Enterprise Act Evaluation [Planning Paper]


Appendix A4: Evaluation Planning Paper for contributions for income provisions

EVALUATION PLANNING PAPER – Contributions from Income by bankrupts 

Purpose of the paper
1. To recommend an evaluation plan for the income payment agreement (IPA) provisions of the Enterprise Act 2002 (EA) that encompasses the capture of benchmark information.

Background

2. The EA introduces IPAs as an administrative alternative to court-based income payment orders (IPOs). An IPA is an agreement between a bankrupt and his trustee or the Official Receiver  – in writing – that the bankrupt will pay an amount of his income to the trustee/Official Receiver for a specified period or such an agreement where the money is paid by a third party from money due. Any variation of the IPA can be made by written consent of both parties. IPAs will carry the same conditions as IPOs and both will be able to run for a period of three years.

3. The Service has made a commitment to the Government to undertake an evaluation of the EA within 3 years of commencement of the various provisions. The IPA provisions of the EA commenced on 1 April 2004 and therefore, the evaluation is due to be completed by 31 March 2007.

Aim and key features of the evaluation

4. The principal aim of the proposed evaluation is to provide a comprehensive assessment of whether, to what extent and how the provisions relating to IPAs contained in the EA meet the policy objectives. The evaluation will also provide information and data that can be used to inform future policy decisions.

5. The evaluation also seeks to capture benchmark information regarding the effect of the existing legislation, i.e. before the implementation of the EA provisions. I have considered a mixture of internal benchmarking, i.e. looking inside The Service at its own historical performance and process benchmarking, i.e. looking at processes both within and outside The Service.

Main Evaluation issues
6. The main issues to be considered in determining whether, to what extent and how the provisions relating to IPAs contained in the EA meet the policy objectives are covered in more detail in the paragraphs below.

7. The objectives of the IPA provisions of the EA are:

· To reduce the time by the Official Receiver and Court in dealing with IPO applications where a bankrupt has consented; and 

· To improve returns to creditors. 

Objective 1: To reduce the time spent by the Official Receiver and Court in dealing with IPO applications where a bankrupt has consented 

8. This objective relates to the benefit to the court and Official Receiver in introducing IPAs.
9. Prior to the EA, a bankrupt would make payments out of income to his trustee for the benefit of his creditors through an IPO, which is an order made by the court.  However in many cases, a bankrupt consented to the terms of that order and therefore there was no obvious benefit derived from the need to have a Court hearing.  Such hearings involve time and expense on behalf of the trustee, the court and the bankrupt and are often nothing more than a “rubber-stamping” exercise by the court. This serves only to delay the process and use up funds that would otherwise be available for creditors. Further, if any variations to an IPO were necessary (resulting from, say, a change in the bankrupt’s income), an application to court was also required.

10. Prior to the EA, in the majority of cases the Official Receiver would act as the trustee in cases where an IPO was obtained and the case would be subsequently handed over to an IP. In some instances, an IP as trustee may have applied for an IPO where the IP has been appointed on the basis of other assets within the bankruptcy estate. 

11. Under the IPA provisions, the Official Receiver can enter into an IPA and the case will remain with the Official Receiver. Once again there will be some instances where the IP has been appointed on the basis of other assets within the bankruptcy estate, and thus an IP as trustee will apply for an IPA. However, it is assumed that as the Official Receiver dealt with most IPO applications prior to the EA, it will be the Official Receiver, rather an IPs acting as trustees, who will benefit from the introduction of IPAs.

12. The court will also benefit from the induction of IPAs as the involvement of the court has been removed from the IPA process (except in cases of dispute). 

13. Please note that in cases where a bankrupt and the Official Receiver cannot agree on an IPA, an IPO can be applied for.

14. Therefore, we need to consider the following:

· Are the IPA provisions being used? Has the number of IPO applications decreased?

· How much time is saved by Official Receivers through the utilising the IPA, rather than the IPO provisions?

· We need to look at both the potential time saved in terms of the original IPO applications and applications to vary the order. Therefore, how many IPA/IPOs require variation orders?

· Similarly, how much time is saved by the court in any reduction in IPO and variation applications?

· What impact has the introduction of the IPA provisions had on bankrupts’ willingness to agree to an IPO or variation? Has the introduction of IPAs lead to more ‘uncontested’ applications and hence a further saving of time? 

