
From: XX  
Sent: 14 March 2022 18:00 
To: Julia Kermode <julia@iwork.co.uk> 
Subject: JSA/Workwell article 
 
Hello Julia 
  
I hope you are well. 
  
I left a voicemail for you earlier as I would appreciate a discussion about the JSA/Workwell article 
you have published.   
  
Obviously I’m concerned because you use the word ‘theft’ in relation to Workwell but the piece is 
misleading in other ways too. I’m not aware that we’ve been offered the right to reply.  If you are 
able to call me asap I would be enormously grateful, I’m available at any time.  If you’re not able to 
contact me this evening I would like to ask for the article to be unpublished whilst we await the 
opportunity to discuss or provide our input or consider our response, given the seriousness of the 
text.  Please can you confirm either way? 
  
Look forward to hearing from you. 
  
Kind regards 
  
XX 
  
 
 
 
From: Julia Kermode <julia@iwork.co.uk>  
Sent: 14 March 2022 20:26 
To: XXX 
Subject: RE: JSA/Workwell article 
 
Hi XX 
 
I am sorry that I missed your call today, I was in the middle of a long meeting!  Having now read your 
email, my comments are:  
 

 Neither I nor IWORK have alleged "theft" on the part of JSA.  As I have clearly said in the 
article, this is what other commentators have said.  That comment and many others are in 
the public domain as I am sure you will be well aware. 

 As regards, "the piece is misleading in other ways too", you will have to be more specific for 
me to comment in any detail.  That said and having reread the article, what I have stated is 
from other publicly available online resources and comments.   

 I will gladly accept a reply from you, which I will be more than happy to publish in full for you 
so that my audience can be made aware of JSA/Workwell's position.   

 
Best wishes 
Julia 
 
 



 

 

Our Ref:  NMc/JAS/592395C.3/JSA Services Ltd t/a Workwell  
 
Your Ref:  
 
16 March 2022 
 
 
Private and Confidential 
Not for Publication 
FAO Julia Kermode 
IWORK.CO.UK 
Stapeley House 
London Road 
Nantwich 
Cheshire 
CW5 7JW 
 
 
By Recorded Post  
and by Email - julia@iwork.co.uk 
 
 
 

URGENT – NOTICE OF DEFAMATORY CONTENT AND DEMAND FOR IMMEDIATE 
TAKE DOWN  

 
 
 
Dear Madam 
 
Our Client: JSA Services Limited  
 
1. We are instructed on behalf of our above-named client to write to you on an urgent basis 

in relation to the serious infringement of our Client’s legal rights by you in the form of the 
publication of at least three separate publications. 

 
2. This letter refers to statements of which you were the author, editor and publisher (via 

your company iWork, email and on your personal social media account). 
 
3. Please note that this letter is not a formal Letter of Claim. The purpose of this letter is to 

place you on notice of the infringements companied of and of our Client’s complaint, and 
to request that you remove the infringing content from publication immediately. The 
information provided in this letter enables you to understand the legal basis of our 
Client’s legal complaint against you and to understand the legal claim which will be 
pursued if further proceedings are required.  

 
4. Please note that this letter is sent on a private and confidential and not for publication 

basis.  It is not for publication on any of the forums referred to in this letter, or otherwise.  
In the event of publication, we reserve our Client’s right to bring legal proceedings in 
respect of the same and/or refer the Court to your conduct. 

 
5. If you ignore the requests contained in this letter, our Client intends to rely on this letter 

in any subsequent legal proceedings which are issued by our Client against you on the 
issues of both your conduct and legal costs. Our Client will also seek aggravated 
damages based on your unreasonable and aggravating conduct.  



 
Facts 
 
6. As you are aware, our Client provides workforce management solutions.  Our Client 

supports recruitment businesses and freelancers and contractors, offering a complete 
range of compliance, accountancy, employment, payroll, back office and financial 
management services to the flexible workforce supply chain, both in the UK and 
internationally.  Our Client’s work includes providing “umbrella” company services for 
workers and recruitment businesses.  

