is a gross recovery rate, i.e. it
does not include the income foregone to the remissions system.

6 Appendix 9, Review of Civil Litigation Costs: Preliminary Report, May 2009.

" HM Courts & Tribunals Service was established in April 2005. On 1* April 2011, HM Courts Service merged with HM Tribunals Service to form
HM Courts & Tribunals Service.

8 Assumes (i) 2009/10 cost base; and (ii) volumes in 2010/11 will be the same as in 2011/12. Note that the Court of Protection was not part of
the HM Courts & Tribunals Service cost base before 2009/10; the Court of Protection cost and income stream has therefore been included in
the cost recovery rate from 2009/10 onwards.
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Figure 1: Gross Costs and Income (2008/09 — 2012/13)

£m (2013/14 Prices)

Source: HMCTS Annual Accounts (2009/10 - 2012/13)
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33.

800 1

600

400 1

300

200

100

HMCTS Costs and Gross Income
(€m, 2013/14 Prices)

700 > —

(o))
o
o

0

2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 201112 2012/13*

=== Cost (£m) =#=Gross Income (£m) \

The graph shows that limited progress has been made in raising the total cost recovery rate
between 2006/07 and 2012/13. A range of inflationary increases were introduced in April 2011
which has offset changes to the cost base which otherwise would have seen overall recovery levels
drop. Costs are expected to fall through efficiencies, which should help reduce the current gap of
around £125m (excluding remissions of £25m).

If fees were not increased, then MoJ / HM Courts & Tribunals Service would need to consider
major cost-cutting options and reduce spending significantly on its service. This would risk
compromising court performance and service to customers. Subsequently, increased amounts of
subsidy would be required from the Exchequer to help finance the same volume of court services in
future years.

Option 1 - Introduce a hew fee model that moves close to full-cost recovery in civil and family
courts

Description

Background

34.

35.

The 2010 Spending Review settlement announced savings of 23% to the MoJ’s net budget of
£8.3bn. Following further announcements in the Autumn Budget Statements of 2011 and 2012 and
the 2013 Spring Budget Statement, this increased to a 26% saving in real terms. This is equivalent
to well over £2.5bn annual savings to the department’s budget by 2014/15.

HM Courts & Tribunals Service continues to reduce spending overall, with net operating costs
falling from £1,429m to £1,325m between 2011/12 and 2012/13. HM Courts & Tribunals Service
will make further reductions to operating costs in the coming years, which will help to close this gap
between costs and fees. However, the government considers the development of an effective cost
recovery policy to be an essential factor in meeting the cost of running the court service, which in
turn will contribute towards savings in the net cost to the taxpayer.
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The cost of the civil court system

36. Costs in the civil court system are spread across a number of areas - including, but not limited to:

salaries and expenses for court staff and the judiciary;
salaries and expenses of managers providing support and direction to front-line staff;
accommodation (court and office buildings) and furnishings; and

information technology and telephone systems.

37. These shared costs totalled £625m in 2012/13 (in 2013/14 prices).

39. In our review of accounting policies, we have looked again at how we allocate or apportion these
different types of costs between the different HM Courts & Tribunals Service operations:

Some costs are easily attributable to a particular type of activity. These “direct” costs
represent the staff and judicial time associated with a particular case type or stage. Such
costs are calculated by the minute, and are not uniform: for example, a judicial minute for a
High Court judge is more expensive than that for a Magistrate. Some cases will require
considerable judicial input, while others may require more administrative time. The
government believes it is right that, as far as possible, these costs should be met by the user;
we therefore propose to directly represent these costs in the fee charged.

All other costs (“indirect” costs) are less easy to attribute to specific types of cases or
activities. Courts are located throughout England and Wales so that they are accessible to all
who may wish to bring a case, and the infrastructure necessary to deliver an effective civil
court system (e.g. IT and estates) benefits all who use the system. Even when a case is
resolved quickly (for example, a money claim which is undefended), it is the existence of a
fully functioning judicial system — namely, a system where a case can be defended, argued in
front of the judiciary, appealed and enforced — that gives the claim its worth. The government
therefore believes that all those who issue a court case benefit equally from the existence of
the civil justice system as a whole, and should share in contributing towards its indirect costs.
For this reason, the government has divided the indirect costs of the system between all
cases that are issued.

40. This system of apportioning costs means that all who bring a case contribute towards the overall
costs of the civil justice system.

41.

42.

For the purpose of setting fees, the government has grouped together similar activities to give a fee
based on their average cost, wherever they occur. This includes, for example, grouping together
the cost of issuing non-money civil cases and private law family cases, and grouping together all
general applications.

We have retained the current tiered structure of fees for certain types of claims (e.g. money
claims), where the fee rises incrementally according to the value of the claim. This structure
ensures that the costs of money claims are spread according to the value of the claim so that the
fees for lower-value claims are not higher than the value of the claim itself, which could inhibit
access to the justice system.

Implementation

45. Subject to the outcome of this consultation, it is anticipated that the proposed fee changes will be
implemented through secondary legislation to come into force in Spring 2014.

46. Were these changes to be implemented, the government expects that they would generate
approximately £610 million in gross income against a cost base of £625 million, therefore reducing
taxpayers’ contributions to the cost of running the civil court service by £105 million per annum.



Proposals

47. The fees affected by these proposals are currently governed by six Statutory Instruments.® These
are:

e The Civil Proceedings Fees Order 2008

e The Family Proceedings Fees Order 2008

e The Magistrates’ Courts Fees Order 2008

e The Non-Contentious Probate Fees Order 2004
e The Court of Protection Fees Order 2007

e The Upper Tribunal (Immigration and Asylum Chamber) (Judicial Review) (England and Wales)
Fees Order 2011

48. Annex A contains a full list of the fees currently charged in each of these areas, along with our
proposed changes. A summary of the key fee changes is provided below.

Issue Fees

49. In order to better reflect the shared costs and processes involved in issuing cases (see paragraph
41 above), we propose to group together all non-money civil issues in the county court (e.g.
insolvency cases and possession claims) with private law family case issues (i.e. Children Act
(such as child contact and residence orders), divorce and ancillary relief cases.

50. Grouping the fees in this way and charging at full cost creates a standard issue fee of £270. This
fee will be charged in all cases included in this grouping - with the exception of certain types of
family law cases and debtor petitions in bankruptcy proceedings, where fees will be retained at
their current levels (see paragraphs 57 and 58 below). In the case of proceedings seeking a non-
molestation or occupation order, it is proposed to no longer charge a fee at all in order to assist
victims of domestic abuse."

51. Issue fees for money claims will remain at their current levels for cases with a value up to £1,500;
to ensure that the fees charged are not higher than the value of the claim itself. Fee changes for
money claims above £1,500 are expected to generate overall cost recovery in money claims.

52. A standard discount of 10% will be made for applications made online or through the bulk centre, to
reflect the lower cost of these channels.

Post Issue Fees

53. At present, additional fees are charged to those who pursue specific types of cases within the civil
court system (largely money claims) whose cases proceed beyond the issue stage. These fees
are charged at the allocation, listing and hearing stages.

54.In order to simplify the process the government proposes to abolish the fees charged at the
allocation stage and instead to include allocation costs in the issue fee. In a similar vein, the listing
fee will be incorporated into the hearing fee.

55. The hearing fees charged for small claims, fast track or multi-track hearings will be maintained at
current levels. At the fast and multi tracks levels, our assessment of costs has shown that current
fee levels are set above cost. It is proposed that the legislative powers, which are included in
legislative proposals relating to Enhanced fees (which are subject to a separate impact
assessment), will be used to maintain these fees at current levels.

56. Most private law family cases also involve a hearing, which is considered similar in its cost to the
multi track hearing process. A fee will not be charged for these hearings.

57. The policy decision to retain fees at current levels rather than to charge at full cost for certain types
of family cases at issue and hearing; namely certain cases brought under section 8 of the Children
Act 1989, ancillary relief and adoption cases reflects the fact that such cases are often brought by
people going through difficult circumstances - for example, those who are seeking a court decision
relating to contact or financial arrangements for their child, or who are settling financial
arrangements following the breakdown of a marriage. These issues can be complex, and the

o This includes all published amendments to these Sls.

10 The cost of removing this fee is not included in the NPVs as the impact is anticipated to be less than £5m.
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progress of a case (particularly where a child is involved) is often directed by the judge, who is
bound to act in the interest of the child.

58. Retaining family fees at their current levels and not charging for non-molestation and occupation
orders will, of course, have an impact on our full-cost recovery plans. By choosing not to charge
the full cost of these processes to the user, the government must instead forgo potential fee
income, which is a key reason why the proposals fall short of achieving full cost recovery.

Public law family cases

59. Public law cases are generally brought by local authorities, and cover matters such as care orders,
supervision orders and emergency protection orders. At present, local authorities are required to
pay two fees in these cases: an issue fee of £3,320 and, where applicable, a hearing fee of £2,155.
Where cases are resolved at an early stage, a refund of £1,360 can be made against the issue fee.

60. To simplify the process a single issue fee of £2,000 will be charged at the start of proceedings, with
no final hearing fee and no refunds if a case is resolved at an early stage. This is consistent with
the changes to the Public Law Outline (PLO), which aims to support the proposed 26-week time
limit for public law family cases.

General Applications

61. General applications are additional processes that can be issued by a court user alongside a case.
They are used across the civil court system and can be made at any time during the lifetime of the
case; examples can include applications for parties to file further documents in the proceedings,
applications to set aside judgments, or an application to join additional parties to a case.