· Have the IPA provisions lead to an overall increase in variations? As an IPA can be varied in writing without the need for a court order, has this lead to an increase in variations? It may be that trustees and bankrupts are more willing to review and seek changes in IPA payments because of the removal of the court’s involvement. Any increase in variations will counteract any the time saved through the IPA provisions.

15. The suggested evaluation criteria is:

	Measure
	Definition
	Benchmark information
	Rationale

	a) The number of IPAs obtained by the Official Receiver
	i) The level of IPAs obtained by the Official Receiver as a percentage of:

-- all IPO/As

- all bankruptcy cases
	The level of IPOs obtained by the Official Receiver as a percentage of

- all bankruptcy cases

in the 3 years ended 31 March 2004
	To assess whether the IPA provisions are utilised 

	b) The number of IPOs obtained by the Official Receiver
	i) The level of IPOs obtained by the Official Receiver as a percentage of:

-- all IPO/As

- all bankruptcy cases
	The level of IPOs obtained by the Official Receiver as a percentage of

- all bankruptcy cases

in the 3 years ended 31 March 2004
	To assess whether IPAs have lead to a reduction in IPO applications

	c) Time saved by the Official Receiver
	i) The average time spent dealing with an IPA application
	The average time spent dealing with an uncontested IPO application
	To measure the impact on the Official Receiver’s time

	
	ii) The average time spent dealing with an IPA variation
	The average time spent dealing with an IPO variation
	

	d) Time saved by the Court
	i) The average time spent dealing with an IPA application – nil
	The average time spent dealing with an uncontested IPO application
	To measure the impact on the Court’s time

	
	ii) The average time spent dealing with an IPA variation - nil
	The average time spent dealing with an uncontested IPO variation
	

	e) The number of contested IPO applications
	i) The level of contested IPO applications as a percentage of all IPO/A applications
	The level of contested IPO applications as a percentage of all IPO applications in the year ended 31 March 2002
	To assess the impact of the IPA provisions on a bankrupt’s willingness to enter into an IPO/A

	
	ii) The level of contested IPO/A variations as a percentage of all IPO/A variations
	The level of contested IPO variations as a percentage of all IPO variations in the year ended 31 March 2002
	To assess the impact of the IPA provisions on a bankrupt’s willingness to vary an IPO/A

	f) The number of variations to IPO/As sought 
	i) The level of IPO/A variations as a percentage of all IPO/A applications
	The level of IPO variations as a percentage of all IPOs in the year ended 31 March 2002
	To assess the impact of the EA provisions on the incidence of variations to IPO/As


Objective 2: To improve returns to creditors

16. This objective relates to the benefit to creditors of the IPA provisions. This objective is achieved through:

· A possible increase in the number of payments under an IPA/Os: 

· Prior to the EA, where an IPO was based on surplus monthly income rather than to cover a temporary situation such as seasonal overtime, it was The Service’s policy to obtain orders until discharge unless there are specific reasons why this should not be done (such non-co-operation of the bankrupt or suspension of discharge). This meant that IPOs in summary cases would only last for a maximum of 24 months. Under the EA, IPO/As can be obtained for 36 months regardless of when discharge occurs.

· Additionally, prior to the EA, it took between 2 and 4 months for the IPO to be obtained (and often longer where the bankrupt is not consenting to the IPO). This meant that an IPO may have lasted for less than 36 months (in non-summary cases) or 24 months (in summary cases) if a bankrupt did not pay voluntarily prior to obtaining the order of court. Post-EA, as an IPO/A is not tied-in to discharge, the majority of IPO/As should last for 36 months regardless of when the agreement is made.

· A reduction in costs charged to the estate: 

· Prior to the EA, all applications for IPOs and IPO variations were made to the court and thus a court fee was payable on every such application. As an IPA does not involve an application to court and can be varied by agreement without the court’s involvement, these court fees will not be incurred.

· Further, in the case of contested applications for IPOs and IPO variations, the trustee would usually attend a court hearing. In such cases, a court attendance fee was payable in addition to any travel and subsistence costs. As an IPA does not involve the court, these fees and costs will not be incurred (unless the variation is disputed). 

· Additionally, prior to the EA, it was The Service’s policy to hand-over the majority of cases where an IPO had been obtained to an IP. Since the implementation of the EA, The Service has introduced a new policy whereby the Official Receiver will remain trustee in the majority of cases with IPAs. Therefore, if the Official Receiver’s remuneration claimed for dealing with an IPO/A is less than charged by an IP, there may be a potential saving in the costs charged to the estate.

