
 

Business law untangled podcast 

Director disqualification: reasons, remedies and risks 

Stephen Downie Hello and welcome to another podcast in FWJ’s series of podcasts navigating the changes to 
our business environment and the legal changes post (I hope) pandemic.   
 
I’m Stephen Downie, and I am joined today by my colleague Carly Moore-Martin.   
 
We are both director disqualification specialists here at FWJ, regularly acting for directors, 
former directors, their businesses/companies and shareholders faced with director 
disqualification proceedings. We advise directors on all these options before, during and 
after disqualification as well as in respect of other connected matters relating to their 
company or former companies where they were a director. 
 
Carly and I are both well-placed to help clients in these situations. 
 
Carly’s expertise extends to defending directors from threatened disqualification 
proceedings, and she specialises in obtaining leave to act for directors who have either 
voluntarily (or by court order) been disqualified but need to continue directing their current 
companies. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin  Thank you for that intro Stephen. 
 
Until recently, disqualification proceedings will have been a largely unknown threat to most 
businessmen and women. However, it is becoming an increasingly hot topic and is 
something that all directors and/or their advisors really ought to be aware of. 
 
But we will discuss that shortly.   
 
I have had the advantage of being extensively involved in director disqualification claims 
but, because of the pandemic, the focus on director misconduct has shifted slightly. 
 
Today we will discuss the Secretary of State’s process for disqualifying directors, recent 
changes to the law (in terms of who can be disqualified), trends being adopted by the 
Insolvency Service (in terms of the type of misconduct being identified by them), and other 
financial threats directors may face. 
 

Stephen Downie And we will also look at your specialist subject of seeking leave. 
 
This is a process where, if you are disqualified, you can still act as a director of a specific 
company (or companies) with the court’s permission.   
 
Many directors choose a disqualification undertaking (a method by which you agree 
voluntarily, out of court, to be disqualified) and simultaneously apply for the court’s 
permission to act as a director of their current company. 
 
For others, it is a decision made while defending the disqualification claim, because of 



either the escalating costs of the proceedings or simply because they have changed their 
mind.  
 
You can seek leave to act as a director of your current company or many current companies.   
 

Carly Moore-Martin And it would be remiss of us not to flag the historic achievements of a certain Mr Andy 
Wilks, FWJ’s managing partner, who (somewhere back in the midst of time), acted for a 
director who was disqualified but sought to continue acting as a director for no less than 17 
companies. 
 

Stephen Downie  I think that is probably a record isn’t it? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Possibly – but records are meant to be broken and you know how competitive I am.  I am 
happy to discuss this one however because I am pretty sure the order was obtained whilst I 
was still at school! 
 

Stephen Downie Okay, but let’s not make too much of a meal of this otherwise we will never hear the end of 
it from Andy… 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Yes, and we don’t want that! 
 
All jokes aside, the court will not give leave for a director to just go off and run companies 
where they have been disqualified, either recently or a few years ago. The court needs to be 
satisfied that there is no risk to the public in the director continuing in their role and so, 
permission will only be granted in conjunction with conditions that the director must abide 
by. 
 
On the counter side, there is the public interest need for such permission to be available – 
something the Insolvency Service openly supports, as shown by the initial notices it sends to 
directors when it starts investigating misconduct.  
 
Anyway, moving on for now, the first issue that we were planning to discuss was helping 
directors identify when the possibility of director disqualification is first put in front of them. 
 

Stephen Downie Yes, historically, and in most cases, this is after the insolvency of a company – either when it 
has been in administration or when it has been in liquidation. 
 
However, this has recently (from mid-December 2021) been extended to include companies 
which have only been dissolved. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Yes Stephen. 
 
And there are other forums where directors can be disqualified, including the criminal 
courts, either via criminal claims for fraud or simple Companies House claims for failing to 
file accounts and confirmation statements (which all companies are required to do). 
 
Disqualification is also possible where companies are liable for competition law breaches. 
 
Bankrupts cannot be directors (unless they seek leave) and disqualified directors who 
continue to act without leave face up to two years in prison. 
 
But the main forum for director disqualification is usually where the investigation starts 
following an insolvency (and/or dissolution, although this is a very new change in the law). 
 



