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Stephen Dilley 

From:  john.h.jones GRO
,.Sent: 17 November 2005 18:15 

To: Stephen Dillev._._._.__._._._._._._._._._._._.
Cc: mandy.talbol GRO cath.oglesb~ GRO 
Subject: Re: F!'J: Urgi rlir rF e—P- 0st-Cm ce -v- Lee Castleton (Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington) 

Attachments: Marine Drive Appeal Case.doc 
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Harine Drive Appeal 
Case.doc (... 

Stephen 

I have attached my appeal report at the end of this e-mail for your information. 

All documentation pro.oer_.to_.tbe.M.arine Drive appeal was returned to the Area Intervention Office at Crown Street 
,Darlington DL1 1AB I GRO , the contact at this office is the Contracts Manager, Lesley Joyce. 

In answer to the questions you have directed to Cath here are my 
responses: - 

(i) The assumptions Mr Castleton makes, as well as those from his alleged 'experts' simply do not hold credence. 
As part of the appeal investigation I reconstructed the branch accounts for seventeen weeks as well as examined 
every transaction entry over the critical periods when the losses being incurred were at their greatest. 
The reconstruction of the accounts and the analysis of cash usage against the actual transaction being performed 
at the branch did not reveal any discrepancies , apart from incorrect cash declarations. 
The reconciliation of these accounts, the evidence obtained from customers depositing cash at the branch 
demonstrated that Mr Castleton was making repeated false cash declarations. 
On a number of occasions it was demonstrated that the physical cash that was proven to be in the branch , was 
different from the cash that was being declared onto the Horizon system. 
Additional tracking of all increases in cash ordered by the branch , demonstrated that the branch did not need to 
order excessive amounts of cash that were not required to service the transactions that were being performed. 
The orders for extra cash were always in week where there was a reported significant loss at the branch. 

(ii) The lists of documents that I examined included all the branches cash accounts, the daily balance snapshots 
and evidence in the branch from a customer who frequently deposited large sums of cash into the branch. 
It would be most unusual for Subpostmasters to perform frequent balance snapshots throughout the trading 
week. In my experience of hearing appeals, this practice is quiet common in proven theft cases. 

(iii) The main frame computers of Post Office Ltd handle on line transactions performed by twenty eight million 
customers each week at around sixteen thousand post office branches. We will keep records of the total accounts, 
however the costs of extrapolating low level data would be significant , for a case that has already been 
established 'on the balance of probability'. 

(iv) 

a) The extensive examination of the Horizon System at the time of the discrepancies, subsequent checks at 
Fujitsu by myself as part of the appeal investigation as well as the examination of accounts of the system at the 
branch have clearly demonstrated that there is nothing wrong with the Horizon system. 

b) The transactions were entered into the Horizon system correctly, I conducted several searches with our error 
resolution teams with only three minor errors being apparent over a significant period of time. This error rate was 
significantly below what would have been expected at a branch that was recording significant account 
discrepancies. 

In summary, the decision to terminate the contract for services of Mr Castleton was sound and on the balance of 
probabilities the cash was removed by a person or persons working within the branch. 

(See attached file: Marine Drive Appeal Case.doc) 

Hope this helps 
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'.ohn 

Area Development Manager 
Network Change 
Post Office Ltd 
Sales and Service 

Upper Floors, The Markets DMB, 6/16 New York Street, Leeds LS2 7DZ 

Postline: GRO ^'lobex" GRO Mobile : GRO ;External E-ma€l: john. h.jonesE. GRO 

„Stephen D i l l ey ° - ----------- ----- ---- - ----- --- --- --- - ----- ----- - -- ---------------- To: GRO <> 
GRO cc: <mandy.talbo GRO 

Subject: FW: Urgent The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (Marine Drive Post 
Office, 

17/11/2005 15:22 Bridlington) 

Dear Mr Jones, 

I am a solicitor at Bond Pearce LLP and have recently taken over conduct of the Post Office's claim against Mr 
Castleton. I understand form Ms Oglesby that you presided over his appeal against being dismissed in 2004. Is 
this correct? 

You will see the gist of Mr Castleton's defence from my email to Ms Oglesby below. In summary, he has obtained 
2 expert's reports which state that the deficiencies have probably been brought forward despite the fact that they 
have been entered onto the suspense account entry. They suspect this is because the Horizon system, despite the 
suspense account entry, has failed to recognise the entry on the daily snapshot. 

We need to obtain as much documentation as possible to ascertain whether there may be any truth in this 
defence. Ms Oglesby believes that a full set of the documentation which was removed from the post office would 
have been sent to you to deal with on appeal. Do you still have these documents? If so, please could you send 
them to me? 

Please could you also answer the questions that I have directed to Ms Oglesby below? 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI:  _ _GRO 
Main office phone: ;_._._._._._._._._!
Fax: -F GRO -----

www.bondpearce~c®m ------

-----Original Message-----
From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 17 November 2005 11:50 
To: cath.oglesby GRO  -. . . ________________________________ 
Cc: 'cheryl.woodwarci - GRO_ 

-'. . 
'mandy.talboi GRO 

Subject: Urgent The Post Office --v- Lee Castleton (Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington) 
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r)ear Ms Oglesby, 

I have tried unsuccessfully to speak to you today. 

Mr Castleton's solicitors are seeking the return of documents that they say you removed from the Marine Drive 
Post Office when you did an audit. I understand that not all those can be found. 

I attach copies of the following:-

(a) A without prejudice letter dated 30 September from Mr Castleton's solicitors to Bond Pearce; 

(b) Bentley Jennison's Report dated 23 September and attachments; and 

(c) White & Hoggard's report dated 18 August. 

Bentley Jennison state that the deficiencies have probably been brought forward despite the fact that they have 
been entered onto the suspense account entry. They suspect this is because the Horizon system, despite the 
suspense account entry, has failed to recognise the entry on the daily snapshot. They have drawn this conclusion 
through looking at the discrepancy of £3,509.18 on Thursday 26 February 2004. They then suggest that this 
double accounting could have continued over a number of weeks and that as such, Mr Castleton's Defence, 
"appears to hold potential merit based on the limited documentation" they have so far reviewed. White & Haggard 
reach a similar conclusion in their report. 

Bentley Jennison seek: 

(i) A full list of all the transactions carried out within the Post Office (he says that it is not good enough that 
management information is not available simply because the "month end has been closed down". 

(ii) The actual audit report you prepared. He says that the actual report would have been a manuscript writing 
document rather than a typed document. 

(iii) P and A Reports for weeks 39-52, 

(iv) Cash and stock counts for when Mr Castleton began trading and when he stopped being a Post Office Sub-
Postmaster. 

(vi) The events log for weeks 39 to 52. 

(vii) Transaction log. 

(viii) The daily snapshots. 

Mr Castleton believes that if he can get these documents, he will be able to undertake a manual reconciliation of 
the cash account in order to substantiate his belief that the losses are not real but attributable to computer error. 

1. Do you believe the suggestion put forward by the experts could (at least in theory) be correct? If not, why 
not? 

2. Do you have a list of what documents you removed to do the audit? Is it normal for sub post office masters to 
do daily snapshots? 

3. Would it be possible to regenerate the above missing records from computer records at the Post Office? If 
computer records are not kept centrally, would they be stored on the hard drives of the computers at the Marine 
Post Office? If so, could you obtain them? 

4. In an email from Fujitsu to Richard Benton dated 5 May 2004, Fujitsu stated "It is possible that they are not 
accurately recording all transactions on the system. " If there have been human errors in recording the 
transactions, could an explanation be that: 

(a) there was nothing wrong with Horizon, because it simply reflected the information entered on to it; but 

(b) if staff punched in the wrong numbers into Horizon, there may have been no real loss (even though Horizon 
would show a loss) - it is simply an error in accurately recording transactions. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

- olicitor 
.or and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: _ _'

-GRO 
_._._._._._. 

Main Office phone: a_._ GRO__._.__.____. 
Fax:

. . . . . . . . . 
GRO 

www.bne eree _._._._._._. 

-----Original Message--===-----------------------------. 
From: cheryl .woodward GRO 
--- --- -----. - GRO-

`Sent -

17No7ember 2U05013:49 
To:
Cc: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: Urgent Re: FW: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Hi Cath 

Could you please contact Stephen Dilley at Bond Pearce Solicitors in relation to Lee Castleton formally of Marine 
Drive Po. They need to know what documentation was removed from the office. 
Stephen

Hi Stephen 

As you can see I have asked Cath to contact you but here is her number anyway GRO 

Thanks Cheryl . 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 

The information in this e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged and protected 
by law. The intended recipient only is authorised to access this e-mail and any attachments. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please notify the sender as soon as possible and delete any copies. Unauthorised use, 
dissemination, distribution, publication or copying of this communication is prohibited. 

Any files attached to this e-mail will have been checked by us with virus detection software before transmission. 
You should carry out your own virus checks before opening any attachment. Bond Pearce LLP accepts no liability 
for any loss or damage which may be caused by software viruses. 

Bond Pearce LLP is a Limited Liability Partnership registered in England and Wales number 00311430. 
Registered Office: Bristol Bridge House, 138-141 Redcliff Street, Bristol, 
BS1 6BJ. 
A list of Members is available from our registered office. Any reference to a Partner in relation to Bond Pearce LLP 
means a Member of Bond Pearce LLP. 
Bond Pearce LLP is regulated by the Law Society. 

>>>> MULTIMEDIA 1077082.TIF attachment was removed from this email <<<< 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Appeal against Summary Termination of Contract 
Mr Lee Castleton Marine Drive 

Mr Lee Castleton 
14 South Marine Drive 
Bridlington 
Y015 3DB 

Date of suspension: 23rd March 2004. 
Date of termination of contract: 17`" May 2004. 

Details of charge: The branch incurred a twelve week period of large 
unexplained losses, which were not made good. The Subpostmaster blames 
the Horizon computer system for these losses, however no evidence has ever 
been forthcoming to support such claims and the contract for services was 
terminated on the 17th May 2004 under section 1 paragraphs 5 and 10 and 
section 12 paragraph 12. 

1.Brief Case History 
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problems, he repeated states that the problems all the fault of the Horizon 
computer system. 
The balance results that have been recorded by the interim Subpostmasters 
since the date of suspension on the 23rd March 2004 have in every week 
replicated the results that would be expected at a branch that transacted the 
level of business of Marine Drive. There have been no issues identified by the 
Horizon System Helpdesk, Fujitsu nor have there been any corresponding 
transactional error notices that could explain the losses that were reported 
over the period in question. 

a) Enquires were made to Cheryl Woodward at Transaction Processing to 
check on the volume of error notices recorded prior to the loss period 
between weeks 42 and 51 as well as checking as the level of error 
notices that had been received since the suspension on the 23rd 

March. Only one error notice of note had been received and this was 
for the sum of £1256.88 to be charged to the late account. Two smaller 
error notices totally £292.00 were also to be charged to the late 
account. 

b) An analysis of seventeen weeks cash accounts were undertaken to 
establish the following: The arithmetical accuracy of those accounts, 
the average volume and value of the transactions at the branch over 
this period, the average cash usage, the cash ordering cycle as well as 
identifying any transactional areas that were outside the mean average 
value for the branch. 

c) A visit to the Marine Drive branch on the 28th June 2004 to investigate 
all those transactions that had been identified as being outside the 
mean average value. The transactions were proved against the 
Horizon receipts on hand in the branch. A number of further checks 
were conducted across the receipts on hand to prove the final totals 
that appear in the end of week accounts. Again these were proved to 
be correct. 

d) Enquires were conducted with the Retail Line Manager as to why the 
advice she had imparted had not been followed by the Subpostmaster 
and any reason as to why such losses were consistently dismissed by 
the Subpostmaster as being proper to the Horizon System. 

e) A daily transactional analysis could be conducted from balance 
snapshots in the cash accounts of weeks 46, 47 and 50, The 
transactional analysis and cash usage that was conducted indicated 
that there were anomalies between the cash declared on each 
Tuesday and the final cash declaration on the Wednesday at the final 
balance. 

f) A further visit to the branch was made on the 30th June 2004 to track 
the Girobank business deposits that the branch received to establish 
the flow of cash into the office. The branch holds the account book for 
a customer account 685 9461 and this customer regularly deposits 
significant volumes of cash every Wednesday. Analysis of all the 
customers' deposits that had been made since November 2003 was 
conducted to confirm the deposits had been brought to account. The 
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cash account weeks of 46, 47 and 50 where daily transactional 
analysis was being conducted were doubled checked to establish the 
levels of cash that had been stated as being received from this 
customer. 

g) The analysis from the additional cash deposits confirmed as being paid 
in by the customer 685 9461 demonstrated that false cash declarations 
were being made as the cash usage that occurred in each week 
examined (46, 47 and 50) was not reflected in final cash declared upon 
the completion of the balance. The cash that was received from this 
customer was not reflected in the cash that was finally declared in each 
of the weeks examined. 

h) Enquires were made to NBSC and HSH to ascertain and verify checks 
that had previously been requested and conducted on the Horizon 
system to confirm the systems integrity. 

i) Analysis of all the telephone records held by NBSC and the HSH to 
ascertain the detail of the calls, check the instructions issued to Mr 
Castleton as well as check that the branch did not close due to running 
out of cash. 

t M&wisisr
Present: Mr Lee Castleton (LC) 

Mrs Julie Langham, Representative (JL) 
Mr John Jones, Appeals Manager (JJ) 
Miss Paula Carmichael (note-taker) 

JJ made the necessary introductions and outlined the appeals process. He 
explained that a decision would usually be made within seven days. 

JJ began the interview by stating that LC's contract had been terminated and 
went on to ask him why he was appealing against this decision. LC replied 
that he felt there had been computer errors at the branch and he wanted more 
information. 
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previously used and Chrissie's experience (assistant). JJ asked what he 
would do if there was a discrepancy. LC said he would go through the usual 
places to look such as Girobank cheques, re-check the cash and go through 
all columns on the final balance. 

JJ asked LC what his process was for dealing with error notices. LC replied 
that he would work back through the paperwork and make it good before the 
next balance. 

JJ asked what action he took following the first discrepancy in Week 39. LC 
said he made a call to the helpline to say he was short and began to work 
through all the figures. LC stated he kept asking for help following 
subsequent shortages, but his Retail Line Manager said it could be in the 
system and would probably come back. 

JJ asked if LC had taken any other action. LC said they had discussed 
spl itting the stock unit or running a manual week. LC said he had been in 
favour of running a manual week to prove the system was wrong, but this had 
not actually been done and he was then suspended. 

JJ asked LC what system problems he thought were happening. LC said that 
they constantly had to re-boot the system, the screen was freezing, ONCH 
was quadrupling and there were so many other things. LC said he thought it 
might be a software problem and at this point JL asked if it was not possible 
for the hard disk from the computer to be taken away to be checked. JL went 
on to say that she thought it appeared that there was no actual cash missing, 
more that the figures had been misinterpreted on the lines. 

JJ explained that the actual cash account adds up and that there was only 
three things the computer could do:-

Change balance forward figure 
Increase payments 
Increase receipts 

JJ produced a report showing a 17-week cash analysis. He showed this to 
LC and asked him if it surprised him. LC asked how the report was 
generated, to which JJ replied that it was taken from the cash accounts. LC 
then responded 'no then', indicating that the report didn't surprise him. 
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JL said at this point that she felt her branch would be similar and went on to 
explain that because of pre-planning, she had had to ring up for extra cash in 
fear of running out, which had happened a couple of times. JL said it was 
difficult to gauge how much cash you would need. 

JJ went on to ask LC what had happened to all the extra cash. LC replied 
that he didn't know. 

John then went on to talk about two snapshots from 10/2/04 and 11/2/04. On 
11/2/04 there was £39K in receipts and £23K had been paid out. The cash 
declaration from 11/2/04 stated £33K, when it should have stated £41K. On 
that particular day, the auction had paid in £16.5K in cash. JJ asked LC to 
explain these figures. LC said that it was a problem with Horizon not adding 
up. 

Looking at the cash declaration, JJ asked why this was not declared on 
Wednesday 11/2/04. LC said that it must be within the paperwork. Declare 
£68„163 on Tuesday, differential £1 6K receipts and pay out £1 2K. Should lock 
up £72K — declare £81 K in office. Declared false figure. 

JJ asked why in Week 50 did he declare exactly the same figure of £3,500 
each night on the snapshot. LC said it was all generated within the office. 
JJ said that LC had told him he had declared accurate cash figures. LC said it 
was generated from the system. 

JJ said that £16.5K had physically come into the office in cash, but that the 
cash declarations did not physically reflect this. LC responded that all figures 
are generated from the machine that, in his view, is not working. JJ asked LC 
what evidence he had of this and explained that the same Horizon kit was still 
in the office. LC asked JJ what happened as part of the audit upon 
changeover. JJ explained that they would transfer the difference out and that 
the incoming subpostmaster does not carry any loss. A figure of £25K would 
be transferred to Chesterfield. JJ stated that since LC had been suspended, 
there had been no discrepancies over £22.00 at Marine Drive. 

JJ said that Fujitsu had looked at the system on two occasions remotely and 
have constantly said that the cash declared does not match. LC said that 
checks had only been done going back to 1st March 2004, whilst the problems 
had started on 13th January 2004. LC asked why had they not checked back 
to when the errors had first started. JJ said that Fujitsu cannot find any 
problem with the system. 

JJ went on to ask LC about his aversion to the possibility of theft when 
mentioned by Oath Oglesby on a visit to his branch. LC said that he was 
there most of the time and Chrissie was there all of the time. LC went on to 
say that Chrissie had worked there for 17 years and there was no chance that 
anyone was left unsupervised. JJ asked LC why he was averse to advice 
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from Cath. LC said that in his opinion it was impossible for someone to steal 
through that period of time. LC went on to say that he was averse to the 
suggestion of theft after 8 weeks of reporting misbalances. LC said that all 
figures are generated within the office and that they had been through all the 
figures. He said he had tried to find the problem all along, but didn't believe it 
was due to theft as no one was left unsupervised. He said he had received 
no support from Cath Oglesby from the start. 

JJ said that checks had been done to test the integrity of the system. JJ 
explained that Clear Desktop is an integrity system function that checks data. 
LC confirmed he understood this. 

LC said he could not understand why after week I or 2 someone couldn't 
have come to support him. JJ explained that the Horizon system has to have 
a high resolution of integrity. 

JJ moved on to talk about snapshots taken on 9/3/04 (week 50) and asked 
why the net discrepancy is the same throughout the week and different on the 
final one. LC said it was because the machine is not working and that the 
discrepancy should have showed on the top of the snapshot. At this point LC 
handed JO the instructions manual. 

Whilst JJ read this, LC said 'John, you are a specialist aren't you?'. Are you 
not paid separately for Horizon?' LC specifically asked for his two comments 
to be included within these interview notes. 

JJ said he would have to take all the information away and look at it 
thoroughly, as well as taking advice from the Horizon team. JJ said suspense 
account checks had been done and this was just one issue in a whole set of 
issues. 

s •;a 

•- 
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JJ asked LC if he wanted to add anything further. At this point LC handed JJ 
a log of phone calls to the helpline etc. JL said she thought it had took a long 
time for Cath Oglesby to get involved, especially as they were new to the 
office. JJ explained that the role of a Retail Line Manager has changed and 
they are now not the first point of contact for subpostmasters, the helpline is. 
JL asked JJ if he personally felt that LC had had enough support and JJ 
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confirmed he felt the support he had been given mirrored the support given to 
every subpostmaster in Post Office Ltd. 

JJ closed the interview. 

a) A further check was made to Transaction Processing late account duty 
to confirm that there were no other outstanding errors notices in the 
system. 

b) The Horizon final account declarations were handed to Network 
Development Manager, Anita Turner who has no knowledge of the 
case to conduct an analysis of the losses and the movements into the 
suspense account between cash accounts weeks 45 and 50. The 
results of this analysis were communicated in a letter to Mr Castleton 
on the 8th July 2004. 

r s • • 

a) The branch incurred unprecedented declared losses over a twelve 
week period , for which Mr Castleton could only offer the explanation 
that it was the Horizon System that was causing the errors. 

b) The Subpostmaster has not during any period both prior to his 
suspension on the 23rd March 2004 and the appeal hearing on the 1st 

July 2004 provided evidence that could be used to further investigate 
or corroborate the allegations that he continually makes. 

c) The checks that have been conducted by Fujitsu indicate that the 
branch makes false cash declarations, this analysis was further 
corroborated with the daily account analysis that was conducted as 
part of the pre appeal enquiries. Mr Castleton was unable to offer 
explanations for this, other than it was a fault on the system. 

d) The weekly analysis that was conducted identified that the branch 
required approximately £265k to meet its transactional requirements 
between weeks 42 and 49, however the cash remittances were 
increased outside the normal previously ordered remittances. This 
resulted £305k being ordered over the same period, with only £20k 
being returned. In each case the additional cash is ordered prior to a 
subsequent cash discrepancy being declared. Mr Castleton could offer 
no explanations as to why such sums of cash had been ordered that 
were in excess of what was actually required. 

e) That no error notices are evident through Transaction Processing to 
provide an explanation to the counter losses that have been declared. 

f) The daily cash transactional analysis that was conducted identified in 
cash accounts week 46,47 and 50 that there was clear evidence of 
false cash declarations being made as the cash received from a giro 
customer was not reflected in the final cash declaration at the branch. 
Mr Castleton was unable to offer any explanation for such 
discrepancies, other than it was the system'. 
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g) That the branch has never incurred such large losses since the 
suspension of Mr Castleton, despite a number of interim 
Subpostmaster operating the branch. Mr Castleton could offer no 
explanation as to why accurate balances are being recorded on the 
system that he repeatedly alleges is corrupt. 

h) That Mr Castleton when questioned denied ever taking the cash 
himself. 

i) The account declarations and movements into the suspense account 
have been extensively examined by both the Retail Line Manager and 
colleagues as well as an experienced manager in London to confirm 
that the accounts declared by the Horizon system and the suspense 
account are functioning correctly. 

j) That the branch never ran out of cash and subsequently closed, if the 
system was declaring spurious entries in the account there would 
always be sufficient cash in the branch to meet its requirements. The 
excess ordering of cash ensured that the branch always remained 
trading, however Mr Castleton was unable to explain as to why the 
additional cash was required in the branch if it was a system error as 
any such system error would not affect the cash on hand as this was a 
physical entity. 

k) The accounting practices of Mr Castleton indicates that he chooses to 
declare losses, make good error notices and declare the true position 
of his accounts as he pleases. The evidence suggests that the 
continuing practice of rolling losses together without seeking authority 
to carry them even after the first amalgamated losses are introduced 
into the suspense account in week 47, this practice continues from 
week 49 until 51. 

The case has a number of facets interrelated to the branches accounts apart 
from the immediate headline issue of the large and unprecedented counter 
losses declared at the branch. 

The extensive analysis that has been conducted through the accounting 
documentation made available for the appeal case as well as the cross 
examination of transactional records at the branch indicate that the 
transactions performed on the whole are done so accurately and in 
accordance with operational guidelines. 
This fact is corroborated by Transaction Processing who do not have 
outstanding or waiting system adjustment error notices that could other wise 
explain such discrepancies. There are only three error notices, and all of 
these are to charge that have been added to the late account of the branch 
and in each case they relate to a period immediately prior to the suspension 
of Mr Lee Castleton. 

The cash usage analysis and tracking of transactions that fall outside the 
mean average value for the branch however indicate another factor to the 
case. The cash that is ordered for the branch requirements is systematically 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

increased on four occasions, following the increases in the branch remittance, 
their occurs a large cash discrepancy. Such trends are not in keeping with a 
computer system error as Mr Castleton maintains, although he is unable to 
provide any form of satisfactory answer as to why there is a need to keep 
ordering extra cash for the branch. 
The normal process for ordering cash at the Marine Drive branch is that the 
branch contacts the Cash Centre prior to 14.00pm on a Wednesday to place 
an order that will be delivered a day later on a Thursday. At this point of the 
week the branch should be able to accurately estimate the actual cash the 
branch requires. However in the weeks 42 through to 50 this appears not to 
be the case. 

The daily cash usage from cash accounts weeks 46, 47 and 50 present 
another anomaly when the actual cash usage is compared with the actual 
cash received from a Giro business customer, then the cash declarations 
made on the Tuesday and Wednesday of each of these weeks has been 
demonstrated to be false. Mr Castleton was asked on several occasions to 
explain why such entries have been made and he was unable to offer any 
reason other the same 'it's the system' fault. 

The printouts from the snapshots and final balances have been examined by 
numerous managers all who have extensive experience in the use of the 
Horizon accounting system as well as the functionality of the suspense 
account, all have arrived at the same conclusion independently that the 
system is functioning and not creating spurious entries. 

Mr Castleton was given advice as to effective management of his accounts as 
well as applying a proven methodology to identify either the losses or in the 
event of misappropriation the person perpetrating such activity, it is 
concerning that he chose to ignore such advice and blindly blame everything 
on the computer system. Such an approach by Mr Castleton gives me cause 
for concern as he is a relatively new Subpostmaster and is making definitive 
statements about a computer system with out even considering any other 
case for the account discrepancies. 

To summarise, when Mr Castleton was presented with the factual 
occurrences from the accounts he has produced that indicate that false 
declarations and practices that do not equate to the normal running of his 
branch he is unable to offer any explanation other than blaming the Horizon 
system. 
Mr Castleton has however failed to provide any evidence nor show any from 
of trend within the branches accounts that would indicate that there was a 
problem with the computer system. 
He has spent much time and effort in asking irrelevant and unrelated 
questions to the case and these I can only conclude are borne out of a wish to 
distract away from the actual facts of the case and the unexplained counter 
losses. 
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It is my opinion that the losses incurred at the branch are genuine and that the 
decision to initially suspend Mr Castieton as a precautionary measure and 
ultimately terminate his contract for services were soundly based and 
warranted in the circumstances. 

t 'a 

The case in respect of the losses was not investigated by Security and 
Investigation, however I have considerable concerns over the in payment 
practice operated by the Girobank customer (account 685 9461). 
The customer leaves the in payment book in the branch at all times and 
apparently entrusts the Subpostmaster to complete the deposit entry and 
process the transaction following their cash deposit. 
No customer receipts are ever handed back to the customer as these are left 
with the in payment book. 
I was able to establish that al l the deposits entered into the customers in 
payment book from November 2003 until June 2004 were processed through 
the Horizon system. 

What I was unable to establish was whether the amounts the customer 
deposited at the branch were the same amounts that were entered into the 
customers deposit and processed in the same time window. 

I would request Security and Investigation to check this customers actual 
deposits for the period 42 to 51 as I have already established that the cash 
declarations made where the daily analysis in week 46, 47 and 50 does not 
match the cash that should have been declared. 
I believe that there may be a case to answer in respect of Giro account 
suppression. 
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Stephen Dilley 

From: Stephen Dilley 

Sent: 17 November 2005 17:30 

To: 'Denise Gammack' 

Subject: RE: The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton 

Hi Denise, 

Thanks for your email. 

Just to refresh your memory this is the case where Mr Castleton was a subpostmaster who was 
dismissed for failing to acccount for a shortfall of over £27,000. The Post Office instructed 
Laura in CMS to issue a claim. After issuing, Laura passed the file to you and Mr Castleton filed 
a defence and Counterclaim for £250,000 claiming his contract had been wrongfully terminated. 

Mr Castleton's solicitors how now expanded further about their telephone conversation with 
you. They state that they received a voice mail from you on 15 September asking them to 
discuss the matter and that their Mr Turner then called you. They said that during the course of 
the conversation you said that there was an oversight in relation to the Reply and Defence, that 
you had not been in the office at the time when the Allocation Questionnaire was despatched 
for filing and that you assumed that whoever had dealt with it in your absence had forgotten to 
enclose the Reply and Defence. 

They say you then asked whether Mr Castleton would be prepared to grant a retrospective 
extension of time for service of the Reply and Defence and they said they would seek 
instructions but that they did not envisage Mr Castleton would be prepared to do so, given the 
dilatory way (in his view) that the Post Office had treated his requests for information and 
documentation. They then told you they had filed a Request for Judgment. (Apparently it was 
filed on 7 September). 

They say the clear impression they got from you was that you suddenly realised on receipt of 
their letter of 14 September that no Reply and Defence had been filed. 

I believe that Mr Castleton may now have obtained judgment in default on the counterclaim 
against the Post Office. I am therefore applying to set it aside. However, it would help the 
application if you could recal l as best as possible what you and Mr Turner said in your 
conversation. Do you think Mr Turner's recollection of the conversation he had with you was 
accurate? 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on_ behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: GRO 
Main office phone: 

_._ _-_

cRo 

_._ _ __j 

Fax:
www,. bon_dpea rceco_m 

From: Denise Gammack[ GRo 
Sent: 17 November 2005 13:06 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: RE: The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton 

17/11/2005 
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Hi Stephen, 

Thanks for your email. I hope all is going well in Plymouth for you, other than the fact that this CMS file is still 
going on......... . 

I'm sorry but I can't currently remember very much about this one. I'll carry on racking my brains and let you 
know if anything comes to back to me. 

Regards otherwise 

Denise 

Denise Garnmack 
Stones Solicitors 
Linacre House 
Southernhay Gardens 
Exeter EXI IUG 

Tel 
-

GRO 

From: Stephen Dilley,. _._._._._._._._._._._,_._._._._._._. GROW _._._._._.,._._._._._._._._._._---
Sent: 16 November 2005 17:31 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton 

Dear Denise, 

I hope you are well and enjoying life at Stones. 

The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton claim continues. Mr Castleton's solicitors have made a 
comment about a telecon with you on 15 September and I'd appreciate your feedback before I 
go back to them on this point. Please see attached. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and o_ n_ behalf of Bond__ _ Pearce LLP 
DDI: 
Main office phone_ GRO 
Fax: ; GRO 
www_bondpearce.com

The information in this e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged 
and protected by law. The intended recipient only is authorised to access this e-mail and any 
attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender as soon as possible and 
delete any copies. Unauthorised use, dissemination, distribution, publication or copying of this 
communication is prohibited. 

Any files attached to this e-mail will have been checked by us with virus detection software before 
transmission. You should carry out your own virus checks before opening any attachment. Bond 
Pearce LLP accepts no liability for any loss or damage which may be caused by software viruses. 

17/11/2005 
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QUAY HOUSE, QUAY STREET MANCHESTER. M3 3JE (DX 1452 MDR-1) 

Direct dr at ketept)orre: GRO direct dial fie [; 9 L._._._._._._.-.-.-.-.-.-.-'-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-
e mail: GRO ._._._._._._._.. 

RP— p! EIV 
9OLICftOR

Fax

TO Stapher Dilly - Brr d Pearce E n Marc Turner 

Fax- GRO Pages. 4 

p rk Re, 17/11108 

Re The Post ;Offca/Lee Cstletor, CCg 

Q Urgent E%1 For Review M t as* a r t C7 Please Reply ❑ Please Recycle 
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Date: ' 17 November 2005 
Your ref: SJ1113/FACl/348035.134 
Our ref: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner 
Direct dial: G RO aawr Loam Direct fax : 
E-mail GRO 

r 

GRO 

Dear Siks 

Past Office Limited —v4 Oasfteton 

We refer to your letter of yesterday and your fax received earlier today. 

Disclosure 

Prior to, the issue of proceedings, we pressed your client to provide by way of voluntary pre-action disclosure 
variaLts document's that_, in our view, would assist in resolving this matter. 

You dry  
make available to us certain documentation under cover of your letter of 16 February. These 

documents consisted of a proportion of the papers removed by Cath Oglesby of your client from Marine Drive 
Post Office on the suspension of our client. Crucially, however, you did not return all of the documents that 
had been removed. 

Most notably, you failed to return the complete set of daily snapshots_ We have explained to you previously 
the pivotal importance of those documents and have repeatedly invited you to disclose to us the remainder 
which were not returned under cover of your letter of 16 February. We have also made available to you the 
prclirttinary report of Bentley Jennison, which confinns the importance of these documents and the need for 
their disclosure so as to be able to properly address the reason for the apparent shortfalls which form the basis 
of your client's claim. 

To date, however, you have failed to address the reason for your client's inability or unwillingness to provide 
these documents, or at the very least the daily mapshots, in advance of formal standard disclosure, despite the 
fact that they could very well be determinative of the claim. Your responses have been bald assertions that 
your client is aware of its disclosure obligations, that it will abide by them in due course and that you awaited 
further substantive instructions in relation to our (repeated) requests. 

We accept that the problems experienced by the sub-postmaster in Chelmsford who was referred to in the 
extract which we forwarded to you recently may not be related to our client's own problems. It does tend to 
support our client's assertion, however, that the Horizon system is not without its problems. This flies in the 
face of the blanket denial of any imown problem with the Horizon system that your client has adopted to date, 
as well as its refusal tà even countenance the possibility of such a fault. 

Our !purpose was merely to illustrate that our client's case is not as isolated one. Indeed, as we have 
previously explairied,.fit is apparent from our client's own research and contact with other sub-postmasters that 
shortfalls of this lcinc and apparent problems with the Horizon system are not uncommon. Accordingly, we 
sought to put you on aotice that we would require disclosure of documents in your client's possession that are 
relevant to thew; problems and to similar disputes with other sub-postmasters. 

43 a~cl taus Le ,9 aa~x eet a Hll-eh6swr  
_._._.. » 

Fix G RO 
GRO GRO ----- ---.-',mill lag a + Faaick~ sxrmazeahancory 

~" s5as~ 'Gofie'n C au»e a Hw ,,* = i N. cpanc » h9.Y. 
FR.0 WAeat9 & • ~ `aJ''"' °r • G.P. Sni4 6 A. Garwsre, : ~,T. 6aA°~xei. a J,b. tSma~c a A, fartrg » ia. Sobs g A'6'a}ir 

s o~ , ry, t N. s n '55,,,,, res,ia,, LS i n ft M,,&, _ . S*, cocoa ' rir o n 
'rids Ana s , seal lrp c'az unw 

A.' CAMARM"BENIWMLETD?~47t105 LE7'fF- '~730ND MARCb 

17-NOV-2005 i 3 GRO 941:, P. 002 
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Maly and Defence to- Counterclaim 

The extension of time that your client afforded to our client for filing his Defence and Counterclaim followed 

an exchange of correspondence connected with the disclosure issues referred to above. As we made clear at 

the tisane, it was our view that proceedings had been issued prematurely without dealing fully with the request 

for pre-action disclosure. You agreed to the extension pending your taking further instructions in relation to 

our request for disclosure. 

Your client's Reply to;Defence and Defence to Counterclaim was due for service by 5 September, the last date. 

for filing Allocation Questionnaires with the court. You provided us with a copy of your client's Allocation 

Questionnaire (dated 1 September) under cover of your letter dated 7 September°. No statement of case was 
served under cover of that letter nor was any request received for any extension of time for service of a Reply 
and Defence. Had such an extension been sought, it would have been granted. 

On 7 September, we spoke with a clerk at Scarborough County Court to enquire whether a Reply and Defence 
had been served. We were told that none had ken received Accordingly, we despatched Request for 
Judgment by Default l .ter that day. We enclose a copy of the Request_ 

We then wrote to you, on 14 September querying whether a Reply and Defence had been filed, given that the 
court had informed usithat none had been received- The writer then received a voicemail message from Denise 
Ganurtack of your firth on 15 September asking him to telephone to discuss this matter. 

He dtaly returned the call and, during the course of that conversation, Ms Garmnacic commented that there 
appeared to have been 

an oversight in 

relation to the Reply and Defence, that she had not been in the office at 
the 

tune 

when 

the 

Allocation 

Questionnaire 

was 

despatched for 

filing 

and 

that she 

assumed that 

whoever 

had 

dealt with 

it in 

her absence 

had 

forgotten 

to 

enclose 

the 

Reply 

and 

Defence. 

Ms 

Cammack 

asked 

iwhether 

our 

client 

would 

be 

prepared to 

grant 

a 

retrospective 

extension of 

time 

for 

service 

of 

the 

Reply 

aiad 

Defence. 

We 

said 

that we would 

need 

to seek instructions 

but 

that 

but 

that we 

did not 

envisage that 

our 

client 

would 

be 

prepared to 

do 

so, not least 

given 

the dilatory way in which (at least iii 

his 

view) 

your client had, dealt with 

our 

own 

requests for 

information and documentation We indicated that 

we 

had, 

in 

any 

event, 

alydy 

filed a 

Request for Judgment. 

The 'clear impression! that the writer received from the conversation with Ms Gammack was that she had 
suddenly 

realised 

on 

receipt of 

our 

letter of 14 September 

that no 

Reply and 

Defence 

had 

been 

filed. 

Rather 

tellingly in 

i 

ur view, there 

was 

then no attempt by your firm 

to serve 

a 

Reply 

and 

Defence 

immediately following 

that 

conversation 

if 

it 

had 

been drafted 

and 

ready 

to 

serve, 

but had not 

been 

despatched to 

the 

court by oversight, it 

would be 

reasonable 

to assume that 

you 

would 

have 

addressed this 

immediately on becorrring aware of 

the oversight. You 

did not. 

Nor 

did 

you make 

an 

application 

for 

a 

retr

ospe

ctive 

extension of time 

for 

service. 

Indeed, 

no 

further 

corres

pond

ence 

was 

received 

from 

you 

until 

your 

letter 

of 

7 

November. 

Granted, 

the court 

did 

carder 

a 

stay 

of 

proceedings 

for 

one 

month by 

its 

Order of 

4 

October. 

Nevertheless, 

there was a gap 

of 

some 3 

weeks between your 

becoming 

aware 

that 

no Reply 

and 

Defence 

had been 

filed and 

the 

stay being 

imposed 

Th at 

was, in 
our 

respectful 

view, 

ample time 

for 

you 

to make 

the 

appropriate application to the 

court 

for 

relief 

from 

sanction. Even 

once the 

stay was 

in 

place, you 

could 

have 

sought to 

serve a statement 

of 

case 

out 

Of time 

and applied 

immediately 

upon its 

expiry 

for 

relief fr om 

sanction,You 

did not 

do so. 

It appears 

that 

it was 

not 

until 

you 

received our letter of 

14 

November 

(enclosing a copy 

of a 

letter that 

we had 

sent to 

the 

court 

querying 

the 

form 

of 

the 

Judgment in 

Default 

Order 

dated 9 

November) 

th at 

you were 

stirred 

into ;action.. 

Your 

client's Reply and 

Defence 

to 

Counterclaim 

(which 

we note 

is 

undated) was 

then received 

by 

u,!s 

by 

fax 

under cover of your 

letter of 15 November. 

Please 

conform when 

this 

document 

was 

actually 

drafeed (as 

opposed to 

when 

it 

was 

signed), 

GcUvt%=TX ABBSMCASTWOM 191105 

z r'THr( 

ro BOND 

sl"k

C t 

17-13OV-2005 

15:39 

GRO 
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P. 
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.tadgi ant in default 

Our request for judgment was lodged with Scarborough County Court on 7 September. For some reason, it 

was net processed prior to the transfer of proceedings to the Central Office. 

On receipt of notice of transfer, we wrote to the court on 10 October to enquire whether it had been aotioncd 

following receipt at Central Office. We received a reply dated 12 October indicating that the Request had not 

been processed either (before transfer or on receipt, and that as the claim had been stayed immediately on 

receipt it could not nor be processed without an application being made to lift the stay. 

We wrote to the court again an 3 November, following the expiry of the stay, asking for out client's Request 

for Judgment to now be processed. We assume that this prompted the (rather oddly worded) "Judgment for the 

Claimant" dated 9 Novfe caber, listing this matter for a CMC on 6 December, 

We v rote to the court: on 14 November querying the wording of the Judgment, copying the letter to you for 

refere ee. 

Your assertion that ns judgment against your client has yet been processed is, with respect, somewhat 
disingenuous. What else could the Judgment dated 9 November be intended to mean? Our client filed his 
Defence and Counterclaim in time so quite obviously it could not be intended to actually mean that judgment 
had been taken against the Defendant, as indicated on the face of the order. The only reasonable interpretation 
of the Order of 9 November- is that it ii a typographical error on the part of the clerk who drew up the Order. 

This is confirmed by a message left for the writer earlier today by Sahin, one of the clerks in the Judgments 
Section at the Central bffio e, presumably prompted by our letter of 14 November. He indicated that there had 
been an error on the face of the order of 9 November and that a revised Order would be despatched to the 
parties in tonight's post. Raving now spoken With the court, it has confirmed that the revision is to make it 
clear-; that the judgment is in favour of the De Zrd.ant, in default of a Defence having been served to the 
Counterclaim. 

In all: the cireu instances, our client is not prepared to consent to the judgment being set aside. Irrespective of 
whether your client has a reasonable prospect of succeeding in defending the counterclaim, it is clear that 
there has been considerable delay in applying for relief from sanction. That delay is, in our view, sufficient 
reason for the court to decline to exercise its discretion to set judgment aside. 

Thank you for the reference to Call -v- Taturrr. That case differs to these proceedings iii that our client's 
Request for Judgment was processed (and without a hearing being required) before the purported service of 
your ;cheat 'a Reply and Defence. We shall leave the Master to determine any application your client might 
choose to make and to assess whether your client can bring itself within the ambit of the court's decision in 
Coll -v Thiurn, 

Finally, you refer in paragraph 2 to our client's position viz a viz mediation being at odds with having already 
applied for judgment! in default, We cannot agree. Even if the counterclaim was to proceed straight to a 
hearing to deal with quantum, it would still require further time and cost to resolve it, winch mediation may 
assist in avoiding. Iii any event, your client's own claim would still need to proceed. We see nothing 
misleading in our correspondence relating to mediation nor inconsistent with our client having previously 
sought (and obtained) judgment in default. 

Yorars:ff:it 

GRO 

17- NOV- 2005 15i40 GRO 
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Bond Pearce LLP 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Fax Tel GRO Fax 

If any of this fax is missing or Illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: The Court Manager 

cc: 

Royal Courts of Justice 

From: Stephen Dilley Our ref: SJD3/ABG1/348035.134 

Direct: i GRO Date: 17 November 2005 

Fax: 
. . . . . . . 

GRO 
._._._._....,_._.GRO 

_..._._._._._._._._._._ Number of pages: 6 

Post Office Limited -v- Lee Castleton 
Claim No: HQ05X02706 

BY FAX AND DX 

Fax: L GRO 

Your ref: 

Confidentiality notice 
IMPORTANT - The information in this fax is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the Intended 
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute its contents. Instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 6B]. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Band Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1090685_1 

L^' 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

17 November 2005 
By Fay; GRO & DX 

The Court Manager 
Masters Support Unit 
Queens Bench Division 

,. Etoyal. C.QL0 t5 .S7f_ ustice 
GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Post Office Limited -v- Lee Castleton 
Claim No: HQ05X02706 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLI 3AE 

Tel: + GRO --
GRO 

-----------------GRO
~._._.Direct: GRO 

._.. 

Our ref: 
SJ D3/A BG 1/348035.134 
Your ref: 

We act on behalf of the Claimant/Part 20 Defendant in relation to the above matter. 

We enclose three copies of an Application Notice and draft Order for your attention. The Application Notice 
is for an Order that the Claimant be at liberty to file its reply to the Defence and Defence to Counterclaim 
out of time and that if a Judgment in Default has been entered against the Claimant, that it be set aside. 

We also enclose a cheque for £100 with the hard copy of this letter being the Court Fee. 

The Witness Statement in support of our Application will follow shortly. We understand that a Hearing has 
been listed for 30 minutes to take place on 6 December 2005 to decide the amount which the Defendant 
must pay the Claimant. In the light of our Application to set aside any Default Judgment that may have 
been entered against the Claimant, we would ask that the Hearing on 6 December be vacated and listed 
for the first available date thereafter with a time estimate of two hours. 

We thank the Court in anticipation of its assistance and look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcllff Street Bristol BS1 657. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law society. www.bandpearce.com 
1A_1090670_1 
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Stephen Dilley 

From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 17 November 200516:57_
To: cath.oglesbyC,
Subject: FW: Urgent The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington) 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Ecopy Scan.pdf 

Ecopy Scan.pdf 
(566 KB) 

Dear Ms Oglesby, 

I refer to my earlier email and to our telephone conversation today. 

I attach to this email your letter to Mr Castleton dated 26 April 2004, the interview minutes of 10 May 2004 and 
your subsequent notes. 

In addition to the queries raised below, it would be helpful if you could please explain in detail precisely what 
happens when a person goes into a post office to buy something. Precisely how is it recorded? Is it manually 
inputted into Horizon at the same time or later in the day? Is the cash register linked to Horizon? How does the 
Horizon system work? Could Mr Castleton be correct that the daily snapshots will not match the I will need to 
explain this to the judge who will know nothing at all about Horizon, so it would be helpful if you could be as 
thorough as possible. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on_.behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
QQI: ._. _,GRO
Main office phone: 1 RNGRO 

_.6 ...........................j._._._._._._._._._._._._._. 
FaX: GRO 

www.bondpearce.com 

-----Original Message-----
From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 17 November 2005 11:50 
To: cath.oglest GRO,_._._._._._._.i._._._._., 
Cc: 'cheryl.woodward__._._._._. GRO ', mandy.talboL.-.___._ GRO .__.__._-._. 
Subject: Urgent The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington) 

Dear Ms Oglesby, 

I have tried unsuccessfully to speak to you today. 

Mr Castleton's solicitors are seeking the return of documents that they say you removed from the Marine Drive 
Post Office when you did an audit. I understand that not all those can be found. 

I attach copies of the following:-

(a) A without prejudice letter dated 30 September from Mr Castleton's solicitors to Bond Pearce; 

(b) Bentley Jennison's Report dated 23 September and attachments; and 

(c) White & Hoggard's report dated 18 August. 

Bentley Jennison state that the deficiencies have probably been brought forward despite the fact that they have 
been entered onto the suspense account entry. They suspect this is because the Horizon system, despite the 
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spense account entry, has failed to recognise the entry on the daily snapshot. They have drawn this conclusion 
through looking at the discrepancy of £3,509.18 on Thursday 26 February 2004. They then suggest that this 
double accounting could have continued over a number of weeks and that as such, Mr Castleton's Defence, 
"appears to hold potential merit based on the limited documentation" they have so far reviewed. White & Hoggard 
reach a similar conclusion in their report. 

Bentley Jennison seek: 

(i) A full list of all the transactions carried out within the Post Office (he says that it is not good enough that 
management information is not available simply because the "month end has been closed down". 

(ii) The actual audit report you prepared. He says that the actual report would have been a manuscript writing 
document rather than a typed document. 

(iii) P and A Reports for weeks 39-52. 

(iv) Cash and stock counts for when Mr Castleton began trading and when he stopped being a Post Office Sub-
Postmaster. 

(vi) The events log for weeks 39 to 52. 

(vii) Transaction log. 

(viii) The daily snapshots. 

Mr Castleton believes that if he can get these documents, he will be able to undertake a manual reconciliation of 
the cash account in order to substantiate his belief that the losses are not real but attributable to computer error. 

1. Do you believe the suggestion put forward by the experts could (at least in theory) be correct? If not, why 
not? 

2. Do you have a list of what documents you removed to do the audit? Is it normal for sub post office masters to 
do daily snapshots? 

3. Would it be possible to regenerate the above missing records from computer records at the Post Office? If 
computer records are not kept centrally, would they be stored on the hard drives of the computers at the Marine 
Post Office? If so, could you obtain them? 

4. In an email from Fujitsu to Richard Benton dated 5 May 2004, Fujitsu stated "It is possible that they are not 
accurately recording all transactions on the system. " If there have been human errors in recording the 
transactions, could an explanation be that: 

(a) there was nothing wrong with Horizon, because it simply reflected the information entered on to it; but 

(b) if staff punched in the wrong numbers into Horizon, there may have been no real loss (even though Horizon 
would show a loss) - it is simply an error in accurately recording transactions. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: GRO-
Main ofifice 

5rbiie:-4_._._.. . . . . .
.GRO_. _ ----_ 

Fax: ---------GROwww.`00iTap9Wrce.com_._._._._._ 

---- Original Message- ------ -------------------------- - -------------------------
From: cheryl.woodwar; GRO GRO 
Sent: 17 November 2Uu5 o :49 `I_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._... 

To: oath.oglesb r --.-._._--
GRo ----

Cc: Stephen 
Dilley._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._ 

Subject: Urgent Re: FW: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Hi Cath 
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Could you please contact Stephen Dilley at Bond Pearce Solicitors in relation to Lee Castleton formally of Marine 
Drive Po. They need to know what documentation was removed from the office. 
Stephen GRO_._._._._._.. 

Hi Stephen 

As you can see I have asked Cath to contact you but here is her number anyway

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Stephen Dlliey 

From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 17 November 2.0.0. 5 15:22
To: 'john.h.jone~ G RO 'mandy.talb Cc: 
Subject: FW: Urgent The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington) 

Attachments: MULTIMEDIA 1077082.TIF 

MULTIMEDIA 1077 
062.TIF (678 KB... 

Dear Mr Jones, 

I am a solicitor at Bond Pearce LLP and have recently taken over conduct of the Post Office's claim against Mr 
Castleton. I understand form Ms Oglesby that you presided over his appeal against being dismissed in 2004. Is 
this correct? 

You will see the gist of Mr Castleton's defence from my email to Ms Oglesby below. In summary, he has obtained 
2 expert's reports which state that the deficiencies have probably been brought forward despite the fact that they 
have been entered onto the suspense account entry. They suspect this is because the Horizon system, despite the 
suspense account entry, has failed to recognise the entry on the daily snapshot. 

