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Questions 
 
Name: Technical Committee, Insolvency Lawyers’ Association 

Organisation (if applicable): Insolvency Lawyers’ Association 

Address: Valiant House, 4-10 Heneage Lane, London EC3A 5DQ 

 
 

 Respondent type 

  Business representative organisation/trade body 

 Central Government 

 Charity or social enterprise 

 Individual 

 Large business (over 250 staff) 

X Legal representative 

 Local Government 

 Medium business (50 to 250 staff) 

 Micro business (up to 9 staff) 

 Small business (10 to 49 staff) 

 Trade union or staff association 

 Other (please describe) 

 

 

An Impact Assessment is also available online. In addition to responses to the 
questions below, we would welcome comments and further recommendations for 
change with supporting evidence, referencing the evidence provided in the Impact 
Assessment.  

Please identify any unintended consequences or other implications of the 
proposals and provide comment on the analysis of costs and benefits. Are there 
any alternatives to the changes and regulations proposed? 
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The Introduction of a Moratorium 
 

1) Do you agree with the proposal to introduce a preliminary moratorium as a 

standalone gateway for all businesses?  

 

The availability of a preliminary moratorium could be a potentially useful 

option, perhaps particularly in operating company restructurings, as opposed 

to balance sheet restructurings , where standstills are typically negotiated, 

and may perhaps serve more as a negotiating tool than a frequently used 

procedure. This is however subject to a number of qualifications, the first 

being that (as we think may already have been acknowledged) the use of 

“single gateway” terminology is misleading, as it suggests that the 

preliminary moratorium would be the default option, which we do not think 

should be the case.  

 

We comment below in further detail on the costs aspects and the need for 

greater detail in order to make the proposal a workable one, in particular with 

regard to the role of the supervisor and the proposals for the provision of 

information to creditors. 

 

 

2) Does the process of filing to court represent the most efficient means for 

gaining relief for a business and for creditors to seek to dissolve the 

moratorium if their interests aren’t protected?  

 
We appreciate that allowing the moratorium to commence simply by filing an 
application at court would minimise costs. It should be recognised however 
that the possibility of abuse could affect confidence in the procedure, and 
directors themselves may consider it preferable in a given case to seek a 
court order confirming that the qualifying criteria have been met (and 
contracts designated as such are agreed to be “essential”).  An option to 
make an application to the court rather than merely filing would not of course 
preclude challenge by creditors (if the hearing was on an ex parte basis), but 
the existence of a court order may dissuade creditors from seeking to impugn 
the procedure. We strongly believe that an application to court route must be 
available, in parallel with an out of court filing route. In particular, the proposal 
in its current form precludes cases where there is a winding-up petition. We 
consider that there would be benefits in removing that exclusion: if it remains, 
a single unsecured creditor with an unsecured debt could prevent a company 
from utilising the moratorium simply by presenting a winding-up petition.  A 
court application for a restructuring moratorium would then provide a forum at 
which the issue of an outstanding winding-up petition could be dealt with at 
the same time. Providing an option to make a court application would also be 
useful if (although in current circumstances this is  very uncertain ) there were 
issues regarding the ability of a company to make use of an English law 
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procedure (which the proposal is silent on), or a need to obtain cross-border 
recognition (the likelihood of “essential” contracts having cross-border 
features cannot be ignored), where the existence of a court order may carry 
more weight in other jurisdictions in which recognition is sought..  

 
 

3) Do the proposed eligibility tests and qualifying criteria provide the right level 

of protection for suppliers and creditors?  

 
We are concerned that the proposal lacks sufficient detail.  
The requirement that the company is insolvent or in financial difficulty, or will 
“imminently” be in such difficulty, may mean that, by the time the moratorium 
becomes available, it is unable to meet the qualifying condition that it has 
sufficient funds to carry on business during the moratorium, meeting current 
obligations as an when they fall due as well as any new obligations that are 
incurred. It is also not clear to us whether the intention is to require all 
financing obligations to be met during the moratorium period. We would query 
the usefulness of a moratorium if the company is required to meet current 
obligations as they fall due where the debt sought to be restructured arises 
under finance rather than trade arrangements, and believe that this would 
significantly limit the usefulness of the proposed restructuring moratorium 
procedure as a whole. In practice, a company with both finance and trade 
creditors may look to agree a standstill with its finance creditors by reference 
to the terms of the existing documentation and utilise the moratorium to 
protect it from actions by unsecured creditors. Equally, the proposals do not 
address the situation where some level of forbearance has already been 
agreed in relation to some of the company’s obligations. Would the company 
have to demonstrate that it had funds available to meet the amounts in 
question, even if the creditor had agreed to a suspension or a deferral? That 
would seem to risk frustrating the purpose of the moratorium. 
 