· A possible increase in the level of IPA/IPOs obtained – because of the simplified process in obtaining an IPA, it should make it easier to recover payments from the self-employed and others whose income fluctuates

17. If these three outcomes are achieved, returns to creditors from IPO/As will improve. Ideally, we would like to ascertain whether the actual dividends paid to creditors from IPO/A payments have increased. However, due to constraints on information available and the introduction of new a fee regime under the EA, this is not practicable. 

18. The Insolvency Service has also introduced a new internal process and guidance for obtaining IPA/Os, to support the Government’s on-going aim that ‘those who can pay, do pay’. These processes are being evaluated separately.
19. Therefore, we need to consider the following:

· Have the number of payments under an IPO/A increased since the introduction of the EA? Where an IPO/A is based on a short-term situation, such as a change in tax coding, we would not expect the number of payments to increase post-EA. Therefore, we need to look at IPO/As based on an on-going monthly surplus of income. 

· We need to look at the number of payments agreed and those actually paid. It may be assumed that any change in a bankrupt’s circumstances which leads to a reduction, or cessation, of payments would occur regardless of whether the EA provisions are force. However, by looking at the variations in IPO/As (as above), we can assess whether the EA provisions have impacted on a bankrupt’s or trustee’s willingness to vary an IPO/A and hence whether this impacts on the actual number of payments made. 

· Further, we need to assess whether any variations are, overall, for an increase or decrease in payments amounts.

· Have the costs associated with IPO/As decreased since the EA provisions came into effect?

· Has the overall level of IPO/As obtained increased? In particular, has the IPA regime lead to an increase in IPO/As obtained from those with fluctuating income? As well as those in self-employment, a common possible scenario where an IPO/A can be sought is bankrupt employees who receive an NT tax coding leading to a temporary increase in income.

20. The suggested evaluation criteria is:

	Measure
	Definition
	Benchmark information
	Rationale

	a) Number of IPO/A payments made
	i) A breakdown of the number of payments agreed under an IPO/A based on monthly surplus income


	A breakdown of the number of payments agreed under IPOs (to include summary cases) based on monthly surplus income in the year ended 31 March 2002
	To assess whether the EA provisions increase the number of payments obtained

	
	ii) A breakdown of the number of payments paid under an IPO/A based on monthly surplus income
	A breakdown of the number of payments paid under IPOs (to include summary cases) based on monthly surplus income in the year ended 31 March 2002
	

	b) Type of IPO  variations made
	iii) A breakdown of the type of IPO/A variations made
	A breakdown of the type of IPO variations made in the year ended 31 March 2002
	To assess whether the EA provisions impact on the type of IPO variations

	c) The costs of an IPO/A
	i) The court fees payable on applications for IPOs and IPO/A variations
	The court fees payable on applications for IPOs and IPO variations in the year ended 31 March 2002
	To assess whether the EA provisions have reduced the costs charged to a bankruptcy estate

	
	ii) The court fees and travel and subsistence claims payable on IPO/A hearings
	The court fees and travel and subsistence claims payable on IPO hearings in the year ended 31 March 2002
	

	
	iii) Trustee remuneration charged on IPO/As where the Official Receiver is trustee
	Trustee remuneration charged on IPO/As where an IP is trustee (in cases post-EA)
	

	
	iv) The level of IPO/As where the Official Receiver is trustee, as a percentage of total number of IPO/As obtained
	The level of IPOs where the Official Receiver is trustee, as a percentage of total number of IPOs obtained in the year ended 31 March 2002
	

	d) The number of IPO/As obtained
	i) The level of IPO/As obtained as a percentage of:

- all bankruptcy cases
	The level of IPOs obtained as a percentage of

- all bankruptcy cases

in the 3 years ended 31 March 2004
	To assess whether the EA provisions have lead to an overall increase in IPO/A applications

	
	ii) The level of IPO/As obtained based on:

- income from self-employment (as a percentage of self-employed bankrupts)

- NT tax coding (as a percentage of employee bankrupts)
	The level of IPO/As obtained based on: 

- income from self-employment (as a percentage of self-employed bankrupts)