Stephen Downie So, where a company has gone into insolvency, who starts the enquiries, Carly? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Where there is a voluntary liquidation or the appointment of an administrator, then the 
appointed insolvency practitioner has a duty to report to the Secretary of State on the 
conduct of the directors in the three-year period leading up to the insolvency. 
 
The Secretary of State’s functions here are often delegated to the Official Receiver (OR), 
who forms part of the Insolvency Service. 
 
This report is not usually disclosed to directors although, if you hear from the Insolvency 
Service (which is usually around 3-6 months after the commencement of insolvency), you 
can request a copy of that report. 
 

Stephen Downie And what happens where the insolvency occurs because of a court order – for example, a 
winding-up order or an administration order? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin In those circumstances the Official Receiver will require the director to deliver up 
comprehensive information on the company – this request is usually in the form of a 
questionnaire following initial interviews with the OR’s investigation team which they will 
have already had with the director. 
 
But in both situations, ultimately the first time a director may be aware that they are 
potentially being targeted for disqualification is when further correspondence arrives from 
the investigating officer at the Insolvency Service. They will write asking for further 
information and, in my experience, make it very clear as to their likely intentions. 
 

Stephen Downie 
 

And how would you describe our common experience of directors’ responses at this point? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Well, as you know, this has two answers: 
 
Either they respond in their own words, sometimes being very honest and honourable but 
perhaps providing too much and unnecessary information or instead they decide to seek 
advice before committing anything to paper. 
 
In most of the cases I see, they tend to try and deal with the threat of disqualification 
proceedings themselves in the first instance and, having not sought specialist advice, 
provide information in such a way that may later haunt them. 
 

Stephen Downie Yes, the unfortunate dilemma where a disqualification claim exists (and which is pervasive 
to civil litigation generally) is the Secretary of State will almost always use a director’s 
honesty and integrity against them. 
 
Ultimately, director disqualification proceedings are there to protect the public, not to 
prosecute the guilty. Most directors who are disqualified are either disorganised, have 
simply gotten into bed with a wrong ‘un or are just inexperienced. That’s not to say that 
there isn’t misconduct, which is generally worthy of disqualification, but this is not from our 
experience always the case.  
 
These are generally not bad people, but the legislation is intended to protect the public 
from the incompetent and careless, not just the wrong doers.  
 

Carly Moore-Martin I think this is where I get to use your favourite term – “Low hanging fruit”. 
   

Stephen Downie Got it in one! 



 
The problem with all claims is that the Insolvency Service looks at a director’s behaviour 
(which may have appeared reasonable at the time) through rose-tinted glasses with 
hindsight – it is not a perfect analysis and thankfully most judges recognise the difference 
between a wrongful pattern of decision-making and decisions made which, while not 
perfect, were not made as part of any pattern of behaviour and which threatens the public 
interest. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin But we see defences to almost all disqualification claims, many of which have strong merits, 
and should be defended fully. 
 
Fortunately, if caught sufficiently early, the right representations made to the Insolvency 
Service can avoid the wasted costs of litigation and bring matters to an early close.   
 
I spend a lot of time assisting directors in making such representations and I think everyone 
agrees that all parties to litigation should be clear as to their opponent’s legal positions as 
quickly as possible so that legal costs are not wasted and matters can be brought to a swift 
end, if necessary. 
 
I like to think that we are doing a public service in this respect, as well as assisting directors 
to best envelope their position and justify why certain decisions were made at certain 
times. 
 

Stephen Downie Yes, so the timing of these representations is crucial. 
 
That brings us to the second stage when we are commonly approached by directors: when 
they receive the pre-action Section 16 letter. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Yes, this is the required letter before action which the Secretary of State (via the Insolvency 
Service) must send to a director notifying them of their intention to issue a disqualification 
claim. 
 
The statutory period of such a notice is in fact only 10 days, although the Insolvency Service 
tends to provide a much longer period than this to ensure the director can obtain advice 
and properly consider their options, as well as to collate information and documents to 
assist both parties in assessing a future claim. 
 
This is particularly the case where the director has not previously sought legal advice.  
 
