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Borough of Hackney, ex p Rowe [1996] COD 155 (conduct over- Y)
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(exceptional case where defendant and interested party a

warded their hearing);
18.3.3 Permission refused: defendant’s AOS costs. CPRE ecretary of State fir R (Wilson) v Prime Minister [2019] EWCA Civ 304 [2019] 1 WLR 43‘5*883;:?5-74 (judge
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i n Ived, where defendant faj

permission, the matter having been resolved, W , atled to res PI% COSTY

letter even by asking for an extension of time); R v Royal Borough of Kem‘i)'?nrd 1 Pleay prvironmer € 'pirfhz,a’::e['mn f oenar L10 COS order agains |

ex p Ghebregiogis (1995) 27 HLR 602 (appropriate in exceptional ¢age to o g e‘:n& Oy oy nding cases raising ISsue of genuine pubfic con gamst ¢
$

laimant charie
"p's & . . 4 cemy, New 7 Y Whers
defendant where failing to concede well-founded case until after iy Jer ¢ M.fq " wGeneral of New Zealand [1994] | AC 466 . aland Macwi ¢,
<18.5> (costs and discontinuance/settlement). Judicial rcvieo‘:t" Baing y A”‘;’l' 03 v Secretary of State for Health (2007] ¢ W{{ésg('-ﬂ (Mo order a5 1 c::n ,”:’;’g
| s A ts: whether within final od% ' gi’gf (“not a matter of genuine public concern at all™) %6 (Admin) 12002) 2 PLR 146 4
3 ission/permission costs: w 1thin fin | Tk
:losi;a?' rcrggegxrred b‘e)fore proceedings have begun™); R (D‘:n g;’tgg& 4-2(6)( d) | 18.4.3 Origin of costs capping: profective costs orders. Respomsi
Council [2007] EWCA Civ 1166 [2008] 1 WLR 878 at §5 (court gt sub's‘g’ Vale i::h y aco Ltd v .Chl;stlize([ggfilrU}jPC 2 [R2023]4 WLR 47 at 578(%6?;:5 i’):glr;,p:em frr
ardi : ' : ' : n); ous ‘ ithi
::\:ardnqng glectl“endal?t sl go(lsts‘@ excl:nfliic&st‘i l?cft xg:ucces§mlly having Oppmedﬂtwe ',‘Qn':; | costs dlé‘\:;/ %‘A" Clv 192 [2005] 1 WeL Re;ggach) v Secretary of State for Trode gnd ,ms‘
b\lz'r:t. Jitl\c(l’:die:eaosgnable: cz:&r;srsio)r to grant of pep:nni];?i;fn-mage COsts inclug?c.lm!trts o rd i | |
silent, 1nc : 10110 : » COSts of the + Forg, dicial review costs capping orders. Crimi -
oral hearing); R v Metropolitan Stipendiary Magistrate, ex p Ali (1997 En%?ibul nmor: 13;‘{‘261‘; 6 to 46.19 (judicial review costs ca ppingn;:-gi:-:;.‘s;;% E;Inacll, Couns.Act 2015 53339
against magistrate limited to post-permission costs);.R (M) v Croydon LBC [201[)15(% Czl())23] EWHC 371 (Admin) [2023] | WLR 2154 at §§26~21 7 ) ¥ National Crime Agzenc
Civ 595 [2012] 1 WLR 2607 at §72 (successful claimant awarded 50% of Dre 2] EWey [ dicial review proceedingS except in accordance with the statut nmw.cr 7T ey
costs and 100% of post-permission costs); <18.3.2> (costs where permission gm;&'d’;ﬂisxiq, J > Dea] EWCA Civ 717 [2023] Costs LROQ':’S', ( var):a :0; ‘ C?E'C%D)?C:’
i ; : : D SSItINg reciprocal cap): - AU, 34
118.3..10. Costs and interim relief. R (RRR Manufacturing Pty Ltd) v British 5 €148 un dcrlyinl;'pubnccag)(;lgfli?fane)\{SSHD [2020] EWCA Civ 363
nstitution [2024] EWCA Civ 530 at §§93, 113 (usual order where Interim reljef darg, [20- P, § ' test of bei promoting access to justice in Judicial
judicial review is costs reserved). ¢! Obtaineg, v L arpenter [2020] E\:,CO A Cmgi public interest proceedings™) (SC is (2021
18.3.11 Wasted costs orders at the issi ' a smant of limited 1 o 15 a 518 (“The general
3 permission stage. R (Gransian Ltd) v SSp pu 3 | imited means access to the court in order 10 advance their
EWHC 3431 (Admin) (wasted costs order made against claimant’s solicitors for un 9 2003 ' [ \ORder for substantial costs being made against them, a fear which
conduct); R (F) v Head Teacher of Addington High School [2003] EWHC 228 (Admi . tinuing with the case™); Administrative Court- Judicial Review
costs ordered against claimant’s solicitors); R v SSHD, ex p Mahmood [1999) "C)(()‘Wed Lat859.8-9.9; <2.2.6> (statutory overlay: costs capping orders).
(wasted costs ordered in relation to additional permission hearing cause D 11y

orders: illustrations. R (Thompson) v Metronoli 2
[2025] EWHC 2355 (Admin) at §§39-40 (f v Metropolitan Police

. . OSIS caps set at £70k/E100k):
rliamentary Group on Fair Business Banking) v Financial Conduct Authority

1662 (Admin) [2023] Costs LR 999 (claimant’s cap set at 40% of funds raised):
e v SSHD [2023] EWHC 1794 (Admin) at §6 (costs caps set at £20k/£70k ); R (Good
gawproject Ltd) v Secretary of State for Health and Social Care [2021] EWHC 1083 (TCC)
(Costs caps set at £120k/£120Kk); R (We Love Hackney Ltd) v Hackney LBC [2019] EWHC 1007
¢Admin) (CCO refused) at §48 (not “public interest proceedings™, so the “necessary condition
for a CCO 1s not met™), §52 (also, “it would not be reasonable for the claimant to withdraw”
given its wealthy backers); R (Harvey) v Leighton Linslade Town Council [2019] EWHC 760
(Admin) (setting aside CCO for financial non-disclosure); R (Liberty) v SSHD (Procedural

Matters) [2018] EWHC 976 (Admin) at §§17, 33 (costs orders relating to defendant’s default
ordered to apply outside the claimant’s cost cap).