 The proposals appear to envisage that the ability of the company to 
demonstrate at the outset that there is a reasonable prospect that a 
compromise or arrangement can be agreed with its creditors will require the 
company to have sought views from some key stakeholders at least,  It is not 
clear to us beyond that precisely how the applicant will be expected to 
demonstrate that the condition is satisfied (for example, would the outline 
terms of a compromise or arrangement be required?) and what evidence of 
stakeholder in principle support would be required?  

 
 

4) Do you consider the proposed rights and responsibilities for creditors and 

directors to strike the right balance between safeguarding creditors and 

deterring abuse while increasing the chance of business rescue?  

 
We have commented below on the proposals relating to essential goods and 
services.  
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In relation to creditor rights, we consider that the proposal places too much of 
an onus on the creditor to challenge the inappropriate use of the moratorium, 
with the attendant costs and time delays, for creditors who might already be 
out of pocket.  

 
In relation to directors’ powers and responsibilities, we disagree with the 
wrongful trading waiver. We would hope that once sufficiently clarified and 
detailed in legislation, the required eligibility tests and qualifying conditions 
should be such that a director who is able to confirm that they have been (and 
will continue to be) met during the moratorium period is unlikely to be guilty of 
conduct falling within the wrongful trading provisions.  However, to legislate 
for a blanket disapplication of those provisions could provide scope for abuse 
and send the wrong message. One solution suggested by some members of 
the Technical Committee might be to have a less categorical disapplication, 
so that only those directors who reasonably consider that the moratorium 
criteria have been and will continue to be, met should be able to rely on the 
disapplication.  This would allow advisers to provide some reassurance to 
directors whilst limiting the scope for abuse.   On the other hand, whilst 
arguably sufficient protection is already provided for in the defence available 
pursuant to s214(3), other members consider that any disapplication is 
unnecessary, and a partial disapplication would add undesirable 
complications. This difference of opinion amongst practitioners underlines the 
need for the full details of the proposal to be carefully and holistically 
considered.  In addition, on a separate point, careful thought will need to be 
given to how the moratorium duration interacts with the clawback period for 
antecedent transactions, given the effect an initial moratorium period of three 
months would have on the ability to  challenge a  transaction under the 
antecedent transaction provisions of the Insolvency Act 1986 (in particular with 
an unconnected party, where the relevant period is six months), and the 
possibility that an extension of the moratorium would effectively preclude a 
challenge. The issue could be addressed by requiring court approval for certain 
transactions.  

 
 
 

5) Do you agree with the proposals regarding the duration, extension and 

cessation of the moratorium?  

 
 We are concerned that whilst the restructuring moratorium appears to be primarily 
aimed at large scale restructurings, the proposals in their current form could make 
the moratorium unworkable in such restructurings. An initial duration of three 
months may not be (and would probably not be) sufficient to enable a fully 
developed plan which is likely to be approved to be finalised, particularly in the 
context of large corporate restructurings with complex debt profiles. Similarly, a 
requirement for all secured lenders to consent to an extension would probably be 
unworkable in many cases – in our view a requirement for majority lender consent 
would provide a suitable balance between workability and the interests of creditors. 
We recognise however that a shorter period may be appropriate for SMEs, and that 
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in that arena, it may be appropriate for all secured lenders to give their consent to 
an extension. Any implementation of the proposals would need to provide flexibility 
to reflect the complexities and breadth of creditor interests at different ends of the 
market. Finally, we find the proposed reduction of the 12 month limit for a 
subsequent administration difficult to justify, not least because it is envisaged that a 
different office holder would oversee that subsequent process, who would need to 
become fully acquainted with the company’s affairs and formulate a proposal for 
the conduct and aim of the administration. As the legislation currently 
acknowledges that 12 months is the minimum period in which this can sensibly take 
place, we see no reason for imposing unrealistically tight time limits.  

