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PERSONAL INJURY REFORM: EIGHT YEARS ON 

Neil Patton* 

 

A   INTRODUCTION 

 

At the dawn of the twenty-first century Ireland faced what was described as an out-of-control 

culture of personal injury claims. The court system had become inundated with litigation 

marked by systemic frivolity, exaggeration and fraud. Insurance premiums were escalating 

dramatically and there was significant political pressure to control the level of unmeritorious 

claims and inflated costs. Public attention was becoming increasingly focused on the issue. 

Furthermore, powerful insurance and employment groups were lobbying for reform to protect 

their dwindling profits. 

A three-year investigation resulted in a 2002 report
1
 that laid the blame for rising insurance 

cost squarely on the shoulders of the legal profession. Among the Report’s more damaging 

findings was that, on average, legal fees accounted for 42% of the cost of resolving a claim. 

Many other reformists felt that an insidious culture of ‘ambulance chasing’ was to blame for 

the escalating problems. Personal injury lawyers were accused of supporting unmeritorious 

claims in the pursuit of unscrupulous profit. The Law Society of Ireland had enacted a series 

of measures to address this issue, focusing primarily on regulating the advertisement of legal 

services.
2
 Despite this, critics were not quieted and it became obvious that legislative 

intervention was required. 

 As part of the broader Insurance Reform Programme, the Government sought to introduce a 

new personal injury litigation regime through the Personal Injuries Assessment Board Act 

2003 (the PIAB Act) and the Civil Liability and Courts Act 2004 (the 2004 Act). The former 

sought to effectively remove the court system from the majority of personal injuries claims 

by establishing an extrajudicial board of evaluation. The latter targeted specific litigation 

procedures which were thought to facilitate undeserving or exaggerated claims. 

It has now been eight years since the landscape of Irish personal injury litigation was 

transformed beyond recognition. This essay will critically examine the procedural reform, 

describing in detail each of the relevant legislative provisions. This will be followed by an 

individual evaluation of both components of reform in terms of their impact on the personal 

injury system since their introduction. Concluding comments will then be made on the overall 

success or failure of the new system, with suggestions for possible reform. 

 

 

B   PERSONAL INJURIES ASSESSMENT BOARD ACT 2003 

 

 

The 2003 Act established the Personal Injuries Assessment Board (later renamed the Injuries 
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Board) as an extrajudicial body to adjudicate at first instance the majority of personal injury 

claims.  

 

 

1   Composition of the Board 

 

The eleven-member Board is populated by both governmental and non-governmental 

individuals appointed for terms of five years.
3
 Seven members are government employees 

selected by the Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Innovation. Two more are nominated by 

the country’s largest organisation of trade unions, the Irish Congress of Trade Unions. The 

country’s premier employer representative, the Irish Business and Employers Confederation 

nominates another individual, while the Irish Insurance Federation nominates the final 

member.  

 

The government intended the varied membership of the Board to equitably represent the 

competing interests of all parties involved. It is of note, however, that the inclusion of a 

member of the legal profession on the Board was explicitly rejected.
4
 This is demonstrative 

of the underlying goal of the reform to minimise the role of lawyers in cases of personal 

injury claims.  

 

 

2   Scope of Jurisdiction 

 

In keeping with the reformist objectives of the Act, the Board was awarded broad 

jurisdictional application. All civil actions involving claims for damages as a result of 

personal injuries are subject to its authority, with the admittedly significant exception of 

claims of medical negligence.
5
 The Board began accepting employer’s liability cases on June 

1
st
, 2004, while public liability and road traffic accident cases came within its remit on July 

22
nd

, 2004. The Act’s principal force lies in the fact that an applicant (known as a claimant) 

may not initiate civil proceedings in court without first making an application to the Board. 

Thus a claimant is required by law to follow the Board’s procedures in full in order to 

proceed with any claim. To fail to do so is to be barred entirely from potentially recovering 

damages for personal injury.
6
 

 

 

3   Initial Application 

 

A claimant is obliged to firstly file a settlement of claim. This can be submitted either online 

or through the postal service and must include the following:
7
 

 

i. A letter delivered by the claimant to the respondent ‘notifying the person or persons 

of his or her relevant claim and seeking the payment of compensation’; 

ii. Copies of all other correspondence between the two parties relating to the claim; 

iii. A medical report ‘prepared by a medical practitioner’ covering the claimant’s injuries; 
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iv. Documentary proof relating to any special damages claimed. 