18.4.6 Aarhus costs caps in environmental cases. Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015 <90
CPR 46.24 to 46.28 (costs limits in Aarhus Convention claims); R (Global Feedback Lid) v

HM Treasury [2025] EWCA Civ 624 at §151 (“whether the purpose of the national faw that

d by non-
R v Immigration Appeal Tribunal, ex p Gulbamer Gulsen [1997] COD é&?é?:;dme}.
jurisdiction to order wasted costs regarding permission stage); <18.2.14> (Wasted cosumm
against legal representatives). 3

18.4 Public interest costs and costs capping orders. The public interest can infl
approach to costs in judicial review. Costs capping orders can be imposed i
cases, with the statutory overlay of legislative provisions and accompanyf

18.4.1 JR costs and the public interest: striking a balance. Responsj
Abaco Ltdv Christie [2023] UKPC 2 [2023]4 WLR 47 at §75 (Lord S
“a readiness to award costs against unsuccessful claimants in ju 'ci@ '
a tendency to deter people from bringing such claims, which t& okic futeres
in upholding compliance by public bodies with the rule of | than fully protegte
the other hand, if costs are not awarded against unsuc laimants n routip

the competing public interest in ensuring that the '

to be spent on carrying out their primary functions also be les

v : . RS Y R AL G - < R S . [Et”'b
R (Corner House Research) v Secretary of State for Trade'and IndusgnJ2005 hgs;vallegedly beenoont%aven”’ fai"*“i‘“"@\ e AR (Eavardy) v
[2005] 1 WLR 2600 at §70 (“there is a public interest in the elugidation of public law oy & M:mnmem Agency .;:'.,‘-f*'i«E&’f‘ff?.\i»“:f’ffg’ R B e A [qIcTacn
- higher courts in addition to the interests of the individual pantigs:€ 's.:l'_».-‘}ff-ff??f“ Lol UK Sacc%wsjocoprt o) oy hibitively expensive kAt ) ¥ Swoprure Cownc '
- necessarily expect identical principles to govern the incidence of costs in public lawess § ..ék'eem-yb-;.-.n-' ort - 953 at 958C-H (Aarhus COsts R R ‘ ent 12019] EWCA
- much less the “arterial hardening’ of guidance into rule”).  Civizso( az'{%‘%’ﬁf\-’ﬁ’;’sﬁ%i%{t'{“-?-?:i-f-i'- Lo » S amihiple costs
s N e - SIS o2 1eVLUT L WLK 352 at §o 1 (approach at e o
18.4.2 Public interest: no order as to costs. Responmbig, '3'225:’@3_?1".';4*"ffj AN ;‘&W \@ak* ] UKSC 36); R (H! RES
Christie [2023] UKPC 2 [2023] 4 WLR 47 at §56 (referring to .-_ Ma(:i‘.i* etion & ' ey (,‘ g%'gi\‘luﬁ 'EWCA Civ 203 [20
~ court to make no order as to costs”), §73 (“There may be reasons why, in the EXCIEFC iﬁ“j M':;‘"-Ls:'. cost cap provisions); A
 that discretion, a court might decide not to award costs in favour of a public body 82515,
~ is successful in defending a judicial review claim against it”); R (Davey) v AV g 1847 Cost mrteti Dt
District Council [2007) EWCA Civ 1166 [2008] 1 WLR ’§“ T [2004] EWHC 684 (Adinich 13
 ndig 1 43 4 e , Y s A ractrictec VA LWRICO 084 (AdMIn
or wholly in the public interest, albeit unsuccessful, may properly ";5’ received an assurance tha
order for costs™); R (Greenpeace Ltd) v Secretary of State for the Environment =2 claim for judicial review\.

& A A . :
:j(:(o"\t;"""“x‘:, i

ural Affairs [2005] EWCA Ciy 1656 [2006) Env LR 627 at §§38-40 (judge entitled 0%

o R P \ 3 : 9 . R oS _ _ AN -r"’“‘\.",/-fjl""-'l
10 order for costs, where important issues and public interest); R v Secrefary o/'®
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PI3COSTS
.+ and (111) a clear missed opport

18.4.8 Costs liab“‘g g 0?6‘“:“;’5‘63{{”:5"3‘::;::3“‘;’ gggg' R (Brown , Ssy ﬂconsudﬂgg" EWCA Civ 561 [2021] 4 WLR %g'tycmgih,fo? OS stagey, R (M Sporr 114y
UKSC $ [2015] | Row o tsa of the appeal in any event”): gem"ss]on o 4, D[20|5 HMRC [zi 4 the ultimate decision); R (Mozumder) v“'l/ﬁ gfd"‘d because claim should
oI EWCA Giv 269 [2011] 1 WLR 2852 t §6 (PTA to the CA o ical Jusigy (P jave BH57 at §24 (“the winner in substance”); R (RS) y gunt 1 g0 ot A C 198 (202
i hdien g'“ rbeg d SSHD to pay claimant’s costs in th i condition thate) v.‘“”[; Costs l’RWLR 2293 at §29 (“In pith and substance this wae : l’( [2020] > oA Cv 1711
;lostig 'gg:a?-tch;s\t'u Direc?gr of the Serli):zs Fraud Office [2oosf§\%"c""y Event). %“,""m [202” EWCA Civ [676 0[209 I} Costs LR 1397 at §§73.‘85;85‘?f£t‘:;1nmr' IR‘/‘%GM 73D
| Z,C 756 (PTA to HL on basis that claimant would recover costs in a 714 (Admin)c% [202'1' y securing Interim relief, not sufficient for costs when claim Subqeg am:;-m 2ot all e
UKHL 60); Chief Constable of the North Wales Police v Evans []93'2]{ 'e \{:/T%{(?L i gggzl Wa‘(‘::fns'em); R {; P a‘r":; f;t’:i)n‘i,nzet(l{\[:’: 4 ’r‘ejﬁi f{[i)f ‘[%gfgl‘ i';:)ng Civ 194 12020 m I?RWSJ 1 ;3'2
“ . 0 . . . s e . : . [
(12;‘ tg;rantmg PTA, directing chief constable to bear claimant’s costg of the apgfi llsqcl ?uysucces(s: ivcg;:‘ at §21 (need “a fact-specific Cvaluatgion e;;lg‘c )r jcz;:(gi,’: "".?‘?”’? 20291
S VRO, " g BwCﬁ 544 (“a real-world view of the practical outcome the aimant wish(c:d't"gm;"n o,
18.4.9 Intervener: prospective order as to costs. CPR PD54A §13 5. whole ) PV HMRC [2019] EWCA Civ 1021 [2019] | WLR 6355 (no order foro + "'ﬂ(r'
R({"'chf id not await outcome of alternative statutory remedy): 2 (Moo cq‘:m;,ha -
18.5 Costs and discontinuance/settlement. Where a judicial review elaim © claiman C [2019] EWCACiv 1041 at §18 (claimants regarded z¢ w - B ”,'h
. > Clalm 1S Vv HMR - 5 hO"Y successfuly, R

or settled, costs can be agreed by the parties or determined by the Court o Wlthd,m L1d) » Croydon LBC [2( WCA Civ 726 [2019] | WLR 224 at ¥49 (whether clai
The Court’s determination will be informed by all the circumstances inclu(?' e pers, (RL) say he has been VIRCICHIES  OF “should be regarded as having succeeded™); (Tesfay) »
claim is not proceeding. An abandoned claim may trigger a defendant’s colng Why th ‘ca;;p (2016] EWORLA T 0 [2016] 1 WLR 4853 at §63 (withdrawal of impugned decisions

vindicated claim usually triggers a claimant’s costs order. Where the utility (fft‘s tl? der, asz,oun oK 'hat they were materially flawed).