The Insolvency Service will be receptive to additional, and more legally orientated, 
representations being made in response to the Section 16 letter. However, if the limitation 
period (which is three years from the date of insolvency of the company) is approaching, 
then their receptiveness is going to be more limited. 
 

Stephen Downie Yes, this is where a director must consider whether they defend the disqualification claim or 
agree to a disqualification undertaking. 
 
Defending a claim may be necessary but can be costly and drawn out. However, this 
provides the advantage that you are not disqualified immediately and may not be for the 
next couple of years whilst the proceedings go on (until, at worst, the trial). 
The disadvantage is that these delays and the maintenance of your innocence is costly and 
never guaranteed.   
 
A director can instead choose to enter a disqualification undertaking. 
 



This will mitigate the director’s own legal costs and avoid the costs of the Secretary of 
State’s lawyers (which they would have to pay if the proceedings were ongoing when they 
undertook), the downside being that they admit the misconduct alleged and are disqualified 
from acting as a director immediately (and this can extend to all of the companies they are 
currently a director of and act in the management of). 
 

Carly Moore-Martin And, for some directors, this provides a real dilemma – we have experience of directors who 
may have set up new companies since the old company’s insolvency, which are now doing 
well.   
 
Or they may have certain projects or milestones in a new or current business which they 
need to achieve – this often happens with directors approaching retirement. 
 
In such circumstances therefore, offering a disqualification undertaking may not be 
appropriate to achieving their objectives. 
 

Stephen Downie Particularly as there is no option to defer the start of a disqualification for more than 21 
days and so the director faces the dilemma:  
 

(1) defend the proceedings at what could be a significant cost (if it goes all the way 
through to trial) or  

(2) enter a disqualification undertaking which may immediately destroy or undermine 
their growing company or business, or one which is about to hit the milestones I 
referred to above. 

 
And we both know the Secretary of State has the power to defer for a longer period, but 
they rarely agree. This something you know a lot about Carly. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin 
 
 
 
 

Yes, this is something which I raised with the Insolvency Service directly last year, but they 
couldn’t answer. 
 
Ultimately, if you offer a disqualification undertaking, it will almost always start 21 days 
later. 
 
Dependant on other business needs, defending the claim will mean that any future decision 
to opt for an undertaking will be more costly (as you will have incurred more of your own 
legal costs at that point and, once proceedings have been issued, you must pay the 
Secretary of State’s legal costs to the date the undertaking is offered) but the director may 
consider that these additionally incurred costs are worth the benefit obtained i.e. allowing 
them more time to act as a director in the interim. 
 
Alternatively, offering a disqualification undertaking may be more appropriate (even if the 
director has a strong case), considering the litigation costs. 
 
From my experience, most disqualification undertakings are offered because the legal costs 
of defending a disqualification claim are not something that a director can or wishes to 
incur.  It rarely has anything to do with whether the director was guilty of any misconduct 
and / or accepts this position. 
 
There are statutory powers available to directors to seek the recission or reduction of a 
disqualification undertaking for this very reason, i.e. that there has been no independent 
finding of misconduct and, as a practice, we assist clients with these types of application. 
 
However, easily the more frequently used solution (where a director either does not have 
the ability or does not wish to defend a disqualification claim) is to offer an undertaking and 



simultaneously seek leave (or permission) from the court to act as a director of their current 
company or companies, notwithstanding their disqualification from acting as a director of 
companies generally.  This takes us back to the Section 17 leave topic that we touched upon 
at the beginning of the podcast. 
 

Stephen Downie 
 

Thank you for that eloquent summary, Carly. 
 
With the correct timing a director could sign a disqualification undertaking (with all the 
benefits of avoiding long drawn out and costly legal proceedings) and then apply for leave 
to act as a director of their other (and current) companies. 
 
This can be both before legal proceedings are commenced or during such proceedings. But 
it will mean that a shorter court application must be issued by the director seeking such 
relief at a lower cost. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin That’s right – and such an option can be pursued at any time, either before the issue of a 
disqualification claim, during the proceedings or even the day before (or during) the trial 
itself.    
 
Leave can also be sought after a disqualification order has been made, although the director 
would need to act quickly as the disqualification would take effect 21 days from the date of 
the order. 
 