 

In addition to this, the Board may also request of the claimant any additional information 

relevant to its evaluation. A claimant must also pay a fee of €45 at this initial stage. 

 

 

4   Formal Notice of the Claim 

 

Upon receiving a conforming application by the claimant, the Board then sends a Formal 

Notice of the Claim to the respondent.
8
 This Notice informs the respondent of the claimant’s 

intention to make a claim against him. It includes copies of the claimant’s application and 

medical report. It also seeks the respondent’s consent to the Board’s assessment of the claim. 

The respondent has 90 days to respond. If he provides his consent or fails to reply, the Board 

will then proceed to make an assessment of damages. If he refuses to consent the Board will 

grant the claimant authorisation to pursue the claim through the court system in the 

conventional manner.  

 

 

5   Assessment of Damages  

 

Since the Board does not determine liability, damages are assessed on the basis of full 

liability on the part of the respondent.
9
 Assessment is to be made ‘on the same basis and by 

reference to the same principles governing the measure of damages in the law of tort.’
10

 

Crucially the Board is not permitted to conduct a hearing and must thus rely solely on the 

documents furnished to them by the parties.
11

 Also of note is the fact that the Statute allows 

the Board to delegate the actual assessment to one or more assessors employed by the Board. 

They, in turn, may retain the services of industry experts.
12

 

 

The Board’s assessment of the medical evidence is required by statute to be guided by the 

Book of Quantum.
13

 This publication was compiled by independent experts on behalf of the 

Board and acts as a guide to assessment for specific groups of injuries. Its independent source 

of creation is mandated by the fact that it is intended to ‘reflect the reality of current 

compensation levels’, and not the views of the Board or any other body. 
14

 It creates 

intentionally wide value ranges for injuries to accommodate varying degrees of severity.   

 

Injuries are categorised on the basis of the World Health Organisation’s International 

Classification of Diseases Ninth Revision, organised into body region, body part and type of 

injury. Each specific injury type is accompanied by a range of monetary damages and it is for 

the assessor to determine an award consistent with the severity of the injury suffered. The 

monetary ranges were created in reference to the level of personal injury damages awarded 

by the courts, settlements entered into by the insurance industry, and settlements agreed to by 
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the State Claims Agency in the year prior to the Book’s publication.
15

 The Book makes clear 

that the values stated represent neither minimum nor maximum parameters and each case 

must be dealt with on its individual merits.
16

 Furthermore, there may be compensable injuries 

outside of the types enumerated in the Book. 

 

The Book considers compensation for pain and suffering capable of being supported by 

medical evidence. In addition to these general damages, an assessment may also reflect 

special damages to compensate for ‘loss of enjoyment of life,’ as well as the past and future 

cost of medical care and loss of earnings.
17

 An assessor’s use of the Book is described in four 

steps:
18

 

 

i. Identify the category of injury; 

ii. Assess its severity with reference to the claimant’s medical report; 

iii. Search for the value range; 

iv. Weigh the effect of multiple injuries. 

 

In identifying a category of injury, the assessor must look at the part of the body that has 

sustained the most significant injury. The Book then categorises severity into three ranges.
19

 

The first of these is ‘Substantially Recovered.’ This is defined as covering ‘injuries from 

which a claimant has substantially recovered but there are ongoing symptoms that interfere 

with carrying out full day to day activities.’ The second range is ‘Significant Ongoing,’ which 

‘includes the above and in addition the injury has resulted in some permanent incapacity or 

limitation that significantly restricts or alters lifestyle.’ The final and most severe level is 

‘Serious and Permanent Conditions.’  This ‘will apply if the injury is very severe and has 

caused major disruption to a claimant’s life in a number of areas or results in serious 

continuing pain and/or requires permanent medical attention.’  

