	
	
	




Annex A

This annex provides two examples illustrating the overall workflow and results of extracting legal information from UKET cases using GPT-4. We used the GPT-4-32k (version 0613) checkpoint for all our experiments. Researchers who are interested in replicating our results are encouraged to use the same prompts and the same GPT-4 checkpoint. 

Example 1 (short decision): Case 3328920/2017

Prompt to GPT-4:
You are a legal assistant. Your task is to read through the court decisions that I will send you, and extract the following information for each input: 1. facts of the case of the specific court decision; 2. claims made in the specific court decision and considered in the specific court decision. Do not include any claim which has already been decided in any previous decision; 3. any references to legal statutes, acts, regulations, provisions and rules, including the specific number(s), section(s) and article(s) of each of them, and including procedural tribunal rules; 4. references to precedents and other court decisions; 5. general case outcome; 6. general case outcome summarised using one of the following four labels – “claimant wins”, “claimant loses”, “claimant partly wins” and “other”. Note that the label “other” is to be reserved for situations in which the result cannot be determined or where the outcome cannot be described in terms of winning or losing (e.g., an evidence collection); 7. detailed order and remedies; 8. essential reasons for the decision (procedural and substantive). If there are multiple claimants or respondents, extract the case outcome for each and all of the claimants or respondents separately.

Input text to GPT-4:
See text in
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a7d7e5e40f0b64fe6c240d5/Mr_Y_Mfunda_v_Swaay_Child_and_Adolescent_Services_Ltd_3328920_17__Full.pdf. 

GPT-4’s response:
1. Facts of the case: The case involves Mr Y Mfunda (Claimant) and Swaay Child and Adolescent Services Limited (Respondent). The Respondent failed to present a response to the claim. The Claimant was owed wages and claimed for unauthorised deduction from wages and breach of contract related to mileage expenses.
2. Claims made in the specific court decision: The Claimant claimed for unauthorised deduction from wages and breach of contract related to mileage expenses.
3. References to legal statutes, acts, regulations, provisions and rules: The case refers to Rule 21 of Schedule 1 to the Employment Tribunals (Constitution and Rules of Procedure) Regulations 2013.
4. References to precedents and other court decisions: There are no references to precedents or other court decisions in the provided text.
5. General case outcome: The Respondent was ordered to pay the Claimant £6,690.75 (gross) in compensation for the unauthorised deduction from wages. The claim for breach of contract related to mileage expenses was dismissed as the Claimant is still employed and does not have the right to bring a claim for breach of contract.
6. General case outcome summarised: Claimant partly wins.
7. Detailed order and remedies: The Respondent is ordered to pay the Claimant £6,690.75 (gross) in compensation for the unauthorised deduction from wages. The hearing listed for 14 May 2018 is cancelled.
8. Essential reasons for the decision: The Respondent failed to present a response to the claim. The Claimant was found to be owed wages, hence the award for unauthorised deduction from wages. The claim for breach of contract was dismissed as the Claimant is still employed and does not have the right to bring a claim for breach of contract.

Example 2 (long decision): Case 2301070/2018

Prompt to GPT-4:
The same prompt as used in Example 1. 

Input text to GPT-4:
See text in
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5ce5071ced915d2482756121/Mr_A_Martin_v__1_Southwark_Council_2_The_Governing_Body_of_Evangelina_Hospital_School_-_2301070_2018.pdf

GPT-4’s response:
1. Facts of the case: The claimant, Mr A Martin, is a teacher employed by Southwark Council and the Governing Body of Evangelina Hospital School. He alleges that he was required to work more than the statutory limit of 1265 directed hours per academic year without additional pay, amounting to unauthorised deductions from his wages. He also alleges that he made protected disclosures about this issue, which led to detrimental treatment.
2. Claims made in the case: The claimant made two main claims. Firstly, he claimed for unauthorised deductions from wages due to being required to work beyond the statutory limit of directed hours without additional pay. Secondly, he claimed that he suffered detrimental treatment as a result of making protected disclosures about this issue.
3. References to legal statutes, acts, regulations, provisions and rules: The case refers to the Employment Rights Act 1996, specifically section 13 relating to unauthorised deductions from wages. It also refers to the School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Act 1991 and the Employment Tribunals (Constitution and Rules of Procedure) Regulations 2013, particularly rules 2, 37 and 39.
4. References to precedents and other court decisions: The case of Agarwal v Cardiff University is mentioned, which confirmed that a Tribunal may determine the construction of a contract of employment in an unauthorised deduction from wages claim. The case of Chesterton Global v Nurmohamed is also referred to in relation to whether the disclosures made were in the public interest.
5. General case outcome: The Tribunal struck out the claimant’s claim for unauthorised deductions from wages, finding that it had no reasonable prospect of success. The claimant’s protected disclosure claim was partly struck out, with one alleged disclosure having no reasonable prospect of success. The Tribunal refused the respondents’ applications for a strike out or deposit order on other grounds. The claimant’s application to add two additional respondents was also refused.
6. General case outcome summarised using one of the following four labels: ‘Claimant partly wins’.
7. Detailed order and remedies: The Tribunal did not order any remedies as it struck out the claimant’s claim for unauthorised deductions from wages and partly struck out his protected disclosure claim. The Tribunal also refused the respondents’ applications for a strike out or deposit order on other grounds and the claimant’s application to add two additional respondents.
8. Essential reasons for the decision: The Tribunal found that the claimant had no legal entitlement to pay for directed hours worked over the statutory limit of 1265 per year, and therefore his claim for unauthorised deductions from wages had no reasonable prospect of success. The Tribunal also found that one of the claimant’s alleged protected disclosures had no reasonable prospect of success as it was a disclosure to a third party that no one from the respondents saw. The Tribunal refused the respondents’ applications for a strike out or deposit order on other grounds and the claimant’s application to add two additional respondents, finding that the balance of prejudice tipped in favour of the respondents.
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