We need to obtain as much documentation as possible to ascertain whether there may be any truth in this 
defence. Ms Oglesby believes that a full set of the documentation which was removed from the post office would 
have been sent to you to deal with on appeal. Do you still have these documents? If so, please could you send 
them to me? 

Please could you also answer the questions that I have directed to Ms Oglesby below? 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for an d.-orbeha.lf_.of._Bs nd_2earce LLP 
DDI: GRO ._-.-•--
Main office phone: GRO _.__._._._._._.. 
Fax: , GRO 
www. bondpearce.com 

-----Original Message-----
From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 17 November 2005 11:50 
To: cath.oglesby( GRO -----. - --- -----
Cc: 'cheryl.woodwarE"__ GRO k'; 'mandy.talbo. GRO
Subject: Urgent The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington) 

Dear Ms Oglesby, 

I have tried unsuccessfully to speak to you today. 

Mr Castleton's solicitors are seeking the return of documents that they say you removed from the Marine Drive 
Post Office when you did an audit. I understand that not all those can be found. 

I attach copies of the following:-

(a) A without prejudice letter dated 30 September from Mr Castleton's solicitors to Bond Pearce; 

(b) Bentley Jennison's Report dated 23 September and attachments; and 
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) White & Hoggard's report dated 18 August. 

Bentley Jennison state that the deficiencies have probably been brought forward despite the fact that they have 
been entered onto the suspense account entry. They suspect this is because the Horizon system, despite the 
suspense account entry, has failed to recognise the entry on the daily snapshot. They have drawn this conclusion 
through looking at the discrepancy of £3,509.18 on Thursday 26 February 2004. They then suggest that this 
double accounting could have continued over a number of weeks and that as such, Mr Castleton's Defence, 
"appears to hold potential merit based on the limited documentation" they have so far reviewed. White & Hoggard 
reach a similar conclusion in their report. 

Bentley Jennison seek: 

(i) A full list of all the transactions carried out within the Post Office (he says that it is not good enough that 
management information is not available simply because the "month end has been closed down", 

(ii) The actual audit report you prepared. He says that the actual report would have been a manuscript writing 
document rather than a typed document. 

(iii) P and A Reports for weeks 39-52. 

(iv) Cash and stock counts for when Mr Castleton began trading and when he stopped being a Post Office Sub-
Postmaster. 

(vi) The events log for weeks 39 to 52. 

(vii) Transaction log. 

(viii) The daily snapshots. 

Mr Castleton believes that if he can get these documents, he will be able to undertake a manual reconciliation of 
the cash account in order to substantiate his belief that the losses are not real but attributable to computer error. 

1. Do you believe the suggestion put forward by the experts could (at least in theory) be correct? If not, why 
not? 

2. Do you have a list of what documents you removed to do the audit? Is it normal for sub post office masters to 
do daily snapshots? 

3. Would it be possible to regenerate the above missing records from computer records at the Post Office? If 
computer records are not kept centrally, would they be stored on the hard drives of the computers at the Marine 
Post Office? If so, could you obtain them? 

4. In an email from Fujitsu to Richard Benton dated 5 May 2004, Fujitsu stated "It is possible that they are not 
accurately recording all transactions on the system. " If there have been human errors in recording the 
transactions, could an explanation be that: 

(a) there was nothing wrong with Horizon, because it simply reflected the information entered on to it; but 

(b) if staff punched in the wrong numbers into Horizon, there may have been no real loss (even though Horizon 
would show a loss) - it is simply an error in accurately recording transactions. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: 

i. . . . . . . . .GRo. . . . . . . . 3 

Main office_ phone  _._ _._±SRO
Fax: GRO 
www:ti®ndpearce.- com 

-----Original Message--_-_-_-_ 
From: cheryl.woodwar CR0 
Sent: Sent: 17 November_2005 08:49 
To: cath.oglesb GRO--__-- _ 
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: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: Urgent Re: FW: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Hi Cath 

Could you please contact Stephen Dilley at Bond Pearce Solicitors in relation to Lee Castleton formally of Marine 
Drive Po. They need_ to know what documentation was removed from the office. 
Stepherrt . . GRO 

Hi Stephen 

As you can see I have asked Cath to contact you but here is her number anyway GRO 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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I L1 [11] iIs]iI (TiIIFTaI: 
Client: Royal Mai l Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton Matter no: 348035.134 

Attending: 

Name: Stephen Dilley Location: N/A Date: 17 November 2005 

Start time: Units: 

SJD3 having a telephone conversation with Sahin Chowdury in the Judgments and Orders 
Section of the High Court of Justice, Queens Bench Division. I explained that I was calling 
from Bond Pearce LLP and that we acted for the Claimant. 

I asked him whether judgment had been entered for the Claimant or the Defendant. I 
explained that I had received a Default Judgment in favour of the Claimant. He confirmed 
that the judgment had been entered against the Defendant and in favour of the Claimant. 

He said that a request was received on the 9th and that the judgment was entered on the 
10th . 

He then said that upon looking at the file there had been a typographical error and that the 
judgment should have been entered against the Claimant on the Defendant's Counterclaim, 
rather than against the Defendant on the claim. However, he said that all Default Judgments 
were standard and that therefore that there would never be a standard form of Default 
Judgment in favour of a Defendant against the Claimant. He said that he would refer the 
matter to the Master. 

I said that our Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim was filed on 15 November and 
asked him to acknowledge receipt of it. He said he would need to get the for this. I said that 
on the date that was filed i.e. 15 November, we had not received a Default Judgment against 
the Claimant. Accordingly, I sought to persuade him that a Default Judgment against the 
Claimant should not now be entered because we had already filed the Defence to the 
Counterclaim. He said he would have to refer the matter to the Master. I said that we would 
be making an Application today for an extension of time to serve the Reply to Defence and 
Defence to Counterclaim and that if a Default Judgment has been entered against the 
Claimant, we would apply to set that aside. 

Time engaged: 12 minutes. 

1A_1091326_1 
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Stephen Dilley 

From: Nicola McSherry 

Sent: 17 November 2005 13:18 

To: Stephen Dilley 

Subject: Message 

Please call John Jones from Post Office re Castleton on G GRO 

Thanks 

Nicola McSherry 
Secretary 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: ! 
Fax: GRO 
www. bo nd pea rce. com 

22/11/2005 
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Stephen Wiley 

From: Avril Grigg 

Sent: 17 November 2005 13:08 

To: Stephen Dilley 

Subject: Please call Mandy Talbot of Post Office re: Castleton on GRO 

f►111511AIIIF 
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Stephen Dilley 

From: Denise Gammack; ,__,_,_,_,w._,_,_,_,_,_,_,_

Sent: 17 November 2005 13:06 

To: Stephen Dilley 

Subject: RE: The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton 

Hi Stephen, 

Thanks for your email. I hope all is going well in Plymouth for you, other than the fact that this CMS file is still 
going on.......... 

I'm sorry but I can't currently remember very much about this one. I'll carry on racking my brains and let you 
know if anything comes to back to me. 

Regards otherwise 

Denise 

Denise Gammack 
Stones Solicitors 
Linacre House 
Southernhay Gardens 
Exeter EX 1 l UG 

Tel;  G RO Fax, V R 
GRO

From: Stephen DilleyL_._._.
Sent: 16 November 200517:31 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton 

Dear Denise, 

I hope you are well and enjoying life at Stones. 

The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton claim continues. Mr Castleton's solicitors have made a 
comment about a telecon with you on 15 September and I'd appreciate your feedback before I 
go back to them on this point. Please see attached. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and o_ n_ behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: I GRO
Main ffice phone: _ GRO J 
Fax: I

-- ------- ----- ... - ...... -. ----- ------- ----- ------
GRO 

www,'bond arce:cori 
:_._._._._._._. 

The information in this e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged 

17/11/2005 
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and protected by law. The intended recipient only is authorised to access this e-mail and any 
attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender as soon as possible and 
delete any copies. Unauthorised use, dissemination, distribution, publication or copying of this 
communication is prohibited. 

Any files attached to this e-mail will have been checked by us with virus detection software before 
transmission. You should carry out your own vines checks before opening any attachment. Bond 
Pearce LLP accepts no liability for any loss or damage which may be caused by software viruses. 

Bond Pearce LLP is a Limited Liability Partnership registered in England and Wales number 
OC311430. 
Registered Office: Bristol Bridge House, 138-141 Redcliff Street, Bristol, BS1 6BJ. 
A list of Members is available from our registered office. Any reference to a Partner in relation to 
Bond Pearce LLP means a Member of Bond Pearce LLP. Bond Pearce LLP is regulated by the Law 
Society. 

Stones 
Solicitors 

This e-mail is only for the use of the addressee. It may contain information which is legally privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are not 
the intended recipient any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication and its attachments is strictly prohibited. 

If you receive this communication in error, please e-mail ma _._... GRt) .-.-.-.-.-.-

Service of court proceedings or other notices by e-mail is not accepted. 

A list of partners is available for inspection at any Stones' office. 

This firm is not authorised under the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 but we are able in certain circumstances to offer a limited range of investment 
services to clients because we are members of The Law Society. We can provide these investment services if they are an incidental part of the professional 
services we have been engaged to provide. 

OFFICES_AT...._._._._ -
Exeter Tel: i,.,,., .9w4 . ,.Jk_ehampton. Tel /~ p O Torrington. Te /~► ~O 

Tiverton. Tel 
GRO 

Taunton. Tei f Sidmouth. Tel V 

www.stones-aolicitor.s.co.uk

Regulated by The Law Society 

17/11/2005 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Stephen Dilley 

From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 17 November_ 20.0. 5 11:50 
To: cath.oglesb GRO 

_._._._. 

Cc: cheryl.wood`wa"rc"'"'"'"'""'"' GRO ...... ,'; 'mandy.talbot GRO 
Subject: Urgent The Post Office -v Lee Castleton (Marine ̀Drive-Post'Office; Bridlington) 

Attachments: MULTIMEDIA 1077082.TIF 

MULTIMEDIA 1077 
082.TIF (678 KB.,, 

Dear Ms Oglesby, 

I have tried unsuccessfully to speak to you today. 

Mr Castleton's solicitors are seeking the return of documents that they say you removed from the Marine Drive 
Post Office when you did an audit. I understand that not all those can be found. 

I attach copies of the following:-

(a) A without prejudice letter dated 30 September from Mr Castleton's solicitors to Bond Pearce; 

(b) Bentley Jennison's Report dated 23 September and attachments; and 

(c) White & Hoggard's report dated 18 August. 

Bentley Jennison state that the deficiencies have probably been brought forward despite the fact that they have 
been entered onto the suspense account entry. They suspect this is because the Horizon system, despite the 
suspense account entry, has failed to recognise the entry on the daily snapshot. They have drawn this conclusion 
through looking at the discrepancy of £3,509.18 on Thursday 26 February 2004. They then suggest that this 
double accounting could have continued over a number of weeks and that as such, Mr Castleton's Defence, 
"appears to hold potential merit based on the limited documentation" they have so far reviewed. White & Hoggard 
reach a similar conclusion in their report. 

Bentley Jennison seek: 

(i) A full list of all the transactions carried out within the Post Office (he says that it is not good enough that 
management information is not available simply because the "month end has been closed down", 

(ii) The actual audit report you prepared. He says that the actual report would have been a manuscript writing 
document rather than a typed document. 

(iii) P and A Reports for weeks 39-52. 

(iv) Cash and stock counts for when Mr Castleton began trading and when he stopped being a Post Office Sub-
Postmaster. 

(vi) The events log for weeks 39 to 52. 

(vii) Transaction log. 

(viii) The daily snapshots. 

Mr Castleton believes that if he can get these documents, he will be able to undertake a manual reconciliation of 
the cash account in order to substantiate his belief that the losses are not real but attributable to computer error. 

1. Do you believe the suggestion put forward by the experts could (at least in theory) be correct? If not, why 
not? 

2. Do you have a list of what documents you removed to do the audit? Is it normal for sub post office masters to 
do daily snapshots? 

3. Would it be possible to regenerate the above missing records from computer records at the Post Office? If 
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mputer records are not kept centrally, would they be stored on the hard drives of the computers at the Marine 
Post Office? If so, could you obtain them? 

4. In an email from Fujitsu to Richard Benton dated 5 May 2004, Fujitsu stated "It is possible that they are not 
accurately recording all transactions on the system. " If there have been human errors in recording the 
transactions, could an explanation be that: 

(a) there was nothing wrong with Horizon, because it simply reflected the information entered on to it; but 

(b) if staff punched in the wrong numbers into Horizon, there may have been no real loss (even though Horizon 
would show a loss) - it is simply an error in accurately recording transactions. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: , GRO 
Main 

office.phone . _ .  ______ GRO 
Fax: _._._. GRO 
www.bondpearce.com 

-----Original Message---=._._._._.__._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._ 
From: cheryl.woodward', GRO ._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.I 
Sent: 17 November 2005 08:49 
To: cath.oglesd . GRO ------
Cc: Stephen 

Dilley._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 

Subject: Urgent Re: FW: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Hi Cath 

Could you please contact Stephen Dilley at Bond Pearce Solicitors in relation to Lee Castleton formally of Marine 
Drive Po. They . need _.to_.know what documentation was removed from the office. 
Stephen ` GRO 

Hi Stephen 

As you can see I have asked Cath to contact you but here is her number anyway

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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If any of this fax Is missing or illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: Rowe Cohen 

cc: 

From: Stephen Dilley 

Direct; O RO Fax: +i 

GRO 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client Mr L Castleton 

VSdit7AND

t pJrejudice s e as to costs 

BY  DX 

Our ref: SJD3/ABG1/348035.134 

Date: 17 November 2005 

Number of pages: 3 

Confidentiality notice 
IMPORTANT - The information in this fax is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute its contents. Instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BSI 6BJ. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. 
1A_1090569_1 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLI 3AE 

Tel: _._._._._G RO 

Fa > I GRO 

Your ref: MDT. 113969 

(1f t{ 

www.bondpearce.com 
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From: Helen Rumford 
Sent: 17 November 2005 14:29 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: RE: Marine Drive 

I am tied up this afternoon. I'll try to get round to before afternoon out though if I possibly can. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 17 November 2005 14:09 
To: Helen Rumford 
Subject: FW: Marine Drive 

Dear Helen 

Please print out all of these and read them then come and let me know what Mr Castelton was complaining about. 
Do these help us? 
This is urgent because they are helpful I will use thern in an application to set aside that I am now making. 

Many thanks. 

Stephen 

-----Original Message---------------------- ------------------------
Fro m : ma ndy.talbG._._._,_._._._._._._,_ _._GRO ._._
Sent: 17 November 2005 13:13 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: Marine Drive 

Please find attached a schedule of the calls logged with the Horizon Helpline by Castleton during the relevant 
period. 

Regards 

Mandy Talbot 

Litigation Team Leader 
Company Secretary's Office 
Legal Services 

Royal Mail, Impact House, 2 Edridge Road, CROYDON, CR9 1PJ 

Postlin GRO ;STD Phone; ' 
G.RO I 

Fax[ GRO  Mobile: 

External Email: mandy.talb( - "'-----GRO 
----- Forwarded by Mandy Ta1botfe7POSTOFF10E on 17/11/2005 12:28 -----

Graham C Ward 
To: Jennifer Robson/e/POSTOFFICE_ __ Rp.........., Dave 

04/11/2005 14:38 Hulbert/e/POSTOFFICEI._._._._._. GRO ------
cc: Mandy Talbot/e/POSTOFFIC GRO 
Subject: Marine Drive 

Please find attached the details of calls made to the HSH during the January - March period. As you will see there 
are references to "discrepancies" which were referred to the NBSC. As stated by Brian Pinder in his e mail dated 
2/11/05 , he did not "identify any calls relating to system faults"..... 

(See attached file: Call Details E-0401200574.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0401280325.htm)(See 
attached file: Call Details E-0401290358.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0402020111.htm)(See attached 
file: Call Details E-0402130261.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402130267.htm) (See attached file: Call 
Details E-0402160081.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402160628.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
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E-0402250454.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0402250553.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0402250565.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402251011.htm) (See attached file: Call Details 
E-0402251077.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0403040165.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0403040524.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0403230583.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0403230628.htm) 

If this were a criminal matter, we could ask for a supporting witness statement briefly outlining the nature of the 
call and how it was resolved. 

My own opinion is that I think the key to this case is how the "discrepancies" were dealt with by the NBSC and 
what advice / support the Prntr was given at the time the original call was made. It seems clear from the above 
that the office were experiencing problems. User "error" 
deliberate or unwitting seems more likely as opposed to Horizon system faults. 

Regards 

Graham 

Casework Manager 
Post Office Ltd Investigation Team 

PO BOX 1, CROYDON, CR9 1WN 

Postline: N/A, STD Phone9._._._.__._. R ;.Fax:; GRO y VoiceMail: 
N/A, MobeL GRO Mobile:; GRO 2 External Email graham .c. ward GRO 

********************************************************************** 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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From: mandy.tolbot . o . ._.__.

Sent: 17 November 2005 13:13 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: Marine Drive 

Attachments: Call Details E-0401200574.htm; Call Details E-0401280325.htm; Call Details 
E-0401290358.htm; Call Details E-0402020111.htm; Call Details E-0402130261.htm; Call 
Details E-0402130267.htm; Call Details E-0402160081.htm; Call Details 
E-0402160628.htm; Call Details E-0402250454.htm; Call Details E-0402250553.htm; Call 
Details E-0402250565.htm; Call Details E-0402251011.htm; Call Details 
E-0402251077.htm; Call Details E-0403040165.htm; Call Details E-0403040524.htm; Call 
Details E-0403230583,htm; Call Details E-0403230628.htm 

Call Details Call Details Call Details Call Details Call Details Call Details Call Details 
0401200574.htm . 0401280325.htm .: 0401290358.htm .: 0402020111.htm . 0402130261.htm .: 0402130Z67,htm .: 0402160081.htm .. 

Call Details Call Details Call Details Call Details Call Details Call Details Call Details 
-0402160628.htm ,;-0402250454.htm .;-0402250553.htm .: 0402250565.htm .: 0402251019..htm .1- 0402251077,htm .: 0403040165.htm ., 

Call Details Call Details Call Details 
-0403040524.htm ,-0403230583,htm .: 0403230628.htm ., 

Please find attached a schedule of the calls logged with the 
Horizon Helpline by Castleton during the relevant period. 

Regards 

Mandy Talbot 

Litigation Team Leader 
Company Secretary's Office 
Legal Services 

Royal Mail, Impact House, 2 Edridge Road, CROYDON, CR9 1PJ 

r -  - --- ----- --- ----- - 

postlineL. R9 .j STD Phone L GRO Faxì  GRO ;Mobile: 
GRO

External Email: mandy.talbo GRO 
----- Forwarded by Mandy Talbot/e/POSTOFFICE on 17/11/2005 12:28 -----

Graham C Ward
To: Jennifer Robson/e/POSTQF.EI _ _ _  RO_._ _;Dave 

04/11/2005 14:38 Hulbert/e/POSTOFFIC GR_O _ 
cc: Mandy Talbot/e/POSTOFFICEG GRO 
Subject: Marine Drive ---.-- .--.---.---.-

Please find attached the details of calls made to the HSH during the January - March period. As you will see there 
are references to "discrepancies" which were referred to the NBSC. As stated by Brian Pinder in his e mail dated 
2/11/05 , he did not "identify any calls relating to system faults"..... 

(See attached file: Call Details E-0401200574.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0401280325.htm)(See 
attached file: Call Details E-0401290358.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0402020111.htm)(See attached 
file: Call Details E-0402130261.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402130267.htm) (See attached file: Call 
Details E-0402160081.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402160628.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0402250454.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0402250553.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0402250565.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402251011.htm) (See attached file: Call Details 
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J402251077.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0403040165.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0403040524.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0403230583.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0403230628.htm) 

If this were a criminal matter, we could ask for a supporting witness statement briefly outlining the nature of the 
call and how it was resolved. 

My own opinion is that I think the key to this case is how the "discrepancies" were dealt with by the NBSC and 
what advice / support the Pmtr was given at the time the original call was made. It seems clear from the above 
that the office were experiencing problems. User "error" 
deliberate or unwitting seems more likely as opposed to Horizon system faults. 

Regards 

Graham 

Casework Manager 
Post Office Ltd Investigation Team 

PO BOX 1, CROYDON, CR9 1WN 

Postline: N/Ae. STD. Phone: GRO ;Fax: GRO !VoiceMail : 
N/A, Mobex; GRO r1obi1e GRO External Email: graham .c.war 

_ 
- GRO 

********************************************************************** 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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From: Helen Rumford 
Sent: 17 November 2005 14:29 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: RE: Marine Drive 

I am tied up this afternoon. I'll try to get round to before afternoon out though if I possibly can. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 17 November 2005 14:09 
To: Helen Rumford 
Subject: FW: Marine Drive 

Dear Helen 

Please print out all of these and read them then come and let me know what Mr Castelton was complaining about. 
Do these help us? 
This is urgent because they are helpful I will use them in an application to set aside that I am now making. 

Many thanks. 

Stephen 

-----Original Message_----_
 

-
From: mandy.talbol GRO 
Sent: 17 November 2005 13;

.13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

To: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: Marine Drive 

Please find attached a schedule of the calls logged with the Horizon Helpline by Castleton during the relevant 
period. 

Regards 

Mandy Talbot 

Litigation Team Leader 
Company Secretary's Office 
Legal Services 

Royal Mail, Impact House, 2 Edridge Road, CROYDON, CR9 1PJ 

Postline: GRO STD Phone; GRO I Fax: GRO ;Mobile: 
-.-~...~ GRO  

- '------------------ '-------------------' 

External Email: mandy.talbc ._._ GRO _. 
----- Forwarded by Mandy Talbot/e/POSTOFFICE on 17/11/2005 12:28 -----

Graham C Ward 
To: Jennifer Robson/e/POSTOFFI0_._. ._.wRR2..._._ ._- Dave 

04/11/2005 14:38 
Hulbert/e/POSTOFFICE_~.. 

cRo_~"_: 
cc: Mandy Talbot/e/POSTOFFICE" '"`"'cRo_"~"""_._ 
Subject: Marine Drive 

Please find attached the details of calls made to the HSH during the January - March period. As you will see there 
are references to "discrepancies" which were referred to the NBSC. As stated by Brian Pinder in his e mail dated 
2/11/05 , he did not "identify any calls relating to system faults"..... 

(See attached file: Call Details E-0401200574.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0401280325.htm)(See 
attached file: Call Details E-0401290358.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0402020111.htm)(See attached 
file: Call Details E-0402130261.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402130267.htm) (See attached file: Call 
Details E-0402160081.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402160628.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
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0402250454.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0402250553.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0402250565.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0402251011.htm) (See attached file: Call Details 
E-0402251077.htm)(See attached file: Call Details E-0403040165.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0403040524.htm) (See attached file: Call Details E-0403230583.htm)(See attached file: Call Details 
E-0403230628.htm) 

If this were a criminal matter, we could ask for a supporting witness statement briefly outlining the nature of the 
call and how it was resolved. 

My own opinion is that I think the key to this case is how the "discrepancies" were dealt with by the NBSC and 
what advice / support the Pmtr was given at the time the original call was made. It seems clear from the above 
that the office were experiencing problems. User "error" 
deliberate or unwitting seems more likely as opposed to Horizon system faults. 

Regards 

Graham 

Casework Manager 
Post Office Ltd Investigation Team 

PO BOX 1, CROYDON, CR9 1WN 

Postline: N/A,_STD Phone:L GRO__ y Fax:; GRO  VoiceMail: 
N/A, Mobexi GRO i Mobile:;_ _G_Rp ;External Email : graham.c.war GRO 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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17 November 2005 
By Fax; - GRO & DX 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

------------------ ---------------- 
GRO 

-s

VERY URGENT 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

We refer to our fax of 16 November. 

(1) Disclosure 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLl 3AE 

GRO___

GRO 
Direct: +----- - GRO---  --

Our ref: 
S)D3/ABG1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We note the comments in your 10 November letter in respect of which our client's position is fully 
reserved. 

Standard Disclosure has not even taken place yet, but to try to save costs and settle proceedings at an 
early stage, we have already provided you with voluminous disclosure. Fujitsu examined the computer 
system at Marine Drive Post Office and confirmed that there were no problems with it. Accordingly, it 
would appear to be irrelevant as to whether or not a Sub-Postmaster in Chelmsford experienced any 
difficulties. 

Our client will, of course, comply with its standard disclosure obligations when these proceedings move on 
to service of List of Documents. 

(2) ReDly to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim 

The Claim was served on Mr Castleton on 14 June. You had until 28 June to file a Defence. We gave you 
a 28 day extension of time to file the Defence and Counterclaim until 15 August. Mr Castleton therefore 
had a total of 63 days to file his Defence and Counterclaim. 

Your letter dated 4 November to the High Court makes it clear that you lodged the default judgment 
request with Scarborough County Court prior to the transfer to the Central Office. Please confirm the 
precise date you filed your request for judgment in default. It appears that you did not extend the same 
courtesy to us that we gave to you in terms of extensions of time before your request was filed. Of 
course, during the stay period nothing should have been filed as the proceedings are held in abeyance. 
The Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim has now been filed and served. In real terms, it took 
just 4 days longer than your client did in filing the Defence and Counterclaim. 

We refer you to the case of Coll v Tattum Chancery Division, 21 November 2001. In that case an 
extension if time for service of a defence under CPR Part 15 was granted whether the defence was prima 
facie valid. The Court decided that granting default judgment would have been unjust. Mr Justice 
Neuberger stated that 

"...where, as here, the application for judgment in default is made before the filing of the 
acknowledgement of service or filing of a Defence, but a Defence is filed before the hearing 
of the application, the proper course in plainly a matter for the court's discretion. In 
general, I would have thought that discretion will normally (especially where there is a bona 
fide defence) be exercised in favour of extending time...Albeit very late, the Defendants have 
come forward with Defences which, on their face, would, if the allegations are made out, 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Reddiff Street Bristol BSS 68). VAT number 06143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1050275_1 
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defeat the claim...it would be quite disproportionate to enter judgment thereby throwing the 
onus onto the Defendants requiring them to justify their being given permission to defend..." 

We are applying today to the Court for an order permitting the late filing of the Reply to Defence and 
Defence to Counterclaim. We invite you to confirm that you agree to this now and also, if any judgment 
has been entered in default against our client (although, we have not received one), to agree to set this 
aside. We reiterate that we do not believe that either parties' best interests are served by taking technical 
procedural points. It would be inconceivable for the Counterclaim to succeed, if the Court accepts the 
Defendant was responsible for the loss of over £27,000. This dispute needs to be fully aired at trial, if it is 
not settled beforehand. 

Please may we hear from you as soon as possible today. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

www.bondpearce.com P 2/2 
1A_1090275_1 
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17 November. 2005,_._._,_.
By Fax _._._.__.GRo I& DX 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

GRO 
VERY URGENT 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

We refer to our fax of 16 November. 

(1) Disclosure 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

GRO 
GRO 

----- ------- ----

Direct: -- -.-- - coo -_._. _._ 

Our ref: 
SJD3/ABG1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We note the comments in your 10 November letter in respect of which our client's position is fully 
reserved. 

Standard Disclosure has not even taken place yet, but to try to save costs and settle proceedings at an 
early stage, we have already provided you with voluminous disclosure. Fujitsu examined the computer 
system at Marine Drive Post Office and confirmed that there were no problems with it. Accordingly, it 
would appear to be irrelevant as to whether or not a Sub-Postmaster in Chelmsford experienced any 
difficulties. 

Our client will, of course, comply with its standard disclosure obligations when these proceedings move on 
to service of List of Documents. 

(2) Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim 

The Claim was served on Mr Castleton on 14 June. You had until 28 June to file a Defence. We gave you 
a 28 day extension of time to file the Defence and Counterclaim until 15 August. Mr Castleton therefore 
had a total of 63 days to file his Defence and Counterclaim. 

Your letter dated 4 November to the High Court makes it clear that you lodged the default judgment 
request with Scarborough County Court prior to the transfer to the Central Office. Please confirm the 
precise date you filed your request for judgment in default. It appears that you did not extend the same 
courtesy to us that we gave to you in terms of extensions of time before your request was filed. Of 
course, during the stay period nothing should have been filed as the proceedings are held in abeyance. 
The Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim has now been filed and served. In real terms, it took 
just 4 days longer than your client did in filing the Defence and Counterclaim. 

We refer you to the case of Coll v Tattum Chancery Division, 21 November 2001. In that case an 
extension if time for service of a defence under CPR Part 15 was granted whether the defence was prima 
facie valid. The Court decided that granting default judgment would have been unjust. Mr Justice 
Neuberger stated that 

"...where, as here, the application for judgment in default is made before the filing of the 
acknowledgement of service or filing of a Defence, but a Defence is filed before the hearing 
of the application, the proper course in plainly a matter for the court's discretion. In 
general, I would have thought that discretion will normally (especially where there is a bona 
fide defence) be exercised in favour of extending time...Albeit very late, the Defendants have 
come forward with Defences which, on their face, would, if the allegations are made out, 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered In England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol 851 681. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Band Pearce is open for Inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1090275_1 
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defeat the claim...it would be quite disproportionate to enter judgment thereby throwing the 
onus onto the Defendants requiring them to justify their being given permission to defend..." 

We are applying today to the Court for an order permitting the late filing of the Reply to Defence and 
Defence to Counterclaim. We invite you to confirm that you agree to this now and also, if any judgment 
has been entered in default against our client (although, we have not received one), to agree to set this 
aside. We reiterate that we do not believe that either parties' best interests are served by taking technical 
procedural points. It would be inconceivable for the Counterclaim to succeed, if the Court accepts the 
Defendant was responsible for the loss of over £27,000. This dispute needs to be fully aired at trial, if it is 
not settled beforehand. 

Please may we hear from you as soon as possible today. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

www.bondpearce.com P 2/2 
1A_1090275_1 
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III

Fax 
If any of this fax is missing or illegible 
piease telephone the number below 

To: Rowe Cohen 

cc: 

From: Stephen Difley 

Dif ct1 
G RO Fax: -E 

--------- 
--------------G RO 

- ----- ------------- - 
.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._; 

Our Clients Post Office Limited 
Your Cent Mr L CUeton 

BY FAX AND DX 

Our ref: SJD3/ABG1/348035,134 

Date: 17 November 2005 

Number of pages: 3 

Confidentiality notice 
IMPORTANT - The nIormctiør in this fax Is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the Intended 
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute its contents. instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Reddiff Street Bristol BSI 683. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 

A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society,. 
1A 1.090412 t

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel;

GRO 

Fax GRO 
Your ref: MDT.113969 

- I 
www.bandpearce.com 
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17 November 2005 
By Fax . _.-. GRO.... _.-. & DX 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLI 3AE 

Tel: GRO
Rowe Cohen GRO
Solicitors 

------------------------------------------------------------ 

__ 

______ 

GRO

GRO Direct: -.GRO 

Our ref: 
SJ D3/A BG 1/348435.134 
Your ref: 
M DT.113959 

Dear Sirs 

Without prejudice save as to costs 
Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

We refer to our fax of 16 November. We have the following comments on your fax of 8 November: 

1. Why are you perplexed? You know that Ms Gammack has left the office and it is understandable that 
her successor would need some time to read into voluminous documents and take instructions. 
During this time the employees of the Post Office dealing with this case also changed and we are now 
instructed by the Post Office's Legal Services team in Croydon. 

2. You state that Mr Castleton is only willing to even contemplate mediation after certain conditions, 
including disclosure. We have not even reached the standard disclosure stage of this case yet, but in 
order to see whether an early conclusion could be reached in this matter, we have already disclosed 
numerous documents. This includes the final audit, weekly snapshots, final cash accounts, cash on 
hand/declared cash and weekly cash flow and Giro deposits/withdrawals. Your expert reports concede 
that the daily snapshots for week 49 does not necessarily mean that an error has been replicated for 
other weeks. 

3. We have already confirmed that our client has been making every attempt to locate the documents 
you have requested, although since you made your initial disclosure requests we have supplied you 
with many documents and It is unclear precisely what the balance of information is that you are 
seeking. Is it just the particular documents mentioned in Bentley Dennison's report? Are you stating 
that if our client does not locate the documents, Mr Castleton's position is that he will not mediate? 

4. We note your request for disclosure of all such documentation in relation to disputes arising with the 
operation of Horizon. However: 

(a) CPR 31.22 states that a party to whom a document has been disclosed may only use that 
document for the purposes of those proceedings in which it is disclosed. Accordingly, if there are 
other proceedings involving the Horizon system (as to which the writer is unaware) then disclosure 
made to the Post Office in those proceedings is not permitted in this claim. 

(b) CPR 31.7 provides that when giving disclosure, a party is required to make a reasonable search for 
documents and the factors in deciding the reasonableness of the search include the number of 
documents involved, the nature and complexity of the proceedings, the ease and expense of 
retrieval of any particular document and the significance of any document which is likely to be 
located during the search. Your request appears to be very broad and vague and it is not currently 
clear precisely what it is you are seeking. Having regard to the disclosure rules, we do not believe 
that it would be reasonable for the Post Office to search and disclose this category of documents. 

In any event, this aspect of your disclosure request appears to be superseded by your 10 November 
letter in which you state that you already have this sort of information that your client has obtained 
directly from other Sub-Postmasters. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered In England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol 881 5B). VAT number 05143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
IA_1090253_1 
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Irrespective of the above, it is clear that you have already formed a view on your client's case and you 
will doubtless air those views during any mediation. The reality is that after disclosure, both parties 
will have incurred significantly further costs and that even more will be at stake and positions will be 
more entrenched. It is unconstructive and untrue to suggest that parties can only mediate successfully 
after disclosure and that the parties cannot try to settle the case at an early stage based on the 
information then available. Accordingly, we believe that it would be most cost effective to mediate 
now. If, however, you refuse to do so, then at the next Case Management Conference we will seek a 
stay of the claim in order that the parties can attempt to settle and we will certainly refer to this 
exchange of correspondence on the question of costs. 

Please take your client's instructions and revert to us. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

www.bondpearce.com P 2/2 
1A_1090251_1 
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17 November 2005_._._,_. 
ByFaxr GRO &DX 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Without prejudice save as to costs 
Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLl 3AE 

Tel: GR_O 
--------

G RO 

Direct: -N._ _GRO

Our ref: 
SJD3/ABG1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We refer to our fax of 16 November. We have the following comments on your fax of 8 November: 

1. Why are you perplexed? You know that Ms Gammack has left the office and it is understandable that 
her successor would need some time to read into voluminous documents and take instructions. 
During this time the employees of the Post Office dealing with this case also changed and we are now 
instructed by the Post Office's Legal Services team in Croydon. 

2. You state that Mr Castleton is only willing to even contemplate mediation after certain conditions, 
including disclosure. We have not even reached the standard disclosure stage of this case yet, but in 
order to see whether an early conclusion could be reached in this matter, we have already disclosed 
numerous documents. This includes the final audit, weekly snapshots, final cash accounts, cash on 
hand/declared cash and weekly cash flow and Giro deposits/withdrawals. Your expert reports concede 
that the daily snapshots for week 49 does not necessarily mean that an error has been replicated for 
other weeks. 

3. We have already confirmed that our client has been making every attempt to locate the documents 
you have requested, although since you made your initial disclosure requests we have supplied you 
with many documents and it is unclear precisely what the balance of information is that you are 
seeking. Is it just the particular documents mentioned in Bentley Jennison's report? Are you stating 
that if our client does not locate the documents, Mr Castleton's position is that he will not mediate? 

4. We note your request for disclosure of all such documentation in relation to disputes arising with the 
operation of Horizon. However: 

(a) CPR 31.22 states that a party to whom a document has been disclosed may only use that 
document for the purposes of those proceedings in which it is disclosed. Accordingly, if there are 
other proceedings involving the Horizon system (as to which the writer is unaware) then disclosure 
made to the Post Office in those proceedings is not permitted in this claim. 

(b) CPR 31.7 provides that when giving disclosure, a party is required to make a reasonable search for 
documents and the factors in deciding the reasonableness of the search include the number of 
documents involved, the nature and complexity of the proceedings, the ease and expense of 
retrieval of any particular document and the significance of any document which is likely to be 
located during the search. Your request appears to be very broad and vague and it is not currently 
clear precisely what it is you are seeking. Having regard to the disclosure rules, we do not believe 
that it would be reasonable for the Post Office to search and disclose this category of documents. 

In any event, this aspect of your disclosure request appears to be superseded by your 10 November 
letter in which you state that you already have this sort of information that your client has obtained 
directly from other Sub-Postmasters. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcllff Street Bristol BS1 6BJ. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office, Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A.._1090251_1 
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S. Irrespective of the above, it is clear that you have already formed a view on your client's case and you 
will doubtless air those views during any mediation. The reality is that after disclosure, both parties 
will have incurred significantly further costs and that even more will be at stake and positions will be 
more entrenched. It is unconstructive and untrue to suggest that parties can only mediate successfully 
after disclosure and that the parties cannot try to settle the case at an early stage based on the 
information then available. Accordingly, we believe that it would be most cost effective to mediate 
now. If, however, you refuse to do so, then at the next Case Management Conference we will seek a 
stay of the claim in order that the parties can attempt to settle and we will certainly refer to this 
exchange of correspondence on the question of costs. 

Please take your client's instructions and revert to us. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

www.bondpearce.com P 2/2 
1A_1090251_1 
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9 

From: Stephen Dilley 

Sent: 17 November 2005 10:35 

To: 'mandy.talbot GRO
Cc: 'cheryl.woodwarcl GRO
Subject: FW: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Dear Mandy, 

I refer to my email of 16 November and attach a draft fax that I propose to despatch to Mr 
Castleton's solicitors for your approval . I would like to discuss my comments in that fax about 
disclosure with you, before it is sent. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
D D I : , - --- --- ------_-G RO _ I_ 
Main office phone: cRo 
Fax: 

.
._.__ .._ 

_cRo___._._._._._ ._. 

._ 

ww_w bondpearce com 

From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 16 November 2005 19:31
To: mandy.talbot@ _._._._  GRO _ _ _ _ cheryl.woodwarcl_.,._._.__GR. 

Subject: FW: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Dear Mandy and Cheryl, 

I tried to contact you both today, but you were not available. 

1. Mandy, please can you let me know whether the Post Office has experienced widespread 
problems with Horizon? Mr Castleton's solicitors are seeking disclosure of this sort of 
information before they agree to mediate. If it would be difficult for you to find out this 
information, please can you give me an idea of how and why it would be difficult (and 
expensive) to retrieve it? (eg perhaps there are no central records). This will give me some 
ammunition to go back to Mr Castleton's solicitors with to explain why the Post Office does not 
feel it is appropriate to disclose it and to try to persuade them to mediate sooner rather than 
later. 

2. Cheryl, I know you say the paperwork removed form Marine Drive can't now be found, but 
did the Post Office keep a list of what items it removed? Do you know that the Post Office 
definitely removed the documents Mr Castleton seeks? Do you have the contact details for Mrs 
Oglesby so that I can discuss this with her? She will be an important witness. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 

17/11/2005 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Page 2 of 2 

for and on behalf- of_ Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: GRO 
Main 
Fax: 

 
GRO

www nd_pearce.com. 

From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 11 November 2005 14:06 
To: 'mandy,talbot  'cheryl.woodward: GRO 
Subject: The Post Office'-v-Tee - Castleton

Dear Mandy and Cheryl, 

Thanks, Cheryl, for your e-mail of 10 November. 

I note that the Post Office is not able to find the documents which it removed from the sub post 
office. These documents are crucial to Mr Castleton's Defence and the Court will draw adverse 
inferences if we are not able to produce them. This reinforces my view that we should seek an 
early settlement. 

I attach a letter dated 10 November 2005 from Mr Castleton's solicitors to Bond Pearce for your 
information, together with an article from the November 2005 edition of the Sub-Postmaster 
Magazine in which a sub-postmaster in Chelmsford complains of problems with the operation of 
the Horizon computer system. Other sub-postmasters' problems are in my view irrelevant to 
the issue of whether the Horizon worked for Mr Castleton, unless there is evidence of 
widespread problems. Mr Castleton's specific point is that there are widespread problems with 
Horizon and accordingly he should not have been dismissed. 

Mandy, I look forward to hearing from you in relation to my 9 November letter. If it will be 
helpful to discuss things over the phone, please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone 
number) GRO -

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and o_ n behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: GRO 

Main office phone: -  G RO __-_- 
Fax: E GRO 
w ww=bond pea rc-.e.., co m 

17/11/2005 
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17 November 2005 
By Fax ; GRO ; & DX 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tei: +l 
GRO Fax: 

GRO 
--'-- - — - --' 

GRO
Direct: G.RD_._._._._._._. 
Our ref: 
SJ D3/A BG 1/348 ®35.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

Without prejudice save as to costs
Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client. Mr L Castleton

We refer to our fax of 16 November. We have the following comments on~ your "fax of 8 November: 

1. Why are you perplexed? You know that Ms Gammack has left the office and it is understandable that 
her successor would need some time to read into voluminous documents and take instructions. 
During this time the employees of the Post Office dealing with this case also changed and we are now 
instructed by the Post Office's Legal Services team in Croydon. , 

2. You state that Mr Casiteton is only willing to even cor a plate mel tion after certain conditions, 
including disclosure. We have not even reached the standard disclosure stage of this case yet, but in 
order to see whether an early conclusion could be reached in this matter, we have already disclosed 
numerous documents. This includes the final audit, weekly snapshots, final cash accounts, cash on 
hand/declared cash and weekly cash flow and Giro deposits/withdrawals. Your expert reports concede 
that the daily snapshots for week 49 does not necessarily mean that an error has been replicated for 
other weeks. 

3. In any event, we have already confirmed that our client has been making every attempt to locate the 
documents you have requested. Are you stating that if our client does not locate the documents, Mr 
Castleton's position is that he will not mediate? 

4. We note your request for disclosure >of all such documentation in relation to disputes arising with the 
operation of Horizon,. However. 

(a) CPR 31.22 states 
document for the 
other Droceedinq., 

(b) CPR 31.7 provides tP 
documents and the f 
documents involved, 
retrieval of any part! 
located during the SE 

reasonabl:e for the PS 

(c) 

re 

whom a document has been disclosed may only use that 
ose'proceedings in which it is disclosed. Accordingly, if there are 
Horizon system (as to which the writer is unaware) then disclosure 
proceedings is not permitted in this claim. 

when disclosure, a party is required to make a reasonable search for 
ors in dedCding the reasonableness of the search include the number of 

nature and complexity of the proceedings, the ease and expense of 
Or document and the significance of any document which is likely to be 
: . Having regard to the disclosure rules, we do not believe that it would be 
Office to search and disclose this category of documents. 

sters is not Bete li$ative as 
cfc moi t 1 le t is the 

tt . system snif hcluded th t the were not p-M ems. Your 
designed to in, tidy the wate ,apd'delay settle w t. 

5. In any event, this aspect of your disclosure request appears to be superseded by your 10 November 
letter in which you state that you already have this sort of information that your client has obtained 
directly from other Sub-Postmasters. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 00311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 ttedcliff Street Bristol BS1 683, VAT number GB143 02B2 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce Is open for Inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1090251_1 
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6. Irrespective of the above, it is clear that you have already formed a view on your client's case and you 
will doubtless air those views during any mediation. The reality is that after disclosure, both parties 
will have incurred significantly further costs and that even more will be at stake and positions will be 
more entrenched. It is unconstructive and untrue to suggest that parties can only mediate successfully 
after disclosure and that the parties cannot try to settle the case at an early stage based on the 
information then available. Accordingly, we believe that it would be most cost effective to mediate 
now. If, however, you refuse to do so, then at the next Case Management Conference we will seek a 
stay of the claim in order that the parties can attempt to settle and we will certainly refer to this 
exchange of correspondence on the question of costs. 

Please take your client's instructions and revert to us. 

Your 

www.bondpearce.com P 2/2 
1A_1090251_1 
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From: cheryl.woodwardi --- -
Sent: 17 November 2Oroo; 
To Catil.oglesbyl _ _. _. _GRo_
Cc: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: Urgent Re: FW: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Hi Cath 

Could you please contact Stephen Dilley at Bond Pearce Solicitors in relation to Lee Castleton formally of Marine 
Drive Po. They need to know what documentation was removed from the office. 
Stephen i._. GRG-_._.-._._._.11 

Hi Stephen 

As you can see I have asked Cath to contact you but here is her number anyway ! GRO 
Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 

********************************************************************** 
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Bond Pearce LLP 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Fax 
if any of this fax is missing or Illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: Rowe Cohen 

cc: 

From: Stephen Dilley 

Direct: GRO 
Fax: +~•.• r ,,.~..... ~... 

GRO 
-.-...-.-.-.-.-.-..._ 

BY FAXANDD 

Our ref: SJD3/ABG1/348035.134 

Date: 16 November 2005 

Number of pages: 3 

Confidentiality notice 
IMPORTANT - The information in this fax is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute its contents. Instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Fax: GRO.-------
DX 8251 Plymouth 

Fax: 1 GRO 
Your ref: MDT.'11396-9 

Urgent 

t T 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcli f Street Bristol BS1 6BJ. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. 
IA 1090211_1 

www.bondpearce.com 
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16 November 2005 
By Fad  GRO $t Post 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

GRO
--------- -

URGENT 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

----- --------, 
Tel:` GRO 

G R0~ 
GRO 

- Direct 

Our ref: 
S]D3/SJR2/348035.134 
Your ref: 
M DI. 113969 

Thank you for your fax dated 16 November. We have the following comments in response: 

1. You are incorrect to state that our client's Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim is over 
two months out of time. The claim was stayed for one month from 4 October to 3 November, for 
settlement. Given that there was a stay, nothing needed to be filed during this period and the 
time does not run during the stay. Ms Gammack has now left this firm but we have asked her to 
comment on your assertions. Our position is fully reserved. 

2. We are surprised that you have made an application for Default Judgment, given that you 
confirmed Mr Castleton was willing to participate in a mediation after standard disclosure. Why 
would the standard disclosure stage of proceedings take place if a default judgment was obtained, 
triggering a hearing on quantum? Your client's position is misleading. We will revert to you 
separately on the question of disclosure. 

3. In any event, you state that the onus Is on us to set aside your client's Judgment in Default but we 
have not received any Judgment in Default against our client. If you have received a copy, please 
send this to us. The only Judgment in Default we have received is against your client. As no 
Judgment in Default has been entered against our client, your client is not entitled to do so given 
that our Defence to Counterclaim has been served and filed before any Judgment has been 
entered. 

4. If the Court does enter Judgment in Default against our client, we are instructed to immediately 
apply to set it aside. The Court may set aside a Default Judgment if the Defendant has a real 
prospect of successfully defending the claim or there is some other good reason why the 
Defendant should be allowed to defend the claim. If the Court accepts at trial that your client has 
negligently, carelessly and/or in error failed to account for over £27,000, then it would be 
incongruous for the Counterclaim to succeed. The Claim and Counterclaim are intertwined and 
there needs to be a full trial of the issues they raise. We will refer to the fact that Fujitsu Services 
examined the computer system and confirmed that the discrepancies were caused by the 
difference between the transactions that were recorded on the system and the cash that was 
declared and were not caused by the system's software or hardware. In the light of this 
examination, we firmly believe that the Post Office claim has much more than a real prospect of 
success. Accordingly, if it necessary for us to apply to set aside any Judgment in Default, we 
invite you to consent to it now, If an application proves necessary, then we will refer to this fax on 
the question of costs. 

If no Judgment in Default has been entered against our client, then we invite you to immediately 
confirm to the Court, copying us in, that you will withdraw your application. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BSI 6B). VAT number 68143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1090155_1 
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Vve do not believe that either parties' interests are best served by interim applications taking technical 
points on procedure that will ultimately do little other than to increase the costs and entrench positions. 
We do believe that the best outcome would be for the claim to be stayed to allow a mediation to take 
place and will seek a stay at the next directions hearing. 

Please let us have your response by return. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

www.bondpearce.com P 2/2 
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If any of this fax Is missing or Illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: Judgments and Orders Section Royal Courts of Justice 

cc: 

From: Stephen Dilley 

Fax: N 

GRO 

Our ref: SJD3/HR1/348035.134 

Date: 15 November 20Q5 

Number of pages: 

Confidentiality notice 
IMPORTANT -The information in this fax is confidential and may be legally privileged, -If you are not the Intended 
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute Its contents. Instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: 
r 

_._. ..G 
RO 

GRO 
--- - 

Fai.-._.-.-.__GRO .- _.-.-

Your ref: 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Reddiff Street : ristol BS1 6B3. VAT number 08143 0282 07. 

A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at tie registered ofllce. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
IA._1089512_1 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

15 November 2005 
By Fax GRO & DX 

Her Majestys Court Service 
Judgments and Orders 
Room No E15 
Royal Courts of Justice 

GRO-

Dear Sir/Madam 

HQ05X02706 
Post Office Limited v Mr Lee Castleton 

We act for the Claimant and Part 20 Defendant in the above matter. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: + 
GRO 

GRO 

_ _._.GRO .---- - - - -
t5i~ecf GRO 

Our ref: 
SJD3/LJP1/348035.134 
Your ref: 

Please find enclosed our client's Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim for filing. 

We confirm that we have today served the same on the Defendant. 

