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Editorial
Happy New Year
to you all. Lots
of
activity
in
this edition and
long
may
this
continue as we all
get boosted and
contract covid –
sometimes at the
same time! Even though I haven’t managed
to catch the dreaded disease (yet) I have
cancelled so many holidays/ plans within
the last few weeks that I really might as
well have had it.
Martin’s long-awaited Awards Dinner went
amazingly well and was enjoyed by all
those that attended. Write up on page 8.
The next dinner is scheduled for Friday 29th
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April 2022, again at Pride Park, so please
save the date.

organisation who deals with recruitment/
training etc.

The winners of last year’s debate
competition, students from West Park
school, received their E4E Raising
Aspirations award sponsored by DDLS in
December. The competition will go ahead
this school year although it looks like the
start will be slightly delayed. The attitude of
carry on regardless (within reason) seems
to be getting more and more prevalent
which I take as a huge positive.

Lastly the Annual Quiz will be held at Derby
Rugby Club on Thursday 27th January 2022.
Sue Woodall and her team of quizmasters
have taken on board comments from last
year and compiled a quiz for everyone. I
will be sending an e-mail with details on
how to secure your team a place.

The University of Derby are keen to get firms
opinions on the routes into qualification as
a Solicitor – please have a look at page
11 and the appeal from Sue Jennings
and forward the link to the person in your

Take care.
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President’s Page
After indicating in
my last bulletin how
much I was looking
forward to Martin
Salt’s
belated
annual
dinner
on 5 November
2021, I was struck down by the dreaded
Covid and had to miss it due to being in
isolation (although fortunately not ill). I
understand that it was an enjoyable night
and I was sent photos on the night to
show me what I was missing!
Since my last bulletin I have attended the
E4E awards (Enterprise for Education)
hosted by Derby University.
Julia
Saunders and I had the honour of
presenting the school debating award and
akin to the Oscars, I was able to announce
the winner which was still an honour
even though we already knew who had
won. The whole evening was wonderful
and very emotional. All the winners and
nominees were very deserving and the
work that the organisation does makes
a massive difference to the schools and
students that get involved. I would urge

those of you that don’t already know about
the organisation to look into it and provide
support where possible.
I have also attended a TownHall meeting
hosted by the National Law Society
President and Vice President. The meeting
was attended by Law Society Presidents
nationwide and senior stakeholders.
The meeting was to consider the SRA
consultation on SIF and the future of postsix-year run-off cover. The meeting was
also attended by your Council Member
Sharma Gupta. Apologies for duplication
but we think it is really important that all
our members both as individuals and as
firms respond to the SRA consultation.
If the current cover is not retained or
replaced by alternative provisions, it will
leave many members of the profession
exposed to future personal litigation claim
which average £34,000 per claim.
The Law Society’s position is that
protection should be maintained and they
are looking at this from the angle that
consumer protection will be lost if the
current level of cover is not maintained

which has to have a detrimental effect.
Examples are being requested of potential
consumer detriment. If you have such
examples then please send them to the
Law Society’s dedicated email address –
sif@lawsociety.org.uk
Please take time to read the consultation
paper and to respond to the SRA
consultation. This is important and could
have an impact upon any of us in the
future. The closing date is 15 February
2022. This can be easily found on the SRA
website.
I am pleased to confirm that our National
Law Society President Stephanie Boyce
has accepted an invitation sent to her
to meet with us in Derby in April 2022.
Further details will be provided in our next
bulletin.
Finally I would like to wish you all a Merry
Christmas and a Happy (and hopefully
lockdown free) New Year.
Julie Skill
President, 2021-22

Education
& Training
Sue Jennings,
& all Sub-Committee
Secretaries
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and Business Law
Sue Jennings
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Fiona Apthorpe
David Guthrie
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Diana Copestake
diana.copestake@freeths.co.uk
Fiona Apthorpe
Fiona.Apthorpe@geldards.com
Fiona Lazenby
fiona.lazenby@knightsplc.com
Julie Skill
Julie.Skill@elliotmather.co.uk
Kelly Mower
kellym@eglegal.co.uk  
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Council Member Update
on Indemnity Insurance
Solicitors Indemnity Fund (SIF) and the post six-year run-off cover
(PSYROC)
On 2nd December, on behalf of [NLS][DDLS], I attended The Law
Society’s meeting on the SRA’s proposals to discontinue the PSYROC
under SIF.
It is clear that if PSYROC is not retained or replaced by alternative
provisions for all solicitors, it will leave many of us exposed to
potential litigation claims (averaging £34,000 per claim) which we
would have to pay out of our own pockets – as all solicitors will
cease practising at some stage due to retirement or other reasons,
this affects all of us.
Call to Action
For this reason, I urge you to have your say when it matters by:
• responding to the SRA consultation [please hyperlink to Post six year
run-off cover and the Solicitors Indemnity Fund: Consultation (sra.
org.uk)]
• assisting The Law Society in its response by providing examples of
potential consumer detriment, such as claims that have been made
6 years after they arose. Please send any examples to sif@lawsociety.
org.uk or Valeria.Mancheva@lawsociety.org.uk (Head of Member
Engagement and Services) or me.
Further information
• Register for the SRA’s webinar and Q&A Options for post six-year
insurance cover and the Solicitors Indemnity Fund (webinar and
Q&A) (sra.org.uk) on Thursday 16th December
• consultation SRA | Consultations | Solicitors Regulation Authority
• Closure of the Solicitors Indemnity Fund | The Law Society
The closing date for responding to the consultation is 15th February.
Professional indemnity insurance (PII)
The Legal Services Board (LSB) is concerned about the rising
cost of insurance premiums in the past couple of years. The issue
was brought up by delegates at last month’s SRA compliance
conference who said they were struggling to meet the extra costs.
The LSB identifies the issue of PII as one of its key priorities in
its business plan for 2022 (see LSB consults on plan to progress
consumer-focused strategy in 2022/23 - The Legal Services Board)
and is seeking evidence from solicitors to identify what factors are
contributing to this in order to come up with possible solutions.
The consultation closes on 4th February.
Michael Williams – Council Member
We have already welcomed Shama Gupta as our new Council
Member – the handover took place at the October Committee
meeting.
We were able to say a fond farewell and thank you to Michael when
he and Sue attended the Awards Dinner in November. We hope that
you will stay in touch...
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Michael Williams and Shama Gupta

DDLS Annual Awards Dinner 2021

Derby & District Law Society Legal Awards 2021

Lifetime Achievement Award was won by John Calladine – seen above
with Fiona Apthorpe and Sue Jennings. In his acceptance letter John
wrote “the Derby and District Law Society has always been an important
part of my professional life... an award by one’s peers and colleagues in
arms is truly an honour... please convey my deep appreciation and best
wishes to the committee and all members of DDLS”
this well attended dinner with ease, relief
and hopefully enjoyment.
Perhaps it was the fact that we have all been
somewhat isolated from each other for so
long but there was a particular “buzz” of
pleasure that we were able to actually get
together face to face at last.

