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CONSULTATION ON THE PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE NOTARIES (PRACTICE) RULES 2014 AND THE 

NOTARIES (CONDUCT AND DISCIPLINE) RULES 2015 SET OUT IN THE MASTER OF THE FACULTIES 

ACTION PLAN TO DELIVER TRANSPARENCY FOR CONSUMERS IN THE LEGAL SERVICES MARKET 

ARISING FROM THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMPETITION AND MARKET AUTHORITY’S 

MARKET STUDY INTO LEGAL SERVICES.   AMENDMENTS ARE ALSO PROPOSED WHICH RELATE TO 

THE 'FIT AND PROPER PERSONS' REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE MONEY LAUNDERING REGULATIONS. 

 

1 The Master of the Faculties (MoF) is the Approved Regulator for Notaries Public in England & 

Wales under the Legal Services Act 2007 (the Act).   Acting through the Faculty Office (FO), the 

MoF is responsible for the appointment, authorisation and regulation of Notaries Public in 

England & Wales (and certain overseas jurisdictions which are not directly affected by these 

proposals).  The Notarial Profession consists of 7561 individually regulated providers 

authorised to undertake four of the Reserved Legal Activities2 set out in the Act, namely, 

Notarial Activities, Probate Activities, Reserved Instrument Activities (Conveyancing) and the 

Administration of Oaths.  The first of these is unique to notaries and the MoF.  Notarial  

Activities are legal services which are almost exclusively provided to consumers who are 

engaged in transactions in jurisdictions outside of England & Wales.  Notaries are also entitled 

to offer non-reserved legal activities to consumers in which capacity they remain regulated by 

the MoF.   The proposals which follow are designed to encourage the profession to be 

transparent in both their offering and marketing of services in advance to permit consumers 

to make an informed choice of provider and in the information provided to clients on 

instruction. 

 

2 This consultation will close at 5pm on Thursday 7th February 2019. 

                                            
1 As at 1 April 2018 
2 Section 12 Legal Services Act 2007 
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3 This consultation sets out the FO approach to delivering the Competition and Markets 

Authority (CMA) recommendations set out in its Market Study into Legal Services final report 

dated 15 December 2016. 

 

4 We welcome responses from members of our regulated community and other stakeholders 

including consumers of legal services, consumer organisations and any other interested 

parties. 

 

5 The CMA carried out a study into the legal services market study during 2016. It looked at a 

range of different legal areas focussing on those which are accessed by individual consumers 

and small businesses including notarial activities but paying particular attention to areas such 

as conveyancing, will-writing and probate, immigration, family and employment law.  

 

6 The CMA concluded that the legal services market is not working as well as it might for 

individual consumers and small businesses. Consumers find it hard to make informed choices 

about legal services providers because of lack of transparency about price, service and quality. 

The CMA recommended (indeed, required) that legal regulators act to ensure legal service 

providers deliver a step change in transparency. These recommendations include work: 

• To assist consumers understand the price and service, what redress is available and the 

regulatory status of their provider and to enable them to compare providers 

• To promote the use of independent feedback platforms 

• To facilitate the development of an intermediary market through making data available 

to comparison tools 

• To make better information available to assist consumers to identify their legal needs and 

how these might best be met 

• Introducing a single digital register of legal service providers with regulatory and 

consumer information. 

 

7 The CMA recommendations require a significant increase in transparency in the legal services 

market to assist consumers to make an informed decision when instructing a lawyer. The FO 

proposals acknowledge that many consumers of notarial services often do not fully 

understand why they require the services of a notary public (as distinct from, for example, a 

solicitor) and our approach reflects the fact that we regulate a relatively small number of 

individuals delivering legal services largely outside of the core areas of law the CMA’s 

recommendations focus on.  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5887374d40f0b6593700001a/legal-services-market-study-final-report.pdf
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For those areas at which the CMA recommendations were directed, principally conveyancing 

and probate, where the MoF has a very small number of individuals carrying out work and 

which other Approved Regulators’ communities (in particular the SRA, CLC and CILEX 

Regulation) have a much larger market share, it will be important for the FO to collaborate 

with those regulators to ensure that the information which is required is consistent across the 

legal market if consumer transparency is to be enhanced in a meaningful way. 