 

After identifying a category and evaluating the severity, the assessor searches for the relevant 

guideline values. The final step in the assessment process is to then have regard to additional 

injuries. The assessor does not repeat the above steps for additional injuries in the same way 

as was done for the most significant injury. Instead of having a cumulative effect, the 

additional injuries merely result in a minor adjustment to the original value range.
20

 

 

 

6   Issuance of the Written Assessment 

 

Once an assessment has been made the Board issues a notice to both the claimant and the 

respondent. The claimant then has twenty-eight days from the date of service to reply to the 

assessment. If he fails to do so, he is deemed to have rejected it. The respondent has twenty-

one days to reply, a failure to do so being deemed as acceptance.
21

 If either party rejects or is 

deemed to have rejected the assessment, the claimant is issued an authorisation to bring the 

case before the courts. If both parties accept, the Board will issue the respondent with an 
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order to pay within thirty days.
22

 This order has the same legal effect as a court judgment.  

 

 

7   Objectives of the Injuries Board 

 

The dual objectives of the Board are to expedite the overall process and to reduce costs for 

the claimants. The imposition of strict timeframes seeks to provide a swifter resolution by 

avoiding the clogged artery of litigation before the courts. The fact that assessments are 

compulsorily linked to the Book of Quantum promotes a uniformity and predictability to the 

awarding of damages. As well as creating certainty for the parties involved, this also 

encourages early settlement of disputes. Both parties are in a position to realistically evaluate 

their respective positions by reference to concrete numeric evidence. 

  

The entire process is explicitly designed to facilitate the exclusion of legal representation. 

The application procedure is simplified to the extent that consultation with a legal 

professional would be superfluous. Furthermore, the method of assessment excludes the 

possibility of oral hearings. Liability is not at issue and legal arguments cannot be made at 

any stage. The significant financial burden of expert medical witnesses is removed. In theory 

a claimant is left with the same compensation that a court would have awarded, minus the 

considerable legal costs and the lengthy delay in litigation. As is often the case, however, the 

practice may not accurately reflect the theory in this case. 

 

  

C   EFFECTIVENESS OF THE INJURIES BOARD 

 

 

It is seven years on from the establishment of the Injuries Board and its effectiveness in the 

Irish legal system remains a source of contentious debate. Preliminary year-end data for 2010 

shows that compensation totalling €187 million was awarded in that year in respect of 8,381 

personal injury claimants.
23

 The lowest and highest awards in 2010 were €500 and €387,286 

respectively, while the average award was €22,271.
24

 The average time to process a claim 

was 6.9 months. Prior to the introduction of the Board, cases took on average thirty-six 

months to be resolved through the litigation system.
25

 Furthermore, in 2009 the Board’s total 

delivery costs were €10.3million, with the comparable litigation costs at €54.4million. This 

meant actual savings of €44.1million.
26

 

 

Relying on the Board’s published statistics alone it would appear that the system has 

successfully delivered on all fronts. Claims are resolved 80% faster with savings of 81%. In 

the first four years of its existence the Board saw substantial annual growth in the volume of 

cases it dealt with.  Since 2008, however, the number of awards has been falling steadily, 

with an aggregate decrease of over 5% to date.
27

 More worrying for the Board is the 
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associated figures from the Courts Service, which show that in 2009 there were 7,099 new 

personal injury cases filed in the High Court.
28

 This represents an 800% increase on the 

number filed the year after the Board came into operation. Similarly, the Circuit Court 

reported 6,999 new cases for 2009.
29

 

 

While the Board defends these figures on the basis that a total of 14,098 cases is less than 

half of the pre-2004 court numbers,
30

 it remains the reality that as the new system matures 

beyond infancy it has seen a steady decline in the number of claims successfully reaching 

completion. Parties are turning to the courts once more to resolve their claims, hoping for a 

larger pay-out. 

 

The Board’s 2005 Annual Report cited a 30% rejection rate for assessments by parties.
31

 

Although the Board no longer provides data on the rejection rate, analysis has shown that the 

figure has subsequently risen to as high as 44%.
32

 Claimants are influenced by highly 

publicised awards of damages by the courts, particularly the High Court - with as much as €9 

million in 2008 and €3.5 million in 2009.
33

 This represents upwards of ten times the 

maximum they are likely to receive through an assessment by the Board. Furthermore, they 

are aware that if they succeed before the courts their significant legal costs will also be 

awarded.  

 

This issue is closely related to what is undoubtedly the most damaging indication of the 

Board’s failings - the degree of involvement that the legal profession retains in the process. 

