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Verdict
A close call on criterion 5, held over a week and decided at a second sitting.

REFERENCE

Verdict MV-2026-0057

Meeting M-4588

Campaign C-0231

PARTIES

Buyer: [Buyer Ltd]

Agency: [Agency Ltd]

STANDARD APPLIED

The Millesimal Standard v1.0, in

force at the date the meeting

occurred.

MEETING

Held 26 August 2026. Contested by the buyer 27 August 2026 on criteria 3 and 5. Defended by the agency 28 August

2026. Criterion 5 was held over under rule R6 and decided at a second sitting on 3 September 2026.

DETERMINATION

QUALIFIED
All seven criteria are met. Criterion 5 was not decided at the first sitting; the reasoning is set out in full overleaf

so that the call can be argued with.

CRITERION DECISION EVIDENCE RELIED ON

1 Role PASS Attendee listed by their employer as Director of Procurement, carrying functional

ownership of supplier onboarding.

2 Fit PASS UK manufacturer, 610 employees, inside the ICP band of 500–2,000 agreed at

campaign start on 12 August 2026.

3 Awareness PASS

Contested

Meeting report records the attendee opening with “you’re the supplier onboarding

people”, unprompted, before the vendor spoke. The buyer contested this criterion

and produced nothing against the report.

4 Need PASS Attendee described onboarding evidence collected over email and stored in a

shared drive, a situation within the vendor’s solution space.

5 Consent PASS

Second sitting

Decided on the calendar invitation of 21 August 2026, which named the vendor and

gave the subject as an introduction. Full reasoning below.

6 Attendance PASS Both parties record the attendee joining for 34 minutes. Attendee confirmed

independently on 27 August 2026.

7 Novelty PASS Account absent from the suppression list supplied 12 August 2026. Buyer’s CRM

shows no contact in the prior 90 days.
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RIGHT OF REPLY — EXERCISED

The buyer submitted a written response on 5 September 2026, within the fourteen-day window. It is recorded here

in full. It does not alter the verdict.

“We accept the reasoning on the invitation and we still think the first message was misleading. We have asked

the agency to stop using a research framing on this campaign and they have agreed to.”

Recorded. No further finding is made. The response is published wherever this verdict is published, for as long as the

verdict exists.

Close call — criterion 5, Consent

WHAT WAS IN DISPUTE

The first approach, sent on LinkedIn on 18 August 2026, offered “a 20-minute benchmarking conversation on how

peers handle supplier onboarding”. The buyer’s position is that a meeting obtained on a research framing is not

consent to a sales call, whatever happened afterwards.

WHAT THE CONTEMPORANEOUS RECORD SHOWS

The calendar invitation the attendee accepted on 21 August named the vendor and gave the subject as “Supplier

onboarding — introduction to [Vendor]”. The attendee then opened the meeting by naming the vendor’s business

without being told it.

RULE APPLIED

R3. Where accounts conflict, prefer the contemporaneous artefact over either party’s later characterisation. The

artefact the attendee acted on when they gave up the time is the invitation, not the opening message.

WHY IT WAS HELD OVER

The approach and the invitation carry different framings, and which one governs is not a question that should be

settled in the fifteen minutes an adjudication normally takes. Under R6 it went to a second sitting a week later rather

than to a same-day call. The first sitting recorded no provisional view, so that the second was not deciding whether to

agree with itself.

DECIDED

Pass. The invitation named the host and the commercial nature of the meeting, and the attendee’s own opening line

shows they understood both before it began.

WHAT WOULD HAVE CHANGED IT

Had the invitation repeated the benchmarking framing, or omitted the vendor’s name, criterion 5 would have failed.

This verdict does not clear research-framed outreach in general. It clears this invitation.

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.

Corrections. Verdicts are never amended. Where a material error is established, a superseding verdict is issued referencing this

one. Both remain on the record.

Issued 3 September 2026 · reply recorded 5 September 2026

Adjudicated by: [name], for Millesimal
VERIFY AT

MILLESIMAL.UK/V/MV-2026-0057
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