Thanks to our dinner sponsors DG Legal our
awards sponsors X-Press Legal Services and
the ongoing support of our Gold Sponsors
the University of Derby and Severn Trent
Searches.  

Junior Lawyer of the Year was won by Davina Charlton from Nelsons.
Law Student of the Year awarded on behalf of DDLS and the
University of Derby was won by Michael Radze-Constable – Sue
Jennings collected the award.
Well done to all who were nominated for an award!

E4E Derby City Raising Aspirations Awards 2021

Martin hosted top table guests including
District Judges and Presidents from
neighbouring local law societies. We were
also pleased to welcome a table made
up of past presidents and guests. Anna
Turney, former Paralympian skier, gave
an inspirational speech which was very
appropriate for the strange situation that,
given the current developments in new Covid
strains, we are still not emerging from.
The run up to this particular dinner has
to be the most unusual in the history of
DDLS? The dinner was scheduled for
April 2020, then Autumn 2020 briefly
April 2021 and finally took place on 5th
November 2021. Martin Salt was by then
the Immediate Past President but hosted
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We are always pleased to welcome our Gold
Patrons the University of Derby this year
joined by our generous dinner sponsors DG
Legal and awards sponsors X-Press Legal.
The dinner will return on 29th April 2022...
hopefully!!

Julie Skill and I attended the E4E Raising Aspirations Awards at
the University of Derby to present the Debate Award, which DDLS
sponsor, to West Park School who were the winners of this years
Derby City Schools Debate Competition.
The evening celebrated local student success, giving recognition to

their amazing achievements. It was a truly inspirational and moving
evening with some of the recipients showing incredible resilience in
the face of adversity. DDLS are proud to be involved.
Julia Saunders
admin@derbylaw.net

www.derbylaw.net
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Situations Vacant

Tallents Solicitors Mansfield and Newark

Tallents Solicitors Mansfield

Children Law position

Family Law position

Tallents Solicitors are looking to expand their successful
Children’s department at their Mansfield and Newark
offices and requires an experienced (3 to10 years PQE)
solicitor. The role will be largely public law matters,
though it is hoped you will have experience of handling a
mixed caseload. You will be have Law society Children Law
accreditation

Tallents Solicitors requires an experienced (3 to 10 years
PQE) Solicitor or suitably qualified member of C ILEx to
join their successful Family department.

The Mansfield and Newark offices offer pleasant and friendly
working environment in the heart of the town centres.

The Mansfield offices offer pleasant and friendly working
environment in the heart of the town centres.

If you would like to discuss the position informally prior to
an application contact Mark Hawkins on 01623 666700, or
by email to mark.hawkins@tallents.co.uk

If you would like to discuss the position informally prior to
an application contact Mark Hawkins on 01623 666700, or by
email to mark.hawkins@tallents.co.uk

Please apply providing your CV to the Practice Manager
3 Middlegate, Newark, Notts NG24 1AQ or by email to:
helen.hopkins@tallents.co.uk.

Please apply providing your CV to the Practice Manager
3 Middlegate, Newark, Notts NG24 1AQ or by email to:
helen.hopkins@tallents.co.uk.

Experienced family solicitor - Derby
The successful candidate will ideally have 5 years PQE in
family law and:
• Must have excellent client care skills and be competent
in all areas of family law including divorce, separation,
children (public and private law), financial matters and
domestic violence.
• Be able to successfully manage an independent caseload
and conduct advocacy confidently.
• Ideally be a member of Law Society Children or Family
Law Panel (but candidates who are committed to working
towards membership will be considered).
• Be computer literate.
You will be joining a supportive and friendly firm with
a competitive salary, bonus and pension scheme, with
Partnership prospects for the right candidate
Please forward full CV and covering letter, including
details of current salary and notice period, in confidence
to: the Practice Manager, Wykes O’Donnell Williams, 10/12
St James Street, Derby, DE1 1RL

The role will be mainly private law matters, though it
is hoped you will have experience of handling a mixed
caseload.

ARE YOU A RECRUITER /MANAGER
OF LAW GRADUATES ?!!!
Derby Law School is keen to ensure that our students
deal with “real life” scenarios during their studies with
us. However, with the current choice of routes to a
professional solicitor qualification via either the SQE 1
and 2 or the LPC we would like to hear from you to help
inform how we develop the post-graduate offering to our
students and to ensure they present with the skills you
are looking for.  
I would therefore be grateful if you could take the time to
complete the short questionnaire form using the following link:
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.
aspx?id=OrvxmPpegkeIur2JfbYOYmuu-3yoijtOnx-dUduGV7ZU
QjZKRDZUVlpTNDAyOVo0REJORFVDUEhBUi4u
I hope to be able to facilitate further consultation and
discussion and look forward to continuing to collaborate
working with the profession.
Best Wishes,  
Sue Jennings
Head of Law
Derby Law School

www.derbylaw.net
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Memories of an Old Solicitor - D.I.V.O.R.C.E
As we stand on the brink of “No Fault
Divorce”, it may be of interest to look
how “putting asunder” was rather more
“theatrical” in “the olden days” – well at
least the late 1960’s.
There will be few solicitors in practice
today who were also in practice in the
days of “the three Cs” – “Connivance”,
“Condonation” and “Collusion”, and
only a few others in practice today who
will know what I am talking about. The
“Swinging Sixties” are spoken of today as
the decade of liberation: “Lady Chatterley’s
Lover” was published after some of the
conservative establishment had backed a
failed prosecution to declare it obscene,
Homosexuality ceased to be a criminal
offence, Entertainments were no longer
censored and the occasional aromas of a
“Camberwell Carrot” wafted across the
quads of universities. But the procedure for
the divorcing of lawfully married couples
still had more than a hint of puritanism.
Since 1948 legal aid had been available
for divorce proceedings (yes, you read that
aright) and over the following decade the
number of divorces (particularly among the
“lower classes”) increased dramatically.
The Church and more moralistic members
of the Establishment tried to keep a finger
in the dyke but the best that they could
do was to ensure that the Matrimonial
Causes Act 1965 included Section 5 (1) (a)
to enshrine in legislation the absolute bar
to divorce (the three Cs) which had been
the practice of the Ecclesiastical Courts
when they held the monopoly in divorce
proceedings. It is unbelievable in 2021 to
read the patronising tones of Section 5
(1) (a): “On a petition for divorce it shall be
the duty of the court (my emphasis)—(a)to
inquire, so far as it reasonably can, into the
facts alleged and whether there has been
any connivance or condonation on the part
of the petitioner and whether any collusion
exists between the parties;”. In other words
a whiff of any of the three Cs in court meant
no divorce
The result, of course, was that, unlike
today, solicitors were loath to contemplate
any mediation or negotiation between the
parties prior to or during the proceedings
in case that was construed as Collusion.
Finally and fortunately by 1971 an element
of good sense prevailed and the “three Cs”
were extinguished forever by the Divorce
Reform Act.

