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BIOGRAPHY

Sam is an associate in the Antitrust & Competition team, based in the London office.

Sam advises clients on all aspects of UK and EU competition law, including cartels, mergers and

abuse of dominance.

Sam has experience of litigating disputes in various forums in the UK, including the High Court of

Justice and the Competition Appeal Tribunal. 
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RELATED INSIGHTS

News

Apr 28, 2023

BCLP shortlisted in ‘The Lawyer’ Awards 2023

Insights

Apr 20, 2023

Mastercard overcharge counterfactual declined – Tribunal rules in Merricks class action

The Competition Appeal Tribunal has handed down a judgment determining several preliminary issues in the £17

billion collective action brought against Mastercard in relation to anti-competitive multilateral interchange fees,

following on from the European Commission’s infringement Decision.  In this Insight, we discuss the Tribunal’s

rejection of Mastercard’s argument that it could rely on a counterfactual scenario premised on the interchange

fees having been set at a lower, lawful level, thereby limiting the claimants’ recoverable losses. We consider in

particular the Tribunal’s ruling that this argument was precluded by the binding effect of the decision, or

alternatively, by the argument constituting an abuse of process given that Mastercard did not advance it before

the Commission.

Insights

Apr 17, 2023

Learning from the latest Trucks cartel judgment: a conversation between BCLP and Erso

Capital

Insights

Mar 17, 2023

Financing losses and interest - simple pleasures or compounding the misery?

It has long been a mystery to economists, accountants and business people why lawyers have regard to simple

interest in commercial cases, in circumstances where companies generally do not (and cannot) borrow money on

a simple interest basis. Despite compound interest having been awarded and endorsed in Sempra Metals more

than 15 years ago, it is still common for claimants to claim, and for UK courts to award, interest on a simple basis.

The Competition Appeal Tribunal’s landmark judgment in Royal Mail v DAF Trucks provides a ringing endorsement

of the principles laid down in Sempra Metals and provides insight as to what a claimant is required to prove to

successfully claim compound interest.
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News

Feb 15, 2023

Landmark cartel damages judgment for BCLP clients Royal Mail and BT

News

Dec 02, 2021

BCLP Lawyers Author Chapter on Brexit Impact on Competition Litigation for ‘Global

Competition Review’

Insights

Aug 19, 2021

Certified Progress for the UK’s Collective Actions Regime – the First Opt-Out Class Action

has been Approved

Insights

Jun 02, 2021

When Can You Argue Mitigation? CAT Rejects Supplier Mitigation Defence and Issues

Guidance for Scope of Supplier Mitigation

A Competition Appeal Tribunal (CAT) judgment recently obtained by BCLP on behalf of clients Royal Mail and BT

has wide-ranging implications, not only for all competition follow-on damages claims but also many other forms

of commercial damages claims. It sets out important guidance on the circumstances in which a defendant can

plead that a claimant has mitigated its losses through negotiating lower costs with its suppliers, and thus that

any liability of the defendant should be reduced accordingly. Royal Mail Group Limited; BT Group Limited and

Others v DAF Trucks Limited & Others is the first judgment interpreting the scope of the supplier mitigation

defence articulated by the Supreme Court in Sainsbury’s v MasterCard. Our clients succeeded in their argument

that DAF’s proposed amendments to its defence of mitigation through negotiation with suppliers had no prospect

of success.

Insights

Dec 18, 2020

Merricks v MasterCard: the Supreme Court delivers collective joy to class

representatives

The Supreme Court has handed down a landmark judgment in a £14 billion collective action brought against

MasterCard in relation to anticompetitive interchange fees, following an infringement decision by the European

Commission against MasterCard. In this Insight, we discuss the key findings in the judgment, matters which

remain unresolved, and the likely impact of the judgment on the future of the collective actions regime.