Yours faithfully 

[3rTr~iI 1= 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol 851 6B7. VAT number G6143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_108949 5_i 
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Fax 
If any of this fax is missing or Illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: Mark Turner 

cc: 

From: Stephen Di ley 

G RO 
~-~--~-

Fax: ,_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._., 

GRO 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client- Mr L. Castieto 

Rowe Cohen Solicitors 

Our ref: SJD3/HR1/348035.134 

Date: 15 November 2005 

Number of pages: 

Confidentiality notice
s

I51POR.TANT - The information in this fax is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the Intended 
recipient, r:lease do not use, disclose, copy or distribute Its contents. Fnstead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: 
G RO 

....-.-...-.-... ! GRO.

Fax;-- - -.GRO- ---' 

Your ref: MDT.11.3969 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered In England and Wales number 00311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BSI 683. VAT number 06143 0282 07. 

A list of members of Bond Pearce Is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A._1089510..1 
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15 November 2005 
By Fax GRO ' & DX 

Rowe Cohen 
Snlir_.i_tar_s ... _._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 

L._._..._ _._.-.-._ 
GRO

Dear Sirs 

Post Office Limited v Mr L Castieton 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

7e€: 
;_ _ ._.GIRD._._.. 

GRO 

GRO 

Our ref: 
SJD3/HR1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
M DT.113969 

Please find enclosed by way of service our client's Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim. 

We confirm we have today filed the same with the Court. 

We regret that negotiations appear to have come to a halt and would suggest that we now proceed to 
mediation without any further unnecessary delay. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Red cliff Street Bristol BS1 6B3. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1089504_i 
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I 11 [1 •] it.]iIPlIt1ituiMiI; 
Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton 

Attending: 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Helen Rumford Location: N/A Date: 15 November 2005 

start time: Units: 

ATTENDING (OUT) the court and explaining the situation and saying that we did intend to file 
the defence to counterclaim today. HR asking whether it would be likely that the order 
would be amended to be judgment for the defendant. However, the person I was speaking 
to said he was only a trainee and had not dealt with judgment before but did say that there 
was a note on the screen dated 10 November to say that no defence to the counterclaim had 
been filed. 

He was unable to help me further. 

Units 
HR1 

IA_1089460_1 
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I t1 ~ [D] ill] itis 1k1 n
~. ' r 

JMS1 attending OUT on Mandy Talbot and discussing matters. JMS1 wanted to know whether 
there was any evidence at all of the monies that were alleged by Royal Mail to be 
outstanding? MT indicating that she had gone through the file but was certainly not able to 
find any manual documents to confirm this. JMS1 talking through a few of the issues in the 
Reply and Defence to Counterclaim and saying he had slightly amended that from the 
version that had been sent through earlier. JMS1 would send that through via HR1's email 
address. MT talking about getting tired with this case. She was still not sure why the firm 
had been given instructions to issue. She will revert soonest. 

2 units 

1A_1090151_1 
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Q v ~d

Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton 

Attending: 

Matter no: 348035.1.34 

Name: Julian Summerhayes Location: N/A Date: 15 November 2005 

Start time: Units: 

JMS1 amending Reply and Defence to Counterclaim and HR1 emailing that to the client. 

5 units 

IA_1090149_1 
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Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton 

Attending: 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Julian Summerhayes Location: N/A Date: 15 November 2005 

Start time: Units: 

JMS1 discussing with HR1 the basis of the Reply and Defence to Counterclaim. JMS1 going through CPR 
Part 16 with her. 

3 units. 

1A_1090024_1 
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•ri'iiirJ 

From: Rebecca Chappell 

Sent: 14 November 2005 16:37 

To: Stephen Dilley 

Subject: RE: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Stephen 

Please find the Lawtel summary of the relevant case below, in which judgment was given to the 
subpostmaster due to lack of original documentation. 

As discussed, the cases I have worked on where the lack of evidence issue arose either settled 
(without entering into a substantial discussion on this point) or we got judgment based on the 
subpostmaster's weak defence. 

Sorry I can't be of more help - good luck! 

Rebecca 

CA (Hale LJ, Kay L.T) 22/10/2003 

CIVIL PROCEDURE - CIVIL EVIDENCE 

DESTROYED EVIDENCE: SECONDARY EVIDENCE : RELIABILITY : ADMISSIBILITY: 
POST OFFICES : SUB-POST MISTRESSES : DISCREPANCIES : SCHEDULES : ACCOUNTS: 
RECOVERY OF SUMS : FAIRNESS : FAIR TRIALS : PRIMARY EVIDENCE : DEBTORS: 
CREDITORS : CASE MANAGEMENT : DISCRETION : PROOF OF DEBT: CIVIL 
PROCEDURE RULES 1998 SI 1998/3132: CPR : CPR PART 31 

Where a creditor was relying upon discrepancies in documents submitted by the debtor, and 
the debtor was requesting details of the claim, the creditor could not be said to have discharged 
the burden of proving the debt when it was responsible for destroying the primary evidence 
said to have proved that debt. That was a factor that should have weighed heavily in the 
judge's determination of whether the debt had been proved by the secondary evidence. 

Appeal by the defendant ('M') from the decision of HE Judge Perry dated 31 October 2002, giving 
judgment in favour of the claimant ('P') and dismissing the counterclaim. M was employed as a sub-
post mistress from 1988 until she was suspended in October 1994 and her contract terminated in 
1995. The grounds of the termination were that P had found discrepancies in M's claims for 
payments in respect of Department of Social Security ('DSS') payments that had been made by M. In 
September 1997 P issued these proceedings seeking recover of sums said to have been due which 
represented the discrepancies in the payments. M denied liability and counterclaimed for breach of 
contract. The judge found the claim made out and dismissed the counterclaim. By this appeal M 
claimed that she was denied a fair trial since the documentation relied upon by the judge was 
secondary evidence as to the alleged deficiencies. That evidence amounted to schedules drawn up by 
P which related to claim forms and receipts submitted by M when she had sought the payments. 
However, the actual documentation that was set out in those schedules was not adduced as evidence 
by P since it had either been destroyed by P or by the DSS in the usual course of document 
destruction. M argued that although the secondary evidence was admissible evidence, the judge was 
wrong to have admitted it or accept it as proving P's case. Accordingly, M argued that the judge 

21/11/2005 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Page 2 of 4 

sh. .d have exercised his discretion under CPI t_31_ and refused to admit the secondary evidence. 

HELD: (1) There was no doubt that the secondary evidence was admissible evidence. The power 
contained in the Civil_ Procedure Rules 1998 SI 1998/3132 to exclude evidence, even if admissible, 
was principally a case management power designed to allow the court to stop cases getting out of 
hand. It would have been a harsh decision to have shut P out of its claim and the possibility of a 
defence to the counterclaim because of the non-existence of the original documents. Accordingly, 
the judge could not be said to have been plainly wrong in the exercise of his discretion to admit the 
evidence. (2) Nevertheless, there was a substantial unfairness in the process. M had requested sight 
of the original documents from a very early stage, but there were two key failures by P. Firstly, there 
was delay in P's response to M's request to see the documents, and secondly, P had failed to take 
proper care of the original documents which were the foundation of its claim. Those matters went to 
the weight accorded to the secondary evidence being admitted. (3) Whilst the judge could not be 
faulted for concluding that the secondary evidence entitled him to find that there had been an 
increased claim over a particular period, and that the evidence supported the dismissal of M's 
counterclaim, it was a separate issue as to whether the secondary evidence was of sufficient weight 
to prove the precise amount of debt that was said to have been due. Where a creditor was relying 
upon discrepancies in documents submitted by the debtor, and the debtor was requesting details of 
the claim, the creditor could not be said to have discharged the burden of proving the debt when it 
was responsible for destroying the primary evidence said to have proved the debt. That was a factor 
that should have weighed heavily in the judge's determination of whether the debt had been proved. 
(4) Whilst the secondary evidence did go some way, coupled with further evidence in the case, to 
prove some of the debt owed, it did not prove all of the claimed sums and accordingly the judge's 
order was substituted for one that only contained those sums proved. On that limited basis the appeal 
was allowed. 

Appeal allowed. 

David Craig instructed by Legal Services Royal Mail Group Plc for P. Mr J Kenny instructed by the 
Pro Bono Unit for M. 

LTL 22/10/2003 EXTEMPORE : Times, October 
31, 2003 

Document No. AC9900565 

From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 14 November 2005 14:16 
To: Rebecca Chappell 
Subject: FW: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Rebecca, 

I understand you have had to mediate RM claims in the past and address a documentation 
problem. I have a similar problem with a case that I am running for them. Please could you 
give me a call this afternoon to discuss? 

Many thanks. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: 4 GRO
Main office phone .;._- r ,-- GRO.y- --
Fax: ;._._._._.__._._._._.GRO._._._._._._._._._._. 

21/11/2005 
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W' bondpearce.com 

From: Stephen Lister 
Sent: 07 November 2005 10:42 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Cc: Tom Beezer 
Subject: RE: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Thank you Stephen. 
Lack of documentary evidence has been a problem for RM in the past and there is a history of 
findings against them on the basis that they could not prove their debt. If this case will 
effectively put the Horizon system on trial, I agree that RM should seek to mediate a 
settlement. Rebecca Chappell has successfully mediated RM claims in the past and you should 
speak to her as she has also had to address the problem of lack of documentation. She may 
have some suggestions. 
I am copying this email to Tom Beezer as he is the client care partner for RM litigation. 
Regards, 
Stephen 

From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 07 November 2005 10:01 
To: Stephen Lister 
Subject: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Dear Stephen, 

As you are the relationship partner for the Royal Mail, I thought it would be helpful to update 
you in relation to a case I am dealing with for them in case Mandy Talbot mentions it. I 
recently inherited this case from Denise Gammack when she left the firm, who in turn inherited 
it from Laura Peto in CMS. 

Mr Castleton ("Mr C") was a subpostmaster from July 2003 to March 2004. The Post Office 
a claim against him for approximately £27,115.83 plus interest and costs in respect of net 
losses. The real issue is whether there has been any real shortfall, or whether the shortfall has 
really been generated by computer error. Mr Castleton believes the post offices' weekly 
snapshots are inaccurate. Mr C has a wrongful termination claim for up to £250,000 but those 
losses have not yet been particularised. 

The claim has been issued, a defence and counterclaim served, and the case was stayed for 
settlement. Mr C has obtained 2 experts' reports which conclude that the 
P.O's Horizon computer system, despite the suspense account entry, has failed to recognise the 
entry on the daily snapshot and that Mr Castleton's Defence, "appears to hold potential merit 
based on the limited documentation" they have so far reviewed. 

I have asked the P.O to produce some more documents to try to strengthen their claim, but 
they are struggling to do so. Given the nature of Mr Castleton's Defence, I suspect that the 
Court will draw adverse inferences against the Post Office if it is unable to produce relevant 
documents that could either help or hinder its case. 

My view is either that we should obtain the documents to prove the claim is true, or take an 
early view that it is unlikely to succeed and seek an early settlement (which may even on a 
worst case scenario involve making a payment to Mr Castleton). 

We take instructions from Cheryl Woodward, Agents Debt Team, Chesterfield but Mandy Talbot 
is copied in on emails. I spoke to Mandy last week to take instructions and her first question 
was why Bond Pearce had issued a claim when liability was unclear. I informed Mandy that my 

21/11/2005 
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cc agues had expressed concern to Cheryl about issuing. 

(There is an attendance note of a telecon between Laura and Richard Benton (Service 
Management Section) on file dated 20 April "LRB expressing concern that she would only want 
to issue if she was entirely satisfied there were no holes in the evidence which would make the 
claim fail" and letter from Laura to Cheryl dated 10 May stating "...although you have instructed 
me to issue proceedings, I am reluctant to do so with the knowledge that some vital evidence 
may be missing. In particular, some balance snapshots and documents for Week 51 and 52 are 
missing together with an audit trail. The debtor's solicitors claim that these documents are 
pivotal..." and email from Laura to Cheryl of 24 May "...it will damage the claim if we are unable 
to provide evidence pivotal to the claim." Laura was then told to issue a claim without this 
information. 

Mandy's next comment was that Cheryl may not have had authority to tell Laura to issue a 
claim but I was able to tell Mandy that Cheryl had referred this question to her Managers before 
instruction Laura to proceed. 

In any event, Mandy has instructed me to put forward an offer of mediation to try to settle the 
claim. In the meantime, she will try to obtain more info to support the P.O's claim. 

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: ._._._ _._. GRO 
Main .office ._phone _;  GRo
Fax: ` GRO 
www.bondoearce.com

21/11/2005 
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Stephen Dilley 

Jm: cheryl.woodward GRO 
Sent: 10 November 2005 08:32 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Cc: mandy.talbo -'-'GROA - jennifer.robsor GRO 

carol.kinc- o_ _._._._._ ._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._., 

Subject: Re: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Attachments: C.htm; Ecopy Scan.pdf 

C.htm (3 KB) Ecopy Scan.pdf 
(408 KB) 

Hi Stephen 

In regards to your letter. 
The paperwork which was removed from Marine Drive Po unfortunately cannot be found, 

Cheryl. 

"Stephen Dilley" 

GRO 
cc: 

Subject: 
09/11/2005 16:15 

Please see attached. 

Kind regards. 

To: <mandy.talbd
----- GRO

e Cheryl.woodwar _._._._._._._._._._._._._ 
Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: GRO - 
Main officephone;. _ 

 

GRO 
Fax: -Hi GRO
www. ://www.bondpearce.com/> 

The information in this e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged and protected 
by law. The intended recipient only is authorised to access this e-mail and any attachments. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please notify the sender as soon as possible and delete any copies. Unauthorised use, 
dissemination, distribution, publication or copying of this communication is prohibited. 

Any files attached to this e-mail will have been checked by us with virus detection software before transmission. 
You should carry out your own virus checks before opening any attachment. Bond Pearce LLP accepts no liability 
for any loss or damage which may be caused by software viruses. 

Bond Pearce LLP is a Limited Liability Partnership registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered Office: Bristol Bridge House, 138-141 Redcliff Street, Bristol, 
BS1 6B7. 

A list of Members is available from our registered office. Any reference to a Partner in relation to Bond Pearce LLP 
means a Member of Bond Pearce LLP. 
Bond Pearce LLP is regulated by the Law Society. 
(See attached file: C.htm) 
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Date: 
Your ref: 
Our ref: 
Please ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax 
E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO

PLYMOUTH 

By DX and Fax 

Dear Sirs 

16 November 2005 
SJ'D3/FAC 1/348035.134 
MDT-113969 
Mark Turner 

GRO 
_ GRO._._.-._._._._._._._._._.I RE.CE.NED 

%:

Our client: Mr I, Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, -Bridlington 
Your client., Post Office Limited 

We refer to your letter of 15 November. 

Your client's Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim is over two months out of time. It should be no 
surprise to you that judgment in default has been entered against your client. We indicated to your Denise 
Gammack during a telephone conversation on 15 September that we had applied for judgment in default given 
the failure to file a Defence to Counterclaim within the mandated period. 

Ms Gammack indicated that she had been out of the office at the relevant time and had understood that one of 
her colleagues had attended to filing it with the court. Despite this apparent "oversight", you have made no 
attempt until now to either serve a Defence and Counterclaim on us or to apply to the court for relief from 
sanction and a retrospective extension of time to do so. This is consistent with the general approach that your 
client appears to have taken to this litigation as a whole. 

The onus is very firmly on your client to apply to the court for relief from sanction and to set aside our client's 
judgment in default. It will not come as any surprise to you that any such application at the case management 
conference listed for 6 December will be vigorously opposed. Your client's own inaction and failure to make 
a prompt application for relief from sanction should now preclude the court from exercising any discretion in 
its favour. 

We have made our position regarding mediation abundantly clear in our letter of 8 November. The ball is in 
your court. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
ROWE 

COH:N._., 

i;?ua; H_ oo.c ®Qu y Sxwe .t ® ?9af-,che.<.'G&r• M3 3}E a "lei ; GRO a Fsx . GRO 
GRO_ 'Email lawi GRO =®bles nr rxaecci',,ce, r: 

Partners S P Cohan I Rowe DJ Horwkh - 1.N Lewis e. M  Hym-- a G  Small a A Dowlson « PT C hlan J V Dwek a A Farley - A Se lea - AT pie 
••"4 C Wo f 1€ R.J Soroston S. Room - A. Curwee = R.J. Myer a H. Burns a S.P. Suwon A.aocdetese LS. awe -lisp a AD Oscars a N. M>iloy a P Sampson Ctrnsuitante M.T. Harvirt 

AIsa at L*ndan 
G:N..&AARKABBES°CASTLETON\Ibtin LETTE.RTo BOND



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Page 1 of 1 

Stephen Dilley 

From: Stephen Dilley 

Sent: 16 November 2005 17:31 

To: 'denisegammacki _ GRO

Subject: The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton 

Attachments: Ecopy Scan.pdf 

Dear Denise, 

I hope you are well and enjoying life at Stones. 

The Post Office -v- Mr L. Castleton claim continues. Mr Castleton's solicitors have made a 
comment about a telecon with you on 15 September and I'd appreciate your feedback before I 
go back to them on this point. Please see attached. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for anal._ o.rz.behalf.af.B.on.d_.Pe.arce LLP 
DDI: 1 _ GRQ._. ....
Main office phone: L GRO._._._._._._._._._._. 
Fax: GRO 

www:bondpearce:corn 

------------' 

16/11/2005 
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16 November 2005 
By Email denisegammaci GRO G & Post 

Ms D Gammack 
Stones 
Solicitors 
Linacre House 
Southernhay Gardens 
Exeter 
EX1 1UG 

Dear Denise 

Post Office Limited -v- Mr L Castleton 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: 
. . . 

C7R0 Fax s_ 
GRO

GRO ------------- -

Direct: a=_z.~;_;~GRO___~~___1 .. 

Our ref: 
SJD3/ABGI/348035,134 
Your ref: 

You will previously recall dealing with this matter whilst you were still at Bond Pearce LLP, You emailed me 
about it on 29 September and I have taken it over since you have left. 

After you left, the Court ordered there to be a stay on the case for a month and that has now expired. We 
are trying to seek a settlement, but Mr Castleton has applied for a Judgment in Default. I can see from 
the file that we received the Defence and Counterclaim on 15 August, so the Reply to Defence and 
Defence to Counterclaim ought to have been filed by around 29 August (i.e. within 14 days). 

I attach a copy fax dated 16 November from Mr Castleton's solicitors in which they state that they 
informed you in a telephone conversation on 15 September that they had applied for Judgment in Default 
given the failure to file a Defence to Counterclaim within the mandated period. They state that you told 
them you had been out of the office at the relevant time and had understood that one of your colleagues 
had attended to filing it with the Court. I have looked on the file for a copy of your attendance note 
recording your conversation with Mr Castleton's solicitors on 15 September, but I cannot find anything. 
However, you have recorded a time entry on that date being a telephone call from Mr Castleton's solicitors 
in which the description states "Mark Turner from Rowe Cohen". 

What I would like to do is to set the record straight with Mr Castleton's solicitors as to what was said on 15 
September, but before I can do so, I would appreciate your comments. Please can you recall what was 
said in that conversation and confirm whether: 

1. Rowe & Co are correct that you did inform them that one of your colleagues had filed the Reply to 
Defence and Defence to Counterclaim at Court because you were away at the relevant time (i.e. 
during August); and 

2. You did believe that the Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim had been filed and if so, who 
you thought had filed it? I cannot find a record of a Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim on 
iManage dated around August or anybody's time on the system to suggest who may have dealt with it 
in your absence in August. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible and thank you in anticipation of your assistance. 

Kind regards. 

Yours sincerely 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 68), VAT number 08143 0282 07, 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1090159_1 
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Date:
Your ref: 
Our ref: 
Please ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax 
E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 
By DX and Fax 

Dear Sirs 

i 
161INovember 2005 
SJD3/FAC 1/348035.134 
MDT.113969 
Mark Turner 

GRO 

Our client. Mr L Castleton —Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We refer to your letter of 15 November. 

Your client's Reply to+ Defence and Defence to Counterclaim is over two months out of time. It should be no 
surprise to you that judgment in default has been entered against your client. We indicated to your Denise 
Gaininack during a telephone conversation on 15 September that we had applied for judgment in default given 
the failure to file a Defence to Counterclaim within the mandated period. 

Ms Gammack indicated that she had been out of the office at the relevant time and had understood that one of 
her colleagues had attended to filing it with the court. Despite this apparent "oversight", you have made no 
attempt until now to either serve a Defence and Counterclaim on us or to apply to the court for relief from 
sanction and a retrospective extension of time to do so. This is consistent with the general approach that your 
client appears to have taken to this litigation as a whole. 

The onus is very firmly on your client to apply to the court for relief from sanction and to set aside our client's 
judgment in default. Ti will not come as any surprise to you that any such application at the case management 
conference listed for 6 December will be vigorously opposed. Your client's own inaction and failure to make 
a prompt application for relief from sanction should now preclude the court from exercising any discretion in 
its favour. 

We have made our position regarding mediation abundantly clear in our letter of 8 November, The ball is in 
your court. 

Yours faithfully 

ROWS _eomer 
._.: 

Quay House, • Quay Street - Manc 

L._._._._.GRO -~--'' Emafl L+i ---

Parm"r.S.Ecoh" • I.Rp•+o • DJ, Ho 
M.C,wouaaIJ • Ad. tp smn • S. Room 

firs 5rm a mju(, t,d Ly Ns id- ucry 
I 

Alto at London 

16-t•IOOV-2005 09:5.3 

ic%ecr M3 3JE a Tel 4: GRO _-_  • FAX GRO a *~ - -- - ._.u_._._._._._. _ 
GRO '• websrce wwrawaconancam 

• W. Lwls • M.V. Hymv n • C.P.Snull • A. Ocnnicon • B.r. Copfcdan • J.V. Owck • A Futcy • A 5ack: • AT ybr 
wen • 0.4. Myer • H. Bum • SP $ i n Aeaot4a+tao-: L•F S r91rg • AD, Owen, • M, Mn4cy • P. S.,mpaon Ceneu,mne M.T.Herwlch 

GRO 
U.IMIJM'I=EYNCAMtTCMJ5IdosLGTTS~s.rDBC Even 

tNyiSx' N £4 it x11 

SS,> P.
A list of members or ouI u ,. •- .--
1A I0895041 
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16 November.2.0Q5._._._., 
By Fax; GRO I & Post 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

GRO 
,.-

URGENT --.-.-.-.-.-.--.-.--.-.-.--.-.--

Dear Sirs 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLI 3AE 

Tel: -N GRO 

GRO
GRO 

Direct: GRO 
- 

Our ref: 
SJ D3/SJ R2/ 348035.134 
Your ref: 
M DT.113969 

Thank you for your fax dated 16 November. We have the following comments in response: 

1. You are incorrect to state that our client's Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim is over 
two months out of time. The claim was stayed for one month from 4 October to 3 November, for 
settlement. Given that there was a stay, nothing needed to be filed during this period and the 
time does not run during the stay. Ms Gammack has now left this firm but we have asked her to 
comment on your assertions. Our position is fully reserved. 

2. We are surprised that you have made an application for Default Judgment, given that you 
confirmed Mr Castleton was willing to participate in a mediation after standard disclosure. Why 
would the standard disclosure stage of proceedings take place if a default judgment was obtained, 
triggering a hearing on quantum? Your client's position is misleading. We will revert to you 
separately on the question of disclosure. 

3. In any event, you state that the onus is on us to set aside your client's Judgment in Default but we 
have not received any Judgment in Default against our client. If you have received a copy, please 
send this to us. The only Judgment in Default we have received is against your client. As no 
Judgment in Default has been entered against our client, your client is not entitled to do so given 
that our Defence to Counterclaim has been served and filed before any Judgment has been 
entered. 

4. If the Court does enter Judgment in Default against our client, we are instructed to immediately 
apply to set it aside. The Court may set aside a Default Judgment if the Defendant has a real 
prospect of successfully defending the claim or there is some other good reason why the 
Defendant should be allowed to defend the claim. If the Court accepts at trial that your client has 
negligently, carelessly and/or in error failed to account for over £27,000, then it would be 
incongruous for the Counterclaim to succeed. The Claim and Counterclaim are intertwined and 
there needs to be a full trial of the issues they raise. • We will refer to the fact that Fujitsu Services 
examined the computer system and confirmed that the discrepancies were caused by the 
difference between the transactions that were recorded on the system and the cash that was 
declared and were not caused by the system's software or hardware. In the light of this 
examination, we firmly believe that the Post Office claim has much more than a real prospect of 
success. Accordingly, if it necessary for us to apply to set aside any Judgment in Default, we 
invite you to consent to it now. If an application proves necessary, then we will refer to this fax on 
the question of costs. 

If no Judgment in Default has been entered against our client, then we invite you to immediately 
confirm to the Court, copying us in, that you will withdraw your application. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Reggistered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Reddiff Street Bristol BSI 6B3. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1090155_1 
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We do not believe that either parties' interests are best served by interim applications taking technical 
points on procedure that will ultimately do little other than to increase the costs and entrench positions. 
We do believe that the best outcome would be for the claim to be stayed to allow a mediation to take 
place and will seek a stay at the next directions hearing. 

Please let us have your response by return. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

www.bondpearce.com P 2/2 
IA_2090155_1 
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16/11 ' 05 09:55 FAX C GRO ROWECOHEN --------- ------ 16 002 

Date: 16 November 2005 
Your ref. SJD3/FAC1/34S035.134 
Our ref: MDT.i 13969 
,Please ask for: lvl k Turn_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._. 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax: G R O row co, 
B- rstazl: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 
GRO 

PLYMOUTH 

By DX and Fax 

Dear Sits 

Our client Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your Went: Post Office Limited 

We refer to your letterIlof 15 November. 

Your client's Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim is over two months out of time. It should be no 
surprise to you that ;;dgrnent in default has been entered against your client. We indicated to your Denise 
Carol tack during a tll ahone conversation on 15 September that we had applied for judginent in default given 
the failure to wile a Defence to Counterclaim within the mandated period. 

Us Garamack indicated that she had been out of the of ce at the relevant time and had understood that one of 
her colleagues had attended to filing it with the court. Despite this apparent "oversight", you have made no 
attempt until now to either serve a Defence and Counterclaim on us or to apply to the court for relief from 
sanction and a retrospective extension of time to do so. This is consistent witl: the general approach that your 
client appears to have taken to this litigation as a whole, 

The onus is very firmly on your client to apply to the court for relief from sanction and to set aside our client's 
judgment in default. It will not come as any surprise to you that any such application at :he case management 
conference listed for fr December will be vigorously opposed. Your client's own inaction and failure to make 
a prompt application for relief from sanction should now preclude the court from exercising any discretion in 
its favour. 

We have made our porn Lion regarding mediation abundantly clear in our letter of 8 November. The 'ball is in 

your court, 

Yours faithfully_._._. 

GRO 
~ROWE 

 
CO . 
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15 November 2005 
By Fax 0161 834 7382 & DX 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

..-.-.-.-.-.-.-. _G R 0.--- ----- -----

Dear Sirs 

Post Office Limited v Mr L Castleton 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLI 3AE 

-------------------------, 

~e1 ' -.GRO 
G RO 

GRO 

Our ref: 
SJ D3/ H R1/ 348035.134 
Your ref: 
M DT. 7.13969 

Please find enclosed by way of service our client's Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim. 

We confirm we have today filed the same with the Court. 

We regret that negotiations appear to have come to a halt and would suggest that we now proceed to 
mediation without any further unnecessary delay. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Radcliff Street Bristol BS1 6BJ. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce Is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1089504_1 
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15 November 2005
Sy Fax; GRO & Dx 

Her Majestys Court Service 
Judgments and Orders 
Room No E15 
Royal Courts of Justice --- 

GRO 

Dear Sir/Madam 

HQOSX02706 
Post Office Limited v Mr Lee Castleton 

We act for the Claimant and Part 20 Defendant in the above matter. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: E. . 
VRO 

GRO 

Direct: GRO 
Our ref: 
SJD3/L]P1J348035.134 
Your ref: 

Please find enclosed our client's Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim for filing. 

We confirm that we have today served the same on the Defendant. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 136-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 663. VAT number 05143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1089495_1 
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%;\i &v -C€ 

I t1 [1] ir.iir ikiraitiiw 
Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton 

Attending: 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Helen Rumford Location: N/A Date: 15 November 2005 

Start time: Units: 

ATTENDING (OUT) the Post Office - trying to speak to Cheryl (who had gone home) or 
Jennifer (who was in a meeting until 5pm). Asking to speak to Mandy Talbot. 

Speaking to Mandy and explaining that the facts needed to go in. Mandy saying she had not 
had chance to read my email or attachment but would do so whilst I was on the telephone. 

Mandy saying yes to amend para 1 because the errors occurred during his employment. 
Mandy saying that she could not help me regarding the £1256.88 and whether this had been 
repaid but she would chase Cheryl in the morning as only those in Chesterfield would know 
this but to leave it as no admissions so far. She said we may not ever be able to find this 
out as the paperwork had been sent to the auditors and she may not have this back. 

Mandy saying that we were authorised to sign on their behalf and requesting that we did so 
and HR saying she would send it all off now. 

Units 
HR1 

1A 10895751 
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Da t 14 November 2005 
YOL .ef: SJD3/FAC1/348035.134 
Our ref: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner e .
Direct dial: ~~~ 

Direct fax : GRO 
A;:-STlai1: ' t` . SLILdcl x1IDR8 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr 11 Castleton -- Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client- Post Office Limited 

We enclose a copy of a letter that we have sent to the court, the contents of which will speak for themselves. 
We also enclose a copy of our letter of 4 November to which we refer in that letter. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
ROE COHEN 

F'e; v 3 ~vssr: • ;tar Se~F: < €anch Betz j3 ~x < Ee~ 4-,L. .GRO e+ GRO 

GRD i Emil x tiK, r 6R0 ~. Website arwmr:rarme ahmn.r_ ~s 

' do- , L tBtN r I Ravin • D. 1-1erwich • IN. Lewis < M.V. Hysianson o GJt Small < A- Donnison a B.'t f_eghian < J.  Dwek e. A Farley a A. Sweks » A.Taytar 
M.C.Woodet R.J.Sproston • S. Room a A. Curwen • R.J. Myer • H. Burns r SR Suwon Associates: L1:. Swerling • A.D. Owens w Si. Molloy • P Sampson. CooseE#tamt: 51,1 Horwich 

`rs n . sr;.n rr Yf k :<w .~+

SYP at #..Oa3d48t 
G:\MARKTIAASEYICASTLETONU4 1155 LETTE %t  

O
ND 

DI.F: 
ARCE 
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Da 14 November 2005 
Out , f: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner 
Direct dial: 

-_~..._.~~ 

.~0.--.-.-.-.-., 
Direct fax: R 
E-mail: R.OWF: Cf)€tEN _._,_•_._•_•_•_•_,_._ •_,_._._•_•_._•_•_._, 

SOLICIII'011S 

Masters' Support Unit 
The Royal Courts of Justice 
The Strand 
London 
WC2A 2LL 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Post Office Limited v Castleton 
Claim number HQ 05 X02706 

We act for the Defendant in this matter. 

We refer to the Judgment for Claimant dated 9 November. We assume that this has been generated as a result 
of our letter of 4 November 2005 and that it in fact relates to the Defendant's application for judgment in 
default of service of a Defence to the Counterclaim, 

For the complete avoidance of doubt, would you please confirm that this is the case. 

We have copied this letter to Bond Pearce, the solicitors for the Claimant, for reference. 

Yours faithfully 

cc Bond Pearce -- Solicitors for the Claimant 

u P-Hausa. fi, uery'asa-~~c s  "trt:d,,st,r M3 3jl» a '," i GRO . n e=aa •~ -09 , 

GRO " Eaai  
GRO 

WabsFca'nt xe r 4ce :ern 

Partners: S. E Cohen s t Rowe D). Hnrw eh a I.N. Lewis . I I.V Hymanson a G.R Snmll o- A. DenNsan a B.T. Ceghlan s J V. Dwek w A. Farley a A. Sacks o &Taylor
M.0 Woodall R.J. Sproston C Roam A. Carwen • R.J, Myer - H. Burns . S.F Sutton Arawdates; C.F. Saw rling a A.D. £'Swans a M. Matey » P.. Sampson Consultant• M.T. Harvich 

LamSwnv

a8sa at & »ea #ot 
C'1MARKIC ABBEY\CASTLETO 

O41ITp?i I
'
K ER 

TO COURT 
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Da.;, 4 November 2005 
Oix7.cf: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax G RO 
E-mail: ,

S0l.ICt) ORS 

Masters' Support Unit 
The Royal Courts of Justice 
The Strand 
London 
WC2A 2LL 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Post Office Limited v Castleton 
Claim number HQ 05 X02706 

We refer to our letter of 10 October regarding judgment in default in relation to the Defendant's counterclaim. 
A copy is enclosed for ease of reference, together with the reply received from the Judgments and Orders 
section. 

The stay of proceedings imposed pursuant to the Order made by Master Fontaine dated 4 October has now 
expired. Settlement terms have not been reached. 

In the circumstances, would you please now process our client's request for judgment in default (with 
damages to be assessed) which was lodged with Scarborough County Court prior to the transfer to Central 
Office but which has not apparently yet been actioned. A further copy of the Request for Judgment originally 
submitted is now enclosed. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours faithfully 

ROWE COHEN

Enc 

----/. ------ 
— i! Y.  -nvae o iyi g; reke $ r1 es. d°33 31E • Tel __-- GRO - . l`~3SC GRO 

GRO },aal ve GRo.-.---  T Webs e mYY.P.)W u3'. 13

R  +lnwe Qj Horwkh • LN. Lewis + M.V. Hymanson a G.P. Sma31 s A. DpnnIscm s 9.T. CugMkn « J.V. Dwek a A. Farley a R. Sacks - AT / k 
M C Wooda. R Sprost n S Room - A. Curwen m R.J. Myer m H. Bums + S.P. Sown Anoda es; LF. Swerling a A.D. Owens a t MQlk:y o R Sampson Coaasc3#M1aaat. M.T. Norwich 

i s Mi .> z..g> .raa rr v.< 1~ asr. zy 4. 
Ci,1MARKDABBEYACASTLETO"M031105 OTTER TO COURT 

Also at London a;vmps roa IR FFOP[.F 
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Page 1 of 2 

Helen Rumford 

From: Helen Rumford 

Sent: 15 November 2005 12:54 

To: 'cheryl.woodward GRO _._._.__._.. 
Cc: mandy.talbot _._._._._._GRO_._.__._._. i

Subject: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Attachments: DOC 1089352.DOC 

Dear Cheryl, 

I am contacting you urgently because we have today received notice that Rowe Cohen, the 
Defendant's solicitors, have applied for Judgement to be entered against you because you have 
failed to file a Reply to their Defence and Defence to their Counter Claim. 

Further to the issuing of proceedings the Defendant filed a Defence and Counterclaim to which 
we had until the 5 September 2005 to enter a Reply to the Defence and a Defence to the 
Counterclaim. Unfortunately due to the parties attempting to negotiate settlement and the 
Court ordering a stay in proceedings this deadline was overlooked by us. 

Rowe Cohen then applied for Judgement against you, without our knowledge, on the basis that 
we had not filed a Reply and Defence to the Counterclaim. The Court then mistakenly 
awarded Judgement for the Claimant on the basis that no Defence was filed by the Defendant. 
Rowe Cohen had of course filed their Defence and wrote to the Court yesterday highlighting the 
error and we expect the Court to make the correction today. 

I therefore now attach the draft Reply to Defence and Defence to Counterclaim for your 
approval. This must be sent to the Court today to try to prevent the Judgement being entered 
against you. Of course should Judgement be entered against you we would then apply to set 
the Judgement aside. 

Please telephone me on receipt of this email to confirm your approval of the Reply and Defence 
to the Counterclaim or alternatively to detail any amendments you wish to make. 

In particular please confirm whether Mr Castleton was suspended on 23 March 2004 because it 
is on this basis that we have admitted paragraph 1 of the Defendant's Defence. If Mr Castleton 
left on 23 March we can not see how he could be responsible for losses that occurred on 24 
March. However please inform me if my understanding is incorrect. 

Please also confirm whether the £1256.88 loss was repaid by Mrs Constable in January 2005. If 
so we will need to amend paragraph 2 to admit that this loss has now been repaid. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible today. If I do not hear from you by 
3pm today I will assume your approval and proceed to fax the Reply and Defence 
to Counterclaim to the Court.i 

Yours sincerely 

Helen Rumford 
Trainee Solicitor 
for and on_. behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 

Main office phone: GRO 

15/11/2005 
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THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 

r . a 

BETWEEN: 

I.] 

Claim No. HQ05X02706 

Claimant/Part 20 Defendant 

REPLY TO DEFENCE AND DEFENCE TO COUNTERCLAIM 
5 mcnarc ,r-

W 3.... c~ trds ~~ i S C~ ~ -Ea 
Reply ' ~

1. Paragraph 2 of the Defence is aclmitt d i.n_.tbat the Defendant was suspended on 23 March 2004"a4-is 

netTRsp T--3sibl-e--fo.r_th.e_Iosse5 sustained after--t-h+s--date= ̀x— `— 'e'er" `~ < t~-c k 2- t t~. rL, zcn I " 
nw~u 

lm F~ 11 ~ ,zlitu-~„G:sv 14.i i 't rV'cAti e'"tJ 2a-1- 
1-[.`'"c'- -' 2QOL, cnc1

(eca'~rJ; Ct rt. 'v r.-' 

2. No admissions are made as to paragraph 3 of the Defence however, the Claimant confirms that the 

Defendant was responsible for and obliged to make good without delay, all losses caused through his 

own negligence, carelessness or error and losses of any kind caused by his assistants. (See Section 12 

of the Standard Sub-Postmaster's Contract). 
s-t5 G`  5

3. Paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Defence are denied. Fujitsu Services have looked at the system and have 

confirmed that the discrepancies were caused by the difference between the transactions that were 

recorded on the system and the cash that was declared and were not caused by the system's software 

or hardware. 

4. Except where the Defendant has made admissions and except as appears in this Statement of Case, 

the Claimant joins issue with the Defendant upon his Defence. 

Defence to Counterclaim 

5. The Claimant repeats paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4 above. 

6. The Claimant does not admit the loss and damage alleged in paragraph 10 of the Counterclaim or any 

loss and damage at all. 

STATEMENT OF TRUTH 

• The Claimant believes the facts stated in this Statement of Case are true. 

• I am authorised by the Claimant to sign this Statement. 

Full name: 

Signed ............................................................................ 

Name of Claimant's solicitors: Bond Pearce LLP 

Position of office held: 

(if signing on behalf of firm or company) 

• delete as appropriate 
1A_1089352_1 
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aimant's or Claimant's solicitors' address to which documents or payments should be sent, if different 

from overleaf, including (if appropriate) details of DX, fax or email: 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

L._._._._._._._._._G RO

Ref: JMS1/348035.134 

1&1089352_1 
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Claimant/Part 20 Defendant 

, 

BOND PEARCE LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth_PL1. M._._._-_-_ _ 

GRO 
Solicitors for the Claimant/Part 20 Defendant 
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tephen Dilley 

From: Stephen Di lley 

Sent: 11 November 2005 14:06 

To: 'mandy.talbol__:_:_:__:__cRo _ 'cheryl .woodwarG GRO 
Subject: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Attachments: Ecopy Scan.pdf; Ecopy Scan.pdf 

Dear Mandy and Cheryl, 

Thanks, Cheryl, for your e-mail of 10 November. 

I note that the Post Office is not able to find the documents which it removed from the sub post 
office. These documents are crucial to Mr Castleton's Defence and the Court will draw adverse 
inferences if we are not able to produce them. This reinforces my view that we should seek an 
early settlement. 

I attach a letter dated 10 November 2005 from Mr Castleton's solicitors to Bond Pearce for your 
information, together with an article from the November 2005 edition of the Sub-Postmaster 
Magazine in which a sub-postmaster in Chelmsford complains of problems with the operation of 
the Horizon computer system. Other sub-postmasters' problems are in my view irrelevant to 
the issue of whether the Horizon worked for Mr Castleton, unless there is evidence of 
widespread problems. Mr Castleton's specific point is that there are widespread problems with 
Horizon and accordingly he should not have been dismissed. 

Mandy, I look forward to hearing from you in relation to my 9 November letter. If it will be 
helpful to discuss thins over the phone, please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone 
number, GRO 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: -Ii GRO_
Main office phone: +[ GRO _._._._._._._._._.. 
Fax: 

. .
.GRO 

. . . ._ - 

www bon_d:pea_rce cam--*-.--.-.-

11/11/2005 
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From: Stephen Dilley 

Sent: 11 November 2005 14:06 

To: manly.talbo(.__._._._._._GRo._._._._._._._.s; 'cheryl.woodward GRO

Subject: The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Attachments: Ecopy Scan.pdf; Ecopy Scan.pdf 

Dear Mandy and Cheryl, 

Thanks, Cheryl, for your e-mai l of 10 November. 

I note that the Post Office is not able to find the documents which it removed from the sub post 
office. These documents are crucial to Mr Castleton's Defence and the Court will draw adverse 
inferences if we are not able to produce them. This reinforces my view that we should seek an 
early settlement. 

I attach a letter dated 10 November 2005 from Mr Castleton's solicitors to Bond Pearce for your 
information, together with an article from the November 2005 edition of the Sub-Postmaster 
Magazine in which a sub-postmaster in Chelmsford complains of problems with the operation of 
the Horizon computer system. Other sub-postmasters' problems are in my view irrelevant to 
the issue of whether the Horizon worked for Mr Castleton, unless there is evidence of 
widespread problems. Mr Castleton's specific point is that there are widespread problems with 
Horizon and accordingly he should not have been dismissed. 

Mandy, I look forward to hearing from you in relation to my 9 November letter. If it will be 
helpful to discuss things over the phone, please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone 
number; GRO ---- - 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
D DI :
Main office phone:
Fax: I GRO 

----------

www. b o n dpea_ rce , co m 

11/11/2005 
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Date: 10 November 2005 
Your ref: SJD3IFACl/345035.134 
Our. MDT.113969 

o ' , irect 
ask for: Mark Turner 

------- ------------------- -- D dial: ~~ 
Direct fax: GRO ~ mET :'T f;679IA:'N 

E-mail: s nz,at .
-

,,•

Bond Pearce 

SolicitorsGRO

Dear Sirs 

Our client. Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridllngton 
Your client. Post Office Limited 

We refer to our letter of 7 November and enclose a copy of an extract from the November 2005 edition of 
Subpostinaster magazine. 

You will see the highlighted section is a letter from a sub-postmaster in Chelmsford complaining of acute 
problems with the operation of the Horizon computer system, and the complete unwillingness on the part of 
both the Post Office and the Horizon Helpline to assist with the problem, or even acknowledge that a problem 
exists. 

The parallels with our own client's position are striking. Indeed, our client's research shows that the situation 
in which the subpostmaster in question finds himself is duplicated among a substantial number of other 
subpostmasters around the country. 

We are instructed that your client has been forced to settle claims brought against other subpostmastcrs, some 
of which involved very substantial payments being made to the subpostmaster, rather than take the matter to 
trial. Your client then commonly insists on the insertion of a confidentiality clause into the settlement 
agreement to prevent the subpostmaster discussing either the dispute or the terms of settlement. 

One entirely reasonable assumption, based on the above, is that your client is only too aware that the Horizon 
system does not perform properly but that it cannot and will not publicly acknowledge that fact because to do 
so would potentially expose it to a wave of claims from subpostmasters who have been accused of shortfalls 
and who have made good the alleged losses. To acknowledge the problem would also most cause acute 
embarrassment to your client and, most likely, a public relations disaster. 

In short. this is not an isolated incidence of problems with Horizon. This is entirely consistent with our client's 
position since this dispute first arose. Your client flatly refused to countenance that the alleged shortfall could 
be the result of anything other than user error (or even outright fraud) on the part of our client or his 
employees, despite the fact that it knew very well that there are numerous other cases with similar, if not 
identical facts, around the country. 

Our client has spoken with Mr Bajaj, the writer of the letter in the enclosed article, and Mr Bajaj has 
confirmed that he will be happy to give evidence of the problems he has experienced for use in these 
proceedings. Likewise, the subpostmasters at Doncaster and Milson Moor, who have also experienced similar 
issues with Horizon and your client's refusal to acknowledge the existence of a problem, have confirmed that 
they will also provide statements. 

S r;~cee_s 3;t; ;rc. ,hesser, !J1£,w i +i GRO a F< L..._..._GRO._._._._. 
/± 

L_._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 

GRO 4rna G i; RO Website ~a++nw or w ecchenxxn 
rr  

rs n 1 Rowe DJ Ho 3ch o I.N. Lewis • M.Y. Hymanson • G.P Swell a A. Deem ua,' « B.T. Coghlan • J,V. Dw:k n A. Farley a A. Sacks • A.Taykxr 
M C Woadail R.J.Sproston S. Rana • A, Gurwan • R,J. Myer + H. Burns • S.P. Sutmn Asxocoa€¢s. i..F. Swerling • A.6 Owens a M. Molloy • P. Sampson Consu3Cant: M.T. Horvrich 
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Ii , the circumstances, this supports our previously-expressed requirement that your client provide full and 
frank disclosure of the problems that it has experienced with the Horizon system, the claims that it has 
pursued against other subpostermasters on the basis of alleged shortfalls and the outcome of those claims. We 
shall expect your client to comply with its disclosure obligations in this regard as and when these proceedings 
move on to service of Lists of Documents. 

Receipt is acknowledged for your letter of 9 November. We look forward to hearing from you once you have 
taken your client's instructions in that regard. 

GRO 

Enc 

G:'MARKT\ARBEY,CASTLETON.1©1105 LETTER TO BOND PEARCE 
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V11 dilemma 
SIR - For several months now customers have received V11 
reminders five or six working days prior to the magic 15th of the 
month. Customers being customers assume that they can 
immediately visit their local Post Office@ and tax the vehicle - 
after all, for years now that nice chap behind the counter has 
been telling them they can tax their vehicle as soon as they 
receive the reminder thus avoiding the busy month end. 

No one looks forward to buying art MVL; it's a stress 
purchase and to be told that you've 'got to wait till Saturday' is 
therefore particularly galling having girded one's loins to face 
the annual insurance and MOT checks. 

I have made numerous representations to the NBSC - the 
consistent response is "The customer should read the reminder 
form". Not terribly customer friendly, in my view. The fact is that 
most customers don't read forms and simply become 
aggrieved when you cannot serve them. Not surprisingly, an 
aggravated customer is less than fertile ground for sowing the 
seeds of credit card, car insurance, home phone etc. 

This really needs to be addressed. In my office this involves 
potentially hundreds of customers during the week in question. 
We should be aiming to delight customers not to deliberately 
dismay them. 

Peter Flshwlck 
Upton Heath Post Office 
Chester 

Is it worth the nsk 
SIR -'Top up with 3 pay, 10 minutes to reverse it'. Who wants 
to sell them, is it worth selling them, is it worth the risk? 

If you make a mistake in selling a Top Up 3 pay voucher, 
you only have 10 minutes to reverse it otherwise you have to 
bear the loss. Icons to sell these vouchers and reversals are 
straightforward but by the time you finish serving a customer 
with a few items, and work out how to do the reversal if the 10 
minutes has passed, the Helpline cannot help and the E Top 
up 3 Pay comp ny dxes :'t rotund pot icy. 

I. had a bad experience this 'oak ; weighing he risk against 
the profit we make by selling them is not worth it. The time limit 
should be increased to a reasonable time for the reversal of 
these vouchers otherwise we should not sell them. 

Mrs N K Seghal 
Leamington Post Office 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Problems with Horizon 
SIR - Since December 2004 we've had problems with the 
functioning of Horizon. It seems that certain transactions are 
either not recorded or go missing. On three occasions we had 
to pay over £4000, £3,500 and £3,000 respectively, 

When taken up with the Helpline and the people concerned 
there was no assistance or explanation - excepting there is no 
error notice had been the reply. During the last nine months no 
expert from Horizon has come to explain how the daily ending 
balance is plus, but at the end of the week goes into a massive 
deficit, The Helpline admits that there are a lot of complaints 
about the system. 

How many other subpostmasters have had the same 
problem? Has any other subpostmaster refused to make good? 

I feel that the Post OfficetS and Horizon have intentionally 
adopted the attitude to shut down a post office rather than 
admit that the Horizon system can go wrong, because if they 
admit, it could open the floodgates to claims. 

V K BaJaj 
Torquay Road Post Off€ce, 
Chelmsford — .. 

Tell management not subpostmasters 
SIR - I really must comment on the front page story in the 
September issue of The subpostmaster, entitled "Growth for 
Profit and Share in Success". Georgina Daly ends the article 
with a few "pointers" to help members "deliver the growth in 
profit necessary to reach the (POL) target figure'. 

Miss Daly makes fine, commonsense sentiments but they 
should be addressed to the management of Post Office Ltd, not 
to subpostmasters. 

is We KNOW what our customers want from our business - 
but Post Office Ltd won't listen to usl  

0 Flow can we keep competitors at bay when Post Office Ltd 
tie our hands? 

A We KNOW how to do things better and cheaper but Post 

them, Miss Daly, while we concentrate on ensuring that our 
private businesses are successful. 

Jane Full 
Kenwyn St Post Office 
Truro 

Editor: f rather fancy that Miss Daly has done just that 
through the pages of The SubPostmaster which is widely read 
in Post Office® circles. 

Branch Trading 
SIR - I have just received and "remmed" in my first stock under 
new Branch Trading system, I believe that this will lead to more 
errors instead of less. The reason being that most items are put 
on the Horizon stock system by volume and not value, 

This makes it impossible at a glance to see if you have made 
a mistake because there is no total value to compare. This 
means It should have been checked by someone else and, 
guess what, we had forgotten to put one item on because it is 
quite difficult to check things on screen. 