- NT tax coding (as a percentage of employee bankrupts)

in the year ended 31 March 2002

	To assess whether the EA provisions have lead to an increase in IPO/A applications based on fluctuating income

	
	
	Case study material (depending on results of sampling exercise)
	


Methodology and Sources of Information

21.  The following paragraphs set out the general approach to the evaluation and the proposed sources of information to be used.
a) The Service’s internal IT system

22. Using GQL queries, the scale and scope of information regarding IPO/As will be assessed. The results of this will then be validated by colleagues within The Service.  The results of GQL queries will be used to identify suitable cases for sampling and will assist the evaluation in identifying third-parties (such as IPs) who can make a contribution to the evaluation. The Service is also intending to introduce a new internal IT application, known as ‘Crystal Reporting’, which will also assist in obtaining data regarding cases with IPO/As.

b) Communication (including meetings) with Insolvency Service personnel

23. Communication with appropriate staff will enable the approach of the evaluation to be explained and any necessary information or documentation to be obtained.  Such communication will be important in ensuring that the evaluators fully understand the issues within the area under evaluation. Staff who assist the evaluators will be kept informed of the progress of the evaluation.

c) Review of files.

24. File research will be used to supplement information from other sources. 

d) Meetings with professionals within the insolvency sector

25. The evaluators will seek the views of professionals within the insolvency sector to obtain information regarding the appropriateness and impact of insolvency legislation. 

26. A more detailed methodology for each evaluation measure is attached at appendix 1, and any sampling will be agreed with the Statistics Directorate to ensure the proposed sample sizes are statistically acceptable. 
Timing
27. The estimated timetable for completion of the evaluation is as follows:

	October – March 2005 
	Obtain benchmark information

	March 2005 – March 2006
	Obtain post-EA implementation information

	April – November 2006
	Analysis of results

	December 2006
	Draft evaluation report

	March 2007
	Final evaluation report

	April 2007 - March 2008
	Obtain additional post-EA implementation information (if necessary)

	April 2008
	Further evaluation report (if necessary)


28. Additionally, interim evaluation reports will be written each March to summarise the work carried out to date and the results available.

Caroline Burton

13 October 2004

APPENDIX 1: DETAILED METHODOLOGY

Objective 1: To reduce the time spent by the Official Receiver and Court in dealing with IPO applications where a bankrupt has consented

	Measure
	Definition
	Benchmark information
	Methodology

	a) The number of IPAs obtained by the Official Receiver
	i) The level of IPAs obtained by the Official Receiver as a percentage of:

-- all IPO/As

- all bankruptcy cases
	The level of IPOs obtained by the Official Receiver as a percentage of

- all bankruptcy cases

in the 3 years ended 31 March 2004
	Information available from LOIS through a GQL report/Crystal report detailing all IPA/IPOs (screens 32 and 78). From The Service’s performance data:

 Period

2001/2

2002/3

2003/4

No. of BOs

23,426

25,177

29,633

No. of IPO/As

2,395

2,219

2,967

IPO %

10.22

8.81

10.01



	b) The number of IPOs obtained by the Official Receiver
	i) The level of IPOs obtained by the Official Receiver as a percentage of:

-- all IPO/As

- all bankruptcy cases
	The level of IPOs obtained by the Official Receiver as a percentage of

- all bankruptcy cases

in the 3 years ended 31 March 2004
	As above

	c) Time saved by the Official Receiver
	i) The average time spent dealing with an IPA application
	The average time spent dealing with an uncontested IPO application
	Information available from time recording (Categories B3 S and then BCA/AG as from 1/4/02 relate to IPO/As). It also includes enforcement time, and therefore, we need to undertake a case sampling exercise to ascertain the average time for IPO/As. As regards IPO/A variations, it may be easier to obtain case study material depending on how many there are.