12

www.derbylaw.net

So, “improper” was Divorce regarded by
some establishment solicitor’s practices
(the “Founded 1785 and our standards have
never slipped” variety) that they would not
touch it with a professional bargepole. Even
if it involved the “black sheep” of an “old
family” client he/she would be referred to
another – let us say “less judgemental” firm. The firm in which I was an Assistant
Solicitor was notorious for being “less
judgemental” so we picked up much divorce
work. And profitable work it was too. In those
days divorce petitions were heard in open
court and for the lawyers it was £50 a court
hearing. If you could take a case yourself,
without counsel, and “adjust” the list to fit
in 4/5 in a morning or afternoon you could
look your Senior Partner straight in the eye
on return to the office. For a young advocate
it was great experience: the conduct of your
case was relatively straightforward with the
absence of contention, you learned how to
“manage” an emotional client ( the usual –
cynical - advice being “if in doubt – cry”), you
dressed up with gown, collar and tabs and
looked passably like “them lawyers on the
tele”, and became known (hopefully for the
better) to the local Circuit judge. However
for the client - the cuckolded husband or
the abused wife, the walk to the witness
box , then the public hearing became a
form of ritual embarrassment. A few days
after the hearing came the final straw,
a list of divorces appeared in the Derby
Telegraph or the Derbyshire Times in this
form - “Quentin Hailsham (wife’s adultery);
Elizabeth Lane (husbands cruelty) Alfred
Denning (wife’s cruelty and adultery) etc. A
“good read” for all the neighbours – “well
I’m not surprised”.
However, there were lighter moments, and
both the two I best remember involved a
delightful, very respectable journeyman
barrister called Humphrey Lewis and
“Discretion Statements”. The “Discretion
Statement” may need an explanation.
Before divorce law reform apart from
“the three Cs” it was a bar to a divorce if
the petitioner had committed adultery at
any time during the marriage. However
unlike the “three Cs”, adultery was “a
discretionary bar” – in other words the
judge had a discretion whether or not to
refuse the divorce if the petitioner had
committed adultery. It became accepted
that if the petitioner admitted adultery
the judge would allow the divorce
notwithstanding. The procedure was

that, if discretion was being sought, the
petitioner in the witness box would hand
to the judge a sealed envelope containing
a statement admitting the adultery and
giving particulars of the place, date and
other party. That “discretion” statement
had to be signed by the petitioner or his/
her solicitor or barrister – in the last case
counsel would sign if the statement had been
drafted by him, as was sometimes the case.
In the first remembered case Humphrey
had drafted the Discretion Statement, and
had therefore signed it. Come the day of
the Hearing, he had a very nervous and
distressed petitioner wife. Humphrey handed
the envelope to the judge who opened it,
handed the Statement to the petitioner and
asked the lady, by now in tears;
“Do you wish me to exercise my discretion?”
“Yes, Sir”
“Does this statement contain details of
adultery you are admitting?”
“Yes Sir”
Petitioner by now shaking and tearful
“And does it have a name of a man?”
“Yes Sir” – Pause – “Here at the end Humphrey Lewis”
In the second case Humphrey had a far
from distraught Petitioner. A very attractive,
elegant, well –dressed, perfumed and feisty
lady. We will call her, say, “Mrs Dean”. Mrs
Dean had left her husband for another
man about two years before the divorce.
The Discretion Statement, drafted by her
solicitors, read: “For the last two years
I have lived with and committed adultery
with (named man) on numerous occasions”.
Being a punctilious Counsel, before going
into court Humphrey took Mrs Dean on
one side to take her through the Discretion
Statement. He came to the admission of
adultery “on numerous occasions”:
“Surely, Mrs Dean, you know how many times
you have committed adultery?”
“ No, Mr. Lewis”, came the reply, “I don’t
count --- do you”
John Calladine

F
Record levels of solicitors raise the topic of
legacies with clients
Although,

The proportion of solicitors and Willwriters mentioning the option of legacy
giving with clients has risen to an alltime high, according to new research
commissioned by Remember A Charity.
The tracking study, carried out by Future
Thinking, monitors solicitors’
and professional Will-writers’ approach
towards legacy giving and attitudes
towards working with charities. The
study reveals that 68% of solicitors
and Will-writers always or sometimes
proactively raise the subject of legacy
giving with clients, up from 58% in 2012.
Almost one quarter (24%) occasionally
raise the topic, while only 7% say they
never do, down from more than twice
that (16%) in 2012. On average, advisers
report that 20% of the Wills they deal
with annually contain a charitable
bequest, having risen steadily from
16% in 2012. 85% of the legal firms in
the study had assisted in administering
estates that included a legacy.
Rob Cope, Director of Remember A
Charity, says: “Over the years, we’ve seen a
marked change in the way that advisers are
approaching gifts in Wills with clients. Legacy
giving is becoming more common across the
client base, and there’s much less reticence
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when it comes to raising the topic of charitable
giving.
“Increasingly,
advisers
now
see
discussions about gifts in Wills as part and
parcel of offering a comprehensive service
to clients. In most cases, clients will want
to look after friends and family first – and
that’s something we’d encourage.
“But a simple question asking all Willwriting clients if they’d like to consider
leaving a donation too can make a huge
difference to the number of people that
choose to give in this way, which is why
working with advisers is such a key part of
our strategy.”
For the first time, the tracking study
also explored the reasons for and
barriers against opening up legacy giving
conversations with clients. Advisors
that always open up legacy giving
conversations with clients said they
typically do so because it is part of their
standard Will-writing process or because
they want to alert clients to the tax breaks
linked to writing a gift into their Will.
Any legacy gift to charity is currently exempt
from Inheritance Tax (charged at 40%), and
a lower rate of tax (36%) is applicable on
estates where 10% or more is donated.

The most common barrier for not always
mentioning legacy giving is that clients
have already made clear their intentions,
such as wanting their family and friends to
be sole beneficiaries.
Rob adds: “Clearly, there’s much further
to go before legacy giving becomes a
social norm and every adviser feels
comfortable and confident about raising
the conversation with clients. We’ll be
working more closely with the legal sector
in the coming months to encourage greater
consistency in the way that advisers
approach gifts in Wills with clients and to
provide resources that help them do so.”
Remember A Charity is now working with
the legal sector to develop a new suite of
materials that will help to bring greater
consistency and demonstrate best practice
for the way that advisors can reference
charitable giving with clients.