has been removed because of some changed circumstance or new develop € claip, led: success and causal link. R /MF (Eritrea)) v SSHD [2022]

does not constitute vindication for the claimant, the Court may awarg cos?s]e[? b Which

whether the likely would-be winner is sufficiently clear from a proportionate evg| lfstlfing
dlion,

18.5.1 Costs on claimant discontinuance. CPR 38.6 (discontinuance: liability for COsts
thé v Govemorl'1 of HMdP The i}Slrflow:it [1‘20120] EWHC l (?;67 (Admin) [2020] Costs LR 1)1’3,; od or contributedo that result ... causation is a relevant and sometimes decisive factor™ 3

§ (no reason here to depart from defau Lposition under CPR 38.6(1) that a discontiny “if ther dispute about whether or to what extent the existence of legal proceedings
claimant should pay the costs); R (Parveen) v Redbridge LBC [2020] EWCA Civ 194 [20mg (*1

’ b G ales : . uted to the claimant obtaining [the outcome] when she did. the court
4 WLR 53 at §45 (“where a claim is withdrawn leaving costs to be determined by the CWzﬂ ,‘ fva:sed <.>r ilithe distiiot st SR Tat T e e
n ”).

there is no rule, even as a starting point or default position, that the claimant should pay
defendant’s costs™); R (Newsquest Media Group Ltd) v Police Misconduct Tribunal .’
. 8 osts where claim settled: partly successful claimant. R (M) v Crovdon LBC [2012]
: BCA Civ 595 [2012] 1 WLR 2607 at §60 (situation where the claimant “has only succeeded
0

EWHC 299 (Admin) at §§55, 57 (interested party ordered to pay claimant’s .cos§ o
indemnity basis, where knowingly asserted that non-existent impugned anonymititg m |
 part”), §62 (court may be “able to form a view as to the appropriate costs order™ based
n features such as “how reasonable the claimant was in pursuing the unsuccessful claim.
how important it was compared with the successful claim, and how much the costs were
increased”, whether there is “a clear winner™).

LR 482 at §45 (“no causal connection” between the

ugned decision); R (Parveen) v Redbridee LBC [2020] EWCA
t §31 (“The fact that the claimant has obtained the refief which

was seeking 4.~ does not necessarily mean that the existence of the proceedings has

been made).

18.5.2 Costs where claim settled/become academic: practice. R (MH
[2022] EWCA Civ 1296 [2023] 1 WLR 482 at §41 (“Normally, when ,
an application for judicial review or an appeal is academic, but the 5
costs consequences, they agree a consent order, with a provisio ¢ court will\deci 18.5.7 Costs where claim settled: independent act/compromise. R (M) v Croydon L5C
sﬁ Administratived owt [2012] EWCA Civ 595 [2012] 1 WLR 2607 at §60 (situation “where there has been some

who should be liable for costs on the basis of written submi 01
Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §25.5. compromise which does not actually reflect the claimant’s claims™), §63 (“the default position
should be no order as to costs” but “in some cases, it may well be sensible to look at the

18.3.5 Costs where claim settled (M (Croydon)). R (M) underlying claims and inquire whether it was tolerably clear who would have won™).

Croydon 2012] EWCA

Civ 595 [2012] 1 WLR 2607 at §§60-63 (Lord Neuberger MR: (1) where the _
claimant “has been wholly successful” and would “normally be to all of his costs™ 18.5.8 Costs where claim settled: proportionate consideration. R (MH (Eritrea)) v SSHD
absent “some good reason to the contrary”; (2) “cases where a claimafithas only succeededir [2022] EWCA Civ 1296 [2023] 1 WLR 482 at §50 (whether possible on a

part” and there is “often be much to be said for concluding that there should beno for

- costs™ (3) where a “compromise does not actually reflect the claimant’s claims” resultingt |} Council [2005) EWHC 585 (Admin) (2005) 8 CCLR 228 at §39 (inappropriate o “deivs
v ‘ho.ordet fO!' OOStS” bllt “m] '. ' ' “an oby thg ,prov1§q .that';tl!gl;?a . % .-. q| 1' ' g {;”'\j_h. .f"\ @'Qm’tq}‘t!\!efd‘etaila);g{#:;&k ;quderda’ " A 41;‘{34’ ’f:_’?;f ( 7o * ' :', “\ ‘ "(\\?."._:j ' iC , X D 1 .‘u

- itmay be sensible to consider the underlying claims and cons e papers briefly, C

tk::;:)l :;:‘I":. I"\‘ ' ‘ :‘ ‘.-' ; -‘ £ .‘ \ “: r : Y 2 = q ) -y v i v ) e
: . 3 1YY, l’(‘ B 4 ..'._ . !‘\' ‘bR_ﬂ)dsf ' ‘.‘. N 1r ij-{." .‘.’b'atl\‘:-‘.\‘“‘]ﬁ.:,..‘
- oA -\‘A' = AR OT {°,'-“' 3 N b :" M T iy L AN . .:' e A . / ’3.":- e o [P ) - " ¢ . ,'. - | A ‘ e ':.' '= 1% » > - - X :.' ';_,:-:"'_'{.,.-\ ".". ‘_.;-.“_-‘,:'o_:.? ‘-":. ‘-:*:‘r “;_-‘....
- clear’ who would have won™); R (Mozumder) v SSHD [2021] EWCA Civ. 088 review was likely to have succeeded)
Y T R N S P I R e B S A N T RSy e a9\ 4 Aminictrativ R St A Tl *