I believe this simple check should be re-incorporated in the 
software. 

Another concern is the lack of Barclays cheque deposit 
envelopes. The Barclays customers tail us that it is difficult to 
convince the bank's Helpline to give them sufficient envelopes; 
Lloyds have a better system and sends the customer 10 
envelopes. 

T J Andrews 
Charing Post Office 
Ashford 

Federation supports subpostmasters 
SIR - This morning I received a letter from our General 
Secretary regarding the Post Office® Trading Restrictions 
Agreement I had previously received a letter from a fellow 
subposlmxxt who I ,a'xe always considered progressive and 
suppnive of our cause. 

Sadly, in this case my fellow subpostmaster seems to be off 
nett I will therefore not be subscribing to his well-intended 
cause. 

I give my full support to our General Secretary and our 
Federation! It is my considered opinion that to follow any other 
course to the one explained by the General Secretary would be 
counter productive. It would weaken the future of our 
Federation and our own security. The main object of our 

CASH COUNTING, 
FORGERY DETECTION 

& POSTAL SCALES 
Your recommended NFFSP Business Partner offers 
OVER 50% SAVINGS on equipment including: 

NOTE and COIN Counting 
- With optional forgery a. 
detection, or count your 
till accurately in under 3 

,, ,t minutestl! 

BANK NOTE VALtL)ATORS to detect forged 
notes - identifies and counts sterling E, St' 
error and US dollars $ on the same unit. 
High quality, fast arid. accurately 

I PRICE CALCULATING POSTAL 
SCALES - to weigh and display the 
price of letters / parcels. 6 models up 
to 30 KG. 

Plus, We offer opportunities to sell our 
product range to local businesses In your area - with 
F. NTAST IC CASI I REWARDS TOSS MADE... 

For further information please contact... 
'I•O`T'AL POSTWEIGH IN'I'HcNATIONAL LTD 
TEL , 01434 381182 FAX -51434 382035

Federation is to maintain the sub post office network and 
support subpostmasters. 

In my view there is no room for two organisations trying to 
make representations on our behalf. If we are not careful, our 
negotiating strength will be diluted, It seems that the other 
organisation is out to promote the well being of convenience 
stores with an appendage of a sub post office. I am a 
subpostmaster (and have been so for over 50 years); my 
private business Is an appendage to my post office. 

We do trade tinder the Post Office® flag and work under 
similar rules to a high street franchise, although we are not a 
franchise. We all know from the time we are appointed what we 
can do and what we can't do. However, this does not stop our 
Federation from pressing for improvements in our terms, 

Ill understand the position correctly, if you run a Pizza Hut, 
you buy stock from Pizza Hut, in the same way as we receive 
our goods and services through Post Office Ltd. You don't sell 
Spaghetti House products in your Pizza Hut, although they may 
be more profitable. if you run a pub tied to a brewery, you must 
get your stock from the brewery -you cannot go tea cash and 
carry although you could obtain your stock there at less cost 
than from the brewery. It Is accepted practice; if you trade 
under a flag you accept the rules of the house. 

However, one thing that does bug me is hearsay. if you have 
a shop within a shop you can buy foreign currency 
independently and sell it more profitably than supplied by the 
Post Office®, As long as you don't sell It over the Post Office® 
counter. Is this correct? 

John Margeson OBE TO JP 
Queensferry Post Office 
Deeside 

Seller beware 
SIR - Sadly, your article about the pitfalls of appointing a 
commercial estate agent came too late for us, but just how do 
you know if an agent is'reputable'? 

We signed a contract with an agent and assumed it was 
normal practice when they charged us £450+VAT up front. 

Since then we have heard littleexcept vague assurances of 
client interest and the usual estate agent stuff about there 
being a huge potential market for properties like ours. On one 
occasion they wanted to put up a 'For Sale' notice outside the 
shop! 

Mike Williams 
Dummer Post Office 
Hampshire 
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From cheryl.woodwarri-,- ._._GRO 
Sent: 10 November 2005 08:32 
To: Stephen Dilley . . . . .... --------------------------------- 
Cc: mandy.talbot[ GRO v y jennifer.robso ._._._GRO 

carol.king GRO 
Subject: Re: Post Office-=v Lee Gastl'eton 

Attachments: C.htm; Ecopy Scan.pdf 

C.htm (3 KB) Ecopy Scan.pdf 
(408 KB) 

Hi Stephen 

In regards to your letter. 
The paperwork which was removed from Marine Drive Po unfortunately cannot be found. 

Cheryl. 

"Stephen Dilley" 

GRO 
,d 

cc: 
Subject: 

09/11/2005 16:15 

Please see attached. 

Kind regards. 

To: <mandy.talbot -GRO
<cheryl.woodward@ _._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._. 

Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: _._._._._._._._._._GRO
Main o`ffiicephone_:_
Fax: GRO 

- ------- ' 
www oorrupearce-..corr cri-Lt://www.bondpearce.com/> 

The information in this e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged and protected 
by law. The intended recipient only is authorised to access this e-mail and any attachments. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please notify the sender as soon as possible and delete any copies. Unauthorised use, 
dissemination, distribution, publication or copying of this communication is prohibited. 

Any files attached to this e-mail will have been checked by us with virus detection software before transmission. 
You should carry out your own virus checks before opening any attachment. Bond Pearce LLP accepts no liability 
for any loss or damage which may be caused by software viruses. 

Bond Pearce LLP is a Limited Liability Partnership registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered Office: Bristol Bridge House, 138-141 Redcliff Street, Bristol, 
BS 1 6B3. 

A list of Members is available from our registered office. Any reference to a Partner in relation to Bond Pearce LLP 
means a Member of Bond Pearce LLP. 
Bond Pearce LLP is regulated by the Law Society. 
(See attached file: C.htm) 
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(Se: attached file: Ecopy Scan.pdf) 

***

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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9 November 2005
By Email mandy.talbot GRO & Post 

Ms Mandy Talbot 
Legal Services 
Royal Mail 
Impact House 
2 Edrldge Road 
Croydon 
CR9 IPJ 

Dear Mandy 

Post Office Limited v. Lee Castleton 

I refer to our telephone conversation on 3 November 2005. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

r GRO. ,._._. 
.._._._._._._._._. G RO 

-•-•-•-•-' GRO -•- -•-•-•-•-•-•-• -
i._. D1•recE•:;._._._._._._._0a~ 

Our ref: 
Si D3/LAF1/348035.134 
Your ref: 

As requested, I enclose a copy of the papers we have received from the Post Office in Chesterfield, for 
your information. This includes an email from Julie Walsh at Fujitsu to Richard Benton dated 5 May 2004, 
that states: 

"There Is no evidence whatsoever of any system problem" 

If Fujitsu could prepare a formal report explaining precisely what steps they took to examine the system 
and their conclusion, then I could disclose this to Mr Castleton's solicitors to strengthen the Post Office's 
case. Would you or Cheryl be able to obtain this from Fujitsu or would you be happy for me to approach 
Fujitsu directly for this? 

Mr Castleton's solicitors state that he is willing mediate, provided that beforehand the Post Office 
discloses, 

1. The documents Mr Castleton has been seeking since March. As previously discussed, it would be 
useful if the Post Office could supply the documents set out in my 18 October email. I am copying this 
letter to Cheryl Woodward and would ask her to let me know if she has been able to find them. 

2. All other documents concerning problems with the operation of the Horizon system, because Mr 
Castleton believes that a number of other sub postmasters are In dispute with the Post Office arising 
from problems with the operation of Horizon. 

Is the Post Office experiencing significant problems with Horizon? I anticipate that it would be a very 
tall order to ask the Post Office to record and collate all the problems reported with Horizon throughout 
England and Wales. The disclosure rules state that a party has to disclose only the documents on 
which they rely and which adversely affect their own or the other party's case, or support the other 
party's case. The Post Office has to make a reasonable search for those documents, but when 
deciding what it is "reasonable" to search for, the Court will consider the number of documents 
Involved, the nature and complexity of the proceedings, the ease and expense of retrieval of any 
particular document and the significance of any document which is likely to be located during the 
search. 

if you agree that it would be unreasonable for the Post Office to disclose those sorts of documents, 
please could you give me an idea of the number of sub post offices in England and Wales which you 
would have to contact and how difficult and expensive it would be to obtain those documents. I will 
then be able to explain to Mr Castleton's solicitors why we do not believe that it is reasonable to 
conduct a nationwide search. 

In my view, unless there is evidence to suggest that many sub post masters have problems with 
Horizon, then other sub postmaster's problems are probably irrelevant to the issue of whether the 
Horizon system worked for Mr Castleton. Do you agree? 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Reggistered In England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redciiff Street Bristol BSI 60]. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce Is open for Inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1087046_1 
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The Court will probably list a case management conference to take place now the stay has expired. 
Hopefully we can persuade Mr Castleton's solicitors to voluntarily agree to extend the stay so that we can 
adjourn the case management conference and save the costs of attending. I have sent Mr Castleton's 
solicitors a holding response, but look forward to hearing from you in relation to the above so that I can 
reply to them substantively. 

Kind regards. 

GRO 
._stph 

for and on behalf of Bond Pe rce LLP 

Enclosures by post only 

www.bondpearce.com P 2/2 
IA_1087046_1 
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' 8 November 2005 

7 IRV_CV\1F-t)

Y our ref: SJD3/FACl/348035.134
Our ref: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner 
Direct dial:
Direct fax: GRO
E-mail:

~

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 

By DX and Fax 

Without prejudice except as to costs 
Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We refer to your letter of 7 November. 

It is somewhat perplexing that, after we first raised the issue of ADR with you during the writer's 
conversation with your Miss Gammack on 15 September, and the court having subsequently ordered a one 
month stay of its own motion, your client only now proposes mediation following the expiry of that stay. Your 
client seems to have little appetite for these proceedings and has to date shown very little inclination to drive 
them on. 

Our client is prepared to participate in mediation, subject to two qualifications. Firstly, our long-standing 
request for disclosure of documentation must be addressed before he is willing to contemplate mediation. The 
report of Bentley Jennison that we made voluntarily available to you over a month ago demonstrates the 
fundamental relevance of the documents which we have been seeking from your client since as long ago as 
March this year. There can, in our view, be no objection to their disclosure. 

Secondly, documentation relating to the problems experienced with the Horizon system by other sub-
postmasters is also central to our client's claim. Our client is aware of a number of other sub-postmasters 
involved in disputes with your client arising from problems with the operation of Horizon leading to alleged 
shortfalls. We will therefore require disclosure of all such documentation as a precondition of our client's 
participation. 

These are not unreasonable conditions. We do not believe that mediation can meaningfully take place in the 
absence of disclosure of these documents. To that end, we would propose that your client either give voluntary 
disclosure in advance of any court order of the documents which we have requested on numerous occasions in 
the past or that further discussion of ADR be deferred until such time as standard disclosure (and any 
subsequent application for specific disclosure which our client might want to pursue) has been completed. 

We look forward to hearing from you further in this regard. 

Yours faithfully 
n _._._._._._._..._._._._._. 

GRO 
ROWECOHEN 

Quay House a Quay Street a M_ar_c_h_ester M33J_E_. let { GRO ;• Fax GRO 

GRO • Email law` GRO 'ebsitewww.rowecohen.com 

Partners: S. E. Cohan • i. Rowe • D.J. Horwlch • I.N. I. wit a M.V. Hymanson a G.P. Small • A. Dannlson a B.T. Coghlan • J.V•Dwek a A. Farley a A. Sacks • A.Tayior 
M.C. Woodall a R.J. 5proston a S. Room • A. Carwen • R.J. Myer a H. Burns • SR. Sutton Associates: LF. Swerling • &D. Owens • M. Molloy • P. Sampson Consultant: M.T. Hoiwich 
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rtonwood Drive, ,BARNSLEY, S73 OTB _._._ _._._._._.... ._-- -----
ostline GRO ..-_STD -_Phone ;• GRO Fax i_._ _._. GRO _._._._.~1 External 

£Email; 
. . . . . . . . . . -- 

GRO 
/- -----Forwarded by Richard P Benton/e/POSTOFFICE on 05/05/2004 13:44 ----_ 

Welsh Julie 

mail)' G RO 
cc: 

05/05/2004 12:32 

To: ------ --- --- ----_------_-_-G.RO__--_-_--_----------.-------`(E-

GRO K> 

Richard, 
I have had a chat with Anne, she used the message store viewing to 
investigate this. If you want copies of extracts for the particular 
incorrect declarations please submit an ad hoc request requesting this 
information. Hope this helps, see below; 
NO TRANSACTION DATE AND TIME WAS PROVIDED FOR THIS ACTION USING CURRENT 
DATE 
AND TIME By Anne Chambers at 26-feb-2004 15:16:00 Category 94 - Advice and 
guidance given I have checked various things on the system. All the 
internal 
reconciliation checks are ok. Cheques are being handled correctly (except 
for 10th Feb when the clerk forgot to cut off the report - but this didn't 
cause a discrepancy). Cash declarations look ok, they usually use drawer id 
11. Occasionally they have used a different drawer Id, this can lead to 
amounts apparently doubling on the cash flow report, and should be avoided. 
But again it will not cause a discrepancy. Checking the cash transactions 
on 
the system against the declarations shows that they are not working 
particularly accurately (i.e. at the end of the day the cash they declare 
in 
the drawer is tens, hundreds or thousands of pounds astray from what has 
been recorded on the system). It is possible that they are not accurately 
recording all transactions on the system, There Is no evidence whatsoever 
of 
any system problem. I've mentioned this outlet to Julie Welsh (Customer 
Services) who will try to get POL to follow it up, but in the meantime 
please tell the PM that we have Investigated and the discrepancies are 
caused by the difference between the transactions they have recorded on the 
system and the cash they have declared, and are not being caused by the 
software or hardware. 

Julie Welsh 
Service Delivery Manager HSH 
Business Service Management, Post Office Account 

FUJITSU SERVICES 
Lovelace Road 
Bracknell 
Berks 
RG12 8SN 

Tel: I GRO I Internal: L GRO 
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9 November 2005 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Without prejudice save as to costs 
Post Office Limited v Mr L Castleton 

Thank you for your letter dated 8 November. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: GRO 
i_._._._._._._._. GRO _._._._._._._._. 

GRO 7 
Direct: [ GRO

Our ref: 
53D3/53 R2/ 348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We are seeking instructions on the contents of your letter and will revert to you once we have them. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 6B3. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1087101_1 
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Datr : , 8 November 2005 
Yoi. f: SJD3/FAG1/348035.134 
Our ref: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner 

.. 

Direct dial: 
Direct fax. ; 

----- --------- --------------------- 

G RO 
---------------------------------------------------------

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

G RO 
By DX and Fax 

Without prejudice except as to costs 
Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr 1, Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, .Bridlington 
Your client. Post Office Limited 

We refer to your letter of 7 November. 

It is somewhat perplexing that, after we first raised the issue of ADR with you during the writer's 
conversation with your Miss Gammack on 15 September, and the court having subsequently ordered a one 
month stay of its own motion, your client only now proposes mediation following the expiry of that stay. Your 
client seems to have little appetite for these proceedings and has to date shown very little inclination to drive 
them on. 

Our client is prepared to participate in mediation, subject to two qualifications. Firstly, our long-standing 
request for disclosure of documentation must be addressed before he is willing to contemplate mediation. The 
report of Bentley Jennison that we made voluntarily available to you over a month ago demonstrates the 
fui.damental relevance of the documents which we have been seeking from your client since as long ago as 
March this year. There can, in our view, be no objection to their disclosure. 

Secondly, documentation relating to the problems experienced with the Horizon system by other sub-
postmasters is also central to our client's claim. Our client is aware of a number of other sub-postmasters 
involved in disputes with your client arising from problems with the operation of Horizon leading to alleged 
shortfalls. We will therefore require disclosure of all such documentation as a precondition of our client's 
participation. 

These are not unreasonable conditions. We do not believe that mediation can meaningfully take place in the 
absence of disclosure of these documents. To that end, we would propose that your client either give voluntary 
disclosure in advance of any court order of the documents which we have requested on numerous occasions in 
the past or that further discussion of ADR be deferred until such time as standard disclosure (and any 
subsequent application for specific disclosure which our client might want to pursue) has been completed. 

We look forward to hearing from you further in this regard. 

Yours faithfully 

G RO 
ROWS COHEN 

CytuaY isusz: C ~ix1Sir w ,'''IaPr . l F'::3 J)r. a .fist  i GRO 

GRO 
rail laav ._ _ GRO  - Webit, ;« •iw, c>rvecc ca.cre n 

._ R  awe• D.J. HorwkP • I.N. Lewin o MA Hyr rrsarn a G.P. &mall a A [3>,nn3zar, o PT Coghlan a J.V. Dv~,k > A. Fxrley -0 A. Sacks a A.TayJc 
` M C r foa I P4 SP tan • S. Room A. Curwen + R.J. Myer a H. Iiw-ns a S,P, Sutton Associates: L F. Sw,, dNg a A.D. Owens. a M. Mo13oy a P. Srrr Moo Consultant: M.T. I-brnkh 

Ako at Lon dot 
G:'.MAP..K1'ABISCY;CASTLETON\08 1101 LETTER BOND PEARCE 
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06/1.1. '05 25,35 FIX 1&002 

Date: 
Your ref 

ref 
Please ask for; 

Direct dial;. 
Direr fax 

-mail. 

Bond pekoe 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

mber 2005 
FAC11'348035.134 
113969 

GRO 

Our client: Mr L Custleton — Marine Drive Post' OMee& Bridlingron 
Vans client. Post Ofilce Limited 

e refer to your letter of Nov niber. 

Without prejudlie apt as to costs 

It is somewhat perplexing that, after we first raised the issue of A.R. with r you during the writer's 
conversation with your Miss Ga muck on 15 September, end the court having subsequently ordered a one 
i.tonth stay of its own motion your client only now proposes mediation following the expiry of that stay. Your 
the it seems to have little appetite for these proceedings and has to date shown very little inclination to dive 
them on. 

Our client is prepared to participate in mediation, subject to two qualifications, Firstly, our bang standing 
request for disclosure of documentation must be addressed before he is willing to contemplate i,lediation. The 
report of Bentley Jennison that we made voluntarily available to you over a month ago demonstrates the 
fundamental relevance of th documents which;- we have been seeping from your client since as long ago as 
March this year. There can, in our view, be no objection to their disclosure. 

Secondly, &icnrnentation relating to the problems experienced with the Horizon system by other sub« 
postmasters is also central to our client's claim. Our client is aware of a number of other sub-postmasters 
involved in disputes with your cicnt arising from problems with the operation of Horizon leading to alleged 
shortfalls. We will therefore require disclosure of all such documentation as a precondition of our client 
participation. 

These are not u reasonahle conditions. We do not believe that mediation can meaningfully take place in the 
absence of disclosure of these documents. To that end, we would propose that your client either give voluntary 
disclosure in advance of any court order of the documents which we have requested on numerous occasions in 
the past or that further discussion of AIR be deferred until such time as standard disclosure (and any 
subsequent application for specific disclosure which our client might want to pursue) has been completed. 

We look forward to hung fr<om you further in this regard. 

GRO 
OWE COIN 

U at.L i s_g. Sx e + si ,-stew M3 31E T1 GRO _. « r GRO 
GRO 1 m E few G RO m V&Bsiaaouw zwec 4en:s rn

Rarbaars 4 E en E R,w, e: Ft Fi x oAs 4' MM C ➢ s—1 « h. D T. Co hbn o a, M*a& • h Fariq . A.,,. A:Y~174" 
M,c."v-,641 a,J, uisr. ea> v S:nas~rt A, P. .)' a M. EkutR x 5 -A.P, ns a. M.F9pikyn P.Sancpcc~n Conwl~atatr tq..T.F+isnadat 

Tt qm, k raa!aaxd9p.,¢e bavr5cxietp I

AL,i i at a,asvtiSa~et Ci 5.L"C"I BO5 D tsI RCE 
YKt4xE.5HOR.Aa PLOPuU 

c0~-r~r v-200 M5 O -- ---
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7 November 2005 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors ----- -----, 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Without Prejudice Save as to Costs 
Post Office Limited v Mr L Castleton 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Ern ------
G RO 

GRO

Direct: 
;_._._. 

-:-:GRO

Our ref: 
SJD3/FAC1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
M DT.113969 

Thank you for your letter dated 31 October 2005. We have since spoken with your Mr Turner and have 
taken instructions from our client. 

We are instructed to put forward an offer of mediation for the parties to attend to see whether this claim 
may be settled. Please take your client's instructions and revert to us. In the event that mediation is 
declined, we reserve the right to refer to this letter on the question of costs and refer you to the cases of 
Dunnett v Railtrack [2002] and Burchell v Bullard. 

In the event that your client is willing to attend the mediation, we will let you have our proposals for the 
venue, mediator and suggested dates. 

We await hearing from you 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 6BJ. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1085723_1 
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7 November 2005 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Without Prejudice Save as to Costs 
Post Office Limited v Mr L Castleton 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: /+p~ 
e. ... L -7-RO  

GRO 
GRO 

Direct: ; GRO, 
-_._____.___.I 

Our ref: 

SJD3/FAC1/348035.134 

Your ref: 
MDT 113969 

Thank you for your letter dated 31 October 2005. We have since spoken with your Mr Turner and have 
taken instructions from our client. 

We are instructed to put forward an offer of mediation to see whether this claim may be settled. Please 
take your client's instructions and revert to us. We refer you to the cases of Dunnett v Railtrack [2002] 
and Burchell v Bullard [2005]. In the event that Mr Castleton declines mediation, we will at the 
appropriate time refer the Court to this letter on the question of costs. 

In the event that Mr Castleton is willing to attend a mediation, we will provide you with our proposals for 
the venue, mediator and suggested dates. 

We await hearing from you 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership, Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 687. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
IA_1085723_1 
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Stephen Dilley 

From: Stephen Dilley 

Sent: 07 November 2005 10:01 

To: Stephen Lister 

Subject: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Dear Stephen, 

As you are the relationship partner for the Royal Mail, I thought it would be helpful to update 
you in relation to a case I am dealing with for them in case Mandy Talbot mentions it. I 
recently inherited this case from Denise Gammack when she left the firm, who in turn inherited 
it from Laura Peto in CMS. 

Mr Castleton ("Mr C") was a subpostmaster from July 2003 to March 2004. The Post Office 
a claim against him for approximately £27,115.83 plus interest and costs in respect of net 
losses. The real issue is whether there has been any real shortfall, or whether the shortfall has 
really been generated by computer error. Mr Castleton believes the post offices' weekly 
snapshots are inaccurate. Mr C has a wrongful termination claim for up to £250,000 but those 
losses have not yet been particularised. 

The claim has been issued, a defence and counterclaim served, and the case was stayed for 
settlement. Mr C has obtained 2 experts' reports which conclude that the 
P.O's Horizon computer system, despite the suspense account entry, has failed to recognise the 
entry on the daily snapshot and that Mr Castleton's Defence, "appears to hold potential merit 
based on the limited documentation" they have so far reviewed. 

I have asked the P.O to produce some more documents to try to strengthen their claim, but 
they are struggling to do so. Given the nature of Mr Castleton's Defence, I suspect that the 
Court wil l draw adverse inferences against the Post Office if it is unable to produce relevant 
documents that could either help or hinder its case. 

My view is either that we should obtain the documents to prove the claim is true, or take an 
early view that it is unlikely to succeed and seek an early settlement (which may even on a 
worst case scenario involve making a payment to Mr Castleton). 

We take instructions from Cheryl Woodward, Agents Debt Team, Chesterfield but Mandy Talbot 
is copied in on emails. I spoke to Mandy last week to take instructions and her first question 
was why Bond Pearce had issued a claim when liability was unclear. I informed Mandy that my 
colleagues had expressed concern to Cheryl about issuing. 

(There is an attendance note of a telecon between Laura and Richard Benton (Service 
Management Section) on file dated 20 April "LRB expressing concern that she would only want 
to issue if she was entirely satisfied there were no holes in the evidence which would make the 
claim fail" and letter from Laura to Cheryl dated 10 May stating "...although you have instructed 
me to issue proceedings, I am reluctant to do so with the knowledge that some vital evidence 
may be missing. In particular, some balance snapshots and documents for Week 51 and 52 are 
missing together with an audit trail. The debtor's solicitors claim that these documents are 
pivotal.. ." and email from Laura to Cheryl of 24 May "...it will damage the claim if we are unable 
to provide evidence pivotal to the claim." Laura was then told to issue a claim without this 
information. 

Mandy's next comment was that Cheryl may not have had authority to tell Laura to issue a 
claim but I was able to tel l Mandy that Cheryl had referred this question to her Managers before 
instruction Laura to proceed. 

In any event, Mandy has instructed me to put forward an offer of mediation to try to settle the 

07/11/2005 
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claim. In the meantime, she will try to obtain more info to support the P.O's claim. 

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Sol icitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: --------- GRO 
Main
Fax: GRO 
www.5OT1Op frcetUm 

07/ 11 /2005 
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From: Nicola McSherry 

Sent: 03 November 2005 11:02 

To: Stephen Dilley 

Subject: Message 

Please call Mandy Talbot of Royal Mail Services re Lee Castleton on GRO when you 
have finished your meeting. 

Thanks 

Nicola McSherry 
Secretary 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: GROFax: ._._. 
www.bondpearce.com 

03/11/2005 
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From: jennifer,robsori GRO 
Sent: 02 November 2u05-144-5 
To: Stephen Dilley ---.-.-.-.--.-.-.-.-.-.__.-.-...-
Cc: cheryl.woodward GRO i.; nicholas.samuel GRO 
Subject: ARQ Ref 050614 JT5 L._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._., 

Stephen 
please see the attached from Fujitsu. 
Nicholas 
I now need you to confirm to Bond Pearce that you are happy for the legal case to proceed please. 
Regards 
Jennifer 

Debt Recovery Section manager 
Post Office Ltd 
Finance 

1st Floor West .,_.No 1 Future Walk_West Bars,_CHESTERFIELD, S49_.1PF 
Postline: I._._._._PRa._._._.4 STD Phone: -.---,_,-, GRO , Mobex: ; GRO > Mobile: 

_ _GRO
This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee (s) only. If you are not the named 
recipient you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this is error please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
External Email: jennifer.robson,_,_._,_,_._,_.cRo 
----- Forwarded by Jennifer Robson/e/POSTOFFICE on 02/11/2005 14:14 ___--

Graham C Ward 
To: Jennifer .........-•-.-.-.-.-.-. 

02/11/2005 13:53 Robson/e/POSTOFFICEQC GRO 
cc: ,._._._._._._._._._._._._._._; 

Subject: ARQ Ref 0506/405 

as per previous e mail 

Regards 

Graham 

Forwarded by Graham C Ward/e/POSTOFFICE on 02/11/2005 13:52 -----

Pinder Brian . .
GRO

. ._. ..z.f To: 
GRO 

cc:
02/11/2005 12:20 Subject: ARQ Ref 0506/405 

Graham 

I have sent you the CD containing the helpdesk calls (1 Jan 04 - 31 Mar 04) re 213337 Marine Drive as requested. 
I was not able to identify any calls referring to system faults. 

Regds 

Brian Pinder 
Security Manager 
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From: Cheryl.WOodWard GRO 

Sent: 01 November 2005 08:21 
To: Stephen Diliey 
Subject: RE: Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

Hi Stephen 

I have passed the e-mail on to my Managers and await their reply. 

Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Stephen Dille 

From: cheryl.woodwar4._._._._._._,_.cR_o_.
Sent: 01 November 2005 08:21 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: RE: Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

Hi Stephen 

I have passed the e-mail on to my Managers and await their reply. 

Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Date: 31 October 2005 
Your ref: Stephen Dilley 
Our ref: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner
llirect dial; ------- -------------------------------  

Direct fax : GRO 
E-mail: 12 RECEIVED 

t!S.
Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

PLYMOUTH 

Our client: Mr L Castleton -- Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We understand that Denise Gammack has left your firm and this matter is now being dealt with by Stephen 
Dilley. 

You will be aware that the stay of proceedings ordered by Master Fontaine expires at the end of this week. We 
have heard nothing from you in relation to our letter of 15 September. Do you intend to respond to it? 

• Y,urs faithfully_ 

GRO 
ROWE COHIEN 

S

ca 
._isu+z «.may y 5r.iaa+: « P•::<.i;s:h .er '13. -I F ® "Fell GRO i Fax GRO 

-' 
GRO & Eraail  Websi hsrrlactra 

3rartners S. E. Co , I. Rave D.; H ich - f,Pd Lewis m M.V, NV Soiall m A. Dennison s. 9,T: Coghan 4  N Vw* a A. Farley o A Sacks a A.Tayla 
'IC WooVi R J Spsnxton S Ro m . . Cur n RI. Myer a H. Burns o S.P. Suuw Atssosiatesr. L6. Sweri,rrg * A,D, CF .s m M. Malloy + P, Sampson ConoutVant: M.S. Norwich 
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From: Stephen Dilley 
Sent: 31 October 2005.1.5_:_1.7_ 
To: 'cheryl.woodward GRO 
Cc:
Subject: RE: Mr L Casileton -1Vlariiie Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

Dear Cheryl, 

Thanks for your email of 25 October. 

Mr Castleton's solicitor is chasing for a substantial reply. The stay is about to expire and the usual practice is then 
for the Court to have a hearing to set a timetable for the parties to move the claim forward. The disclosure of 
documents is likely to be the first thing that is ordered. If we cannot back up the claim with documents, my 
advice is to seek an early settlement. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible in relation to my 18 October email. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dilley 
Solicitor 
for and on behalf of Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI:  GRO _ 
Main office phone: - TGROTm~~~ 
Fax: 1------------------------------------i GRO

._._._._._._._._._._._._._._. 

www'bolidJ5d• YdZ':Z 15r 
f'_._._._._.

-----Original  Message-r------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------ 
From: cheryl.woodwar•-•-• 

GRO _ 
Sent: 25 October 2005 11:49 
To: Stephen Dilley 
Subject: Re: Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

Hi Stephen 

I would like to thank you for email and attachments dated 18th October 2005. 

I have spoken to my Senior Manager who is in contact with various people in relation to this matter and will come 
back to you as soon as I have received any further information. We have noted the timescale. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

********************************************************************** 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
********************************************************************** 
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Stephen Dilley 

From: Avril Grigg 

Sent: 31 October 2005 14:49 

To: Stephen Dilley 

Subject: Please call Mark Turner at Rowe Cohen ort GRO re: Royal Mail and Lee Castleton 

31/10/2005 
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I 11 [1s] iIsTi1t11i(1iIi M i1* 
Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton Matter no: 348035.134 

Attending: 

Name: Stephen Dilley Location: N/A Date: 31 October 2005 

Start time: Units: 

SJD3 having a telephone conversation with Mr Turner at Rowe Cohen. He wanted to know 
where we were up to. I said I had read into the papers and was awaiting instructions from 
my client. He said that the previous position with my predecessor is that he was going to 
take instructions on a without prejudice expert report that had been sent to us and wanted 
to know what I had to say about that. I said I was awaiting instructions and would come 
back to him. He wanted to know if I could give him a deadline of when I would hear from the 
clients. I said that I did not know but would update him as soon as I heard. 

Finalising and despatching email to Cheryl to chase her for a reply. 

Time engaged: 12 minutes 

1A_1084739_1 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Date: 
Your ref: 
Our ref: 
Ply, ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax: 
E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

20 October 2005 
DEG 1 /N.1M 11348035.134 
MDT. 113969 
Mark Turner 

GRO 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client; Post Office Limited 

We enclose copies of a letter received by our client from your client and of our response to it, the contents of 
which should hopefully speak for themselves.. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 

Enc 

----'-' 
QiS3,' Cruet • Martcasrer Mt .Tel ._._GRO e Fax i    GRO._._._._.~ 

G RO 
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Mr Lee Castleton 

14 South Marine Drive 
Bridlington 
YO15 3DB 

14th October 2005 

Dear Mr Castleton, 

www,postoffice.co,uL 

I have been asked to write to you in order to gather some information with regards 
to tie sale of Marine Drive Post Office. I understand that the office is currently on 
the market and I wonder if you could let me have the details of the business transfer 
agent that you are using. Could you please let me know what the current asking 
price is and also whether you have reduced the price in order to attract more buyers? 
In order to speed the process up we could also put the details on the Post Office 
Internet and I wonder what your thoughts are on this. 

Could you please let me have these details within the next two weeks, as we need to 
find a permanent solution to this issue. 

You -s Sincerely 

GRO
,
. 

Angela Benison 

Are intervention Manager, 
Pos= Office Ltd 

Thi Markets DMB, 
6/1 3 Now York Street, 
LEEDS, 
LS I 7DZ 
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Date: 20 October 2005 
Our ref: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner 
Di dial: 
Direct fax: G RO 
E-mail: L. 

Ms A Bettison 
Area Intervention Manager 
Post Office Limited 
The Markets DMB 
6/16 New York Street 
Leeds 
LS2 7DZ 

Dear Madam 

Our client: Mr L Castleton —Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

We act on behalf of Mr Castleton in the litigation that the Post Office is pursuing against him, We have been 
passed a copy of your letter of 14 October sent to our client. 

We confess that we are somewhat confused by your letter. On what basis do you claim to be entitled to the 
information that you seek? Both the property from which Marine Drive Post Office presently operates and the 
business that shares the same premises are owned by our client. At no time has our client indicated that he has 
any desire or intention to sell the property and his business. 

The Post Office has indicated that it wishes to relocate the post office that operates from our client's premises. 
That is its right, although for the avoidance of doubt our client contends in the litigation that is proceeding that 
the termination of his contract as a sub-postmaster was wrongful. 

Removal of the post office from our client's premises is an entirely separate issue to that of disposal of our 
client's property and business. It may be that you are under the mistaken impression that our client is seeking 
to dispose of his business as a going concern together with the post office that you are presently seeking to 
transfer. He is not — the property and his business are categorically not for sale. 

It is entirely a matter for you as to how you seek to transfer the post office. 

We have copied this letter to Bond Pearce, the solicitors acting on the Post Office's behalf in the claim against 
our client. 

Yours faithfully 

ROWE COHEN 

cc Bond Pearce 
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Stephen Dilley 

Sent: 18 October 2005 12:43 

To: 'cheryl.woodwardi GRO 
Cc mandy taIbotc GRO 

Subject: Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

Attachments: MULTIMEDIA 1077082.TIF 

Dear Ms Woodward 

I refer to Denise's email of 29 September. 

Denise has now left the firm and I am dealing with this matter. I have reviewed the voluminous 
papers and thought it would be helpful to set out my view of the case at this point: 

Case_Surnmary. 

1. The Post Office's claim is for approximately £27,115.83 plus interest and costs in respect of 
net losses. Clearly, Mr Castleton is contractually responsible for any losses that the Post Office 
makes caused by negligence or error. However, the real issue is whether there has been any 
real shortfall, or whether this shortfall has really been generated by computer error. To win, the 
Post Office must show that there has been a real shortfall. 

2. Was Mr Castleton dismissed summarily? If the answer is "yes", then if the Post Office cannot 
show that there was a real shortfall and loses its claim and has dismissed him without a good 
reason, then unless his contact say otherwise, it appears that you may well have to take Mr 
Castleton's wrongful termination claim seriously. He claims that he has suffered loss for up to 
£250,000 but those losses have not yet been particularised and I will need to analyse any 
evidence in support of them. Please could you supply me a full copy of his contract? 

3. From the outset, Mr Castleton's case has consistently been that if you return to him all of the 
documents removed by Mrs Ogglesby on 10 May 2004, then he will be able to demonstrate that 
the losses are not real. He has repeatedly sought the return of the daily snapshots, because he 
believes that the only way to verify the accuracy of the weekly snapshots and weekly balances 
is to manually cross check them by reference to the daily snapshots. 

Experts' Reports 

I enclose copies of the following:-

(a) A without prejudice letter dated 30 September from Mr Castleton's solicitors to Bond 
Pearce; 

(b) Bentley Jennison's Report dated 23 September and attachments; and 

(c) White & Hoggard's report dated 18 August. 

Bentley Jennison state that the deficiencies have probably been brought forward despite the 
fact that they have been entered onto the suspense account entry. They suspect this is because 
the Horizon system, despite the suspense account entry, has failed to recognise the entry on 
the daily snapshot. They have drawn this conclusion through looking at the discrepancy of 
£3,509.18 on Thursday 26 February 2004. They then suggest that this double accounting could 
have continued over a number of weeks and that as such, Mr Castleton's Defence, "appears to 

18/10/2005 
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hold potential merit based on the limited documentation" they have so far reviewed. White & 
Hoggard reach a similar conclusion in their report. 

Yo .nay think the expert has got it wrong, but even if they have, they can only form their view 
on the information available and this is what the Court will have to do when the claim gets to 
trial. 

Further disclosure 

Bentley Jennison seek: 

(i) A full list of all the transactions carried out within the Post Office (he says that it is not good 
enough that management information is not available simply because the "month end has been 
closed down". 

(ii) The actual audit report prepared by Mrs Ogglesby. He says that the actual report would 
have been a manuscript writing document rather than a typed document. 

(iii) P and A Reports for weeks 39-52. 

(iv) Cash and stock counts for when Mr Castleton began trading and when he stopped being a 
Post Office Sub-Postmaster. 

(vi) The events log for weeks 39 to 52. 

(vii) Transaction log. 

In your email to Denise of 26 September, you state that you are probably not going to be able 
to produce any further paperwork. However, the onus is on the Post Office to prove its case on 
the balance of probabilities. Given the nature of Mr Castleton's Defence, I suspect that the 
Court will draw adverse inferences against the Post Office if it is unable to produce relevant 
documents that could either help or hinder its case. The outcome could well be that instead of 
recovering £27,000, the Post Office ends up paying to Mr Castleton a significant sum for 
wrongful termination of his contract. 

Next Steps 

Do you have the documents that the expert and Mr Castleton have requested?My view is either 
that we should obtain the documents to prove the claim is true, or take an early view that it is 
unlikely to succeed and that in order to extricate yourselves from proceedings, you will probably 
have to make a payment to Mr Castleton, The Court has ordered that the claim be stayed until 
3 November 2005 to enable the parties to try to settle. 

Once you have reviewed this email, please could you contact me to discuss strategy. It may be 
that an early without prejudice meeting or mediation asap would be useful. The worst move 
would be to run the claim to trial and then find you cannot produce the documents you need 
because at that stage, both parties wil l have incurred significant costs and the stakes will be 
that much higher. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Kind regards. 

Stephen Dil ley 
Solicitor 
Bond
DDI: ; GRO 

18/10/2005 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Page 3 of 3 

Main office
Fax:; -----.--.-.-.--.GRO

------------

bondpearce corn 

18/10/2005 
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Date: 
Your ref: 

10 October 2005 
DEGI/NTM1/348035.134 

.:
 

0, f: MDT.113969 
a 

'" 
Please ask for: Mark Turner 

------- -- Fs 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax: G RO
E-mail: : 

f

` Bond Pearce 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client- Post Office Limited 

We refer to our letter of 30 September. We assume that you will by now have received a copy of the Order of 
Master Fontaine dated 4 October staying these proceedings for one month to allow the parties to discuss 
settlement. 

We look forward to hearing from you in relation to our letter of 30 September and in relation to your client's 
position on settlement more generally. 

Fours, faithfully,_•

GRO 
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If you have any questions concerning this 
memo please telephone the number below 

To: Stephen Lister - Bristol cc: 

From: Julian Summerhayes Ref: JMS1\ABG1\34, 8035.134 

Direct; _  _ _., GRO  __.' Date: 3 October 205 

Post Office Limited / 
Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

I attach a letter from Rowe Cohen Solicitors of 30,September 2005 (and enclosures). 

I cannot immediately recall seeing any details or( this case but I do recall, from a brief 
conversation with Gareth Kagan,,that Denise m have transferred the file to you. If that is 
not the case no doubt you will let me know. 

Iulial~-'st{ip1merhayes 
Ac 

G RO 

IA_1070757_1 
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D<` 30 September 2005 
Yot.. ref: DEG1/NJM1/348035.134
Our ref: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner
Direct dial: n_,_ ._ a~ ' -'--'-'-'-' -'-' - " E EVE( 
Direct fax : G RO 

f
CEP 200

\7 YWTh

E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

G RO 

Without Prejudice 
Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton —Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We refer to our recent without prejudice telephone discussions (Mark Turner/Denise Gammack). 

As we mentioned when we spoke, we have instructed an expert accounting witness, Chris Hine of Bentley 
Jennison, to review the documentation that your client has made available to date. His brief was to consider 
certain of those documents in light of our client's pleaded defence to the effect that the alleged shortfall is (at 
least in part — and we cannot be any more specific than that given the incomplete disclosure which has been 
given) attributable to problems with the Horizon system. 

In order to assist you and your client in understanding our client's position, we are prepared to disclose to you 
on a without prejudice basis the report which Mr Hine has prepared. Since the report refers to a report 
prepared by Andrew Richardson of White & Hoggard, a copy of his report together with supporting 
documentation is also enclosed. 

By way of explanation, Mr Richardson acts as auditor to the business owned by our client's father in law. His 
report was obtained directly by our client as a "second opinion" on the methodology that our client had used 
in reviewing the available documentation. To avoid any question of partiality, we commissioned Bentley 
Jennison to consider the same documentation as had been available to Mr Richardson, as well as his report, 
and to comment on whether they agreed with its findings. 

For the complete avoidance of doubt, both documents are made available to you and your client on an entirely 
without prejudice basis. Whilst the substance of the Bentley Jennison report is likely to form the core of any 
formal report prepared for use in court, we reserve the right to rely on a report which may differ in form to 
that which we have presently disclosed. 

As you will see, both Mr Richardson and Mr Hine concur with our client's position that there, at the very 
least, discrepancies in the way in which the Horizon system appears to treat weekly balances. This simply 
serves to reinforce what both we and our client have said from the outset, namely that the daily balance 
snapshots which have not yet been disclosed will be of fundamental importance is analysing whether there is a 
problem caused by the way in which the Horizon system operated during our client's tenure as sub-postmaster 
as Marine Drive Post Office. 

r 
GRO GRO 
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WL . . ok forward to hearing from you once you and your client have had an opportunity to review the 
enclosures to this letter. 

Yours faithfully 

ROWS COHEN 

Enc 

G:IMARKTVIBBEYICASTLBTOM300905 LETTER TO BOND PEARCE 
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Our ref: 
Your ref: 

Rowe Cohen 
Quay House 
Quay Street 
Manchester 
M3 3JE 

CH/PIB/C 1024 
MDT.113969 

23 September 2005 

Dear Sirs 

The Post Office -v- Lee Castleton 

Litigation Support 

26 Pall Mall 

Manchester 

M2 1JR 

i................. .=--.ORO "-----------......-- 

Telephone; G p Facsimile V RR

E-mail _C7 RO 
www.lieFnf y=jPT] ISSoi1:co-LlK

Further to your letter of instruction dated 6 September 2005 in the above matter, I set out 
below my thoughts on the papers provided for my review. 

I have reviewed the following documentation: 

• Various correspondence between Rowe Cohen and Bond Pearce, between 8 February 
and 3 August 2005 

• Daily `snapshots' for the Marine Drive Post Office, from Thursday 26 February 2004 
to Wednesday 3 March 2004, representing week 49 of the accounting year 

• Letter dated 18 August 2005 from Andrew Richardson, principal at accountants White 
& Hoggard, to Mr Lee Castleton 

• Copy of final audit, dated 25 March 2004, as carried out by Miss Helen Hollingworth 
(and as attached to the letter dated 25 May 2005, from Bond Pearce to Rowe Cohen) 

• Horizon Cash Account (Final) for Week 49 

• Statement of Claim, dated 9 June 2005 

• Defence and Counterclaim, dated 15 August 2005 

Offices at: Birmingham Bristol Cardiff Harrogate Leeds London Milton Keynes Nottingham Stoke-on-Trent Swindon Telford 

A list of Partners' names is available for inspection at: 26 Pall Mall, Manchester M2 1JR 

Bentley Jennison is registered to carry on audit work by the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales and 

authorised and regulated by the Financial Services Authority for Investment Business 
INIIINATIONAI! A member of 1° sc'nsuie IIIAIGI An Association of Independent Professional firms in Europe 
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Rowe Cohen 

Daily snapshots for week 49 

23 September 2005 
Page 2 of 5 

At Document 1 is a copy of the daily snapshot printed at the end of Thursday 26 February 
2004, being Day One of the week. This shows a discrepancy of £3,509.18. 

I note that this an identical amount to that recorded by the Horizon system as having been 
deficient in week 48, as identified in the audit undertaken by Helen Hollingworth, the 
schedule for which is set out at Document 2. 

This schedule also shows that cumulative deficiencies of £8,243.10 were put into a suspense 
account relating to weeks 43-46, although I note that no figure appears to be disclosed 
specifically for the following week, week 47. 

The identical amounts of £3,509.18 point to two possible scenarios, either that (a) there has 
been a deficiency suffered on day one of week 49 that exactly matches the sum of the 
deficiency for the whole of week 48, or (b) the figure is the brought forward deficiency from 
week 48.1 consider it reasonable to assume that option (b) is the most likely scenario. 

On Day Two of Week 49, being Friday 27 February 2004, an entry for £3,509.68 is shown as 
"Loss a 2a in", per Document 3. 

I am unable to explain the difference of 50 pence between the suspense account figure and the 
daily snapshot deficiency, although I note that in White & Hoggard's report they explain that 
Mr Castleton informed them this was a manual entry following instructions from Horizon 
technical support. 

The £3,509.68 appears to represent the entry on the suspense account (Document 4) for the 
same amount, processed on 27 February 2004, which I would expect given the daily snapshot 
entry. 

Suspense account 

A suspense account is generally used by accountants to `park' transactions that have either 
been erroneously posted and are pending correction, or which, as is the case here, are 
transactions that are either unreconciled or unexplainable. 

From my experience, the impact of a suspense posting would allow a line to be drawn under 
the cumulative deficiencies on the daily prints, effectively resetting the figure to zero, which 
should be reflected as such on the end of day print. 

However, it is evident that on the end of day print (Document 5) there is still a deficiency of 
£3,509.18, notwithstanding the suspense account entry. 

Bentley Jennison 
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Page 3 of 5 

This again leads to two possible scenarios, either that (a) following the suspense account 
entry an identical shortage of £3,509.18 was again borne by the branch during the course of 
the day, or (b) the Horizon system, despite the suspense account entry, has failed to recognise 
the entry on the daily snapshot, leaving the figure of £3;509.18 unchanged. 

Again, after considered reflection, it is more probable that scenario (b) has occurred. 

For Days 3, 4, 5 and 6 (Saturday 28 February 2004 - Tuesday 2 March 2004), identical entries 
occur in relation to the figure of £3,509.68, with a cumulative deficiency of £3,509.18 being 
shown at the end of each day. 

For the final day of week 49, Wednesday 3 March 2004, the entry of £3,509.68 again is 
recorded, however the total deficiency now shows £3,512.26 (Document 6), an increase of 
£3.08, and supported by the final Horizon Cash Account print (Document 7). 

I note that in week 49 the cost of a first class stamp was 28 pence. The increase of £3.08 
could, therefore, represent (and in line with Andrew Richardson's opinion) a scenario 
whereby a book of 12 first class stamps was sold, but only money for one single stamp was 
taken (ie (12 x 0.28) — 0,28). 

Having already concluded that the system should have no longer been recognising the 
£3,509.18 (posted to suspense) on a daily basis, the only discrepancy for the week should, in 
my opinion, have been the £3.08 deficiency apparently borne on Wednesday 3 March 2004. 

The system has, therefore, appeared to overstate the deficiency for the week by the amount of 
the deficiency in week 48, being £3,509.18. 

The report of White & Hoggard essentially appears to reach the same conclusion, in that this 
sum has been erroneously double counted. 

Cumulative deficiencies 

I would note that the Horizon system, from the documentation I have reviewed, appears to 
record deficiencies on a cumulative basis, hence the running total of £8,243.10 up to the end 
of week 46 being rolled into week 47's suspense account and carried forward to week 49 
(Document 4). 

Based on this approach, the integrity of the system is heavily dependent upon weekly figures 
being both accurate, and carried forward correctly. 

In the isolated case of week 49 this appears not to have taken place, with the implication that 
errors could, theoretically, have been double counted over a number of weeks. 

Bentley Jennison 
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Rowe Cohen 23 September 2005 
Page 4 of 5 

As such, Mr Castleton's defence, that the root of the problem lies with the inaccurate figures 
produced by Horizon, appears to hold potential merit based on the limited documentation I 
have so far reviewed. 

Clearly, however, I have only had sight of the daily snapshots for week 49, which although 
appearing to indicate an error within the Horizon system for that short period, does not 
necessarily mean that it has been replicated for other weeks. This can only be checked 
through an analysis of the daily snapshots for all relevant periods. 

Andrew Richardson's conclusion that "the balance of probabilities would suggest that it is 
quite likely that this has also happened in earlier periods" is, I suspect, a little premature and 
can only be proven following a more detailed review. 

Equally, other issues aside from the discrete problems evident in Week 49 may be uncovered, 
upon a more detailed inspection of relevant Horizon documentation. 