62. In order to standardise the approach to the fees charged for general applications and other
applications made within proceedings a standard fee of £150 for general applications which require
a hearing (an application on notice) or £50 for those which don’t (an application by consent or
without notice) will be charged across all courts, where no other fee is specified. These fees will
also apply to Children Act applications made within proceedings in family cases. In such cases,
this change will result in a majority of users paying a lower fee than at present, and this is in
contrast to our proposals to charge £215 when such an application is made to issue a case.

Judicial Review

63. Judicial review is a process by which individuals, businesses and others can ask a court to review
the lawfulness of a decision, action or omission of a public body.

64. Current fees for the judicial review are below cost. Financial modelling has calculated that these
fees do not recover the full cost of these processes. The government therefore proposes to
increase fees for judicial review to their full cost prices, involving an increase from £60 to £135 for
an application and £215 to £680 for a hearing or an oral renewal, with the hearing fee waived if an
oral renewal is successful.

Probate

65. Probate is the service whereby the courts give a person or persons the authority to administer a
deceased person’s estate, where this estate has a value of over £5,000 and does not concern
jointly-held assets.

66. Financial modelling shows that these fees are below cost. We therefore propose to increase the
fees to full-cost levels so that an application for grant of probate will increase from £60 to £150,
with the additional fee for a personal probate application maintained at £60.

Court of Appeal (Civil Division)

67. The civil division of the Court of Appeal hears appeals from all divisions of the High Court and, in
some instances, from the County Court and certain tribunals.

68. The fees currently charged in the Court of Appeal are laid out in the Civil Proceedings Fees Order.
At present, two fees are charged: one, set at £235, for permission to appeal; another, set at £465,
for a hearing once permission has been granted. Financial models suggest that these fees are
currently charged below full-cost level, which has been calculated at £1,270 for permission to
appeal and £10,000 for a hearing.
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69.

70.

The government believes that charging such high fees may prohibit some from accessing the Court
of Appeal and instead, the government proposes to increase the fees whilst maintaining them
below full-cost levels. The fees proposed are £465 for permission to appeal and £1,090 for a
hearing.

The government also proposes to introduce a charge for an oral renewal hearing. An oral renewal
will involved a hearing of the arguments for appeal and involves judicial time. The government
considers that the fee structure here should reflect that used for judicial review, which has a similar
process. The hearing fee of £1,090 will be charged for an oral renewal, with no further hearing fee
charged if permission is granted. Further fee changes in the Court of Appeal are set out at Annex
A

Court of Protection

71.

72.

The Court of Protection is a specialist court which makes specific decisions, or appoints other
people to make decisions, on behalf of people who lack the capacity to do so for themselves.

Current fees are set out in the Court of Protection Fees Order. Two main fees are currently
charged: one of £400 for an application or an appeal, and one of £500 for a hearing. Hearing and
appeal fees broadly achieve full-cost recovery. However the issue fee for simple applications is too
high and a lower fee of £220 is proposed for simple applications, with a £400 fee retained for
complex cases. Other minor fee changes are proposed for applications within proceedings and
other general applications (see Annex A).

Costs of Option 1

Monetised Costs

Transitional Costs

Costs to HM Courts & Tribunals Service

73.

We expect to incur costs of approximately £5,000 for changes to HM Courts & Tribunals Service
court publications and destroying old stock. Amendments to court IT systems have been estimated
at up to £300,000. There may be some small costs related to court staff having to spend some time
familiarising themselves with the new fees.

Ongoing Costs

Costs to Court Users:

74.

75.

The total additional cost to court users of the increased court fees is estimated to be around £105m
per annum in 2013/14 prices."” Those users who are currently eligible for legal aid or a fee
remission will not be affected by the increases.

There are some court users that will see their fee fall as a result of these proposals. The total
estimated cost to court users of £105m therefore nets off these financial savings. The key areas
where this applies are:

e As set out in paragraphs 59 and 60 above, local authorities pay fees to bring applications under
the Children Act 1989 to cover matters such as care orders, supervision orders and emergency
protection orders. The fee charged for bringing an application under section 31 of the Children
Act will change to a single issue fee of £2,000 which is less than the current issue fee. This will
simplify the administrative process and is anticipated to lead to financial savings.

e The government’s proposal to standardise its approach to the fees charged for general
applications and other applications made within proceedings by charging a standard fee
wherever such applications are made (i.e. £150 for general applications which require a
hearing or £50 for those which do not) will include Children Act applications made within
proceedings in family cases. Under this proposal applications made within proceedings will be
lower than our proposals to charge £215 when these applications are made to issue a case.

1 Inflationary uplifts specified by the Treasury have been applied to the fee order
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e |n order to streamline the administration process, the government proposes to no longer charge
a separate listing fee (currently £110) and has instead incorporated the costs in the listing
process into the costs of a hearing. In a similar vein, the government proposes to abolish the
fees charged at the allocation stage and instead to include allocation costs in the issue fee
Court users whose cases reach the hearing stage would therefore only pay one fee (a hearing
fee).

76.In many civil cases, court costs including court fees are paid upfront by the claimant but are
normally recoverable from the losing defendant in civil cases where the claimant wins. Therefore
many increased court fees will be met by either unsuccessful claimants or losing defendants.

77. A separate analysis is provided later in this Impact Assessment (see paragraph 94) on the specific
impacts on business court users.

Costs to the Taxpayer

78. Our modelling suggests that the proposed fee increases will lead to a negligible increase (less than
£2m, and is shown as £0m when rounding to the nearest £5m) in the cost of remissions to the
taxpayer. The increase is negligible because the fees that are set to increase as part of these
proposals have not historically attracted high levels of remissions'2.

Non Monetised Costs
Costs to Court Users

79.In many civil cases, court costs including court fees are paid upfront by the claimant but are
normally recoverable from the losing defendant in civil cases where the claimant wins. Therefore
increased court fees will be met by either unsuccessful claimants or losing defendants.

80. There would therefore be a cash flow cost to successful claimants as the higher court fees they pay
are recoverable only once the case has been settled. This cost has not currently been quantified
but we will explore how best to calculate this during the consultation

Costs to the Taxpayer

81. There is a possibility that eligible users, who previously would not have considered applying for
remissions, will now consider applying as higher fees make them more likely to question their
ability to pay. This cost has not been quantified but is expected to be negligible because we
estimate (see business impacts section at paragraph 94) that around half of the users facing higher
fees will not be individuals.

Costs to Legal Aid Agency (“LAA”)

82. Legal aid includes the payment of court fees. Court fees are paid upfront by legal aid solicitors for
clients who are in receipt of funding by the LAA for the purposes of the proceedings for which a
certificate has been issued under the funding code; they are then claimed back from the LAA when
the case is finished. The impact of these proposals on the LAA is expected to be minimal as Legal
Aid is predominantly only available for public law family matters where the types of fees paid are
largely unchanged. We therefore do not anticipate that the changes will have a significant impact.

Benefits of Option 1
Transition benefits

83. No transition benefits have been identified.
Ongoing benefits

Monetised

12 See HMCTS annual accounts 2012/13. Remissions in civil cases were £5m whereas in family cases remissions were £20m.
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Benefits to HM Courts & Tribunals Service

84.

As a result of the increased fees it is estimated that HM Courts & Tribunals Service will benefit from
an increased fee income of around £105m per annum in 2013/14 prices compared to the base
case.

Benefits to Court Users

85.

Our modelling suggests that the proposed fee increases will lead to a negligible increase (less than
£2m, and is shown as £0m when rounding to the nearest £5m) in the level of remissions received
by court users. The increase is negligible because the fees that are set to increase as part of these
proposals have not historically attracted high levels of remissions'®.

Non-monetised

Benefits to Court Users

86.

There is a possibility that eligible users, who previously would not have considered applying for
remissions, will now consider applying as higher fees make them more likely to question their
ability to pay. This benefit has not been quantified, but is expected to be negligible because we
estimate (see business impacts section at paragraph 94) that around only half of the users facing
higher fees will be individuals, and of those, we expect a small proportion to be eligible for
remissions (see footnote 12 and 13).

Benefits to Society

87.

Given that fees do not currently recover the full cost of the civil court system, increasing fees closer
to full cost recovery would reduce the level of subsidy that taxpayers currently provide the courts.
A simplified fee structure and a reduction in the number of fee charging points may benefit society
by making the fees easier to understand for users and easier for court staff to administrate.

Net Economic Impact of Option 1

88.

The increase in fee revenue generated by these proposals reduces the subsidy paid by taxpayers
to court users, other things being equal. Therefore, the overall net economic impact will be the
minimal transition costs associated with implementing the new fee regime (which is currently
estimated as £0.5m) along with (the expected negligible) non monetised costs of processing more
fee remissions.

Summary Impacts of Option 1

89.

90.

The proposed fee changes should improve the cost recovery position:

Table 1: Steady State Gross Recovery of I1A Options
All Figures are rounded to the nearest £5m, 2013/14 prices

Cost Gross Income Gross Recovery Rate
High | Midpoint Low High [ Midpoint] Low
Do nothing* 625 510 500 495 -115 -125 -130
Option 1 625 620 610 600 5 -15 -30
Addltlongl Income 110 105 105
from Option 1

* In steady state the base case includes fee changes implemented in July 2013

Under our key assumptions, specifically i) on midpoint caseload and ii) costs remaining fixed, gross
cost recovery is expected to be -£15m in steady state as a result of these proposals. As paragraph
32 of this Impact Assessment states, costs are expected to fall through efficiencies, so we think it is
prudent to target a fee income below the current cost of the service. Further, as paragraph 58
states, there are some processes for which we have chosen not to charge full cost.

13 . . o L . . .
See HM Courts & Tribunals Service annual accounts 2012/13. Remissions in civil cases were £5m whereas in family cases remissions were

£20m.
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91.

92.

93.

