
 

 
THE WAY AHEAD 
 
WHAT WE SEEK IS CHAMBERS APPROVAL TO NEGOTIATE REMAINING AT 18RLC SUBJECT TO OBTAINING 

SATISFACTORY COMMERCIAL TERMS AS BROADLY OUTLINED BELOW. IF WE CANNOT OBTAIN SUCH TERMS THEN 

WE HAVE TO THINK AGAIN.  

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

• Our current lease expires in March 2022. We have been working on this project since 
late 2020 to decide whether the best course is to stay or go.  
 

• Contrary to our initial expectations, we do not think moving to smaller premises makes 
commercial sense. 

 

• We do not think simply staying at 18 RLC and doing little or nothing makes good 
business sense. It ignores the realities of the demands of the building and a growing 
dysfunctionality.  Inertia abdicates responsibility for managing Chambers better for 
the future.  

 

• We will move largely to non-permanent desk allocation but will as required 
contemplate limited permanent desking with changes in rent structure or some other 
criteria for those who require a permanent desk.  

 

• We think we should remain at 18RLC, refurbish, and make the building work better 
for us and for the future. 

 

• No capital contributions or cash calls from members are required. Members’ rents will 
not have to rise.  

 

• This project is planned to come in on time and on budget. It is not a domestic build 
using jobbing builders. We are using Design and Build Contractors and will use JACT 
contracts and a Project Manager.   

 

• We intend to keep a significant sinking fund of several hundreds of thousand pounds 
to provide a financial cushion moving ahead beyond this project. 

 

• We want to continue our system of redistributing surplus monies to members once 
the proverbial and literal dust has settled.  

 

• If there are any funds surplus to requirements after the proposals have been 
implemented, we will consider a redistribution, but obviously cannot guarantee that 
at this stage.  

 



 

• We seek Chambers’ approval to negotiate remaining at 18RLC and refurbishing subject 
to obtaining satisfactory commercial terms as broadly outlined in this paper. If we 
cannot obtain such terms, then we will have to think again. 

 

• Hyperlinks to available designs and plans are at the end of this document. None of the 
detail has been finalised as to room usage etc. but the plans give a good indication of 
what can be achieved. 

 
MEMBERS OF THE GMC. 
Tony Shaw QC, Gilly Jones QC, Adam Wiseman QC, Jane Bewsey QC, Jenni Dempster QC, Kate 
Bex QC, Michael Goodwin QC, Michelle Nelson QC, Riel Karmy-Jones QC, Shane Collery QC, 
Chris Paxton QC, Tom Forster QC, Valerie Charbit, Tom Payne, Dan Robinson, Dan Taylor, 
David Claxton, Faye Rolfe and Mark Bennett. 
 
MEMBERS OF THE WPAR (SUB-COMMITTEE).  
Shane Collery QC (Chair), Tony Shaw QC, Gilly Jones QC, Jane Bewsey QC, Cameron Brown QC, 
Chris Paxton QC, Dan Robinson, David Claxton, Faye Rolfe, Mark Bennett, Nick Parkinson and 
Joe Barrett. 
 
  
SECTION 1: THE BRIEF 

 
1. Working Party on Accommodation Review (WPAR) instructed 2 Design and Build 

companies to conduct surveys and prepare reports on future premises. The principal 
survey was undertaken by Thirdway. A large number of telephone interviews were 
conducted with members and those who were not interviewed were invited to 
contribute online.  Thirdway’s Space Survey Report containing anonymised comments 
is available on the Chambers Intranet.  The Key Themes from Survey Feedback states: 

 
Cost-effectiveness of space. 
The pandemic has caused a shift in perception of home working and has called 
into question the future space requirement of Red Lion Court. Members have 
successfully worked for months with digital files and remote collaboration tools 
whilst also enjoying the convenience of working from home. Feedback from the 
survey overwhelmingly supports the consideration of a smaller property footprint 
in future, better designed to support the future needs of Red Lion Court whilst 
delivering a viable cost-effective option 
. 
Management of storage and reducing clutter. 
There was significant feedback from members wanting to create a nicer working 
atmosphere by reducing clutter and encouraging better management of existing 
storage.  The extended period of remote working caused by the pandemic has 
further called into question the need for so many physical files and the future 
requirement for storage as cases move to the digital age. 
 
Chamber's physical presence. 



 

Feedback suggests members want to see an impressive shop front to welcome 
clients whilst ensuring Red Lion Court is a functional, enjoyable place to work and 
socialise with other members. The greater question is where the Chamber needs 
to physically be located, there was a difference of opinion on whether Red Lion 
Court should stay in its current location or look to other locations to meet future 
space requirements. 
 