Getting the timing of these applications right is very important. The application for leave 
must be heard before a director’s disqualification period commences, but it needs to be 
heard also after the undertaking has been entered. 
 
As a practice we know how to manage these logistical issues. 
 

Stephen Downie 
 

Of course, offering an undertaking once a disqualification claim is issued will mean you are 
effectively submitting to the claim and will be liable (as with all civil proceedings) to pay the 
Secretary of State or Official Receiver’s legal costs incurred in the proceedings to date, 
including the pre-action costs. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin As you will have to do with a Section 17 application – although the costs here are usually 
not as significant. 
 

Stephen Downie And the next question that I must ask you Carly and yes, it is a question you are expecting… 
 
Amongst the many Section 17 Applications for leave we have done, what is our success 
rate? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Of course, you would want me to answer that one! 
 
But the answer is 100% - all applications for Section 17 leave have been successful for our 
many clients.  
 
While I would like to say that it is down to our ingenuity and superior legal skills (which of 
course we both have), I think it is far more to do with the time and effort that we spend in 
preparing these applications, as well as our honest approach in discouraging clients from 
issuing this type of application if we do not believe that they have a good chance of 
obtaining the leave. 
 
Sometimes directors seeking such leave are unable to show that the company they are 



seeking leave for is solvent, they can’t provide the necessary management accounts or 
records, or sometimes there is some other significant public interest concern that means a 
Section 17 application is just not appropriate. And of course, we will tell them that. 
 
While we would act for any client seeking leave for genuine reasons, those directors 
disqualified for a 10- or 15-year period rarely seek leave because they are considered a 
greater public interest risk than those disqualified for shorter periods of time. 
  

Stephen Downie Yes, the 10 to 15-year period is the upper bracket of disqualification. This isn’t to say we 
wouldn’t take instructions from directors to make such an application provided that the 
director is willing to accept there is a high risk of being refused leave. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin 
 
 
 

Absolutely – and as always, communication and appreciation of risks is key.  
  
I should move us on to discuss the snappily titled Rating (Coronavirus) and Directors 
Disqualification (Dissolved Companies) Act 2021. 
 
This is the newest legislation in respect of director disqualification which commenced just 
before Christmas 2021.  We have further details of this on our website.  
 

Stephen Downie Yes, this has really expanded the Secretary of State’s powers to disqualify directors of 
companies, as it now includes (as well as insolvent companies) any company that has been 
dissolved, subject to certain criterion. 
 
This is intended to catch all those directors who set up companies during Covid-19 and 
obtained various loans and grants available to companies (but not available to individuals), 
including the furlough grant, the bounce back loan and the Coronavirus Business 
Interruption Loan. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin From what we are currently seeing with disqualifications in respect of insolvent companies, 
the trend is likely to focus on companies dissolved following the receipt of a bounce back 
loan. 
 
The allegations of unfit conduct that we have seen so far are misrepresenting the 
company’s turnover, using the funds for personal and associated companies and/or using 
the funds in a way that was not intended by the bounce back loan terms and conditions. 
 

Stephen Downie Although from what I have seen the terms and conditions when these loans were taken out 
were very minimal and not always that clear. 
 
Carly, is bounce back loan related misconduct the primary focus of these disqualification 
investigations nowadays? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin It is, even despite the government’s announcement in early 2020 (which was then merged 
into what became the Corporate Insolvency and Governance Act 2020, or ‘CIGA’) that 
directors taking such loans would never be liable for wrongful trading!  Perhaps this gave 
some directors a false sense of security that they would not be pursued for related 
misconduct during this period. 
 

Stephen Downie Yes, the government’s current approach is a stunning contradiction to this public protection 
allegedly given to directors during the pandemic - and potentially grounds for a judicial 
review of the steps being currently taken by government. 
 
At the same time HMRC is facing pressures to recover a lot of these loans of which the press 



reports that a large amount will be written off. 
 
I never saw the exemption provided by the Chancellor for “wrongful trading” as an offer at 
all. In the insolvency industry we know this type of claim is extremely difficult to prove in 
conventional times and this exemption meant little because there were a host of other 
potential claims that a liquidator or administrator could pursue against a director, including 
for a breach of their fiduciary duties which is perhaps one of the most common types of 
claim brought. 
 