6) Do you agree with the proposals for the powers of and qualification 

requirements for a supervisor?  

 
 
We comment below in further detail on the proposed qualification 
requirements for supervisors of the restructuring moratorium. Our main 
concern however is that it is not clear to what ends the supervisor would be 
required to “meet certain minimum standards and qualifying criteria; [and to ] 
have relevant experience”.  The role of the supervisor will be key to the 
success of the procedure, and achieving the appropriate balance between on 
the one hand creditor confidence in the procedure by appropriate safeguards, 
and on the other hand ensuring the role is neither too onerous (both in defined 
functions and exposure) or costly, needs careful consideration ,. As set out in 
the proposals, the anticipated functions of the supervisor are not entirely 
clear:  the role appears to be the primary source of oversight,of the initiation 
and conduct of the process but this does not seem to be aligned with the 
limited involvement in the business that the consultation envisages.   The 
proposal envisages that the supervisor would (a)  need to be satisfied that the 
company is eligible for the moratorium ab initio (basing their assessment on 
evidence requested from and prepared by the directors) and (b) ensure that 
the qualifying conditions continue to be met during the moratorium (making 
the creditors and the court aware if they are not). The proposal also envisages 
that the supervisor should be able to attend board meetings, request 
information (as to which see our comments below) and should sanction 
transactions not in the ordinary course of business.  

 
This brief exposition of the anticipated role of the supervisor does not however 
specify whether the supervisor incurs personal liability in carrying out his role, 
and if so, for what, and to whom. It is crucial that the liabilities and 
responsibilities of the supervisor be very carefully delineated and that his 
duties be owed to the company and to the court alone.   
 
In the absence of clarity on the precise status of the supervisor, and who is 
intended to rely on his acts, deciding what his professional qualifications 
should be strikes us as premature.  Once the profession has that clarity, 
further consideration should be given to the potential pool from which 
supervisors might be drawn, which might take into account the fact that  the 
procedure is intended as an initial alternative to administration and that the 
costs of engaging an insolvency practitioner may  be high (and as the 
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supervisor would not be able to be appointed in any subsequent 
administration, the potential costs of a second insolvency practitioner will be 
an important factor to consider).     
 
 
We do not agree in any event that, in the short period of the moratorium, 
significant transactions outside the ordinary course of business should be a 
matter left solely to the directors and the supervisor. and, if this is not dealt 
with by a clearer definition of the role of the supervisor, an equivalent to s 127 
Insolvency Act 1986 might usefully be considered to address this.  

 
 
 

7) Do you agree with the proposals for how to treat the costs of the 

moratorium?  

 
We agree with the general proposition that the costs of the supervisor and costs 
incurred during and as part of the process should in principle be an expense of the 
process, with appropriate protection and priority, although this begs the question 
what would fall within such costs.  
 
In addition, the proposal as formulated does not give any indication as to whether, 
how, and by who, it is intended that the costs of the supervisor (and other costs) 
could be subject to scrutiny.  We accept that any kind of formal creditors’ committee 
would not be a sensible approach in the context of a short moratorium.  But the 
proposal does not provide any forum in which these matters might be raised and 
ultimately controlled.   
 
The issue of costs of the supervisor, and their priority, needs to be considered in 
tandem with the role, duties, and liabilities of the supervisor. As we indicate in our 
response to the previous question, the proposal lacks meaningful detail in this 
regard.  
 
 
 

8) Is there a benefit in allowing creditors to request information and should the 

provision of that information be subject to any exemptions?  

 
The proposal is that creditors will have a right to reasonably request information 
from the supervisor at any point in the new moratorium process, and that the 
Government is considering extending this provision to al insolvency procedures to 
“improve transparency”.  

 
Our response focuses on the provision of information during the new moratorium 
process, although the comments may be equally applicable to existing procedures 
(but these should be subject to further analysis and consultation).  
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The new moratorium period is intended to be relatively brief, and to be initiated at a 
time of financial distress. The proposal envisages the possibility of different 
outcomes (a consensual restructuring or a formal process).  
 
