[bookmark: _Hlk117867394]The Conveyancing Protocol was first coined in 1990 and developed in 2011 to The Law Society National Protocol with the aim to set out preferred practices for conveyancing residential properties (Lexis Nexis, 2019; Cilex Law School, 2018). In 2019 the Law Society replaced the 2011 edition with a new updated National Conveyancing Protocol for any accredited conveyancers under the Conveyancing Quality Scheme to follow (Fouzder, 2019; Law Society, 2022a). The Conveyancing Quality Scheme are the recognised body that set a  kitemark of the standard expected of accredited conveyancers (Law Society, 2022 c). Conveyancers are accredited property lawyers (UK Government, 2022). This essay will evaluate the changes made by the Law Society to the National Conveyancing Protocol (referred to throughout as ‘the protocol’).
One of the core aims of the protocol is to improve the quality of the conveyancing process and ensure conveyancers with access to lending panels were of the required standard (Smithers, 2014). All conveyancers accredited under the Conveyancing Quality Scheme must follow the principles of the protocol to gain greater access to lenders. This is to highlight that the conveyancer is utilising methods to reduce risks, be transparent and informative to clients, and by using a standardised approach upholding the reputation of the conveyancing fields (The Law Society, 2022, b). 
Reform of the conveyancing process was called for by many in the wake of the landmark case of Dreamvar.  Inadequate identity checks of a fraudulent ‘seller’ by their solicitor resulted in liability placed on both the buyer’s and seller’s representative (Dreamvar v Mishcon de Reya and ors, 2018). The refusal of the Court of Appeal to rely on s61 of the Trustee Act (1925) to alleviate the liability faced by the conveyancing firms in Dreamvar (2016) highlighted the importance of a more standardised process, something that the 2019 edition brought into place for conveyancers to abide by to mitigate the risk of falling below the expected standard.  Not only this, but reform here was also needed to ensure that the conveyancing profession mitigated the risk of this fraud and brought itself in line with Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing, and Transfer of Funds Regulations 2017 (MLR). The 2019 edition of the protocol allowed the profession to stay compliant with legislation and mitigate the risk of fraud with its enhanced stipulations regarding identity checking in section 9 and general obligations m and p. Therefore, creating strength in the changes made not only to bring the protocol inline with the MLR (2017) and the aims of the Conveyancing Quality Scheme to mitigate risks but also to the protection it afforded to conveyancing firms to aid in a prevention of Conveyancing Quality Scheme registered conveyancers seeing indemnity insurance prices skyrocket (Lexis, 2017). Something that is further supported by Arden LJ (2003) who notes that those who follow the protocol, act with integrity and transparency should not fear the precedent set in Dreamvar, therefore adding strength for the enhanced protection for conveyancers following the protocol appropriately. The 2011 edition of the protocol faced criticism as being something that merely sets the bare minimum that conveyancers should be expected to do and does not add any further value to the process (The Specialist Property Law Regulator, 2018). However, this criticism is rebutted by Haley (2017) who argues that having a standard of expected actions is vital to allow the court to hold conveyancers accountable for processes that fall below the expected level of a skilled professional. Something that the Protocol itself recognises by noting in its initial statement that it does not claim to be an exhaustive list but to merely make the process more efficient through transparency and consistency (The Law Society, 2011 a). The 2019 edition expanded on in its opening statement to highlight that the aim is to not only treat the protocol like a framework but to ensure that clients are treated fairly and that the process is to be transparent to produce a more efficient process (The Law Society, 2019, k). This further supports the strength the 2019 edition brought to the conveyancing profession by clearly stipulating the intent is not merely procedural but to improve the client experience in all ways. Which underpins the values expected by the Solicitor Regulation Authority as detailed in their principles (Solicitors Regulation Authority, 2018, c). Something which is evidenced by the increased clarification of the transparency needed in relation to fees in the expanded general obligations of the 2019 edition (The Law Society, 2019, L). Therefore, ensuring the protocol is in line with the updated transparency rules published by the Solicitor Regulation Authority, which in turn helps to overcome criticisms that the protocol does not add value to the conveyancing process as remaining compliant is vital to remaining a reputable conveyancer and avoiding sanctions by the Solicitor Regulation Authority (Solicitors Regulation Authority, 2018 a; Solicitors Regulation Authority, 2022). 
The protocol update in 2019 increased the general obligations that conveyancers must adhere to by four (The Law Society, 2011 b; The Law Society, 2019 a). Not only this but the clear statement that the client’s best interest takes precedence over the protocol is expanded on in a more in-depth and transparent paragraph thus providing support in reaching the aim of the updated protocol (The Law Society, 2019 b). However, it is argued this is not enough and a more robust procedure is needed; with individuals making the biggest investment of their life a basic outline of steps to be taken is not sufficient (HC deb, 7th Oct 2020). The 2011 edition of the protocol faced criticism of its general obligations for the ambiguity in the wording and need for the improvement in the transparency of the communication within the protocol (Silverman et al, 2021 a). The 2019 edition has been praised for overcoming this by using more concise and direct language (Lexis, 2022). Something which helps to promote a positive reputation of the conveyancing industry as being understandable by the client, something that is a core aim of the Conveyancing Quality Scheme and therefore only strengthens any changes brought by the 2019 edition to improve customer experience (Dass, 2011).
The 2019 edition of the protocol saw section 2 of the protocol framework adjusted (The Law Society, 2019 h). This aim strengthens the changes made by the update as it allows for the seller’s requirements to be more concise and straightforward. An aim that the Law Society has been trying to achieve since 1985 with the creation of the Conveyancing Standing Committee (Lord Hailsham 1985). This is supported by the fact that the 2019 update took the conveyancing protocol to 32 pages as opposed to the 2011 edition which stood at 49 pages (The Law Society, 2011 c; The Law Society, 2019 c). This evidences support of the strength noted by Miller (2015) that following the protocol ensures greater client satisfaction through a more efficient process, while the 2019 edition has expanded on its definitions and clarity it has reduced the lengthiness of the process and helps to keep the conveyancers following the protocol within the Solicitors Regulations Authorities code of conduct (Solicitors Regulation Authority, 2018 s3 e). 