- LR357at §15 (M (Croydon) not to be read
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ction | te; “[’ dse;e'?(‘"":th]e repggscnt:;'uon; Which the person wonid hag
P19 The claim stage. After any pre-action correspondence, a judicial rey: :::k':’ and, u!:o ive consideration to them. All this is part 5 ggn ":my consideration af y 0
is made and acknowledged in accordance with applicable n 'es\'lew Claip, al matustt)l 'Bc law complaints in a way which is just and does e invom, &:‘f; for deatin
' : . f expe
with P DAP: defendant gglllza\;owl% gCroydon) cOsts exposure, 7 (17 . (.’/ ;'nm,
19.1 Pre-claim steps ‘9'l28] EWCA CWS95 t[ who]brin $a 01697 ?t §55 (LOl'd N,eu'xrgﬂ' MR'. n ﬁ/a):' g
19.2 Making the claim (20' ing why claiman gh  Claim .czr Judicial review and secures the q,b.;:: of
19.3 Acknowledging the clai explal ught can expect 1o recover their costs: “defendants sometimes concede claims in e
: ging the claim elief tive Court simply because it is not worth the cand : . e

. : , le fi
Adﬂ“".'s iq jusﬁﬁed on a relatively technical ground™: byt ~*d¢f¢n§2:,'&gf"¢ Case, or because

. PP iy : . : . hould make '
19.1 Pre-claim steps. Before a judicial review claim comes to be filed <. ihe &8 " oncede the claim for such reasons before proceedings are o
: e , conce : i dax g5 are i1ssued. That

the parties are generally expected to have engaged in prompt and go‘glth the C°‘"L mnqd “:,rposes of the.[Pre-Actlon]l Protocol”; “if defendants.dclay considering ;mfh?
correspondence. There is a Pre-Action Protocol. The basic aim s R tl)l_zratwe Open mall"‘lg concede a claim, that shcl:u d not :Jeda breefason for depriving the claimant of his com";
unnecessary litigation, through the parties stating and considering their ) Void o avetsett Ie ; <<l>ge the proceedings were issyed: that is one of
options. If a claim ensues, this correspondence can assist the Court. POsitions ang Of protocls); <I8.34> (costs where claim setled: Successful

19.1.1 Pre-Action Protocol. Judicial Review Pre-Action Protocol (from et : iati

§6f(notiﬁcation of defendant in urgent case), §§14-19 (letter before clgin?)n §J ;’;tZ::;]SOv.uk), EADN HICUMUAORESAC c0S

information), §§20-24 (letter of response); Administrative Court: Judici’al - 1UESt for d : relationshi ' ‘

0 _ )s . R . coefespondence: relationship with promptness. Pre. 4 :

(2025 edition) at §6 (before starting the claim). W Guig 19.1.10 Tot affect €Decified time limits); <26.3.4> (prior R wit, v

19.1.2 Pre-action stages. Re An Application for Judicial Review 20211 EWHC letter).

[2021] 1 WLR 6121 at §12 (Lewis LJ: “Usually, a claimant sends a pr]e- L (Admi’l)

: . action pr
to the proposed defendant setting out the reasons why the claimant consi  owocol lete

Tl . ders that t
defendant is or is proposing to act unlawfully. If that letter does not resolve maner«? eapcrlomsed
may issue a claim for judicial review”). » 4 Claimay

the Starting a judicial review claim involves filing it with
. &ce, for the Court staff then to issue it. A fee is pagyable,'ml&‘:

ce ion. The claim form (Form N461) is accompanied by a statement of
, |  the judicial review grounds. These and the other nece
19.1.3 Importance of pre-action correspondence. Singh v Public Service Commi
[2019] UKPC 18 at §26 (Lord Briggs: “compliance with the pre-action protocols ‘s
significant part in achieving the important objective of avoiding unnecessary legal proegadi s
by requiring the parties to identify in advance key aspects of their respective £a%es o 4
to maximise the prospects of a resolution of any underlying dispute before bic % :
commenced”); R (NS) v SSHD [2023] EWHC 2675 (Admin) (2024) 27 C@L_R#@
(Saini J: “The failure of the SSHD in this case to engage with the letters bef
often even to respond to correspondence concerning urgent accom
common in the experience of the Administrative Court™); R (M
EWCA Civ 561 [2021] 4 WLR 62 at §40 (importance of promp
claim); Maharaj v National Energy Corporation of Trinidad
[2019] 1 WLR 983 (delay issues) at §41 (“the pre-action lette
or interested party to draw attention to the possibili
Horsham District Council, ex p Wenman [1995] 1 WL

defendant an opportunity to put the matter right); applied’in R (7shi

s ; necessary documents
d within a rule-compliant bundle. The materials must comply with the

's\duty of candour. Once issued, there must be rule-compliant in-time service

anyydefendant and interested party. In a genuinely urgent case, the Urgent Cases
acequre (Form N463) 1S used.

19.2.1 Promptness and the running of time. <26.2>

is o8 19.2.2 Filing/issuing of the claim. Form N461 (judicial review claim form): Senior Cours

) v HMRX @ Act 1981 5.31(6) (“making” judicial review application); CPR 54.5(1) (claim form “filed™:

sendin CPR 2.6(1)(a) (court must seal claim form); CPR 7.2(1) (“proceedings are started when the

@ obago ZéQQ court issues a claim form™); CPR 7.2(2) (claim issued “on the date entered on the form by the

: court”); CPR PD7A §6.2 (court-recorded date when claim “received™); Rogers v Secretary

of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities [2024] EWCA Civ 1554 [2025] |
WLR 2759 at §39 (“would expect a competent and properly staffed court office to seal

) v Newham LBC issue the claim form within two working days™), §50 (court staff may need to be “energetically

age oppprtunit):),_l chased”); Administrative Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §7.2 (filing the claim

[2001] EWHC Admin 92 at §24; <26.1.11> (delay: pre/permissi ed s 2dm the clock)
. . ' O . L orm R : - ’ 2 (! : ) < ! ‘ N
19.1.4 Pre-claim notification of interested parties. Pre-Acilon Protocol §§17.24; R 378 (filing documents), Annex 2 (forms and fees); 526.2.2> (stopping the clock

: : . \ ' T : 1 D N0 ot Py : Y 7 L <o 14 2 l .-:: ‘- :’:l;\'t “ . - S ;.'. el o .>ﬂf‘.~;".~"_.‘ Y e N S .” \ - -
 (Candlish) v Hastings Borough Council [2005] EWHC 1539 (Admin) [2006] Env LR 278 2t 1923 The claimant. Administrative Court: Judicial Review Guide (202: hedition) at B2
7. Ly