  

8 In this consultation, the FO sets out changes to its Practice Rules to require a greater degree 

of transparency in pre-engagement marketing and publicity, and in the information to be 

provided on receiving instructions.  The consultation also includes some minor changes to the 

Conduct & Discipline Rules to require the publication of Notice of Hearings in the Court of 

Faculties and, where a finding has been made, the Order imposing any Sanction against a 

Notary. 

  

9 The FO considered whether it needed to change the Notaries Practice Rules 2014 (as 

amended) to prescribe the publication of transparency information by notaries, or whether 

changes to the Code of Practice (which sets out best practice and sits beneath the Practice 

Rules) would suffice.  We concluded that a change to the Rules would, in most instances, be 

the best approach, not because we wish to be overly prescriptive but because we have taken 

the view that a simple, proportionate and targeted rules-based system of regulation best 

meets the needs of notaries and consumers alike.   This was supported by the majority of 

respondents to our consultation in the Autumn of 2017. 

 

10 We are also taking the opportunity to consult on a further amendment to the Notaries Practice 

Rules and the Notaries (Conduct & Discipline) Rules which is not related to the CMA 

requirements but rather to the 'fit and proper person' requirements under the Money 

Laundering and Terrorist Financing Regulations 2017 overseen by OPBAS.  This involves an 

amendment to Rule 6 to impose an obligation on a notary to inform the Registrar if he or she 

is convicted of a criminal offence, arrested on suspicion of committing an offence or declared 

bankrupt and some changes to the definition of Notarial Misconduct and Interim Suspension 

provisions in the Conduct and Discipline Rules. 
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PROPOSED NEW NOTARIES PRACTICE RULES 2019 

 

11 A copy of the draft new NOTARIES PRACTICE RULES 2019 are include at Annex 1 showing 

tracked changes from the current rules.  A brief explanation of the proposed changes follows: 

 

12 Rule 2.1:  

The draft rules propose an amended definition of "client" so that all work which a notary 

undertakes in anticipation of a fee is covered rather than just work falling within the, relatively 

narrow, definitions of Reserved Legal Activities set out in Section 12 of the Legal Services Act 

2007. 

 

The draft rules include definitions of "reserved legal activity" and "legal activity" drawn from 

the Legal Services Act. 

 

The draft rules also include a definition of "third party intermediary" which relates to the 

provisions set out in the new, expanded, Rule 14 as to which please see below. 

 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the proposal to amend the definition of "client"? 

 

Question 2: Do you have any comment on the proposed new definition of "third-party 

intermediary".  Could this be improved upon and, if so, how? 

 

 

13 Rule 6: 

This rule has been expanded from dealing solely with bankruptcy.  The original rule 6 is now 

rule 6.1 and a new rule 6.2 has been added to require a notary who has been convicted of an 

offence, or is arrested on suspicion of committing an offence to report that to the Registrar 

within 28 days.   The rule also requires a notary to report the fact of his or her bankruptcy to 

the Registrar. 

 

The fact of a conviction (other than for a minor Road Traffic Offence), or arrest on suspicion 

of the commission of an offence, may well affect whether a notary is a fit and proper person 

to be acting as a notary.  We introduced a requirement for the production of a Disclosure and 

Barring Service Basic Certificate in 2018 with a certificate not to be renewed every five years.   



5 
 

The Master is not, currently, entitled to require an Enhanced Certificate and does not have 

the ability to obtain updated information direct from the DBS.  The proposed change therefore 

places an obligation on a notary to report to the Registrar.  Failure to do so could amount to 

Notarial Misconduct.  Upon receipt of a report, the Registrar would need to decide whether 

to suspend a notary and/or to appoint a Nominated Notary to investigate the circumstances 

and, if appropriate, bring a formal complaint to the Court of Faculties pursuant to the Notaries 

(Conduct and Discipline) Rules 2015. 

 

Question 3: Do you agree that being convicted of an offence and/or being arrested on suspicion of 

committing an offence are relevant considerations for a notary to be considered a 'fit and proper' 

person and to continue to hold that office? 

 

Question 4: Do you agree with the proposal to require a notary who has been convicted of an 

offence, or arrested on suspicion of committing an offence, or having been declared bankrupt to 

report such to the Registrar? 

