
 

                                                                                                         

                                                             

IN THE MATTER OF AN ARBITRATION UNDER THE COMMERCIAL RENT (CORONAVIRUS) ACT 2022  

BETWEEN: 

 

SPICE ISLAND LIMITED       Applicant  

   

- v - 

 

MARSTONS PLC         Respondent 

  

___________________ 

  

FINAL AWARD 

___________________ 

 

 

The Parties and Premises 

1. The Applicant, Spice Island Ltd is the tenant in occupation of property at 90 Walton Street, 

Oxford OX2 6EB. The Applicant seeks relief from the payment of a protected rent debt in 

relation to the premises pursuant to the Commercial Rent (Coronavirus) Act 2022 (“CRCA”).  

The Applicant is represented by Chris Wright of Protected Rent Debt - co.uk. 

2. The Respondent is Marstons Plc and represented by Jo Milward of Flint Bishop. The 

Respondent proposes a discounted figure as payment of the protected rent debt. The Lease 

between the Parties commenced on 18 October 2019 to end on 31 August 2024. 

 



Procedural Background 

3. On 23 September 2022, the Applicant made a reference to arbitration (“the Reference”) in 

relation to the matter of relief from payment of a protected rent debt arising under the 

Respondent’s tenancy, the Reference being made pursuant to section 9 of the Commercial 

Rent (Coronavirus) Act 2022 (“CRCA”). The Reference was made to the Consumer Code for 

Online Dispute Resolution (“CCODR”), an approved arbitration body for the purposes of 

section 7 of the CRCA. 

4. The referral form: 

a. Identified the protected rent debt of £100,000 comprising rent arrears; 

b. Confirmed that the Applicant had served notice of intention to make this reference 

to arbitration on the Respondent on 3 May 2022 in accordance with section 10(1) of 

the CRCA; 

c. Made a formal declaration confirming that the Applicant is not subject to any of the 

circumstances listed section 10(3) of the Act, namely: 

i. there is no a company voluntary arrangement which relates to any 

protected rent debt that has been approved under section 4 of the 

Insolvency Act 1986; 

ii. there is no individual voluntary arrangement which relates to any protected 

rent debt that has been approved under section 258 of that Act; and 

iii.  there is no compromise or arrangement which relates to any protected rent 

debt that has been sanctioned under section 899 or 901F of the Companies 

Act 2006. 

 

 



Appointment 

5. On 30 September 2022, I was appointed as Arbitrator via an email from Mr Aaron Moore 

from the Consumer Code for Online Dispute Resolution (“CCODR”). I accepted the 

appointment in an email dated 3 October 2022 copied to the Parties. 

Directions / Procedure 

6. On 5 October 2022, I wrote to both Parties directing them as follows. 

a. To the Applicant, requesting confirmation by 4pm on 12 October 2022; 

i. when the Referral was served on the Respondent; 

ii. that the Referral included the relevant documents; 

iii. that the Referral and the Documents include everything relied on to the 

formal proposal pursuant to Section 11(1) of the Act; and 

iv. any amended proposal, following receipt of a response from the 

Respondent, if any, shall be sent to me and served on the Respondent, by 

4pm 28 days after the Referral, excluding the date of Referral. 

7. The Applicant responded to the Directions on 5 October 2022 confirming that notification of 

the intention to make a referral to arbitration was sent to the Respondent on 3 May 2022. 

a. “To the Respondent requesting confirmation by 4pm on 12 October 2022 as follows; 

i. if and when the Referral and Documents were served; 

ii. by 4pm, 14 calendar days (excluding the date of service) after the Referral 

and Documents were served on you, the Respondent shall send to me and 



serve on the Applicant any formal proposal in response along with 

supporting documentation, pursuant to Sections 11(2) and (3); and 

iii. Any amended proposal with supporting documentation, following receipt of 

any amended proposal from the Applicant, shall be sent to me and served 

on the Applicant, by 4pm 28 days after your first proposal, excluding the 

date of your first proposal pursuant to Sections 11(4) and (5). 

b. Any amended proposal with supporting documentation, following receipt of any 

amended proposal.” 

8. The Respondent responded to the Directions on 7 October 2022 confirming that Referral 

documents were received by email from the CCODR timed at 22.37pm on 30 September 

2022, being a Friday, well after close of business and as such the documents were received 

by way of service on the next business day, being Monday 3 October 2022. 