 
7. The following recent publications by you have been brought to our Client’s attention.  
 
iWork’s Website 
 
8. On 11 March 2022, iWork published an article on the “news” section of its website: 
 

https://iwork.co.uk/news/latest-umbrella-holiday-pay-case-evidence-published/ 
 

(“the Article”)  
 
9. The Article stated as follows: 
 

“Latest Umbrella Holiday Pay Rip Off: Evidence Published 
March 11, 2022 
4:06 pm 
News 
 
Our friends over at Contractor Voice have published a body of evidence which confirms 
that one of the UK’s largest umbrella companies, Workwell (previously JSA Group), has 
deliberately withheld holiday pay from one of their umbrella contractors. 
In this instance, the contractor has had £2865.50 withheld and has written to JSA 
several times seeking for this amount to be paid to him.  The evidence illustrates the 
arguments that the contractor put to JSA*, namely that: 
The engagement email (that the contractor received when he joined JSA’s umbrella in 
2020) does not mention loss of holiday pay; 
 
The “Working with JSA Guide” (that the contractor received when he joined JSA’s 
umbrella) does not mention loss of holiday pay; 
 
He was not contacted in September 2020 when the loss of holiday pay was imminent; 
Payslips from period 27 onwards (i.e. after the end of the holiday year) continued to 
show a holiday accrual which JSA say is not available. 
 
JSA’s response to the contractor is that “there is no entitlement, contractual or 
otherwise, to receive a payment instead of taking annual leave” and that there is no right 
to carry over holiday entitlement from one holiday year to another. 
Losing holiday pay in this way is particularly galling given that the company hiring the 
worker has paid for their holiday entitlement as part of the agreed rate for that workers’ 
services. 
 
Hence some commentators describe this practice as theft – because the holiday pay 
has been given to the umbrella on the understanding that it will be duly passed on to the 
worker! 
 
 



Recent developments 
 
A holiday pay tribunal has concluded that the right to paid holiday does not lapse but 
carries over and accumulates until termination of the contract, at which point the worker 
is entitled to a payment in respect of untaken leave.  Whilst this decision relates to a 
specific case (Smith vs Pimlico Plumbers), if this judgement is applied widely it could 
mean that contractors have a case for receiving backdated holiday pay. 
JSA purport themselves to be compliant by virtue of being an accredited member of the 
Freelancer & Contractor Services Association (FCSA), which means they are tested 
annually to ensure they adhere to FCSA’s requirements for umbrella companies. 
Following the holiday pay tribunal, a group of MPs has written to the FCSA to request 
clarification regarding whether any of their members have previously withheld holiday 
pay from workers, and if under the terms of the latest ruling any workers engaged by 
FCSA members would be entitled to backdated holiday pay. 
 
Wider implications 
 
As already outlined, the contractors’ holiday pay has been included in the assignment 
rate paid by the end-client that the contractor works for.  So in the event that a 
contractor doesn’t claim their rightfully owed holiday pay, surely the unclaimed amount 
should be offered back to the company that paid it to the umbrella?  Furthermore, when 
accrued holiday is paid to a worker it is subject to PAYE and NICs, so any company 
retaining holiday from their workers is preventing this income from being properly taxed.  
The money might be subject to corporation tax by the company retaining it (depending 
on the company’s year-end financial position), but the Exchequer will not have received 
the intended PAYE and NICs. 
 
Contractors must be paid what they are due 
 
There are many umbrellas within the sector who have taken the moral decision to 
always pay holiday to their contractors, and yet a behemoth such as JSA does not 
appear to feel the same obligation.   It seems to us wholly unfair that a sector is 
tarnished by such profiteering. 
 
However, the most important point is that contractors are not receiving monies due to 
them, which is fundamentally wrong and this practice must stop. 
 