 

  

14 Rule 8: 

 This rule has been expanded to include not just the duty to inform a client of their right to 

complain but also the other 'transparency' information recommended by the CMA report: 

price information (8.1.1); service information (8.1.2); redress information (8.1.3) and 

regulatory information (8.1.5).   The FO envisages that this information could be set out either 

in standard Terms & Conditions of Business or in a bespoke Client Care Letter provided to the 

client at the point of receiving instructions. 

 

 Price information is expanded upon in Rule 18 (see below). 

 

 Service information requires a brief outline of the service that the notary will be providing 

setting out the key stages and likely timescales. 

  

 Redress information requires the notary to inform the client that the work they undertake is 

covered by the notary's professional indemnity policy and the sum insured under that policy.  

The reasoning for this requirement is to provide additional comfort to a potential client that 

they are dealing with a professional person who is properly regulated and who must adhere 

to appropriate standards of consumer protection. 
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 The requirement to provide complaint information is unchanged from the 2014 Rules. 

 

 Regulatory information.  The Approved Regulator for Notaries Public in England & Wales is 

the Master of the Faculties3.   However, a number of respondents felt that consumers would 

not readily identify with this but felt that there would be benefit in retaining reference to the 

Faculty Office of the Archbishop of Canterbury in any required regulatory statement.  The FO 

acknowledges the sentiment behind this suggestion and, although this leads to a rather wordy 

statement, proposes to adopt the statement: "Regulated by the Master of the Faculties 

through the Faculty Office of the Archbishop of Canterbury".  This has the benefit of being 

both technically accurate and, given that all contact with the Master is through the Faculty 

Office, reassuring to the consumer. 

 

Question 5: Do you envisage any specific difficulty in complying with the amended requirements set 

out in draft Rule 8.1? 

 

Question 6: Do you agree with the proposal for the amended Regulatory Statement? Could this be 

improved upon and, if so, how? 

 

 

15 Rule 14: 

 The extent and effect of Rule 14 has been expanded to include specific provision for the 

information required on all publicity material and, in particular, websites.  It also includes 

requirements in relation to working with third-party intermediaries. 

 

Publicity 

 Rule 14.1 is, for the most part, unchanged from the original Rule 14 save for the addition of 

rule 14.1.5 which requires the Regulatory Information to appear on all communications which 

would include on headed paper, email footers, websites and other publicity material. 

  

Websites 

 Rule 14.2 is wholly new.  It relates to the information which must be contained on a website 

if a notary chooses to have one – it does not, of course, mandate the provision of a website.   

                                            
3 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2007/29/schedule/4 

 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2007/29/schedule/4
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Essentially, the rule requires a website to set out in general, as opposed to specific, terms the 

five key transparency information factors – price, service, redress, complaint and regulatory.  

We do not think that it is proportionate to mandate how this information should be set out, 

as design and layout are both subjective and dependent upon the IT provision available to the 

notary. 

Rule 14.3 requires that this information should also be available in written format which can 

be handed, posted or emailed to a potential client upon request. 

Rule 14.4 is also new and relates to those notaries who also practise within a firm of legal 

practitioners regulated by another Approved Regulator (eg the SRA).  It provides that, if the 

information on their notarial practice is included on the firm's website, it is their responsibility 

to ensure that the information complies with the provisions of rule 14.1.   The information 

should be on a discrete page so that it is clearly separate if a link to a discrete website (which 

would be ideal) cannot be provided. 

 

Third-party intermediaries 

Rule 14.5 deals with the interaction between a notary and any third-party intermediary either 

an online comparison site or similar provider or an offline introducer.   The rule makes it the 

responsibility of the notary to ensure that the information provided to and by the 

intermediary is accurate and contains all the transparency information set out in rule 14.1 

(rules 14.5.1).  

Upon receipt of instructions received via or as a result of the intermediary's involvement, the 

client (ie the person for whom the notary is acting) must be provided direct with the 

information required by rule 8.1 together with details of any referral fee or commission paid 

or received pursuant to rule 16 (which remains unchanged). 

The purpose of the proposed new rule 14.5 is twofold.  Firstly, it is intended to ensure that 

the information available to consumers on any intermediary website with whom a notary 

chooses to engage is accurate and includes the required transparency information.  Secondly, 

it is intended to ensure that any notary who accepts work via third-party intermediaries who 

offer notarial services (but are not themselves notaries and thus not authorised or regulated 

to provide the substantive service) provides all the required transparency information direct 

to the actual recipient of their services rather than the third party intermediary.  This is an 

important provision intended to provide transparency and consumer protection and to ensure 

that the consumer has a direct relationship with the notary who is providing the notarial 

service as distinct from any related, or 'unbundled', consular and/or legalisation services 
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provided by the third-party.  This will ensure both that the consumer is properly protected 

and that the international reputation for independence of the notariat is preserved. 