As regards benchmark information, a pilot case sampling exercise was carried out on the basis of 5 IPO cases and 5 IPO variations from one office from each region - only 5 offices responded. The pilot results are attached at annex A. This pilot shows that from the 4 offices that gave information on IPO variations, there were no more than 5 variations in the last 3 years, and if this is a representative sample, we may be able to use the time recording information to extract an average. However, the time recording information on IPOs is for a sample of only 25 from the total of 2,967 in the year 2003/4. Therefore, given the size of the population, we need in the region of at least 250 responses. I would recommend approaching each office for details of IPO cases identified from LOIS and as regards variations, asking them to identify any relevant cases as we have no way of identifying these cases via LOIS.

	
	ii) The average time spent dealing with an IPA variation
	The average time spent dealing with an IPO variation
	


Objective 1: To reduce the time spent by the Official Receiver and Court in dealing with IPO applications where a bankrupt has consented (continued)

	Measure
	Definition
	Benchmark information
	Methodology

	d) Time saved by the Court
	i) The average time spent dealing with an IPA application – nil
	The average time spent dealing with an uncontested IPO application
	The information on the court time involved will need to be provided by the Court Services Agency and will depend largely on what data they routinely keep. There appear to be significant variations in processes and the time involved between the different courts so any data would need to cover a reasonable number of courts to ensure that it was representative. If no routine data is available, we will have to undertake a survey of a representative sample of the courts, or seek an opinion from the Court Services Agency headquarters.



	
	ii) The average time spent dealing with an IPA variation - nil
	The average time spent dealing with an uncontested IPO variation
	

	e) The number of contested IPO applications
	i) The level of contested IPO applications as a percentage of all IPO/A applications
	The level of contested IPO applications as a percentage of all IPO applications in the year ended 31 March 2002
	Information available from Crystal report and through case sampling:

For e i) - screen 32 identifying any without consent dates

For e ii) - screen 78 identifying variations on IPAs and then undertaking case sampling exercise to ascertain contested variations.

Identify IPOs through screen 32 and then undertake case sampling exercise to ascertain contested variations.

For e i) - screen 78 identifying variations on IPAs and identify IPOs through screen 32 and then undertake case sampling exercise to ascertain contested variations.

As regards benchmarking information, this will also be a case sampling exercise. The number of IPO applications in the year ended 31 March 2002 is 2,395. Therefore, we need a sample size in the region of at least 250 cases to be identified from Crystal reporting.

	
	ii) The level of contested IPO/A variations as a percentage of all IPO/A variations
	The level of contested IPO variations as a percentage of all IPO variations in the year ended 31 March 2002
	

	f) The number of variations to IPO/As sought 
	i) The level of IPO/A variations as a percentage of all IPO/A applications
	The level of IPO variations as a percentage of all IPOs in the year ended 31 March 2002
	


Objective 2: To improve returns to creditors 

	Measure
	Definition
	Benchmark information
	Methodology

	a) Number of IPO/A payments made
	i) A breakdown of the number of payments agreed under an IPO/A based on monthly surplus income


	A breakdown of the number of payments agreed under IPOs (to include summary cases) based on monthly surplus income in the year ended 31 March 2002
	Information available through Crystal reporting from screen 15 (category COLL) and case review for cases where a variation is identified (as above). 

As regards benchmarking information, this information can be requested in the case sampling exercise as above.

	
	ii) A breakdown of the number of payments paid under an IPO/A based on monthly surplus income
	A breakdown of the number of payments paid under IPOs (to include summary cases) based on monthly surplus income in the year ended 31 March 2002
	

	b) Type of IPO  variations made
	iii) A breakdown of the type of IPO/A variations made
	A breakdown of the type of IPO variations made in the year ended 31 March 2002
	


	c) The costs of an IPO/A
	i) The court fees payable on applications for IPOs and IPO/A variations
	The court fees payable on applications for IPOs and IPO variations in the year ended 31 March 2002
	Court fee is currently £30, and IPO and IPO/A variation cases requiring court involvement can be identified as above.

As regards benchmarking information, there were 2,395 IPOs obtained and the relevant court fee was £25. The court fees payable on IPO variations can be calculated once the benchmark for f) has been ascertained.  

	
	ii) The court fees and travel and subsistence claims payable on IPO/A hearings
	The court fees and travel and subsistence claims payable on IPA hearings in the year ended 31 March 2002
	Court attendances to be identified through office’s court diary (if maintained) or through sampling cases identified as above.

As regards benchmarking information, this information can be requested in the case sampling exercise as above.

	
	iii) Trustee remuneration charged on IPO/As where the Official Receiver is trustee
	Trustee remuneration charged on IPO/As where an IP is trustee (in cases post-EA)
	I have spoken to D Beale (Head of OR Banking) who states no policy decision has been made regarding whether RTLUs will charge time & rate – position to be reviewed.