9. On 14 October 2022, the Respondent requested a 10-day extension of time to file the 

response and formal proposal originally due on 18 October 2022 on 28 October 2022, 

10. I granted the extension issuing Directions No2 as follows; 

“To the Respondent 

by 4pm on 28 October 2022, you shall send to me and serve on the Applicant any formal 

proposal in response along with supporting documentation, pursuant to Sections 11(2) and 

(3).” 

11. On 28 October 2022, the Respondent’s response with supporting documentation was 

submitted. 

12. Based on a review of the Respondent’s response, I issued Directions No3 on 7 November 



2022 requesting a response from the Applicant by 4pm on 11 November 2022 on evidence 

to support its identification of Marstons plc as Landlord, and Respondent in this arbitration. 

13. In response, on 9 November 2022, the Applicant requested a delay until 14 November 2022 

to submit any revised formal proposal. A response to the Directions with other supporting 

documents was provided by the Applicant on 10 November 2022. 

14. The Respondent responded on the 10 November 2022, requesting confirmation that a 

response and revised proposal was due by 25 November 2022. The Respondent’s revised 

formal proposal was submitted on 25 November 2022. 

15. On receipt and review of the Respondent’s revised formal proposal, the Applicant requested 

that the Respondent supply a complete list of the current Marstons SCORFA as it was 

mentioned in point 20 of their response but not enclosed with the revised response. 

16. The Respondent responded as follows, “The rent concession referred to at paragraph 20 is 

reference to the temporary rent reduction afforded to tied tenants by Marstons during the 

pandemic (by way of business support rather than generally) as alluded to by the Applicant 

in paragraph 28 of the response, wherein the applicant also states, “this is a separate case 

and should be considered as such”. 

17. As a result, the Applicant requested that I issue Directions requesting submissions and 

documentation from the Respondent on tied benefits/SCORFA as single issue. 

18. The Respondent disagreed, stating as follows “This is not relevant to the matter in hand and 

was simply referred to in order to demonstrate the difference between the two models. 

Benefits received under a previous lease which has since been surrendered are not relevant 

to this arbitration.” 

19. In response, the Applicant stated that, “We disagree the Respondent gave significant relief 



to hundreds of other tenants who rent from the same company, the matter of SCORFA and 

or the contractual arrangements needs to be explored further.” 

20. On 28 November 2022, I sent the email below to both Parties. 

“I note the Applicant's application requesting that I issue Directions requesting that the 

Respondent submit its position on tiered benefits /Scorfa as a single issue within 14 days 

with additional documentation. I have considered this application and note the following. 

Section 7.5 of the Coronavirus guidance states that "It is the responsibility of the parties to 

ensure that the supporting evidence accompanying a formal proposal is sufficient". Both 

Parties have now submitted revised proposals in accordance with the CRCA and this request 

imports further delay to what is meant to be, a simple process between Landlord and 

Tenant. I also note that the tied/trading partnership between the Parties ended in February 

2018, changing the relationship to a commercial relationship. Based on the above, the 

Applicant's application for Directions is rejected.” 

21. I am therefore satisfied that the pre-arbitration stage has been met. 

22. My award is made on consideration of the following documents provided by both Parties. 

a. Applicant’s statement signed by Matt Davies dated 30 August 2022. Formal and 

revised proposals, both verified by a statement of truth as required under section 

12(2) of the CRCA and signed by the Applicant’s representative dated 21 September 

2022 and 10 November 2022. 

b. Respondent’s formal and revised proposal signed by Jo Milward of Flint Bishop 

dated 28 October 2022 and 25 November 2022 both verified by a statement of truth 

as required under section 12(2) of the CRCA. 



c. Documents submitted in the Applicant’s list of documents identified within the 

Directions issued 5 October 2022. 

d. Leases and other supporting documentation submitted in response to Directions 

No3 by the Applicant. 

Eligibility for grant of Relief 

23. The first issue to be determined is eligibility under section 13(2) of the CRCA which I now 

consider below. 