*JSA have recently rebranded to Workwell.  For the purposes of this article we refer to 
JSA which was the company name at the time that this contractor’s holiday pay was 
retained.” 

 
10. The Article refers to you as being the “author” and goes on to link to your personal 

biography. 
 
LinkedIn 
 
11. On 15 March 2022, the Article was shared on your LinkedIn account (Julia Kermode) 

(“the LinkedIn Publication”) via the following statement: 
 

“👀 Holiday pay case 🌴 
 

In case you have somehow missed it, evidence has been published which shows 
industry behemoth, Workwell (previously JSA Group) refusing to pay one of their 
umbrella employees their accrued holiday.  



 
In this case the contractor did not claim the monies owed within the holiday year and he 
had no contractual right to carry it over. The evidence shows the contractors' arguments 
when seeking payment of his accrued holiday, and the response he received. 😲  
 
So far I have not seen any reply from Workwell that disputes the allegations. I have 
offered Workwell the opportunity to reply through me and I hope that they take up this 
offer as it is always good to hear both sides of a story. 
 
❌ Losing holiday pay in this way must be particularly galling given that the company 
hiring the worker has paid for their holiday entitlement as part of the agreed rate for that 
workers’ services. 
 
It is worth emphasising that this practice is NOT REPRESENTATIVE OF ALL 
UMBRELLAS 
 
🌞 Many umbrellas view holiday as belonging to the worker and will always pay it, or 
allow unclaimed monies to be carried forward. Simple really. 🌞 
 
So if you're an umbrella worker, make sure you know exactly how you'll receive your 
holiday entitlement, and that you are actually paid it in full. Please make an informed 
decision when selecting your umbrella. 
 
😱 If you know you have not been paid holiday pay or think that you might have not 
have been, don't wait for your umbrella to pay up - contact them now before you lose the 
legal right to claim it. I will gladly chat to anyone who thinks they might have been short 
changed on their holiday pay and help in anyway I can. 
 
👓 I should also mention the recent Smith vs Pimlico Plumbers holiday pay tribunal 
which concluded that the right to paid holiday does not lapse but carries over - it 
accumulates until termination of the contract, at which point the worker is entitled to a 
payment in respect of untaken leave.  But then the worker only has three months to 
claim it or start an Industrial Tribunal claim. 
 
This judgement 'clarified' existing law, and hopefully can be used by others in a similar 
situation to claim backdated pay. Time will tell. ⏳ 
 
#holidaypay #umbrellas #contractors #umbrellaworkers #help” 

 
12. The LinkedIn Publication has been “liked” 20 times, and potentially republished many 

more times. We note that you have 3904 followers and 500+ connections on LinkedIn at 
the time of writing.  As noted, you used multiple hashtags on the LinkedIn Publication in 
order to maximise the size of your audience and to ensure that your post was read by 
non-followers.   

 
Newsletter Email 
 
13. In addition to publishing the Article online and sharing it via the LinkedIn Publication, you 

also sent the Article to what is assumed to be the entire database of third parties signed 
up to receive iWork’s newsletters (“the Email Circular”). 

 



14. The Email Circular stated:  
 

“This latest revelation that FCSA member JSA has been withholding holiday pay is very 
disappointing given that they are such a big player in the umbrella industry.  However, 
whilst the majority of umbrellas operate correctly and compliantly, this kind of practice is 
becoming more widespread.  

 
“We know that such behaviour gives the whole recruitment sector a very bad name.  
Providers like JSA hold themselves up as compliant but it seems to me that they are 
intentionally exploiting their umbrella workers in relation to their earned holiday pay.  Let 
us hope that the Pimlico Plumbers judgement is applied widely to protect contractors and 
hold umbrellas and their industry bodies accountable.  