(

v ' ral ) 3 Ve S NC vy .’.:".’Q :ﬂ - 1 £ 7 30 *r P Aol W e T D TR A 2 g Y AP AT AN
- §825,27 (claimant’s solicitors should copy interested party in on pre-claim correspondencc); Q!‘-{,t-3> (anonymity/reporting restrictions: general). 4
. > 5 : ; oy . YO ALY . !-‘ ‘~-~"- i « B85 . ‘ ..\.v.. . . A, ') N el . 5 |
- Administrative Cowrt: Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §3.2.3.3. ‘, “ﬁ'ﬁ;‘w Yéﬁ ue. CPR 7.1A (claims asainst Welsh public bos teeued in Wales): CPR
s ) | = m T o 3 < [ O A2 N !“ v‘ eSS, . .‘m " A ,;,;,'.... e A - ’ gy ?}{a > ,:_}“ ‘;; __‘,.,:‘.“._:_,’@;‘-1‘ tl- “,;'.":.‘ :' NSt We'tsit 1 ) - . * INS . ‘*“\“U\\:‘?R&
19.1.5 Procedural rigour: costs and pre-action non-compliance. <18.1.7> ﬁf ?; 32.1(3) and CPR PD54C (venue); R (Yousaf 5] EWHC 1410
e B S R S T W L I TR . sk tileaver 2 I'}! g ’32‘ Tuninel v Office of the i @ e ‘ at §13 (general expectation is that proce ' RUSIRLIRIARS.
~ 19.1.6 PAP: reducing the and Mount Cook ¢ fa‘}z‘ . R (Ewing) v Office 0/ '~} ﬁi}i'u@.--:if on with which the claim has the clos | MRENE
Deputy Prime M ; /1583 [2006] | WLR 1 ??Fiﬁ - §843, 54 (if Pre-Action EWHC 3216 | (Admin): at' 8€ (imaoranca - orm).
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THE NATURE OF JUDICIAL REVIEW PIOTHE CLAIM $TAGE
. qge to the key documents and the relevant

19.2.6 Litigants in person. Administrative Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 adis: difecwd the ':-ga(g:h was required™). part of the documens N question A
(litigants in person); <22.4.8> (McKenzie Friend/lay advocate). ed""’n)m T wg‘“d app view grounds (JRG). CPR PDs4
19.2.7 Claimant’s duty of candour. <10.3> 1o Judicial 0191 1 WLR 1297 at §25 (“Th A §4.2. R (Spahiuy v ssup (26
=% : 19'2(‘311\ iV 260:,[1, sets out the detailed basis for tehsmc'?cm Of facts and grounds -
2 ! 4> whic . ¢ applicant’ o o 18
19.2.8 Cart claims. <2.4 g\cvdocul;‘:"éomugh.Counml, ex p James [1996] Env LR 107 Sl‘(;:oh?";"ﬁ‘“’ uf d‘j“ze :1:{

19.2.9 Transfer into the Administrative Court as judicial review, amor8al" £ 4o the issues which are alleged to arise and there G
CPR 544 (post-transfer permission for judicial review); CPR PDS4£ P§R| 43? ("ﬂnsre,) Gl jes’ m'“gsto deal with those particular issues”); Adminisrrct:’t)ilvm:mf g?")' mind on
: : the gvident dition) at §7.3 (required documentation), - Judicial Review

CPR 87.4(1)(d) (direction for habeas corpus to continue as judicial review); R (y (t"ansre,). 75 ¢

County Council) v Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Gy it 'fordsl,,',; Guide (20 ; . .

[2021] EWHC 1093 (Admin) [2021] 1 WLR 3714 at §43 (CPR 8 claim transferper®" (Vo | o Procedural rigours NEscssary Vrthes of the JRG. CPR PDSAA §4.703) (concise
as judicial review); Jane v Westminster Magistrates ' Court [2019] EWHC 394 (A gy Minu 19227 page limit); K (Al-Haq) v Secretary of State for Business and Trade [2025) EWHC 173
4 WLR 95 at §45 (application for habeas corpus treated as claim judicial rey; Min) [2019 4o-p0,8n) at §37 (“the:courtis Wary of,Pe':rm itting claims 10 be brought where the grounds of
General of Trinidad and Tobago v Dumas [2017) UKPC 12 [2017] | WLRc‘IV); Attorpe, (Adm! e are overly long nd complex™); R (SSE Generation Ltd) v Competition and Markets
(court could “exercise ... case management powers to convert this application 078 a §26 cha"en,-g,y (2022] EWHC % (Admin) [2022] 4 WLR 76 at §75 (Swift J: “The purpose .. is
Judicial review”); cf. Fertre v Vale of White Horse District Council [2025] EWC‘RtO one for Aulh(’"" ide clear and concise statements o’f: the facts relied on in support of the claim and of
at §16 (homelessness appeal transferred to the High Court from the county court). Civ 105 to Pro unds on which ‘a W is brought™); R (Dolan) v Secretary of State for Heaith (2020]
(public/private claims: powers of transfer). <2131, mcgfx Civ 160 1 WLR 2326 at §119 (need for “a clear and succinct statement of

. | gWC s “excessively long documents serve to conceal rather than illuminate the

19.2.10 Claim bundle: prescribed contents. CPR 54.6(2); CPR PD54A §4.5 (claim bu the grounzs & & eing advanced. They make the task of the court more difficult rather than
§4.4(1)(g) (relevant statutory material); CPR 8.5(1) (evidence relied on with claim f"d"’). essence O Fare wast of costs™); Fishermen and Friends of the Sea v Envi

CPR PQ16 §14 (HRA claim); Adminis{ralive Court: Jz{dicial Review Guide (2025 editigm) ; easier - ” Y uthori ] UKPC 24 [2018] PTSR 1979 at §51 (“the case mﬁg
§7.2 (filing the claim form), §7.3 (required documentation), Annex 9 §A (electronic buﬂdll‘e)s? ; : y it jsfon in the original grounds™); R (Good Law Project) v Prime
19.2.11 Immigration removal: added requirements. CPR PDS54A §182 (aqqis mister [2022] iv 1580 [2023] 1 WLR 785 at §71 (“the claim for relief remained
information and documents); <19.2.21> (immediate sending: immigration remova]lcllo nal ‘“ icularised The fact th.at a claimant IS unable or unwilling to pamculm the relief that
documents). aim ey seek be an indication that the claim should not be pursued™); R (Goring-on-Thames

*v South Oxfordshire District Council [2018] EWCA Civ 360 [2018] |
37 (urging a “straightforward approach to the drafting of grounds in claims

Seatreview’); R (Brookes) v Secretary of State for Work and Pensions [2010] ENCA
2y 42072010] 1 WLR 2448 at §4 (“Both the decision and the alleged error must be identified
Vi particularity”); Somerville v Scottish Ministers [2007] UKHL 44 [2007] 1 WLR 2734 at
55 (“The factual history should be set out succinctly and the issues of law should be clearly
dentified”); R (Naing) v Immigration Appeal Tribunal [2003] EWHC 771 (Admin) at §59 (“the
overloading of a case with hopeless points simply operates potentially to devalue points which
otherwise might be made to appear arguable”); R (Hargrave) v Stroud District Council [2002]
EWCA Civ 1281 [2002] 3 PLR 115 at §40 (unreasonableness ground “needs to be taken early

19.2.12 Claim form (Form N461): prescribed contents. CPR 8.2 (general contents
claim form); CPR 54.6(1) and CPR PD54A §4.1 (contents of claim form), §4.3 (include fny

application to extend time), §4.7 (identify any HRA issue); CPR PD16 §14.1 (HRA &Bin I
R (ETM Contractors Ltd) v Bristol City Council [2024] EWHC 2263 (Admin) at S846-47
(judicial review grounds are an essential part of the claim form for valid filing)s4 dinini§tratiye
Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §7.3 (required documentatiop).