24. Section 1(1) of the CRCA provides that the Act enables the matter of relief from payment of 

protected rent debts due from the tenant to the landlord under a business tenancy to be 

resolved by arbitration provided the following conditions are met to determine eligibility; 

a. The tenancy in question must be a business tenancy; 

b. The rent debt in dispute must be a protected rent debt; 

c. The Parties must not have reached agreement on the matter of relief from payment 

of the protected rent debt; and 

d. It must be the case that the tenant’s business is viable or would be viable if given 

relief from payment of a protected rent debt. 

Business Tenancy 

25. The Applicant named Marstons Plc as landlord in this arbitration, the Respondent disagreed 

stating that, 

“The referral has been made to/against/naming Marston’s PLC as Respondent. The landlord 

in this matter and freeholder of the Premises is Marston’s Pubs Limited (CRN 54543367). As 



such, the referral has been made against an incorrect party and should be dismissed for that 

reason. There is no relationship of landlord and tenant between the Applicant and Marstons 

PLC. The named Respondent is therefore neither a landlord or tenant for the purposes of the 

Act.” 

Pursuant to Schedule 2 (2) (c) of the Act, the “Landlord” refers to the landlord under the 

tenancy. In this case there has been no referral against the landlord during the moratorium 

period and the referral should be dismissed. 4. In executing the Lease referred to below, 

Marston’s PLC (CRN 31461) acted simply as agent/attorney for Marstons Pubs Limited 

(“Marstons”), albeit both of Marston’s House, Brewery Road, Wolverhampton WV1 4JT. Any 

power of attorney does not transfer the legal estate held by the donor of the power of 

attorney to the attorney and as such the referral is defective.” 

26. The Applicant disagreed, responding with the documents below in support of its claim that 

Marstons Plc had been correctly identified as Respondent in this application as follows: 

a. A statement from Marstons PLC sent to the Applicant; 

b. A 2022 insurance update for the premises coming from Marstons PLC with letter of 

authority; 

c. The insurance policy indicating Marstons PLC insure the premises with 2022; 

d. A screenshot of the Applicants tenant specific web portal which at the bottom 

shows Marstons PLC as owners; 

e. Invoices from Marston PLC with money paid to the PLC ; and 

f. A copy of the lease dated 18 October 2019 between both Parties. 



27. I accept evidence submitted by the Applicant above indicating that Marstons Plc has been 

correctly named in this arbitration referral as Landlord pursuant to section 2 (2)(c) of the 

CRCA and is therefore the Respondent in this arbitration process. The Respondent’s 

application for dismissal stating that, “there has been no referral against the landlord during 

the moratorium period..”, is therefore, rejected. 

28. The Lease between the Parties commenced on 18 October 2019 for a term of years ending 

on 31 August 2024. The Lease has security of tenure under the Landlord and Tenant Act 

1954 and is fully repairing and insuring. 

29. The initial rent was £87,000.00 plus VAT payable quarterly and subject to review in 

accordance with the terms of the Lease. Interest is payable on unpaid sums at the rate of 4% 

over the base rate of the NatWest Bank from time to time, calculated and compounded at 

quarterly rests. 

Protected Rent Debt  

30. The Applicant states that the protected rent debt is £100,000. The Respondent 

acknowledges arrears in respect of invoices rendered and due during 21 March 2020 – 18 

July 2021 (the “Protected Period”) amounting to £99,786.90, a figure which is not disputed 

by the Applicant. In addition, the Respondent claims to be contractually entitled to interest 

on £99,786.90 in excess of £7,000.00. 

Parties must not have reached agreement 

31.  The Parties have failed to resolve the matter of payment despite negotiations hence the 

referral to arbitration. 

 



Viability 

32. Viability is not defined within the CRCA, but the DBEIS Commercial Rent (Coronavirus) Act 

2022 Guidance (issued under section 21 of the CRAR) states at paragraph 6.3: “In making the 

assessment of viability a key question is whether protected rent debt aside, the tenant’s 

business has, or will in the foreseeable future have, the means and ability to meet its 

obligations and to continue trading. 

33. The Applicant notes that, long term, the business is more than viable with rent accounts paid 

in full prior to the pandemic and post pandemic rent paid to the Respondent. This, the 

Applicant stresses, is a clear indication of viability. The Respondent agrees that prior to the 

pandemic, the Applicant’s rent account was not in arrears. 

34. The Applicant supplied the last 12 months bank statements as evidence to indicate sales and 

money in the account proving the business as viable.  The revised formal proposal submitted 

by the Respondent does not dispute the viability of the Applicant’s business. 