The Board itself concedes that approximately 90% of claimants continue to retain legal 

counsel, despite the fact that costs are not awarded.
34

 In late 2008 the Supreme Court ruled 

that a refusal by the Board to comply with a claimant’s request to communicate directly with 

their solicitor was unlawful under the PIAB Act.
35

   

 

Proponents of the Board blame the level of legal representation for the high rate of 

assessment rejections. They accuse lawyers of encouraging the pursuit of the claim through 

the courts as a means of recovering costs that would be otherwise unavailable under the 

Board’s procedure.
36

 The Government sought to moderate these concerns through the passing 

into law of the Personal Injuries Assessment Board (Amendment) Act 2007. This prohibited 

the courts from awarding costs against a defendant where the court award is less than, or 

equal to, a Board award previously rejected by the plaintiff.
37
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Conversely, representatives of the legal profession will argue that it is their intervention in 

the Board process that facilitates early resolution of cases. Claimants are unlikely to accept a 

settlement offer from the respondent without first consulting with a solicitor. This cannot 

easily be disregarded in light of the fact that approximately one third of all applications to the 

Board are settled between the parties before an assessment is completed.
38

 Regardless of 

whether the presence of solicitors in the process is of overall benefit or detriment, the fact 

remains that one of the primary objectives of the Act was to make personal injury cases a 

‘lawyer-free zone.’ On this point the legislative reform has incontrovertibly failed.   

 

There is also some contention in relation to the time-saving function of the Board. While the 

Board relies on its figure of an average reduction of 80%, this can be quite misleading. The 

pre-Injuries Board thirty-six month timeframe that is used for the purposes of comparison 

fails to take into account cases which would have settled early on in the litigation process. 

These cases typically involve injuries of a more minor nature or where liability is 

uncontested, representing the majority of cases under the old court system.  

 

It follows that these are the same cases that comprise the bulk of the Board’s workload today. 

Consequently, a considerable amount of cases that the Board now resolves would previously 

have settled without full litigation anyway.  Thus the Board is in effect merely creating an 

alternative path to resolution for these cases, as opposed to decongesting the court system. 

This has been described as a bureaucratisation of the settlement process.
39

 

 

The impact of the Board on insurance premiums is also questionable. One of the fundamental 

objectives of the legislation was to tackle the spiralling cost of insurance for consumers. 

Since 74% of the Board’s awards in 2010 related to injuries from road accidents,
40

 this is 

perhaps the best area to examine in terms of change in costs. As was the outcome with the 

number of cases coming before the courts after the establishment of the Board, motor 

insurance also saw initially favourable results. In fact, the cost of motor insurance fell 

consistently from the years 2004 to 2008.  

 

Following the pattern of Court Services figures, however, the numbers began to stabilise and 

quickly reverse. In 2009 alone, premiums increased by 15%.
41

 For 2011 the estimated 

average increase stands at 5%.
42

 Because of the lack of transparency in premium calculations 

it is impossible to separate the Board and non-Board influences in relation to these figures. 

Factors such as falls in profitability due to the global economic crisis, and the greater 

competitive presence of internet-based insurance providers distort any conclusions we can 

draw. Nevertheless, the establishment of the Board has not resulted in long-term savings for 

the insured.   

 

 

D   CIVIL LIABILITY AND COURTS ACT 2004 
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The same influential 2002 report
43

 that led to the establishment of the Personal Injuries 

Assessment Board also paved the way for the Civil Liability and Courts Act 2004. Acting on 

the Report, the government-appointed Committee on Court Practice and Procedure identified 

sixteen shortcomings in the existing procedures governing personal injury actions.
44

 Chief 

among these were the unduly long duration of litigation, excessive costs, and protracted 

settlements.  

 

The Committee put forward a series of new rules to tackle these deficiencies and to 

streamline the legislative process. Its report formed the basis of the 2004 Act. The 

restructured procedure was designed for those parties who reject a Board assessment, or for 

those who do not fall within the remit of the Board, such as in cases of medical negligence. 

The underlying goal of both Acts is to encourage expeditious settlement, but in different 

ways. As with the Board, judges are required to refer to the Book of Quantum when awarding 

damages.
45

 The Act applies to the District, Circuit and High Courts. 

 

 

1    Statute of Limitations 

 

The 2004 Act firstly amends the Statute of Limitations (Amendment) Act 1991, reducing the 

period within which a claim for damages in a personal injury action may be made. Plaintiffs 

now have two years, instead of three years, from the date of the cause of action, or the date of 

knowledge of the cause of action, to initiate proceedings. 

