DISPUTE RESOLUTION COMMITTEE MEETING

WEDNESDAY 1ST JULY 2009 @ 4PM
MINUTES
Present: 



District Judge Sheldrake 
(DJS)



Mushtaq Khan 

(MK)



Lucy Floate 


(LF)



Heather Caddy 

(HC)



Verona Cocks 

(VC)



Robin Humphries 

(RH)



Alison Beard 


(AB)



Peter Brewer 


(PB)



Andrew Bowen 

(AB)



Dean Parnell 


(DP)



James Arrowsmith 

(JA)

(standing in for Sejal Mehta)

Glenda Roger also attended for 20 minutes

Apologies:



Sejal Mehta



Mark Elder



John Morgan



Simon Thomas

1. Introduction and background to Birmingham 

DP provided a brief background to Birmingham Law Society, its structure and the role of the various committees and Glenda Rogers provided further information about her role within Birmingham Law Society and the need to identify hot topics and good speakers for dispute resolution events.  

During the course of this discussion, VC volunteered information regarding debates put on by Nottingham University as well as contacts that she has in respect of the Insolvency market.  VC confirmed that she would liaise directly with Glenda in this regard.  

DP mentioned the previous seminar on costs (organised by the committee a couple of years ago) which was very well received by the members and took place in the office of The Wilkes Partnership.  

PB mentioned that he knows of a barrister who specialises in costs and he might be prepared to assist with a  costs seminar for BLS and it was suggested that this might be worth doing along with a firm specialising in legal costs (legal costs draftsman).  

DP suggested that people liaise directly with Glenda if they have any ideas regarding seminars but to also circulate such suggestions to the other members of the committee.  

2. Dispute Resolution Committee

DP raised the question as to whether dispute resolution as a practice group was still relevant and whether it should continue in its current form as opposed to having more specialist litigation committee groups.  

The general consensus was that dispute resolution was relevant and would actually benefit if the committee ensured proper representation from all of the litigation practice groups.  It was unclear as to whether this was currently the case but it was agreed by members that this would be a good approach.  Members also expressed their concern that if dispute resolution was split in to more specialist practice areas there would not be sufficient interest in order to achieve regular meetings.  In addition, there would be many overlapping issues affecting more than one specialist litigation practice area.  

Accordingly, the consensus view was that dispute resolution should continue as a committee in its current form.

3. Purpose of Dispute Resolution Committee

Discussion took place as to the role and purpose of the committee and various view points were put forward which included the following:-

· Achieve closer links with the Civil Justice Centre.

· Provide a voice for the member of BLS involved in litigation and dispute resolution. 

· Provide input and responses to relevant consultation papers.

· Provide articles on dispute resolution and promote dispute resolution within Birmingham and the West Midlands. 

· Establish a forum for sharing ideas and views on legal and/or practice issues relevant to dispute resolution. 

· Be seen as one of the leading dispute resolution bodies in the West Midlands. 

· Undertake more social activities within the committee as well as for litigation members of BLS.

This was not intended to be a definitive list but represented various views which had been put forward and which will be reviewed and considered at the next dispute resolution committee meeting. 

There was good support from committee members to follow up the meetings with some informal drinks in order to achieve a more social atmosphere.  In addition it was recognised that there is a need for the committee to arrange more social events for litigation members of BLS.

4. Frequency & timing of meetings

Following discussion of timing of meetings, it was agreed that the best time for most members to attend meetings would be 5pm.  It was also agreed that meetings would be conducted each month and every effort would be made by members to attend each meeting.  

It was accepted that some members located outside of Birmingham city centre may struggle to attend monthly meetings but having the meetings at 5pm should help to reduce any impact into the working day.  

5. Closer links with the court service

DJS mentioned the importance of the committee providing feedback to him of BLS litigation members so that he could take this feedback to the court.  Likewise, he felt that he could provide feedback to the committee from the court service, which the committee members could disseminate to its membership.  

DJS mentioned the specialist liaison links with the Mercantile Court and the Technology and Construction Court and queried whether these links are still active.   DP confirmed that he would make enquiries with the court and both DP and DJS confirmed that they would look into this as this would appear to be particularly relevant to this committee. 

DP distributed an e-mail from DJS to Bernard Shepherd which was dated 22nd June 2009 (copy attached to these minutes).  DJS reiterated that he saw his role on the committee as being the link between the Civil Justice Centre and the dispute resolution committee and emphasised the need to ensure effective lines of communication between these bodies.  

The discussion following the hand out of the said e-mail was concerned with whether the committee members would be interested in pursuing the liaison visits to the court and the consensus view was that this was an excellent idea.   

It was agreed that DP would liaise with Helen Dickens (Court Manager) in order to arrange a visit in September 2009.  It was agreed that the first visit would consist of committee members but this would then be followed up with further visits arranged through the dispute resolution committee for its members. 

DP canvassed the views of a suitable date in September for this visit and it was agreed that the best date would be at some stage between 15th and 30th September.  

6. Review of civil litigation costs: 

Preliminary Report of Lord Justice Jackson

DP referred to the e-mail that had been circulated to members prior to the meeting which attached a pdf copy of this substantial report.  Following a review of the index, the following members volunteered to undertake a review of certain sections which was as follows:-

· JA/SM – Part 5 - fixed costs, Part 6 - personal injury litigation.

· HC – Item 34, Part 7 - Technology & Construction Court litigation.

· MK – Part 7, item 31 - housing claims.

· LF & VC – Part 7, item 32 – large commercial claims.

· LF, VC and AB - Part 7, item 33 – Chancery Litigation

· JA/SM & AB - Part 6 personal injury litigation.

· DP - Part 4 – funding of civil litigation.

· DP - Part 8 – controlling the costs of litigation.

· RH and DP - Part 10 – the assessment of costs.

LF confirmed that she has a useful summary in her office of this preliminary report which she confirmed would circulate this amongst members as it would be a useful starting ground in terms of members formulating their preliminary views on the sections for which they have agreed to take responsibility.

DP confirmed that he would circulate a further copy of the Index and if any other members wished to volunteer for other sections then they should confirm this with him.

DP emphasised the need for communication over the next 3 weeks by e-mail in order to get to a stage where views are finalised by 20th July 2009.

DP confirmed that the deadline for submitting the response is 31st July 2009 but the committee members should aim to finalise their responses by 20th July 2009 as this will need to be fed into the consultation committee in order for them to present this in the appropriate form for onward transmission. 

7. Structure of committee.

DP raised the question as to whether there should be a Vice Chair and Secretary or whether the structure should remain as Chair and Members.  RH raised the idea of having someone responsible for PR and media and to effectively act as the spokesperson for dispute resolution.  However, it was concluded that the best approach is to keep the structure as it currently stands with one Chair and Members (but to alternate the responsibility for each member to take minutes of the meeting).  

DP confirmed that where appropriate, he may wish to appoint someone to chair the meetings in his absence and this is something that can be done on an informal basis as opposed to formally appointing a Vice Chair. 

8. Any other business.

No other business was raised and it was agreed that the next meeting would be confirmed by DP way of e-mail within the next few days.

Meeting concluded at 5.30pm