35. As a result, the requirement for viability has been met and I am satisfied that the 

requirements of section 3(2) of the CRCA have been satisfied and I will proceed on the basis 

that the parties have agreed the above, and resolve the matter of relief from payment of 

protected rent debt under s14 of the CRCA. 

Section 14 of the CRCA 

36. Section 14 of the CRCA applies in considering how to resolve the matter of relief from 

payment of a protected rent debt as required by section 13(5) of the CRCA, which states as 

follows. 



37. “Before determining what award to make the arbitrator must consider any final proposal put 

forward to it by a party under section 11. (3)  of the CRCA. Where both parties put forward 

final proposals under section 11 of the CRCA: 

a. if the arbitrator considers that both proposals are consistent with the principles in 

section 15, the arbitrator must make the award set out in whichever of them the 

arbitrator considers to be the most consistent; 

b. if the arbitrator considers that one proposal is consistent with the principles in 

section 15 but the other is not, the arbitrator must make the award set out in the 

proposal that is consistent. 

38. I now turn to consider final proposals put forward by the Parties under section 11 of the 

CRCA for relief from payment. 

Applicant’s proposal 

39. The Applicant proposes the following: 

a. That the amount of Protected Rent Debt is assessed by the Applicant as 

£100,000.00; 

b. The amount of relief requested is £100,000.00; 

c. If applicable, the Applicant be given relief from immediate repayment and time to 

pay any balance over 24 months; and 

d. Order that the Respondent pay 50% (half) of the Arbitrators fee, i.e., section 19 (5) 

of the CRCA be followed. 

40. The Applicant’s statement describes the impact on the business as follows, 

a. “Through no fault of my own, my business was forced to close, when allowed to 



open I was restricted in what I could do. 

b. The changes to the operation to make the business lawful put some people off 

coming and reduced the level of sales. 

c. My costs rose significantly when allowed to open under restrictions, this was 

associated with changes to the building or layout or when applicable increased 

staffing levels to meet the restrictions imposed by Government. 

d. My customers were furloughed, they were not in their usual routines 

work/life/family and or they avoided travelling as recommended by Government. 

e. My business insurance failed/refused to pay out for all the lockdown periods which 

were a period of extreme interruption. If they had paid out, as I had paid the 

premiums for, I would have paid the landlord and there would be no Arbitration 

needed. 

f. The Government support such as it was, barely met one of the lockdown payments I 

was lawfully due under my policies, let alone all three of them. 

g. My staff were regularly unable to work and recruitment to fill in was almost 

impossible. 

h. My leasehold value and investment have at times seemingly been all but wiped out. 

i. My fixtures and fittings have dropped in value as the market is awash with similar 

items being sold off by already closed businesses….” 

41.  The Applicant relied heavily on the Government’s intention that Landlords and Tenants 

share the financial impacts of the pandemic. 

42. In the Applicant’s revised proposal, the Applicant, stated that, “The Revised Formal Proposal 



(RFP) makes no request for any different level of relief, the Applicant sees no need to change 

the amount of relief they sought as the Respondent has simply not shared enough of the 

effects of the pandemic with the Applicant.” 

Respondent’s proposal 

43. The Respondent’s initial proposal, proposed that; 

a. The Applicant should be granted relief of 10% of the remaining sums due and be 

required to pay 90% of the sums due totalling £89,808.21 securing a reduction of 

£9,978.69. 

b. The Applicant should not be required to pay any interest on the sums due. 

c. The Applicant should be allowed to pay the sum of £89,808.21 over the maximum 

repayment period of 24 months equating to payments of £3,742.00 per month. 

44. In the Respondent’s revised formal proposal, the proposal was amended as below. 

a. The Applicant should be granted relief of 35% of the remaining sums identified and 

be required to pay 65% totalling £64,861.48, a reduction of £34,925.42. 

b. The Applicant should not be required to pay any interest on the sums due. 

c. The Applicant pay the sum of £64,861.48 over the remaining term of the Lease 

which expires on 31 August 2024 allowing 20 months for repayment at £3,243.07 

per month. 