Media queries:
Contact Lucinda Frostick, Turner PR;
lucinda@turnerpr.co.uk
07712 045 308

www.derbylaw.net
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Time for Reform in Drug and Alcohol
Testing Evidence in Court

Mirfield Watermill
Substance misuse has a devastating impact
on our lives generally, but of particular
concern is the devastation that it brings to
children’s lives. It puts the lives of children
of all ages at risk, even before they are
born and if they survive the traumas, their
lives are often damaged irreparably.
Many legal and social work professionals
have a very poor grasp of the complex
science behind forensic testing for
substance misuse. On many occasions,
these professionals are being misled by the
evidence produced from Hair Strand Testing
because the quality of that evidence is very
limited due in part to the limited nature of
the instruction process.
Traditionally, a restricted drug or alcohol
screening test is instructed by courts and
the output from this testing is a ‘Positive’,
concluding substance abuse, or ‘Negative’,
no substance abuse. This process is useful
for commercial, clinical and epidemiological
screening but is not appropriate and in our
opinion, should not be used in child care
cases before the court.
Within the context of Family Court
proceedings, Laboratories have a duty
to report all findings, irrespective of the
levels of substances in the samples.
The requirement for this approach is
exemplified in the judgment of Justice
Jackson – Re H (A child – Hair Strand
Testing) [2017] EWFC 641. This was also
re-affirmed in a paper presented at The
International Association of Forensic
Toxicologists
(TIAFT)
by
Professor
Alexander Forrest; ‘Presentation of Hair
Strand Analysis Evidence in Court’.
Many professionals are unaware of the
flaws in the present process, where
something as simple as a person’s hair
colour leads to misleading evidence and
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discrimination against someone based
on their hair colour, just one of many
examples.
There is a false confidence in the evidence
provided from the present screening
undertaken and given the overdependence
on the results to make decisions, this can
lead to the wrongful removal of children
or children left at risk of significant harm.
Experience has shown that the current
testing regime is not fit for purpose, cannot
reach the appropriate standard of proof for
use in these cases and is in desperate need
of reform.
At FTS we now have the knowledge,
experience and capability to drive much
needed reform that will improve the safety
of children affected by substance abuse.
FTS have developed a process specifically
designed for the family court, which was
recognised by the Parliamentary Review
Committee in 2019 as a Model of Best
Practice. FTS do not rely upon cut offs,
which were introduced for other sectors
over 25 years ago when technology was
more limited and very little was known
about hair testing.
A crucial part of the FTS process is to
establish what questions need to be
answered in each case, so the investigation
and testing profile can then be optimised.
A detailed forensic investigation is carried
out to establish all factors in each case that
influences the findings from hair analysis.
This incorporates a comprehensive 30 to
45-minute client questionnaire, collecting
crucial context, chain of evidence and HD
Photography at each stage of the process.
All results, data and evidence then undergo
a detailed examination by at least 3 experts
to form an opinion on what the findings are
more likely than not to represent.

FTS have also revolutionised the testing
process, ensuring that much of the drug
and alcohol abuse that presently goes
undetected is reported in all cases using a
novel and highly cost-effective approach.
FTS have one of the most sophisticated
laboratories in Europe, based in West
Yorkshire, UKAS accredited, Home Office
licensed and hold certification from the
Society of Hair Testing and Society of
Toxicological and Forensic Chemistry. We
have a significant commitment to research,
working closely with major Universities
in the UK and Europe on pioneering
development work to address the everchanging patterns of drug and/or alcohol
use and culture. FTS presently offer the
most comprehensive range of analytical
services in toxicology and bio-analysis for
this sector.
The FTS best practice model provides
stronger and more reliable evidence and is
designed to reduce the significant misuse of
public funding that’s associated with using
the present flawed process. The service
even offers evidence-based advice to target
the use and level of spend in each case. This
ensures that the funding allocated to each
case can be fully supported as a ‘reasonable
and necessary cost’, because the likelihood
of success for each investigation can be
objectively assessed.
Our comprehensive investigations offer
expert opinions that are value for money
and fit for purpose. Helping the courts and
social services with evidence to identify
when children might be at risk of harm is at
the forefront of everything we do.
Further information can be found at our
website www.forensic-testing.co.uk or
contact us by telephone on 0845 5196472.

Family Tree Verification – don’t rely
on what the family tells you
Some solicitors accept the word of family
members as to who is related to the deceased
and by what degree of kinship. This can lead
to incorrect estate distribution and huge risk
for the firm distributing the Estate.
I once carried out research on a £400k
intestacy, where the solicitor wanted
verification that their client was the sole heir
to the estate. The client was an elderly lady
who claimed to be her late brother’s sole
surviving next of kin.

In the UK, the probate genealogy industry
is not held in the same respect as it is by
our European neighbours in France and
Germany, where the verification of estates
by professional genealogists when someone
has died intestate is considered vital.
While the UK industry is unregulated, this
need not deter solicitors from working with
those who specialise in combing census
records and online archives to piece together
irrefutable evidence. Whilst reputation
makes an excellent starting point, we always
stress that anyone who requires the services
of a probate genealogy company should
first ensure that they are dealing with a
professional company.
At Finders International, we follow
voluntary codes of conduct and regulatory
regimes that can provide reassurance
together with multiple ISO certifications
and industry awards.
It is vital to check whether the company is
a member of a voluntary self-regulatory
body such as the IAPPR www.iappr.org,
a unique international body representing
elite professional firms across the globe.
Furthermore, the firm’s list of Credentials
and Accreditations should give reassurance.
Family testimony – not usually fail safe
Another issue I see in the UK probate
research industry is the reliance by the
solicitor, administrator or executor on family
testimony, without independent verification.
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However, we discovered she’d disowned
her nephew many years earlier and didn’t
recognise him as part of her family. His
‘crime’ was to grow a beard to his waist and
to apparently exhibit anti-social behaviour.
We identified and located him, and half of the
estate rightly passed to him.
Overlooked siblings and children
It is best practice for a solicitor to interview
their client before engaging a probate
research firm, to ensure all relatives are
accounted for. Families lose touch, large
families forget how many relatives they have,
children are born out of wedlock and, since
1927, adoptive families can legally inherit.

all for its work, but the report can secure the
vital indemnity insurance policy needed to
safeguard the administrator.
There are dangers of being ‘hooked’ into
using a firm based on a very low initial
quote. Cheap does not necessarily mean
better. It is often true that you get what
you pay for, and this is not an area where it
pays to cut corners.
Insurance – don’t skip this vital protection
Missing or unknown beneficiary insurance
is crucial. Sometimes, administrators
seem certain they have identified all next
of kin and consider taking out insurance
cover against any future claims a waste of
money. However, there are an increasing
number of claims where no traditional
documentation such as birth certificates
exists, and DNA evidence is also being
used more than ever before.
If there is no formal birth or adoption
certificate, it’s more likely that a probate
research firm will be unable to find
‘undocumented’
claimants.
Insurers
demand proper evidence, and they seek
evidence from recognised professional firms
of probate researchers.