19.2.13 Claim form: statement of truth. CPR 8.5(7) (claim form standin
evidence if verified by statement of truth); CPR 22.1(1); R (Rand %ergy S04
ithout a si

Commission [2024] EWHC 2924 (Admin) at §26 (claim form “in\al , i Yan'ts 5 .
204 (Admin) at §5 (absent t of and in detail, and not left to be expanded in this court”); cf. Ashmore v Corporation of Lioyds
R.(leth)wSSHD 120191, B R B ( ) at 38 sent 8 er (':]pjg 29 (1992] 1 WLR 446, 453H (Lord Templeman: “It is the duty of counsel to assist the judge by

simplification and concentration and not to advance a multitude of ingenious arguments in the
: : hope that out of 10 bad points the judge will be capable of fashioning a winner~); 22.1L19>
nistrative “Judicial Review (procedural rigour: late expansion of the claim); <23.2.9> (procedural rigour: new ground

INISters; na doctrine) point advanced on appeal); <25.1.6> (procedural rigour: properly pleading a monetary claim

the factual content, judicial review claim form can be struck
(grounds with a statement of truth). g{

19.2.14 Claim form: identifying the defendant(s). A
Guide (2025 edition) at §3.2.2; <50.3.1> (officials act for

19.2.15 Claim form: naming interested parties. CPR PD@G.QI); Administrative <3.2.2> (procedural flexibility: grounds of claim).
 Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §3.2.3.3; <22.2.%(interested party: persot | 19221 Immediate sending: immigration removal claim documents. CPR PD3SA S22
directly affected). 1 v g inesEiv G RR Wr ~ (claimant’s duty in immigration removal cases to set i_;“ﬁtggnmwvuﬁed

. ) 'xo.u.. ® .' F >4 .
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THE NATURE OF JUDICIAL REVIEW
1(2)(a)": ie. claimant must show “that it has taken 4t b

- : . h P ed . .

19225 Pmce(llu g‘,‘ ;‘g"D",',,}'sfggggf%gT?wgé 6(;'?(,?(:5“':;) 54B(U'Bentappl. ader CP[}- em within the relevant period” and “that an application f it ikl e

and interim reliet); k( o of the ‘urgents’ procedures are under d[20211 4 WR .I'cﬁtx,“! :lhc claim othc expiry of the relevant period has been made prom 0; an extenision of fime

(“those SC‘C'\;‘“S ttl? n;a fi::tion Xt a‘r% considerih really 1s i en? Uty to the Coury S \ made aﬂ';;D (2025) EWHC 931 (Admin) (criteria not met): g /Rang;z L(R/ /Wl”Cf’b Care

thcmselvlcst ?‘t ertp\?'hich rotect the procedure from abusgg i adhere, to u? Wisf), pd) Y 5 n [2024] EWHC 2924 (Admin) at §22 (criteria not met) 5217: _‘ e’zy.mwmplm

o3 theedru cs\\O-illcnogt be tolem‘t)ed by the court and will be met with aany abqsc Of the ‘uc l%‘ Comﬂ.’lsfi(,),)- of. Whittle v HM Coroner for West Wales [2025] EW i 2366[3“0?;5(‘ ACTH 4

?i}r);e :;renspletion of form N463 is an important discipline .., andplf,.;oc‘:irt'?tc sanctionz§°“h' j“risd'itt'eon si‘Oﬂ of timeoand statutory review); Rogers v Secret ary of State for L L ael}i[: ;; :

the correct procedures. It is not acceptable for litigants or practitioners to ?e':fvrs Mus fo'n%f §46 ,,.s?ng and Communities [2024] EWCA Civ 1554 [2025] | WLR 2750 338 (p!mn;ng

sections blank or to side-step whfat the ;‘orml r;quures[t?h()enl to do by Cross-refee n:: of ’{Zwtor}' review):

documents”™); Re An Application for Juaicial Review [2021] EWHC 1895 (Adm: g t°°1hq S : . ,

: m :no the claim. Unless time is ab

B s B D aks Aol direey gm) 20, Ackn"';';‘;ﬁ'i';g served with the claim form thegdl%:se 02r ! e:;;t;dte:ﬁ&ﬁa?}n;

(% |

timetable): <3.1.5> (procedural rigour: golden rules in urgent : N a pogy. J : :
) (p gour: g rgent cases); <20,1 5 AQS 19 intere nt of Service) with any SGR (summary grounds of resistance) and

rigour and interim relief: information). (Proceg, me :

g . : > (Ackﬂm‘"ed%heir duties of candeur apply. The AOS/SGR should: (1) make clear whether
19.2.24 I:p;)hcatlon for abridgement of7 time for the AOS. Re An Application Jor T docu',“epts' for judi cial rev opposed; (2) identify grounds of any resi 4
Review [2021] EWHC 1895 (Admin) [2021] 1 WLR 6121 at §22 (Form N463 cgn be :l‘gé;m; pem1!55'°" ;o pplication; and (4) identify any appropriate directions