 

Question 7: Do you envisage any specific difficulty in complying with the amended requirements set 

out in draft Rule 14.1? 

 

Question 8: Do you agree that the information required to be provided on a website pursuant to 

rule 14.2 is appropriate?  Do you envisage any issues with being able to comply with the new rule? 

 

Question 9: Do you agree that mandating how the information is set out is not appropriate and that 

this should be left to the notary and any web-designer they wish to employ? 

 

Question 10: Do you agree that information on a 'shared' website should be clearly separated from 

the information provided in respect of the 'host' firm (rule 14.4)?  Do you envisage any issues with 

being able to comply with the new rule? 

 

Question 11: Do you agree that the proposed new rule 14.5 will provide consumers, third-parties 

and notaries with the clarity that is necessary to ensure that consumers are protected, third-parties 

understand where their role begins and ends and that notarial independence can be maintained 

without inhibiting the market for third-party intermediaries or the ability of notaries and consumers 

to engage with them if they so wish? 

 

 

16 Rule 18 

As we noted in our consultation on the CMA Action Plan, there are challenges in providing a 

‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to the provision of pricing information.  Responses made it clear 

that notaries calculate costs in different ways and may wish to charge different rates for what, 

at its most basic level, may appear to be the same work required for different classes of 

consumer.   For example, the fees charged to a large international corporation for the 

execution of a Power of Attorney authorising the execution of documents for a multi-million 

dollar deal in the US may be significantly different from the charges levied to an individual 

consumer executing a Power of Attorney to facilitate the sale of a property in Spain.  Thus 

requiring detailed pricing information to be provided in advance for the full ambit of notarial 

work is, we accept, unrealistic.   
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The existing rule 18.1 already required a notary to inform a client the basis upon which his fee 

would be charged in advance.   However, a significant proportion of the first tier complaints 

about notaries relate to the cost of the service provided (ie that it ended up costing the client 

more than they were anticipating). The proposed, expanded, rule 18.1 is designed to ensure 

that, upon receiving an instruction, a notary must provide full details of the cost to include, as 

a minimum: 

• Either the amount of any fixed fee to be charged or an explanation of the basis upon 

which the fee will be calculated and a proper estimate of the likely fee; 

• An explanation of the services that are covered by the fee quoted and, if applicable, 

details of any additional 'unbundled' work required to complete the work required 

but which the client or other agent will need to undertake; 

• The likely costs of all disbursements to be charged with an explanation of what they 

cover; 

• The total amount of VAT to be charged on the fee and any disbursements which 

attract VAT; and 

• A brief explanation of any circumstances which are likely to give rise to a variation of 

the fee or level of disbursements. 

 

Question 12: Do you envisage any particular difficulty with providing the expanded information on 

price envisaged by the new Rule 18.1 in order to give the client more clarity around what they will 

be paying for the service?  

 

Question 13: Do you agree that providing more detailed information at the outset will reduce the 

scope for misunderstandings and/or complaints over the level of fees charged for the service? 

 

 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE NOTARIES (CONDUCT AND DISCIPLINE) RULES 2015 

 

17 A copy of the proposed NOTARIES (CONDUCT AND DISCIPLINE) RULES 2015 (as amended) are 

attached as Appendix 2.  The proposal to amend the Notaries (Conduct and Discipline) Rules 

2015 also stem from the transparency requirements arising from the CMA Report.  The 

amendments proposed are relatively minor and are essentially a clarification of the current 

regime but placed on a clearer footing.  We are therefore describing them as an amendment 

to the existing rules rather than a replacement set of rules.  The FO currently publishes the 

Decisions of the Court of Faculties following a disciplinary hearing where a finding has been 
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made against a notary on our website4.   However, there is currently no link between the 

Decision and the name of the notary appearing in our online directory5.  The FO does not 

currently publish advance notice of hearings in the Court of Faculties or other details of a 

complaint in advance on its website.   Publication is only effected once an adverse finding has 

been made. This is not consistent with other Approved Regulators, particularly the SRA (and 

the SDT) which publishes notice of its hearings and all its findings.  