Contingency fees most popular
Freedom of choice is imperative to cover
a variety of situations. There are four fee
models available from most professional
probate research firms.
We find that often Contingency fees are the
most popular option. They are seen as fairer
in many circumstances--payable only on a
successful distribution of an estate, and where
the fee is agreed directly with a beneficiary or
the executor and expressed as a percentage
of the sum they receive. However, an agreed
budget or a fixed fee at the expense of the
estate may be more appropriate, depending
on the circumstances of the case.
Danny Curran
Be wary of low initial quotes
Budget or fixed fees paid by the general
estate diminish the whole estate value,
something which any already known next of
kin often see as unfair.
If the probate research firm works to a
contingency fee and fails to find any further
entitled heirs, it usually receives nothing at

If you would like to out more about Finders
International’s family tree verification
service, please visit the website www.
findersinternational.co.uk or contact Finders
via email: contact@findersinternational.co.uk
or telephone: +44 (0) 20 7490 4935/freephone:
0800 085 8796.

Conveyancing searches
Choosing the right environmental report 2022
There’s a plethora of residential environmental searches on the market for conveyancers to choose from, with regular new additions
and enhancements to existing reports. Although, on the surface, many environmental searches can look and sound as if they are the
same, environmental searches can differ dramatically so it’s worth conveyancers regularly reviewing that they are purchasing the
most suitable reports for their clients.
It’s not all about price
Although some residential environmental reports may seem expensive compared to others, and maybe not the best choice in terms of
passing on the cost to your home buying clients, it’s definitely worth looking at the detail behind the price. Some of the newer Combined
Risk searches offer a more comprehensive analysis of potential risk and are more thorough in their initial assessments. This means
less confusion about initial results, less delays and a reduction in further actions. Combined Risk searches also use a polygon approach
to determine a property-specific risk assessment. This brings several advantages – see section on point and polygon searches below.
Flood searches – screening or full flood assessment
The risk of flood is already well-documented with approximately 1 in 6 properties at risk of flooding and a cost of £1.4 billion in cleaningup and repair costs every year. Residential environmental searches can include either a risk screening or a full flood assessment. A
screening is computer-driven and is generally not scrutinised for accuracy, meaning that flood risk can be overexaggerated and lead to
potential delays and extra costs. A full flood assessment, on the other hand includes a consultant review, providing greater accuracy and
fewer further actions. A full flood assessment can be found in either a standalone flood report, Combined Risk report such as Landmark
Riskview Residential or Groundsure Avista or in Groundsure Homebuyers.
The importance of planning data
As the government commits to higher targets for house building, assessing the likelihood of further development in the proximity to a
property is becoming a more and more important part of the conveyancing process. A planned development in the area could make it
less attractive to buyers leading to a decrease in house prices.
As with flood data, residential environmental reports vary in the quality of planning data they include and analyse. For fuller information
and a more realistic view of development, it’s worth considering the new Landmark Planning report and the RiskView Residential
report. These searches incorporate large planning application as polygons rather than points, which means the analysis is a lot clearer,
cutting down on the time required to interpret the data. This is because conveyancers and home buyers can instantly see the size of the
proposed development. Full planning information is also available in the Groundsure Avista report.
Are you using point or polygon searches?
It’s important to distinguish between point and polygon searches as the representation of the desired property depends on the approach
used for property identification. A polygon search will provide an exact representation of the property and any land based on the title
plan, whereas a point search will analyse the area within a 25 metre buffer (50 metre diameter) from the central point or other specified
point on the property. This means that there are a number of drawbacks to point searches (i) the area searched is usually wider than
the property boundary, leading to possible identification of risk that are not within the boundary, and; (ii) depending on the shape of the
boundary, certain areas of the property / land may not be searched (this is particularly true of elongated properties), and can mean that
potential risks are missed. In both cases this can lead to unnecessary delays and issues. Using a polygon search such as Groundsure
Avista or Landmark RiskView Residential ensures greater accuracy for a property-specific risk assessment.

If you would like a review of your residential or commercial search reports, please contact us at sales.team@geodesys.com. A review often
results in us being able to customise our service and search packs to better meet your team’s needs.
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When your SJE gives the “wrong” answer
The Single Joint Expert (“SJE”)
was developed by Lord Woolf in his
Access to Justice, and has featured
in the Civil Procedure Rules and the
Family Procedure Rules ever since
they were launched. The SJE is
very popular with the courts, and no
wonder. For example, where there
is need to value the family business
where a clean break is envisaged, in
Chris Makin
the old days I would frequently see
a situation where the valuer for the husband (me, say) valued the
business at £nil and the valuer for the wife said £1million. I don’t
exaggerate; these were the precise values given in one of my early
cases. Which valuer was right? I was! The business collapsed
during the proceedings, with no realisable assets. I was right, but I
didn’t get paid – a salutary lesson all round.

There has been further clarification in the recent case of Hinson -vHare Realizations Ltd (2) [2020] EWHC 2386 (QB), which concerned
Noise Induced Hearing Loss. The claimant alleged that he had been
exposed to high levels of noise in the defendants’ factory, and had
not been given adequate hearing protection or training. The SJE
produced a report which was not helpful to the claimant.
The claimant’s solicitor, in handling a similar case, came across an
expert who considered that the SJE’s report in Hinson was defective.
Three days before the hearing, the solicitor applied to the court for
a party expert’s report to be admitted and for the trial to be vacated
and elevated to the multi-track. Miss Recorder McNeill QC refused
the Claimant’s application to vacate the trial and to rely on the new
expert’s evidence. The Claimant appealed.
The question for the court was similar to that in Bulic, and the higher
court rejected the claimant’s appeal. Martin Spencer J said this:
1. The fact that a party has agreed to a joint report does not prevent it
from being allowed facilities to obtain a report from another expert
or rely on another expert’s evidence.
2. If a party has obtained a joint expert’s report but, “for reasons which
are not fanciful”, wishes to obtain further information before deciding
whether to challenge the joint report in part or as a whole, then they
should be permitted to obtain that evidence, subject to the wide and
fact-sensitive discretion of the court.
3. What counts as “good reason” to abandon a single joint expert is factsensitive; even if a reason qualifies as a “good reason” in one case, it
might not count as a “good reason” in another case.
4. The court must have regard to the overall justice to the parties which
is a fact-sensitive question.

But the point is that, if the proceedings had continued, the district
judge would have had to make a decision. That would have been
expensive in court time, and with an uncertain outcome because a DJ
is not a business valuer.
The same issues arise with civil cases.
You and your opponent have taken great care to choose an SJE;
you’ve put forward three names, your opponent has put forward
three different names, you’ve discussed them, perhaps had to call on
the judge to make a decision, and now both of you must rely on the
opinions of the chosen one.
But what do you do if the joint expert comes up with opinions which
you simply can’t accept?
The first step is to ask questions of the expert. They must be put
according to the rules. Under CPR (other rules are available!) at
Part 35.6 they must be in writing, proportionate, put only once, put
within 28 days of service of the expert’s report, and for the purposes
of clarification only. This may be helpful, but it won’t amount to a
requirement that the expert re-writes his report, or changes his
opinion drastically.

decision as to whether or not there is a particular part (or indeed the
whole) of the expert’s report which he or she may wish to challenge, then
they should, subject to the discretion of the court, be permitted to obtain
that evidence.”
So this was a gentle approach, if the reasons for wanting a party
expert were “not fanciful”, the court should allow a party expert to go
on the record.