Disclosure 

The documentation I would ideally need sight of (further to that listed in your letter dated 11 
April 2005, and presuming such papers were used in the normal course of business at the 
branch) to gain a clearer picture of how Horizon worked, and whether it was working as 
intended, is as follows: 

Daily snapshots for the period preceding, during, and following the alleged 
deficiencies borne under the management of Mr Castleton, which as suggested in copy 
correspondence might be from weeks 39-52 inclusive, although for completeness (and 
if considered cost effective) it may be appropriate to analyse the period from when 
Horizon was first used in the branch to gauge the effectiveness of the system from 
Day One 

• Copy of the full audit report following the inspection made by Helen Hollingworth 
and Chris Taylor, on 25 March 2004, to include a breakdown of the week 51 balance 
of £11,210.56 (Document 2) 

• P&A reports produced for weeks 39-52, summarising sums paid to customers in 
allowances through vouchers, and any vouchers supporting the reports 

• Cash and stock count at the points in time when Mr Castleton began/left his post as 
subpostmaster 

• Events log produced by the Post Office centrally, summarising which individuals are 
working on the Horizon system, and when the various reports were produced within 
the branch - for weeks 39-52 inclusive 

Bentley Jennison 
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Page 5 of 5 

• Transaction log produced by the Post Office, which should summarise all financial 
transactions undertaken by the branch - weeks 39-52 inclusive 

• Any contemporaneous notes made by Mr Castleton in relation to the Horizon system, 
or by any other employees, or by anyone who may have been assisting Mr Castleton in 
the initial period following his appointment as subpostmaster 

I trust the contents of this letter are self-explanatory, but if you should require clarification on 
any of the matters raised herein, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO'. 
Chris Hine 
National Litigation Support Partner 
Enc. 

-.-.--.-.--.-.-.-.-.-_GRO ---------------------

Bentley Jennison 
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• Document 1 

Marine Drive FAO: 2133377 
17:30 26/02/2004 000:45 80:01 5U. AA 
Balance Snapshot - Office Copy 

'r*****Discrepancies in this Account****** 
kDisrfepancy OVER 0.00 * 
*Discrepancy SHORT 3509.18 * 
* 
*Nett discrepancy 

-- a 
3509.18- * 

VALUE STOCK 8 MOP VOLUME VALUE 

Lash 83966,9; 
Cash 33966.93 
MOP 83966.93 
TV stop 12 347 694.00 

BBC TV LICENCE SIAOP 694.00 
Stamp Card 27 •8.10 
First Day Env 44 11.00 
Pres Pack 105.10 
Mini Sheets 29.31 

F411LAFELIC ITEMS 153.51• 
1st class step 3631 1016.68 

First Class Stanps 1016.68 
2nd class step 3508 

$ecord Class Stamps 
701.60 
/01.6D 

Postage stop 1096.45 
Airletter Pack 3 6.90 
Airletter Single 15 6.30 
Int rep coupon 7 4.20 
Sp1Del SDI 7 28.35 
SpIDel 502 5 20.25 
UVer Pustule Items 1162.45 
:/a lndx100 20 400.00 
Second Class S/A Stmps 400.00 r•
5/a lstx100 20 560.00 

Fir*t Class S/A Steps 560.00 
Special lot 990 266.00
Special 201 1000 200.00 
Special Europe 100 38.00 
Special 47p 100 47.00 
Special 68p I00 60,00 
Special 42p 100 42.00 
Special Stamps 
SOS 

£61,00 
bk 1st x 12 36 127.68 

SAS bk.2nd x 12 43 103.20 ! i SAS bk lot x 6 46 7'7.28 
Stp bk cure x 6 41 93.48 

Stamp Books - Vise 401,64
POSTAGE 4903.37 
PO phonecrd £5 4 20.00 
PO phonecrd £10 10 100.00 

• PO pphonecrd £20 8 160.00 
PO Holidycrd '110 20 200.00 
PO Cranded Call Cards 480.00 
PHONE CARDS 480.00 

• PD 50p 17 8.50 
00 11 10 10.00 
PO 12 16 32.00 
PG 14 3 12.00 
PO 16 9 54.00 
PO 17 12 
PO f8 9 

84.00 
78.00 ~i t>G

PD 09 9 

Gift PO f5 14 
P 015 21

310.00

01.00 
9. 

Gift PO 210 9 90.00 
Gift PO £20 13 260.00 

Face Value 1088.50 
PO fee SOp 17 4.25 
PD fee £1 10 2.50 
PO fee 12 16 6.00 
PO fee £4 3 1.50 
PO fee 06 9 7.20 
PO fee £7 12 9.60 
PO fee £8 9 9.00 
PO fee £9 9 • 9.00 -
PO fee 215 21 23.10 
Gift PO fee £S 14 11.20 
Gift PO fee £10 9 9.00 
Gift PO fee £28 13 ' 11.60 

• Fees 109.95 
• 005101. ORDERS 1198.45 

Instarte £1 1367 1367.00 
Instants 22 455 910.00 
Instants £3 126 384.00 
Instants f5 37 185.00 

HAT LOT INSTANT 510 GAM 2846.00 
Leood lotto 22 22.00 

LITTLEW00D SCRATCHIES 22.00 
MVL stropp 67 

NVL 5A0I000 STAMP 
336.00 
345.00 

TOTAL STOCK 8 MOP 94399.26 
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Document 2 

Cath Oglesby Helen Holiingworth L _ _Inspector . 

Date: 25th March 2004 

An audit took place at Marine Drive Post Office on the 25"h March 2004. 
Helen Hollingworth led the audit and in attendance was Chris Taylor. The audit 
commenced at 8.00am and on our arrival the sub postmaster was very pleased to 
see us. He explained problems he had been having at the office regarding 
balancing. His problems with balancing started in week 43 with a mis-balance of 
-4230.97. He was adamant that no members of staff could be committing theft 
and felt that the mis-balances were due to a computer problem. He had been in 
contact with the Retail Line Manager Cath Oglesby and the Horizon help line 
regularly since the problems began. The following table gives further weeks 
balance declarations on the cash account. 

48 -3509.18 
46 -8243.10 

45 -6730.01 
44 -6754.09 

43 -4230.97 
48 -3509.18 This amount put into suspense week 49 

46 -8243.10 This amount put into suspense week 47 

45 -6730.01 Rolled loss 

44 -6754.09 

43 -4230.97 

in week 47 £8243.10 was put into suspense. Although horizon had been 
contacted and the Retail Line was aware of this figure, this was not authorised. In 
week.49 £3509.68 was added to- make the amount carried in the suspense 
account total £11752.78. This was also not authorised: 

week 51 balance -E11210.56 
suspense account - £11752.78 
expected audit result - £22563.34 
difference at audit - £2795.41 (-£1769.00 lottery -£1026.41 cash) 
audit result - £25758.75 

On the completion of the audit the Retail Line Manager Cath Oglesby was 
contacted, along with the Investigation team and the Audit Line Manager. The 
sub postmaster was suspended pending enquiries and an interim postmaster was 
put in charge at the office. 
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ARC TUTi ce 5tnil kdo 
31444I1413 VAMPS B fli±t1ED 
Oth vrhr to to i 
Miscellaneous 

OTHER 1141011410 
Loss a 2a in 1 

UNCLOI B PRYMENJS 
Hat iot anal apna 1 

NATIONAL L111ERY PRIZES 
iireen giro 16 

Green GinaChegues 
Green giro 8iik 4 

Milk Tokens - Green 
GR£":N/VIIJLET 14100114001405 
Co-op rhq enech 1 
Co-'P 

PEM:.RI{Al 0000114114 CHO ENCASH 
4401. CASH 1101 2 

Alliance & Laic. 1ithdravals 
BARCLAYS MDRWL 2 
Barclays 4ithdrava1s 
CA CASH WDL 4 
CA 440 LIPIT 3 
Card accoant Vitbdraoals 
LISP Cash. vdrl I 
Lloyds ISB Aithdrauals 

ILO C01 { InTADBAWA1. 51T4 PIN 
Visa Debit 2 
Switch 3 

DE1I1 144114 HL 1140 PPY001411 
Transfers Lout 

Inn JUL Lata ren 
Rem hat I ir'st 
Lien that Auto Dist 

REHIIIIIN13S 0111 

Renal Down 

Total :dock 8 loP 

• Hatt discrepancies 

10001. 4114140£815 

Balance C/Fvd 

aza 00440 D1 0114001 *t* 

114.00 
114.00 
0.28 
0.28 ~Q

'.503.68 •
z.00 

1132.20 
0.00

• 0.00
1152.20

0.00 

1102345.31 

• 3503.1.8 ` .. 

132702.17 

105954.53 

i 
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Document 4 

Marine Drive FAD 2133377 Page 1 

ii^tea, 17:38:00 03/03/2004 CAP 49 
Suspense Account - Office Copy 

, A KING - Check the C/6wd column for negative values_ If present refer to the 
Horizon User Guide for instructions on how to proceed 

SLY Date Product Volumes Value B/Fwd C/Fad 

RD Cheques A 

TOTAT. 
-----------------------------------------------------

n Q. no 0.011 0.00 

RD Cheques B 

TOTAL 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

RD Cheques C 

TOTAL 
----------------------------------------------------

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Vouchers 

` -'-------------------'----------------------------------
TOTAL 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Shortages in Rems etc 

TOTAL 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Burglary etc losses 

TOTAL 
-----------------------------------------------------

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

POL Cheques 

TOTAL 
-----------------------------------------------------

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Migration UP 

TOTAL 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Cash Shortages A 

AA 27/02/04 Loss A to Table 2a 1 
-------- 

3,509.68 
---- ----- -

TOTAL 1 3,509.68 8,243.10 11,752.78 

Cash Shortages B 

TOTAL 
------------------------------------------------------

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Cash shortages C 

TOTAL 
-----------------------------------------------------

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Cash Shortages D 

TOTAL 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepurchases 

TOTAL 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Cash Surpluses not yet adjusted A 

TOTAL 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Cash Surpluses not yet adjusted a 
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00 
Document 5 

fiarine Opine FAD:' 2133377 
17;31 27/02/2004 CAP :49 0P;0l SU: An 
Daiwa Snapshot - Office Copy 

ac#xarDiscrapancies in this Accounteaaeaa 
'Discrepancy OV R 0.00 a 
ebisc ona,icy SNORT 3509.18 a 

114utt discrepancy 3509.18- a 

can a###a####a anon #a##ee#e##a#a#a 

VAL111 SfO1K 6 1100 VOLUME VALUE 

Cash 92017.00 
..n= 92017.00

92017.00 
TO otnp £3 344 688.00 

130 TV LICENCE 3)430 689.00 
- Stamp Card 27 8.10 •. 

First bay Env 44 11.00 
Pres Pack 105,10 
Mini Sheets 29.31 

P:i1LATELIC ITEMS 153,51 
lit class strop 3589 1004.92 

First Class Stamps 1004.92 
2"ad class stmpp 3393 678.60 

'Secsnd Class Stamps 678,60 
Postane step 1090.03 

• Airletter Pack 3 6.90 
•Airietter Sinnle 15 6.30 

1st lap ccupon 7 4.20 
Salle) SDI 6 24.30
7p10el 580 5 20.25

Other F'nstagge itaen 1151.98 
:i/a 2nd7100 18 360.00
Second Class S/A Steps 360.00 
3/a lstzloO 18 504.00 

First tlaes 8/A Steps 504.00 
Special 1st 960 266.00 
Special 2nd 1000 200.00 
Special Europe 100 38.00 
Spacial 47p 100 47.00 
Special 68p 100 68.00 ~- 
Special 42p 100 42.00 

Special Stamps 661.00 
SAS bk let a 12 -34 114.24 0
6A1 bk 2nd s 12 29 93.60
SAS 61; 1st 1 6 40 67.20 1 
Stp bk eats It 6 40 91.20
Stamp Book - Misc 366.24 
POSTAGE 4726.74 

• PO phnuecrd £5 2 10.00
r•8 phonecrd £10 10 100.00 
PD p9honerrd £20 a 160.00
PO iiulidycrd 110 20 200.00 0. 

PO Branded Call Cards 470.00
• 141001 CARDS 470.00 VPO SOp. 17 8.50. 

GO 11 9 9.00 
PO £r' 16 32.00 ' 
00 14 3 12.00 
PO £6 9 .54.00 
PO £7 12 84.00

• V

1'3 £8 9 72.00 
PD 19 9 81.00 yam_ nJ2$
PO £15 20 300.00 
gift PO £5 12 60.00 C/D~ 
Gift PO £10 6. 60.00
61 ft PO 170 11 220.00 

Face Value 992.50 
00 17 4.25 
OS fee £1VP 9 2.25 
PG fee £2 16 6.00 
PO fee £4 3 1.50 
PO fee £6 3 7.20 
PO fee £7 12 9.60 
PO fee £8 3 9.00 
PO fee £9 9 9.00 
PU fee 115 20 22.00 

• Gift PO fee £5 12 9.60 
gift PO fee £10 6 6.00 
Gift PO fee £20 11 13.20 
Fees 101.60 

PUSTAI 161*3S 1094.10 - ' 
lnstaats £1 1360 1360.00 

V 
• 

Instants £2 455 910.00 
hstarts £3 128 384.00 • 
Instants £5 37 155.00 

MAT LOT IHOTAHT 8I14 GAM 2839.00 
mood lotto 22 22.00 V .. V 

1111143000 SCRATCHIES 22.00
3V1 strip 67 335,00 I 

301 :iIVIH80 SlAOP 335.00 

TUTAL-GfUCK 6 HUP 102345.35 r., 

'  t 

9 
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;y. 3 
Document 6 

Wire.ptivp 
. .sr 

rc„. RDS.,S13 37)iWr?^ J O 
81;37 04/31e00 CAR eQI 5U A ✓ 

r Final balayce ~tfleq 
~y ~`• 

i~. .':: . 

+tesrei€bis repancE} }n ~}sj Ay~at}nO~tbKsfs ! , 
e4iscrepancy GVER ~t UD -s 
W c'repincy- SHDkT a1 N ~E , • -

eUett

ce4saEPrxaaatx*ua* Fatiar a~siri#art riir-' •:;.> 
rt 

VALUE §TUCK 8 MUP VOLUME V'VE 
Cash Sf2I $23i• -:..i o i , 

Case .

tarp C and :2`:.' 10 
First lay Etiv " 4T",: , :II04 
pies
hiti 5 sets , 24,31 ;.r 

PRICi31ELIC IIEM$ 13b8,4q1 . :."  :~ 
1&t class ;tp.. 302:: 86 , 6 I :`•`' . i: 
First Clasq Stamps bb . d 
2np class Stppp 3117 62 44 

Second 0 488 PIPS ' 
1 

23 ,40. I 
pasta a sS4p Y
Aip3e1er Ruk:; 7 x,b: 0•'; . . 
PirlR tat $iA1e . '' I3;;:;.:? ::':.5• b;;y.  y ( U. 2.1 i t 
It oep''ca!pg0= :7 G%a_.*. '4~

3p+DPI'.$ 
::::, 

:. 
0. y •rw . . `7 .~ .tom' 

Dther Postsge It4n j0 @ 6 ' 
SJa 2 184 ✓.308;G9  a { YfrSecdnd~Iss Slq. 5tp~';-:r.."•!•- 300:00 - t 
5./aSSf 400 4Q00 

Fir0t Mass d Steps s 420xo f. 
5pepaal 1st .930 E65, -•-~:~::'. 
Cpecl}1 2rd 100 24004°i'r
SP4Gaat
5PeC1hi1 37p i T
Special 680 46 A8; fi r= 
Special' 42p

.....5...... 

Special Slabd ,: .'? t n'xjr < . s'  '.F = 

pl: '

obt'!k. ~  
 ,~ tdQ.. 1 . 

42.40 3. 

°taup 7lnaRs Mist !` c220;bd t 
PO4T&GE. s ;; 4186pR0p4p . 

PO piionep d £5 : ' t '00~bd "` 
K 

PO ltgnecT4 t24' B  ~4M0 •. +: - _ ' 

PC branded Call Cards 746 T 
PN[4aE C2k4S , a4 

9Q .~ (pti:{ f;:. 
p0 Op 16 TM' b C(O n. 
PO fi 2s f00~ -0 F . S:r~ 
gg0 02 ; F{
PO l4 F ` a .fi~A 

;': > G}tF:' 
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Page•--^^r ffice code:2133377 Week No: 49 Week: Ending: 03/03/2004 Date: 04/03/2004 Time: 07:46 

:e 
ry /~ ry q 

_ 

OFF AL Marine Drive 
 

2003'2004 Week No 49 Document 7 

ADDRESS: 14 South Marine Drive n  v 1 HORIZON 

Bridlington o' .V Cash Account (Final) 
d Y0-  3D8

TELEPHONE: GRO 
Week Ended: 03!0312004 

OFFICE CODE: 213 337 7 30 

DATE STAMP: TO BE SIGNED BEFORE DESPATCH OF CASH ACCOUNT G R O 

SUBPOSTMASTER/FRANCHISEEBRANCH MANAGER:_

Gs _ 

EXAMINED IN TP: 

P( Y 
/•1 ' 

TABLE 2 UNCLAIMED PAYMENTS TABLE 10(g) NUMBER OF TRANSACTIONS 

50 f p Date 91 

2 6 Unpaid Cheques A 72 • • • . • .. 2 Et I I Certificates 

27 Unpaid Cheques B 79 OB Chgs 

28 Unpad O>eques C 79 NS ISA Cash Cross Warr 

29 82 Citibank M Order 

30 Voud>ers 81 
31 Sxrtages h REMS etc 73 Parcelforce by 9 & 10 

32 Burglary etcLoosses 65 Parcelface 24/48 

33 P0L Chq pension homes 6 6 eiemat Datepost 

34 71 LOW Cover 
35 Mgra 83 Medium Cover 

36 75 High Cyr 

37 80 Contra~t Parcels Inland 

38 67 CcnbactP Inle<nat 
76 . . . ... .11 çeekrioeiveryfleme 

88 UKPA Contingency 

74 . . . . . • ..1 Airsure 
TABLE 2(a) AUTHORISED CASH SHORTAGES tt 87 . . . . . . ..1 Intematiayd signed for 

r A-4 85 9rvittair 't 

so g U~ v-Ji 89 

94 
46 . • • • 11, 752.7 Cash Shortages A 90 Paecelfaoe by noon 

47 Cash Shortages B 84 
48 Cash Shortages C 77 Disc Whine Packs 

49 Cash Shortages D 91 . . . . . . . . 9 Postmen Pouches 

68 SORN 
69 BGas RecassVtmn 
92 Camelot Vouchers 

TABLE 3 UNCHARGED RECEIPTS- 93 TVL U75 Pre-Aplicahon 

70 
50 63 Preorder Buy Bade 

64 
60 57 ... ... .22 HomeShcloRetums 

63. 58 
62 59 

 
Standard Life SHP Apps 

63 Pre-purchase 60 PC L Smadcard Appicafions 

64 Cash Surplus A 61 MVL Postal Applcations 

65 Cash Surplus B 62 
66 Surpluses n Rems etc 86 
67 95 
68 rt4g of m 10 
71 15 SWEBA.EB 

72 20 
25 
30 . . . . . . . . 1 LINK Balance Enquiries 

35 .. . . .. . 17 Card Account balance enquiries 
DISCREPANCIES TABLE 40 .. . . ... . 3 A & L Balance Enquiries 

45 Spedal Delivery by 9.00am 
07 50 

55 
01 Surplus 26 
02 . .. . .3 5122G Sxxtage 27 

— 28 

29 

cont... 
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lzzzl%t Caadf l 17.f7w-  d~.'LC,LCGI, CL /' CG 

f'Gf?,9G a /fZCP~t/7?efLt ~JrJ/GJ(,fr J 

actii~itaed  atlarz a/ 

Fwlzrterel2f 'e tell ccatuatarct4 

PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL 

Mr Lee Castleton 
Marine Drive Post Office 
14 South Marine Drive 
Bridlington 
East Yorkshire 
Y015 3DB 

Dear Lee 

i77 
~z~a 

.GRO 
rnlri ~ te. a cccr4 G RO 

Our Ret: AWR/GL/1/F031 

Your Ref: 

Date: 18"' August 2005 

You have asked me to produce a report on my findings following my examination of the 
documents presented to me for Marine Drive Post Office in respect of the week ended 31 1 March 
2004 and the apparent discrepancy claimed by the Post Office which 1 understand at 4"' March 
2004 amounted to £15,265.04. 

I have therefore examined the daily balance printouts that you produced covering the period 26"' 
February 2004 to 4"' March 2004 and also the report marked "Horizon Cash Account (Final)" 
dated 4"' March 2004 in relation to the week ended 3rd March 2004. 

My conclusions are as follows:-

a) The Horizon Cash Account (Final) Report for week 49 (week ended 3rd March 2004) 
produced on 4`h March 2004 (time 07:46) indicates the following: 

Table 2 (a) authorised cash shortages (A) 11,752.78 
Discrepancies Table 3,512.26 

Total £ 15,265.04 

b) The Suspense Account summary attached to the report — office copy dated 3rd March 2004 
(time 17:38) produces the following under the heading "Cash Shortages A" 

AA 27"' February 2004 Loss A to Table 2a 3,509.68 
Brought forward 8,243.10 

Total £ 11,752.78 

PRINCIPAL: Andrew W. Richardson F.C.C.A. 
MANAGERS: Keith A. Rhodes F.C.C.A. 

• Mrs Lesley R. Richardson 
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difference between the above two reports is £3,512.26 (I will refer to this figure later in 
bservations). 

-[orizon Cash Account (Final) Report for week no.49 (week ended 3" d March 2004) dated 
arch 2004 (time 07:46) indicates the following: 

Balance Due to Post Office 97,014.07 
Less Stock (Table A) (9,036.41) 
Less Cash (Table 5) (72,712.62) 

Shortfall £ 15,265.04 

e) The above entry at (d) above appears to me to comprise the following: 

1. Discrepancies Table 3,512.26 
2. AA 21'` February 2004 Loss A to Table 2a 3,509.68 
3. Brought forward from earlier periods 8,243.10 

Total £ 15,265.04 

t) It follows, therefore, that we need to ascertain how each of the above apparent discrepancies 
at paragraph (e) have arisen. 

g) in order to attempt to explain the apparent discrepancies I have prepared a detailed analysis of 
the daily balance printouts covering the period 26" February 2004 (time 17:30) to 4"' March 
2004 (time 07:46). 1 have used the Horizon Cash Account (Final) Report for the analysis of 
the movements on 4"' March 2004. My conclusions are as follows: 

1. Discrepancies Table - £3,512.26 
This figure is not on the Suspense Account Summary dated 3'" March 2004 but appears to 
comprise part of the overall shortfall (see a and c above). This figure appears to include the 
"discrepancies in this account" summary on the "final balance" sheet dated 26"' February 
2004 but is recorded as £3,509.18 increasing by £3.08 (which I believe is a book of stamps) to 
£3,512.26 on 3 d̀ March 2004. It is understood that the sum of £3,509.18 is a discrepancy 
from an earlier period. I have seen no evidence to reveal how this discrepancy from the 
earlier period has been arrived at. 

2. AA 27"' February 2004 Loss A to Table 2 a - £3,509.68 
On the "final balance" sheet dated 26"' February 2004 (time 17:30) there is an entry for "net 
discrepancies" of £3,509.18 which equates to the "discrepancies in this account" entry — see g 
l above. 

On the "balance snapshot — office copy" sheet dated 27"' February 2004 (time 17:3 1) there is 
an entry "OTHER PAYMENTS" loss a — 2a amounting to £3,509.68. This entry is then 
repeated daily. 

[ understand from my telephone conversation with you that this amount was input manually 
under instructions from Horizon technical support which probably explains the difference of 
50p from the previously mentioned sum of £3,509.18. 

If the sum of £3,509.68 is indeed the same entry as the sum of £3,509.18 recorded in g 1 
above, and it seems highly likely that this is the case, there is a duplication in the apparent 
shortfall. 
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It follows that a rational explanation is needed for this apparent double counting in the 
Post Office records. 

3. Brought forward from Earlier Period - £8,243.10 
In addition to having no documentary evidence to support the discrepancy of £3,509.18, 
which appears to be duplicated by the further entry of £3,509.68, there is no documentation to 
support the discrepancies from earlier periods amounting to £8,243.10. It is therefore 
absolutely essential to obtain documentary evidence supporting the discrepancies that 
are claimed to have arisen in the earlier periods of £3,509.18 and £8,243.10. 

li) Conclusion 
From the limited available evidence of one weeks transactions referred to above my 
conclusion is that it is highly likely that the sum of £3,509.18 has been recorded twice 
increasing the apparent discrepancy during the week ended 3rd March 2004. On the 
assumption that I am correct in this conclusion, and there seems to be no rational explanation 
for this amount appearing twice other than my conclusion, then there has to be doubt as to 
whether or not the discrepancies brought forward from earlier periods of £3,509.18 and 
£8,243.10 can be substantiated. It is therefore absolutely imperative that the Post Office 
produce documentation to justify their claim for the earlier periods in order to produce 
evidence that the system is operating correctly. At the present time it would appear to me that 
during the week ended 4"' March 2004 an incomplete instruction to input a manual entry of 
£3,509.18 (incorrectly entered as £3,509.68) has created a double counting of this amount in 
the calculations produced by the Post Office of shortfall. If this has happened for the one 
week where we have documentary evidence then the balance of probabilities would suggest 
that it is quite likely that this has also happened in earlier periods and has to cast doubt on the 
credibility of the claim made by the Post office which therefore needs to be examined in some 
further detail with the benefit of supporting documentation. 

I hope that the above report is of some assistance. 

Kind regards 

Yours sincerely 

G RO 
Andrew ~1'~icI:~ar~soi~'-" 
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Memo 
If you have any questions concerning this 
memo please telephone the number below 

To: Stephen Dilley cc: Laura Peto 

From: Denise Gammack Ref: DEG1\SJR2\348035.134 

Direct: i GRO Date: 29 September 2005 

Claim against Mr Lee Castleton 

I know that we have already had a brief discussion about this matter, and I have passed you 
the files already. I did say I would also let you have a memo outlining the background 
issues, which I set out below. 

If you need any more general information about these sorts of claims that CMS are dealing 
with I am sure that Laura will be able to help you. You may also be able to get some 
assistance from your relatives! 

I set out the main issues below: 

Background 

CMS have been passed bulk instructions from Royal Mail (via Stephen Lister) to prosecute 
sub-postmasters/mistresses for losses that Royal Mail say occurred during the course of their 
employment. Indeed, the losses normally lead to their dismissal. 

Traditionally, Royal Mail's approach to this has been to prosecute the former employee for 
theft and to get them convicted, to make a public showing of the fact that these losses will 
not be tolerated. However, the focus now is very much on recovering the money rather than 
obtaining a conviction. 

The contracts that these employees sign have a clause in them which effectively states that 
after their employment has ended, the former employee is liable to repay Royal Mail any 
losses found to have arisen at the sub-post office. In the first instance Royal Mail tries to 
recover these from the former employee direct and when that correspondence fails, the 
matter comes to us to issue proceedings. 

That is what has happened in relation to Mr Castleton. 

Mr Castleton's Case 

Mr Castleton was dismissed from his position at the Marine Drive sub-post office in 
Bridlington, Yorkshire when it was found that his sub-post office had suffered losses in excess 
of £25,000. Initially Mr Castleton considered employment tribunal proceedings for unfair 
dismissal but decided against it. 

Initially, Royal Mail did try to recover this loss from him direct but, as you will see from the 
correspondence, he has always denied that any loss exists at all. Mr Castleton's position is 
that the "loss" has been created by errors within the computer system that the sub-
postmasters/mistresses use to operate the sub-post office. 

1A_1069580_1 
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This computer system is called Horizon. Royal Mail are in the process of removing this 
system so that a new, more streamlined one, can be installed instead. However, for the 

, poses of this case Horizon is the relevant system. 

Mr Castleton insists that if he can be provided with copies of records showing the daily 
transactions made on the Horizon system while he was at the sub-post office, he will be able 
to use them to show that the "loss" is a fiction created by errors in the system. Mr 
Castleton's solicitor claims that his client currently has only one week's worth of such print 
outs, and has already sent them to an expert. 

The expert has been instructed to prepare a report to confirm Mr Castleton's case. We are 
going to be sent this on a without prejudice basis once it is finalised and I expect it to arrive 
shortly. 

Our client is aware that the temporary sub-post office staff that replaced Mr Castleton 
suffered no problems at all with the Horizon computer in question. 

Clearly, disclosure of the computer records maintained while he was at the sub-post office 
and an examination of the system itself are crucial in this case. However, disclosure has also 
been a particular problem in this matter. Mr Castleton has repeatedly requested copies of 
documents that were taken away after an investigation at the sub-post office was completed 
and insists that these will include the daily records he needs. We have asked Royal Mail 
repeatedly to disclose everything that they can find but this turns out to be more difficult 
than one might anticipate. 

When Royal Mail investigate sub-postmasters/mistresses for losses, they have an 
investigation team which comprises various people in several different offices. This means 
that paperwork gets spread out between them, and sometimes gets lost, and even 
sometimes gets destroyed. In addition Royal Mail put a lot of documents into a storage 
system and to get items out of it they have to pay the storage facility to do that. Royal Mail 
do not like doing this, at all, and tries to avoid it. 

This issue was raised at a training day that I recently attended where we emphasised to 
Royal Mail the importance of disclosure and they acknowledge that they need to get 
themselves re-organised in this respect. You may wish to have a look at a case called Post 
Office v Mehida which does deal specifically with this issue. 

The most recent correspondence that I have had from Cheryl Woodward at our client gives 
me the impression that they may well want to pull out of these proceedings. They say that 
they cannot locate anymore relevant documents and they want to see the other side's expert 
report. I have told them that we will send it when it arrives and that in the meantime we 
need to deal with the ongoing Court proceedings. 

The Court Proceedings 

Proceedings were commenced in the Scarborough County Court. Mr Castleton subsequently 
filed a Defence and Counterclaim for losses incurred as a result of losing his employment 
which should not have happened because there is no loss. This Counterclaim is not 
quantified but is limited to £250,000. As a result of this the claim has now been transferred 
by the Court to the Queens Bench Division in London. 

The matter has been allocated to a Master Fontaine, as yet no further directions have been 
received. Royal Mail prefer to use particular barristers in relation to these matters and for 
this one I have lined up David Craig at Devereux Chambers. He was recommended to me by 
Mandy Talbot (who I know you have already met) and his clerk confirms his general 
availability although I have not yet sent him any papers. David Craig was involved in the 
Mehida case above and so is well aware of the problems relating to disclosure. 

Contacts 

Our main client contact in this matter is a debt recovery investigator at the Chesterfield office 
named Cheryl Woodward. I normally contact her by e-mail on 

----------------.GRO
-----_-.___-----

IA_1069580_1 
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Mandy Talbot is aware that this matter has been transferred to London and has requested 
that she be copied in to all further e-mails. In addition she needs to be sent a scanned copy 
of the expert report, when that comes in. 

Candy tells me that in previous cases where Defendants have alleged problems with the 
computer system, reference has been made to the amount of telephone calls recording 
complaints made to the service desk and where there have been none such defences have 
failed. I know that in this case we have such records on the file from Fujitsu, who used to 
operate the Horizon system for the client. 

Mandy has also given me the contact details for a Keith Baines at Fujitsu who may need to be 
called on to provide a witness statement. Mandy has indicated that as Fujitsu no longer 
operate the Horizon system he may not be as co-operative as we would like, nevertheless I 
do have his contact details, which are: 

Keith Baines 
Post Office Limited 
Second Floor 
Calthorpe House 
15-20 Phoenix Place 
London 
WC1X ODG 

Telephone: GRO 
Mobile; GRO E-mail' 

Next Steps 

I should be grateful if you would assume conduct of this matter and continue to progress it 
further. I am sure that Laura will be able to assist you where necessary with preparation of 
documents, etc. I will let Cheryl know that I am leaving and I will give her your contact 
details instead. 

If you have any further queries before I leave please let me know. 

While I have been assisting CMS with this matter they have continued to prepare the bills for 
me, on a monthly basis. I will leave it to you to decide whether or not that can continue! 

Regards. 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 

1A_1O6 58o_i 
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Date: 6 September 2005 
YntJr ref: DEG 1 /N JM 1 /348035.134 
Ot if: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: ,._._Mark:Tumer._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._ 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax GRO E-mail: 

Boni Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 
Dear Sirs 

Our client., Mr L Castleton  Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We enclose a copy of our client's allocation questionnaire. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 

ROWE COHEN 

Enc 

f;~uh 'riau ~ vay Street e M~n::i,r:•~,rir M,i 3J5 a Tel i _ 
„ GRO -_ _ . Fax + ....

GRO I Emwl1l ,~•-.`3 
_ GRO 

mbsrce~svn .ernti~evl, fa.rora~ 

Partn S.E f. h I Ro D J H 'r .N L _. . NIN Hymznson * f; f. K Il A D - B.T C ghlan e J V. Deek e A F rley e A Sacks , A. Thylor
M.C..W radz3! • R.J. SproSzsn S. Room • A. Co.,-wen • R f *Ayer . D. Voym • H. Buns Amocestra, L.F. Swerl,ng A.D. Doom • SR Sotio n • M. leloliw• d oemltsnt. Po4.T. klcrwich

IY;ia srw k s,~utare.! n~ o( o 

Also at London 
GMAA1CAQBE' t1ASTLEdt} »` r, FSiktR IN;  

RCF 
PEO IE,
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Sally Rundle 

From: Denise Gammack 
Sent: 29 September 2005 11:23 
To: Sally Rundle 
Subject: FW: Lee Castleton 

Can you put a copy of this reply on the file as well please thanks 

Original Message--_.=._._._._._._._.__._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.
GROFrom: cheryl.woodwarcL._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.__._._.__._._._._._._._._._._._._.O

Sent: 29 September 2005 12:19 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

Thanks for that information. 

Good luck for whatever you are moving on to. 

Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Page 1. of 1 

S.. 
r Rundle 

From: Denise Gammack 

Sent: 29 September 2005 10:34 

To: Sally Rundle 

Subject: FW: Lee Castleton 

Hi - could you print this off and file it, Stephen has the file in his room thanks 

From: Denise Gammack 
Sent: 29 September 2005 10:34 
To: 'cheryl.woodwar,  R_ o_ . _ . _ . _ . _ . _ . _ . _' 
Cc: Laura Peto 
Subject: Lee Castleton 

I just wanted to confirm that as yet I have not received the report from Mr Castleton's 
solicitors. I shall let you have a copy when it arrives, Mandy Talbot has also asked for a copy 
to be emailed to her which we can also do. 

In the meantime I need to let you know that this week, I am leaving Bond Pearce. Laura will 
still be here to deal with matters but I have also asked my colleague Stephen Dilley to assist 
Laura with this after my departure. Stephen is also a solicitor in the firm's Commercial 
Litigation and Regulation department and I am sure that he _.will be.  able to assist you to its 
conclusion. Stephen's email address is step. hen lley GRO I 

If you have any queries in the meantime please feel free to contact me, it has been a pleasure 
to assist you this far and I hope that it concludes favourably, 

Regards 

Denise 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 
Bond
DDI: GRO
Main office phone: _cRo_.-_.-.__.-._.-.-.-.-. 
Fax: 

+._._._._._._._. . 
GRO --.-.-, 

www bo pearCe cam: 

29/09/2005 
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Denise Gammack 

From: cheryl.woodward GRO K 
Sent: 26 September 

2O05'14`.152--------"-_._.' 

To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

It looks as though we are not able to produce any further paperwork. I spoke to Anne Allaker last week she said 
she would contact you again. She has tried contacting another source to see if they have any paperwork relating 
to this case. 
Is there any chance we could see the evidence that Mr Castleton has on the investigation on the paperwork he 
has had checked. 

Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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De- '-se Gammack 

From: Denise Gammack 

Sent: 26 September 2005 14:38 

To: 'cheryl.woodwarc GRO 
Subject: Lee Castleton 

Dear Cheryl, 

Thank you for your email. 

I will send you a copy of Mr Castelton's expert's report once I have had it in from his solicitor - I 
haven't seen it yet but I expect it shortly. 

In terms of paperwork, the main thing that Mr Castleton is after is more daily snapshots from 
Horizon so that he/his expert can try to show how the whole "debt" is accounted for by system 
problems (they say). 

I have not heard further from the court who I expect to hear from shortly as well in terms of 
either issuing directions or listing a hearing to deal with case management, and again once I 
hear from them I shall let you know. 

In the meantime, if any further avenues in terms of documents can be explored, please let me 
know how you get on with those. Given that the Counsel we have lined up was involved with 
the Mehida case (I presume this is familiar to you but if not I apologise and can send you a case 
report) it may be as well to ask him for an advice on the merits of continuing on with the 
documents we have, including Mr Casteeton's expert's report. 

I will contact you again once I have heard from the court/other side, 

Denise 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 
Bond Pearce LLP
DDI: i___.-___ 
Main office _.ah.on.ea_. k_":=._. "_:~
Fax: GRO - --------------------------
www.bondpearce.corn

26/09/2005 
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o- HER MAJESTY'S HER MAJESTY'S COURTS SERVICE 
COURTS SERVICE 

SUPREME COURT GROUP 
QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION 
Judgments & Orders 
Room No: E15 
Royal Courts of Justice 
The Strand 
London 
WC2A 2LL 

GRO 

15th September 2005 

Dear Sir/Madam 

RE: Case Number: HQ05XO2706 
Post Office Limited v Mr Lee Castleton 

Tg1 GRO 
Minicom VII i GRO 
(Helpline for the deaf and hard of hearing) 

www.hmcourtsservice.gov.uk 

Our ref: 

Your ref: 

I2 o ; 1 

This action commenced on the 9th June 2005 under number 5SZ00651 has now been transferred 
to the Queen's Bench Division of the High Court, Royal Courts of Justice, London, pursuant to 
an order dated 12th September 2005.The assigned Master is Master Fontaine.The above number 
has been allocated. Please quote the new number when making enquiries. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
Mark Quigley 
Judgments & Orders 
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Date: 14 September 2005 
Yoilr..ref: DEG1/NJM1/348035.134 
Gus 1: MDT.113969 
Please ask for: Mark Turner 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax: ~ ~O 

E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 
Dear Sirs 

RECEIVED 

SEP 2.005 

r,s P£ARFGE t i 

Our client: Mr f. Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

Thank you for your letter of 7 September with enclosed copy allocation questionnaire. 

We would have expected you to serve a copy of your client's Defence to Counterclaim along with the 
allocation questionnaire. Having spoken with the court, it has confirmed that no Defence to Counterclaim 
appears to have been received. 

Would you please confirm whether a Defence to Counterclaim was filed with the allocation questionnaire and, 
if so, provide a copy to us by return`? 

Yours faithfully y

G RO 
ROWE CORE-

_'iz uas.}.i wsc .» ~3}e;14Smcet e Manch6n,", MS 3JF ° Tel S GRO Fa'r -ti 
GRO G RO email .  • W~]SSC~LS 9 eX T94 & i~1.tOfa`, ~._._._._._._._._._._._._. 

` . tr f 7 t. P 'f1 t -1 h IN L'e - M.k Plyr,anson . C2 I' Small » A Dc no son > B T Caghlam . J V Dws » A. F arley o . be • :1 'Ikylnr 
M.C. Lood-11 P J. Sp ontoa S. Ropra A. Curs,. » R.J. Myer - D yarn; . Id. Burns beso nitro, L.F. Swerbing > A.D. Ossnos• S.N Snttsn M. Mulls} Caesnitant: M.m florwic, M1 P 

.... .
~=„a.'G 

I.oaal[tn 
G;SMARRT%ABBEY,CA.4TLLToN\14S9P5 

A TE T TO D PE RCS 
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Denise Gammack 

From: cheryl.woodwat GRO 
Sent: 08 September 

2OU5_;1.1.,41._._._._._._._._._._, 

To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

I've just spoken to Anne Allaker who is going to contact you in relation to what paperwork they have found and 
what else they may or may not find. 

Her contact number is GRO _ _ if you need it. 

Please get back to me if need be. 

Thanks Cheryl . 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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7 September 2005 

The Court Manager 
Scarborough County Court 
Pavilion House 
Valley Bridge Road 
Scarborough 
North Yorkshire 
YOU 2JS 

Dear Sirs 

We act for the Claimant and Part 20 Defendant in the above matter. 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: -tl G,._F_aL,_.~._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._., 
._._._._._._._.__GRO _ r 

_ GRO
n1Pect:" GRO 
Our ref: 
DEG1/SJR2/348035.134 
Your ref: 

We enclose our client's Allocation Questionnaire for filing together with our cheque for £100 in favour of 
Hh1CS. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered In England and Wales number 0C311430, 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 6BJ. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1060435_1 
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7 September 2005 Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Rowe Cohen Solicitors Tel 
+. . . . .

.GRO 
1.4352 N1CR-1

GRO
_.____-_-_~ 

~._.~ ..; 
GRO ...._ 

Our ref:
DEG 1 / LA F 1/ 3 480 35.134 
Your ref: 
MDT. 113969 

Dear Sirs 

Your Client: Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Our Client: Post Office Limited 

We enclose a copy of our client's allocation questionnaire. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol 8S1 68]. VAT number 08143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce Is open for Inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1060651_1 
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Allocation questionnaire In the Scarborough County Court 

To be commnleted by, or on behalf of, 

Post Office Limited 5SZ00651 Claim No, 

who is [ [ ] ] [)OO [Claimant] XX 
Last date for filing 

5 September 2005 with court office 
in this claim 

Please read the notes on page five before completing the questionnaire. 

You should note the date by which it must be returned and the name of the court it should be 
returned to since this may be different from the court where proceedings were issued. 

If you have settled this claim (or if you settle it on a future date) and do not need to have it 
heard or tried, you must let the court know immediately. 

Have you sent a copy of this completed form to the other party(ies)? ❑x Yes ❑ No 

A Settlement 

Do you wish there to be a one month stay to attempt to settle the claim, either by El Yes ❑ No 
informal discussion or by alternative dispute resolution? 

B Location of trial 

Is there any reason why your claim needs to be heard at a particular court? ❑ Yes I!  No 

If Yes, say which court and why? 

Given the quantum of the counterclaim and issues involved the matter should be transferred to the High 
Court in London 

M Pre-action protocols 

If an approved pre-action protocol applies to this claim, complete Part 1 only. If not, complete Part 2 only. 
If you answer 'No' to question in either Part 1 or 2, please explain the reasons why on a separate sheet 
and attach it to this questionnaire. 

Part I The*I I protocol applies to this claim. 
+please say 
which 
protocol Have you complied with it? ❑ Yes ❑ No 
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Witnesses: , 

So far as you know at this stage, what witnesses of fact do you intend to call at the trial or final hearing 
including, if appropriate, yourself? 

Witness name 

See attached Sheet 

Experts 

Do you wish to use expert evidence at the trial or final hearing? 

Witness to which facts 

0 Yes ❑ No 

Have you already copied any experts ° report(s) to the L x lNone yet ❑ Yes ❑ No 
other party(ies)? obtained 

Do you consider the case suitable for a single joint expert in any field? 7 Yes ❑ No 

Please list any single joint experts you propose to use and any other experts you wish to rely on. Identify 
single joint experts with the initials'SJ' after their name(s). 

Expert's name 

To be confirmed 
Field of expertise (eg. orthopaedic surgeon, surveyor, engineer) 

operation of the Claimant's computer system 

Do you want your expert(s) to give evidence orally at the trial or final hearing? [Ii] i Yes ❑ No 

v . ua.J a~aovuu v. lay yvu uaaua vial GVlu-,11.0 lb 1l''.GJJa.y-

To explain the function of the computer system and its operation. 

2 continue over 
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H Other information 

Have .)u attached documents to this questionnaire? ❑ Yes Lx1 No 

Have you sent these documents to the other party(ies)? ❑ Yes ❑ No 

If Yes, when did they receive them? LII'
Do you intend to make any applications in the immediate future? ❑ Yes ❑ No 

If Yes, what for? 

In the space below, set out any other information you consider will help the judge to manage the claim. 

_._._._f_\-------------------- --------------- - - - •

Signed_. ._~ Date y September 2005 

XXXXX[Solicitor] [for the] [ [ ] 
[Claimant] [ [ X 

Please enter your firm's name, reference number and full postal address including (if appropriate) details 
of DX, fax or e-mail 

I I DX no. 18251 Plymouth 

Tel. no _._._._._._.GRO._._._._._ Postcode PL1 3AE a-mail 

Your reference no. <

4 
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If you have indicated a track which would not be the normal track for the claim, please give brief reasons 
for your choice 

If Yes, please give details 

Name Dates not available 
see attached sheet to be confirmed 

What is your estimate of your costs incurred to date? £2,000 

What do you estimate your overall costs are likely to be? £20,000-30,000

In substantial cases these questions should be answered in compliance with CPR Part 43 

3 
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Date: 
Your ref: 
O :f: 
Please ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax; 
E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Srzlic itnrc._. _._._.

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

6 September 2005 
DEG1/NJM1/348035.134
MDT. 113969 ' --

Mark Turner 

(_ uc

GRO  E

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We enclose a copy of our client's allocation questionnaire. 

Yours Iai1h1iully 

GRO 
ROWE COHEN 

Enc 

.Quav_Hnuze-J.-Iua Street • Manchester M3 3 E . Tel t GRO • pax~,_~, GRO r 3 
GRO I • Ema,l I ago .__ 1 Webeesic wwwrowecoFj corn L.............-.......I _: =-_._. _ ._._._._._.. 

Partners: SE. Cohen • 1. Rmve • D.J. Honvich - I.Y. Loom • MV Hymanson • G.P. Small • A. Demuson • R. I'. Coghlan • J.k Dwck • A Fadry • A. Sacks • A. 9hylor I~ 
M.CWhodall • RJ. Sprostan • S. Room • A. Curwrn • RJ. Myar • D. Wyro • H. Burns Associates: LE Swerling • A.D. Owens • SE Sutton • ̀ M- Mollov Consullant: M.T. Idonvich 

~
y
J
f

~ 
T/er.<firu,r on/fnN b,fOr f,n ,9a 

Also at London 
G:IMARKTIABBEYICASTLETON1000905 LETTER

I ETTT UT ~ PEOPLE 
RCE 
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S t~.•o 

Allocation questionnaire In the 
•y ~' Scarborough County Court 

To b~ fltd by, or on behalf of, 

Lee Castleton 
Claim No. 5 SZ 00651

Last date for filing 5 September 2005 
Who is  r i, r :ti, h P eIldant] with court office 
{ rl= f n this claim

Please read the notes on page five before completing the questionnaire. 

You should rote the date by which it must be returned and the name of the court it should be
returned to since this may be different from the court where the proceedings were issued. 

If you have settled this claim (or if you settle it on a future date) and do not need to have it heard
or tried, you must let the court know immediately 

Have you sent a copy of this completed form to the other par#y(ies)? © Yes ❑ No

A Settlement 
Do you wish there to be a one month stay to attempt to settle the claim, either by 12J Yes ❑ No 

informal discussion or by alternative dispute, resolution?

B Location of trial t; 
Is there any reason why,-your cairn needs to be heard at a particular court? Yes H No 4 

If'Ybs, say which court and why? t. 
Scarborough for the convenience of the Defendant.

) .r 
However, given the issues in dispute and the potential quantum of the counterclaim, the Defendant believes that the matter
should be transferred to Scarborough District Registry of the High Court. k "a 

fir'•}i 

. ii ! i...; {. ~: .. .R... .r a.zf ti 
 ~`I 

St i - - •
h 

.'tip 
~ y

... , , - .. ..aw.., .. . u. :Gi9 -.. ', ter. .;,  ,..,.  

r v.. it{t ,yt1 ui.1 4 i } S , , t -   S3 C Pre-action rotocol ~ Y t y ° y

I 4 k,i ft rc . t5 `C~ ^ $' a 4 rte vy$.3 r n t  t, >u+ r S jtiyn i y. 

If an approvccl prc action protocol applies to this cla n compl #e Part I If not, compl t art 2 only c 
If you answer No to the question in either Part l or 2, please explain the reasbn5 why on a uparate sheet' <<`, 
and attach it to this questionnaire. 

Part ,1 "I'he ________ 
 

protocol applies to this claim. ,} 
*please say

ht --h Have you complied with it 1 [J Yes L] No protocol 

-  
Part 2 No' pie -action protocol applies to; his claim.

13 .3 1 

IJave you exch g ari ed infonnalion (' andior documents c vidnce) e with the  tF'
) 

other party in order to assist in settling the claittt? 21 Yes (1 .;

N150 i41 tlon estronr~atrc ~ 4001 Pnnt~d A.Vf 
a °n~§(W+ OCwrrtaer+ce t x ± I . 
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D Case management information 

\Vnat amount of the claim is in dispute'? £ ALL 

AppiIc l9ns' 

Have you irnade'any application(s) in this claim? ❑ Yes . . (✓1 No 

If Yes, what for? For hearing on 

(e.g. sununary judgment, 
— — 

add another party), 

`Witnesses
• 

 •` 

So far as you'know'at_this stage, what witnesses of fact do you intend to call at the trial orfinal hearing 
including, if appropriate, yourself? 

Witness name Witness to which facts 

Lee Castleton Tne running of Marine Drive Post Office 
Lisa Castleton
Christine Train 

The Defendant also intends to call a number of other current and former sub-postmasters who have experienced similar 
difficulties with the Horizon computer system to those experienced by the Defendant. 

Do you wish to use expert evidence at the al Qt fi
fet 

lhet~ng? [2 Yes" LIJ No

c ` Ir's~~'' Co c ❑ Yes i .4+,~ ' ❑ No Have' dA.ready copied any experts' repor  `t N 

other prty( )a` ies '?

obtaneYt 
ined" " . 

