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seeking legal advice from a lawyer.
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Equally, in the heat of a dawn raid it is important that the company concerned should

be able to assert legal privilege without fear of b eing seen to obstruct the
investigation (a criminal offence in the UK punisha ble by a prison sentence of up to 2
years). Accordingly, from our position as the dawn raid lawyers on the ground, we
support the CFI's conclusion that the Commission ov erstepped the mark.

The implications of the judgment are clearly signif icant and Akzo and the interveners
in the case (representing various parts of the lega | profession) will clearly be
looking carefully at the judgment to see whether th ere may be grounds for appeal.
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