The proposals are expected to generate increased fee income of around £105m, of which around
£65 million (2013/14 prices) would come from business users. In addition successful claimants
may incur cash flow costs as they would pay higher court fees upfront but only recover them once
the case is settled.

It is possible that the proposed fee increases may incentivise court users to resolve issues without
using the court system, potentially resulting in a reduced volume of court cases. We assume that
this will not occur based on current research (see key assumptions). Nevertheless, the potential
impacts of a drop in caseload as a result of our fee changes are assessed in the sensitivity analysis
undertaken below.

The fee changes would not impact those who are entitled to a full remission of their fee and will
have greatest impact on those individuals that are outside eligibility for a full fee remission or legal
aid.

Business Impacts

Section 1: Impact on business court users

94.

95.

96.

The volumes of cases affected by cost recovery fees proposals are shown in the table below. In
estimating business impacts, we have used current court case volumes as research suggests that
the proposed changes in court fees should not affect the volume of cases taken to court, as
discussed in paragraph 23. This will be examined further over the consultation period.

We currently do not possess detailed statistics on what proportion of claimants and of defendants
are businesses. This will be explored further over the consultation period. In the absence of this
data we have made the following illustrative assumptions. These are based in part upon advice
from HM Courts & Tribunals Service court staff who issue claims;

Specified money claims and Royal Courts of Justice (RCJ) claims — 50% of claimants are
businesses, 25% of defendants are businesses. Whilst businesses issue around half of all such
claims, many of these claims relate to personal debt, hence only around a quarter of defendants
are assumed to be businesses.

Unspecified money claims — 20% of claimants are businesses, 80% of defendants are
businesses, e.g. insurers. The majority of these claims are compensation claims pursued by
individuals against insurers.

All other civil claims — 50% of claimants are businesses, 50% of defendants are businesses.
These figures reflect the view that some claimants and some defendants in other civil cases are
likely to be businesses, and in the absence of specific evidence 50% has been assumed.

Other claims — 50% of some claimants are businesses, 50% of defendants are businesses.
These figures reflect the view that some claimants and some defendants in other cases are likely
to be businesses, and in the absence of specific evidence 50% has been assumed.

Volume of cases with Volume of cases with
Business as claimant Business as defendant
Specified Money 335,445 167,722
Unspecified 34,391 137,565
Royal Courts of Justice 6,713 3,357
All other civil 174,340 174,340
Other 201,345 201,345
TOTAL 752,234 684,329

It has been assumed that 80% of cases result in the claimant being successful, either at the final
hearing or beforehand if the case is settled earlier. This reflects the fact that the vast majority of
cases do not reach a final hearing, and that many cases are not pursued by claimants unless they
consider that settlement is probable. This assumption will be explored further over the consultation
period.
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97. It has been assumed that court case outcomes and court case durations will not be affected by the
increase in court fees. This assumption will be explored further over the consultation period.

98. Business court user costs take the following form:

e Business claimant wins the case: This applies to 601,787 businesses in total (268,356 specified
money cases, 27,513 unspecified money cases, 5,370 RCJ cases, 139,472 other civil cases plus
161,076 other cases). The court fee is passed on to the losing defendant. The business
claimant would incur cash flow costs from having paid a higher court fee upfront and recovering it
from the losing defendant once the case is settled. The size of this cash flow cost would be
determined by (a) court case duration; (b) the total amount of higher court fees paid; (c) the
return which could have been made on this cash over this period had the claimant business used
it for other purposes. These cash flow costs will be explored further over the consultation period.

e Business claimant loses the case: This applies to 150,447 businesses in total (67,089 specified
money cases, 6,878 unspecified money cases, 1,343 RCJ cases, 34,868 other civil cases plus
40,269 other cases). The losing business claimant would meet the higher court fee.

e Business defendant wins the case: This applies to 136,866 businesses in total (33,544 specified
money cases plus 27,513 unspecified money cases plus 671 RCJ cases plus 34,868 other civil
cases plus 40,269 other cases). There would be no increase in costs for defendant businesses.

e Business defendant loses the case: This applies to 547,463 businesses in total (134,178
specified money cases plus 110,052 unspecified money cases plus 2,685 RCJ cases plus
139,472 other civil cases plus 161,076 other cases). The losing business defendant would meet
the higher court fee. However the losing business defendant would be regarded as ‘non
compliant’ for One-in-Two-out purposes.

99. In conclusion 697,910 cases would involve a business paying the higher court fee (201,267
specified money cases plus 4,028 RCJ cases plus 116,930 unspecified money cases plus 174,340
other civil cases plus 201,345 other cases). The total sum of increased court fees from these
cases would be £65m per annum (in 2013/14 prices).

100. To calculate Business Net Present Value and Equivalent Annual Net Cost to Business (EANCB),
we deflate business impact figures to restate impacts in 2009 prices, according to published
guidance. In doing so, Business Net Present Value is calculated as -£445 million and EANCB as
£50 million.

Section 2: Impact on legal services providers

101. Although case volumes are anticipated to remain the same, there may be changes to other costs.
If a defendant is likely to lose a case and so have to pay a higher court fee, they may reduce their
spending on legal services to compensate. Conversely the prospect of losing a case and paying a
higher court fees may make both sides willing to spend more on legal services. In the absence of
evidence on these behavioural impacts it has been assumed that spending on legal services
providers will remain the same. This is being explored further over the consultation period. Any
impact on legal services providers as a result of changes to spending on legal services would be a
secondary impact.

Enforcement and Implementation
102. All fees are payable in advance of the service being provided. The sanction for non-payment is
that the service, where appropriate, will not be provided. This would continue to apply under the
option being considered.
Risks and sensitivity analysis
Optimism bias
103. To address the fact that when appraising there is a tendency to be overly optimistic we have built

a 3 month delay into our estimate of the project’s implementation date. We therefore propose to
model implementation of the cost recovery package as July 2014 rather than April 2014. This
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means we estimate income in 2014/15 to be 75% of steady state income, as three months of
income will be foregone due to the delay in implementation.

Sensitivity Analysis

104. As discussed in the assumptions section in paragraphs 17-26, the demand for court services is
assumed not to change in response to the proposed changes. However, if demand were to change
as a result of the proposed fee changes, expected income from the proposals would be affected.
We have modelled three theoretical situations (in addition to the caseload trend) in which demand
falls by 2%, 5% or 10% to give low, medium and high risk scenarios, the results are shown in the

table below.
Demand Scenarios
Estimated additional income (£m, Low Medium High
2013/14 prices) 95 80 60

One-in-Two-out

105. Under these proposals, fees would not be applied in a wider range of circumstances nor to a
wider range of court users. There would be no changes to who is required to pay court fees. The
court services and processes to which the fees relate would not be changed. Court case outcomes
should not change.

106. The intention is not to change the behaviour of court users; indeed the aim is to retain current
court case volumes. The objective is simply to raise the price of court services where they are set
below cost. Evidence collected by ModJ, as discussed in paragraph 23, shows that increased court
fees in these three areas are unlikely to affect the decision to go to court.

107. Court fees are initially paid by the claimant. In civil proceedings, costs (including court fees) are
normally recoverable from the defendant if the defendant loses. In civil cases where the losing
party is the defendant they would be regarded as ‘non-compliant’ for One-in-Two-out purposes.
The losing defendant may be an individual or may be a business, depending upon the nature of the
case. Where the winning claimant recovers the court fee in due course from the losing defendant
the winning claimant may incur cash flow costs from the court fee being higher.

108. In family cases both parties would be individuals not businesses. In family proceedings the
normal rule is that each side should pay its own costs.

109. Given that the scope of fee charging would not be changed in any way, and that the proposed fee
charging aims to have no impact on court user behaviour, the cost recovery fee proposals in this
Impact Assessment fall out of scope of One-in-Two-out as they do not impose additional regulation.

Equalities Impact Test

110. Annex B sets out our analysis of the equalities impact of these proposals.

Small and Micro Business Assessment

111. ltis likely that some small and micro businesses which bring cases to the civil courts or which are
defendants in civil claims will be affected by our policy proposal as they will now have to pay a
higher issue fee to bring a case to court, or may be passed this higher fee in due course if they are
the losing defendant. Losing defendants would be classed as ‘non-compliant’. Successful
claimants would also incur cash flow costs as they would pay the higher court fees upfront but only
recover them once the case has been settled. However, if the case progresses to the listing or
hearing stage, businesses will benefit as listing fees have been removed.
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112. For claims up to £1,500 the issue fees and all subsequent fees are unchanged, this represents
25% of all specified money claims issued. The biggest issue fee rise is £200, which applies to
claims above £5,000.

113. In order to further mitigate the effects on small firms and micro businesses, we could consider
producing user guides or information campaigns to ensure that these businesses know how they
will be affected. These possibilities are being considered further over the consultation period.

114. Fee remissions apply to sole traders as well as individuals so they may not have to pay court
fees. Fee remissions do not apply to other businesses and there are no plans to change this. The
mitigations identified above should be of benefit to small and micro businesses.