The need for space management and shared spaces. 
The survey responses highlighted the desire amongst members for improved 
shared spaces; the need for quiet focus areas, improved conference facilities and 
a more enjoyable shared workstation arrangement. Other members noted that 
they would like greater visibility of who is in Red Lion Court on a given day to 
maximise the opportunity for collaborative working and to schedule necessary in-
person meetings; a space management tool could likely help in achieving that 
goal. 
 

2. Thirdway also reported that “the online survey highlighted the mixed opinion amongst 
members regarding what is best for the future of chambers. When asked for their 
thoughts on relocation, 32% preferred to stay but would be open to relocating if their 
reservations were addressed. Anecdotally this group referenced poor experiences with 
efforts to update the workplace or relocate in the past or scepticism that a suitable 
alternative space exists.” 

 
3. Key findings as regards the ideal workspace for those working from 18RLC included: 

 

• Bike storage (4.30/5) 

• Showers (4.23/5) 

• Personal storage (non-case related storage) (3.72/5) 

• Desk adjustability (3.34/5) 

• Outdoor space (3.05/5) 
 
4. The kind of space which would allow RLC to prosper in the future was seen as 

 

• Reduction / better commercial use or cheaper space elsewhere (40%) 

• More modern / functional / clean and welcoming space (33%) 

• Improved conference room facilities and client experience (21%) 

• Location (13%) 
 

5. A survey conducted by Oktra suggested that Chambers was split with about 5% strongly 
in favour of moving, 5% strongly in favour of remaining, and the rest divided 
approximately equally leaning towards either of those two views. 

 
6. Thirdway made the following recommendations which are set out in more detail in its 

report: 

• Create a larger kitchen with social space 

• Upgrade conference room technology 

• Create secure bike storage space 



 

• Shower facility 

• Improve printing facilities 

• Introduce environmental initiatives 

• Create separate shared working spaces for quiet and collaborative working 

• Introduce video conferencing booths 

• Improve client experience 

• Reinvent library space 

• Improve accessibility 

• Allocate lockable storage 

• Reduce wastage 

• Create a place people want to go to 

• Involve members in decision making 
  
7. The last item specifically recognised that the decision to stay or relocate from an 

address where Chambers has been located for 25 years is an emotive one. “Several 
members expressed concern about what would be achievable within RLC's budget and 
had been burnt by past attempts to modernize which didn't quite land their intended 
purpose.” 

 
 

SECTION 2: INTERPRETATION 
 
8. In addition to the issues set out above, we had the following issues in mind. 

 
9. Costs and Cash Call on members.  Chambers has built up significant reserves to deal 

with end of lease issues. Our objective was to consider all options with a view of 
obtaining the best possible outcome within a controlled budget and without any cash 
call on members. We believe that can be readily achieved.  Sections 5-7 of this 
document sets out the detail of Costing, Cash flows and future reserves in more 
detail.  The financial planning already in place means that not only will there be no cash 
call on members, but that there will be a return to the rebate system of rent we have 
enjoyed historically within a couple of years of completing the refurbishment. 

 
10. Location. In broad terms we favour a location in an area bounded by the Thames, 

Ludgate Circus, Waterloo Bridge, High Holborn, and Lincoln’s Inn: i.e., legal London.  We 
were also very conscious of the development of the new economic crime court centre 
or Justice Quarter in Fleet Street which will contain 18 courts including the old City 
Magistrates Court and which will absorb the work of Southwark Crown Court. Planning 
permission was granted on 22 April 2021.1  

 
11. Member’s Working Environment. Go or stay, one thing was clear: Chambers cannot 

afford the luxury of providing every tenant with their own permanent use desk.  There 
are already not enough desks for all members. Usage and footfall simply do not justify 

 
1  City of London’s new “Justice Quarter” gets the go-ahead: 22 April 21; 

https://news.cityoflondon.gov.uk/city-of-londons-new-justice-quarter-gets-the-go-ahead/  and video 
First look: Inside London’s new Justice Quarter: Evening Standard 23 Apr 21 

https://news.cityoflondon.gov.uk/city-of-londons-new-justice-quarter-gets-the-go-ahead/
about:blank


 

that expense, and not everyone wants their own desk.  Providing desks and rooms for 
the exclusive use of those members who want them is likely to be divisive.  The obvious 
solution is to move towards a sophisticated shared desking solution which can cater for 
varied use, whilst catering for those members who may need permanent desks or 
secure working environments. 