0

Admin o grant permission. If justified, the claimant can within 7

ent of service (AOS). Form N462; CPR 54.8: CPR 54.9 (failure to
,l(l)(cz@wvent of truth); Administrative Court: Judicial Review Guide
)

seek abridgement of the 21 days); R (BG) v Medway Council [2005] EWHC 1933
2006] 1 FLR 663 at §40 (in an urgent case, better to abridge time for AOS rathe (
defendant the opportunity to make representations regarding permission): Rrglan deny
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs [2009] EWHC 3316 (Admin) at §22 (bou r(t amer)
time for AOS to 7 days), §25 (Court revoking the abridgement of time, in light of Ie:i oride
Treasury Solicitor); <19.3.2> (urgent cases: timing of the AOS); <21.5.14> (dire Cttif)rnfmm

expedition/abridgement). S for

19.2.25 Whether immediate stay of protectively-issued claim. R (Rafique-Aldgy

v St George’s, University of London [2018] EWCA Civ 2520 [2019] PTSR 658 (conéem
about encouraging protectively commenced judicial review claims, stayed pending pumem.s
of alternative remedy); R (Archer) v HMRC [2019] EWCA Civ 1021 [2019] 1 WLR 6355‘1;:t
§93 (*it is not a satisfactory solution ... to initiate judicial review proceedings ... and t
ask for them to be stayed (either by agreement or court order) until the ... procedure hasiee
completed™; “judicial review proceedings should not be begun on a precautionary basis,;
then stayed, but ... should be held in reserve as a true remedy of last resort”); cf*R (¢
Ltd) v Office of Fair Trading [2009] EWHC 57 (Admin) at §3 (stay of “proteetive
review, pending appeal to CAT where unclear whether CAT had jurisdiction);, <26.3)
agreement not to take a time point: shield letter). é

19.2.26 Application regarding access to court records. <21.5.5>

, §8.1.4 (failure to file), §8.3.2 (evidence may accompany

rgent Cases: ming of the AOS. R (Webb) v Bristol City Council [2001] EWHC
ermission for judicial review should not have been granted while defendant’s
) and time-limit unexpired; if an interim remedy was urgent, it should have

19.3.4 AOS: conceding arguability/permission unopposed. R (K (4 Child)). v SSHD [2018]
EWHC 1834 (Admin) [2018] 1 WLR 6000 at §105 (*Where a case is obviously arguable,
albeit the defendant thinks it is wrong, what should be pleaded is that the defendant accepts
that the point is arguable, though the defendant does not think it is right™); Administrative
Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §8.3.4; Streamlining Judicial Review in a
Manner Consistent with the Rule of Law (Bingham Centre, February 2014) at §4.15 214

(cooperation: permission unopposed).

19.3.5 AOS: permission-stage candour/assurance. R (Police Supgrintenden:s 'Association)
v Police Remuneration Review Body [2023] EW HC 1838 (Admx”‘n) [2024] 1 WLhaR lég:;
§19 (defendant’s Counsel giving this “permission stage assurance - “Counsel ... have rea
AT p t { | ba ot ' - 2P0 O > ,-’4 l-"s.f $ S .4. . m m wlmm
- and reviewed the ... undisclosed materials — and can assure the court th: for
 the undisclosed material would serve to assist the claim or give nse |
 Judicial review”); cf. Streamlining Judicial Review in @ Manner Consisteni witt
d%(*B’lJngh s R N i i g st i

2 Y »t o LS. -,".. .
n Ce lfa ’ '3m‘\*“\‘ﬁ"al 2014) a
- v ~ 3 11y AUl QL
.. £ ‘:‘:-‘, '%.j'_:;'\f’ . ;- ‘. A/ (‘ “» ;* " > .’.' ‘..

N p o “\" S AU VR e L S 8,
of : . :,‘.-. } 2y ' ,-';'.' { e i s . " - - ! .1'_'.‘ N :
: .?V.%\>.‘3&0;{:E;J g.-:»('_- '.E!!"l’.v"xv\*-v 4 DGl
', R — P 4. 13 1 .
'y .~ ("
.

§5 (service); CPR 6.3 (methods of service); CPR 6.10
Form N215 (certificate of service); R (ETM Contractor
EWHC 2263 (Admin) at §§63-66 (serving claim form); R ! Law
State for Health and Social Care [2022] EWCA Civ 355 [2022] 1 WL
in CPR 54.7 means “actual service”); R (Certain Underwriters aty
Treasury [2020] EWHC 2189 (Admin) [2021] 1 WLR 387 at §25 (diffictlties with service 0!
- interested parties resolved by order dispensing with service on them); Administrative Cow
 Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §7.9 (serving the claim form), Annex 3 (addresse
service of central Government departments). i -E-mrbjb L,{qm 2

”~ £ Ay - N Aol w - £ 19\ (validating oV
- 19.2.28 Failure to serve claim form: validation/extension. CPR ﬁjg%‘;’.g’;;  (validamg | SR
Vo - . 2N, i LTI P - N by 3 '.-,' - -A\,'.*- "7 N ',',' OIS N N .‘ (219 s [P u:;_.;‘. 1 :-',' J '.' A ’ . ‘ :.. < 0 - ‘-;,'".; v A y -."—-‘_‘ e al '
- service by altemative means); CPR 3.1(2)(a) (extending time for compliance); Ev% - f  5.2.0 AOS: factual information fror
> P4 . ; A - v . sad raee v 03 ' . s Y arma AN AT YILIT NS 1O
~ (extension of time for serving claim form); R National Museums LIVEE= | i:f’ﬂr&!.«zss@iu?m; 20241 EWHC 1982 (Adn
. 202 M‘I o\ ‘ _ <z SN D L0y - f:g;'r‘{f v\.:."lzu---.'-‘" extensiol '\ . "}r’*. . ,.‘_;‘;_.-‘.“'{\T"5.,“"' PO, S0 - R +
. A 5] B e C 2321 (AM Basss ) a '%.5»}‘ .F,;!ils x mg-x g b T g ,‘.". :;-"."J *.,’\./ | .;_‘; in) at .:\::‘ L\;’:\‘nﬂ 1\! l_\;L.J‘,. ".'a | '.}'! O UL . A\
time); R mmﬂmmyﬁmwlfclﬂnc uncil [2024] E VI £e02 v TRl .'{i'iéi"'w"iL""ml' in Section C of k¢
~ AN & P PV, ANl o Ve ;". A e > Ca "‘:? ._ ':'__‘;._,” ‘3N N IR ) '(.rh‘.".’ ¥ ’ gy YV YA : » 4 asiRe ‘q° - |
: ppiseable principles); Klondon. il el lechnologies Lid) ¥ %5 ¢laim as such, but simply provi
- (m.m) ‘ﬂ “/3", I 5 S R iw ‘w--dl w‘ e lg Ity !Top;‘} '-'.",’":‘f'..,l & L .'." { ‘ " ' ,'}."b\,’;‘(‘" :’))3 !."'.I‘E""}’ .\:.i :: ;.‘.‘,"‘ 1Y/ -~ :\‘ |
IS - *J = 3 ¥ R ‘ - T arre MNND) 1 P F R A ot ¥ AN '
| A Civ 355 [4V- on infi

; ’.”,,- 7:3;‘. = '4;7;; RV oy o grsw&fd‘*ggg“h\m ialcée'; “,\“‘_%:@‘)hr- P, ,\5‘1 " Y !._;h( " On nNe nros
LR 2339 at §85 (“principles” of CPR 7.6 “are to be followed on an application 0 €%
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4 J, 3 .| 'L..> ": -l Y
£ "1‘.!""\\\;;1..l'. .’_,[‘;,‘.‘ .