That aside, Mr Sunak obviously didn’t exempt directors from any government action – 
which now appears to be how they are pursuing directors to recover these monies loaned. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin I completely agree and it appears that the government’s public policies go beyond banning 
joy rides to castles or attending parties! 
 
Many directors have dissolved their companies (which would historically have avoided all 
these types of investigations into directors’ conduct) but now, they are not beyond reach. 
 
Another point is that “dissolved companies” does not exclude solvent companies – many 
accountants listening may be aware of the process of a solvent winding-up for directors 
who own a business, perhaps as part of their retirement plans or where owner-managers 
want to go their separate ways. 
 
This is only possible where the company is solvent. Once the winding-up (usually via a 
statutory procedure called a Members Voluntary Liquidation, or ‘MVL’) is concluded, the 
company is dissolved. 
 
The new legislation is very short and only serves to add “dissolved” to the requirements for 
the company in respect of which misconduct is alleged.  
 
Where there is no exemption for a formal winding-down, which could potentially be part of 
a larger capital restructuring, and it is possible that where such a company winds down and 
is dissolved, disgruntled associated parties or creditors with losses (not just HMRC) could 
start an investigation into the former director(s) conduct. 
 
Not only could this lead to them being disqualified, but there are also other consequences 
which could undermine the whole benefit of winding the company down in the first place.  
 

Stephen Downie Yes, and I am unaware of any “clearance” that could be sought from the Secretary of State 
(acting via the Insolvency Service) to avoid these potential future consequences i.e. being 
disqualified. 
 
There is of course a three-year limitation on issuing a disqualification claim. The new 
legislation continues this, provided that the commencement of this period (for dissolved 
companies) is to start from when the company was dissolved. 
 
This is also uncertain because when a notice of dissolution is dated and filed at Companies 
House and when the Registrar of Companies dissolves the company can be very different. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin I think this is unlikely to become an issue for solvent dissolved companies. 
 
The Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 2015 brought in compensation orders, 
which were intended to be used as a penalty imposed on directors of insolvent companies 
who had been disqualified. 

Stephen Downie Yes, the third piece of legislation we refer to. But the purpose of a compensation order was 



historically to connect misconduct by directors to an actual method by which the losses 
suffered as a result of their misconduct were mitigated and the wronged creditors were 
repaid. 
 
I don’t know if there are any statistics or available data about such compensation orders, 
but I suspect that HMRC was intended to benefit from most of the compensation ordered to 
be paid by directors. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Yes, and we were very aware of the changes but never really saw these powers being used 
by the Secretary of State on a larger scale. 
 
Financial penalties against directors of insolvent companies have always been pursued by 
liquidators, who have a collateral claim against those same directors, either on behalf of the 
company or under the insolvency legislation (for example, preference payments or 
transactions at an undervalue). 
 
This has then led to a dilemma – should a claim be brought by a liquidator, with forensic 
expertise, or by the Secretary of State pursuing the same individual for the same 
misconduct? 
 
With directors largely only having resources to deal with one set of claims, the Secretary of 
State’s power to seek compensation orders has, from experience, had a very limited use. 
 

Stephen Downie Yes, the problem with compensation orders has always been that if the Secretary of State 
pursues them and the liquidator pursues what is a similar claim in the liquidation then a 
director may be facing two claims of which although they would prefer not to answer to 
them, they only have the resources to settle one or the other. So that’s why the Secretary of 
State has probably not brought as many compensation order applications since the 
legislation came in what is now 7 years ago. 
 
But now, perhaps as a direct result of the pandemic, this appears to have changed – and I 
think this was even mentioned in Parliament when the new legislation on director 
disqualification was being read last year. 
 
In summary, a compensation order can now be sought from a director of a dissolved 
company once the new legislation is used to disqualify them via a disqualification order or a 
disqualification undertaking.  
 

Carly Moore-Martin Yes, and the added advantage from HMRC’s point of view is that a dissolved company does 
not have a liquidator who is also pursuing that director’s personal assets. 
 
We know that the Insolvency Service has been granted increased resources to assist HMRC 
in the recovery of the bounce back loans by way of this new route of disqualification. 
 
