
  

 
 

 

Final Decision   
  

  

22 September 2025  
  

 
 
Introduction 
 
In 2019 Ms  instructed England & Derbyshire LLP (‘the firm’) to act for her in 
a professional negligence claim against her former divorce solicitors. The retainer 
ended in January 2023.  
 
In my first Provisional Decision dated 25 June 2025, I had found that the standard of 
service provided to Ms  by the firm was unreasonable, and I proposed that 
they should pay her £14,780.80 to remedy this.  
 
On receipt of the parties’ comments in response to my decision, I remained of the 
view that the firm’s service had been unreasonable, but I changed my view on the 
appropriate remedy. I explained in the second Provisional Decision (dated 19 August 
2025, copy attached) why the remedy should be reduced to £13,000. The parties 
have now had an opportunity to comment.  
 
Ms  complaint issues that have been investigated by our office are that:  
 
1. The firm entered into a standstill agreement with the incorrect defendant; 

and   
2. The firm failed to keep Ms  reasonably updated about the error 

with the standstill agreement in  2022. 

The firm has not accepted my second Provisional Decision, and neither has Ms 
 Both parties have provided their reasons. Having reviewed these 

comments, however, I remain of the view that the firm’s service was unreasonable 
and that payment by the firm of £13,000 to Ms  is the appropriate remedy. 
Therefore, I will adopt the second Provisional Decision as part of my Final Decision, 
together with this letter.  

The parties’ comments on the second Provisional Decision raise some important 
points that I want to deal with in this decision. Although they do not change my view 
on this complaint, it is important I explain why. I have not responded to every 
comment made by them, but I have considered them all. I will focus, however, on the 
most significant points that they have raised.  
 





















 

  

 
 

Provisional Decision   
  

  

19 August 2025  
  

 
 
Introduction 
 
In my earlier Provisional Decision dated 25 June 2025, I found that the standard of 
service provided to Ms  by England & Derbyshire LLP (‘the firm’) was 
unreasonable, and they should pay her a total remedy of £14,780.80. This was in 
relation to her complaint that:  
 

1. The firm entered into a standstill agreement with the incorrect 
defendant.  

2. The firm failed to keep Ms  reasonably updated about the error 
with the standstill agreement in November 2022. 

The parties were asked to respond to the Provisional Decision by 9 July. Ms 
 rejected the remedy I had proposed and provided her comments in a phone 

call with my colleague  on 8 July (I have listened to our office’s 
recording of this), and in her email sent that day, which also attached some further 
evidence.  

On 9 July the firm asked for an extension of time to liaise with their insurers to 18 
July, which was agreed. The firm have also not accepted the Provisional Decision 
and provided some comments on 18 July, and on 21 July they confirmed that their 
insurers had yet to respond and made a further comment on the decision.  

I then asked my colleague  to ask the firm to respond to some 
comments made by Ms  in response to the Provisional Decision. This was 
about whether a different ATE insurance policy was taken out by the firm from the 
one referred to in the Provisional Decision. This was relevant to the calculation of the 
remedy. The firm provided their responses on 30 and 31 July, and on 11 August.  

I have considered both parties’ comments and further evidence in response to the 
Provisional Decision. Having done so, I remain of the view that the firm’s service was 


























