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2. Permission to appeal is required and must be based on 
demonstrating that there is a '°reasonable prospect" of showing 
an error of law. Put very simply, such error can either be: 
(a)In the construction of a document or application of a 

principle of law. 
(b) A finding made fol lowing a serious procedural irregularity. 
(c)A finding of fact which was not open to the Judge (ie. close 

to perverse) and which should not have been made. This is 
very much harder than an appeal under (a) — and is 
discouraged by the Court of Appeal as it requires extensive 
and time consuming study of transcripts of evidence. 
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7. There is no possibility in this case of preventing hand down of 
the Judgment. 

• • i' ` i • ii • . i Ii . ' •' i ' 

(1) His errors in construing the SPMC and NTC contracts, the 
terms to be implied into them, and the relationship that 
arose as a result- together with the issues on 
onerous/unusual and UCTA. That is the straightforward 
"standard" appeal. 
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35) —given his role in future litigation. He did not have to 
make any findings on it for the purposes of resolving any of 
the issues — applying the law in the way he says he was 
doing. 
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16, At one point he criticizes al l Post Office's witnesses for 
thinking there is nothing wrong with the Horizon system 
(para.545). Unless it is unreliable this comment makes no 
sense. He is criticizing PO witnesses for having a view which 
might be correct — depending on the decisions he makes in 
subsequent stages. 
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(1) Making of GLO "opposed by Post Office" (para.12) — notable 
"Post Office did not seek to appeal" making of the GLO- this 
is untrue and he has been told this before and actually been 
sent the relevant correspondence evidencing this. 

(2)Post Office style of giving evidence: glide away from 
pertinent questions (para.375). 

(3)Makes no findings BUT PO attitude could be perceived as 
"threatening, oppressive ....." (para. 517 and 519). 

(4)Post Office appears determined to fight every issue, make 
resolution of this intractable dispute as difficult and 
expensive as it can" — a rant, untrue, and no particulars or 
examples given. 

(5) "Post office edifice would col lapse" (para.123). This suggests 
general pre--judgment by him. 

(6) Excessive secrecy — redacting names on emails: 
(para.560(1)) —when PO received them in this form. "I do 
not consider that they can be a sensible or rational 
explanation for any of them..." Importantly, he is making 
independent inferences, not based on the Claimants' 
submissions, and on which Post Office has had no 
opportunity to comment. 

(7)Finding al l the facts in para.569 which were not necessary 
and which he did not apply. Including findings on Horizon 
(see:eg. Fact 34) — which he expressly said he was not going 
to make. See also (para.819) on this. 

(8)Impose draconian effect upon SPM's — behave with 
"impunity and oppressively" (para.722). And para.222 
(oppressive behaviour). 

(9)PO answer to nobody but themselves and wield power with 
impunity (para. 524 and 724) 
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27. The standard appeal raises a very large number of issues. 
Two opening general points: 

(1)there is no reasoning in the Judgment or authority or point 
raised by the Judge or the Claimants that persuade me that 
the legal analysis provided to Post Office in our Opinion is 
wrong. 
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(8) Onerous and unusual: i do not think that the notice 
provisions or the exclusion of compensation for "loss of 
office" are "onerous and unusual" — and I think we have 
reasonable prospects of persuading the Court of Appeal of 
this. 
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