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E SPECIMEN — ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY, NOT A REAL ADJUDICATION

Verdict

An objection that could not be evidenced. The meeting stands.

REFERENCE PARTIES STANDARD APPLIED
Verdict MV-2026-0044 Buyer: [Buyer Ltd] The Millesimal Standard v1.0, in
Meeting M-4512 Agency: [Agency Ltd] force at the date the meeting
Campaign C-0223 occurred.

MEETING

Held 19 August 2026. Contested by the buyer 20 August 2026 on criterion 7 (Novelty). Defended by the agency 21
August 2026.

DETERMINATION

QUALIFIED

All seven criteria are met. The buyer’s objection under criterion 7 is not made out on the evidence supplied.

CRITERION DECISION EVIDENCE RELIED ON

1 Role PASS Attendee listed by their employer as Finance Director, a role with direct functional
responsibility for the accounts-payable process being sold into.

2 Fit PASS UK-headquartered logistics business, 240 employees per Companies House, inside
the ICP band of 100-500 agreed at campaign start on 1 August 2026.

3 Awareness PASS Meeting report records the attendee opening with “you’re the invoice-matching
people Priya mentioned” before the vendor had introduced itself.

4 Need PASS Attendee described three-way matching carried out by hand across two systems, a
situation within the vendor’s solution space.

5 Consent PASS Calendar invitation named the vendor and described a product discussion. No
incentive was offered at any stage.

6 Attendance  PASS Both parties record the attendee joining for 26 minutes. Attendee confirmed
independently on 20 August 2026.

7 Novelty PASS Account absent from the suppression list supplied 1 August 2026. The buyer
Contested asserted a prior open opportunity but produced no CRM record when asked. Under
rule R2 the burden of an objection sits with the objector; the criterion passes.
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On the objection

WHAT THE BUYER SAID

That the account had been contacted by their own team earlier in the year and should not have been approached.

WHY IT DOES NOT CARRY
The buyer’s account of prior contact may well be correct. It is not adjudicable without the record, and the Standard
does not permit a criterion to be failed on an assertion that neither party can evidence. The suppression list exists
precisely to make this checkable, and it is the buyer who supplies it.

WHAT WOULD HAVE CHANGED THIS

A CRM record showing an open or recently closed opportunity, or the account appearing on the suppression list.
Either would have failed criterion 7 outright.

SETTLEMENT

The fee for this meeting stands. The agency’s submitted count and cleared count each increase by one.

Note on scope. This verdict determines only whether the meeting met the Standard. It makes no finding on the conduct of either
party, the quality of the conversation, or the commercial outcome.

Right of reply. Either party may submit a written response within fourteen days. A response does not alter the verdict but is
recorded alongside it and published with it wherever the verdict appears.

Issued 24 August 2026 VERIFY AT
Adjudicated by: [name], for Millesimal MILLESIMAL.UK/V/MV-2026-0044
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