   
12. Traditional single person desk usage. The only individuals entitled to permanent desks 

as of right should be the Head(s) of Chambers for whom secure and discrete space is 
needed for formal and ad hoc meetings about Chambers’ business with members, 
members of staff and others. Other categories could be agreed by members such as 
Heads of Committees, the Treasurer, practitioners who, as a case demands, need secure 
working environment with the need to house Treasury safes etc. However, apart from 
acknowledged exceptions, there should be no automatic right to one’s own desk.  
Allocation of “permanent desks” could go to frequent users of whatever call, subject to 
regular usage. .  Before now our rent structure requires a proportion of income to be 
paid to chambers and we make no separate charges for a desk. Allocation of permanent 
desks to some, but not others, charging additional rents and many forms of allocation 
are potentially divisive.    We have in the last few years moved heavily away from single 
person desk usage. Many share desks and in practise footfall suggests that sharing is 
not a problem, a similar scheme with some amendments could be implemented.  
Ultimately, we believe that traditional desk usage as of right should be limited to the 
Head(s) of Chambers unless there are other logical exceptions are agreed and 
permitted. A review of desk allocation will be undertaken by a sub-committee of the 
WPAR. 
  

13. Members’ needs. Member’s needs vary and are likely to change during professional 
lifetime. The need for a decent working environment is not limited to young members 
who would otherwise struggle to work in a small shared flat. Inadequate home working 
conditions can occur for different reasons at any stage. All should be catered for.  At the 
same time, there are those who may require the space and room either for themselves, 
or to work with others on a regular basis for months at a time, involved in an 
investigation or preparing for trial.  Their needs must also be catered for. 

 
14. Permanent Room usage. Generally, we do not believe that individual allocation of 

rooms is the way forward with two exceptions: 
 

• Head(s) of Chambers room (for the reasons already adumbrated) 
 

• Secure rooms.  Those members who receive papers or material which require 
secure storage (e.g., Treasury safes) should be able to work in those secure 
rooms.  Papers which are removed from the safes have to be accompanied at 
all times or worked upon in those rooms. A member working in an ordinary 
shared desk environment would have to return the papers to the room 
containing the safe, or the safe itself, every time s/he has to leave to make a 
telephone call or make a cup of coffee. It is both irritating and inefficient. 
Accordingly, we believe that members who are briefed in such work and have 
secure Treasury safes installed on the premises should be entitled to be 



 

accommodated in those secure rooms for the duration of their instructions in 
that matter. 

 
15. Non-permanent desks/sharing. To improve efficiency and usage we generally need 

non-permanent desks and desk sharing.  As a minimum, desks should be available to all 
other members and pupils as needed. There should be no allocation by seniority, call or 
practice area. However, non-permanent desking must be an effective, efficient and 
attractive option. At a minimum the new facilities should provide: 

 

• Modern desks with a mix of single and double monitors which can easily be 
linked to members laptops. (These will not be pedestal desks which encourage 
single occupation.)  

• Storage for personal stationery and desk items will be provided either in the 
same room, and/or elsewhere, so that the desks will better lend themselves to 
shared use and avoid the accumulation of clutter  

• A pre-booking system for those who may need the same space for any period 
from two days to some months.  There must be sufficient space available for 
causal or occasional single day use. 

• Efficient telecoms links with the clerks’ room and elsewhere. 

• Nearby sound-proof booths with screens for remote working (court 
appearances, prison or other conferences) or simply for confidential telephone 
calls. 

• Temporary overnight or short-term storage facilities in the room. 

• Longer term storage facilities elsewhere in the premises. 

• Multi-functional printers (i.e. with scanning and copying facilities) in at least 
most if not all members’ rooms. [Large scale or colour printing machines would 
be provided elsewhere]  

• All rooms should have a small stationary supply: i.e. paper; staplers, Chambers 
letterheads, hole-punchers, etc. The precise requirements can be discussed.  

• Breakout rooms either on that floor or no more than a floor away to make tea, 
coffee etc. and chat or meet informally without disturbing others working in 
the shared desking rooms. 
 

16. Most members have readily adopted desk sharing. Some members who are used to 
working from a particular desk may at first blush view this as unsettling. The reality is 
that those arriving in Chambers at 9 am on most days will find their preferred location 
available for their use. It will be rare that is not the case. What is required is that at the 
end of the day members depersonalise that space to make is available for others and to 
avoid the incremental accumulation of old case papers and personal clutter that 
presently makes occupying many of our rooms an unpleasant experience for others.  

 
17. Some rooms could be designated for quiet working, others for general or collaborative 

working, bookable desks etc. 
 

18. Allocation. Allocation of desks is a difficult issue. Our initial view it that it should be 
informed by certain fundamental principles: 

 



 

• All Chambers desks should be similar. It is proposed that Chambers acquire 
desks similar to those in the clerks’ room (i.e. variable height with ergonomic 
seats and dual screens).  

 

• Unallocated desks. Most desks should not be allocated,but should be freely 
available to those who need them. They should be kept clear when the user has 
finished work.  Members who are likely to need a desk continuously for more 
than a day or so should be able to “book” out a desk for the required period. 
Sign in apps are available for this purpose.  