Benchmarking information to be obtained through a Crystal report identifying cases with an IPO/A (screen 78) and an IP appointed (screen 23) and

case sampling.

	
	iv) The level of IPA/Os where the Official Receiver is trustee, as a percentage of total number of IPO/As obtained
	The level of IPOs where the Official Receiver is trustee, as a percentage of total number of IPOs obtained in the year ended 31 March 2002
	Information available through a Crystal report by exception identifying cases with an IPO/A (screen 78) and an IP appointed (screen 23).

As regards benchmarking information, this information can be obtained from LOIS as part of the case sampling exercise as above.


Objective 2: To improve returns to creditors (continued)

Objective 2: To improve returns to creditors (continued)

	Measure
	Definition
	Benchmark information
	Methodology

	d) The number of IPO/As obtained
	i) The level of IPO/As obtained as a percentage of:

- all bankruptcy cases
	The level of IPOs obtained as a percentage of

- all bankruptcy cases

in the 3 years ended 31 March 2004
	Information available from LOIS through a GQL report/Crystal report detailing all IPA/IPOs

From The Service’s performance data:

Period

2001/2

2002/3

2003/4

No. of BOs

23,426

25,177

29,633

No. of IPO/As

2,395

2,219

2,967

IPO/A %

10.22

8.81

10.01



	
	ii) The level of IPO/As obtained based on:

- income from self-employment (as a percentage of self-employed bankrupts)

- NT tax coding (as a percentage of employee bankrupts)
	The level of IPO/As obtained based on: 

- income from self-employment (as a percentage of self-employed bankrupts)

- NT tax coding (as a percentage of employee bankrupts)

in the year ended 31 March 2002

	Information available via Crystal reporting using screen 78 (which has an IPO type field) and screen 3 (trading information). Case details to be obtained as necessary.

As regards benchmarking information, this information can be requested in the case sampling exercise as above.

	
	
	Case study material (depending on results of sampling exercise)
	


	Office
	Obtaining IPO or variation
	Time spent
	Grade

	Birmingham
	IPO
	7
	A2

	Birmingham
	IPO
	22
	A2

	Birmingham
	IPO
	8
	A2 

	 
	 
	3
	A1

	Birmingham
	IPO
	2
	B3

	 
	 
	8
	A2

	 
	 
	1
	A1

	Birmingham
	IPO
	5
	A2

	 
	 
	1
	A1

	Birmingham
	Variation to nil
	?/3
	B3

	 
	 
	?/13
	A2

	 
	 
	?/4
	A1

	Birmingham
	Variation to nil
	?/1
	C2

	 
	 
	?/15
	B3

	 
	 
	?/11
	A2

	 
	 
	?/3
	A1

	 
	 
	?/3
	AGS

	Birmingham
	Variation to nil
	?/23
	A2

	 
	 
	?/4
	A1

	Bournemouth
	IPO
	2
	A2

	Bournemouth
	IPO
	2
	A2

	Bournemouth
	IPO
	2
	A2

	Bournemouth
	IPO
	4
	A2

	Bournemouth
	IPO
	4
	A2

	Bournemouth
	Variation/discharge
	4
	A2

	Bournemouth
	Variation/discharge
	7
	A2

	Bournemouth
	Variation/discharge
	5
	A2

	Bournemouth
	Variation/discharge
	10
	A2

	Bournemouth
	Variation/discharge
	5
	A2


Annex A – results of pilot case sampling 

	Blackpool
	IPO
	11
	A2

	Blackpool
	IPO
	10
	A2

	Blackpool
	IPO
	4
	A2

	Blackpool
	IPO
	1
	C2

	 
	 
	9
	A2

	Blackpool
	IPO
	3
	C2

	 
	 
	15
	A2

	Blackpool
	Variation/discharge
	1
	C2

	 
	 
	?/12
	A2

	Cambridge
	IPO
	10
	B1

	Cambridge
	IPO
	8
	B1

	Cambridge
	IPO
	15
	B1

	Cambridge
	IPO
	9
	B1

	Cambridge
	IPO
	4
	B3

	 
	 
	7
	A2

	Cambridge
	Variation/discharge
	2
	B1

	Cambridge
	Variation/reduction in amount
	?/10
	A2

	London B
	IPO
	2
	A2

	London B
	IPO
	11
	A2

	London B
	IPO
	9
	A2

	London B
	IPO
	2
	A2

	London B
	IPO
	 
	 


Annex A (continued)
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