 

18 Rule 2.1:    

 The rules propose an amended definition of "client" to reflect the amended definition in the 

new Practice Rules so that all work which a notary undertakes is covered rather than just work 

falling within the, relatively narrow, definitions of Reserved Legal Activities set out in Section 

12 of the Legal Services Act 2007.   In these rules the definition also retains the inclusion of 

any person who has placed legitimate reliance on a Notarial Act.  

 

The rules also expand the definition of "Notarial Misconduct" to include conduct 

 unbecoming of the office of a notary which might include being convicted of an offence 

 other than a minor road traffic offence. That is not to say that a conviction is not capable of 

 being "Notarial Misconduct" under the present rules or that all convictions will necessarily 

 amount to "Notarial Misconduct" under the draft rules. The proposed change is intended to 

 clarify that convictions amount to a class of wrongdoing which may or may not have been 

 perpetrated during the performance of the notary's work, but nonetheless deserve special 

 attention.  

 

Question 14: Do you have any comments on the proposal to amend the definition of "client" to 

include all work which a notary undertakes? 

 

Question 15: Do you agree that notarial misconduct should include conduct which might include 

being convicted of a criminal offence either here or in another jurisdiction? 

 

 

 

 

                                            
4 http://www.facultyoffice.org.uk/notary/the-faculty-office-as-regulator-of-the-notarial-profession/disciplinary-decisions-of-the-court-of-
faculties/ 
5 http://www.facultyoffice.org.uk/notary/find-a-notary/ 

http://www.facultyoffice.org.uk/notary/the-faculty-office-as-regulator-of-the-notarial-profession/disciplinary-decisions-of-the-court-of-faculties/
http://www.facultyoffice.org.uk/notary/the-faculty-office-as-regulator-of-the-notarial-profession/disciplinary-decisions-of-the-court-of-faculties/
http://www.facultyoffice.org.uk/notary/find-a-notary/
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19 Rule 9.1: 

 An amendment to rule 9.1 extends the ability of the Registrar to impose an interim 

 suspension in the event that a notary is arrested on suspicion of committing an offence 

 subject to the existing rights of appeal.  The proposed addition would not result in an 

 automatic suspension but would only be exercised if the Registrar felt that it was necessary 

 for the protection of the public.  This consultation paper is not the place to set out what 

 offences might or might not result in a suspension but clearly anything which called into 

 question the probity of the notary might reasonably be expected to give rise to a 

 suspension. The FO considers that there is a balancing act to be achieved between the 

 protective benefits of suspension and the financial and reputational cost to the notary and 

 disruption to clients of preventing the notary from working in circumstances where the 

 allegations are as yet unproven. The FO would apply a risk based approach to assess whether 

 suspension was appropriate and as part of this would look at the nature of the alleged offence. 

 

Question 16:  Do you agree that it is appropriate to extend the interim suspension provisions 

contained in the Rules to include the event of a notary being arrested on suspicion of committing 

an offence in appropriate circumstances? 

 

Question 17: Should the test for the suspension of a notary continue to be that "it is required for 

the protection of the public"? 

 

 

20 Rule 18: 

 A new rule 18.11 has been inserted (with the original rule 18.11 becoming rule 18.12) which 

 requires the Registrar to publish notice of a hearing in the Court of Faculties on the Faculty 

 Office website at least 14 days before the date of the hearing (unless the Court has directed 

 that the hearing shall be in private).   This would bring the Court of Faculties into line with 

 the Disciplinary Bodies of most of the other Approved Regulators.   The Court of Faculties is, 

 in common with other Courts, a public court and the rules provide that hearings should be in 

 public (unless directed by the Court) but a public hearing of which no notice is given is 

 something of a nonsense. 

 

Question 18: Do you agree that giving notice of any public hearing of the Court of Faculties on the 

Faculty Office website is in the public interest? 
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21 Rule 22 

 The proposed amendments to rule 22 both relate to the publication of a finding against a 

 notary with are intended to comply with the transparency recommendations made in the 

 CMA report: 

 

 Rule 22.4 is expanded to provide that in addition to the Registrar's discretion, the Court of 

 Faculties may direct the Registrar, to advertise any sanction against a notary in a newspaper 

 circulating in the area of the notary's practice or former practice or in the London Gazette, in 

 a publication of a Designated Society, or in any other relevant publication as the Registrar 

 (or the Court) sees fit. 