 

• Allocated desks. The extent of any right to have a desk permanently allocated 
must be a matter for urgent discussion and resolution. Obviously, no-one 
should be entitled to an allocated desk if they do not intend to use it, and unless 
they do use it on a regular basis. Nor do we believe that allocation depends 
upon seniority: it should depend on need and use. Options could include an 
increase in an individual’s rent e.g. a fixed monthly sum, together with a 
percentage increase in rent.  

 

• Allocated desks should not be congregated in rooms dedicated for that 
purpose.   

 
19. We will contemplate a change in the rent structure to introduce a desk charge for those 

who need their own permanently allocated desk. An alternative method would be to 
permit those who attend Chambers most frequently the right to have an allocated desk.  
That has the advantage of rewarding those who actually use Chambers and are more 
available to pupils and young tenants who also tend to be high users. We would caution 
that individual members recollection of how often they work in Chambers and the 
realities may not be the same. The fingerprint/tagging system allows  some degree of 
reliability as to how often individuals do attend. 
 

20. The question of allocation needs resolving as soon as possible.  We propose that a small 
group (the Heads of Chambers and Jane Bewsey) undertake a telephone poll/discussion 
with all members based at 18RLC and present the results to Chambers as soon as 
possible. Whatever option is finally adopted, it would be sensible if it was reviewed and 
tweaked every 6 months until it is seen to work satisfactorily.  

 
21. Clerking and Administrative Support. We have a lean clerk’s room compared to some 

criminal and nearly all civil sets.  20 years ago, as a rule of thumb, one clerk was needed 
for 10 members.  The technological and communications revolution today allows one 
clerk to operate effectively for 15 members.  However, the virtual clerks’ room which 
operated during lockdown has highlighted the real advantages of communicating within 
the same room. Put simply working together physically is quicker (asking a question 
across the room is less time consuming than dialling a number which may anyway be 
busy); allows for better monitoring and supervision by the senior clerks and helps 
identify issues and manage them at an earlier stage.  
 



 

As employers we also have a responsibility to make their jobs better and more efficient 
in how we locate them.  
 

22. The clerks’ consensus is that they (including the fees clerks) operate more efficiently 
when working together, and we believe that should be a priority.  

 
Working with and observing others enables all members of staff (particularly junior clerks or those 
that have no previous experience) to get a rounded view of Chambers and understand the role and 
responsibilities of others which can only be a positive thing. It is the best form of training available 
and equips staff to move forward with their careers. My role and in many ways Nicks’ require that 
we are constantly listening and observing, which would be extremely difficult without being in 
earshot and line of sight.  The same criteria apply equally to the fees team whose expertise is 
frequently sought and who themselves rely on the information they glean from conversations. 
There will be occasions when all staff might want to work from home for a given reason but being 
based in chambers will be the norm.            
Rachel has previously worked in a set with split clerking locations and encountered similar adverse 
issues.                                                                                                                Mark Bennett 

 
23. The clerks are always in Chambers.  Their needs should be prioritised.  Wherever 

possible, their working rooms should benefit from natural light and space.  Any changes 
must have regard to their requirements and wishes.  
 

24. The current clerks’ room can be both too hot and too cold at the same time depending 
on one’s distance from the air-conditioner: we need to do better.  
 

25. Regulatory burdens (BSB, GDPR, Bar Council) have increased and are likely to increase 
further.  Some administrative burdens have devolved on fees clerks Martin [full time] 
and Rachel [part-time] who should be near if not within the clerks’ room, and other 
support staff [Joe, Crystal and Georgie] who could work remotely for part of the week.  
However, when in Chambers, it is almost certainly better for their mental well-being to 
be co-located and not isolated. 
 
 

SECTION 3: INSTRUCTIONS AND VIEWING 
 
26. With the results of the surveys and the above issues in mind, we instructed Farebrother, 

Chambers’ agents, to look for suitable premises of around 5,000 sq. ft. Farebrother 
came back with about 25 sites. Some were too far away or were obviously unsuitable.  
6 sites regarded as the most suitable after discussion were seen by a WPAR group.  Of 
those, 4 were regarded as possible: Savoy St, 48 Chancery Lane (3rd floor only), 20 Red 
Lion St (2 adjoining floors but we were only looking at taking one at this time) and a new 
build at Fetter Yard.  Thirdway was asked to develop plans and costs for the fitting out 
those premises.  All of these are available on Chambers Intranet. 
 

27. At the same time, Oktra and Thirdway were asked to consider how 18RLC could be made 
more efficient and to draft and cost plans accordingly.  Another candidate, Woodhouse 
(based outside Central London) has since been added.   All their current proposals and 
cost estimates are available on Chambers’ intranet under “Working Party: Premises 



 

Review.”  It should be noted that the fairly extensive work they have done in preparing 
designs, inspecting Chambers and other sites and their facilities and making 
presentations has been undertaken speculatively, i.e. at no cost to Chambers.  
 