45. The Respondent states that its “Formal Proposal is consistent with the Principles, in waiving 

its contractual right to substantial interest, allowing the Applicant some relief and permitting 

the Applicant the maximum time allowable to make the required payments. Marstons has 

therefore attempted to preserve the viability of the Applicant’s business by not demanding 



payment in full forthwith but by requiring quite rightly that the Applicant meet its 

contractual obligations having had the clear benefit of trade during the Protected Period and 

since that point.” 

46. The Respondent accepts that the pandemic had an impact on the Applicant stating that, 

“Marstons does not claim that the Applicant was not impacted, but there should certainly be 

no suggestion that the Applicant was deprived of the level of the benefit of the trade during 

the Protected Period to support the relief now requested… “ 

47.  The Respondent’s view was that the Applicant’s proposal does not “share” the impact as 

intended by the CRCA and adds that “Marstons has faced/faces the same risings costs as 

indicated by the Applicant and the suggestion of such high relief to compensate the 

Applicant, flies in the face of sharing the impact, when there was sufficient money in the 

Applicant’s account in July 2022 to have paid the remaining PRD in full leaving a balance of 

over £50k.” 

Relief sought 

48. The Parties have submitted proposals and various correspondence to which they refer.  I 

have read all the documents and correspondence submitted by the Parties, but do not need 

to deal with each and every dispute of fact. My focus remains on the extent to which the 

Applicant can pay the protected rent debt considering, on the one hand, the viability of the 

tenant’s business, and on the other hand, the solvency of the landlord – so a balance 

between the parties is achieved. 