 
“Workers often have little choice when it comes to selecting an umbrella provider and 
may be forced by recruitment agencies or end-clients to use firms who are not operating 
in their best interests.  I think that preferred supplier lists are key to enabling this 
exploitation, should be banned and workers should be empowered to make an informed 
choice about which umbrella firm they want to work with.  There are many umbrellas 
within the sector that have taken the moral and legal decision to always pay holiday to 
their contractors, and yet a prolific behemoth such as JSA does not appear to feel the 
same obligation.  It is important that the good guys in the industry continue to behave 
ethically, take action to make their voices heard, and educate workers on what 
compliance really looks like.”  

 
15. Please confirm the total number and identity of parties to whom you sent the Email 

Circular, and provide contact details for the same. 
 
Defamation  
 
16. You have published very serious and defamatory statements referring to our Client which 

are likely to have been viewed by tens of thousands of readers via various different 
platforms. 

 
17. The publications clearly refer to our Client.  
 
18. The natural and ordinary meaning of the Article, the LinkedIn Post and the Email Circular 

to any ordinary and reasonable person is: 
 

18.1. Our Client and its management “ripped off” and “exploited” workers; 
18.2. Our Client and its management illegally withheld accrued annual holiday pay from 

workers; 
18.3. Our Client and its management are guilty of “theft”; 
18.4. Third parties should avoid our Client and not do business with it. 

 
19. These allegations are gravely serious.  For present purposes, we do not refer to each 

and every statement contained in the respective publications which bears the above 
meanings.  Naturally, if our Client’s complaint is not resolved at this stage and to our 
Client’s complete satisfaction, a more comprehensive rehearsal of the relevant 
sentences and their respective meanings will be provided.   

 
20. Our Client denies your unsubstantiated, incorrect and self-serving allegations. They are 

simply false.  
 
21. As a preliminary point, if it assists, the law is clear that it is no defence to defamation for 

a prospective defendant to make the bare assertion that it has simply repeated the 



defamatory allegations of third parties.  If a defendant cannot prove the allegation 
complained of to be true (or rely on an alternative defence) then it can be held liable in 
defamation.  In a nutshell, a prospective defendant cannot avoid liability by claiming that 
it is simply repeating the libels of a third party. 

 
22. We note your statements regarding the purported “evidence” in support of the worker’s 

purported position (at paragraph 2 of the Article).  Your statements are misleading and 
misconceived.  Regarding the “engagement email”, both our Client’s employment 
contract and employee handbook were attached to the respective engagement email.  
These documents explained the issues surrounding avoidance of any loss of accrued 
annual leave holiday pay.  Accordingly, the implication that no information was provided 
to the worker under cover of the engagement email is false.   Regarding the “Working 
with JSA Guide” document, your reference to the same is misleading and omits to 
mention the fact that discussion regarding avoiding any loss of accrued annual leave 
holiday pay was addressed in other documents provided to the worker.  The meaning 
conveyed by you is false.  Regarding the allegation that the worker was “not contacted” 
in September 2020, again, this statement is misleading and omits to mention the fact that 
miscellaneous documents did explain that the loss of accrued annual leave holiday pay 
would occur.  Regarding reference to “the payslips from period 27 onwards”, in fact, the 
payslips show the respective accruals being made in the relevant payment periods.  
They did not include a record of untaken annual holiday pay in respect of previous years.  
It is incorrect to state that the payslips showed a running total of prior years’ untaken 
annual leave/pay – and it would have been odd if they had done so. 

 
23. Accordingly, the “evidence” which you rely on entirely in support of the allegations 

complained of simply does not support the truth of the same.  The “evidence” in support 
of the allegations companied of is hopelessly weak and unviable as far as maintaining 
the allegations is concerned.  In particular, your allegation that the evidence shows that 
our Client is guilty of “theft” (and for the avoidance of doubt attempting to hide behind the 
suggestion that “commentators” rather than you are making such allegations provides no 
defence whatsoever) is quite remarkable.  It is extremely serious, defamatory and false.  
The allegation of theft based on the suggestion that the end hirer of the worker has paid 
a rate for the worker ignores the reality that paying a worker for annual leave which they 
do not take is prima facie illegal.   