Doyqu onstd~er the case suitable for a single joint expert 'any  ❑ Yes No

Ieasg, x any single joint experts you Propose to us and any other ;experts you wish to rely on. identify

szrrl ltimt experts with the initials SJ after their nazne(s).

• Expert's name Field of expertise (eg. orthopaedic surgeon, surveyor, engineer) 

Christopher Hine - Bentley Jennison Accountant 

Depending on the substance of the Claimant's Reply to Defence and Counterclaim, the Defendant also envisages the potential 
need for an expert to give evidence regarding the Horizon computer system, its operation and the scope for computer error giving 

• rise to apparent financial shortfalls. 

Do you Want ypur ;expeit(s) tq a +e 'evdene Qially t ate to Or fn a1 he~axu ~l [Z Ye C No 
- 9 ~ 7 `+~ 

e•c'Id k # ~" r _ t ,~ I 
l ha

If Yes ;.give.the.aeasgns:away you think oral evidence isr1 c scary 

:: . continue over uu ' 
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The Defendant has since before proceedings were issued sought the return of documents removed by the Claimant when the 
14 

` 
Defendant was suspended as sub-postmaster at Marine Drive Post Office. Some of those documents have been returned but 
others remain outstanding. Certain of those documents, most crucially the daily snapshot reports generated at the end of each 
day's business by the Defendant, are required to undertake a manual reconciliation of the cash account In order to substantiate 
the Defendant's belief that the apparent losses claimed by the Claimant are in fact explicable and are not in fact real losses but 
rather are attributable to computer error. 

If these documents are not produced - and the Claimant does not appear to contest their relevance or disclosability - an 
application for specific disclosure will be required. f r:t 

Following disclosure of these documents, the Defendant will need to amend his statement of case in order to more fully
• particularise both his Defence and his Counterclaim. The statement of case could not be pleaded more fully at the outset In the

• absence of the disclosure sought from the Claimant which was not provided.

The Defendant also envisages that he will wish to adduce evidence from a number of other sub-postmasters who have found Y1. 

themselves in dispute with the Claimant in similar circumstances. Time will be required to obtain statements from these
individuals, whichprocess is likely to be time-consuming given that they are located around the country. Accordingly, the
enclosed Defendant's draft directions provide for a more elongated time table than might otherwise by ordered by the court more
usually.

The position regarding expert evidence should become clearer following completion of disclosure. The Defendant would
respectfully suggest that detailed consideration of expert evidence issues, and the making of specific directions in that regard, be
held over to a case management conference to be convened following completion of disclosure and inspection. 

GRO 

i 
pp

Date 
6 September 2005

fax no. GRO___ 

DX no. 1 14352 MANCHESTER 1 

Tel no G RO Postcode M3 3JE e-mail [._._ _. GRO 1111 
• 

Your reference no. 1,11P-  '.

. .. < :i j: :•:~ . .. ,. .. .C~r4. ,..n ... .t. .. . ..~,$. , : h. .... ~ . ., ,; A. e4 rf. .~ 
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Notes for com.pieting an aH9cation questionnaire 
yk̀ ,1 S _ 

• If the inn is not sc`ticet, a judgc''must allocate it to an apprg `3aie cash management tick. To help=the
judge choose the most just and cost effective track, you must now completethe aufted giiesti. iriaire. 

• If you fail to ]r tti n the allocation questionnaire' by the date given, the judge may make an orddi.which leads 
to your cla rr 0 d e ce;l eing struck out, or hold an allocation hearing. If there is an allocation hearing the judge 
r ay order arayat ty1Who has not filed their questionnaire to pay, immediately, the costs of that hearing 

• Usc'ase arfesheet yfyou need m9re.,space for your answers marking, clearly which section the information;:` 
refers to You should write the claim number on it, and on any ether documents you send with your allocation 
questionnaire. Please ensure they;'afe firmly attached to it.

• The letters below refer to the sections of the questionnaire and tell you what nforrr_ation, is needed. 

:A Settlement appropriate to give when the claim is allocated to 

If you think that you, and the other- party may be able track. Permission imspiall?Glaims track cases will only 

to negotiate a settlement you should tick tkie.'Yes be given exceptionally

box. The court may order a stay, whether or not all Track

the other garties to the claim agree: You should still The basic guide by which, claims aie normally 

complete the rest of the que§tionnaire, even if you allocated do a track is the amount in dispute although

are r qu sting a. stay Where a s"tay is granted it will other factors such as the complexity of the case will 

be for kh 1al period of one month. You maya settle also be considered A leaflet available #ilom'the count 

p erther by tc ial discussion with the office explains the limits in greater detail. 

oheraty or bye lternattve dispute  q t l o1i Small Claims track i§putt valf* d at dot more than 
!'SDR covers a range of differex}t pr eesses Oc e  Y" 

.:.':.%:. ..: ,>. , • 4 X 4} xr it '', Y t i 9A 7 

a 

ifi 1 n he seti di putes. ,Mon m on tt Canis tho *i Ut r.
is l J* ices C nmmiss1onajea let Pe sonal r es ' td c ver 

::;, , leraaarue~~t~~e from the 19C ̀ leaflet line 
orie Q$ 4S 1j17Q 3 x © us4> ItrsreOair w here 

—:.....  ~ 
ieiiic epairs or other 

work exc~e s:£1,000 or any other 
t: hbG' irt:ca~ s; }usually heard at the Royal chum for dariages epee ds £ ,000 

C3pt t2 Jr 17, a or certain Civil Trial Centres Fast Past trick Disputes viilued. it nit than
o uiti brials may be dealt with 'at"a Civil ;Trial £5 ('01)  but nit more

eh  >r at thegt}rt Where the claim is pro ceding. Mul track. Disputes rve i £15  000 " ' xr•«„'z r
SrnalI claim cases .re usually heard at the court in
vylxi h y ae pioeeeduig Ortfpal hearing 

¢1 enter onI y tliQse dates when you, 
your rts) o  ssenti lntness(es)•will not be 

the co   u to <ihie to atte teourt or other 
commitment~' 

QS ,C ', t ; l$ ttling it rot s
,

:., :• _.: :. :. r.f ,,.:, ~,¢d ~•,t,., f4< F.Proposed directions ;* ..i..ry.
,A, ~ei} ~Wh?7*,.,I,•_~.•,iR;}' •:eS t W,ae+ " `~: .a; .,,Y+.. '. - `t,qp, r+ :lv.~ s , i:: 4~ 

t?g9e41sst1~ sshtllld,a ?e :oll@ 1 ~ r ' 
s T k  T w be appropriate to..be grveii for the';rit tIiF i • , a ,f. 

D O e ~'n nags l?inirt rmatiori chum Agreed directions on fast and mul*'i tack cass 
Applisailbnsr ~';ti '  ,  should be based on the forms of standard directions 

)1$ 'IS n pxt nt ,k1 ' to kt (  Vie set 'out in the practice direction to CPR Part 2$.arid 
"alfdy mad ijeto  tlt 1 t'they form P1'52. 
are for and wkt t 4yfll'be heard iT 4ut O e: G Costs 
of the applieatioi~~ y affect the case ma lent you , Only complete thus sectl~Qn if are solicitor and 
digections; the court gives. " ' have sug te1 the clag  nisj  suitable for allocation to 
Witnesses the fist or multi-track 
Remember to include yourself as a witness of fact, if 

H ,Other. lnformation 
you will be giving evidence. Answer the questions in this section. Decide if there 
Experts is any other information you consider will. help 
Oral or written epet evidence will only be allowed the judge to manage the "claim. Give details in the 
at the trial or 1nafliça1ing,with the court s permission space provided ret'er ing to any documents you have
Thq., ge will decide w i t permission it seems attached to, support'.wliat you are saying, 
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operation of the Horizon computer system, and the timing of service of expert accounting 

evidence, be deferred to a further case management conference to be listed following 

completion of disclosure. 

DATED 5 September 2005 

Served by Rowe Cohen of Quay House, Quay Street, Manchester M3 3JE (Ref, MDT. 113969) 

Solicitors for the Defendant 

F 
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Claim No. 5 SZ 00651 
IN THE SCARBOROUGH COUNTY COURT 

BETWEEN: 

POST OFFICE LIMITED 
Claimant 

and 

LEE CASTLETON 
Defendant 

DEFENDANT'S PROPOSED DIRECTIONS 

1. The claim be allocated to the multi-track and transferred to Scarborough District Registry 

of the High Court; 
c 

2. The Defendant shall be at liberty to serve a Reply to Defence to Counterclaim by 4pm on 

19 September 2005; 

3. Standard disclosure of documents by list to take place by 4pm on 30 September 2005, 

with inspection of documents to take place by 14 October 2005; 

4. Witness statements to be mutually exchanged by 4pm by 10 February 2006; 

5. The parties shall each have leave to call an expert accounting witness to deal with (a) 

whether a manual reconciliation of the daily snapshot reports and other documents 

produced by the Defendant in the court of running Marine Drive Post Office can explain --

the  apparent shortfalls claimed by the Claimant and (b) the quantum of the Defendant's 

counterclaim. 

6. Further directions regarding expert evidence, including the question of whether the 

parties shall have leave to adduce evidence from an expert witness dealing with the 

1 
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Oense Gammack ack 

From: cheryl.woodward GRO k 
Sent: 06 September 200512 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: DEG1/LAFI/348035.134 Marine Drive Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

Just to keep you up to date. 

I have contacted several people to find the whereabouts of all Marine Drive paperwork. At the moment its not 
clear who has it. 
I have been told Mr Castleton had copies of all paperwork before it left the office? 

Again I will let you know when I hear anything else. 

Cheryl. 

Forwarded by Cheryl Woodward/ e GRO p 06/09/2005 11:53 

Cheryl Woodward 
To: denise.gammack---._----._---GRO

26/08/2005 11:03 cc: ._._._._._._._._._._._._ 

Subject: DEG1/LAF1/348035.134 Marine Drive Lee 
Castleton 

Hi Denise 

I have finally received a response to the above and have been told to continue with the claim against Mr 
Castleton. I am trying to locate the whereabouts of all the paperwork which was removed from Marine Drive Po. I 
am on leave for 1wk after today and will get back to you on my return unless I have some further news before 
2pm. 

If you have any further queries next week please contact Paul Dann. 

Thanks Cheryl 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named. 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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From: cheryl.woodward GRO 
Sent: 26 August 2005 12:04 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: DEG1/LAFI/348035.134 Marine Drive Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

I have finally received a response to the above and have been told to continue with the claim against Mr 
Castleton. I am trying to locate the whereabouts of all the paperwork which was removed from Marine Drive Po. I 
am on leave for 1wk after today and will get back to you on my return unless I have some further news before 
2pm. 

If you have any further queries next week please contact Paul Dann. 

Thanks Cheryl 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Date: 17 August 2005 
Your ref: DEGI/348035.134 
Our re f• MDT.113969 
Pleas k for: Mark Turner__ __
Direct dial:
Direct fax 

GRO 1 -mail.   A 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client- Post Office Limited 

Thank you for your letter of 16 August. 

We confirm that a cheque for £1,300 was remitted to the court when filing the Defence and Counterclaim. We 
can only assume that the incoming post had not yet been processed at the time when you spoke with the Court. 
It is our experience that it can sometimes take a day or two for documents to be processed by the Court on 
receipt. 

In principle, we agree that the matter should probably be transferrd to the High Court and that a joint 
approach to the Court can be made. However, we see no obvious attraction in the matter being transferred to 
London given the distance from our client. 

A better solution would in our view be for the matter to be transferred to the nearest District Registry of the 
High Court. It would appear from the Court Directory in the White Book (Vol 2 para 11-5 on page 2556) 
that Scarborough has its own District Registry. If so, the most expedient way to proceed would simply be to 
request a transfer from the County Court to the High Court. 

We shall discuss this with our client and revert to you in due course. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO -'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-
ROWE CO HEN 

.-' 
Q3 »cr, M Q3 St t• P°#Qnthffi.t :M ."> E • TeE GRO • Fax —', GRO 

GRO GRO

Pseatesera SE. C shale L Rove DJ Hnrwi h r LN. L.c es M.V. F15---o CU!mAl •  D tt ,ion • B 3. Cusbi . f Y i) .S . A 3 i.'-- 1. 1. 9 j,c 
Sit S3f t • RJ S"- 5 Runn. • A. Ce,rw • RJ Mv U. ayro • N- F3e:rn, Auu+ W L.E 4cuerls.,x • AA). C'nvrau S.5 Saito ' M. hinikw Cnasuttaaze. M1 Hnrwnah

~Alan 
$ G:\MARKTS&BBENCASTLETON\IT0805 LETTER OND PEARCE 

INVESTOR IN PE(FPI.L; 
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liii 

From: cheryl.woodwarc._.,._,_._. GRO 
Sent: 17 August 2005 10:20 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

I've received Mr Castleton's defence this morning and passed it on. 

I have said we need to respond quickly but how long it will take I cannot say but will update you as soon as I can. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 

********************************************************************** 
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If any of this fax is missing or Illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: Mark Turner 

cc: 

From: Denise Gammack 

Direct:; 
GRO

Fax: +i,-•~•~.,.~,. .~....-.-.-.-.-

GRO 

Rowe Cohen Solicitors 

Our ref: DEG1/LAF1/348035.134 

Date: 16 August 2005 

Number of pages: 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PI-11 3AE 

Tel: -1 
V RO -Fax: i 

GRO 

Fax:! GRO 
Yourref: MDT.113969 

Confidentiality notice / 
IMPORTANT - The information in this fax Is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the Intended
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute its contents. Instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax.

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. qq~ 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 681. VAT number GB143 0282 07.
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for Inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com i Th 
1A_1051943_1 Ur IIIJJJ~~~
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16 August 2005 Bond Pearce LLP 

By Fax C7R0^~ 
_ 

& DX Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 

_...-._._._.-._...-._..._.-._._.-. Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: +
. . . . .

.GRO Fax: -+L...........
Rowe Cohen Solicitors 
14352 MCR 1 ---•-

.-GRO. . . . . . 
,-•--•-•-•...... 

4 _._.-._.__.-----.-.._GRO ._ 
Direct:

Our ref: 
DEG1/LAF1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
M DT.113969 

Dear Sirs 

Your Client: Mr L Castleton - Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Our Client: Post Office Limited 

Thank you for your letter dated 15 August 2005 attaching your client's Defence and counterclaim. We 
note that the Counterclaim is limited to a figure not exceeding £250,000. Has your client paid the 
appropriate court fee for this? We understand this to be £1,300. Please confirm. 

We are not sure that the Scarborough County Court will have jurisdiction to continue to deal with this 
Claim given the size of your client's alleged Counterclaim. Unless the Court is prepared to make an Order 
of its own volition we consider that a formal request should be made to transfer the matter to, say, 
London. We did telephone the Court today to try to clarify the point but were told that as yet, they have 
not received your client's Defence and Counterclaim. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BSi 683. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1051935_1 
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16 August 2005 

Cheryl Woodward 
Agents Debt Team 3 
First Floor East 
1 Future Walk 
Chesterfield 
S49 1PF 

Dear Cheryl 

Lee Castleton 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth P~LI. 3AE 

GRO 
Tel: ; 
Fax ~._._..._._ 

GRO 
_._._._..._._._ 

-.--.-.--.-.-.--.-.GRO ---------------- -
Dyirect 

Our ref:
DEG1/LAF1/348035.134 
Your ref: 

I refer to our telephone conversation of 16 August and attach a copy Defence and Counterclaim filed by Mr 
Castleton's solicitors. 

If anyone has any specific comments to make about anything in the document please let me know as soon 
as possible. I am sure that you will see that as far as they are concerned, Mr Castleton's solicitors are of 
the view that until they have received the disclosure they have requested they will simply deny everything 
until any disclosed evidence proves otherwise. 

I should be grateful if you could let me know the position in respect of disclosure as soon as possible. 

Yours sincerely 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 

Enclosures 

1. Defence & Counterclaim 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 136-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 68]. VAT number G5143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1051923_1 
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Date: 15 August 2005 
Your ref: DEGIINJMI/348035.134 
Our ref, MDT.1 13969 
Pleas k for: Mark. Turner 
Direct dial: Direct fax : 

------------------------------------------; 

GRO E-mail:. 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO • 
By Fax and DX 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client. Post Office Limited 

We enclose by way of service our client's Defence and Counterclaim. Please acknowledge receipt. 

Given that your client has not been able or willing to deal with our requests in relation to pre-action 
disclosure, the statement of case has had to be pleaded in outline. We shall amend it to more fully particularise 
our client's Defence and his Counterclaim against your client following completion of disclosure. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
RowgcouEN 

Enc 

Tr, GRO ) ° fist!'--------- RO -------- 
DX :4 2 CPI-1 Ers,a;. i  

. . 
GRO

 Y9ev>i[e ir .  u , .-. 

i Rc 1 , 
J Sp .eru S ....o m A. Cyr . o R 3 M ne D. asro c U. Mma AKans'satea. LF..S. Iiag A.U. Owen S.I Sumo M. 0.Sn33c, 4.miarm64a;a4. *A.T. Ho, v h 

;k1~4a of  x 
C MARKTIABSEYICASTLETON\1 SO8O3

3
FAR( F_ 

NVESTOR F;CTPI,I. aio
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15 4l '03 15 26 FAX GRO ROWECOH z 

)~E 

QUAY HOUSE, QUAYS r BEET, MANCHESTER.. M3 31E (DX 14352 MCR-1) 
Te[ep3 ame No: ---------------------I-------- -

Fax No'$: 
Claimant Dept; ) 
Def+~nr5e~tt DeY4; 

RO 

Coenmereiai Dept 
Conveyancing Dept: 

ROWE COHEN 
hP6sit : vammw roa ecalien,cam &c3LdCiT0Ta.S 

Fax 
. Denise G=1mmpck - 8and Pc arce Mark Turner 

Fax GRO Pa s. 

Phone; lute' 15105/05 

Re The Post dff ell,ee ( .cUeton CCt 

U Uett er Rev ew 11 Please Co e t 0 Pte -&e Reply CU Please 5eyc 

94 P.01 
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1 08 05 15:26 FAX GRO ROWECOHEN tao 

Date: 15 August 2005 
Ye rf DEGIINJlv11t348035.134 
Our .ef: 1M'1DT.113i 69 
Please ask for:Direct dial; G RO gCLtC TOA3 

L._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 
- ----- ------- ----- ---------- -

E 

GRO 
By Fax and DX 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — :urine Drive Post Office,Bridlington 
Your client.: Post Office Limited 

We enclose by way of service our client's Defence and. Counterclaim. Please aclm.owledg . receipt. 

Given that your client has not been able or willing to deal with our requests in relation to pre-action 
disclosure, the statement of case has had to be pleaded in outline. We shall amend it to more fully particularise 
our client's Defence and his Counterclaim against your client following completion of disclosure. 

Yours faithfully 

tZ rNause_ cI?IJYSiN~,K . Man _ t .M_ jE Tip GRO ---cI _._._._.GRO 

GRO Emal ~~+  GRO .--- , bsitewww.rCwOaehan,asm

(axecrw b alien b I Pala . 0 -. t.J. I.' Lew s 6d T{S3vtn:aaan • C.P. %,(At • A U6.6MA; . &T, CQW-n . iv owes - A. Sat1W - A. t A. - I.IW
4LC WMI kL B'zmm~e ~, do iocn L Cuywr~r rQ. M'  cr . 11 Aw" . Hh Uuma A..Oj44ei L.P. Swgrhnc. A'D. a—, ox,'u ;, - bt 9.k ky Coaovi a-t;:.1.' HarwsH 

) 

M ae I o aaoa 
c.NL.0.KrA~E 1 iCn Ti FTaN i~ 1s 

LF E P &ND VZAA C~ 

15-1UG-2005 5:25 0161 9347362 94' P. 02 
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I L1 [11] iI.TiI t.1h.JII M•I; 
Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton Matter no: 348035.134 

Attending: 

Name: Denise Gammack Location: N/A Date: 15 August 2005 

Start time: Units: 

DEG engaged in considering the defence from Roe Cohen Solicitors. Noting they are making 
a counterclaim of anything up to £250,000 and resolving to ask them to confirm whether 
they have paid the relevant fee for this, £1300, according to the new fees rules. 

Units: 2 
DEG 

1A_1051508_1 
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Denise Gammack 

From: cheryl.woodwarO------_._._-_-- Ro.--._._-_-_ 
Sent: 10 August 2005 11:10 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

I still have not received a response from higher Management to date. I've asked Paul to chase them again and will 
get back to you as soon as I hear anything. 

Sorry Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Page 1 of! 

Dc —;se Gammack 

From: Denise Gammack 

Sent: 10 August 2005 10:40 

To: 'cheryl.woodwarc.w._._._._.GRO._._._._._._ 

Subject: Lee Castleton 

Dear Cheryl, 

Thank for the email that I received this morning. 

Yesterday we received a telephone call from Mr Castleton's solicitors asking whether we had 
any more documents to disclose which would assist with his client's defence, otherwise he 
would only file one in short form pending further disclosure. As I have nothing else to give him 
at this stage he is going to file a short form of defence and I am sure that I can tell you what it 
will say (i.e. there were problems with Horizon and further full disclosure awaited). 

I look forward to hearing further from you once higher management have considered the 
position and formulated instructions for me. 

Regards 

Denise Gammack 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 
Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: l GRO _ 
Main office pone: . + _.

_.._._._.:._.
_GRO 

Fax: 4 ._._._, _ GRO
www. bondpearce.com 

10/08/2005 
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• 

Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton 

Attending: 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Denise Gammack Location: N/A Date: 10 August 2005 

Start time: Units: 

DEG considering an incoming update e-mail from Sheryl Woodward at Royal Mail. 

1 unit 

DEG then typing and sending her a reply. 

1 unit 

DEG 

1A_1049401_1 
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From: cheryl.woodwarc GRO_.__._._._._., 
Sent: 04 August 2005 15:09 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

Thanks for the letter from Mr Castleton's Solicitor. I have passed this on hoping to hurry things along. 

Paul Dann my Manager has also passed it on to his manager and we have our fingers crossed. 

Sorry Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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3 August 2005 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

_GRO_ —'— _--' ___.

Dear Sirs 

Thank you for your letter dated 26 July 2005. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: GRO 1 

.._._._._._._._._. GRO._._._._._._._._.. 

L--------
Direct: E --__-_GRO

Our ref: 
DEG 1/NJM 1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We note your comments in respect of specific disclosure. Our client is neither unable nor unwilling to 
address this point, rather they are in fact making every attempt to try to locate the documents you have 
requested. The nature of the defence that you plead is entirely a matter for you and the issue of 
disclosure will be dealt with when our client can confirm it has completed all its investigations in that 
respect. 

Our client is fully aware of all its duties in relation to its ongoing duty of disclosure in relation to all the 
issues in this claim. We have passed your comments about disclosure in relation to the Horizon Computer 
System to our clients. 

We shall revert to you again once we have received further instructions from our client. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 00311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Reddiff Street Bristol BS1 687. VAT number 05143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bandpearce.com 
1A_1046748_1 
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Iv' la McSherry 

From: Denise Gammack 

Sent: 03 August 2005 16:48 

To: cheryl.woodwarG GRO _ 

Subject: Lee Castleton 

Attachments: Scanned document <2 pages -151 KB> --03/08/2005 16:29:28; LETTER 1046748.DOC 

Dear Cheryl 

Thank you for your email earlier today confirming that there is no change in the current 
position. 

For your information I attach to this email a copy of the last letter I received from Mr 
Castleton's solicitors, Rowe Cohen, dated 26 July 2005. I also attach a copy of the reply I sent 
them today. You will see that Rowe Cohen are continuing to make their points in respect of 
disclosure and its potential effects on Mr Castleton's defence abundantly clear and are also 
referring to costs that will be incurred in amending their defence if they have to file that before 
the disclosure they have requested takes place. 

I appreciate that you yourself are awaiting responses from your manager and also his manager 
after that, but there is only going to be a certain number of times that I can tell Rowe Cohen I 
am waiting for instructions on disclosure before they decide to take more persuasive action, 
perhaps in the form of an application for costs. Please keep me informed with how 
investigations into the disclosure are proceeding at your end. As I explained earlier, if a 
decision is made to discontinue this claim, there will be a costs liability to Mr Castleton in 
respect of the fees incurred by Rowe Cohen to date. 

Please feel free to contact me to discuss anything arising from this email. Otherwise I look 
forward to hearing further from you in respect of disclosure. 

Yours sincerely 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 

03/08/2005 
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Denise Gammack 

From: cheryl.woodwar G RO
Sent: 03 August 2005 14:50 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

Had no luck receiving any further information today. Will try again tomorrow. Sorry! 

Cheryl 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Ds' 'se Gammack 

From: Denise Gammack 

Sent: 03 August 2005 09:14 

To: Sarah Bramall 

Subject: royal mail 

do you have a telephone number for cheryl woodward at royal mail? I already have her email 
address but not a phone number, if not just say, thanks 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 
Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: GRO 
Main office pone;;___ 

-

Fax:
_-----

www.bondpearce.com 

03/08/2005 
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From: Denise Gammack 

Sent: 29 July 2005 14:45 

To: 'cheryl.woodwap ----------------GRO 

Subject: Lee Castleton 

Dear Cheryl, 

I hope you had a nice time on leave. 

While you have been away I have received further correspondence from Mr Castleton's 
solicitors. I should be grateful if you would telephone me on GRO 5 as soon as 
possible so that we can discuss the progression of this matter ----------------------------

In particular I will need to know whether we have located the documents that they are 
requesting, namely those previously removed from the sub-post office after the investigation. 

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible, 

Denise Gammack 

Denise Gammack 
Sol icitor 
Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: I GRO 
Main office phone:
Fax: GRO

 

www. bzlnunua:rcuYcn_m-._._._._.

29/07/2005 
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Fax 
If any of this fax is missing or illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: Denise Gammack 

cc: 

From: Laura Branton 

DPreCt ._._._._.G RO 
~-.-.- 

Fax: I 

I._._._._._._._._._._._._. GRO._ _. ._._._._._._._._._... 

Post Office Ltd v Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise, 

BP 

Our ref: LRBI/348035.134 

Date : 26 July 2005 

Ti me: 

Number of pages: 

Please find attached a letter received from the Defendant's Solicitors. 

Many thanks 

G RO Sarah._.__. 

Confidentiality notice 
IMPORTANT ^^ The information in this fax is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute Its contents. Instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: ? 
V RD Fax: !

Fax: I GRO

Your ref: 

URGENT 

3c 
)4;i 

Bond Pearce LIP, a Limited Liability Partnership, Registered in En land and Wales number 00311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redciff Street Bristol BS1 661. VAT number G8143 0282 07. 
A list of Members is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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Date: 
Your ref: 
Our , --'f: 
Ple, ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax 
E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 
By DX and Fax 

Dear Sirs 

26 July 2005 
LRBI/348035.134 
MDT.113969 
Mark Turner 
----------- ------- ----- ----- - ... -.... - -, 

GRO 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We refer to your letter of 14 July. 

You have no reason to believe that we no longer act for our client. No Notice of Change of Solicitor has been 
served. Accordingly, we see no reason why you do not simply address any remarks arising from our client's 
approach to an employee of your client to us directly. 

For the complete avoidance of doubt, the mere fact that someone is an employee of your client does not place 
them "off limits" to either us or our client in terms of soliciting evidence from them. You will of course 
appreciate that there is no property in a witness. However, if your client's employees wish to respond via you, 
we are quite happy for you to convey their comments to us. 

When might we expect a response to our letter of 7 June regarding specific disclosure? We raised this issue 
with you at the very outset of this matter and yet you have still failed to produce the documents which we 
have requested. The extension of time for service of the Defence was specifically intended to allow you time 
to address our request and for the documents to be provided in good time for them to be considered in advance 
of a Defence being settled. 

The Defence is due by 15 August. This date is now rapidly approaching. It is imperative that we now hear 
substantively from you by return. If your client is unable or unwilling to address the points raised, we shall 
have no alternative but to plead a short-form Defence and to reserve the right to re-plead it in more detail in 
due course as and when the documents in question have to be disclosed as part of the usual disclosure process. 

We place you on notice now that we shall look to your client to meet the costs of and occasioned by such 
amendments on the basis that they are necessary solely as a result of your client's failure to comply with the 
overriding objective and to exchange information and documentation before the issue of proceedings. 

We further place you on notice that we shall expect your client to disclose any internal documents in its 
possession or control which relate to existing problems with the Horizon computer system raised by other sub-
postmasters. 

Our client is aware that your client is pursuing a number of other postmasters in circumstances similar to that 
of this case, namely where there are apparent shortfalls in takings but where the postmaster in question is 
adamant that the computer system is at fault. We are also aware that there are cases similar to this where your 
client has proceeded towards trial only to settle late on in the proceedings, having to pay compensation to the 
postmasters in questions together with their legal costs. 

ay 1_louse Quay Street , Msanchester M3 3JE >f Ti 11 _ _ _ G RO - Fax 3;._._.,_ GRO_,_

GRO iFinail lavi  GRO  _ ._ Website we•.aroaecoi:en., u,,

Part s. S.E. C h , I. Rov DJ. If F I N. 7. '4r.' I-ym ,on , G R Srna. J 1. lh .A A. I+. 4 S . L t, ikylor

M C.Wood,l4 R.J. Sprosto S ELc¢r A. C .rrv..,rx r k J M.•er - D. i'syra II. Earns .Ass,aciates. L.F. Awerldnr, AL). CS v 1• S.E Suit,., - hi. NVA y C.n 31—t• M T Horwictr. 
V 

r, n„~; is reg:<Farrcr hir'r- t,u:u 5uc~.,t:. m^ti~~ 
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Further, our client has been informed that your client is already aware that there have been previous instances 

whe--- the Horizon system has been shown to be susceptible to external influences (such as, for instance, 

sub. variations in electricity supply, or the effect of passing trains) leading to apparent errors when the 

balancing process takes place. 

The key to our client's Defence to this claim will be that the computer system is at fault rather than any 

negligence on his part. That being the case, it is self-evident that any documents falling into this category must 

be relevant and therefore must be disclosed. If they not disclosed, we shall pursue the appropriate application 

(which will also address any issues raised in our previous correspondence dealing with disclosure which have 

not been resolved by that point). 

We would invite you to confirm to us as a matter of urgency: 

(a) when you will be able to respond substantively to our letter of 7 June and to provide the documents 
requested; 

(b) that you accept that documents relating to other claims where faults have been either found to exist in the 
Horizon system, or where a postmaster has raised the assertion that faults are to blame, will be disclosed 
in due course; and 

(c) depending on your response to (a) above, whether you are prepared to make a joint approach to the court 
regarding a further extension of time or whether we shall have no alternative but to serve an abbreviated 
Defence which will be more fully particularised following disclosure. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

r_~01t»>.rc. _f_aitl~}'i allu 

G RO 
ROWE C IHEN 

G.\MARKT\ABBE'ACASTLETON\260705 LETTER TO BOND PEARCE 
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Fax 
€9 onl of this rrax Is mlcsk^g ~r Ille itala. 
olel3se weoh,"C the nmber pei0yr 

Tr GRO F U1

LiLL1 
Ballard House 
Wt tt Hoe Road 
Plymouth PU 3AE 
7l , ._._._._._• 

GRO 
GRO

To: Denise Gaamr tack ap Faxi GRO 
cc: Your ref: 

Fror3: Laura Branton Our ref; LR8i/348035.134 

Oireetl'-'-'-° 

G 
RO"~ Date . 26 July 2005 

Time; 

GRO ~i Number of pages- lRGE " 

Post Office Ltd .v Lee Castletur~ 

Hi Denise, 

Please find attethed a letter received from the Defendants .SoUcitors. 

Many thanks 

O ._._._.__.

. . 

GR
Sarah 

Co don Hal9ty troika 
:MFOS.T f T - The InforMatian In MtS f X !3 C0nr ePttl63 and ma`/ bt tegalty QrMleged. If you b@ Mae £P+r? ,i1tfl 
re;[lFlerit, plcocc do rot uce, dls4o5e, Copy or distribute its contenm. Instead. pi09lt notify the Smarr ae soon 

. oossInto and deatrdyt h•'rdx.. 

Bond Pearce Lin. a Limited uablllty Partnership. ReOntBved .n land and wales number OC3i1930. 
Pesastsred olhee., 9rietol Uri3oa !•rouse 199.141 kedCtlffStreet BrfStcr OSI GB). VAT number GBSe 0292 07... 
,a tldC o mbl Id Jbmaabty trom our. raQletered ornde, kequlated by Ue Law sbelety. 

26—JUL-2 5 16:2 'GRO 

1 c. . 
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QUAY HOUSE, QU, ° STRifT, MANCNE$ PEfd, M3 3E (D 14352 Mr-R.1) 
Telephone W. 

ooa~mer#a100 ; 
Conveyan6oq Dept 

ACTION n 

.y G 

oa 
s • 

Lam8 l ton - Bond Pa BP.e '' T a r* Tumor.
rr

gym: GRO 

Date, 26107105 
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{ 
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P.a3 

Date: 20.ludy 2005 
Your ref ;I lr34go3S.l34 

€ar ref; T.113969 
.release aslr for, ,. . - - -.- .... ..... ... ..... 
Direct dial; 

G R O entail:. 

.Bend ,sauce 

solicitors 

By DX and Fax 

Dear Sirs 

our client; Mr L Caatetoa.e, Maus Drive' Post Oftice, lirldlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We refer to your letter of 14 July. 

You have rio rein to believe that we zzrs ion act for our cheat. No Notice of Change of Solicitor has been_.. 
served. Accordingly, we see no reason why you do not simply address any remarks avising from ow client's 
approach to an employee of your client to us directly. 

For the complete a avoidance of doubt, the mere fact that someone is an employee of your sliest does ,trot place 
them "off limits" :o either us or our client in terms of soliciting evidence from than:. You will of course 
appreciate that there is no property in a witness. However, i£your client's employees wish to respond v a you, 
we are quite happy for you. to convey their comments to us. 

When might we expect a reaponae to our letter of 7 :lone regarding specific disciosure7 We raised this issue 
with you at the very outset of this matter and yet you. have still failed to produce the documents is which we 
have requested. The extension of tune for service of the Defence was specifically ime ded. to allow you time 
to address our request and for the documents to be provided in good time for them to be considered in advance 
of a Defence being settled. 

The Defence is due by 15 August This, date is new rapidly approaching. It is imperative that we now stmt' 
substantively from you. by return. If your client is unable or unwilling to address the poiazs taised, we shall 
have no at emative but to plead a short form Defence and to reserve the right so ro.plcad it in more detail in 
due course as and when the documents in question hi to be disclosed as pan of thi tried disclosure Process. 

We place you on notice now that we shall look 'to your client to meet the costs of and oceastorith by such 
amendments on the lsaais that they are necessary solely as a result of your client's failure to comply with the 
overriding objective and to exchange i tfontsation and documentation before the issue of proc 

We further place you on notice drat we shall expect: your client to disclose any internal documents in its 
possession or control which relate to existing problems wade the .Horizon computer system reined by other sub -
postxarastz . 

I: 

Our client is aware th, ..t Yom client is pursuing a cumber of other posers in circumstances similar to that 
of this see, riarnely wi'cre tic am apparent shortfalls in takings but where the poennaster in question is 
adamant that the computer system is at fault. We are also aware that there are cases similar to this where YOUS
client has proceeded towards trial only to settle late an in the proceedings, having to pay compcnaatin. to t 
postrauste ra in questions together with their legal costs. 

~._._,-~ GR9 _ _j < F . ^ GRO

GRO a 4.1 -- -CRo  ,ems .r •t~ „E 
• L Dawn' AS i - in& : ^ a.- .

il..C, • Ad 8pa+>+Mte. - a erase - q. cew,, • .j. Yrtgrr . iJ. yN.. - u w,,..,, ~swawa+w: a_' r.*'.„,~ • n.i•., q»,ec,.. 't..? 3rllan . 6c s'11+R' C .-'—. ¶,r ,,,A, 

ffie.R....~ m..~nadra+~.Pivu 7 iA14q 

AL- e~4 LamaDa,e- 

TOTAL P.03 
GRO 
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QUAY HOUSE, QUA STREET, MANCHESTER. M3 WE (DX 14352 MGR>I) 
Telep on No.

ctaafn 

 r------- ---- --- -- ---- ------- ; 

Fax No's;- Dept 
~ee~d t Delta Defndan GRO Commercial Dept P 
Conveyancing Dept ' 
e-snail, 

' 

., 
Website. w.a ro"colian corfl 5 O L€ C& T C A 9 

Fax 
To: Laura Branton - Bond Pearce From. Mark Turner 

Fax: GR0 B ; 3 

Phe 26/07/05 
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Date. 2 July 2005 
ref 1 l1348035.134 

O. ref I TA13969 
Please ask for, Merle Turner 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax: --------- --- - ------------- ------------- -----

G RO E-mail> 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 
By DX and Fax 

Dear Sirs 

Our c :entx Mr L astleton —Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Dated 

We refer to your letter of 14 July. 

You have no reason to believe that we no longer act for our client. No Notice of Change of Solicitor has been 
served. Accordingly, we see no reason why you do not simply address any remarks arising from our client's 
approach to an employee of your client to us directly. 

For the complete avoidance of doubt, the mere fact that someone is an employee of your client does not place 
them "off limits" to either us or our client in terms of soliciting evidence from them. You will of course 
appreciate that there is no property in a witness, However, if your client's employees wish to respond via you 
we are quite happy for you to convey their comments to us. 

When might we expect a response to our letter of 7 June regarding specific disclosure? We raised this issue 
with you at the very outset of this matter and yet you have still failed to produce the documents which we 
have requested_ The extension of time for service of the Defence was specifically intended to allow you time 
to address our request and for the documents to be provided in good time for them to be considered in advance 
of a Defence being settled. 

The Defence is due by 15 August. This date is now rapidly approaching. It is imperative that we now bears 
substantively from you by return. If your client is unable or unwilling to address the points raised, we shall 
have no alternative but to plead a shore foun Defence and to reserve the right to Te plead it in more detail in 
due course as and when the documents in question have to be disclosed as part of the usual disclosure process. 

We place you on notice now that we shall look to your client to meet the costs of and occasioned by such 
amendments on the basis that they are necessary solely as a result of your client's failure to comply with the 
overriding objective and to exchange information and documentation before the issue of proceedings. 

We further place you on notice that we shall expect your client to disclose any internal documents in its 
possession or control which relate to existing problems with the Horizon computer system raised by other sub- 
postmasters. 

Our client is aware that your client is pursuing a number of other postmasters in circumstances similar to that 
of this case, namely t i-e there are apparent shortfalls in takings but where the postmaster in question is 
adamant that the computer- system is at fault. We are also aware that there are cases similar to this where your 
client has proceeded towards trial only to settle late on in the proceedings, having to pay compensation to the 
postmasters in questions together with their legal costs. 

aai. H4uae-a .SLR Svw - naochemer; M3 3}E - TO ti_._,_—. GRO._._._._ Fm G RO 
GRO ; Emae la F' GRO Barite x:roaasaeohen.com 

PerB -- $.V Nhdd Y Anwe .~D7 Vona 5 • ~ .N L-A, - ILV Tlpmao no  > 01 Smell - A. Ikr+uemt - Si Cathl- a i.V. Dwek r !r_ t'Brl y a n $aeks r A 155
kR.C.WmdxQ - RJ. S rm n • S. io u i A. C,, -*rn *EJ. m?,.. 1) rhyN . rd w AMaaeiaflaa- :w .4 p . Ndi. Q tc > 5-5 S S n > 55 4 5 5 c.w Iuw BAIT tr;~usuYi 
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er, our client has been informed that your client is already aware that there have been previous instances 

where the Horizon system has been shown to be susceptible to external influences (such as, for instance, 
subtle variations in electricity supply, or the effect of passing trains) leading to apparent errors when the 
balancing process takes place. 

The key to our client' Defence to this claim will be that the computer system is at fault rather than any 
negligence on his pare.Thet being the case, it is self evident that any documents falling into this category must 
be relevant and therefore must be disclosed, if they not disclosed, we shall pursue the appropriate application 
(which will also address any issues raised in our previous correspondence dealing with disclosure which have 
not been resolved by that point). 

We would invite you to confirm to us as a matter of urgency: 

(a) when you will bey; able to respond substantively to our letter of 7 June and to provide the documents 
requested; 

(b) that you accept that documents relating to other claims where faults have been either found to exist in the 
Horizon system, of where a postmaster has raised the assertion that faults are to blame, will be disclosed 
in due cou.Ase, and: 1

(c) depending on your response to (a) above, whether you are prepared to make a joint approach to the court 
regarding a forth extension of time or whether we shall have no alternative but to serve an abbreviated 
Defence which will be more fully particularised following disclosure. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

• - fil°afttiy
GRO 

. coN 
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Denise Gammack 

From: cheryl.woodwar&  
__._ _.cRo_._ 

_ _ 

_._ _. 

Sent: 15 July 2005 13:26 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Cheryl Woodward/e/POSTOFFICE is out of the office. 

I will be out of the office starting 15/07/2005 and will not return until 01/08/2005. 

I will be out of the office from 2pm 15.07.05 and will return on 01.08.05. 
Please contact Martyn Mitchell, Andy Pearson or Pat Davies with anything urgent. Thank You. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Denise Gammack 

From: cheryl.woodward GRO 
Sent: 15 July 2005 12:l-----------------------------------
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

I still have had no joy retrieving Mr Castletons file. I have made Paul aware you are awaiting our reply. 

I am on leave for the next two weeks and if I still haven't heard anything before I leave I will tell Paul to contact 
you himself and if you have any problem with this case Paul Dann should be able to help. 

Thanks Cheryl . 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Denise Gammack 

From: cheryl.woodwart GRO 
Sent: 14 July 2005 11:2[; 

_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 

To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: 

Lee 

Castleton 

Hi Denise 

Paul and I are chasing the file, unfortunately Jennifer is always tied up. 
Paul is going to see what she has to say when she's available today. 

Will respond as soon as I know what's happening. 

Sorry Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
***sic**%e***************>K***********>k*************%k****************>K**** 
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From: Laura Branton 
Sent: 14 July 2005„ LZ4._..._._._._._._._._._._.. 
To: andy.bayfielc GRO 
Cc: Denise Gamr`hack--'-----------------'-'---.
Subject: RE: Response to flagcase KJG 141/05 Mr Lee Castleton 

Dear Andy 

Further to the e-mail below, please note that m_ y colleague Denise Gammack is now actually dealing with this file. 
Her e-mail address is _.GRo.___. I am very willing to assist with queries in Denise's 
absence but I thought I should let you know that will be on annual leave from Thursday 21st July to Friday 5th 
August 2005. 

Denise will be contacting you separately in connection with this matter. 

Kind regards. 

-----Original Message=----
From: andy.bayfielc _ _ GRO
Sent: 14 July 2005 10:23 
To: alan.rodge(------*_....-  GRO - katy.gillor_.-..._-..._ Ro-...__._._._k 
Cc: Laura Branton' - ----
Subject: Response to flagcase KJG 141/05 Mr Lee Castleton 

Alan 

can you please send out today 

(See attached file: Mr L Castleton response 2 14.7.2005.doc) 

Katy 

this matter is currently in the hands of our solicitors so any further correspondence received in this matter must 
be dealt with by them, via Laura Branton at Bond Pearce solicitors ( via their Plymouth branch

Andy 

Area Service Manager Scotland & North England Post Office Ltd Operations 

Area Office Cumbernauld 
5-7 Clyde walk 
Cumbernauld 
G67 1BN 

Postline: LIW, STD Phone: GRO Fax: GRO •VoiceMail: 
GRO ), 

Mobex: GRO Mobile:  CRo_._._._. _ Externa1 email GRO

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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From: Laura Branton 
Sent: 14 July 2005 11:04 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: FW: Response to flagcase KJG 141105 Mr Lee Castleton 

Attachments: Mr L Castleton response 2 14.7.2005.doc 

1E
Mr L Castleton 

response 2 14.7... 
Hi D, for your file. Would you rather update Andy to confirm that you are point of contact in view 

of my imminent holiday? (:-D) 

-----Original Message----.-.-.--.-. -.-.-.-.-.-.--.-.--.-.-.--.-.--.-.---.-.--.-.--, 
From: andy.bayfielt GRO 
Sent: 14 July 2005 

`Tt7`.23_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._ 

To: alan.rodgerl"•_._._._._._.cRo katy.gillonf""•"'"'"'"'"'GRO 
_._._.__._I 

Cc: Laura Branton
 L._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 

Subject: Response to flagcase KJG 141/05 Mr Lee Castleton 

Alan 

can you please send out today 

(See attached file: Mr L Castleton response 2 14.7.2005.doc) 

Katy 

this matter is currently in the hands of our solicitors so any further correspondence received in this matter must 
be dealt with by them, via Laura Branton at Bond Pearce solicitors ( via their Plymouth branch

Andy 

Area Service Manager Scotland & North England Post Office Ltd Operations 

Area Office Cumbernauld 
5-7 Clyde walk 
Cumbernauld 
G67 1BN 

,Postl.Ln.e:._LJW, STD P_ktone. ._._._._._. GRO I Fax: i._._._._._._cRo----------- 1 VoiceMail 
~._._.GRO y Mobex:`._._._. GRO ._._._.s, 1Wotile  GRO External Email: andy bayfieli GRO 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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From: Denise Gammack 
Sent: 14 July 2005 11:01 
To: 'cheryl.woodwari------------GRO 
Subject: RE: Lee 

Castleto`'n--_.-.-._.-._._._.-._._._._._._._._.. 

Thanks Cheryl. Look forward to hearing from you again soon. 

Denise 

-----Original Message---- ---------------------------------------------------------- ---- --------------------- -; 
From: cheryl.woodwardi GRO 
Sent: 14 July 2005 11: ._..._._._._._..._._._._._..._._._._._._._._._..._._..._._..._._..._._..._._._..._._..._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 

To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Paul and I are chasing the file, unfortunately Jennifer is always tied up. 
Paul is going to see what she has to say when she's available today. 

Will respond as soon as I know what 's happening. 

Sorry Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Mali 

GRO Fax. 
Mobile;._._._._._._._._._ . ._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 
~vww~bond ea.rce.com

14/07/2005 
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Dr se Gammack 

From: Julia Lewis 

Sent: 14 July 2005 10:28 

To: Denise Gammack 

Subject: Message 

Giles Bingley has just rung - please could you confirm that you have received the documents 
and that they are on their way to Bristol, and that you are still in line for a Court hearing in 
August. 

Please ring GRQ 

14/07/2005 
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From: Laura Branton 
Sent: 14 July 2005 09:25 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: FW: Letter to Mr Lee Castleton re pending civil court case 

Attachments: Mr Lee Castleton Marine Parade 14.7.2005.doc 

1E
Mr Lee Castleton 
Marine Parade,.. 

Previous e-mail refers. Thanks D : 

-----Original MessagP-:=::-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-•-- 
From: andy.bayfiel ._._._._._._._._._._._.-.-.-.-.- .-.-.-.-.-._._GRO W  yl 
Sent: 13 July 2005 18:27 
To: Laura Branton 
Subject: Letter to Mr Lee Castleton re pending civil court case 

Laura 

thanks for advice earlier today, please see attached and feel free to make any amendments that you believe are 
proper 

(See attached file: Mr Lee Castleton Marine Parade 14,7.2005.doc) 

Andy 

Area Service Manager Scotland & North England Post Office Ltd Operations 

Area Office Cumbernauld 
5-7 Clyde walk 
Cumbernauld 
G67 1BN 

Postline: LIW, STD Phone: GRO _. Fax__._,_._._,_GRO 1 VoiceMail;-._._._._._._ .... . . . . . . ........................... 
_._._._.ORo_ Mobex: _. GRO v Mobile GRO External Email ; GRO

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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DF ;se Gammack 

From: Laura Branton 

Sent: 14 July 2005 09:26 

To: Denise Gammack 

Subject: RE: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Yes, Mr C contacted him direct. Andy has e-mailed the letter and I will forward to you under 
separate cover. 

Cheers, L 

From: Denise Gammack 
Sent: 14 July 2005 08:35 
To: Laura Branton 
Subject: RE: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Is he saying he has been contacted direct by Mr Castleton and not Mr Castleton's solicitors? 
Now that proceedings have been issued we need to avoid dealing with him direct (I think his 
solicitor may still be on honeymoon at the moment). 

I'll ring Andy this morning but when you get his email send it to me anyway. 

thanks 

C 

From: Laura Branton 
Sent: 13 July 2005 16:10 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: FW: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Hi Denise 

Further to the e-mail below, Andy called back again because he wanted to deal with this matter 
urgently. He's advised Mr C has contacted him and asked for him to be a witness in connection 
with the Horizon system. Mr C stating he didn't want to send anything which would damage 
our case and I suggested that he should e-mail his proposed response to me so that I could ask 
you to check it. Hope that's OK. 

From: Laura Branton 
Sent: 13 July 2005 15:20 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Dear Denise 

Andy Bayfield at PO has called GR- ;and is dealing with other matters relating to Mr 
C (he didn't specify but I assunrc rccrocrrcx,~c investigation side of things?) 

He's asked that you call to provide him with an update on this matter. 

Many thanks, Laura. 

14/07/2005 
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Laur Branton 
Para jal Supervisor 
Bond
DDI: rt ._..._ GRO 

Main Office phone + GRO 
FaxH GRO I
WWW DOITC-pedrC'e c rn._.__._--i 

14/07/2005 
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D= "se Gammack 

From: Denise Gammack 

Sent: 14 July 2005 09:52 

To: °cheryl.woodward GRO 
Subject: Lee Castleton 

Dear Cheryl, 

I should be grateful if you would let me know what is happening at your end in relation to this 
file. Has Paul had a response yet at his end? 