Protected rent debt due 

49. The Respondent’s calculation of the protected rent debt is set out within the table below. 



801019415 111870580 Surveyor fee SOD 23/10/2019 14/11/2019 720.00 -0.12 

90027135 112433066 Goods Invoice 30/10/2019 14/11/2019 -50.40 -50.52 

90044803 112433066 Business Builder 
Discount 

04/11/2019 28/11/2019 -493.48 -544.00 

801026755 111990402 Rent Invoice 25/12/2019 14/01/2020 26,067.98 25,523.98 

2001464258 111990402 Folio 73 14/01/2020 14/01/2020 -26,067.98 -544.00 

7100034425 112433066 Goods Invoice 07/02/2020 28/02/2020 -12.00 -566.00 

801036060 112433067 Rent Invoice 25/03/2020 14/04/2020 8,689.32 8,133.32 

801040181 112439987 Rent Invoice 25/04/2020 14/05/2020 8,689.33 16,822.65 

2001479611 112433066 Folio 159 18/05/2020 18/05/2020 -556.00 16,266.65 

801043001 112439987 Rent Invoice 25/05/2020 14/06/2020 8,689.33 24,955.98 

801045933 112439987 Rent Invoice 25/06/2020 14/07/2020 8,689.33 33,645.31 

801048836 112439987 Rent Invoice 25/07/2020 14/08/2020 8,689.33 42,334.64 

801052236 112439987 Rent Invoice 25/08/2020 14/09/2020 8,689.33 51,023.97 

2001494743 112468654 Folio 253 29/09/2020 29/09/2020 -2,834.67 48,189.30 

801055429 112527459 Rent Invoice 25/09/2020 14/10/2020 6,552.46 54,741.76 

2001497239 112527459 Folio 8 14/10/2020 14/10/2020 -8,689.33 46,052.43 

2001499201 112505224 Folio 19 29/10/2020 29/10/2020 -2,834.67 43,217.76 

801057911 112558739 Rent Invoice 18/10/2020 14/11/2020 8,597.78 51,815.54 

2001500457 112558739 Folio 31 16/11/2020 16/11/2020 -8,689.33 43,126.21 

2001501287 112547869 Folio 41 30/11/2020 30/11/2020 -2,834.67 40,291.54 

801060845 112558739 Rent Invoice 18/11/2020 14/12/2020 8,597.78 48,889.32 

2001502246 112558739 Folio 51 14/12/2020 14/12/2020 -8,689.33 40,199.99 

2001503154 112570794 Folio 61 30/12/2020 30/12/2020 -2,834.67 37,365.32 

801063225 112569966 Rent Invoice 18/12/2020 14/01/2021 8,597.77 45,963.09 

2100286173 112906565  02/02/2021 02/02/2021 -66.58 45,896.51 

801065931 112582699 Rent Invoice 18/01/2021 14/02/2021 8,597.78 54,494.29 

801068185 112608820 Rent Invoice 18/02/2021 14/03/2021 8,715.43 63,209.72 

801070646 112945066 Rent Invoice 18/03/2021 14/04/2021 8,715.43 71,925.15 

801073031 113110965 Rent Invoice 18/04/2021 14/05/2021 8,715.44 80,640.59 

801075630 113165400 Rent Invoice 18/05/2021 14/06/2021 8,715.44 89,356.03 

2001519210 112906565 Folio 194 09/07/2021 09/07/2021 -3,500.00 85,856.03 

801078007  Rent Invoice 18/06/2021 14/07/2021 8,715.43 94,571.46 

2001523730 112945066 Folio 215 09/08/2021 09/08/2021 -3,500.00 91,071.46 

801080151  Rent Invoice 18/07/2021 14/08/2021 8,715.44 99,786.90 

 

50. The Applicant does not dispute the calculation of protected rent debt submitted by the 

Respondent and in the absence of a breakdown by the Applicant, I accept the protected rent 

debt figure provided by the Respondent as £99,786.90. 

51. The Parties accept that that the purpose of the CRCA is to share the financial impacts of the 

pandemic.  I note that proposals submitted by the Respondent indicate a wish to share some 

of the financial impacts of the pandemic. I accept the Respondent’s claim that the 



Applicant’s proposal has failed to indicate details of how the financial impact of the 

pandemic will be shared with the Respondent instead concentrating on the Respondent’s 

role. I accept that the Respondent’s statement that the Respondent should not be penalised 

simply due to the fact that they are not on equal standing with the Applicant. 

52. In its revised proposal, the Applicant states that, “I offered to pay back 60% in an email to 

Philip Gorry on Sunday 11th July 2021. This was rejected. Also, in an email dated 5th July 

2022 I offered to pay £25,000 every year for years (£100,000) in return for an 8 year lease in 

order to recoup the loss of earnings that I would have undergone to pay this back. This was 

also rejected. 

53. It is not clear why the Applicant’s proposal is for 100% relief when in July 2022, the Applicant 

had been willing to pay 60% of the protected rent debt in July 2022.  It is also not clear why 

the Respondent rejected the Applicant’s July 2022 proposal. This could have gone a long way 

towards a negotiated settlement, a better relationship as intended by the Government and 

prevented the long-winded approach and delay in what should be a simple process for the 

Parties. 

54. Having reviewed both proposals, it is my view that the Respondent’s proposal is more 

consistent with the principles set down in section 15 of the CRCA than the Applicant’s 

proposal. The Respondent’s proposal includes a process for sharing the financial impact of 

the pandemic in a way that provides some relief to the Applicant’s viability by allowing the 

Applicant to repay the protected rent debt over the period of its lease and meets its 

obligations under the tenancy. 

55. Based on the above, I accept the Respondent’s revised formal proposal in its entirety as 

more consistent with the principles of section 15 of the CRCA. The Applicant’s proposal for 

100% relief fails. 



56. Now I, Ekundayo Akande, having carefully considered the proposals and submissions of the 

parties, hereby award and direct as follows: 

a. The amount of protected debt relief to be paid to the Respondent is reduced by 35% 

to £64,861.48. 

b. The protected debt relief of £64,861.48 must be paid in 20 instalments of £3,243.07 

each month from 31 January 2023 and be repaid in full by 31 August 2024, the 

expiry date of the Applicant’s lease. 

c. The Applicant will not be required to pay any interest on the sums due. 

d. The Respondent must pay 50% (half) of the Arbitrators fee, pursuant to section 19 

(5) of the CRCA. 

Publication of the award 

57. Pursuant to section 18(2), I am required to publish this award. I intend to publish the award 

on the CCODR website. I have formed the provisional view that the award contains no 

commercial information which ought to be redacted from the award pursuant to section 

18(4) of the CRCA. I will therefore publish the award in full on the CCODR website unless 

either party indicates to me by 4pm on 21 December 2022 that they wish me to do 

otherwise in which case I will consider any submissions put forward in relation to that issue 

together with any evidence submitted in support of any such submissions. 

Seat of the arbitration 

58. Pursuant to AA section 95(2), the seat of this arbitration is in England and Wales. 

 

Ekundayo Akande LL. B, M.A, MBA, FCIArB on 20 December 2022 at the Consumer Code for Online 

Dispute Resolution (CCODR). 