298



THE NATURE OF JUDICIAL REVIEW

a case, defendant court should provide copy of the rea : gview ¢ <4,1>
m;}::% any submission); <10.2> (defendgzt couns/niliz::l\s‘;tl:%ez’\zgsfdcven Wher Jﬂ:{ l;:gitf"““"y oilorone _— nateriality (highly Ikely-
tribunal: appropriate participation); <10.4.3> (defendant’s du(;: of cat Cfenday . ™

: . , I o ; m . include permission-costs application. :
defendant); <17.1.6> (evidence: need description/documents from de'%?‘%gtl:'; ) Non-y %:: |93.|"e ’:‘[(2)305] EWCA Civ 1583 [2006] p'PWLRO:'Z g) (ftwézg’)(v Office of the Deputy Primme
19.5.7 Purposes of the AOS stage. Potanin v Potanina [2024] UKSC 3 | : Mmf: costs BPP'!ca"O" and schedule with AOS); Admi,,iﬂrarixega{;:-‘c'ude any Mownt
354 (Lord Leggatt: giving a defendant “a right to set out 2024) AC 0% (2025 edition) at §3.4.1. Judicial Review
decision wheth ssion [for judicial revien ;8rounds of oppositigy . 1063 Guide

ether to grant permission [for judicial review is] made” means “u,lon before . OS: response to any costs capping application

compliant with the fundamental principle of procedural justice”): R (Khan s © Practic, e l9-3~'2, gedfordshire Council [2025] EWHC 225} (Admin) ¢ o Lane Association Lid

EWCA Civ 416 at §35 (aims of AOS process “to enable the cou ' HD [\ ré icabili 3t 320 (refusi :
. aim e 2 Cen ntest Aarhus applicability, ind | Mg [0 extend
to the merits of an applacanon. and, by encouraging the respondemo t%l:eev?enlcf tons; [ Oil ) for dcfe"d"’,"g;[g?tation Unit) v S‘.)S‘.)I [ZOZlZl]tyE\‘:fh}:{:e Q%tzm's‘d n AOS); R (Anti-Tr aﬁfzi’::
an early stage, encourage earlier settlement of cases™), §44 (“The imroduct? 4 deCisionso; d Labo‘éant should respond in its AOS/SGR to an Cc(gdmm-) [2022J ACD 115 at §438
in applications for judicial review resulted in real benefits to the process”) O Of the [Aogl g ironmental cases); <21.5.31> (costs Zappingmcin;nh): <18.46> (Aarhus
: /Aarhus ruling),

19.3.8 Function of the AOS/SGR. CPR 54.8(4) and CPR PD54A

G . ' : F §6.2 (co ation for any directions, Cp Yb):
3:) %azge“llmlt), National Ban{t of Angwl!q v Chief A{:nzster of A"guilla([z(')ge;]ns ofA()g; lice [2010] EWHC 1748 (Adml}nf‘[‘zf)(ﬁ(b 1)’ y i) v
at §92 (“What the court requires at the initial stage is sufficient information tq JKPC | to protect sensitive information from dbcllsmiL:yll s

decide the [permission] application on an accurate basis”): R (KA be able ¢, party ©-* -
Civ 1040 [2021] 1 WLR 6018 at §2 (AOS may “identify reaso(ns &Jyﬁfb 2021 By, claimant; 4

are unarguable or ... a bar to judicial review, such as delay ... [or] an alt%rr?‘:;;?,se?z,;w“‘ 19.3.14
ed %

It may also provide information about the existence of other interested parties wh |

e Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition )at §8.4 defendant 1o

be notified of the claim, or of the need for expedition, or other informati 0 shoul ounds, or earlier summ petiiet
TR ity ' atio At oy Imary grounds, because

management of the claim if permission is granted”), §36 (“may contain factuzlgx?:;;:tm° i recetve informed submissions) (CA is [2003] E&)C%?ﬁ%?

lon ' :

Advertising Standards Authority Ltd [2001] HRLR 436 (allowing

not known to the claimant, or may draw attention to legal provisions™); R
s K (Am
efendant to count as acknowledgment),

Smart Metering Ltd) v Rotherham MBC [2025] EWHC 97 (Admin) [2025] | W goonded
§§26, 29 (importance of raising discretionary or jurisdictional bars in summary groundlg. .
(Wilson) v Prime Minister [2019] EWCA Civ 304 [2019] 1 WLR 4174 at §68 (“to ex %
its decision and any ... grounds of opposition in short form™); R (Ministry of Deﬁ,,,ga |
Wiltshire & Swindon Coroner [2005] EWHC 889 (Admin) [2006] 1 WLR 134 at §44 £
assist the court in deciding whether permission should be granted or not”); R P, ¥

nt’s duty to re-evaluate after AOS., R (Khan) v SSHD [2016] EWCACiv416

t's “duty of candour ... includes a duty to reassess the viability and propriety
ge’in the light of the respondent’s acknowledgment of scnric::y and summary
Administrative Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §15.2.4: <221 &>

);

t re-evaluation if circumstances change).

00,

Land Ltd) v Westminster City Council [2003] EWCA Civ 1346 [2017] PTSR 7]
(“to assist claimants with a speedy and relatively inexpensive determinatio c ).3.16 Claimant’s permission stage reply. CPR 54.8A (7 days) and CPR PD34A §7 (5-page
of the arguability of their claims™ and “to prompt defendants — public aulidxities - to give limit); Administrative Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 edition) at §8.5.

early consideration to and, where appropriate, to fulfil their public dugte
v SSHD [2016] EWCA Civ 1307 [2017] 1 WLR 2339 at §97 (*to
claimant to know the position of the [defendant]. In the court’s &

it considers whether to grant permission. In the claimant’s case, ity
a party to judicial review proceedings to reconsider the cla’i@
3:3,

Administrative Court: Judicial Review Guide (2025 ed QL t
2

19.3.9 Procedural rigour: contents of the summa rounds. R sbi
Vale District Council [2007] EWCA Civ 1166 [2008] 1 WLR 878 at §¥8y(where permission
contested, proper defendant’s course is generally *“to explain i jon and any further Ty

BRI On L)
= _ ﬂ";(: 3{2@

mission granted), §32
i 33 (court shou

~ grounds of opposition in short form™ and wait and see whetl missi
grant of permission and'terms), §3 ouic

to look at anything going further), §33 (costs should be limited to proper function * B Oitsiice
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