We would be concerned that, if creditors were to have free rein to request 
“information”, the efforts and resources of the company could needlessly (and 
perhaps deliberately) be diverted away from the very purpose of the moratorium and 
the ultimate aim. Additionally,  the proposal ignores judicial commentary which 
recognises that limits can and should be imposed on requests for information which 
would needlessly divert time and resources.  
 
Whilst seeking to introduce a general “reasonable” requirement, the proposal does 
not sufficiently robustly address key issues of what information could properly be 
requested (or appear to appreciate that – possibly sensitive and confidential - 
information might be requested for collateral improper purposes), nor does the 
proposal address the costs implications of complying with multiple requests, in 
particular whether the (subjective) interests of “transparency” for a small number of 
creditor outweighs the (entirely objective) interests of the general body of creditors, 
with comparable exposures, in minimising costs and delays in the process.   
 
A better approach in our view would be for the legislation to provide instead for the 
company to be required to provide a defined information pack which is relevant to 
creditors who will be affected by the moratorium and an ultimate restructuring. 
Further thought would need to be given to what such an information pack should 
include, and would need to reflect what information it is reasonable to expect the 
directors to provide, and at what stage of the process. .  

 
We have commented above on the role and duties of the supervisor. The proposal is 
that requests for information would be made to the supervisor. However, there is no 
suggestion that the supervisor would have access to that information (or have the 
staff to deal with numerous requests), making it difficult or impossible for him to 
respond. Requiring the supervisor to be responsible for the accuracy of its 
information would be a potentially very onerous obligation.  Again we would stress 
that it is key that the role and functions of the supervisor be very clearly defined.  

 
.  
Helping Businesses Keep Trading through the Restructuring Process 

 

9) Do you agree with the criteria under consideration for an essential contract, 

or is there a better way to define essential contracts? Would the continuation 

of essential supplies result in a higher number of business rescues? 

 
Taking the second limb of this question first, individual members of the 
Technical Committee have anecdotal evidence of situations where the 
continuation of supplies was important to the restructuring of a trading 
business. However in the absence of a wider and comprehensive survey and 
analysis, we have no firm empirical evidence to support (or not) the 
proposition. 
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Turning to the first limb, whilst we appreciate that using the term “essential” 
may at first glance be sensible (as the same term is used in s 233 Insolvency 
Act 1986),  we consider however that it is not the most appropriate term in this 
context.  The particular goods or services might be of a generic nature, and a 
particular contract to provide them might then not, objectively, be considered 
to be “essential” would be preferable in our view for this to be a matter for the 
directors, to determine that the particular goods and service, and the 
particular contract to supply them, are important for the restructuring (and that 
accordingly the relevant supplier should be paid for the supply).   On a similar 
semantic point, the use of the word “contract” could inadvertently limit the 
scope of the provision, as it risks excluding situations (which are common), 
such as supplies under framework agreements, or cases where specific 
purchase orders (each constituting individual contracts) are historically how 
the company and the supplier trade; in the latter scenario, would the trading 
history be construed for these purposes as a “supply contract” which can be 
designated as essential?.  It will be important to capture in detailed drafting all 
common arrangements under which companies procure the provision to them 
of goods and services.  Legislation would also need to address how to 
capture contracts along the supply chain, and a clear understanding of how 
the interim arrangements might impact on the terms of suppliers’ credit 
insurance (and how that impact might be avoided). In addition certain types of 
contracts, such as those for the provision of finance and hedging 
arrangements should be excluded. In brief the current proposals are in our 
view both complex and unclear and it is difficult to see how they will work in 
practice in an efficient manner. .  
 
 

10) Do you consider that the Court’s role in the process and a supplier’s ability to 

challenge the decision, provide suppliers with sufficient safeguards to ensure 

that they are paid when they are required to continue essential supplies? 

 
We have doubts whether the requirement for a supplier to make a court 
application to argue that it is not in fact a supplier under an “essential 
contract”, with the associated costs and timing issues, will be very attractive, 
particularly for suppliers which are themselves SMEs. Having said that, if the 
designation as an essential supplier ensures that supplies will be paid for in 
full, the expectation might be that such challenges would be rare.  There may 
however be situations where the timing, rather than the fact, of being 
designated an essential supplier is prejudicial to the supplier, or, that, whilst 
not disputing that the contract is “essential”, the supplier has concerns that 
payment on existing credit terms might be jeopardised, or that existing credit 
terms for example are, in the circumstances, unfairly prejudicial (leaving it 
unable to meet its own obligations to third parties and possibly at risk of 
insolvency).   
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The proposal envisages that the court will, in the event of a dispute, determine 
whether a contract is or is not “essential”. We can see that in practice this 
could give rise to a significant amount of litigation.  