28. The site visits proved somewhat misleading – empty office space tends to appear more 
spacious than occupied premises.  It became clear from the plans subsequently 
prepared that 4,500-5000 sq. ft. was insufficient for our needs. This was a considered 
decision after putative plans has been drawn up and considered. Accordingly, we 
instructed Farebrother to look for premises of 6,000 sq. ft. or more. However, it seems 
these are difficult to find: City floorplans are based upon the original floor space of 
buildings, and 6,000 sq. ft. sites are unusual. Sites of 20,000 sq. ft. are more readily 
available. Larger areas can of course be split and floor space shared.  Nevertheless, the 
results of the exercise clarified Chambers options. We have included in calculations 
below the costs of a notional 6000 sq. foot premises. There are however real concerns 
with moving from where we are to other premises offering 6,000 sq. foot as we show 
below. In simple terms premises which provide 70% of our current space do not save 
30% of our present costs. In almost all cases our rent would increase. In addition, the 
costs of fitting out the new premises when also factoring in end of lease dilapidations 
at 18RLC and security become broadly comparable with what it will cost to stay and 
perfect 18RLC to better suit our working lives.  

 
29. The Market. The current market is somewhat volatile. Typical rent-free periods for the 

first quarter of 2020 were 9 to 12 months and 20 to 24 months for 5 and 10-year leases 
respectively. For this year’s Q1 the equivalent figures are 12 to 16 months and 25 to 29 
months. In addition, more office premises are being fitted out by landlords on a 
speculative basis with meeting rooms, kitchen and tea facilities etc. These plug-and-play 
units are designed to appeal to the majority of potential tenants. However, they are 
unlikely to meet our needs because barristers’ Chambers are atypical. We are likely to 
require more rooms and now virtual hearing booths than open plan offices, more 
soundproofing, and would have to bear the consequential costs of opening up new 
refurbishments to diverting ducting, heating and cooling, and install bespoke electrical 
and IT and communications outlets.  This is why the costs of fitting out modern premises 
can be higher.  

 
Doing Nothing 
 

30. No one favoured doing nothing: i.e. seeking a short lease extension on the present 
building (say for 5 years) and living with the building as it is. Market conditions are 
currently favourable to new leaseholders; we have no idea what conditions are likely to 
be in 5 years’ time; and we were not prepared to ignore the input from members of 
Chambers. In any event, doing nothing is not a cost-free option. 
 

31. It is likely Chambers will still have to bear the end of lease dilapidation costs (£175,000– 
£250,000). In addition, Chambers liability would arise for the following items which 
current reports indicate need replacing or upgrading within the next few years:  
  



 

• the heating system as it does not work sufficiently in parts of the building because 
the pipes need replacing; 

• The electrical system which is insufficient for our purposes. It was designed and fitted 
25 years ago when less IT was used;  

• Upgrading of the fire alarms system;  

• Overhaul and refurbishment at best and possible replacement at worst of the lift.  
 

32. Monies would have to be set aside for these items, which are likely to be fairly 
substantial. As such items need to be replaced during the lifetime of any future lease, 
the burden of replacement falls squarely on Chambers because of the nature of a full 
repairing lease. Whereas if the work was undertaken now as part of a refurbishment 
package, the landlord would undoubtedly make a hefty contribution. 

 
33. In addition: 

• Working practices have changed significantly - less reliance on paper, increased 
dependence on IT, more remote conferences and hearings - but the configuration of 
the building has not been adapted to meet these altered needs.  

• Most members rooms are cluttered and shabby with inadequate amenities. 

• We need to upgrade our conference facilities. RL Consulting have not used our 
conference facilities as they are not up to standard. If we want to attract in good 
quality work and opportunities, we must plan ahead and invest. 

• The clerks need better heating and ventilation and a space that allows them to 
operate in a better way. Being crammed in to one room where some are hot and 
others cold while others are isolated elsewhere in the building is not effective 
working. As their employers we need to do better. Moreover, there is no room for 
their expansion if that is required. 

• The issues described here will all worsen if significant steps are not taken.  

• Piecemeal improvements have been tried before and are what have led to the 
present position. With the lease due to expire, the rent-free period that would result 
from a new lease and the proposed contributions from the landlord, there will not 
be a financially more propitious time to undertake this work. 

• Chambers would also have to pay corporation tax on any retained reserves. By way 
of example tax on the reserves accumulated to allow for costs associated with the 
lease end would currently be £252,890. 