So then what?
You could apply to the court for your own party expert under Daniels
-v- Walker [2000] 1 WLR 1382 CA. In that leading case, Lord Woolf
(who of course was anxious to see that his new CPR code was
working correctly) said this:
“... where a party sensibly agrees to a joint report and the report is
obtained as a result of joint instructions... the fact that a party has agreed
to adopt that course does not prevent that party being allowed facilities
to obtain a report from another expert or, if appropriate, to rely on the
evidence of another expert. In a substantial case... the correct approach
is to regard the instruction of an expert jointly by the parties as the first
step in obtaining expert evidence on a particular issue. It is to be hoped
that in the majority of cases it will not only be the first step but the last
step. If, having obtained a joint expert’s report, a party, for reasons which
are not fanciful, wishes to obtain further information before making a
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But in Bulic -v- Harwoods & Ors [2012] EWHC 3657 (QB) it was not so
straightforward. Eady J picked up another phrase from Lord Woolf’s
words above, namely “subject to the discretion of the court”. That of
course must be right; any expert is permitted to give evidence only
with the permission of the court in any circumstance. Eady J said
this:
“... In referring simply to requiring a ‘good reason’ [Lord Woolf] was
clearly recognising the need for flexibility. What is a ‘good reason’ in
one case may prove quite inadequate in another. None of these judicial
observations, made in the context of applying broad principles to very
specific factual circumstances, should detract from the breadth of the
court’s discretion from the general terms in which the guidance was
given in the earlier cases.”
In other words, the matter is case specific.

…but he quoted the words of Eady J in Bulic as follows:
1. Where the court is concerned with a relatively “peripheral” issue or
evidence of a non-technical nature, the court will be less likely to
dispense with a single joint expert.
2. Whether a case is “substantial” is relevant to, but not determinative
of, the court’s discretion to justify dispensing with a single joint
expert. If a claim is of less than a certain monetary value, this does
not necessarily mean that a court will decline to allow a party to
engage his own expert evidence where he has lost confidence in a
single joint expert, especially where the evidence is of a technical
nature and is likely to be determinative on liability.
3. One should not become too focused on the exceptional nature of an
application to dispense with a single joint expert’s evidence; regard
should be had to all of the relevant factors.

inconvenience to other parties;
7.the case had already been adjourned twice but not for reasons
relating to the Claimant’s conduct;
8.the single joint expert was chosen by the Claimant;
9.the Claimant had raised Part 35 questions of the joint expert on two
occasions; and
10.if the application were granted, the case would be re-allocated to
the multi-track resulting in a significant increase in costs.
There is no easy answer to all of this. The SJE must of course be
chosen with care, and must be instructed fully and carefully. After
that, it’s hold your breath time, and hope that the SJE comes up with
opinions which are not unhelpful to your case. And if you consider
that it is essential to have a party expert, make application to the
court promptly (not within three days of the hearing as in Hinson!)
and prepare very clear and persuasive argument for why the party
expert is essential if justice is to be served.
Good luck with that!
Biog: Chris Makin has practised as a forensic accountant and expert
witness for 30 years, latterly as Head of Litigation Support at a
national firm. He has given expert evidence about 100 times. He
also performs expert determinations.
Chris is a fellow of the Institute of Chartered Accountants where he
has served on the Forensic Committee, and as an ethical counsellor;
he is a fellow of the Chartered Management Institute, a fellow of
the Academy of Experts where he serves on the Investigations
Committee, and a mediator accredited by the Chartered Arbitrators.
He practises as a mediator, from his home in West Yorkshire and
his rooms at 3 Gray’s Inn Square, London WC1R 5AH, telephone 020
7430 0333. He has mediated 100+ cases so far, on a huge range of
subjects, with a settlement rate to date of 80%. For more see his
website with videos:
www.chrismakin.co.uk
chris@chrismakin.co.uk

Martin Spencer J then produced a checklist of matters to be
considered, with one factor being no more important than another,
as follows:
1. the overriding objective;
2. the interests of the Claimant;
3. the centrality of the single joint expert report to the issues of the
case;
4. the technical nature of the single joint expert report;
5. the Claimant having “good reason” for wishing no longer to rely on
the joint report;
6.the application was made at a late stage and would, if granted, result
in the breaking of a fixture with potential waste of court time and
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How Can Law Firms Reduce Their Carbon Footprint?
Climate Change is the long-term shift
in average global weather patterns,
and the sixth Assessment Report by the
Intergovernmental Panel of Climate
Change (IPCC) has found it is certainly a
result of human activity.
In this article, we summarise the key
findings from the IPCC’s Assessment
Report and consider how law firms can play
their part in reducing their carbon footprint.
1. We are set to pass 1.5C warming by 2040
The average global temperature has risen
by more than 1°C since the 1850s, with
the hottest years recorded in 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018, 2019 and 2020. The 1.5°C is the
target limit set out in the Paris Agreement
in 2015, which aims to strengthen the global
response to the threat of climate change
by limiting global temperature rise to 2°C
above pre-industrial levels, while pursuing
efforts to curb it further to an increase of
1.5°C.
If we don’t act now on achieving net zero by
2050, it looks as though this target is not
achievable.
2. Human activity is driving
extreme weather
There have been significant improvements
in the data used to model climate change
since the 5th Assessment Report (AR5)
was published. As a result, the new
climate model simulations, new analyses
and methods have led to a greater
understanding of human influence on the
climate.
3. Climate change is affecting all regions
The IPCC report states that “Climate change
is already affecting every inhabited region
across the globe with human influence
contributing to many observed changes in
weather and climate extremes.”
Models have become more advanced and
it is now possible to assess how regions
will differ with increase in temperature. It
is clear that the Arctic temperatures are
increasing faster (potentially 2 times faster
than the level of global warming) than other
regions, while for some mid-latitude and
semi-arid regions, and the South American
Monsoon region, they are expected to see
the highest increase in temperatures of the
hottest days, at about 1.5 to 2 times the rate
of global warming.
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4. Irreversible tipping points
are getting closer
These increases in temperature have, in
some instances, made traversable changes
such as sea level, which will continue to rise
and will not be recoverable for hundreds,
even thousands of years’ time.

4. Reduce waste
Reduce the amount of waste produced;
law firms typically print on paper and often
these records are required to be shredded
and disposed of by specialist contractors.
This could potentially be reduced by storing
information digitally.