18



61

Ge3 Ge3 00€3 pesoxa jou seod|  (e)g}

334 3NSSI :INITNO SWIVIO AINONW
G6/3 0GG3 000003 P®82x® Jou $20P ING 000053 SPOIXT O
GES3 01€3 000°0G3 P®80x® 10U $20P ING 000°G L3 SPeaox3|  (Y)g't
00¥3 0613 000°G 13 Pe82x® Jou S80pP INQ 000‘G3 Speadxgy|  (B)g'1
0813 G83 000°G3 po9X® 10U S0P INg 000'EF SPOSIXT Bet
0013 G/3 000°€3 Pe80xd Jou S90p INQ 00G‘ 13 SPeddxd|  (9)z't
0.3 G93 00G'}3 poedx® Jou S80p INg 000° }3 Speaox3|  (P)2't
093 GG3 000° I3 P220x® Jou S90p ING 00G3 Speddxg|  (9)2'1
GE3 0€3 00G3 pa8dxa Jou S80p INg 00E3 speadx3|  (q)2'|
Ge3 GI3 00€3 pesoxa jou seod| (e)g't

334 3NSsSI :(0d2) SWIV1O AINOW
0/8°13 0,913 pajwWi| Jou 40 ‘000°00€3 speedxa|  (u) L'}
G/9'13 G/V'13 000°'00€3 P282x® Jou S90P ING 0000523 SPeox3| (W)} |
G/¥13 G/2'13 0000523 P882xa Jou S80p INg 0000023 SPe8dX3 OIN!
082°13 080°13 000°0023 Pe82xa 10U S80p INQ 000‘0G +3 SPeddxa| (M) L't
G803 G883 000°0G |3 pP282xa Jou S80p INg 000°00 |3 SPe8dX3 OIN!
G883 G893 000°0013 P&82x® Jou S80P INQ 000‘0S3 SPEdIX] O\
G6S3 G6E3 000°0G3 Pe82x® Jou S80p INQ 000‘G L3 SPeddx3|  (Y)L'}
GPP3 G¥e3 000G 3 Pe82X® Jou $20p INQ 000°G3 speaox3|  (B)11
0023 (I 000°G3 PeddX® 10U S0P ING 000‘EF SPOIXT WL
0113 G63 000°€3 Po8IX® 10U S80P INQ 00G* |3 SPeaoxy| () L'}
083 083 00G' 1.3 podX® Jou $80p INQ 000° 13 Speadx3|  (P)1'k
0.3 0.3 00013 po8dx® Jou S80p INQ 00S3 SPeddx3|  (9)1°}
0G3 063 00S3 p@82xa Jou S80p INQ 00E3 Speedxa|  (a) L't
GE3 eox 00€3 pesoxa jouseod| ()L}

334 3NSSI :SNIV1O AINOW

(paainbai j1) uonewuojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung

8002 19p10 S994 sbuipaaso.id |IA1D
(19p10 93} Aq papialpqns) sada) pasodoad pue JualInd O 1SI| ||N 1Y Xauuy




0¢

03 o3 (00G* 13 Buipesdx8) yoel] SWIE| |[ewsS 98 uoedo|ly|  (8)1'2
1HNOD ALNNOD ANV LHNOD HOIH :S334 TvHIANID
GE13 093 (aunpaooud yr Aq pauels 1ou wield) paadold 01 uoissiwiad (9)61
"o|qehAed aq pjnom
99} Joaypnj OU |NJSS8IINS SEM [BMBUSI [BJ0 3y} |
‘lemaual |elo ue 10} d|geAed aq ose pjnom a3} SIy|| 0893 G123 paa20.4d 0} uoissiwiad ()61
GEL3 093 Aldde o) uoissiwiad|  (e)6't
LLOZ 19pIQ S99 (S9jeMm
pue puejbu3) (mainay edipnr) (1aqueyd
wnjAsy pue uoneibiwuwy) jeunqii] 1addn ayi ui
(Aloanoadsal) gL pue g'L ‘"1 s99}) 01 Ajdde ose
pinom (2) pue (q) ‘(e)e"| ¥e pasodo.d sasj ay L M3IA3Y TVIOIane
053 G¥3 (7261 10V SI01D1|0S ‘€ Led Jopun) S}s00 Jo Juswssassy|  (9)8'}
053 Sv3 sBuipaadoid anssi 0] uoIssiwIad ()81
0S3 SP3 Aued paweuun ue jsuiebe sBuipaasoid Bulji4 9’1
023 GLL3 (Unog Aunog) Apawal sayio Auy
Gov3 GOv3 (MnoQ ybiH) Apawsai Jayio Auy Gl
S334 H3HI1O0
ove3 0013 (dunuo) unod Aunod|  ()p°1L
0423 GLL3 unop Awunop|  (Q)yL
GoY3 Gov3 unog UbIH| ()L
334 3INSSI :aNV1 40 AH3IA0D3Y
G6.3 G6G3 000003 p992Xa Jou S20P ING 000053 SPeIX] et
GES3 0vE3 000°0G3 Pe80x® Jou S20P ING 000°G L3 SPeaox3|  (Y)gt
00%3 0123 000°G 13 peadX® Jou S80P INg 000°G3 speaoxd|  (B)gt
0813 0013 000°G3 peadxd Jou s80p INg 000°E3 speadxd|  (1)e't
0013 083 000°€3 Po80x® Jou Se0p INQ 00G‘ 13 SPesdxd|  (9)e't
03 0.3 00G‘ 13 pPe8dxd Jou s80p INg 000° 13 speadx3d|  (P)gt
093 093 000° |3 Pe8dX® Jou S0P INg 00G3 SPeddxg|  (9)g't
GE3 GE3 00G3 poddX®d Jou S90p INg 00E3 Spaadx3|  (9)gt
(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung




le

053 Ge3 sjuawnoop Asuanajosul Buiji oL's
053 Ge3 1iodal s,88UIWOU JO UOISSIWIONS 6C
053 Ge3 Jojedisiujwpe juiodde o} uonualul Jo SONON 8'¢c
053 Ge3 99} dn Buipuim Arejunjop L€
G513 GS13 99} dn Bulpuim 9€
0.23 GG13 uoneoldde Jayjo — Aouaajosu| G'S
0L3 G3 Aoydnaiyueq wouy abseyosip Jo 81edyiuad e jo Adon ()IAS
0.3 0.3 Aoidnuyueq wouy abieyosip jo 818211180 € 1o} }sanbay ey
0423 0ce3 uonnad Jsyio Auy €€
023 GLI3 J9pJO uoieJlsIiUiWpPE Ue J0J uolilead gt
0.23 0223 (uosJad Jayjo/ioupald Aq pajuasaid) Aoidniyueq Joy uoniad (@re
GLI3 GLI3 (10190p Aq pajuesaud) Aoydniueq Joj uonled| () L'E
AONIATOSNI/ADLANEMNVE
GI3 GI3 UOIJOBJSNES JO 91BO1JILISO B JO aNnss| 0Le
053 or3 JuswavlIojud puadsns Jo Juswabpnl e Aiea 01 uoneolddy 62
053 o3 1N0Y pualie 0} SSBUYM IO} JBPIO0 JO SuowwWnNs 1o} uoies|ddy 82
053 SH3 (@onou noyumaussuoo Aqg) uoneoldde jeisusy) 12
0G13 083 (20110U UO) uoNEONdde [BIBUSK) 92
GEL3 Gel3 (swie|d Jay1o-unod Alunon) eanou sjuspuodsal/siuejeddy|  (g)gg
GLI3 GLL3 (swre|d |lews-unod AlJunon) aonou sjuspuodsay/sjueleddy| (e)gg
Gez3 Gee3 (1no) ybiH) sonou s uspuodsal/s juejeddy v'e
G2e3 G2e3 (000°€3 spaooXs) 9SEBD SWie|d [ewS 98} BuleaH| (1A)(9)g2
G913 G913 | (000°€3 10U INQ 00G‘ |3 SPOOX) BSED SWIE|D |[ewS 99} bulesH| (A)(0)g'2
0113 0113 | (00G L3 10U INg 000‘ |3 SPO8IXd) 8SED SWIE|D |[ewS (88} bulesH| (A1) (0)g'2
083 083 (000°13 10U INQ 00G3 SPEIX8) BSED SWIe|D |lews 984 bunesH| (111)(0)e'g
GG3 GG3 (00S3 10U INQ 00E3 SPodIXd) 8SED SWIE |lewsS :89) BuueaH| (1)(0)eg
Gz3 GZ3 (00£3 pe2oxd 10U SB0P) 8SBO Swield |rews :99) buuesH| (1)(0)gg
G¥S3 G¥S3 9sed yoell-ised 199} bupesH|  (q)e'g
060°13 060°}3 ase0 yoeu}-iN|\ (994 BuueaH|  (e)e'g
03 0113 99} Bunsi 22
03 0223 Yoell-iliNW pue yoel} Ise 1884 uonedo|ly|  (9)12
(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung




ac

093 093 AJBAIBp/U0ISSESSOd/UONNJBXd JO 1M B Buljess L'/
(LHNOD HOIH) ININIDHOANT
Go3 G93 21B0I}111892 S1S00 1|Nejap B apIse 18s 0] uoneoljdde1senbay €9
G93 G93 (sbuipasooid Juswissasse pajielap) [eaddy 29
0223 0223 sosed Jaylo |ly|  (a)L'9
0LL3 0LI3 000°E3 Po90Xd JoU SIOP S}S09 JO Junowe ayl aleypy|  (e)1'9
NOILO3104Hd 40 1HdNOD 3HL NI d344dNd320
S1S09 40 (LHNOD HOINIS IHL NI) NOILVNIWH3L3a
GOL3 SOL3 91B0I}111892 S1S00 ]|Nejap B apIse 18s 0] uonedljdde1senbay GG
G023 5023 (sBuipeaooid juswssasse pajielap) [eaddy ¥'S
093 093 8]ed1J1i8d S1S00 )|nejep Jo anss| €'g
GGY'G3 GGY'G3 000°00S3 Speadx3 (ues
06013 060v3 000°00S3 P239xd Jou S30pP INg 000‘00EF SPE8X3 (QFA
GSv'e3 GGv'23 000°00€3 P239xd Jou S30pP INg 000°0023 SPe8X3 e's
GE9'L3 GE9'13 000°0023 Pe99xa Jou S90p INq 000°0G I3 SPe8dx3 (®)2's
0LE'L3 0LE L3 000°0G | 3 P299xd Jou S30pP INg 00000 |3 SPe8dX3 (P)2's
0863 0863 000°001 3 P999xa 10U 80P NG 000053 SPe8dX3 (d)g'g
GG93 GG93 000°0G3 Pa92xa Jou S80p NG 000°G }3 SPa9dx3 (a)es
G2E3 Gee3 000°G 13 peadXd Jou saop unowy|  (e)g'g
G613 G613 papre A|jeba| s 1senbai ayy Bully Aued sy a1eym 'S
(1no9 Auno/io1uss) S1SOD 40 NOILYNINGI LA
013 G3 (Adoo yoea J0J) WO} 21UOIID3|S Ul JUBWNJ0P B Jo AdoD A
dos dog abed juanbasgns yoes 104 @1
0L3 G3 (sso| 40 sabed g} ) Juawnoop e jo Ado) ey
SIN3INND0Aa AdOD
SP3 SP3 (uno9 Aluno9) spiodas Auedwoo pue Aoydniyueq Jo yosess eL's
0S13 03 (92n10U YHM) sBuipaadoid ulyIM uoledljddy zLe
053 GE3 (®2110U JNOYYIM/AUBSU0D AQ) sBulpao0.d UM UOleD)|ddy )
(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung




€¢

painsnl aq 0 Japisuod Aew abpnl 10u1sI1p
By} SB Wns Jayjo yons Jo ‘sfes ay} Aq pasijeal

unowe ayj Jo (13 Jo yed o) |3 Aleas ur dg, . . spoob Jo s[eg 6
anjea pasreidde ay) Jo (1.3 10 ued 10) |3 Aleas ul dg, . N spoob jo juswsasieiddy €6
palinoul sesuadxe s|qeuoseal ay| , . . uonone olgnd Aqg ajes e Buisiianpy 26
paJinoul sesuadxa sjqeuoseal ay |, . N Hsodap Jo aoe|d & 0} spoob Buinoway 1’6

(L4N02 ALNNOD) 3TVS
0013 0013 Hilreq e Aq @o1n18s 10} }senbay 1'V8
.3 .3 109p Olyel} peOJ palioads B J9A0D3I 0} J8pIO UB 10} 1sanbay 018

(Mnoo Aunoo e Jo LuosJad 1o Apoq ‘feunqui ‘1Unod Aue AQq spew uoisIoap Jayio Aue
unoD ybiH a8yl apisino aleymAue usye) suoisioap), o3 o3 10 ABUOW JO WNS B JO pJeme UE JO Juawadiojus 40} uoljeolddy 6'8

SJ0)IpaJd 0} ANp Sigap Jo 1oadsal

ul pred Asuow ayy Jo (13 Jo ued uo) |3 Aleas ur dgi, . . JapJo uonessiuiwpe/sbuluies Jo Juswyorele palepljosuon) 8'8
0013 0013 JapJo sBuluies Jo Juawyoeye ue Joj uoneolddy /'8
0LL3 0LL3 K1ani[ep JO JuBLIBM/UOISSESSOd JO JUBLIBM B JO BNSS| 9'g
0013 0013 suowwns juawabpn( e 1o} uoneolddy G'8
0013 0013 Japio Buibreyo e Joj uoneolddy|  (9)y'8
0013 0013 Japlo 19ep Aued-paiyy e Joj uonedlddy|  (e)y'8
0S3 0S3 1N0oo puaye 0} Jolgep Juawabpnl ainbai 0} uoneoddy '8
0€3 0e3 SSaIppe Mau e JUBLIBM JO UOINDaXa Jo Jdwale 1o} 1sanbay 2’8
0.3 0.3 (sesed Hgn9) spoob jsurebe uoiNIdxs Jo JUBLIEM JO BNSS| Q)18
0013 0013 (Dgnn-uou) spoob jsuiebe uoinNoaxa JO JUBLIEM JO BNSS| (®)1'g

(L4N0D ALNNOJ) LNIWIOHOANT

peoiqge asn 40y} JapJo Jo juawabpnl e jo Adoo payiien

pJeme UOljeJ)igJe Ue 9240jud O} UOISSIWIad
093 093 Jap.Jo Jo juswabpnl e uaisibal 01 uonealddeisenbay G/
0013 0013 suowwns juawabpn( e 1o} uoneolddy v
0013 0013 Japlio Buibreyo e Joy uonedlddy|  (9)eZ
0013 0013 J9AI9931 B Jo Juswiuliodde/iaplo 1gep Aued paiyi Jo) uoneolddy (®)e 2
0S3 053 1N09 pusale 0} uosiad Jayl0/101gap 10} J8pIO 10} uoiieolddy Ay

(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung




ve

‘o|geAed aq pjnom 98y} Jayuin} ou ‘|Njssadans
sem siIy1 J| ‘Jeadde 0] aaeg) Jo} uoneoldde
pamaual e 1o} a|qeled aq osje pjnom 89} SIyl| 060°L3 Gov3 paiuelb usaq sey 1o patinbai jou si [eadde o) uoissiwiad| (Q)L'Sl
GOV3 Gees awl Jo uoisualxg/jeadde 0} uoissiwiad - uoneoyddy| ()€l
ATNO TV3ddV 40 14NOD 3HL NI 3719VAvd
c3 23 0] paJisjal 1Iqiyxs yoes Jo- ccl
LIS L3 HABpIY L2k
ATINO TV3ddV 40 LHNOD ANV 1LHNOD HYIH NI 3719V Avd
0.3 0.3 Jensibay ayl Aq Buueay Joj aousliajal e Bulidjug L
dog dog 000003 Buipaaoxa 00 |3 Jo uonoely/00 |3 A1ons Joj :SN1d
13 13 000°0013 01 dn Q0|3 Jo uonoely/0013 A1oAs o) :SNT1d
(98} WNWIUIN)| 0023 0023 (@94 wnwiuiw) spoob Jo diys jo sjes 2L
0223 0223 spoob 1o diys e Jo 1saile 8y} J0} JUBLIBM B JO SNSS| LLL
ALIVHINGY
098't3 | 098'L3 | HnoD uononusuo) g ABojouyss ] syl jo abpnl e aiojeq ButiesH| (a)5 01
06£'23 | 06£C3 UNnoY [eldssWWo) sy} jo 8bpnl e aiojeq BulesH| ()50t
098}3 | 098't3 | HnoQ uononisuo) @ ABojouyds] sy jo abpnl e jo uswiuloddy| (a)y 0k
06£'23 | 06£C3 HNoY [erd1sWWo) ay) Jo a6pnl e jo Juswiuloddy| (e)y 0t
HO1lvHdligdVv NV SV DNILLIS 35anr
013 3 (se1nuiw G| Jad) spiodal 1NoD Jo ‘uosiad ul ‘yauess €0l
Sv3 Sv3 (weu yoes 10j) Yoseas e Jo }Nsal 8y} JO d}edlilad [BIOIO col
Gec3 g3 8[es Jo sj|id Lok
ATNO 1HNOD HYIH 3HL NI 379VAVd S334
paunsnl aq o} Jepisuod Aew abpnl 1011SIp Y] SB Wns
Jayjo yons Jo pasieidde usaq aney spoob ay} aleym
anjeA pasreidde ay} aq 0} anjeA ay} ‘pazias spoob
By} Jo anjea ay} Jo (13 jo ued o) 13 Ailens ur doy, . . paddois 10 paljsiies ‘UMBIPYIM UOINJaxXa — 3[es ON G'6
(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung




14

G123 0813 (G2 uonoes) Jopio uolepOWWOodde 8INddS|  (1)1'2

((hav
Gle3 013 10 (€)ov 1 “()(9) 40 (€)v¥ | uonoss) siepio diysuelpsend [eradg|  (Y)1'g

((1)g 1 uonoas) 8210} Ul J19PIO SOUBPISAI
G123 G123 a[iym uonaipsunl wouy [eAowsal 1o ‘eweuns s,pliyo jo abueyn () INA
Gle3 Gle3 ((2)O1 1 uonoss) ssoj [eroueul Joj uoesuadwod| ()12
Gle3 Gle3 ((@)r 11 uonoss) siepio Juswadiojuy|  (9)L'g
Gle3 Gle3 ((2) 10 (1)0 | uonoss) siepio g uonoadsg|  (p)1'g
Gle3 Gle3 ((2)9 40 (1)g uonoss) sueipiens|  (9)}'g
Gle3 Gle3 ((9) 10 (9)(1)vzy uonoss) Aujiqisuodsai [ejuaied|  (9)1'e
Gle3 Gle3 ((e)10 (a)(1)wy ‘(€) 4o (0)(1)p uonoas) Anjiqisuodsal [ejuaied|  (e)1'g

6861 LOV NIHATIHO 3HL H3ANN SHDNIA3I300Hd
G123 G123 JapJo [ejuased Joj uopeolddy 8l
053 o3 S]S00 JO JUBWISSSSSE JO J19pJO0 Uk 10} uoljeoljddy Ll
90I0OAIp PaISAIUOD|  GyT3 Sve3 JopJo diysisuped |IAI0/elUOWILIIEW 10} UoNedldde 01 Jeamsuy 9l
G63 G63 Japio diysisupied [IAI0/eluowlew 1o} uoneoldde jo Juswpuswy Sl
03 G/3 JapJo uolednooo,/uoieIsa|oWw-UoN !
G9E3 G9E3 JapJo diysiaupied [IAID 10 [eluowLIeW 0o} uoleolddy el
0LY3 0LY3 diysiaupred |IA10 1o abeluew Jo Aljjnu/e240AIp 1o} uoleolddy Al
Sve3 Sve3 paiyioads st 884 J8Y10 OU BI8YM L