 

  

2    Letter of Claim, Personal Injury Summons, and Defence and Counterclaim 

 

The plaintiff has two months after the date of injury to give notice of legal proceedings to the 

defendant. This Letter of Claim must describe the alleged wrong that has been committed in 

sufficient detail as to enable the defendant to assess its merits.
46

 After furnishing the 

defendant with the Letter, the plaintiff may then initiate proceedings by filing a Personal 

Injury Summons. 

  

As well as containing the basic personal information of both parties, the summons must also 

describe the injuries suffered by the plaintiff and the precipitating negligent acts of the 

defendant. The plaintiff must communicate the ‘full and detailed particulars’ of all claims, 

including those for special damages.
47

  

 

The summons is then served on the defendant, whereby he has eight weeks to file his 

defences and counterclaims. During this time he may request of the plaintiff certain further 

information such as previous personal injury actions undertaken and other related medical 

injuries and treatment.
48

  The defence to the action must answer each of the plaintiff’s 
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allegations, as well as articulating the grounds on which the defendant claims that he is not 

liable for the injuries sustained.
49

 Furthermore, any counterclaims that the defendant asserts 

must be submitted with his defence. The plaintiff is then given a further six weeks to reply to 

the defence and eight weeks for any counter-claim.
 
 

  

All information exchanged and pleadings made by either party during these preliminary 

stages must be accompanied by a sworn affidavit verifying the assertions.
50

 These affidavits 

are filed with the court and subject the party to criminal prosecution if any statements made 

are knowingly ‘false or misleading in any material respect.’ This is a key provision in terms 

of tackling the problem of false and exaggerated claims, one of the legislator’s fundamental 

objectives for reform.  

 

 

3    Mediation Conference   

 

In order to further facilitate early settlement, the 2004 Act provides that either party may 

request a mediation conference at any time before trial.
51

 In order for a request to be granted 

the court must be of the opinion that mediation would assist in reaching settlement. If an 

order is made then the parties mutually agree on a time and location. A chairperson is agreed 

upon by the parties or, failing that, appointed by the court to guide the mediation. The 

chairperson later presents a report to the court describing the terms of any settlement 

reached.
52

 All communications made, evidence adduced, and notes taken during the 

mediation are strictly confidential and may not be used in later court proceedings.
53

 The court 

determines how the mediation will be paid for between the disputing parties.
54

  

 

 

4    Formal Offers 

 

Before trial a plaintiff must serve the defendant with a formal written offer of settlement.
55

 

The defendant is then obliged to respond with a counter-offer or a declaration that he is not 

willing to settle for any amount. A copy of the offer is lodged with the court but its terms are 

not communicated to the judge until after judgment has been delivered.
56

 At this point the 

judge reviews the terms of the offer and the reasonableness of the parties in order to 

determine how the payment of costs should be ordered.
57

 

 

 

5    Pre-Trial Hearings 

 

In order for parties to clarify and flesh out points of dispute before trial, the court may direct 
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that hearings be held.
58

 The same rules of evidence from the trial proper apply, with the judge 

being empowered to appoint expert witnesses or order the presentation of evidence by 

affidavit.
59

 The purpose of pre-trial hearings is to help encourage settlement and expedite the 

process by ensuring that both parties are on the same page and have a comprehensive 

understanding of the issues. In complicated personal injury cases the process can also help to 

limit the issues being litigated, thus reducing costs further down the line. 

 

 

E   EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 2004 ACT 

 

 

The reduction in the statute of limitations has had arguably the greatest impact on personal 

injury litigation. When taken together, the 2004 Act and the PIAB Act create a seemingly 

illogical system where parties to the most complex cases have the least amount of time to 

pursue a claim, while parties to routine cases have the most. An example of this paradox can 

be seen in claims of medical negligence.
60

 These cases are outside of the remit of the Board 

and must thus proceed straight to litigation. Pursuant to the 2004 Act, a plaintiff must now 

issue proceedings within two years. This has the potential for grave injustice in cases where 

symptoms have not yet fully manifested, or where plaintiffs retain counsel too late to enable 

their solicitor to acquire the requisite medical records or expert opinions.  