.Although there is no specific question relating to paragraphs 8.17 to 8.19 (incl) of 
the consultation document, we note that it is envisaged that an essential supplier 
would have a right to veto a plan and that the restructuring proposal would need to 
make provision for the continuance of essential supplies (presumably by the same 
essential supplier).  If the essential supplier has been paid in full for supplies 
during the restructuring moratorium period, it is not obvious to us why he should 
then have a right to veto a proposal on the basis of pre-moratorium debt, and this 
could undermine the new cram-down power.  The financial position of the 
company and the requirements of its business post-proposal may also mean that 
a particular essential supplier would not be the best option in the future.  Again, 
we see no reason why the company should effectively be tied to a supplier after a 
proposal has been agreed by the requisite majority of creditors.    

 

Developing a Flexible Restructuring Plan 
 

11) Would a restructuring plan including these provisions work better as a 
standalone procedure or as an extension of an existing procedure, such as a 
CVA?  

 
Our preference would be for current procedures (CVAs and schemes) to be 
retained as separate procedures, with the new restructuring plan procedure 
(largely based on the existing scheme provisions) being included in the 
Insolvency Act 1986 as a new procedure.  We have made a general comment 
in our cover letter on the currently uncertain issues regarding jurisdiction and 
recognition.  

 
 
12) Do you agree with the proposed requirements for making a restructuring 

plan universally binding in the face of dissention from some creditors?  
 

Broadly, yes. The availability of the new proposal may be helpful in certain 
complex circumstances where classes of creditors are not already bound 
by inter creditor arrangements and junior creditors have some economic 
interests which may give them a hold out position which prevents the 
restructuring. Alternatively, a cram down mechanism may be useful in 
cases where the continuation of a legal entity, as opposed to the 
business, is required for other reasons (for example as in the My Travel 
case referred to in the consultation document)  However, the detail of the 
procedure needs careful consideration, not least in relation to valuation, 
as to which see our comments below.  

 
 
 
13) Do you consider the proposed safeguards, including the role of the court, to 

be sufficient protection for creditors?  
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Again subject to the fundamental question of the approach to valuation, we 
note that, were the restructuring plan provisions to be based on the current 
provisions relating to schemes,  the developed body of jurisprudence relating 
to schemes would apply to, and guide, the interpretation of the new 
restructuring plan provisions. There would remain however fundamental 
differences, for example the 12 month time limit and strict order of priority. A 
preferable solution would be for the procedures to be identical, with the 
addition for the new restructuring plan of provisions for cross-class cram down 
by reference to a clear valuation methodology.  This is not simply a question 
of making sure the scheme jurisprudence would apply (although that would be 
of undoubted benefit), we are also concerned, for instance, that the 12 month 
time limit and strict order of priority rule would make the new procedure 
insufficiently flexible and risk losing one of the key attractions of schemes.  

 
 
 
14) Do you agree that there should be a minimum liquidation valuation basis 

included in the test for determining the fairness of a plan which is being 
crammed down onto dissenting classes?  

 
The issue of valuation is arguably the most complex and difficult aspect of this part 
of the consultation.  The consultation paper acknowledges (in para 9.35 – which we 
would observe seems to us to conflict with para 9.34) that “valuation in a 
restructuring can be particularly contentious”.  However the suggestion that the 
default option would be a “liquidation valuation”, leaving “flexibility for the use of 
other methods of valuation where appropriate” [9.35) does not suggest to us that 
there has been a consistent analysis of the various valuation methodologies 
available or the potential for lengthy disputes over valuation methodology. We 
strongly believe that in the absence of robust empirical evidence, drawing on the 
experience of other jurisdictions, it would be unwise to make any hasty legislative 
decision (even more so in light of our comments in our covering letter).  Further 
consideration also needs to be given to the separate positions of SMEs and of 
large corporates.  
 