Further changes can be seen in the requirements for the buyer under section 2 of stage A (The Law Society, 2019 j). These changes highlighted the importance of transparency within the costs. Changes that were vital to being in line with the changing Solicitor Regulation Authority Transparency Rules s 1.3 (a) to ensure that the conveyancing process remains compliant within the wider legal profession (Solicitors Regulations Authority, 2018 d). Therefore, evidencing the strengths brought by the 2019 edition of the protocol. Further support for this can be found in the fact that without these updates questions of the validity of the protocol could have been raised due to the lack of clarity on transparency with fees conflicting with the Solicitor Regulation Authority principles two, four, and five (Solicitors Regulation Authority, 2019 b). Additional advancements within the framework can be seen in sections 13 and 19. These guidelines for email communication are in line with Electronic Communications Act 2000. They highlight that this clarity supports the use of email communication which reduces the cost and time the conveyancing process takes, thus meeting one of the primary objectives of the conveyancing protocol to improve the overall process for clients and practitioners providing strength to the changes made (Law Commission, 1998; The Law Society 2019 f).  In addition, changes to the protocol in 2019 saw the removal of unlimited queries. This change overcomes criticisms the 2011 edition faced that solicitors attempting to avoid negligence cases would ask numerous additional questions which lengthened the process, increasing the time scale and costs. The stipulation that additional unnecessary queries may be considered a breach adds strength to the changes the 2019 protocol brought to improve the efficiency, reduce the timely process and protect the client from a necessary large bill due to an unnecessary lengthy conveyancing process (The Law Society, 2019, g; Abbey and Richards 2019 p 139).
Both the 2011 and 2019 editions of the protocol stress the importance of using the standard conditions of sale (The Law Society, 2011 d; The Law Society 2019, i). However, criticism of the changes made by the 2019 edition can be found in the same stipulation that any adjustment to the standard conditions would be considered a deviation from the protocol and require consent from the other party thus increasing the duration of the process and conflicting with one of the primary aims to reduce the lengthy process (Silverman et al, 2021 b). Something which is supported by Lewis (2022) who highlights that during 2022 the average conveyancing process is 138.5 days, something that conflicts with one of the aims of the protocol to reduce such a lengthy process. However, without this stipulation, the standard conditions could breach the rules presented in the Solicitor Regulation Authority Transparency rules (Solicitors Regulation Authority, 2018 b). Therefore, adding to the argument that the process is still complex and weakens the strength that the 2019 changes brought.
While the 2011 edition of the protocol was praised as being in the right direction it was simply not enough (Law Commission, 2018 a). Something which was evident in the fact that the HM Land Registry paid out approximately 60 million pounds in indemnity payments due to fraud between 2008 and 2018 (Law Commission, 2018 b). Thus highlighting a weakness in the process at the time in mitigating risk caused by fraud and highlighting the strength of the changes made in the 2019 edition to stay in line with the updates of the Conveyancing Quality Scheme core value; which in turn strengthens the changes the 2019 edition brought to the conveyancing protocol and profession (The Law Society, 2022). Further support for this comes from Abbey and Richards (2019 p 48) who highlight that the protocol solidifies a strong positive reputation of the conveyancing industry and promotes trust in the process which in turn will help to mitigate risks of fraud due to the unlikely chance of ‘getting away with it’. Additional strengths of the 2019 edition can be seen in the criticism the 2011 protocol faced for inadequate coverage of ground rent (Crozier, 2018). Something that the updated protocol aimed to overcome with the additional criteria (The Law Society, 2019, d). Thus, providing further strength to the changes the 2019 protocol made to the 2011 edition in becoming more comprehensive in its coverage. Although further updates and changes have since been made in the protocol in the way of reforming the TA6 form to be available at the pre-offer stage (The Law Society, 2021). This suggests that the changes made did not bring comprehensive strengths to the process, although it can be argued that as the world modernises the complex process of conveyancing will likely need to be reformed over and over to keep up with the requirement for simplified law (Law Commission, 2016). Evidence of which can be seen in the recent update to the Conveyancing Quality Scheme standard for practice management which only solidifies the argument that enhanced risk management is a core feature within the conveyancing profession (The Law Society, 2022 e). Therefore, suggesting that there will always be weaknesses in any updates made as updates will always be needed to move with a modernisation of society.
Cherry (2013) noted that prior to the 2019 edition the acceptance of the digital age and advancements would be the key to increasing efficiencies and thriving. Something that Cowen (2018) called for reform due to the outdated nature of the conveyancing process. Therefore, adding strength to the changes the 2019 protocol brought in the way of additional guidelines on email communication seen in section 13 of the framework (The Law Society, 2019 e). 
The aim of the National Conveyancing Protocol is to provide a consistent standard expected of professional conveyancers, which in turn will strengthen the conveyancing process in efficiency and transparency (The Law Society, 2019, n). The changes made within the 2019 edition of the protocol evidence this approach as analysed throughout this essay. While there remain criticisms for the necessity of the 2019 edition it is evident that the changes made brought transparency and thorough consistency to the approach required in the conveyancing profession. This works cohesively with the expectations set by the Solicitor Regulation Authority so can only be a strength of the changes the 2019 update brought to the National Conveyancing Protocol. However, it is evident that over the years continuous updates have been needed and will likely continue to be needed to ensure the conveyancing process stays in line with the modern world.
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