 
24. In apparent support of your allegation that our Client has acted illegally, you build on the 

(false) factual allegations by referring to and then misrepresenting the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in the recent high profile case of Smith v Pimlico Plumbers.  Whilst you 
acknowledge that the Smith decision is case specific, such an assertion is true of all 
legal cases.  The Smith case is not authority for the proposition that our Client was 
legally obliged to provide any historic untaken annual leave payments to the worker.  It is 
actually authority for the point that if an employer prevents a worker from taking annual 
leave then it may be possible for the worker to effectively carry over and take the same 
subsequently.  It is not authority for the proposition that historic annual leave is now 
habitually capable of being carried forward by workers without exception.  Further, the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Smith (a) post-dates the circumstances of the case 
which you seek to rely on and (b) cannot possibly provide any evidential support for the 
allegations complained of – not least that our Client/its management “ripped off” workers 
and/or are guilty of theft.  Even on your analysis of the law (which is confused), our 
Client’s conduct could not be deemed to support the allegations complained of because 
it would have been compliant with the relevant law at the time, which is fatal to the 
veracity of your allegations.  The reality is that our Client’s conduct was both legal before 
Smith and remains compliant with the decision on the facts.   
 



25. The basic position, which in fact you are well aware of (bearing in mind your professional 
background as the former Chief Executive of the FCSA), is that the worker who appears 
to be the source of the story has not in fact been deprived of paid annual leave.  Instead, 
the worker has not been paid in lieu of untaken annual leave.  In most cases, payment in 
lieu of untaken annual leave is not sanctioned by legislation or by case law (aside from 
on termination). If it assists, it remains the case that the habitual payment in lieu of 
untaken annual leave is not sanctioned by legislation or by case law. 

 
26. The allegations have seriously defamed our Client and exposed it to serious financial 

loss.  The allegations are demonstrably false. It is clear that a large number of individuals 
are able to access, read and view the allegations. Clearly, the publication of the 
allegations complained of by you to third parties is likely to cause serious harm to the 
reputation of our Client in the form of serious financial loss. Our Client is currently 
evaluating the financial loss caused by you to date.  If it assists, section 1(2) of the 
Defamation Act 2013 states: “harm to the reputation of a body that trades for profit is not 
“serious harm” unless it has caused or is likely to cause the body serious financial loss” 
(our underlining added). Our Client will provide evidence of harm if legal proceedings are 
required.  

 
27. It is clear that the Article, the LinkedIn Publication and the Email Circular (“the 

Publications”) were published by you to persuade members of the public, and specifically 
our Client’s own customers and contacts, to shun and criticise our Client. It is clear that 
the Publications were intended by you to cause maximum reputational damage to our 
Client. A number of our Client’s contacts and customers have contacted our Client 
expressing concern regarding the content of the Publications and our Client has been 
obliged to discuss the same with them, which has caused entirely avoidable 
embarrassment, wasted time and effort.   

 
28. You have published untrue and damaging statements concerning our Client.  Our Client 

is likely to be caused financial loss as a direct result of the Publications. We reserve our 
Client’s right to bring a parallel claim against you for malicious falsehood as well as 
defamation, bearing in mind that you appear to have been entirely reckless as to the 
truth or falsity of the factual basis of the allegations concerned.  