I am not sure exactly what enquiries are being made at your end but if they relate to locating 
the papers that Mr Castleton has been chasing perhaps you could confirm how that is going. 

If there is anything that I can do to help please let me know. 

Regards 

Denise 
Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 
Bond Pearce - LLP 

----- --- - 

, 

D DI : l._._._._._.l_._.,._
Main office
Fax: GRO 
wwwondpea rce=coi i 

_._._._._._._.. 

14/07/2005 
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Dr se Gammack 

From: Laura Branton 

Sent: 13 July 2005 15:20 

To: Denise Gammack 

Subject: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Dear Denise 

Andy Bayfield at PO has called GRO - and is dealing with other matters relating to Mr 
C (he didn't specify but I assume it could be the investigation side of things?) 

He's asked that you cal l to provide him with an update on this matter. 

Many thanks, Laura. 

Laura Branton 
Paralegal Supervisor 
Bond
DDI: 
Main Office phone; GRO 
Fax: --.-.-.---.--GRO 

-
www.voTrauerme:co Tr 

14/07/2005 
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Dr -se Gammack 

From: Laura Branton 

Sent: 13 July 2005 16:10 

To: Denise Gammack 

Subject: FW: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Hi Denise 

Further to the e-mail below, Andy called back again because he wanted to deal with this matter 
urgently. He's advised Mr C has contacted him and asked for him to be a witness in connection 
with the Horizon system. Mr C stating he didn't want to send anything which would damage 
our case and I suggested that he should e-mail his proposed response to me so that I could ask 
you to check it. Hope that's OK. 

From: Laura Branton 
Sent: 13 July 2005 15:20 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Dear Denise 

Andy Bayfield at PO has called I GRO_ - and is dealing with other matters relating to Mr 
C (he didn't specify but I assume it could be the investigation side of things?) 

He's asked that you call to provide him with an update on this matter. 

Many thanks, Laura. 

Laura Branton 
Paralegal Supervisor

DDI: GRO 

Fax: GRO 
4vww.bond pe arce.com 

14/07/2005 
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D' se Gammack 

From: Denise Gammack 

Sent: 14 July 2005 08:35 

To: Laura Branton 

Subject: RE: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Is he saying he has been contacted direct by Mr Castleton and not Mr Castleton's solicitors? 
Now that proceedings have been issued we need to avoid dealing with him direct (I think his 
solicitor may still be on honeymoon at the moment). 

I'll ring Andy this morning but when you get his email send it to me anyway. 

thanks 

From: Laura Branton 
Sent: 13 July 2005 16:10 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: FW: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Hi Denise 

Further to the e-mail below, Andy called back again because he wanted to deal with this matter 
urgently. He's advised Mr C has contacted him and asked for him to be a witness in connection 
with the Horizon system. Mr C stating he didn't want to send anything which would damage 
our case and I suggested that he should e-mail his proposed response to me so that I could ask 
you to check it. Hope that's OK. 

From: Laura Branton 
Sent: 13 July 2005 15:20 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: Post Office -v- Lee Castleton (348035.134) 

Dear Denise 

Andy Bayfield at PO has called ._._._._._.GRO. . . . . and is dealing with other matters relating to Mr 
C (he didn't specify but I assume it could be the investigation side of things?) 

He's asked that you call to provide him with an update on this matter. 

Many thanks, Laura. 

Laura Branton 
Paralegal Supervisor 
Bond Pearce LLP 
DDI: GRO --
Main {_f_i`_i_ce__pTlone_: I GRO
Fax: GRO 
www bondpearce corn 

14/07/2005 
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4 July 2nns-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.- -. - 
By Fax;._. ._._._._.GRO_._._._._. .k Post 

Rowe Cohen 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

We refer to our previous correspondence dated 4 July 2005. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: I G RO
--------GRO

GRO 
------I--.---.. -

Direct' ~  G RO

Our ref: 
DEG 1/SJR2/345035.134 

Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We are aware that your fee-earner directly dealing with this matter is out of the office until 21 July 2005. 
In the meantime we have been contacted by our client who informs us that your client has been 
contacting them direct in relation to potential witness evidence. 

In accordance with the terms of Principle 19.02 of the Guide to the Professional Conduct of Solicitors we 
shall not respond to your client direct, unless you can confirm that you are no longer instructed by your 
client in this matter. 

We look forward to hearing from you shortly. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 6B3. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for Inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1037405_1 
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4 July 2005 
By DX Only 

Rowe Cohen 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

Thank you for your correspondence dated 22 June 2005. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: 
GR F~X' I 

GRO 

GRO Ii
Direct i 

Our ref: 
DEG1/LJP1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

Please find enclosed a further copy of our previous correspondence dated 8 June, with copies of it's 
enclosures. 

We are taking our client's instructions in response to your previous correspondence dated 7 June and shall 
revert to you further on that once we have received those. 

We look forward to receiving a copy of your client's Defence. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered In England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141. Reddiff Street Bristol BS1 6B1. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
1A_1032634_1 
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From: Denise Gammack 
Sent: 27 June 2005 11:118._._ .... ._._._._._._._._._._._._.-
To: 'cheryl.woodwar GRO 
Subject: RE: Lee Castleton 

Hi Cheryl, 

Thanks for letting me know. In the meantime the extension to the deadline for filing the defence has been 
agreed so we will see that in early August. 

I look forward to hearing from you further, 

Denise 

-----Original Message--r==.-.-.-.-.-.-•-.-.-•-.-.-.-.-.-.-•-.-.-.-.-.-.-•-•-•-•--
GRO 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .-., 
From: cheryl.woodwarc~._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.1 
Sent: 27 June 2005 11:05 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: RE: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

Just to keep you up to date Paul has passed this case onto his Manager Jennifer Robson who in turn is awaiting a 
reply from some body else. Will get back to you as soon as possible. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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From: cher l.woodwar_ GRO 

Sent: 27 June 2005 11:05 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: RE: Lee Castleton 

Hi Denise 

Just to keep you up to date Paul has passed this case onto his Manager Jennifer Robson who in turn is awaiting a 
reply from some body else. Will get back to you as soon as possible. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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Date: 22 June 2005
Yourref: 
Our --f: 

LRB1/348035.134 
MDT.113969 

Ple4 isk for: -Mark_Turner.----------------------------- 
l

' 
Direct dial: Direct fax i €   d Rowe   g{ EN 

i zJciaoRs 
E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 
DX 8251 
PLYMOUTH 

Dear Sirs 

Our client. Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

Thank you for confirming the extension of time in respect of service of our client's Defence. We shall confirm 
the position to the court as required by CPR Part 15.5. 

We note the reference in your letter of 9 June to a letter sent to us dated 8 June enclosing the missing 
documents in respect of Weeks 51 and 52. That letter does not appear to have been received — we can only 
assume that it has gone astray in the DX system. Could you please provide a further copy of it, together with 
enclosures? 

Can you please tell us when we might expect a substantive response to our letter of 7 June? It is now over two 
weeks since it was sent and we have still not heard from you in relation to the points raised in it. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 

Quay Hour e e Quay Street ,< Manchester M3 3JF. - Tel '__._ GRO 30 • Fax `. _ _. G RO ._ 
DX 14352 MCR-I a Email lay,'-'-- -- ORO

-.
_-_.--" Websitevry w.rowecahen.com 

---.----------- 

Pee ra: S.E. Cohen • I. Rowe. - D.J. He.rwirh - I . I.ewiee - MV I-.lynu:eoo v O.R Small < A Denniaoe. > lI T Coghlan - J.6' Owek a A. Farley + A Saeka d A.'ikylor 8e
M.CWoodall • R.J. Sproston . S. Room • A. Cu-- - R.J. Slyer - D. Vo}eo < H. Surer Aaaaoites: L.F. Severing a AD. Gwcnc • S.P. Sutton e M. ,1'IoSey Cewurrltsop MT. Horwirh $ 

fh is r wioae:'. F: aSe l,r.:v.Snci~.ry, v'1 -i,~;

Also at London 
Cs.-.1RSAPKJ ,ABBEY~CAsTLETON\22060 ~T $ CARCE 
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Denise Gammack 

From: Sarah Bramall 
Sent: 21 June 2005 16:05 
To: Denise Gammack 
Subject: SGM - claim for interest 

HiD, 

Laura reminded me that it was Julian who confirmed that we could claim for interest, with an added comment 
from MBW. 

The SI's number are 2002/1673, 2002/1674 and 2002/1675. 

I have checked out an invoice and there is no mention of interest however it does state that all goods are sold 
subject to the company's standard terms and conditions which are available on request. 

In the T & C's it states that in the event of non payment the Company reserves the right to charge interest at the 
rate per annum equal to the base rate of HSBC Bank plc, plus 8 % on all monies overdue from whatsoever cause 
until payment in full is made. 

Hope this helps! What do you reckon??? 

Thanks 
S 
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From: cheryl.woodwardQ._._._._._ GRO 
Sent: 15 June 2005 12:12 
To: Sally Rundle 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Hi Sally 

Yes I can agree with this time scale. 

The case at the moment is with my Manager Paul Dann as there were several things Mr Castleton's Solicitors were 
asking and I am unable to give the answers or decisions to so I will get back to you as soon as the case has been 
passed back to me. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the named 
recipient, you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. 
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rn iiir 

From: Sally Rundle 

Sent: 15 June 2005 11:49 

To: 'Cheryl.Woodward_._._

Cc: Denise Gammack 

Subject: Lee Castleton 

Dear Cheryl 

I refer to the e-mail dated 9 June 2005 sent to you by my colleague Laura Branton confirming 
that this file would now be dealt with by me. 

Laura has passed me all the papers that she has and I am currently reviewing those in order to 
get up to speed with matters. 

Today we have received a letter from Mr Castleton's solicitors confirming receipt of 
the Claim Form. They confirm they will be defended the claim and calculate the Defence to be 
due by 11 July 2005. This is correct. 

Mr Castleton's solicitor states that he will be away from the office;.  GRO -from 1 to 21 
July and has asked us to agree a 28 day extension of time for service of his client's Defence. I 
am minded to agree to this request, because it should ensure that a proper defence is filed by 
the fee-earner that is actually dealing with the matter rather than a probably less informed 
colleague having to step into the breach. In addition, this will allow me time to review the 
matter and check that any outstanding issues relating to disclosure either have been or will be 
properly addressed. 

I should be grateful if you would let me know your views on this before I formally respond to Mr 
Castleton's solicitor. 

I look forward to hearing from you shortly. Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss 
anything relating to this matter. 

Yours sincerely 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 

Denise Gammack 
Solicitor 
Bond Pearce LLP.--.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.__., 
DDI: I GRO
Main Office Phone: 

. . . . . . . . . . 
GRO 

Fax:  
GRO.L.-----------

Ww 
W._OrJTTa}7ea7Tte:'CUnl._.-._._.__ 

15/06/2005 
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Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton Matter no: 348035.134 

Attending: 

Name: Denise Gammack Location: N/A Date: 1.5 June 2005 

Start time: Units: 

DEG engaged in reviewing this matter and the papers which had been passed to her by LRB 
in order to determine the relevant background, etc. 

DEG noting that Mr Castleton had been suspended after large losses had arisen in his 
accounts. In excess of £27,000. He has been suspended on 23 March 2004 and 
investigations had been carried out into the fact that the cash that he was holding in the post 
office appeared to be well in excess of what had actually been recorded in the system. 
Thereafter the cash had "disappeared" with no explanation. There is a clear difference 
between the transactions being recorded and the cash being declared. Mr Castleton 
maintains that this is a result of problems with the computer system rather than him or any 
of his staff. Royal Mail have had the system reviewed by Fujitsu, the service provider, they 
confirm that there is no problem with the software. Mr Castleton has instructed solicitors 
who maintain that their client needs to be provided with copies of the daily sheets 
maintained by the system, so that he can show that the computer, when it took all the daily 
balances, did not add them up properly and showed an incorrect weekly figure at each 
weekend. 

DEG noting that proceedings have been issued and the claim will be defended and that the 
Defendant solicitor has requested an extension. DEG minded to agree in this instance. 

File review 25 Units 

DEG running the clock throughout 

DEG then preparing an email to Cheryl Woodward at the post office for her instructions in 
relation to the extension. 

2 units 

1A_1024675__1 
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• 

Client: Royal Mail Group PLC Sub Postmaster Litigation 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton Matter no: 348035.134 

Attending: 

Name: Denise Gammack Location: N/A Date: 15 June 2005 

Start time: Units: 

DEG considering an email received from Cheryl Woodward at Royal Mail. 

1 unit 

DEG then typing and sending her a reply. 

1 unit 

DEG then dictating a letter to Rowe Cohen Solicitors confirming the agreement to the 
extension to filing the Defence. 

2 units 

DEG then diarising relevant dates. 

1 unit 

1A_1024693_1 
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15 June 2005 
By DX Only 

wtu .f.__otuao.-SaJ.icitrr~._.-.-.-., 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client: Post Office Limited 
Your Client: Mr L Castleton 

Thank you for your correspondence dated 13 June 2005. 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL.3AE 

Tel 
G RO Faxl 

--.-_--.---.--.-GR_0 

Our ref: 
DEG1/LAF1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
M DT.113969 

Please note our revised reference above. We confirm that our client agrees to allow your client an 
extension of 28 days for filing his Defence. By our calculation this will render the Defence due by 15 
August 2005. Please confirm that this is agreed. 

We shall deal with the issues raised in your previous correspondence dated 7 June 2005 under separate 
cover. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BSS 68J. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of members of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
IA_1024859_1 
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Telephone  aucendance 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £28489.01 

Attending: Mrs Witty 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton location: N/A Date: 14 June 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending OUT. 

LRB checking that claim forms have been served on the Defendant's solicitors because Notice of Issue states 
"Defendant". Being told that she did not issue the claim but Rowe & Cohen are on the record so she would assume 
that they have been served the papers. 
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Date: 13 June 2005 
Your ref: LRBl/348035.134 
Our re`: .. MDT.113969 
Please for: Mark Turner 3 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax : GRO 

-mail: i 

t IVED 
Bond Pearce , 
Solicitors-----•---------------------.-.--. s ;a ~t 1 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlingtou 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We have now received your client's claim form served by the court. We shall file Acknowledgement of 
Service indicating an intention to defend the claim. 

By our calculation, our client's Defence is due for service by 11 July. Given the ongoing discussions 
regarding disclosure of documents which our client considers to be fundamentally important to the preparation 
of his defence and claim against the Post Office, and also that the writer is away from the office on 
honeymoon from 1 July to 21 July, we would invite you to agree a 28 day extension of time for service of our 
client's statement of case. We can then review the position as that revised deadline approaches and determine 
whether a further extension is required and, if so, make a joint approach to the court to deal with the matter by 
consent. 

We look forward to hearing from you in this regard and also in relation to our letter of 7 June. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
Row'VE C HEN 
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Date: 
Y -ef: 
Oui ref: 
Please ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax 
E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

13 June 2005 
LRBI/348035.134 
MDT.113969 
Mark Turner 

GRO `•.,yy--.~ R V W
'`~ '• V SGLI  C l'OItS 

Ri Tp'lVED 
i N 

,-,,,,r) N y W 
MOLi ç,

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We have now received your client's claim form served by the court. We shall file Acknowledgement of 
Service indicating an intention to defend the claim. 

By our calculation, our client's Defence is due for service by 11 July. Given the ongoing discussions 
regarding disclosure of documents which our client considers to be fundamentally important to the preparation 
of his defence and claim against the Post Office, and also that the writer is away from the office on 
honeymoon from 1 July to 21 July, we would invite you to agree a 28 day extension of time for service of our 
client's statement of case. We can then review the position as that revised deadline approaches and determine 
whether a further extension is required and, if so, make a joint approach to the court to deal with the matter by 
consent. 

We look forward to hearing from you in this regard and also in relation to our letter of 7 June. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
~ROWIC COlIl N 

Street • Manchester M3 3JE • Tel 1. GRO • Fax -E GRO 

G RO ' Email lad'—"'"' 
GRO 

-Wehs3te www.rowecaFon co n 
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Bond Pearce 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

7e1: GRô FaxI 

GRO 
If any cf this fax is missing or illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: Mark Turner Rowe Cohen Solicitors Fax: GRO 

cc: Your ref: 

From: Laura Branton Our ref: LRB1/348035.134 

Direct. 

G RO

Date : 9 June 2005 

Fax: -t4. Time: 
r---------------------------'- - - - ----------------------------

GRO Number of pages: 2 URGENT 

Confidentiality notice 
IMPORTANT - The Information in this fax is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute its contents. Instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 687. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of Members is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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9 June 2005 

Rowe & Cohen 
DX 14352 
MANCHESTER - 1 

BY FAX & DX 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel:i GRO 
GRO 

- --. ---.-
GRO

-----•-•--•-•-•-•-•-, 

Direct: # GRO 

Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.1.34 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We thank you for your letter dated 7 June 2005. We confirm a copy has been forwarded to 
our client and we will revert to you with a substantive response as soon as possible. 

In the meantime, we refer to our letter dated 8 June 2005 which you should receive this 
morning. The final accounts for Week 51 and 52 were enclosed and we also confirmed that 
the claim forms had been issued to the court yesterday and that sealed copies would be 
served upon you in due course. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Red cliff Street Bristol 351 6BJ. VAT number 03143 0282 07. 
A list of Members is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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F 

If you have any question concerning this 
c emo please telephone the number below 

To: Denise Gammack cc: 

From: Laura Branton Ref: LRBI/LRBI/. 

Direct Date: 9 June 2005 

Post Office —v- Lee Castleton 

Denise 

I refer to my e-mail of today's date to you. I attach my file and the client's papers (in grey 
bag) for you. 

As advised, I am starting to feel out of my depth and would therefore be grateful if you 
would deal with this file on my behalf. 

You helped me with the most recent letter to the debtor's solicitors and I have issued 
proceedings with the usual post office precedent. A copy of the debtor's solicitor letter has 
been forwarded to my client (Cheryl Woodward) for her Instructions. 

Her contact details are: cheryl.woodwara GRO ' and telephone C GRO .-...-.-...-.-...-...-.-... 

If you require any background information, please let me know. 

Many thanks. 

GRO J
L.-.-.....-.....-.-...-.-.......-...-.-. 

Laura Brantun 
Credit Management Services 
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Lau  a 

ton Re Lee Castleton Page

3m: Laura Branton 

Date: 09 June 2005 2:25pm 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton 

Dear Cheryl 

Thank you for your response. I confirm that I have also referred the file to a more experienced 
colleague to deal with this matter. Her name is Denise Gammack 

)• This matter is likely to become protracted; Denise is a 
qualified -sbl citor andmore adept-in dealing with these matters. 

I hope this is acceptable but if you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AICM (Cart) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: 
Fax: 

--------- -------------- 

Emalll GRO 3 
Web: www.bondpearce.com 

>>> <cheryl.woodward GRO ; 10:56:47 09/06/2005 >>> 
Hi Laura, 

I've passed this on to Paul Dann my Manager as soon as I know anymore I 
will contact you. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the 
addressee only. If you are not the named recipient, you must not use, 
disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then 
delete this email from your system. 

CC: Denise Gammack 
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Laura Branton -Lee Castleton age 

n: Laura Branton 
7u. cheryl.woodwar GRO 
Date: 09 June 2005 9:39am 
Subject: Lee Castleton 

Dear Cheryl 

Please find attached a copy of the response I have received from the debtor's solicitor today. I can 
confirm that the claim has already been issued and copies should be served upon the debtor's solicitor 
in due course. I would be grateful if you would provide me with your detailed response in relation to 
the issues raised in the attached letter. Your comments would also be appreciated in relation to the 
comments made about the audit report and an audit trail. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AlCM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLI 3AE 

Tel: GRO 
Fax: . -------
Emak  GRO
Web: www.bondpearce.com 
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8 June 2005 

Rowe _& Cohen 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

GRO a ;; ._._._._._. 
G R0 ._._._._._._._._ 

GRO 
Direct: +-_._._._._._GRO

Our ref: 
LRB11348035.134 
Your ref: 
MOT, 113969 

We refer to our letter dated 25 May 2005 and apologise for the delay in responding to you. 

We enclose copies of the final cash accounts for Week 51 and 52 as requested. 

We confirm that papers have been issued to the court today to issue a claim and a sealed 
copy will be served upon you in due course. 

Yours faithfully 

Enclosures 
1. Cash Account (Final) 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BSS 6B7. VAT number 05143 0282 07. 
A list of Members Is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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Date: 7 June 2005 
Your ref: LR.B 1/348035.134 

--f: MDT.113969 
rle. . ask for: Mark Turner 
Direct dial:
Direct fax 

-------E-mail: 

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr I, Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client. Post Office Limited 

Thank you for your letter of 25 May. 

Daily snapshots 

You state that your client is unable to provide the daily snapshots previously requested. These documents 
were removed from Marine Drive Post Office by Mrs Oglesby. We are not asking your client to reproduce 
these from its computer system or to create them afresh. Rather, we are asking your client to return to our 
client documents which were removed and which already exist. 

Indeed, your client has in fact already returned a number of the daily snapshots to our client. The difficulty 
which our client has is that those which have been returned to him do not form complete weeks, with the 
exception of Week 49, for which a complete set of daily snapshots for that week have been provided. In order 
to be of any use in following the movements on the cash account, our client requires sight of the daily 
snapshots for each day of each week of the period during which it is alleged that there were shortfalls. 

In relation to Week 49, our client believes that, by reference to the daily snapshots, he can demonstrate from a 
manual reconciliation of the daily cash balances that the end-of-week figure provided by the Horizon system 
is not correct. In order to perform a similar exercise for each of the other weeks, our client obviously requires 
a complete set of daily snapshots. Our client is adamant that production of these documents will allow him to 
demonstrate what he has maintained all along, namely that there is no shortfall to account for but rather the 
problem lies within the Horizon system producing inaccurate figures. 

If your client now claims that it is unable to produce the remainder of the daily snapshots taken by Mrs 
Oglesby and which have not yet been returned to our client, we require an explanation of precisely why your 
client says that they are not available. 

Weekly snapshots 

You say that the daily would appear to be superfluous since our client has already received copies of the 
weekly snapshots, and that the information contained in those weekly snapshots would be the same. We must 
respectfully disagree with this analysis. 

The root of the problem with the horizon of which our client complains is that the system for some reason 
fails to accurately collate the figures from the daily snapshots when performing the weekly balancing 
protocol. In other words, our client believes that the only way to verify the accuracy or otherwise of the 

Que1y I' oUSe , Quay St.C'f3ef • Manchester M3 31E a re"I G RO > Fx

GRO mail Iz . . . . 
GRO 4V®bsitewv v.ra ec en.com 
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figures in the weekly snapshots and weekly balances is to manually cross-check them by reference to the daily 
snapshots. For that reason, we do not accept your suggestion that the daily snapshots are superfluous. 

r oia. so refer in passing to our client having signed off on the weekly balances, presumably to suggest that he 
was aware of and accepted the figures. Our client did in fact sign them off, but only because he was told that 
the apparent losses could not be put into suspense unless and until he signed the figures off. As such, he had 
little alternative but to do so. His signature on the weekly accounts should not therefore be taken as implying 
acceptance of the accuracy of their contents. 

Audit trail 

With respect, we believe that you have misunderstood our request for a copy of a complete audit trail for 
Marine Drive Post Office for the period during which your client alleges there to have been a shortfall. What 
you enclosed with your letter is a copy of what you describe as the audit report prepared by your client 
immediately before our client was suspended from his post. This is not what we asked for. 

As we endeavoured to explain in our previous letter, the audit trail is a list of all of the transactions carried out 
within our client's post office. Our client believes that this will also be relevant in demonstrating that a manual 
reconciliation of the figures will yield a different (and we say, correct) result compared with that produced by 
the Horizon computer system. 

We find it difficult to believe that your client is unable to access such management information simply 
because the "month end has been closed down". Is your client really asking us to believe that it has no way of 
accessing information regarding transactions within one of its post offices once the month in question has 
been completed. 

In point of fact, what you enclosed with your letter is not actually the audit report in any event. We are 
instructed that enclosure is actually a covering note setting out the report from the auditor to Mrs Oglesby. 
Our client informs us that the audit report itself would have been a manuscript writing document and that, in 
the ordinary course of events, our client should have signed it at the time of the audit. This did not take place. 
Please provide a copy of the actual audit report prepared by the auditor who attended at Marine Drive Post 
Office. 

We also would observe in passing that "audit report" which you have provided incorrectly states that the audit 
took place on 25 March 2004 when it in fact took place on 23 March. This is directly relevant for present 
purposes but it is relevant in relation to the issue of the balancing of the first week's figures and the more 
general question of your client's claim against our client arising from the alleged shortfalls. 

We reserve our client's position in relation to the various other categories of documents referred to in our 
letter of 11 April. We agree that some of these can await disclosure in the usual way. We maintain, however, 
that it is premature for your client to issue proceedings whilst the issue of pre-action disclosure is being 
resolved. The question of whether or not a manual reconciliation of the daily snapshots yields a different 
result to that provided by the Horizon system, which our client maintains is the case, will be fundamental to 
this case. If our client is correct, and your client produces the documents that have been requested, we believe 
that costs can potentially be avoided by resolving before issue. 

We envisage that this may be an issue where forensic accounting evidence will be required, in which case a 
joint instruction could be agreed to deal with this discrete issue. 

There is no prejudice to your client in delaying issuing proceedings while this issue is resolved. If our client's 
contention is ultimately found to be incorrect, your client is no worse off than if it issued proceedings now. If, 
on the other hand, our client is vindicated in his belief, costs will have been saved on both sides. 

G:\MARKT\ABBEY\CASTLETON\070605 LETTER TO BOND PEARCE 
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till defer any further action in respect of an application for pre-action disclosure for the time being, 
pun. g hearing from you in relation to the points raised above. We anticipate that close of business on Friday 
17 June should be ample time for you to take instructions in that regard. 

Yours faithfully 

G RO 

G:iMARKIT ABBEYiCAS'rt,ETON1U7U606 LETTER TO BOND AEARCE 
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Date: 7 June 2005 
Your ref: LRBI/348035.134 B  1p 
Our ref MDT.113969 
Ph ask for: Mark Turner 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax . 

----------------------------------------------- - 
; 

E-mail: }('( 

ACE 
P~~lf `tH

LLP

Bond Pearce 
Solicitors.

G RO. -.-.- -.-.-.-.-.-.- -.-.- -.-.-.-.-.-.-.- 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

Thank you for your letter of 25 May. 

Daily Snapshots 

You state that your client is unable to provide the daily snapshots previously requested. These documents 
were removed from Marine Drive Post Office by Mrs Oglesby. We are not asking your client to reproduce 
these from its computer system or to create them afresh. Rather, we are asking your client to return to our 
client documents which were removed and which already exist. 

Indeed, your client has in fact already returned a number of the daily snapshots to our client. The difficulty 
which our client has is that those which have been returned to him do not form complete weeks, with the 
exception of Week 49, for which a complete set of daily snapshots for that week have been provided. In order 
to be of any use in following the movements on the cash account, our client requires sight of the daily 
snapshots for each day of each week of the period during which it is alleged that there were shortfalls. 

In relation to Week 49, our client believes that, by reference to the daily snapshots, he can demonstrate from a 
manual reconciliation of the daily cash balances that the end-of-week figure provided by the Horizon system 
is not correct. In order to perform a similar exercise for each of the other weeks, our client obviously requires 
a complete set of daily snapshots. Our client is adamant that production of these documents will allow him to 
demonstrate what he has maintained all along, namely that there is no shortfall to account for but rather the 
problem lies within the Horizon system producing inaccurate figures. 

If your client now claims that it is unable to produce the remainder of the daily snapshots taken by Mrs 
Oglesby and which have not yet been returned to our client, we require an explanation of precisely why your 
client says that they are not available. 

Weekly snapshots 

You say that the daily would appear to be superfluous since our client has already received copies of the 
weekly snapshots, and that the information contained in those weekly snapshots would be the same. We must 
respectfully disagree with this analysis. 

The root of the problem with the Horizon of which our client complains is that the system for some reason 
fails to accurately collate the figures from the daily snapshots when performing the weekly balancing 
protocol. In other words, our client believes that the only way to verify the accuracy or otherwise of the 

Quay House ..Quay Street • Manchester M3 3JE . Tel "E._.•.,._G RO  ----------- Fax +i1, G RO 
GRO > Email law 7 GRO •-•_• i Websitewww.rowecohen-enm r•-•-•-•-•-•-----•-----•- ._, 

Pertness: S.E. Cohen • I. Rowe • D.J. Horwich • I.N. Lewis • M.V. Hymanson • G.P. Small • A. Dennison • B.T. Coghlan • I'S Dwek • A. Farley • A. Sacks • A. Taylor 
M.C.Woodall - R.J. Sprocton • S. Room - A. Corwen . R.J. Myer • D. Vayro • H. Burns Associates: L.B. Swerling • A.D. Owens • SE Sutton • M. Molloy Consultant: M.T. Horwich
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figures in the weekly snapshots and weekly balances is to manually cross-check them by reference to the daily 
snapshots. For that reason, we do not accept your suggestion that the daily snapshots are superfluous. 

Yc so refer in passing to our client having signed off on the weekly balances, presumably to suggest that he 
was aware of and accepted the figures. Our client did in fact sign them off, but only because he was told that 
the apparent losses could not be put into suspense unless and until he signed the figures off. As such, he had 
little alternative but to do so. His signature on the weekly accounts should not therefore be taken as implying 
acceptance of the accuracy of their contents. 

Audit trail 

With respect, we believe that you have misunderstood our request for a copy of a complete audit trail for 
Marine Drive Post Office for the period during which your client alleges there to have been a shortfall. What 
you enclosed with your letter is a copy of what you describe as the audit report prepared by your client 
immediately before our client was suspended from his post. This is not what we asked for. 

As we endeavoured to explain in our previous letter, the audit trail is a list of all of the transactions carried out 
within our client's post office. Our client believes that this will also be relevant in demonstrating that a manual 
reconciliation of the figures will yield a different (and we say, correct) result compared with that produced by 
the Horizon computer system. 

We find it difficult to believe that your client is unable to access such management information simply 
because the "month end has been closed down". Is your client really asking us to believe that it has no way of 
accessing information regarding transactions within one of its post offices once the month in question has 
been completed. 

In point of fact, what you enclosed with your letter is not actually the audit report in any event. We are 
instructed that enclosure is actually a covering note setting out the report from the auditor to Mrs Oglesby. 
Our client informs us that the audit report itself would have been a manuscript writing document and that, in 
the ordinary course of events, our client should have signed it at the time of the audit. This did not take place. 
Please provide a copy of the actual audit report prepared by the auditor who attended at Marine Drive Post 
Office. 

We also would observe in passing that "audit report" which you have provided incorrectly states that the audit 
took place on 25 March 2004 when it in fact took place on 23 March. This is directly relevant for present 
purposes but it is relevant in relation to the issue of the balancing of the first week's figures and the more 
general question of your client's claim against our client arising from the alleged shortfalls. 

We reserve our client's position in relation to the various other categories of documents referred to in our 
letter of 11 April. We agree that some of these can await disclosure in the usual way. We maintain, however, 
that it is premature for your client to issue proceedings whilst the issue of pre-action disclosure is being 
resolved. The question of whether or not a manual reconciliation of the daily snapshots yields a different 
result to that provided by the Horizon system, which our client maintains is the case, will be fundamental to 
this case. If our client is correct, and your client produces the documents that have been requested, we believe 
that costs can potentially be avoided by resolving before issue. 

We envisage that this may be an issue where forensic accounting evidence will be required, in which case a 
joint instruction could be agreed to deal with this discrete issue. 

There is no prejudice to your client in delaying issuing proceedings while this issue is resolved. If our client's 
contention is ultimately found to be incorrect, your client is no worse off than if it issued proceedings now. If, 
on the other hand, our client is vindicated in his belief, costs will have been saved on both sides. 

G:MARKT\A3BEYICASTLETOM070605 LETTER TO BOND PEARCE 
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We will defer any further action in respect of an application for pre-action disclosure for the time being, 
pet g hearing from you in relation to the points raised above. We anticipate that close of business on Friday 
17 June should be ample time for you to take instructions in that regard. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
ROWE-CO fl 

G:IMARKT ABBEY\CASTLETOM070605 LETTER TO BOND PEARCE 
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Telephone accendance
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £28453.37 

Attending: Cheryl 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 8 June 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending OUT. 

LRB confirming receipt of cash account but advising she was expecting to see snapshots etc/receipt format. Being told 
that was not attached to the cash account. LRB asking for reassurance that it will be sufficient and being told the final 
account will have all of the relevant information on it because it is replicated from the receipt format. On that basis 
confirming that the claim will be sent to the court today. 
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25 May 2005 

Scarborough County Court 

Dear Sir 

We enclose herewith: 

1 Claim Form Ni. 

2 Particulars of Claim. 

3 Our cheque for £400.00 in respect of Court fees. 

Bond Pearce LLP 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Ta ^ RO 
Faxx :' V 

..__._._._._._.__
•GRO 

.------_... -

I' GRO
o"SirecE 

~.............GRO..,...,.,...,,....: 

Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.134 

Your ref: 

Please effect service at the address of the Defendant's solicitors, as follows:-

Rowe & Cohen 
DX 14352 
Manchester 1 
Ref: MDT.113969 

We look forward to receiving the Notice of Service as soon as possible. 

Yours faithfully 

Enclosures 

1. Claims forms and cheque 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 6B7. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of Members is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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Fax 
If any of this fax is missing or Illegible 
please telephone the number below 

To: Mr M Turner 

cc: 

From: Laura Branton 

------------- ------- 
G RO 

---------------------

Rowe & Cohen 

Our ref: LRB1/348035.134 

Date : 25 May 2005 

Time: 

Number of pages: 3 

Confidentiality notice 
IMPORTANT The information in this fax is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please do not use, disclose, copy or distribute its contents. Instead, please notify the sender as soon 
as possible and destroy the fax. 

Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLI 3AE 

Tel:  Fdx_,{._._._._._.GRO._._._._._. 

J- --
GRO

- - 

--; 

FaxH GRO 
Your ref:

.._..,_._._._..._..,_._..._._..._,_ 

URGENT 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Reggistered in England and Wales number OC312430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Red cliff Street BrI:stoi 1301 681, VAT number G0143 0282 07.. 
A list of Members. Is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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25 May 2005 

Rowe _&Cohen 

GRO 
BY POST & DX 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 

We refer to your letter dated 23 May 2005. 

DISCLOSURE 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel G/Faye RO 

Urea` GRO 
...._, 

Our 
ref`--------._._._._._._._._. 

LRB1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We confirm that our client has confirmed the original financial transactions in respect of 
Week 51 and 52 will be forwarded to us today. We will provide you with copies in due 
course. In the meantime, we enclose a copy of the final audit as requested. 

We are advised by our client that they are unable to provide daily snapshots as requested in 
your letter dated 11 April 2005. This would appear to be superfluous as our client instructs 
that this same information would be provided in the weekly snapshots that you have already 
seen and would also be confirmed in the weekly cash account which, incidentally, these cash 
accounts have been agreed and signed by your client. We understand your request but as 
your client is probably aware, these cannot be obtained retrospectively and the month end 
has been closed down. We trust the information you seek is shown in the weekly cash 
accounts. 

We note your proposed application for pre-action disclosure. We confirm that our client has 
confirmed that all paperwork has been disclosed to us and in turn, copies have been 
provided to you. There will be no benefit to either party to make such an application. In any 
event we would submit that the issues can be dealt with at the disclosure stage. 

On the matter of the conversation between your Mr Turner and our Laura Branton on 15 
March, we believe that the conversation may have been taken out of context. Our Ms 
Branton was simply speculating on what she thought might have been causing a delay in 
obtaining papers. 

ISSUE OF PROCEEDINGS 

Our client has instructed us to issue proceedings against yours and note that you have 
confirmed you are instructed to accept service of the same. 

Yours faithfully 

Enclosures 
1. Audit Report 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number 0C311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redgcliff Street Bristol BS1 6B3. VAT number 08143 0282 07. 
A list of Members is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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I L1 [1 I] iI.]i 1k1iIS1TiI: 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Cheryl 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending Cheryl IN. 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Date: 25 May 2005 

Being told that she has found week 51 & 52 and will sent to me. In respect of the daily snapshots, they are unable to 
provide this and do not see the benefit in doing so. The weekly snapshots have already been provided and Mr C would 
have signed the weekly cash accounts. 
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Laura Branton - Lee Castleton Marine Drive PO FAD 213/377 Page 1 

m: Laura Branton 
10: cheryl.woodwar GRO 
Date: 24 May 2005 

4:(i5~pm--_.-._._.-._._.-._._._._--- 

Subject: Lee Castleton - Marine Drive PO FAD 213/377 

Dear Cheryl 

I have left a message with Clive for you to call me tomorrow morning. Just so you know what 
information I require, I thought it would be helpful to also send an e-mail to you. 

I have thoroughly checked the accounts papers that you have already sent to me. They are now in 
order and Week 51 and 52 are definitely not there. The debtor's solicitor has given us until 27/5/05 to 
provide copies of the following papers. 

Week 51 & 52 transactions 

Snapshots for 18-20, 22-23, 27 & 29-31 Dec 
Snapshots for 2-3, 5-10, 12-13, 15-17, 19-20, 22-24, 26-27, 29-31 Jan 
Snapshots for 2-3, 5-7, 9, 19-21, 23-25 Feb 
Snapshots for 4-6, 8 March 

I see that there are weekly snapshots but I do not think there are daily snapshots. Is this something 
that can be extracted from a disk held somewhere. Likewise, could the same be extracted for returns 
for Week 51-52. 

It would be pointless for the debtor's solicitors to make an application for pre-action disclosure if you 
simply do not have the papers but in turn, it will damage the claim if we are unable to provide evidence 
pivotal to the claim. 

I would be grateful if you would contact me to discuss this further. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton ALCM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

° GROTel: I
Fax: .-..._...-._.-.-...-...-. ...-.L...-.-.....-.....-... 
Emai l GRO 
Web: www.bondpearce.com 
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I 11 [1] i i t(1iIsiMi1 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Cheryl GRO 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 24 May 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending OUT to Clive. 

Being told that Cheryl works part time and will not be in until tomorrow morning, LRB asking for a call back. 
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Date: 23 May 2005 
Your ref: LRB 11348035,134 
cur ref: MDT.113969 

ask for: Mark Turner 
Direct dial: --------- ------------- ----- - ----- ----- ----- - -- -

Direct fax:
E-mail: 

St31Ici~ c~ris 

Ms Laura Branton 
Bond Pearce 
olic tors._._._._._._._._

GRO 
By DX and Fax 

Dear Sirs 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client. Post Office Limited 

We refer to our letter of 11 April dealing with pre-action disclosure. 

ç J 

Some six weeks on, we have still not received a substantive response from you as to whether your client is 
prepared to provide voluntary disclosure of the documents identified in our letter. Both we and our client 
consider those documents to be of fundamental importance in demonstrating that the shortfalls alleged by your 
client to exist are in fact nothing of the kind but rather are caused by the problems with the Horizon computer 
system of which our client has been complaining for many months. 

You indicated when we last spoke, on 10 May, that the source of the continuing delay in responding was that 
you were liasing with your client to ensure that everyone who has been involved with this matter had been 
canvassed to ensure that they had provided any relevant documents in their possession. 

With respect, this does not sit particularly easily with the conversation which Ms Branton had with our Mr 
Turner on 15 March. During that conversation, you explained that the delay in a decision on whether your 
client intended to pursue our client in respect of the alleged shortfalls was not as a result of a need to collate 
further evidence, but simply that your client was weighing up the commerciality of pursuing such a claim. 
You went as far as to say that your client had all the information which it required in order to form a view on 
the merits of the claim and had completed its investigations. Surely all potential witnesses were canvassed as 
part of that process? 

You also indicated when we spoke on 10 May that your client believed that it had already returned to our 
client all of the documents which had been removed from Marine Drive Post Office by Mrs Oglesby, and that 
nothing further remained to be disclosed. 

Firstly, this is patently incorrect — you accepted in your letter of 16 February, under cover of which documents 
were sent to us, that documents relating to financial weeks 51 and 52 were not enclosed and would follow in 
due course. They have not subsequently been sent to us. As far as we are aware, there is no issue with those 
documents being made available. 

Secondly, we find it very difficult to believe that your client retains no documents whatsoever falling into 
those categories identified in our letter of 11 April. At the very least, we understand from your client that your 
client should be able to reproduce the audit trail by re-printing it from the computer system. If your client 
maintains that it retains no documents identified in our letter, please confirm what your client says happened 
to them. 

Qi:.x Haase gu-zy Street s Mancl er M3 3jE ry Tel +i GRO jp -Fait

G RO it _._._.  _ _ Website www.rawecnheti.aaan 

f'ruinxx^s: ~~ I;. T`olren T: owe • Dl. Ho 'h • IV. L,ws . MV. Elpmanson G.P. Small • A. Dennison • lIT CorhL o > LS Dwek • A. F 15• A. S k A. 'lV ,o  If 
M C.Vko al` a R.J. Sproston • S. Room . A. Curwen o R.J. Ilya > D. Va g • H. Burn, Axsucentes: LB Swerling . A.D. Owens - S.£ Sutton b1. Moll y Consultrani: MT. 3 Eorwech 

~Pa
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Also of Londam 
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Our client has had the threat of proceedings brought by your client in respect of the alleged shortfall hanging 
ver lHm for a considerable period now. He is entitled to know how your client intends to proceed. Even if 

• ient does not intend to pursue its claim, he is still entitled to sight of the documents set out in our letter 
of 11 April since they are clearly relevant in the context of determining whether he has a claim against your 
client arising from its termination of his sub-postmaster's contract. 

Our client cannot and will not let this matter drift indefinitely. Your client appears to feel no particular sense 
of urgency in dealing with the request for pre-action disclosure, or indeed this matter as a whole. Accordingly, 
if no substantive response has been received from you to our request for pre-action disclosure by close of 
business this coming Friday 27 May, we shall issue an application without further recourse to you. We reserve 
the right draw the court's attention to our exchange of correspondence in this regard on the question of costs. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
ROWE COHEN 

C:,NAItXT lrnrY,CASTI.ITONt050511- 1'ERTO lONO VEARCE 
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QUAY HOUSE, QUAY. STREET, MANCHESTER. M3 3.1E (DX 14352 MOR-1) 
Te. phone No: 
Fax No's:-D nd2t tDe0ep 
DBf~ndant Depl G RO Com,nercial Dept: 
Conveyar dr+g Dept: j 
e-rnaii: 

' hste: 1 www,rowecoben.com 

Tor : Mark Turner 

Phone; Dacca 23105:05 

Re. The Post c  c&L GaStleton CC 
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23/05 ' 05 1041 FAM GRO ROWECO}IEN ( 002 

Date: 23 May 2005 
ref: LRB11348035,134 

MDT,113969 
Tease ask for: --------------------

Direct dial: G RO Direct fa 
Rcn•a co ~~I~~TnaG 

E-mail,

Ms Laura Branton 
Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 
By DX and Fax 

Dear Sirs 

Our client. Mr L Castletotn Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlingten 
Your clients Post Office Limited 

We refer to our letter of 11 April dealing with pre-action disclosure. 

Some six weeks on, we have still not received a substantive response from you as to whether your client is 
prepared to provide voluntary disclosure of the documents identified in our letter. Both we and our cheat 
consider those documents to be of fundamental importance irr demonstrating that the shortfalls alleged by your 
client to exist arc in fact nothing of the kind but rather are caused by the problems with te Horizon computer 
system of which our client has been complaining for many months. 

You indicated when we last spoke, on 10 May, that the source of the continuing delay in responding was that 
you were Basing with your client to ensure that everyone who has been involved with this matter bad been 
canvassed to ensure that they had provided any relevant documents in their possession. 

With respect, this does not sit particularly easily with the conversation which Ms Branton had with our Mr 
Turner o' 1 S March. During that conversation, you explained that the delay in a decision on whether your 
client intended to pursue our client in respect of the alleged shortfalls was not as a result of a need to collate 
further evidence, but simply that your client was weighing up the commerciality of pursuing such a claim. 
You went as far as to say that your client had all the information which it required in order to form a view on 
the merits of the claim and had cc rpleted its investigations. Surely all potential witnesses were canvassed as 

.part of that process? 

You also indicated when we spoke on 10 May that your client believed that it had already returned to our 
client all of the documents which had been removed from Marine Drive Post Office by Mrs Oglesby, and that 
nothing further remained to be disclosed. 

Firstly. this ispatently incorrect — you accepted in your letter of 16 February, under cover of which documents 
were sent to us, that documents relating to financial weeks 51 and 52 were not enclosed and would follow in 
due course. They have not subsequently been sent to us. As far as we are aware, there is no issue with those 
documents being made available. 

Secondly, we find it very difficult to believe that your client retains no documents whatsoever failing into 
those categories identified in our letter of 11 April. At the very least, we understand from your client that your 
client should be able 'o reproduce the audit trail by re-printing it from the computer system.. If your client 
maintains that it retains no docurents identified in our letter, please confirm what your client says happened 
to them. 

Quay_Housa Quau 5racz • tivci,mcer rr)) $ GRO ? Fax # 
GRO 
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23/05 '05 10:42 FA 
._._. .

.GRO ROWECOF,BN it,ry

uu =`.ent has had the threat of proceedings brought by your client in respect of the alleged shortfall hanging 
ove,„ ,,im for a considerable period now. He is entitled to lsnbw how your client intends to proceed. Even if 
your client does not intend to pursue its claim, he is still entitled to sight of the documents set out in our letter 
of I I April since they are clearly relevant in the context of determining whether he has a claim against your 
client arising from its termination of his sub-postmaster's contract. 

Our client cannot and will, not let this matter drift indefinitely. Your client appears to feet no particular sense 
of urgency in dealing with the request for pre-action disclosure, or indeed this matter as a whole. Accordingly, 
if no substantive response has been received from you to our request for pre-action disclosure by close of 
business this coaxing Friday 27 May, we shall issue an application without further recourse to you. We reserve 
the right draw the courts attention to our exchange of correspondence in this regard on the question of costs. 

Yours faithfully , 

GRO 

v. bgnMP'rvngARVk~Y.1TKF.Y^..t,'::)4,1(.`„ "W, 70 VON6PLkYt2 
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Laura Branton - LRB1/348035.134 Marine Drive Lee Castleon 

From: <cheryl.woodward _ GRO _ 
To: <Iaura.branton GRO 
Date: 12/05/2005 10:50 
Subject: LR81/348035.134 Marine Drive Lee Castleon 

Hi Laura, 

Re your letter dated 10th May 2005. 

I note the other side are requesting sight of Snap Shots for Wks 51 and 52, 
I assume you have copies of the Cash Accounts for wks 51 and 52 both weeks 
capture weekly account figures in full these have both been signed and 
agreed. 

Also I am in the process of finding out who did the Final Audit and once 
received the name I will hopefully obtain the Audit Report. 

Hope this helps thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the 
addressee only. If you are not the named recipient, you must not use, 
disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then 
delete this email from your system. 

fi le ://C:\Documents%20and%2OSettings\administrator\Local%2... 12/05/2005 
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I I1 [:1.1 11.11 .1kiiIsiPT.I 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Mr Turner 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 11 May 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending IN. 

Being asked what the position is. LRB confirming that she has contacted her client and all related members of staff to 
ensure that thorough checks are being made for further documents. Mr Turner threatening pre-action disclosure 
application and LRB responding quite plainly that the situation is simply that we do not have any further documents to 
disclose at present and even if they were to file an application and an order was made, we just wouldn't have the 
documents to disclose. Mr T accepting this point and advising that he will wait for me to respond to him within a 
reasonable time scale. 

LRB assuring Mr T that if she is instructed to issue proceedings in the meantime, she will ensure that he is given 
advance notice of this but in the meantime only able to advise that she will respond to him as soon as she has 
instructions from her client. 
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10 May 2005 

Cheryl Woodward 
FSA Agents Debt 3 
1 5t Floor East Block 
No 1 Future Walk 
Chesterfield 
S49 1PF 

Dear Cheryl 

Lee Castleton 

Please find enclosed a copy letter received from the debtor's solicitor. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: - GRO v ._._._._._._._._._._, 
GRO 

Direct: - GRO 
Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
LIT/247310./XBLB 

I confirm that I have thoroughly reviewed the papers forwarded by you and I have not been able to find 
the items specifically requested in their letter. On checking the papers, I note that the following people 
have been involved with this matter: 

Cath Oglesby - Retail Line Manager 
Richard Benton - Service Management Section 

I have spoken with Cath and Richard who advise they do not have any correspondence in their 
possession. Would you please advise if there are any other employees who may hold some 
correspondence relating to this matter or if there is a possibility that duplicates would be held elsewhere? 

With this in mind, although you have instructed me to issue proceedings, I am reluctant to do so with the 
knowledge that some vital evidence may be missing. In particular, some balance snapshots and 
documents for Week 51 and 52 are missing together with an audit trail. The debtor's solicitors claim that 
these documents are pivotal in allowing their client to demonstrate errors. With your knowledge of the 
accounts system and of course the audit report that would have been compiled by Cath Oglesby, I would 
be grateful to receive your comments on this. 