 

 A new rule 22.5 provides a formal basis for the current practice of publishing on the website 

 of the Faculty Office any Order imposing a sanction against a notary.   It also requires a link 

 to the Order to be created to the notary's entry on the list of practising notaries on the 

 website with provision for the Court to stipulate the period of time (whether indefinite or 

 limited) for such publication. 

 

Question 19:  Do you agree that it is appropriate for the Court of Faculties to direct where, and for 

how long, an Order imposing a sanction against a notary should be published? 

 

 

General comments on the proposals 

Question 20: If you have any general comments on any of the proposals set out in this consultation 

which you wish to be taken into account please include them here. 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME 

CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the proposal to amend the definition of "client"? 

Question2: Do you have any comment on the proposed new definition of "third-party intermediary".  

Could this be improved upon and, if so, how?  

Question 3: Do you agree that being convicted of an offence and/or being arrested on suspicion of 

committing an offence are likely to be considered by the general public as affecting the ability of a 

notary to be considered a 'fit and proper' person to hold that office? 
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Question 4: Do you agree with the proposal to require a notary who has been convicted of an offence, 

or arrested on suspicion of committing an offence, or having been declared bankrupt to report such 

to the Registrar? 

Question 5: Do you envisage any specific difficulty in complying with the amended requirements set 

out in draft Rule 8.1? 

Question 6: Do you agree with the proposal for the amended Regulatory Statement? Could this be 

improved upon and, if so, how? 

Question 7: Do you envisage any specific difficulty in complying with the amended requirements set 

out in draft Rule 14.1? 

Question 8: Do you agree that the information required to be provided on a website pursuant to rule 

14.2 is appropriate?  Do you envisage any issues with being able to comply with the new rule? 

Question 9: Do you agree that mandating how the information is set out is not appropriate and that 

this should be left to the notary and any web-designer they wish to employ? 

Question 10: Do you agree that information on a 'shared' website should be clearly separated from 

the information provided in respect of the 'host' firm (rule 14.4)?  Do you envisage any issues with 

being able to comply with the new rule? 

Question 11: Do you agree that the proposed new rule 14.5 will provide consumers, third-parties and 

notaries with the clarity that is necessary to ensure that consumers are protected, third-parties 

understand where their role begins and ends and that notarial independence can be maintained 

without inhibiting the market for third-party intermediaries or the ability of notaries and consumers 

to engage with them if they so wish? 

Question 12: Do you envisage any particular difficulty with providing the expanded information on 

price envisaged by the new Rule 18.1 in order to give the client more clarity around what they will be 

paying for the service?  

Question 13: Do you agree that providing more detailed information at the outset will reduce the 

scope for misunderstandings and/or complaints over the level of fees charged for the service? 

Question 14: Do you have any comments on the proposal to amend the definition of "client" to include 

all work which a notary undertakes? 

Question 15: Do you agree that notarial misconduct should include conduct which might include being 

convicted of a criminal offence either here or in another jurisdiction? 

Question 16:  Do you agree that it is appropriate to extend the interim suspension provisions 

contained in the Rules to include the event of a notary being arrested on suspicion of committing an 

offence in appropriate circumstances? 

Question 17: Should the test for the suspension of a notary continue to be that "it is required for the 

protection of the public"? 
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Question 18: Do you agree that giving notice of any public hearing of the Court of Faculties on the 

Faculty Office website is in the public interest? 

Question 19:  Do you agree that it is appropriate for the Court of Faculties to direct where, and for 

how long, an Order imposing a sanction against a notary should be published? 

Question 20: If you have any general comments on any of the proposals set out in this consultation 

which you wish to be taken into account please include them here. 

 

 
HOW TO RESPOND  
 
Please respond in writing by 5pm on Thursday 7th February 2019 to The Faculty Office:  
 

• By email to the dedicated Faculty Office consultations email address:  
consultations@1thesanctuary.com (please put “NPR CONSULTATION RESPONSE” in the 
subject line of your email) 

• By post to: The Faculty Office, 1 The Sanctuary, Westminster, SW1P 3JT 

• By DX to: The Faculty Office, DX 145940 WESTMINSTER 4. 

mailto:consultations@1thesanctuary.com