 
29. It is aggravating of our Client’s complaint that you made no effort whatsoever to contact it 

prior to publication in order to check your facts or obtain our Client’s account of events.  
Our Client then complained to you regarding the content of the same, but you declined to 
take any remedial action and instead relied on the fact that the allegations had been 
published elsewhere.  Your unreasonable conduct has forced our Client to incur the 
wasted time and cost of instructing lawyers.  You then, remarkably, went on to imply in 
the LinkedIn Publication that you had in fact offered our Client the opportunity to provide 
a “right of reply” pre-publication, but this claim was of course false.  As far as we can 
see, the purpose of the Publications is to promote you and your business – you have 
defamed our Client in the interests of self-publicity and, it follows, the hope of making 
money.  You have not published statements on the matter in anything approaching a 
neutral or balanced fashion, but rather in a sensationalised and accusatory tone.  The 
repeated allegations of immoral conduct are aggravating.  The wording complained of 
speaks for itself.   

 
Next Steps 
 
30. Our Client will not stand by and do nothing whilst you publish seriously defamatory 

allegations about it to the general public and go to great lengths to communicate the 
allegations to our Client’s customers and contacts.  

 



31. Our Client requires you to remove the Article and the LinkedIn Publication (together with
any other similar statements which you may have published elsewhere on any other
social media platforms or websites regarding our Client) from publication online within
24 hours of transmission of this letter and provide written confirmation to us by email
that you have done so. 

32. Further, our Client requires that you provide written confirmation that you will not repeat
the statements complained of in this case either online or in any other form.  To be clear,
our Client has no objection whatsoever to you discussing publicly the issues of holiday
pay, umbrella companies or the Smith v Pimlico Plumbers case, but it does object to you
repeating the allegations complained of which defame it.

33. In the event that these reasonable demands are not agreed, we anticipate being
instructed to instruct expert Counsel and to prepare and send a formal Letter of Claim to
you in accordance with the Pre-Action Protocol for Media and Communications Claims,
outlining in full and with further specificity our Client’s proposed claim against you,
including for defamation and malicious falsehood.  Please note that this will result in
costs being increased, and our Client will seek recovery of such costs from you in full.

34. The immediate take down of the infringing content is required in order to mitigate the
serious damage to our Client’s reputation which your actions have already caused.

35. Our Client’s legal rights against you, including its right to seek an interim injunction in
relation to your conduct on an urgent basis, are strictly reserved.

36. We await hearing from you without delay and by no later than 12.00 noon on 17 March
2022 regarding the take down.

Yours faithfully 

JMW Solicitors LLP 

Direct Dial: XXX 
Direct Fax: XXX 
Email: XXX 



Independent Work Limited, t/a IWORK 
Stapeley House 

London Road 
Nantwich 
Cheshire 

CW5 7JW 

JMW Solicitors LLP 
Via email to: XX

17 March 2022 

Dear Sirs 

Your ref: NMc/JAS/592395C.3/JSA Services Ltd t/a Workwell 

I acknowledge receipt of your email and attached letter dated yesterday. Your letter is factually 
incorrect and misleading in many ways. 

I am extremely disappointed that your client has chosen to instruct you to send your letter instead of 
taking up my offer to reply to what I and IWORK has posted. I again repeat that offer.  If it is again not 
acted upon, can you explain why your client will not reply?  

Before sending this email I have checked online resources and, save for some comments published in 
Recruiter, I cannot find any full statements by your client that rebut the very significant number of 
comments made by many others in relation to the subject matter in question.  Can you point me to 
any?  Does your client intend to respond to any of them?  If what has been posted by many is not 
correct, how does your client intend to prove to them that it is not? 

I will not be removing my posts as you have not presented sufficient reason or evidence for me to do 
so.  

If your client is intent on taking action, you will need to send a formal protocol compliant letter along 
with support evidence that it does not and never has unlawfully withheld holiday pay from its 
contractors.  I will then reconsider my position. 