The surge of forest fires have caused
concerns that tipping points are getting
closer. The changing climate in parts of
the world are causing severe droughts
and the loss of forests will result in higher
temperatures and a lower humidity, which,
in turn, worsens wildfire conditions.

5. Increase employees use of greener
transport during the commute
The lockdown has seen that we can work
from home and as such is the usual
commute still required? And if so, can we do
this by using public transport?

Furthermore, as the intensity and scale of
forest fires increases, CO₂ which would
normally be reabsorbed during forest
regrowth are now not able to so. It’s an
unfortunate cycle which leads to increased
warming.
What is required to prevent
further warming?
World leaders met for the UN Climate
Change Conference (COP26), which was
a pivotal moment for nations to reflect on
what we have done so far in reducing our
greenhouse gases and what is required
to meet the pledge to limit global average
temperatures and achieve net-zero by
2050.

6. Support clients with ESG assessment
and management
ESG is relevant to clients who want to be
a step ahead in devising their own ESG
programme to demonstrate responsible
business conduct. Law firms are well
placed to assist with ESG due diligence
processes and offer legal counsel on ESG
advancement. We recommend working
with data providers that adhere to SASB
standards for effective and accurate ESG
assessment and risk management.
For more information visit https://www.
landmark.co.uk/legal-conveyancing/esgmanagement/

References:
What can law firms do to help?
1. Measure and analyse Greenhouse Gas
emissions
In order to know how to improve in reducing
emissions, you will first need to measure
what emissions you are emitting. This can
be done by using private companies that
can help and also provide solutions to
reduce your impact as a company.
2. Reduce your energy consumption
Simple things such as turning off the lights
in the office in the evening or taking devices
off plugs when not in use will make a
difference. Also, reduce the heating or use
of air conditioning, encouraging colleagues
to dress accordingly. If its hot outside,
try to lower the indoor air-conditioned
temperature by 2°C.
3. Use renewable energy
There are many renewable energy
companies out there, or green tariffs you
can opt for – do your utilities homework.

https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessmentreport-working-group-i/
https://youmatter.world/en/actions-companiesclimate-change-environment-sustainability/
https://insideclimatenews.org/news/08012020/
australia-wildfires-forest-tipping-points-climatechange-impact-wildlife-survival/
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2020/
apr/21/summers-bushfires-released-more-carbondioxide-than-australia-does-in-a-year
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/
jul/15/climate-change-made-siberian-heatwave600-times-more-likely-study
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2021/aug/20/
rain-falls-peak-greenland-ice-cap-first-time-onrecord-climate-crisis
h t t p s : / / w w w. b b c . c o . u k / n e w s / s c i e n c e environment-58130705
https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/weather/climatechange/effects-of-climate-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/theneed-for-action-on-climate-change-is-urgent
https://www.worldweatherattribution.org/siberianheatwave-of-2020-almost-impossible-withoutclimate-change/

A very different bar conference
An appreciation of the Bar Conference 2021 held between 17th to 20th November 2021 by Phillip Taylor MBE,
reviews editor of The Barrister, and Elizabeth Robson Taylor of Richmond Green Chambers
We certainly do live in different times
-- and this Bar Conference of 2021
was, historically, the first annual Bar
Conference conducted online, as well
as in person. This, of course, will come
as no surprise to the Bar. It was as good
an indication as ever, that the Bar (after
hundreds of years) remains as resilient as
ever, even in the face of the Covid menace
which persists in every aspect of life.
Saturday, 20th November 2021 found one
hundred or so people at the Connaught
Rooms in Central London for this special
Conference with a difference. As a hybrid
affair, it proceeded partly online and
partly in person. In spirit it reflected in a
sense, what many of us have been doing
as barristers and mediators for the past
eighteen months -- being resilient and
being resourceful.
The Weekday Sessions Online
These go back a couple of days to Wednesday
17th November when Derek Sweeting QC
opened the online part of the Conference.
Lord Burnett of Maldon, the Lord Chief Justice
of England and Wales began with his vision of
justice in 2022, offering us an overview of his
priorities for next year. He was followed by a
return performance from Baroness Hale who
had addressed us pre-pandemic and came
back to us for more, with an exploration of the
state of the Rule of Law.
Lady Hale was joined by another stalwart
of our events, Baroness Helena Kennedy
of the Shaws QC, Professor Philippe Sands
QC of Matrix Chambers and Sophie in‘t Veld
MEP from the European Parliament. We
were also very lucky throughout to have
excellent sponsorship from LexisNexis,
Vector
Professions
Finance,
Mitigo
Cybersecurity, and Currencies Direct, plus
our exhibitors: Advanced; Charles Cameron
& Associates; ICLR; Advocate/FRU -- and
Complete. The exhibitor stands were well
patronised on the Saturday, and it was
great to see so many familiar faces, as well
as new ones after the enforced absence of
almost two years.
Overall, the main theme of this memorable
hybrid gathering was “Recovery, Growth and
Transformation”. On the Saturday, the Chair
of the Bar, Derek Sweeting QC elaborated
on “what the future of justice looks like in
a world changed by the pandemic”. A rapt
audience was then encouraged to consider
“the transformations that are needed or
expected to take place throughout the
justice system and within the profession”.
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Interestingly, Derek’s opening speech on
the Saturday began with a reflection on
his role as a tank commander in Germany,
which explained why he settled on a career
in law after the fall of the Berlin Wall.
“Respect for the Rule of Law has stalled”
Derek’s noteworthy narrative was followed
by his rather sombre statement that
“respect for the Rule of Law has stalled”
whilst we, as lawyers who toil in the front
line, continue our struggle to protect the
law as a precious asset while being fully
aware of the challenge of upholding it. This
point popped up persistently throughout
these hybrid sessions which, by the way,
worked almost seamlessly -- better in fact,
than some of us had thought possible.
For those attending in person and those
watching online, the main topics included
the role of technology; access to the Bar;
working practices; and barristers’ individual
and collective business development
and management. The outcome of our
deliberations was the opportunity to chat
about the way ahead and the need to
identify how the Bar and Young Bar, as well
as the wider legal sector, would be able to
“flourish at a time of change of opportunity”.
“We are all in the same storm… but not
in the same boat”
We were also fortunate to hear from
Joanne Kane, chair of the Young Barristers’
Committee. Few of us listening to her
lively talk will probably never forget our
early years of practice and the problems
many of us faced at the beginning of our
professional lives. “We are all in the
same storm, but not in the same boat,”
she said, continuing her theme that many
junior practitioners continue to face preexisting challenges, including inadequate
remuneration (of which, more later),
and inequality of opportunity, as well as
obstacles to individual wellbeing, as “we
are all in this together” as someone once
said within recent memory.
Designed specifically for the Young Bar,
there had been practical sessions during
the week to provide guidance on how to
be an effective junior and a persuasive
advocate, in what is such a different
world for many of us. It was Joanne who
added that “there is work to be done by
all in the profession to improve diversity,
address working conditions, and to
safeguard the future of the profession”.
On behalf of the young Bar, Joanne

provided us with a valuable contribution
on issues facing all practitioners, young
and just a bit older.
Promptly afterwards, who should turn up
but the Lord Chancellor, Dominic Raab MP
in the form of a video clip. His dissertation,
intending to be reassuring, was frankly,
a statement of the obvious for most of
us. What would have been more effective
(and more courageous) might have been a
“Q &A” session when the issues he didn’t
want to discuss could have been raised.
We intend to raise them anyway, as we now
await the delayed report on the future of
criminal legal aid levels from the Bellamy
Report which should be with us by the
time you read this article. As usual, legal
aid was one of the elephants in the room
throughout Saturday and will continue to
be so, together with the court estate and all
that is that is wrong with HMCTS.
The two further sessions that followed
included “the picture of justice for the next
five years”- and yes, you guessed it: IT and
all things online, starring the Master of
the Rolls, Sir Geoffrey Vos, who put up a
spirited defence of his anticipatory vision of
an online future.