 

Conversely, simple assessments such as minor automobile accidents go before the Board and 

can have as long as twenty-four months added to the limitation period if the assessment is 

refused, taking into account maximum periods for consent, assessment and authorisation.
61

 

This results in a total of four years to bring the claim, which is neither rational nor just when 

compared to the limited period allowable for medical negligence.   

 

One positive effect of the 2004 Act is the use of the Letter of Claim. This, in conjunction with 

the right of the defendant to request additional information before filing a defence, ensures 

that he is fully informed of the case against him.  The defendant is empowered to make a 

balanced evaluation of the facts and the evidence. This encourages the offering of extra-

judicial settlements where the plaintiff’s case is particularly persuasive, thereby freeing up 

the court’s time to deal with more contentious cases.  

 

Furthermore, sections 12 and 13 of the 2004 Act require a far more detailed and considered 

defence to be provided. In the past, defendants avoided meaningful disclosure by furnishing a 

template blanket denial of all allegations. The effect of the 2004 reform is that the defence 

proffered must now be comprehensive and realistic, serving the same purpose of enabling the 

plaintiff to appraise his case more realistically.  The use of pre-trial hearings serves broadly 

the same purpose. Parties gain a deeper understanding of the precise issues in dispute. A 

subsequent narrowing of the range of disputable matters reduces the length of time before the 

court and the resulting costs incurred. 

 

The requisite use of verifying affidavits contained in Section 14 means that either party 
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making false or misleading assertions is now subject to criminal sanctions. The elevation of 

this wrongdoing to a crime commensurate with fraud acts as a significant deterrent to 

plaintiffs, in particular, from exaggerating injuries and pursing unmeritorious cases. 

Verifying affidavits have also provided some protection for the legal profession against 

attempts by clients who have been found guilty of this offence to lay the blame at their feet.  

It has also been noted that both pre-trial hearings and the mediation conference result in a 

more active role for the courts in the resolution of personal injury disputes.
62

 The judge has 

the power to determine the likelihood of settlement through pre-trial conferences, as well the 

responsibility of framing the issues in dispute. Through his role as a third-party neutral the 

judge himself is assisting the parties to resolve their issues, as opposed to referring them to 

mediation outside of the court system which circumvents judicial procedure and results in 

undue delay.   

 

 

F   CONCLUSION 

 

 

A decade ago Ireland’s personal injury regime was blighted by exorbitant costs, undue delay 

and widespread fraud. Against the backdrop of increasing political pressure two key pieces of 

legislation were enacted, establishing an extrajudicial body to assess personal injury damages 

and streamlining the parallel court procedure. This essay has examined in detail the 

legislative response and has sought to evaluate its impact in the eight years that followed. A 

fundamental part of this involved exploring the original objectives of the legislator and 

investigating the extent to which they have been realised.  

 

Ultimately reform has met with mixed success. The Injuries Board has succeeded in 

delivering cost savings for both claimants and respondents when compared with traditional 

litigation. It has also reduced the time period for resolution of claims. Initial success has 

begun to decline, however, as rejection rates increase and more claimants turn to the courts in 

hope of higher compensation. One of the underlying goals of reform had been to reduce the 

cost of insurance but the new procedure has also failed to maintain momentum on that front, 

with premiums back at pre-Injuries Board level once again. The biggest failure of the Board 

has been its attempt to remove solicitors from the process, with almost all parties still 

engaging counsel to provide expert legal knowledge or tactical guidance. 

 

The Civil Liability and Courts Act 2004 was enacted as a means of streamlining the litigation 

process by expediting procedures, encouraging settlement, and weeding out exaggerated or 

unmeritorious claims. It has succeeded in delivering greater speed, increased transparency, 

and effective deterrents, but it has come at a cost. The reduced limitation period permits 

considerable injustice in cases of medical negligence where the long-term prognosis requires 

longer than two years, while perversely allowing simple personal injury cases to unjustly 

enjoy double that period.  

  

It is submitted that relatively simple changes to the system could contribute significantly to 

furthering the original objectives of reform. In respect of the Injuries Board, a limited role for 

solicitors at the early stage of the process should be facilitated. Legal counsel would make 
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parties more comfortable accepting settlement offers, thereby clearing them from the system 

swiftly and cost-effectively. To facilitate this, limited fees should be recoverable as part of 

the assessment. In relation to the 2004 Act, the statute of limitations should be restored to its 

previous period in order to address the inequity that this reform has created.  