In any event, we do not consider that a “liquidation” valuation would (save in very 
limited, rare, circumstances) be appropriate, if what is meant by “liquidation” is 
break up values, as the assumption of the plan would be that the business is viable 
as a going concern. A better starting point would be a counter-factual approach ( 
going concern basis) or perhaps some other basis, with an initial counter-factual 
assessment.  In the absence of rigorous data it is difficult to be definite.  
 
We are also concerned that the question of whether one approach to valuation is 
appropriate or not (and if the latter, what is the appropriate alternative) is assumed 
to be a matter left to the court (and we note without specifying which court).  The 
introduction into the legislation of a new cram-down process requires there to be 
certainty in how and when it can be implemented, and any lack of clarity regarding 
valuation methodology in particular would we fear invite disaffected creditors to 
dispute the chosen basis, prejudicing both the specific plan as well as the 
attractiveness, to companies and creditors, of the new procedure generally.   
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To the extent that the courts may be required to rule on the actual valuations 
arrived at, based on the applicable methodology, in any given case, it will be 
important, again for reasons of consistency and certainty, for there to be clear 
guidance to nominees in establishing values, and common standards. This might 
best be dealt with by a Statement of Insolvency Practice.  

 
Our principal concern is that it would not be helpful for any new restructuring 
procedure to potentially give rise to a plethora of litigation.  
 
 
 
 
Rescue Finance 

 

15) Do you think in principle that rescue finance providers should, in certain 
circumstances, be granted security in priority to existing charge holders, 
including those with the benefit of negative pledge clauses? Would this 
encourage business rescue? 

 
This part of the proposal was less developed than the other elements [and as a 
consequence we feel unable to provide a detailed response.  The idea of overriding 
negative pledge clauses and subordinating existing security requires a great deal of 
consideration, as does the applicable valuation to use when applying safeguards, 
which is absolutely key. Furthermore (perhaps because of the low interest rate and 
high liquidity environment that has underpinned the recent financial crisis) we are 
not particularly aware of a need for introducing legislation on this issue, or what the 
barriers to entry to the market for established US DIP finance firms really are.  We 
are aware that a need for DIP Finance might arise in future perhaps (a) if we 
approach another recession but with higher interest rates and/or with lower 
availability of distress investment funds and/or (b) to use in conjunction with the 
new restructuring plan contemplated in this consultation, but possibly without the 
same ability in practice to provide expense priority restructuring plan proceeding 
funding.  We do not consider that the case for introduction of rescue finance at the 
present time has been made out.   In any event, the potential impact these 
provisions could have on the availability and cost of originating credit, and on the 
dynamics of restructurings needs to be carefully assessed.  Some members of the 
Technical Committee are particularly concerned how the proposal would work in 
practice.  The cost to SMEs of this type of funding is expensive, and it cannot be 
ignored that some funders operate less ethically than others and can seek to take 
advantage of a distressed situation.  We also believe that thought needs to be 
given to whether the introduction of this measure might lead to a change in normal 
commercial lending terms during the course of a company’s life as the lending risk 
may be assessed as higher at the outset.  
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16) How should charged property be valued to ensure protection for existing 
charge holders?  
 

A snapshot valuation of the charged property, which may turn out to be wrong,will 
offer little protection for existing chargeholders.  

 
 
 
 
 
17) Which categories of payments should qualify for super-priority as ‘rescue 

finance’?  
 
Without limiting our general comments above, this should be limited to new finance 
in the period of the moratorium.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Impact on SMEs 
 

18) Are there any other specific measures for promoting SME recovery that 

should be considered? 

 
This is a very wide question.  Generally speaking, there are are real concerns that 
the current CVA framework may be inadequate, although the lack of success in this 
regard may simply be attributable to economics rather than the absence of a suitable 
proceeding.  It does work in certain circumstances, for example where there is a 
need for landlord cram down (and then only because of current market conditions) 
but for a standard SME business, it is commonly the case that in the absence of an 
upfront lump sum investment into the CVA it is highly likely to fail as trading forecasts 
are often too ambitious and infrequently achieved.  As a result,  CVAs are rarely 
considered for SME businesses, with the option of administration or liquidation being 
the only one (with consequent impact on rescue rates for SMEs). 
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Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation 
process as a whole? Comments on the layout of this consultation would 
also be welcomed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to 
acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below.  

Please acknowledge this reply  

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As 
your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from 
time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?  

 Yes       No 