 
Significant Downsizing  
 

34. One option is to go down the administrative route and operate Chambers from a smaller 
hub, with facilities for clerking, conference room and some space for members. A 
number of sets have followed this course including 23 Essex Street, or have gone to 
further extremes. A few may have had little option.  There are however a number of 
strong reasons why we felt we should not downsize to much smaller premises. 

 

• Presence. Chambers has a reputation as one of the leading criminal sets. As such 
we felt that we need a chambers premises that reflects that position, both in 
terms of perception and reality when clients eventually start visiting chambers 
again for conferences. 
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• Cohesiveness. A larger premises will assist in terms of feeling part of a substantial 
unit, when members can return to chambers without significant restriction to 
work, to interact with other members and chambers staff, and to attend 
conferences, work and social events. A very small chambers premises will really 
struggle to do more than operate as an administrative hub.   
 

• Learning and Development. Pupils and junior tenants will undoubtedly benefit 
from a larger chambers premises, by mixing and learning from other members of 
chambers. 
 

• Facilities.  Individuals have different working requirements at different times in 
their professional lives. The inability to work from home because of lack of 
facilities or other personal circumstances can occur at any time, and Chambers 
needs the flexibility to cater for all members needs as and when they arise.  
 

• The future. There are now 106 members of chambers. While further growth 
needs to be properly debated, a larger premises allows us to expand should we 
choose to do so, and grants us the flexibility of choice.  
 

• Cost. Even significant downsizing is not a cost free option. 
 

35. All of the above factors are true but are only part of why we believe it would not be 
good for Chambers. The logical end of this direction of travel is a criminal Bar severed 
from the traditional Bar. It inevitably leads to a withering in the opportunities for 
pupillage and young tenants and in the experiences of the few that remain. It would not 
be what we all chose when we joined.   
 

36. Although we do not think that bleak outlook is warranted for the criminal Bar generally, 
some sets will be driven or lured along that path.  Some have already moved in that 
direction.  If we follow, it sends the corrosive message that we have little faith in our 
future.   

 

37. We do not believe that such a potentially damaging message is warranted. It is not 
warranted by our financial circumstances. It is not warranted by the quality of our work, 
nor by our reputation.  It is not warranted by our members.  We do not want to offer 
our pupils, young tenants and ourselves less than they deserve or less than can be 
achieved.   Chambers is far more than a simple platform from which individuals sally 
forth to practice.   We believe it is worth fighting for and it is worth investing in its future 
and our collective futures. 

 
 

SECTION 4:  FINANCIAL AND SPACE OPTIONS 
 

38. It is right to say, that at the start of this process, the majority of the Working Party 
favoured moving.  To our surprise that is no longer our view.  The economic realities of 
looking about have been instructive.  The clerks too favoured moving. That too is no 



 

longer their view. In the result, the Working Party, GMC and the clerks voted 
unanimously  that the best option for Chambers is to remain at, refurbish, and invest in 
RLC.  

 

39. WPAR’s preferred four properties were visited: 48 Chancery Lane (2 floors) and 20 Red 
Lion St (2 floors), Savoy St and Fetter Yard.  Their details are set out below alongside 
RLC’s for comparison. However, in the event these premises proved to be too small 
once plans were drawn up.  The final entry on each table (a putative 6,000 sq. ft. 
property) is an estimate based upon the average figures for these sites and reflects the 
size of premises we think we would need if we do decide to leave 18RLC. 

 
Property per sq. ft. Rent 

(asking 
price) 

Discounted 
Rent (1) 

Service 
charges  
per sq. ft. 

Rates per 
sq. ft. 

Total 
Annual per 
sq. ft. 

Space (sq.ft.) 

18 RLC 
(current) 

£41.30 £7.65 (2) £12.49 £61.44 
8,644(internal 

usable area) 

9 Savoy St £67.50 £62.78 £12.50 £20.00 £95.28 4,877 

48 Chancery Lane(4) £75.00 £69.75 £13.42 £25.00 £108.17 4,436 

48 Chancery Lane 
2 floors 

£75.00 £69.75 £13.42 £25.00 £108.17 
4436+ 2216= 

6,852 

20 Red Lion St 
1 floor 

£75.00 £69.75 £8.50 £25.50 £103.75 
4,811 

20 Red Lion St 
2 floors 

£75.00 £69.75 £8.50 £25.50 £103.75 
4,811+2,056 = 

6, 867 

Fetter Yard £65.00 £60.45 £10.00 £25.00 £95.45 5,281 

6,000 sq. ft. 
(averages) 

 
£65.68 £11.11 £23.88 £100.66 6,000 

 
(1) We have been informed that we should be able to negotiate the asking rent down by between 5-7%.  

18RLC’s current rent has not been discounted as Farebrother have informed us that it represents the 
current market value. 