S334 ANSSI

(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoid | uanng

8002 19pJ10 S994 sbuipaasoid Ajiwe4

99] MON, 053 « (8o110u INoYIM/AUBSUOD AQ) uonedldde [eisusr

99] MON,| O0S13 « (20110U UO) uoNEONdde [BIBUSK)

98] MON,| GIP3 x uolyedljdde [euomppy
Gov3 Gees do1jou uoleoldde ue Buljy uQ g€l
Gov3 Gee3 aon0u s,Juspuodsai e Buljly U0 g€l
060°L3 Got3 aJreuuonsanb [eadde ue buljl Juspuodsaljueeddy| (9)1°€L

(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung




9¢

GG¥3 GGY3 (22 uonoag Japun) JapJo Juswade|d e uo} uonedlddy 2

013 0L13 uondope Joyj Aidde o} uoissiwiad/uoneorddy 1'e
dIHSAdVM ANV NOIlLdOaVv

G123 0813 J9pJo uonnquiuod e jsuiebe jeaddy y'e

Gle3 0813 Z'gpue (x)1'g ol (A)Lg ‘(4)Le ol (1)L g o) Bunejel leaddy|  (9)gg

GIe3 013 (Y)1g o) Bunejes jeaddy|  (a)eg

Gle3 Gle3 (n)1g pue (B) L'z 0} (e) L2 o) Bunejes jleaddy|  (e)eg

03 G523 10V J0 L€ uonoag Japun sbuipaaooud uoy BuuesH| (q)g'g

00023 02€'e3 10V JO LE uonoag Japun sBuipsadoid Joj uoneolddy| ()22
(e ®INpaydg 4o (1)21 4o (2)G| ydesBered)

G123 0813 Japlo uoisiniadns uoneonpa jo abieyodsip 10 UoISUdIX] X) e

G123 0813 (€ s|npayos jo 9 ydeibesed) Jopio uoisiniadns Jo uoisualxgy| (M)L'g
(2 @INpayos Jo (1)6 | ydeiBesed)

G123 0813 peoiqe aAl| 0] AllLloyne 80| JO 8Jed Ul P[Iy9 10} 1IN0J Jo [eaciddy Nre
(1 anpayas jo (L)yk 4o L1 ‘(2)ot ‘(2)8 “(8) 10 (£) ()9 (9)s

G123 G1g3  |(S) 40 (1)zg ‘(¥) o (1)1 ydesBered) uaip|iyd Joj uoisiroid [eloueuld|  (N)L'g
(1Y @Inpayos jo (g)g ydeibesed) ssaippe

G63 G63 10 abueyo Jo uoseal AQ JOPIO JUBWISIIONS JO JUSWPUS WY Wre
(Vv 8Inpayas Jo (2)6 1o (2). ‘(2)9

G63 G63 ‘(2)y ydeibered) sioplo JuswWaIojud Jo 108dsal ul suoleolddy (s)re
(201 uonoss) sasiwaid 10adsul J0

G123 0813  |uaipjiyo Joy yoseas o} siemod Buisioiaxa uosiad 1sISSe 0] JueLBAA e

G123 0813 (0G uonoss) Jopio A1onoosy|  (b)1g
(g uonoss) Japio uonossoid

G123 0813 Aouabiawsa Jopun siamod Buisioliaxs uosiad 1SISSe 0] JUBLBAA (dreg

G123 0813 (9% pue Gp ‘1 suonoas) siaplo uonosloid Aousbilawg| (0)}°g

Gle3 0813 ((1)ey uonoss) Jepio Juswssasse pyo|  (U)1'g
(6€ uonoes)

G123 0813 slapJo uoisiaadns pue aJ1ed Jo 218 abieyasip Jo uoneuepn| (w)g

G123 0813 ((1)9g uonoss) Jeplo uolsiriedns uoleoNpP3 e

Gle3 0813 ((6) 10 (¥) “(€) ‘(2)y€ uonodas) 240 UI PIYD YUM J0BIUOD| ()12
((2)eg uonoes) 8240y Ul J8PIO 8JED

G123 0813 alym uonoalpsunl woJj [eAowal Jo ‘awreulns s p|iyo jo abueyn Nre

(paainbai j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoid | uanng




/e

093 093 8]edl}IlI9d S1S09 J|Nejep JO enss| €8
GSY'G3 GSY'G3 000°00S3 speadx3 (uzs
06013 06013 000°00S3 P239xd Jou S30p INg 000‘00EF SPE8X] (A
GGv'e3 GGv'e3 000°00£3 P299Xa Jou S80p INq 000°0023 SPEdIX] (e
GEI'IL3 GEI'IL3 0000023 P239xd Jou S30pP INg 000°0G |3 SPaadX3 (®)z'8
0LE'L3 0LE'L3 000°0G | 3 P239xd Jou S30p INg 00000 |3 SPa8dX3 (P)z'8

0863 0863 000°001 3 P999xa 10U S80p INg 000°0S3 SPaadX3 (0)g'8

GG93 GG93 000°0G3 Paddxa jou S80p INg 000‘G L3 SPEddX] (a)zs

G2E3 G2E3 000G L3 PoadXxa Jou saop junowy| ()28

pawIe[o S1S09 8y] JO JUNoWe ayl aJayp 2’8
G613 G613 papre A|jeba| s 1senbai ayy Bully Aued sy a1eym 1'8
S1S0JD 40 NOILVNINF313ad

013 G3 (Adoo yoea J0J) WO} 21UOIIO3|S Ul JUBWNJ0P B Jo AdoD AV

dos dos abed juanbasgns yoes 104 @12

0L3 G3 (sso| 40 sabed g} ) Juawnoop e jo Ado) (®)12

SIN3INND0A AdOD

3 Sv3 SJIopJ0 [BUI}/SIN|0SOE S88109p JO XapUl JO Ydieas 9

Sv3 S3 sjuswaalibe AJjiqisuodsal [eluated Jo xapul [BJUSD JO Yoieas 29

G93 G93 SJopJO [BUIl}/2IN|OSgE S82109pP JO XopUl [BJIUSD JO YoIeas 1’9

S3IHOHV3S
AR AR abpnl e 01 abpn[ 1011sIp © WOJ} 82110u [eadde ue Bulji4 1'G
jolel Areouy| G623 GGe3 laplo [eloueul € Joj uoneolddy 1747
0S13 083 (paisi| 8simiBylo ssajun) (so110u UO) uoledlddy 8%
053 053 Japio uonesedss ‘1opIo [eUOIIPUOD ‘ISIU 88108p 10} uoiedljddy A4
053 a3 (920U INOyYM) uoned||ddy 4

SHNIA3I3IO0Hd NI SNOILLYIITddV
0L13 0L13 uno) ybiH 8y} o} uonesy|ddy €€

(paainbai j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoid | uanng




8¢

paynsnl aq o} Jopisuod Aew abpnl 1ouisip
8y} Se Wns Jayjo yons 1o ‘sfes ayl Aq pasijeal
unowe ayj Jo (13 Jo yed o) |3 Aleas ur dg, . . spoob jo s[esg Vel
anjeA
pasieidde ay} Jo (13 Jo Led Jo) 13 Aians ul dg, * * spoob jo Juswsasieiddy eel
paJinoul sesuadxe s|qeuoseal ay | , . « uonone algnd Aq ojes e BuisieApy AN
paJinoul sasuadxa sjqeuoseal ay |, . . Hsodap Jo aoe|d & 0} spoob Buinoway LSl
ERLAS)
0013 0013 Japio sbBuiuses Jo Juswyorjie ue Joj uoleolddy el
0LL3 0LL3 K1aAljop 10 JUBLIEBM B 10 UOISS8ssod JO JUBLIeM B 10] aNnss| Al
0e3 0e3 SS2Ippe MaU B JB JuBLIEM B JO UONN2aXxa e Jdwale 1o} 1sanbay 2l
0013 0013 J8pJo J0 Jusawabpn( e Jo Juswadioyud 1o} uonedlddy L'gl
S14NOD ALNNOD JFHL NI LNJINIOHOIN3
0LL3 0LL3 1uawnoop Aue Jo Yijieq e Aq 921A18s Jo} }senbay 'L
ATNO 1HNOD ALNNOD V OL NaXvl s33d
0013 0013 suowwns juawabpn( e 1o} uoneolddy 0l
00}3 0013 lapio Buibreyo e Joj uoneoyjddy €0}k
0013 0013 Janieoal e Jo juswiulodde/iap.o 1gap Aued paiy e Joj uoieolddy 20l
0S3 0S3 uosJad Jayjo Jo Joygap juswabpn( e uonsanb o} uoneosiddy L0t
INJINIOHOLANI
053 Y3 peO.Ige 1USS &g 0] J9pI0 doUBUSIUIBW B 10} uolieolddy 26
053 SP3 paJalsiBal aq 0] Joplo sourUSUIBW B 10} uoijedlddy 1'6
SH3IAHO IONVNILNIVIN 40 NOILVHLSID3Y
GOL3 GOL3 21B0I}11189 S1S00 ]|nejop B apise 18s 0] uonealjdde1senbay G'8
G023 G023 (sBuipaaooid juswssasse pajielap) [eaddy ¥'8
(paainbai j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoid | uanng