Yours sincerely 

Laura Branton 
Credit Management Services 

Enclosures 

1. Copy letter from debtor's solicitor 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Redcliff Street Bristol BS1 6B1. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A list of Members is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www,bondpearce.com 
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3 May 2005 

Rowe&_Cohen _._._._._._._._. 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 

We acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 26 April 2005. 

Bond Pearce LLP 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth 

PLL11 

3AE 

_.fel
t[--- --G1.l.Q  ---

GRO 
GRO 

Direct: -' _ _ _GRO

Our ref: 
L.RB 1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We confirm that we are in the process of obtaining our client's instructions and will revert to 
you shortly. 

Yours faithfully 

Bond Pearce LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England and Wales number OC311430. 
Registered office: Bristol Bridge House 138-141 Radcliff Street Bristol BSI. 687. VAT number GB143 0282 07. 
A Ist of Members is available from our registered office. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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Date: 
Your ref: 
':.,,r rrta 
.. ,ea sk for: 

Direct dial: 
Direct fax 
E-mail: 

Ms Laura Branton 
Bond Pearce 

.. S.o].icitiv. s ._._._._._._._._ 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

26 April 2005 
LRB1/348035.134 
MDT.113969 
Mark Turner 

GRO 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridibigtoe 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

Thank you for your letter of 21 April. 

ac?L.EC 'r0 

Our client has no intention of putting forward proposals for settlement of the alleged shortfall. You are aware 
of our client's position in that regard. If proceedings are issued, they will be met with a vigorous defence and 
counterclaim in respect of your client's wrongful termination of our client's contract, We confirm that we are 
instructed to accept service of proceedings on behalf of our client. 

You have singularly failed to address that part of our letter of II April dealing with pre-action disclosure of 
documents. Your comment that "Our client has confirmed that all correspondence removed from the Post 
Office by Cath Ogles by has been forwarded to us and in turn, we confirm that copies have been provided to 
you" is both factually inaccurate and insufficient to address the request for pre-action disclosure which has 
been made. 

By your own admission in your letter of 16 February, your client has still to forward to you, at the very least, 
documents from Weeks 51 and 52 under items 2 and 3 in that letter. We have not received these from you 
notwithstanding your indication that they would follow "in due course ". 

However, beyond that, we are instructed that documents other than those referred to in your letter of 16 
February were removed from Marine Drive Post Office and have not been returned. The daily balance 
snapshots, the relevance of which was explained in our letter of 11 April, were removed by Mrs Oglesby 
along with the final. balances. 

Given our client's position regarding the operation of the Horizon system and the unreliability of the figures 
generated by it, the "raw" accounting documentation is certain to be of fundamental importance to this claim. 
The balance snapshots and complete audit trail, in particular, will be pivotal in allowing our client to 
demonstrate the errors which he believes exist in the system. As such, those documents will inevitably 
become disclosable in due course. 

That being the case, our client is entitled to seek pre-action disclosure of those documents. Indeed, we believe 
that pre-action disclosure in this case is entirely consistent with the overriding objective of providing as much 
information as possible, and as is required to allow a claim to be investigated, before proceedings are 
instituted. 

We have little doubt that a court will agree that the relevant criteria set out in CPR Part 31.16 are met in this 
case. In those circumstances, we would draw the court's attention to our correspondence requesting disclosure 
of' these documents when the issue of costs falls to be determined. 

'  9 nchesY GRO ""3 3 a Tel "E GRO Fax + 

GRO 
alb Ii1' L GRO _._._._ 
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We would suggest that it would he prudent for your client to defer any decision in relation to instituting 
--ePdings against our client until such time as this issue has been resolved. If your client is intent on 

its purported claim against our client, we place you on notice now that we shall require an extension 
of time for service of the Defence and Counterclaim. 

You have had ample time in which to discuss with your client our client's request for pre-action disclosure. 
We are prepared to delay further action for one final period of 14 days, until close of business on Tuesday 10 
May, If we have not received confirmation by that point that the documents requested in our letter of 11 April 
will be made available, we envisage that we shall be instructed to apply to the court for pre-action disclosure. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours faithfully 

ROWE COHEN 
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21 April 2005 

Rowe & Cohen 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 
Your Client — Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel:  GRO 
GRO 

GRO 
Direct:[

 GRO

Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We refer to your letter dated 11 April 2005 and apologise for the delay in responding to you. 

Our client has confirmed that all correspondence removed from the Post Office by Cath Oglesby has been 
forwarded to us and in turn, we confirm that copies have been provided to you. 

Your client has claimed that the discrepancies are due to the Horizon computer system not functioning 
properly. This is contradicted by the service support team and Fujitsu Services who have confirmed there 
is no evidence whatsoever of any system problem. Furthermore, the Horizon computer system is still 
being used and there are no further discrepancies. 

We are instructed to issue proceedings against your client in respect of discrepancies in the sum of 
£25,858.95 pursuant to the express terms of the contract for services. 

Your client had the following contractual obligations: 

(a) your client was strictly responsible for the safe custody of cash, stock of all kinds and 
other property of our client, whether held by himself or by his assistants and was obliged 
to keep them in a place of security (see section 12, paragraph 5 of the standard 
subpostmasters contract) 

(b) your client was responsible for, and obliged to make good without delay, all losses caused 
through his own negligence, carelessness or error, and also losses of any kind caused by 
his assistants (see section 12, paragraph 12 and section 15, paragraph 2 of the standard 
subpostmasters contract) 

(a) your client's financial responsibility (for example, to make good losses) did not cease when 
he relinquished his appointment and he remains obliged to make good any losses incurred 
during his term of office which subsequently came to light (see section 12, paragraph 13 
of the standard subpostmasters contract). 

The purpose of this letter is to put you on notice that unless we have received the sum of £25,858.95, or 
at least payment proposals by 27 April 2005, we are instructed to issue proceedings against your client. 
We would be grateful if you would advise if you are instructed to accept service of these papers. 

Yours faithfully 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the above address. Regulated by the Law Socuety.www.bondpearee.com 
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I 11 [1 I] it.] I PJ4kiit.IM II; 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Rebecca 

Matter no: 348035,134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 21 April 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending IN. 

Being told that the letter needs slight amendment and RL going through with LRB on phone. RL confirming OK to send 
amended letter and to discuss the response with her. 
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20 April 2005 Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tee: 
+ ._. . . 

G RDFax: 
Rowe & Cohen

c'Ro"_._._._._._._._.~_. 

GRO GRo
Di"reci GRO 

Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 
Your Client — Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

We refer to your letter dated 11 April 2005 and apologise for the delay in responding to you. 

Our client has confirmed that all correspondence removed from the Post Office by Cath Oglesby has been 
forwarded to us and in turn, we confirm that copies have been provided to you. 

Your client has claimed that the discrepancies are due to the Horizon computer system not functioning 
properly. This is contradicted by the service support team and Fujitsu Services who have confirmed there 
is no evidence whatsoever of any system problem. Furthermore, the Horizon computer system is still 
being used and there are no further discrepancies. 

We are instructed to issue proceedings against your client in respect of discrepancies in the sum of 
£25,858.95 pursuant to the express terms of the contract for services. 

Your client was strictly responsible for: 

(a) the safe custody of cash, stock of all kinds and other property of our client, whether held 
by himself or by his assistants and was obliged to keep them in a place of security (see 
section 12, paragraph 5 of the standard subpostmasters contract) 

(b) your client was responsible for, and obliged to make good without delay, all losses caused 
through his own negligence, carelessness or error, and also losses of any kind caused by 
his assistants (see section 12, paragraph 12 and section 15, paragraph 2 of the standard 
subpostmasters contract) 

(a) your client's financial responsibility (for example, to make good losses) did not cease when 
he relinquished his appointment and he remains obliged to make good any losses incurred 
during his term of office which subsequently came to light (see section 12, paragraph 13 
of the standard subpostmasters contract). 

The purpose of this letter is to put you on notice that unless we have received the sum of £25,858.95, or 
at least payment proposals by 27 April 2005, we are instructed to issue proceedings against your client. 
In that event, we would be grateful if you would advise as soon as possible thereafter if you are instructed 
to accept service of these papers. 

Yours faithfully 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for Inspection at the above address. Regulated by the Law Society.www.bond pearce.conl 
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La a Branton Post Office v Mr Castleton 348035 134 m  Pale 1 

m: Laura Branton 
To: Rebecca Laugharne 
Date: 20 April 2005 3:33pm 
Subject: Post Office -v- Mr Castleton 348035.134 

Dear Rebecca 

I have discussed this matter with Stephen this morning and would be grateful for some input from you 
on the attached. 

Many thanks, Laura. 
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Memo 
If you have any questions concerning this 
memo please telephone the number below 

To: Rebecca Laugharne cc: 

From: Laura Branton Ref: LRB1/LRB1/. 

.....-.-.-, 
Direct: GROI Date: 20 April 2005 

Post Office Ltd —v- Lee Castleton (former subpostmaster Marine Drive) 

Dear Rebecca 

I would be grateful for some assistance from you on this file. Lee Castleton is the former 
subpostmaster of the Marine Drive Post Office. He was suspended on 23 March 2004 due to 
unexplained shortages. He had an interview on 10 May 2004 and an Appeal Hearing on 1 
July 2004 which was dismissed. 

Mr Castleton has continued to protest his innocence and has been particularly persistent to 
attempt to clear his name. He denies that the discrepancies are as a consequence of his 
actions and believes that the Horizon system was not working properly although Fujitsu 
(who are the technical people for the Horizon system) have confirmed that the system is not 
faulty. 

I have recently been speaking with Richard Benton (Service Management Section) who had 
dealing with this matter. He did advise that a new member of staff was employed by Mr 
Castleton around October/November time. The discrepancies started in December. No 
one is in a position to through around any allegations but there is of course a possibility that 
that person could have been responsible for the discrepancies. In any event, Mr Castleton is 
ultimately responsible for any discrepancies under his Subpostmaster's Contract. 

Mr Castleton's solicitors have asked for copies of all of the account documentation (ie cash 
snapshots, profit and loss etc) to be sent to them as all of the original papers were removed 
from office when Mr Castleton was suspended. I have provided copies of everything the 
post office have forwarded to me. They are still requesting further documents which I am 
unable to provide because the Post Office claim there is nothing left to send to me. 

The debtor's solicitors have been putting pressure on us to find out if we are issuing a claim 
against Mr Castleton. Before doing this, I propose to send the following letter to them and 
would be grateful if you would check the attached and advise if you would agree with it. 

Alternatively, if you think that you should be dealing with this matter, I will arrange to have 
the file forwarded to you. 

Many thanks. 

Laura Branton 
Credit Management Services 
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I t1 [:41] iI.IiLP1kiiis MiI 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castieton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Richard Benton; GRO 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 20 April 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

r.-wms11T.1d11~M 

Richard introducing himself and advising that he works for the Service Management Section. He was asked by Dave 
Pardot (Internal Crime and Policies Department) to call me. RB advising that he has been closely liaising with Cath 
Oglesby who was the Retail Line Manager at the time of the losses. RB advising that he did have partial involvement 
due to the deficiencies. 

LRB advising that the main issues from this would specifically relate to whether the Horizon system was working 
effectively. RB advising that Fujitsu had carried out an investigation. They are the technical side of the Horizon 
system. All internal reconciliation cheques were OK apart from February but that was due to user error. 

All cash declarations were OK and there were no discrepancies. They also checked the cash transactions against the 
declarations and there were no problems. 

Fujitsu had suggested user error rather than system problems and he is satisfied with that conclusion. In five years he 
has advised that he has never experienced problems of this nature. 

LRB advising that LC has repeatedly protested his innocence and has instructed solicitors. LRB expressing concern 
that she would only want to issue if she was entirely satisfied there were no holes in the evidence which would make 
the claim fail. LRB asking if LC had any other employees who might have been responsible and RB commenting that 
at one time LC had one long standing employee but he employed a new person around Oct/Nov. The losses started to 
occur in December. LC had trusted his staff and did not believe they would be responsible for theft. LRB advising in 
any event, even if LC did not do it, under the terms of his SPM contract for services, he would be personally liable and 
RB agreeing. 

RB adding that when Mr C was removed from office, the Horizon system remained there and there have been no 
problems since. 

LRB thanking RB for his time and confirming that she would require further information at a later date to compile 
witness statements. RB confirming that would be fine. 
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I t1 [11] i.]iI lt(1iti FTit 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Stephen Lister 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 2.0 April 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending IN on voicemail and being asked to call Richard Bento L.-.-.-.-. GRO 

Attending OUT and LRB confirming she will call him. LRB advising SL that this matter is becoming quite protracted. 
SL advising he is on holiday for two weeks from tomorrow and suggesting I keep Rebecca appraised of the situation. 
SL stating that the file may have to be forwarded to RL to deal. 
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From: <cheryl.woodwardE - - GRO
To. "Laura Branton" GRO

Date: 19/04/2005 09:35 
Subject: Re: Marine Drive/Lee Castleton FAD213/337 

Hi Laura, 

I mo wed instruction from my Mangers to go ahead with Legal 
dffi ie same other paperwork T a m roruaisardmq<onto yot_s tot y, 

In relation to the paperwork asked for in Rowe Cohens letter Mr Castleton 
has been forwarded all paperwork we have available he as asked for this 
time and time again and this cannot be produced and he has been told this 
on every request. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the 
addressee only. If you are not the named recipient, you must not use, 
disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then 
delete this email from your system. 
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Laura Branton -R  Marine DrivelLee Castleton FAD2131337 
_

~ Page 1 

om: Laura Branton 
10: cheryl.woodward GRO 
Date: 18 April 2005 10:22am 
Subject: Re: Marine Drive/Lee Castleton FAD2131337 

Morning Cheryl 

An update as soon as possible would be appreciated. There are no immediate deadlines but Mr 
Castleton will continue to ring whoever he can until he knows what will be happening. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AICM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

DDI: 11

GRO Fax: 
Ernail 
Web: 'www:boriapearce.com ' 

>>> <cheryl.woodward - GRO _ 10:07:41 18/04/2005 >>> 
Hi Laura, 

_. 

I am in receipt of your letter dated 15th April. The file has been passed 
onto senior management who are looking in depth to this case. Can you 
please let me know when you expect us to make a decision by so I can pass 
this on. 

Mr Castleton has rung several times in the last few days. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the 
addressee only. If you are not the named recipient, you must not use, 
disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then 
delete this email from your system. 
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I L1 [:1.] iIsTi lttIiIsiMiI 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Peter 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 18 April 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending IN. 

LRB confirming that this matter has been escalated to senior management and she is waiting instructions. Peter 
advising there is nothing more he can do and he will advise Mr C to stop calling. Peter asking that I keep him 
informed on all developments. 
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I 11 [1 .1iI.Ti kTiI*JiI 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Peter Armstrong & Cheryl Woodward 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 15 April 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending IN. GRO 
Being told that Mr Castleton has contact him several times today. He has advised that he will not get involved but 
wants to be kept in the loop in future. LRB explaining the situation and advising that we are waiting for some further 
documentation and a final report from Fujitsu as to whether Horizon system was working properly. LRB advising her 
only concern is that either Mr C has a lot of front or there is genuinely a problem with the system. LRB adding that he 
has instructed a solicitor. 

PA agreeing and advising that he is happy to leave it with me to chase Cheryl. LRB agreeing to do that now and call 
back. 

Attending OUT CW. Being told she is out today.

Attending OUT PA. Being told he has now left for the day. LRB advising it was a courtesy call to update and asking 
that her details are left so that PA knows she tried to call. 
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15 April 2005 Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: +i 
_._._._. 

GRO Fax:
Cheryl Woodward
FSA Agents Debt 3 _._._._._.f.__.

.__._._._._. ._.,
Post Office Limited Direct: GRO 
No.1 Future Walk '-.-.-.-.-.-.-.---------------- I 

West West Bars Our ref: 

Chesterfield LRB1/348035.134 

S49 1PF 
Your ref: 
LIT/247310./XBLB 

Dear Cheryl 

Lee Castleton 

I enclose a copy of a letter received from the debtor's solicitor in connection with the above 
matter. 

I would be grateful if you would forward to me the further documents requested. All copy 
correspondence that I have in my possession has been forwarded to the debtor's solicitor. 

Would you please also advise if you have received a further response in connection with 
your enquiries on the Horizon system? If you intend to issue proceedings against Mr 
Castleton, a decision will need to be made very soon. 

Kind regards. 

Yours sincerely 

Laura Branton 
Credit Management Services 

Enclosures 
1. Letter from debtor's solicitor dated 11 April 2005 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the above address. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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15 April 2005 

Rowe & Cohen

----- --- _ GRO 
---- -- - -- --

Dear Sirs 

We acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 11 April 2005. 

Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: 
Fax:I 

CRC 
..........._._._. 

Direct: +~ GRO ' 

Our ref: 
LRB 1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT. 113969 

A copy has been provided to our client and we will revert to you shortly when we are in 
receipt of their instructions. 

Yours faithfully 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for Inspection at the above address, Regulated by the Lew society.www.bondpearce.corn 
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Date: 
Your ref: 
Our.": 
Plea. .ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax : 
E-mail: 

Ms Laura Branton 
Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

Dear Sirs 

11 April 2005 
LRB1/348035.134 
MDT. 113969 

-Mark _Turner ,_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._ 

GRO 

Our client: Mr L Castleton Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

We refer to our previous correspondence and to our telephone conversation of 15 March (Mark Turner/Laura 
Branton). You indicated during that conversation that your client had all of the information required to make a 
determination of whether it intended to pursue a civil claim against our client in respect of the alleged 
shortfall, but that it was considering the commerciality of doing so. Has your client reached a conclusion in 
that regard? 

We admit to being surprised that the matter even required such consideration. We had understood that it was 
your client policy to pursue any shortfall, no matter how small, through either the criminal or civil courts — or 
indeed both. Understandably, our client wishes to know where he stands and not have this uncertainty left 
hanging over him any longer. 

Pre-action disclosure 

Your client has previously returned some of the documents taken from our client's premises by his line 
manager, Cath Oglesby. You indicated in that letter that you were awaiting further documents from your 
client in respect: of Weeks 51 and 52 and that these would follow in due course. Have you yet received them 
from your client? 

Our client has previously provided you with a list of broad categories of documentation of which he requested 
sight. Some of those have now been provided but a number of others have not. We are instructed by our client 
to request copies of the following documents for the period Week 39 to Week 52 of the Post Office 
Accounting System: 

• Automated Payment System daily reports; 
® Daily TV licence payment listings; 
• Weekly green Giro reports; 
• Postal Order weekly reports; 
• Inland Revenue weekly reports; 
• Pensions and allowances weekly reports; 
• The full audit trail (itemising each and every transaction carried out in our client's Post Office) 

The audit trail is vitally important in that it is required to substantiate our client's belief that the Horizon 
computer system was not functioning properly and was not recording accurately the transactions carried out in 
the post office. 

._. +,1RY.z .6~_e.f~'buay'lts'eet a Mai Jeus - NO ,tJE e Td d-t GRO ?^ax 41 _ GRO

L._._._.GRO _._._.'€ ° E 3il 3 v~ GRO,_._._._.P Websitew .r'ieV i:Fieit.to:n 

Yw.x b f h Y R, c n.j. 730 €. 7.N d.,r;+ne o NIN H F . ! v A. 7> _ • & F f 3I :are > J i7 k A- R y F ,4. 6a k E ~.-Jr 
M.C,Wood.t R j 'ry. mi•5. R z c. e A C. wrr! , R,@, t47;r" n D. V ,,, a H, d?rsrra Aa .9afas. L .k asv ,it,,y, AD. Ctm_o3. 51 5ut 3 H. A4r v Cameeelceat• Ui'W Horodc`h 

--Lrnrs

M90 at London 
!.`M..srK.nt aFi'Yv'.:.41t'Lil<J:JJf W405 LF'.'iEli i'J aOM CFAh('F MlISTOR ;N P}IO E 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Our client also requires sight of the balance snapshots generated each day by the Horizon system. He already 
has the snapshots relating to certain days within the period in question but requires sight of those for the 
follor~-^ng days: 

18-20, 22-23, 27, 29-31 December 

2-3, 5-10, 12-13, 15-17, 19-20, 22-24, 26-27, 29-31 January 

2-3, 5-7, 9, 19-21, 23-25 February 

4-6, 8, March and all those returns for Weeks 51 and 52. 

Please take your client's instructions on whether it is prepared to make the above documents available and 
within what time scale. 

.1Q.ux _faithfully 

GRO 
ROWS COHEN 

O:LNARKTANOIEY'CA%TL1ffON\IIIIIB 1.6FTYR TOIYJND PI!ARCK 
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14 March 2005 

Rowe & Cohen 
-------.--.-.-'GRO 

-----------------

Dear Sirs 

We thank you for your letters dated 24 February 2005 and 10 March 2005. 

Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel +; ^ ^ O 
Fax:

H._ GRO

-
~._Oirect1 + --- 

GRO ._._._.~ 

Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We note your comments and apologise that an acknowledging letter has not yet been sent 
to you. 

We understand your client's predicament and it is not our client's intention to prolong this 
matter indefinitely. It is with that in mind that they are gathering all relevant information in 
order to make a decision. 

We are currently waiting further instructions from our client and will respond substantively 
to you in due course. 

Yours faithfully 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the above address. Regulated by the Law Society.www.bondpearce.corn 
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Date: 
Your red 
Our.-.... •. 

Plea. - ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax: 
E-mail: 

Ms Laura Branton 
Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 
Dear Sirs 

10 March 2005 
LRB/348035.134 
MDT.113969 
Mark Turner

GRO 

Our client. Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Offle, Br dlingtor 
Your client- Post Office Limited 

We refer to our letter of 24 February, to which we do not appear to have yet received a response. 

May we please now hear from you by return? Our client is entitled to know whether your client entitles to 
pursue a claim against him, rather than having this left hanging over him indefinitely. 

Yours faithfully 

cL 
ROWE COHEN 

'x 

<Qi ~E>iarr S rr i lei Fax t 
. . .

.GRO
.,, 

:. 

a 
Ema la GRO 

GR_O 
_GRO.
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From: <cheryl.woodward GRO 
To: <laura.branton 

 
GRO 

Date: 04/03/2005 14:03 
_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.. 

Subject: LRB1/348035.134 Lee Castleton 213 337 Marine Drive 

Hi Laura, 

I am hoping to get a report from Fujitsu who checked the equipment. If this 
is possible and states the equipment was in proper working order would this 
over throw a counterclaim? 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the 
addressee only. If you are not the named recipient, you must not use, 
disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then 
delete this email from your system. 

file://C:\Documents%20and%2OSettings\administrator\Local%2... 09/03/2005 
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25 February 2005 Bond Pearce 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PLL 3AE 

Tel GRO
: .-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. .. 

Cheryl Woodward  GRO 
FSA Agents Debt 3 GRO 1st Floor East Block
No 1 Future Walk -
Chesterfield Our ref: 

S49 IPF LR01/348035.134 
Your ref: 
LYT/247310./XBLB 

Dear Cheryl 

Lee Castleton 

I enclose a copy of a letter received from debtor's solicitors in connection with the above 
matter. 

Could you please provide your comments together with any further instructions you may 
have. 

Yours sincerely 

GRO s 
Laura Branton 
Credit Management Services 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the above address. Regulated by the Law Society. www.boridpearce.com 
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Date: 
Your ref: 
Jur''f: 

Plez, ask for: 
Direct dial: 
Direct fax: 

-mail: 

Ms Laura Branton 
Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

Dear Sirs 

24 February 2005 
LRB 1134$035.134 
MDT.113969 
Mark Turner 

GRO 

Our client: Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client, Post Office Limited 

Thank you for your letter of 21 February. 

With respect, our client has already made his position abundantly clear — he does not accept that there is any 
actual shortfall in the takings of Marine Drive Post Office and that any apparent shortfall is the result of 
deficiencies in the Horizon computer system. As we understand it, your client has had problems with the 
system at a number of other post offices. 

The purpose of seeking the return of the papers sent to your client by our client was to enable him to prepare 
an adequate defence to any proceedings to any claim your client might bring but primarily to enable our client 
to determine whether to pursue a claim against your client arising from what he considers to be his wrongful 
suspension by your client and the termination of his contract. 

Your client must already have formed its own view as to whether or not it intends to pursue a restitutionary 
claim against our client, and anything which our client might say in that regard is unlikely to make any 
substantive difference. Accordingly, we see little to be gained by your client deferring a decision in that regard 
»_ our client will not be saying anything between now and the 9 March deadline you have mentioned which he 
has not already made clear to your client, namely that he categorically denies any allegation of wrongdoing 
and that any apparent financial discrepancies are a direct result of a computer system which does not function 
correctly. 

,Yonra faithfully 

GRO 
ROWE COHEN 

uz 1-€r~usx; C1 ;.'> -re:e . i"Ea::r.€ies •r 3'3; L; x "ei ,..._GRO._---1.) - Fax 
T~. 

-•- •G RO -•-•--

_. _ GRO . ._ _._ 
(--snaa9 la ._._._._._GRO_._._._. 

_.~~Vebtite+xv:eu.ro....,-,,.,, nI am `-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-

Yartner: S.G. C i h< < I.  -ry . DJ. Ho „ (N.1-... i - € is 1, C. :. .. n.;ll E lc.n:riao.. E.T CoghE o s j.V. D,, h •A Fhexy • A. Snckg -A. TAyk,r . R. Aths 

R j. Sprrs;or. , S. Roo .a ^ A. Carmen o R.J. _My,r - D. V. ycoo 2 i O 1..1: Sv:rrlirog - A.D. CJwer.~-. - S.F. Saftoa + _'A. Mo llo Co,, ,,1t nt: M.T. Norwich 0 
INVESTOR IN PEOPLE 

.: s... _ v` by c.e• 1.mx SYuiml•. 

Aso at 
nr ARKT, enn nsr~roxu t -rozos i rearo NOIIDPP IWS 

[,c sn~~ra 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

.aw'ra Branton - Re: Marine Drive/Lee Castleton FAD213/337 

From: <cheryl.woodward._,_,_._,_._._.__GRO__.___.__._._ 

T
o: "Laura 

Branton" 

s _._._._._._._._._._._.__._._._._._.

G__R_O
Date: 22/02/2005 08:40 
Subject: Re: Marine Drive/Lee Castleton FAD213/337 

Hi Laura, 

We will await a response from Mr Castleton before going any further. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the 
addressee only. If you are not the named recipient, you must not use, 
disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then 
delete this email from your system. 

the ://C:\Documents%20and%20Settings\administrator\Local%2... 23/02/2005 
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21 February 2005 

Rowe & Cohen 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 

Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Fax:i_ 
GRO 

~GRO 
--------------- -

Direct: E--- GRO

Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
M DT. 113969 

We confirm receipt of your letter dated 18 February and note that you have received the 
papers. 

We appreciate that your client will require some time to peruse the papers and are 
recommending to our client that they should delay issuing proceedings until your client is 
able to respond to us, following analysis of the papers. 

We propose that this should be undertaken within a reasonable timescale and would be 
grateful to receive your response in this regard by 9 March 2005, 

Yours faithfully 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for Inspection at the above address. Regulated by the Law Society.www.bondpearce.com 
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Laura Branton Marine Drive/Lee Castleton FA0213/337 Page 1 

om: Laura Branton 
t o: cheryl.woodward GRO 
Date: 21 February 2006-2:3tipm---------------
Subject: Marine Drive/Lee Castleton FAD213/337 

Dear Cheryl 

I can confirm that I have copied the relevant documents and forwarded them to the debtor's solicitor 
as requested. They have asked that we confirm our position on whether it is your intention to issue 
proceedings imminently. 

I would not propose taking such drastic action until we have had some feedback from the debtor 
(provided it is within a reasonable time of course). I would be grateful to receive your comments on 
this. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AICM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: * GRO Fax: 
Email; 
Web:
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Date: 18 February 2005 
Your ref: LRB1/348035.134 
Our -zef MDT.113969 
Pl. , ask for: Mark__ _ Turner 
Direct dial: 
Direct GRO 

------
F-mail : ._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._. 

Ms Laura Branton 
Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 

GRO 
Dear Sirs 

Our client: 1NIr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 
Your client: Post Office Limited 

Thank you for your letter of 16 February with enclosures, receipt of which is acknowledged. 

We have forwarded the documents to our client. As and when we have had an opportunity to discuss them 
with him, and whether there are further documents in your client's possession of which we require disclosure, 
we shall revert to you. 

We note your client's position in relation to the alleged shortfall and the operation of the Horizon system. For 
the complete avoidance of doubt, our client disputes both of this assertions. We shall deal with these in more 
detail at a later date. 

In the meantime, given your client's position, please confirm whether it is your client's intention to institute 
proceedings against our client to recover the alleged shortfall and, if it is, within what timescale service of the 
proceedings is expected to take place. 

Yours faithfully ------

GRO L 
iROWE CON 

^i ar~~ P rt' s~ r•,~
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r ----- --- ------- -----1 - 
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16 February 2005 

Rowe & Cohen 

GRO 
BY TRACKED DX 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 

Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: GRO Fax ' GRO 

GRO
Direct: ._._  GRO_._._

Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.134 
Your ref: 
MDT. 113969 

We write further to our letter dated 11 February and subsequent telephone conversation 
with your client and your Mark Turner. 

We enclose the following papers for your client's perusal: 

1. Cash Account (Final) Weeks 39 — 52 inclusive. (including Postage Labels, PO 
Encashed, Working Family/Disabled Persons/IR Child Benefit & Green/Violet 
Girocheques for each respective week) 

2. Cash on Hand/Declared Cash & Weekly Cash Floor Weeks 39-50 inclusive. Please 
note that we have requested Week 51 & 52 from our client today and will forward 
copies in due course. 

3. Giro Deposit/Withdrawals Weeks 39-50 inclusive. Week 51 & 52 to follow in due 
course. 

Your client will be best placed to advise if any further evidence is required but we confirm 
that copies of all relevant correspondence forwarded to us by our client have been provided 
to you. 

We confirm that our client believes the sum of £25858.95 remains outstanding due to 
discrepancies on the account and that our client believes the Horizon system was working 
properly. 

Clearly, your client will require time in order to scrutinize the papers provided to him and we 
would be grateful to receive a further update from you as soon as this is practical. 

We trust this is in order and would be grateful if you would acknowledge safe receipt of 
these papers. 

Yours faithfully 

Enclosures 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the above address. Regulated by the Law Society.WWW.bondpearce.COm 



POL00083351 
POL00083351 

Laura Branton Lee Castleton FAD 2131337 ~ ~ Page 1 

m: Laura Branton 
To: lesley.joyce4_._ cRo_
Date: 15 February 2005 2:37pm 
Subject: Lee Castleton FAD 213/337 

Dear Lesley 

Thank you for forwarding the papers to me. I have reviewed the files and note that in receipt of the 
receipt type documents, there are no receipts for week 51 and 52. Have they been retained for any 
reason do you know? 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AICM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: t GRO 
Email:[  

r  
cRo 

. . . . 

Web: www.bondpearce.com 
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11 February 2005 

Rowe & Cohen 

GRO 

Dear Sirs 

Our Client - Post Office Limited 

We thank you for your letter dated 8 February 2005. 

Bond Pearce 

Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel:  
Fax: GRO
~._._._._._._._GRO_._._._._.__ _. ------------ ---------------, _._._.RQ____._._._._ _ 
Direct: +i GRO 
Our ref: 
LRB1/348035.134 

Your ref: 
MDT.113969 

We confirm that our client has confirmed the original papers were forwarded to us by special 
delivery yesterday and we anticipate delivery by 12pm today. 

We confirm that papers will be forwarded to you by 15 February 2005 as requested. 

In the meantime, we confirm Mr Castleton has contacted our Laura Branton for an update 
and this information has been passed on to him. We trust this is in order. 

Yours faithfully 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for inspection et the above address. Regulated by the Low 5ociety.www.bondpearce.com 
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Date: 8 February 2005 
Our ref: MDT.113969 

e;asi '.sk for: Mark Turner 
Diret sal:  
Direct f GROax

Ms Laura Branton 
Bond Pearce 
Solicitors 
Bristol Bridge House 
Redcliff Street 
Bristol 
BS1 6BJ 

Dear Sirs 

z  

F0 
iOtSS 

Our client. Mr L Castleton — Marine Drive Post Office, Bridlington 

We act on behalf of Mr Castleton an understand that you are instructed on behalf of the Post Office. 

We have seen a copy of our client's letter to your firm dated 18 January 2005. We understand that you have 
contacted our client to indicate that you are seeking instructions from your client on the request for the return 
of the documentation specified in our client's letter, but that as things stand you have not been able to make 
any substantive progress. 

Your client has, in effect, accused our client of at best negligence and at worst outright theft and falsification 
of the accounts for the post office which he previously ran. Our client requires sight of the various documents 
set out in his letter in order to be able to demonstrate, as he has maintained throughout, that the problem lies 
with the computer system installed by your client rather than through any negligence on wrongdoing on his 
part. As a result of your client's accusations, our client has been suspended and has been forced to remove 
himself from the running of the post office. 

As we understand it, you do not oppose in principle the return of the documents in question to our client. In 
those circumstances, we fail to see why it is taking so long to release them. We have no wish to have to waste 
court time and incur needless expense in pursuing an application for pre-action disclosure, a view which we 
are sure you will share. 

We therefore look forward to hearing from you within the next 7 days with substantive proposals to make 
available to our client the documentation which he requested and of which is manifestly entitled to sight. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours faithfully 

GRO 
ROWE COHEN 

QFsar_Fdw_rse ~. Qv Street e h_'9_an_c}sestee M3 3f E P Tel -d? -'_- GRO 7 a Fax ._._._. _._GRO
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Laura Branton Lee Castleton FAD 2131337  Page 

m: Laura
10: lesley.joyce`  GRO _ 
Date: 08 February 2005 3:59pm 
Subject: Lee Castleton FAD 213/337 

Dear Lesley 

Further to our telephone conversation, I would be grateful if you would provide copies of 
correspondence that was removed from Mr Castleton's post office at the time of his termination. I do 
not require copies of correspondence at present if that helps! 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton ALCM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

DDI: RO 
Fax: 
Email; _ _-_=--_ __ GRO _.____.___.______. 
Web: www.bondpearce.com 
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I r1 [ii1 ii.]i 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Lesley Joyce 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 8 February 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending OUT and then Attending IN. 

Being told that she has the file and will arrange to send copies of correspondence to me. LRB confirming that at 
present she only requires correspondence that was removed from Mr Castleton's post office at the time of termination 
of his employment. U advising there is a considerable amount of correspondence after this. 

LRB confirming she would forward an e-mail to her with contact details. 
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Page 1 of 1 

From: <cheryl.woodwarc(..._,_,_.-._,-.GRO

To: "Laura Branton GRO 
Date: 04/02/2005 10:27 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton FAD 213 337 

Hi Laura, 

Lesley's contact numbers are i GRO ;her address is 
Darlington Area Office -

Crown Street 
Darlington 
DL1 1AB 

The problem with the Easy Access account was the cheque had been made out 
the Customer rather than National Savings this was not an Horizon Error. 
Hope this helps. 
Thanks Cheryl. 

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the 
addressee only. If you are not the named recipient, you must not use, 
disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. 
If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then 
delete this email from your system. 

file ://C:\Documents%20and%2OSettings\administrator\Local%2... 07/02/2005 
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[ Laura Branton Lee Castleton FAD 213 337 Page 1 

)m: Laura Branton - .-.-.-.-. •-.-•-•-
To: cheryl.woodward..._._._ GRO -. -. 

Date: 04 February 2005 9:54am 
Subject: Lee Castleton FAD 213 337 

Dear Cheryl 

I had an opportunity to speak with Cath yesterday and she has confirmed that all papers removed from 
Marine Drive PO are with Lesley Joyce. Would you please advise if it would be possible to obtain 
copies of this correspondence or would you prefer for me to contact Lesley? 

On the matter of the error on the "easy access" account for Mrs Constable. I would be grateful if you 
would advise what the outcome of that investigation was. I note that Mrs Constable has reimbursed 
you but is there an explanation for this happening in the first place? I think Mr Castleton believes that 
if it was possible for this to happen, it reinforces his allegation the system was not operating correctly. 
This is of course conflicted by Horizon who confirm that the software and hardware does not have a 
fault. 

I look forward to receiving your response. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AICM (Cart) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel: GRO Tel: 
Fax: ----- ------------- -- - -- ---------- -------
Email GRO 
Web: www.bondpearce.com
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I ri sa izit iLt IIIJT i 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Lee Castleton 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending IN. 

Matter no, 348035.134 

Date: 4 February 2005 

LRB confirming that she is trying to obtain papers from PQ. LRB discussing the claim generally with Mr C and asking if 
he thought Mrs C cheque was as a consequence of his allegations about the horizon system. Mr C advising this is 
unrelated. The point he was making is that it was processed as an error on his account and he wanted it removed. 

Mr C also making reference to the lottery discrepancy of £176. This should be removed because the error occurred on 
the day he was suspended. 

LRB confirming as soon as she received some papers she will contact him. 
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I L1 [D] 11.1 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Cath Oglsby 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 3 February 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending OUT and leaving message. 

Attending IN. 

Being told that the papers were removed so that the Post Office has copies of everything and to preserve the 
evidence. All papers are held by Lec1€v_.1ovice_at.il,?rl1ngton. LRB asking if I could contact her direct and being told it 
was ok. Her e-mail is Lesley_ioycee GRO 

CO advising that she is unable to provide any further paperwork and recommending that I speak with Lesley. LRB 
asking whether she thought any of the evidence supplied by Horizon was sensitive/confidential and should not be 
forwarded to Mr C. CO advising not. LRB asking if there was an explanation with the "easy access" confusion/Mrs 
Constable. CO advising she vaguely remembered but could not recall what the outcome was. CO suggesting I speak 
with Cheryl Woodward about this. 

Being told that if I have any further queries, I could contact her but that Lesley would be the best person to speak with 
about documents. 
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Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Mr Castleton 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 3 February 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending OUT. 

LRB advising that she is unable to respond to him as promised and was calling as a courtesy to confirm that the 
matter is being thoroughly investigated. Mr C being happy with that. 

On reading Mr C's letter LRB checking that Mr C actually requires audit trail and asking for what period. Being told he 
requires from Week 39 of 2003 to Week 2 of 2004. He would also like to have the full account summary (le snapshots 
etc) during that period. He did have it but Cath Oglesby removed them when she audited his accounts. LRB 
confirming she would see what she could do. 
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Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Cheryl 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 3 February 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending OUT. 

being told that I can contact Cathy direct to obtain papers. LRB asking if she thought any of the Horizon evidence was 
confidential in case Mr C wanted copies. Being told she thought it would be ok to release but asking that I check with 
Cathy beforehand. 
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28 January 2005 Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth 

PL1L1^

 3AE 

Tel: RO V Pax;l 
Ms Mandy Talbot L GRO 

Legal Services --.-----.-----.-- ------------
Royal Mail 
Impact House 

Direct: s O 
2 Edridge Road 

_GR_ _ 
Our ref: 

Croydon, CR9 1P] LRB1/348035.134 
Your ref: 

Dear Mandy 

Lee Castleton 

Please find enclosed a copies of a letter received from Lee Castleton and our holding response for your 
information. 

I can confirm that I am currently investigating this matter with Cheryl Woodward at Chesterfield and will 
ensure that all correspondence is copied to you so that you are fully aware of the situation. 

Yours sincerely 

Laura Branton 
Credit Management Services 

Enclosures 

1. Letter received from Lee Castleton dated 18 January 2005 
2. Copy response to Lee Castleton, Former Sub postmaster at Marine Drive Post Office (FAD: 213 

337) 

A list of partners of Bond Pearce is open for inspection at the above address. Regulated by the Law Society. www.bondpearce.com 
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I t1 [111 iI.]iI lkis1TiI 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Ian Jones 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 28 January 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending Ian Jones IN. 

Being told that he has spoken with the Retail Line Manager and will be sending all of the proof that the software was 
checked to me. 
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Telephone] itsTi i1iiMiW
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Cheryl 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 28 January 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending OUT Cheryl. Being told she is out and speaking with Ian. LRB confirming the current situation and being 
told that he will investigate the matter for me as he is not sure whether Cheryl will be back by Monday. LRB asking if 
he has a contact number for Mr C on file and being told he does. Tel GRO 

Attending OUT Mr C. 

Being told by Mrs C that her husband is collecting their children from school. LRB not going into too much details but 
confirming that she is sending a letter today but just giving them a courtesy call as more than 7 days have elapsed 
from the date of his letter. Being told that her husband saw a solicitor yesterday so we may receive a letter from 
them next week. 
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I t1 [11] iI.TiI It1iIsi]iW 
Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton - DEBT £27115.83 

Attending: Stephen Lister 

Matter no: 348035.134 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 28 January 2005 

Start time: N/A Units: N/A 

Attending Stephen IN. 

LRB confirming that she has read the letter and received the original. LRB confirming LBA has been issued and she 
noted from the file that I should notifiy the POL Horizon Liaison Manager before considering issue of proceedings. 

LRB confirming that there was a problem with an "easy access" account and that is the grounds of Mr C's concerns 
that the system was failing. She tried to open an a/c and paid the cheque in. The cheque was returned to her but her 
account was showing the full balance. I have since received an e-mail from Cheryl to advise £1256.88 had been 
reimbursed by Mrs Constable. 

LRB confirming that she would be checking with Cheryl but agreed to send a holding letter to Mr C in the meantime. 
SL asking that I copy Mandy Talbot in aswell. 
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- 

z 

Laura Branton - Lee Castleton Page 1 

I n: Laura Branton 
To: Stephen Lister 
Date: 27 January 2005 11:57am 
Subject: Lee Castleton 

Hello Stephen 

I have not yet received a copy of the letter you referred to in your e-mail 24/1105. Has it been sent yet? 

Many thanks, Laura 
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—2005 12:30 FROM TO GRO P.01 

Lk I 
Bond Pearce 
Bristol Bridge Mouse 
Reddiiff Street 
Bristol a51 68.1 

Fax T' AC GRO ~ x .---------------- ---------I -.-. -.-. dRO 

tf any of this fan is missing or ill-glbie
pBeAo telept one tha number Below 

To: Laura Branton Bond Pearce Plymouth Fax

Cc: Your ret: 

From: Stephen Lister 

Direct G R O Fax: 4 

--------- --------
----G R O 

Corresp dne 

Please find correspondence attached. 

Our ref: Styli/RQ1/348035. ,. 

Date Created: 27 aanuary 2005 

Number of pages: 3 

c i .!3 : 'e . I€ I ci lam\ r . r c Wi t.., t 

LA 9 [i /Oc 

conBidanta 9aey hat ee 
TMPOPTArX T — The inform. tian fn this fax le o f enbel and may be legally oa. IF ye are not the intended 
reefplent, please do not use, 3isCa0U, Copy at distribute its Coeasnt3, trsteaj, please natty the serajer as soon 
$s pcssibte and destroy the fax._ 

A list of partners of Bond pebrtae is open for Inspection at the above .ad9 as, Regdlated by the La. Soclotrp, www,bendpearce.com 
4A,,1621791 1 
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Laura Branton Lee Castleton 
Page 1 

m: Stephen Lister 
To: Laura Branton 
Date: 24 January 2005 6:19pm 
Subject: Lee Castleton 

Laura, 
I have received a letter from Mr C which I shall fax to you. 
Could we briefly discuss once you've read it? 
Thanks 
Stephen 
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From: <cheryl.woodward[ GRO 
To: "Laura Branton" 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
.GRO ' > 

Date: 17/01/2005 09:59
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton - LIT/247310 FAD213/337 (Marine Drive PO) 

Hi Laura, 

Today I have received a cheque from Mrs Constable for £1256.88 in relation 
to the easy access account. 
Hoping the letter to Mr Castleton has not been sent yet. 

Thanks Cheryl. 

"Laura Branton" 

GRO i To: <cheryl.woodwardG GRO 
cc: 

Subject: Lee Castleton - LIT/247310 FAD213/337 (Marine 
13/01/2005 10:14 Drive PO) 

Dear Cheryl 

I have today received this file from my col league Stephen Lister. You 
have asked that a letter before action is sent to Mr Castleton and that 
I should notify the POL Horizon Liaison Manager before considering the 
issue of proceedings. I would be grateful if you would provide me with 
contact details. 

I have read through the file and cannot see that his query has been 
resolved in connection with the "Easy Access" account for Mrs Constable. 
Do you know if it has been possible to shed any light on this. I 
propose to send a details letter before action and it would be helpful 
if I could also make reference to this. 

I look forward to receiving your response. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AICM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

file://C:\Documents%20and%20Settings\administrator\Local%2... 21/01/2005 
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From: <cheryl.woodward _ GRO c> 
To: 'Laura Branton°" 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
GRO

Date: 15/01/2005 22:37 
Subject: Re: Lee Castleton - LIT/247310 FAD213/337 (Marine Drive PO) 

Hi Laura, 

I note from your e-mail that the POL Horizon Liaison Manager be notified 
before considering proceedings. I'm not sure where that has come from 
possibly our Legal Advisors who pass the case onto you? 

The query with the Easy Access Account has been resolved as far as the duty 
holder is concerned. Mr Castleton has been told he has to pursue this 
through the customer as he sent the application off himself. 

Sorry to be vague I hope this helps. Thanks Cheryl. 

"Laura _ Branton"  __
GRO To: 

<cheryl.woodward ____ GRO__;__:__:_ 
GRO cc: 

Subject: Lee Castleton - LIT/247310 FAD213/337 
(Marine 

13/01/2005 10:14 Drive PO) 

Dear Cheryl 

I have today received this file from my colleague Stephen Lister. You 
have asked that a letter before action is sent to Mr Castleton and that 
I should notify the POL Horizon Liaison Manager before considering the 
issue of proceedings. I would be grateful if you would provide me with 
contact details. 

I have read through the file and cannot see that his query has been 
resolved in connection with the "Easy Access" account for Mrs Constable. 
Do you know if it has been possible to shed any light on this. I 
propose to send a details letter before action and it would be helpful 
if I could also make reference to this. 

I look forward to receiving your response. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AICM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 

file ://C:\Documents%20and%20Settings\administrator\Local%2... 25/01/2005 
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Bond Pearce 
al I House 

Wes, Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

: GRO 
Fax
Email: ! GRO 
Web: 

www:;ba;ndpearce,- corn i

IMPORTANT - The information in this e-mail message is confidential and may 
be legally privileged and protected by law. The intended recipient only is 
authorised to access it. If you are not the intended recipient, please 
notify the sender as soon as possible and delete any copies. Unauthorised 
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Laura Branton Lee Castleton - LIT/247310 FAD213/337 (Marine Drive PO) PagJ 

.m: Laura Branton 
To: cheryl.woodward GRO 
Date: 13 January 2005 10:14am 
Subject: Lee Castleton - LIT/247310 FAD213/337 (Marine Drive PO) 

Dear Cheryl 

I have today received this file from my colleague Stephen Lister. You have asked that a letter before 
action is sent to Mr Castleton and that I should notify the POL Horizon Liaison Manager before 
considering the issue of proceedings. I would be grateful if you would provide me with contact details. 

I have read through the file and cannot see that his query has been resolved in connection with the 
"Easy Access" account for Mrs Constable. Do you know if it has been possible to shed any light on 
this. I propose to send a details letter before action and it would be helpful if I could also make 
reference to this. 

I look forward to receiving your response. 

Kind regards. 

Laura Branton AICM (Cert) 
Paralegal 
Credit Management Services 
Bond Pearce 
Ballard House 
West Hoe Road 
Plymouth PL1 3AE 

Tel:

DDI: G RO 
Fax: 
Emaii'' GRO 3 
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Client: Post Office Limited 

Matter: Mr Lee Castleton 

Attending: N/A] 

Matter no: 348035.castleto 

Name: Laura Branton Location: N/A Date: 

Start time: Units: 0 units 

Carrying out conflict check on file. No conflicts found. 
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Catherine Churchard LLB 

itor & Legal Services Director 

07 January 2005 

Mr Stephen Lister 
Messrs Bond Pearce Solicitors 
Bristol Bridge House 
Redo! if Street 
BRISTOL 
BS1 6BJ 

Dear Stephen 

RE._ NEW CAS ) 

FOOLS REFERENCE CASE TITLE CASE CLASSIFICATION 

LITJ247310 MR LEE CASTLETON FSP/DEBT 

I enclose original papers concerning the above matter. 

As the Postmaster is making allegations that the Horizon System was not 
working, you will have to notify the POL Horizon Liaison Manager of this case 
before considering the issue of proceedings. 

Please seek instructions directly from the client department. 

Yours sincerely 

GRO 
Gordon Smith 
Litigation Administrator 
Litigation Division 

----------- ----- -
GRO 

- ---------------- - 
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3 November 2004 

Ms Cheryl Woodward 
Agents Debt Team 3 
First Floor East 
No.1 Future Walk 
CHESTERFIELD 
S49 1 PF 

Dear Ms Woodward 

Subject: MR LEE CASTLETON 
Our Ref: LIT/247310/XBLB 
Your Ref: FAD CODE 213 337 

Thank you for your letter together with papers in respect of the above matter. 

Please note that due to the increased workload in this department, the above 
named case is currently being forwarded to our agents Mr Stephen Lister of 
Messrs Bond Pearce Solicitors, Bristol. 

Our solicitor agents will be contacting you in the near future. Please ensure that 
all future correspondence is addressed to them. 

Yours sincerely 

Gordon Smith 
GRO 

Litigation Administrator 
Litigation Division 
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FILE FACING SHEET 

CASE NO: 247310/XBLB 

CASE TITLE: CASTLETON Lee 

CLIENT: Post Office Ltd 