(2) Based on Chambers actual outgoings  
(3) Chambers is 8,644 sq. ft. of which 1,735 is the basement area. The garden is an additional 1,200 sq. ft. 

for which we are not charged separate rent. 
(4) 48 Chancery Lane was the preferred option but was too small. A further 2,100 sq. ft. was available two 

floors up.  
(5) Savoy Street had attractions but when we had plans drawn up it was seen as too small for our 

purposes.  
(6) Fetter Yard will have an impressive shared main entrance but is a ground floor building with its main 

natural light coming from two enclosed Court yards. It is therefore very dark.  

 
 

Property per sq. ft. Total 
Annual 
cost 

Total 
Annual 
cost 

Saving/ 
Increase 

Space  
Difference 
% 

Rent 22 m 
Holiday 

Rent 28m 
Holiday 

18 RLC. £531,087 100% - 100% £654,495 £832,993 

9 Savoy St £464,681 87.49% £66,406 56% £561,282 £714,359 

48 Chancery Lane 
1 floor 

 
£479,842 90.35% £51,245 51% £567,254 £721,959 

48 Chancery Lane £741,181 140% £210,094 80% £876,200 £1,115,163 



 

(two floors) 

20 Red Lion St 
1 floor 

£499,141 93.98% £31,946 56% £615,207 £782,990 

20 Red Lion St 
(two floors) 

£712,451 134% £181,364 80% £878,117 £1,117,604 

Fetter Yard £504,071 94.91% £27,016 61% £585,267 £744,885 

Notional 6,000 sq. 
ft. 

£603,968 113.72% £72,880 69% £722,494 £919,538 

 
(7) These costs for other premises are based on the discounted rent we believe we may achieve.  

 
 

40. On those calculations, based on averages, if we need 6000 square foot and a notional 
6000 sq. ft. costs us at median rates £72,880 more a year then we will be paying 
£728,800 more in rent over 10 years, for less space than now.  
 

41. Following discussions with Farebrother as to the current state of the market, the 
following comparative table provides some idea of capital costs as against 6,000 sq. ft. 
new premises 

 
  

Rent Comparison New premises (6,000 sq. ft.) 
RLC refurbishment (8,644 sq. 

ft.) 
  Low Medium High   Low High 

Rent (1) 60.00 65.00 70.00   41.30 43.23 
Service Charges 8.50 11.50 13.00  7.65 7.65 
Rates 20.00 27.50 35.00  12.49 12.49 
Total 88.50 104.00 118.00   61.44 63.37 

         

Annual cost (3) 
 £     

531,000  
 £     

624,000  
 £      

708,000    
 £ 

531,087  
 £            

547,770  
(1) Notes: Assuming negotiated discounts of about 7%. RLC rent is as stated and (high) landlord's 

current asking price. 
(2) RLC rates and service charges are based upon an average of actual outgoings over the past 2 

years. 

 
42. In summary the figures show a smaller office space does not necessarily mean lower 

annual outgoings. At best outgoings will remain neutral or will more likely increase 
between 13% to 29% for the surrender of 2,644 sq. ft. (30%) of our space, and 1,200 sq. 
ft. of garden.  Moving is likely to increase annual costs, provide a less potentially 
prestigious site, and is likely to mean typical office accommodation with shared 
premises and entrances.  
 

43. Capital and refurbishment costs present a somewhat different and more confusing 
picture. 

 
 
 



 

Note Costs New premises (6,000 sq. ft.)    RLC (8,644 sq. ft.) 

    Low Median High   Low High 

(1) Dilapidations 175,000 200,000 250,000  0 0 

(2) Security 216,000 234,000 252,000  0 0 

(3) 

Fitting out 
(6,000 ft.) 390,000 600,000 660,000  1,100,000 1,350,000 

(4) Furniture 140,000 145,000 150,000  150,000 175,000 

(5) IT 75,000 75,000 75,000  75,000 75,000 

  

Building 
Reports 0 0 0  50,000 50,000 

  Moving costs 50,000 50,000 50,000  75,000 75,000 

(6) Stamp Duty  16,500 18,000 19,500  10,800 12,600 

(7) 

Solicitors, 
Estate Agent  75,000 75,000 75,000  75,000 75,000 

(8) 

Project 
Management 19,500 30,000 33,000  55,000 67,500 

  

QS & other 
reports 0 0 0  10,000 10,000 

              

  Sub-Total 1,157,000 1,427,000 1,564,500  1,600,800 1,890,100 

              

  Less           

(9) 

Rent Holiday 
(28m) 840,000 910,000 980,000 

24 
m 704,000 704,000 

(10) 

Landlord 
Contribution 0 0 0  300,000 600,000 

  Final Total 317,000 517,000 584,500   596,800 586,100 
        

 
Notes  
 

(1) Dilapidation estimates range between £175k and £250k.  We are liable for them if 
we move, and obviously the landlord will try to maximise that figure. 
 