Additionally, the 2015 legislation also provides three categories of creditor to whom the 
compensation is being paid – being creditors of the company, a specific group of creditors 
or the creditor wronged. 
 
Where the compensation order/undertaking is entered into or made in respect of a 
wrongfully drawn bounce back loan – can you guess who is the only wronged creditor, 
Stephen? 
 

Stephen Downie Let me guess – is it HMRC? 
 



Carly Moore-Martin Gold star as always! 
 
This is what we see as the likely scenario, but this can extend generally across situations 
where a company is dissolved without any account to creditors or without being placed into 
an insolvency procedure and is likely to be a good incentive to all directors to properly 
consult insolvency practitioners (rather than just dissolve the company and then just see 
who comes after them). 
 
In the absence of the Insolvency Service gaining these new powers for the loans advanced 
over the pandemic, unless the bank who lent the money chooses to incur legal costs in 
pursing the reinstatement of the company to the register and then further extensive 
proceedings winding it up (as opposed to just relying on the government’s guarantee), then 
directors who wrongfully used such loans for their own benefit would have nothing to worry 
about. 
 

Stephen Downie Yes, and so if a director of a dissolved company hears from the Insolvency Service seeking to 
disqualify them, they should be aware that the disqualification is not the end of matters. 
 
If a director signs such a disqualification undertaking or is disqualified by court order 
(presuming that the consequences are going to be quite limited, and they will just presume 
perhaps that they are not able to run a company and that is it). What they don’t realise is 
that, upon the disqualification commencing, there is then a two-year period during which 
the Secretary of State could initiate proceedings requiring the director to pay a 
compensation order reflecting the losses caused by their misconduct (possibly plus interest 
and legal costs and in the majority of cases that may comprise sums unpaid to HMRC). 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Yes, so this means that signing a disqualification undertaking may be far more expensive 
than dealing with the original disqualification claim itself. 
 
The cost saving of signing a disqualification undertaking (in a similar manner as occurs with 
insolvent companies) could be lost when the director then realises they must either defend 
legal proceedings for compensation or negotiate and pay a compensation order, which 
could potentially be charged against their residential home. 
 

Stephen Downie So, this draws us to the end of our fleeting visit to the risks of disqualification for directors 
and especially the financial risks that they face.  
 
Carly, if you could think of one thing that a director or their advisor listening to this should 
remember, what would it be? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Well, the important thing is often to seek advice early, i.e. as soon as a director is aware 
that disqualification proceedings may be issued against them - If you have a company that 
has been placed into an insolvency process or which you have previously dissolved and you 
receive a letter from the Insolvency Service, you should seek advice immediately. 
 
What you say in response (without advice) could be fatal and, also, if you think that by 
signing a disqualification undertaking you have found an early exit, don’t be so easily fooled 
as this could have serious and lasting consequences on your livelihood. 
 

Stephen Downie And I suppose solicitor’s legal fees are only going to rise if you allow matters to proceed? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Yes, of course. As with any litigation, setting out your case in pre-action correspondence 
early on and seeking to negotiate the threatened disqualification claim is likely to be 
considerably less expensive than defending a disqualification claim or a compensation order 



claim at court. 
 
What’s more, a compensation order claim is likely to cost more and be more difficult to 
defend because it is a strict liability. 
 

Stephen Downie What does a strict liability mean, Carly? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Well, once you have signed a disqualification undertaking (which is a statutory contract) or 
been disqualified by an order of the court, you cannot challenge the grounds of that 
disqualification. 
 
So, in compensation order proceedings, you are mainly just arguing over the amount – not 
whether you are liable to pay it. 
 

Stephen Downie So, how do our listeners find out more Carly and whether they face any risk? 
 

Carly Moore-Martin Well of course they can drop us a line at FWJ and we will be more than happy to assist. 
 

Stephen Downie And you will be more than happy to assist as one of our experts. So thank you for that Carly.  
 
I hope you have enjoyed listening to this podcast and please continue to listen to our 
podcasts (past and present). 
 
Well it’s goodbye from me. 
 

Carly Moore-Martin And it’s goodbye from him. 
 
Didn’t think that I would get that Two Ronnies reference did you?! 

 