6¢

093 093 UOIIOIAUOD JO Winpuelowaw e jo Adod palyiied e Joj 1senbay ee
G13 GL3 uoljoBJSHES JO 91BD1H1D B 10} 1sanbay A
0013 0013 9SBO B 9]E]S 0} [ESNjal JO 81B2111I8D 10} }sanbay S
SIN3IWNDO0A a3id11L43D dNV S31vIIdILd3D
0023 0023 (paiyoads a9} Jayio ou) [eaddy v'e
00¥3 00t3 £00g 10V buisusdl ‘g 8|npayog Japun sbuipssdoid - jeaddy €72
G63 G63 (1opJo sbBuiuies wouy uononpap) [eaddy (a)ge
0913 0913 (166} 10V Woddns pjiyD ‘0z uonosg) [eaddy|  (e)ge
0053 0053 uno) ybiH 8y} Jo uojuido sy Joj 8sED B BlelS 0} UoNEd||ddy 12
S1v3addv
053 053 sosiwald 1Noo uo Jou uonoun) wiopad 0} 41 4o} uoneolddy L1
(paainbai j1) uonewoyul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung
8002 19pJ10 S934 SuNno) sajedisibepy
23 23 payJew aq 0] palinbai pue 0} paiajal IqIyxa yoes Jo4 2St
LIS 0L3 inouoy uodn uofeisene/uonBWIIEAIARPIE U Buie | LGl
S1IAValddv
peoige asn 4oy} JapJo Jo juawabpnl e jo Adoo payien
pJeme UOljeJligJe UB 8240jud O} UOISSIWISd
093 093 JapJo Jo Juswabpnl e us)siBal 03 uoieoldde/jsanbay Al
093 093 AIBAIdp/U0ISSESSOd/UONNJBXd JO 1M B Buljess L'y
INIINIOHOLANT
ATINO 1HNOD HYIH FHL NI NaXv.l s334
paunsn/
aq 0] Japisuod Aew abpn( 1011SIp 8yl SB WNS Jaylo
yons Jo pasresdde usaq aney spoob ay} assym
anjeA pasieidde ay} 8q 0} anjea ay} ‘pazias spoob
8y} Jo anfea ay} Jo (1.3 jo wed Jo) |13 Ailena ur doi, . . paddois 10 paljsiies ‘UMBIPYIM UOINJaxXa — 3[es ON Gel
(paainbai j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoid | uanng




0€

(6€ uonoes)

G123 0813 SJapJo uoisiAledns pue aled Jo 218 abieyosip o uoneuep| (w)}'g

G123 0813 ((1)9g uonoss) Jopio uoisiriadNs UoIEONP] OI%}

G123 0813 ((6) 10 (¥) “(€) ‘(2)¥€ uonOdS) BB UI PIIYD YiM JoBIUOD|  (M)1'8
((2)eg uonoses) 8240y Ul JBPIO 8JED

G123 0813 a[iym uonoipsunl wouy [eAowsal 1o ‘eweuns s,pliyo jo abueyn N1

G123 0813 (G2 uonoes) Jopio uolepOWWOodde 8INddS| ()18
((Lart

G123 013 0 (€)0¥ | ‘(e)(9) 40 (€)y¥ | uonoss) siepio diysuelpsend eroadg|  (u)1'8
((1)g 1 uonoas) 8210} Ul I9PIO SOUBPISA

G123 G123 a[iym uonoaipsunl wouy [eAowal 1o ‘eweuns s,pliyo jo abueyn (6)1°g

G123 G123 ((2)OL 1 uonoss) ssoj [eloueuly 4o} uoesuadwod| ()18

G123 G123 ((@)r11 uonoss) siopio Juswsdlouy|  (9)1'8

G123 G123 ((2) 40 ()01 uonoss) siopio g uondas|  (p)1'8

G123 G123 ((2)9 J0 (1)g uonoss) suelpseny|  (9)1'8

G123 G123 ((9) 40 (9)(1)vzy uonoss) Ayjigisuodsai [ejuaied|  (9)1'8

G123 G123 ((e)10 (a)(1)v¥ “(€) 10 (9)(1)¢ uonoas) Ayjigisuodsal [ejuaied| ()18
6861 LOV N3HATIHO IHL H3IANN SHNIA3II00Hd

G983 i G9e3 i obejuaied Jo uoleIRPap B 10} cozmo__gg& L/

G123 i G123 i uoisinold |elouruly 10} JBPIO UE 10} cozmo__ggi 19

013 G3 (Adoo yoea J0J) WO} 21U0II3|S Ul JUBWNJ0P B Jo AdoD 2'S

dos dos abed jusnbasqns yoes Jo4 (@1g

0L3 G3 (sso] 40 sabed (1) Juawnoop e jo AdoH (®)1'g
SINIWNJ0A AdOD

lepio Ayjigel| yoes Jo4| 013 o3 (166 10y Moddng pjiyD) Jopio Ayjigel| Joy uoleoljddy zv

3 3 sBuipaadoid xe] [1ouno) L'
SH3IQHO ALavIl

093 7 093 7 Abm_:omam 99) ocv luswindop paljiliad/a1edlilad 10} ﬁmmsdom 'e

(paainbai j1) uonewiojul Jayun4g

pasodoid 7 juaun) 7




L€

053 053 JapJo 10B1UOD B 0] payoele aq 0} 82)0u Buiuiem e 1oy uonedlddy 'L
900¢ LOV NOILdOQV ANV N3Ha1IHD

GSv3 GGh3 (22 uonoss) sapio Juswasde|d e 4o} uoneolddy 2o}k

013 013 Ajdde o1 uoissiwad 10j 1sanbai/uonedljddy L0t
¢00¢ LOV N3HATIHO ANV NolLdoav

Gle3 Gle3 1apJo [ejuated e 1o} cozmo__ggﬁ 1'6

03 GG1'23 | 6861} 10V UBIPIIYD JO LE UONOAS Japun sBulpesdoid Joj BuliesH|  (a)g'8
6861

00023 02e'e3 10V UaIp|IyD 4O LE Uol}daS Japun sbuipasdoid Joj uoneolddy|  (e)z'8
(8 aInpayos

G123 0813 10 (1)8 ydeibe.ed) Bunuased Js)so} Buluiaouod sjeaddy (2)1'8
(e ®INpaydg 4o (1)21 4o (2)G| ydesBered)

G123 0813 Japlo uoisiniadns uoneonpa jo abieyodsip 10 UoISUdIX] (IN]

G123 0813 (g 9Inpayos o 9 ydeibesed) Joplo uoisiAIadNS JO UOISUSIXT (x)1'8
(2 @Inpayos jo (1)6 1 ydeibesed)

G123 0813 peoiqe aAl| 0] AllLloyine [ed0| JO 81D Ul PIIYD J0) LUN0J Jo [eaociddy|  (m)1'g
(1 anpayas jo (L)yt Jo L1 ‘(2)ot ‘(2)8 “(8) 10 (£) ()9 (9)s

G123 G1e3 |'(S) 4o (1)g “(¥) 1o (1)1 ydesBered) uaipjiyd Joj uoisiroid [eloueuld|  (A)L'8
(20} uonoss) sesiwaid 10adsul 10 ualpiyd

G123 0813 1o} youess o} siemod Buisiosaxs uosiad isisse o] juenepy|  (n)1g
(1'v @Inpayos j0 (g)g ydeisbesed) ssaippe

G63 053 J0 aburyd Jo uoseal AQ JOPIO JUBWSIIOJUS JO JUBWIPUB WY Mrs
(1v @Inpayds Jo (2)6 40 (2)L (2)9

G63 G63 ‘(2)¥ ydesbesed) sioplo Juswadlojua Jo 10adsal ul suoljesljddy (s)1'g
(M6 UONDBS) Ja1ed Aep J0 Japulw pjIyo jo uonesisibal

G123 0813 JO UOIIPUOD JO uoIISOdul JO [BAOWISI JO UOIBLIEBA ‘UOIIB[|80UBD s

Gle3 0813 (0g uonoss) Japio Aisnoday| (b)1'g
(g4 uonoas) JepJio uonosioid

G123 0813 Aouabiawsa Jepun siamod Buisiolaxs uosiad 1SISSe 0] JUBLBAA (dy1'g

G123 0813 (9 pue Gy ‘pF suooas) siapio uonoaloid Aousbhiowg (0)1'8

Gie3 0813 ((L)ev uonoas) Jepio Juswssasse pIyo|  (u)1'g

(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung




43

03 G/3 J8pJo uonedndoo/uoile1sajow-uou 1o} uoneolddy L8l
0123 0ve3 (1661 10V Hoddns pjiyD) JUSWNWIWOD JO JUBLIBAA ZL)
oves ores JUBWIIWWOD JO Jueliem e Jo} uoledlddy L'/

INIINLININOD

G/3 G/3 (panyoads as} Jaylo ou) Juelem Jayio Aue Joy uoneolddy 29l

0z3 813 AJjua Jo jueliem e 1o} uonedlddy 191
SINVHHVM

0083 0083 Bupesy pajsejuo) €Gl

0013 0013 pajueib usaq sey uoissiwiad/anes] aiaym sbuipaadold| (q)g'Sl
(panyoads a9} Jaylo

0013 0013 ou) sBuipaadoid aduswwod o} uoissiwiad/enes| Joj uoneolddy| (B)g'St

0023 0023 paioads si 89} Jaylo ou alaym sbuipaasoid Buiouswwon L'GlL
SONIA33O0Hd TIAID H3H1O

Gez3 G2Z3 paioads si 88} Jaylo ou asaym (218) yieo A1aas 104 rAdl
013 013 8|ge1su09 |eloads 10 8|geISu0d e Jo uoljeisalie Bue; uQ L'yl

SH1VO

Gz3 Gz3 (papoads a9y 1oy10 OU) 82US2I| JO UOIIBI0ASI By} 10} uoneolddy eel
Gez3 G2Z3 9oua9| Bulisixe Ue JO uoielLIEA/[eMaUS) 10} uoiiedlddy rA
Gz3 GZ3 (paoads a8y Jay1o ou) AlIOYINE/AUSSU0D/20Ud2I| 10} 1Senbay L€l

S3ON3I1

0S3 Gv3 (paiyioads @8y Jayjo ou) (Juasuod Ag/eonou Inoyim) uofeolddy 44!

