
Deduplication Explained
Deduplication reduces data volumes by identifying and suppressing exact copies. This guide
explains the mechanics of hashing, the difference between custodian-level and matter-level
deduplication, and how to manage suppressed copies for evidential purposes. It addresses
common problems and offers practical advice for UK litigators.
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Questions and answers

Does deduplication delete documents?

No: it suppresses copies from review sight while every source stays preserved and every
suppressed instance stays recorded and restorable: a visibility decision over intact data. A
provider who cannot restore an instance on request is describing a different, and in
defensible, process.

Custodian-level or matter-level: which should we agree?

For most matters, matter-level with the full suppression table and restoration rights: Example
2's compromise: taking the larger saving while keeping holdings evidence as a lookup.
Custodian-level earns its keep mainly where per-person holdings are the daily currency of
the review itself; possession-critical sources get carve-outs under either scope.

Can we still prove who received a document if their copy was suppressed?

Yes, from the table: holder, source, path and dates per suppressed copy, surfaced as review
fields and producible on request: Example 1's knowledge schedule is exactly this. The proviso
is timing: the table is captured at processing: which is why §6 belongs in the protocol, not the
post-mortem.

The same email seems to appear several times in the review set anyway. Why?

Usually legitimately: different recipes' field margins, platform-mutated bodies (disclaimers,
encodings), journal vs mailbox forms, or the message quoted within later thread members:
which are not duplicates but inclusiveness, guide 83's subject. Persistent unexplained repeats
are a settings question for the provider: asked with message IDs in hand.

Two productions contain "the same" contract. Do we need to check?

The moment it is contested, yes, and it costs minutes: hash-match c on firms identity to
mathematical standard; divergence triggers the byte and metadata comparison that found
Example 3's rebuilt PDF. Assumed identity is the only dangerous kind: the check converts
assumption into finding, which ever way it goes.

Can deduplication data itself be evidence?

Frequently: the distribution table dates organisational knowledge (who held the memo, in which
folders), circulation breadth grounds notice arguments, and hash matches across estates
prove copying per §7: review plumbing promoted to exhibits. Which is the quiet theme of this
guide: done properly, the cost-saving machinery and the evidence machinery are the same
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