Yours sincerely 

Julia Kermode 



 

 

Our Ref:  NMc/JAS/592395C.3/JSA Services Ltd t/a Workwell  
 
Your Ref:  
 
17 March 2022 
 
 
Private and Confidential 
Not for Publication 
FAO Julia Kermode 
IWORK.CO.UK 
Stapeley House 
London Road 
Nantwich 
Cheshire 
CW5 7JW 
 
By Email Only - julia@iwork.co.uk 
 
 
 
 
Dear Madam 
 
Our Client: JSA Services Limited  
 

1. We refer to your letter dated 17 March 2022. 
 

2. We are disappointed to note the content of your letter and your refusal to provide the 
remedies sought in order to avoid the escalation of this dispute. 

 
3. In an effort to avoid further time and expense, we are instructed to write to you in 

order to correct various misunderstandings contained in your letter. 
 

4. Firstly, you appear to believe that the burden of proof is on our Client to disprove 
your allegations.  This is incorrect and misunderstands defamation law.  If it assists, 
in law the burden of proof is on you, the author/publisher of the defamatory 
statement, to prove the truth of the allegations complained of.  You have made 
defamatory allegations of fact against our Client and so must prove the truth of the 
same.  You will immediately recognise that basing defamatory allegations on material 
which you have “googled”/sourced from the internet exposes you to considerable 
litigation risk.  Further, our Client has already (at length) pointed out the errors and 
inaccuracies contained in the worker’s “evidence” under cover of our letter of 16 
March 2022 and it has also addressed and corrected various clear 
misrepresentations of the Pimlico Plumbers case.  It follows that any truth defence 
would fail.  Our Client has clearly explained its position regarding the worker’s 
allegations to you in correspondence. 

 
5. Secondly, repetition of a libel exposes the person repeating the libel to a defamation 

claim (absent any defence).  It is no defence to assert that you are merely repeating 
the defamatory allegations of a third party.     

 
6. The above rehearses trite law and is not controversial. 

 



7. Plainly, your position is not saved either by offering a “right of reply” to our Client after
publication has already taken place.  Such a position is totally without merit and, with
respect, is hopeless.  Our Client is not under any obligation to publicly respond to the
publication of defamatory statements by contributing further to such publications
(either pre or post publication).

8. As you are aware, our Client has (through us) carefully explained the serious factual
and legal errors contained in your various online publications and has reasonably
requested that you simply take down the statements and agree not to republish the
allegations complained of against it again.  This is a reasonable and pragmatic
approach.  Our Client has not demanded payment of compensation, a public
apology, agreement to the reading of a statement in open court about your actions,
formal undertakings, or payment by you of its legal costs – all remedies to which it is
entitled.  Of course, if claim proceedings are in fact required because you persist in
your present stance, it will be entitled to seek the full range of legal remedies against
you.  It will seek the costs of these proceedings in full from you.

9. Bearing in mind that you are now well aware of the detail of the proposed claim which
may be brought against you, in the absence of a resolution we will need to take
instructions from our Client regarding commencing the steps necessary to prepare
and progress High Court claim proceedings against you.  The Court is unlikely to
criticise our Client for progressing proceedings at this stage given the urgency of the
matter.

10. We await your response.

Yours faithfully 

JMW Solicitors LLP 

Direct Dial: XXX 
Direct Fax: XXX 
Email: XXX 

tel:07824%20638%20983


Independent Work Limited, t/a IWORK 
Stapeley House 

London Road 
Nantwich 
Cheshire 

CW5 7JW 

JMW Solicitors LLP 
Via email to: XXX 

21 March 2022 

Dear Sirs 

Your ref:  NMc/JAS/592395C.3/JSA Services Ltd t/a Workwell 

Thank you for your email with attached letter that I received at 18:40 on 17 March 2022. 

I continue to be disappointed that your client will not reply as offered by me.  Perhaps one of the senior 
management at Workwell would like to have an informal off the record chat with me instead?  This 
might avoid further time and money being expended on this matter.   

I can make arrangements to speak to that individual at some stage today or tomorrow. 

If my offers are not acceptable, as I have said, I will reconsider my position when a formal protocol 
letter is sent. 

Yours sincerely 

Julia Kermode 
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