0513 083 (paiyioads @9y Jaylo ou) (s210U UO) UolEd||ddy !
SHONIA3I3O0Hd ATINVH
(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoiad | juaung




€€

cl3 cl3 sjuswnoop Buiiies LL
G U098 JapIQ SUNOY |IAID 89S, * . S1S09 |0 UoneuUIWIB1e( oL
23 23 Nqiyxe yoes Buryrew 104 26
L3 93 IABpIE yoes 0] Jusuodap yoes Jo- 1’6

SHLVO
V3 v3 Xapul 8y} Jo yosess (p)8
013 93 (Adoo yoea J0J) WO} 21U0II3|S Ul JUBWNJ0P B Jo AdoD (0)g
dos 13 abed juanbasgns yoes 104 (9)g
03 93 (ss9| 40 sabed g} ) Juawnoop e jo Ado) (e)g

SIN3INND0A AdOD
023 0z3 Ansibal syl AQ paulelal JuswnNoop Jaylo/||im o uonoadsul /
023 023 s||im jo usodaq 9
93 93 yoteas Buipueis e 10} uoneoljddy G
023 023 1BSARD B JO UOISUd]Xd J0 AJjus 8y} Joj uoneolddy ¥
013 013 Xe] aduelliayu| wolj 1dwaxa 81e)sa ue 1o} Juels) 2c
023 023 uoslad paseadsp awes 10} Jueib puodas/aiedldng 1'e
093 093 99} uoneoldde jeuosliad 2
0513 o¥3 aleqo.d Jo jueib e 1o} uoneolddy L

(paainbail j1) uonewojul Jayung| pasodoad | juaung

$00Z 19p10 S99 91eq0id SNOIUSIU0D-UON




vE

99} MON, 053 . (@2n0u INoyumauasuod AqQ) uoneoldde jeisusr)
99} MON,| 0GI3 . (92110U UO) uoneoldde [eisUBY)
dog dog abed Jusnbesqgns yoes 104
0L3 G3 (sse| 1o sabed Q| ) uawnoop e jo AdoH
0053 0053 99} BuliesaH
00v3 00v3 99] [eaddy
00¥3 00¥3 (suoneoydde Jayio |e) 994 uonesddy
99} MAN.| 0¢c3 * 99} uoneoldde s dwig
(paJinbai 1) uonew.ojui Jayung| pasodoid | juaiin)

1002 19p10 S84 U01}99104d JO 1N0H




Annex B

Equality assessment for cost recovery
1. Policy objective:

1.1 The policy objectives for the reforms in this Impact Assessment are to ensure that fee income
covers 100% of the cost of providing services, minus the income foregone from the remission
system; except in specific cases where a policy decision has been made to continue to
charge below cost.

1.2 The proposals also seek to simplify the current fee structure to make it easier to understand
and more straightforward to administer.

1.3 The government believes that this policy offers a fairer deal to the taxpayer, as their
contribution is targeted where it is most needed.

2. Equality duties

2.1 Under the Equality Act 2010 section 149, Ministers and the Department are under a legal duty
to have ‘due regard’ to: eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and
other prohibited conduct under the Equality Act 2010; advance equality of opportunity
between different groups; and to foster good relations between different groups.

2.2 Having ‘due regard’ needs to be considered against the nine “protected characteristics”
under the Equality Act: race, sex, disability, sexual orientation, religion and belief, age,
marriage and civil partnership, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity.

3. Methodology for Analysis

3.1 To assess whether the preferred option has a differential impact on the protected groups
(outlined above) a population pool has been defined. Guidance from the Equality and Human
Rights Commission (EHRC) states that this assessment should define the pool as being
those people who may be affected by the policy (adversely or otherwise) and that the pool
should not be defined too widely.

3.2 We have defined the population pool as those who are most likely to pay one or more of the
fees set to increase in the proposals - i.e. issue fees for probate and money claims, the
application fee for judicial review, the grouped single issue fee and the fee for bringing an
appeal. Full listings of fee changes can be seen in Annex B.

3.3 We have drawn on the Familyman data® statistics published by the Office of National
Statistics and statistics published by the Ministry of Justice to assess proportional differences
in the protected characteristics of this pool, identifying the groups positively and negatively
impacted. However, due to the limitations in the data available in some cases we have had to
make assumptions about the likely impact on people with protected characteristics based on
the type of cases they may be pursuing.

4. Direct Discrimination

4.10ur initial assessment is that the introduction of fees proposed in the preferred option are not
directly discriminatory within the meaning of the Equality Act 2010 as they apply equally to all

! Under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, the Department has a legal duty to have ‘due regard’ to the need to:
eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other prohibited conduct under the Equality Act
2010; advance equality of opportunity between different groups (those who share a protected characteristic and
those who do not); and foster good relations between different groups.
2 Familyman is a case management system for family cases, collected by HM Courts & Tribunals Service.
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claimants irrespective of whether or not they have a protected characteristic: there is no less
favourable treatment because of a protected characteristic.

5. Indirect Discrimination

5.1 Our initial assessment, based on the limited information available, is that the increases in
fees under the preferred option are unlikely to amount to indirect discrimination under the
Equality Act 2010. This is because the government considers the preferred option (if
implemented) to be a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim, that of ensuring that
fee income covers the cost of providing court services.

5.2 To mitigate any risk of discrimination when implementing the preferred option, the HM Courts
& Tribunals Service remissions system is available to those with low capital and on low
incomes. This means that the proposal may have a financial impact on individuals or groups
of individuals, but will not deny access to justice or the opportunity to reach an agreed
settlement for individuals who fall within the meaning of the Equality Act 2010.

5.3 Whilst the proposals have some implications on the protected characteristics of individuals
seeking access to justice, these will impact on different equality groups differently, in so far as
they have varying income profiles. It is accepted that as some of the equalities groups are
disproportionately represented in lower income brackets, more individuals in these groups
would therefore be affected if it were it not for the remissions scheme, which mitigates the
effects on those with the lowest incomes and ensures that no-one is denied access to justice
by raising court fees.

6. Impact on users in the civil court system

6.1 Due to the nature of the proposals included in this consultation, any impact on different
groups will primarily be financial. Data on court users who will be affected by the proposal has
been collected where possible. However, the government acknowledges that it does not
collect comprehensive information about court users generally, and specifically information
regarding protected characteristics. This limits government understanding of the potential
equality impacts of the proposals for reform. An attempt to collect further information on the
demographics of users in these cases has been undertaken, but data is limited.

Fees groups affected:
Probate:

6.2 Whilst we do not have any data on probate case numbers, we acknowledge that there may
be differential impacts on women from increases in probate fees. Period life expectancy at
birth in the UK in 2008 to 2010 was 78.1 years for males and 82.1 years for females,® which
means that on average women live longer than men. Therefore we consider a potential for
more women to be affected by an increase in probate fees, as they are more likely to out-live
their male partners and have to apply for probate for non-joint assets.

Money Claims:

6.3 We assume that 50% of all specified money claim cases are issued by businesses, such as
banks, credit card companies and utility companies. We assume that the remainder are
issued by individuals but due to a lack of data surrounding claimants we can not say whether
these individuals have protected characteristics.

6.4 As there is little data available regarding claimants for unspecified money claims we have
been unable to conduct analysis of these. Within unspecified money claims a small proportion
of claims are for personal injury cases, which means the claimants may have a disability;
therefore it may be fair to assume that more people with disabilities could be affected by the

3 Office of National Statistics; http://www.statistics.gov.uk/hub/population/deaths/life-expectancies
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increase in fees. However if individuals win the case, the costs (including court fees) are
normally transferred to the losing party.

Judicial Review:

6.5 In 2012, 76% of judicial review cases were for immigration and asylum claims.* It is therefore
reasonable to assume that these proposals have the potential to adversely affect more
people with the protected characteristics of race and religion/belief. There may also be other
adverse impacts on protected groups: for example, if non-governmental organisations bring
fewer challenges to court due to an increase in fees, those with protected characteristics who
might have benefited from the results of those cases will no longer benefit from them.

Other fees:

6.6 There are a number of other fee increases proposed, which are set out in full at Annex A
However, due to our limited data availability, we have not been able to make any
assumptions on the potential impacts of a fee increase in these areas.

7. Mitigation

7.1We do not consider the impact of these proposals to amount to a particular or substantial
disadvantage. Therefore, we consider the proposal and any resulting impacts of the proposal
to remain a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim: to reduce taxpayer subsidy of
the court system by ensuring that fee income covers the cost of providing court services,
minus the cost of the remissions system.

7.2 There is income disparity between different parts of the population; however, the fee
remissions scheme is available to all those who have low capital and are in receipt of
prescribed state benefits, or whose gross incomes fall below certain levels. The remissions
system ensures that those who can afford to pay their fee do so, but those who cannot pay
the fee are not prevented from accessing the court as a result of these proposals. For this
reason, we do not anticipate that the proposals are likely to have any equality impacts on
low-income groups; however, we will use the consultation period to gather further evidence.

8. Equalities Questions

8.1 We have asked for more information on potential equalities impacts through questions in the
consultation.

*The latest MoJ publication covering Judicial Reviews can be found in chapter four of Court Statistics Quarterly:
www.gov.uk/government/publications/court-statistics-quarterly-jan-mar-2013
7



8¢

INHO434d HO4 S1vSOdOdd ‘S334 14NOD