problems relating to fair and equitable
distribution of work. Diversity, together
with legal aid, will doubtless continue to
be among the most difficult and pressing
subjects for the Bar, along with all the other
issues which determine who is -- and who
isn’t -- destined to succeed at the Bar. It was
not too depressing a session, but the issues
it raised will remain collectively a “work in
progress” matter for all practitioners.
Following lunch and further visits to
the exhibitors, the afternoon sessions
were dominated by two fascinating panel
discussions on the subjects of Twitter and
legal journalism. The Conference would
not be complete of course, without a visit
from famous/notorious mystery man, ‘The
Secret Barrister’, although Crime Girl was
not present. Joanne Kane reprised her
earlier role as the SB’s spokesperson and
did an excellent job, ably chaired by PR man
Keith Hardie, and Tweeter extraordinaire,
Sean Jones QC of 11 KBW. Where Sean

gets the time to tweet was beyond many of
us, but his advice was sanguine.
The panel, including the elusive SB, shared
their world-weary views on the global
phenomenon of Twitter: the do’s and don’ts
of using this social media outlet (LinkedIn
clearly was not a runner for social media
barristers, which was a bit surprising). The
point of this session was whether social
media has a role to play in increasing public
awareness of the justice system “and
building a professional brand”. Well -- yes,
it does for many of us, but perhaps not quite
yet for all of us.
“Making Headlines” and the need
for skeletons
As we delegates were aware, the ladies
and gentlemen of the press were much in
evidence, presumably slaving away on their
computers, following our every move as
hybrids These distinguished legal reptiles

(sorry!)
included the ever-excellent
Jonathan Ames (“The Brief” from “The
Times” as legal editor); Lizzie Dearden
from “The Independent”; the courageous
Tristan Kirk (Evening Standard) and Jess
Glass from the High Court. And what a
great session it was. But just remember
the golden rule that there is no such thing
as “off the record”. If you say something
to a journalist, he/she will use it. Also,
journalists need to be told about important
cases, so make sure you send them your
“skeletons” if you want coverage!
See You in 2022
This was indeed a very different Conference
this year, one which, fortunately didn’t bore
the striped pants off anyone, even Jonathan
Ames. So, I will close with a resoundingly
loud thank-you to everyone who attended,
hybrid or not. It was so nice to be back
together again after an enforced two-year
absence.

Joining Geoffrey were Penelope Gibbs from
Transform Justice, HHJ Sally Cahill QC,
President of the Council of Her Majesty’s
Circuit Judges, and genial Clive Coleman,
the ex-BBC man in the “Joshua Rosenberg
slot”. This important session focused
on modernising the system to improve
the changing needs of the court user.
The panelists were impressive, always
returning to the “political” problem of legal
aid which always neuters what the judiciary
would like to say. This, however, didn’t stop
the other contributors -- and it would have
been better to have had a longer time for
questions in these sessions. However, we
overran a bit, straying into what we know
as “barristers time” as we do like to talk,
do we not.
Diversity
This session pre-lunch was chaired by
David Lammy MP, a rather subdued Shadow
Justice Secretary.
Uncharacteristically
quiet he was, although the more voluble
panelists were first class: Barbara Mills
QC, HHJ Emma Nott from Reading Crown
Court (with splendid slides) Chinwe
Odimba-Chapman from Clifford Chance,
and Grace Ononiwu from the CPS. This was
an important session for everyone because
of the issues thrown up by the massive
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Oberoi New Starters:
Expansion Reflects Increased Demand

L to R : Carol Andrews, Claire Coope, Sharon Banks, and Centre Manager Jodie Brady
Oberoi Business Hub in Derby’s Pride
Park have expanded their call handling
team in response to increased demand
from law firms for the comprehensive
service.

“We are meeting this rise in demand by
expanding our team of client-dedicated
professionals who are fully trained in legal
terminology and supporting individual law
firm calls in line with agreed protocols.

Carol Andrews, who has many years’ call
handling experience; Sharon Banks, an
experienced customer service operative;
and Claire Coope, who has a background
in front of house and sales, have all
recently joined the team.

“We are delighted that Carol, Sharon and
Claire have joined the team. They all bring
many years of customer service experience
from their previous roles and are already
proving themselves to be valued members
of the Oberoi Business Hub team.”

Team leader, Jodie Brady explained that
the team expansion had largely been
fuelled by a growth in the number of local,
regional and national law firms signing up
for call handling support.

Founder
and
managing
director
Kavita Oberoi OBE continued that the
Oberoi Business Hub approach was
to complement business operations –
working as part of a client’s customer
services support team in a seamless and
cost-effective way.

She said: “We continue to grow our client
base in a number of key sectors but
particularly amongst law firms who have
especially relied on effective call handling
during the pandemic.
“Moving forward, many more law firms
are recognising that outsourcing their call
handling function ensures continuity of
service in a cost effective and flexible way.
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“We are effectively an extension to the
client’s team so we accrue an in-depth
understanding of each and every law firm
client, including their structure, senior
partners, number of fee earners and the
areas of law that they specialise in.
“When a new client comes on board with us,

Jodie liaises with the client to determine
how they want us to answer and manage
their calls. Whether that be emailing or
texting the message direct to the client or
live transferring the call to the appropriate
staff member.
“Jodie also sets up our IT systems for
seamless service delivery.
Time is
allocated to train each team member who
is responsible for handling the client’s calls.
“We provide a tailored service to each
law firm so the process depends on each
client’s preferred practice. Regardless of
the preferred process, it is obviously vital
that we create a good first impression,
ensure that there is never a missed call and
deal with each enquiry in a professional and
efficient way.
“At the end of every day, we provide a
detailed call log so our clients can gain
a comprehensive overview of business
enquiries and how they are managed.”
Media enquiries: Sarah Jenkin-Jones, JJPR,
Tel: 01332 515102/07951 945665; sarah@
jjpublicrelations.co.uk