(2) Security Deposits are usually required and calculated at 6 months’ rent plus VAT.  
We paid £250k security on 18RLC and were refunded that sum some 15 years later. 
If we move, we will have to lodge a Security Deposit and it is likely the Landlord will 
also want personal guarantees by some or all of us. If only some members gave 
guarantees, cross-cross indemnities would be required from the remainder. This is 
what we had to do originally at RLC.  We are told that it is unlikely our present 
Landlord will require a deposit or guarantees.  
 

(3) Fitting out costs obviously vary. Fitting out empty space to a high standard can be 
expensive and we want to achieve a good standard. After discussions with 
Farebrother we have used £65, £100 and £110 per sq. ft. These figures take into 
account the fact that our needs are not typical of an open plan office but probably 
require more separate rooms that normal. Room division is the most expensive 



 

element, particularly as rooms will require soundproofing for conferences and 
confidential discussions, and each room is likely to will require alteration to 
ventilation, heating and cooling systems as well as IT and electrical access points. 
Farebrother’s advice is that the upper figures are more likely to be the relevant 
costs if we have to fit out a modern office building floor. 
 

(4) Furniture and IT costs are likely to be approximately similar wherever we go. As we 
have more rooms as 18RLC they may be marginally higher there. 

 
(5) Moving costs are likely to be higher for 18RLC as it will include temporary premises 

to house and permit working with secure safes etc. The clerks are likely to base 
themselves at Chelmsford.  The temporary ‘swing’ space we think will cost us circa 
£4,000 a month for up to 6 months. We have already identified a number of 
options.  
 

(6) Stamp duty is calculated as 1% of the first 5 years rent less £150k.  
 

(7) Solicitors, Estate Agents, Accountants, Tax advisors etc. These are approximate 
figures but are likely to be similar whether we leave or stay.  

 
(8) Project Management may be required for fitting out new premises. They are 

usually based on a percentage of the project. Costs are usually estimated at 
between 5% - 6% of the total cost. We think it is an essential expenditure to bring 
the project in on time and on budget.  Oktra and Thirdway include PM costs in their 
estimates, but we would rather employ a reputable independent. We have engaged 
one over the course of April to prepare for the EGM. We believe it provides value 
and brings a professionalism to the process that we cannot otherwise provide.  

 
(9) Quantity Surveyor. A Quantity Surveyor produces a Project Cost Plan or Feasibility 

Plan to tell us the cost of what we intend so as to allow us to assess the value of the 
estimates we receive. We have engaged a QS for the former task for £2,500 plus 
VAT. The total cost of the QS is circa £5,000 to £7,000 plus VAT depending on the 
level of support we later require and if we go out to tender. The value of this is 
enormous because he has identified up to £600,000 of costs that we can properly 
ask the Landlord to contribute to either in whole or part.  

 
(10) Planning Consultants.  Listed Building Consent for 18RLC may be required 

depending on the nature and extent of the works proposed. For example, consent 
will inevitably be required for work on the courtyard or the removal of brickwork 
or placing considerably more by way of air-conditioning units on the roof but not 
for work on the top floor. Applications presently take about 10 weeks and should 
therefore be submitted as soon as possible if a decision to stay is made.  We are 
advised that we should retain Planning Consultants to draft a Heritage Report and 
prepare the planning applications/ Listed Building applications which will be 
needed to facilitate the process. Estimated cost £5 - 6,000. 
 



 

(11) Rent Holiday. New premises are currently offering between 25 and 29 months’ rent 
holiday on a 10-year lease.  Existing tenants are generally offered less because of 
other set offs through landlord contributions. We have already been offered 24 
months. Nearly all rent holidays take place by way of charging half rents, so a 24-
month rent holiday equates 4 years of half rents. Please note that a rent holiday is 
holiday from paying rent and does not include service charges or rates.  
 

(12) Landlords Contribution.  It is most unlikely that the landlord of new premises would 
contribute to costs: that would be covered in the holiday. 

 
The position is different at 18RLC.  
 
(a) We have been told that the landlord is prepared to spend up to £1m on the 

property.  If he does, he would want a return by increasing the rent to yield a 
return of about 5% pa. 
 

(b) However, not all such sums would attract that interest. For example, if we left 
the premises, dilapidations would be unlikely to include rewiring, upgrading the 
electrics and the fire alarm, the boiler and the lift, because they are still working. 
However, in order to rent out the premises, the landlord would almost certainly 
have to undertake upgrading and replacement work (and receive no rent while 
it was being done).  In such circumstances landlords usually agrees to make a 
reasonable contribution towards a tenant’s upgrading of the premises without 
raising the rent to recover such expenditure. 

 
(c) Our best guestimate at the moment is that we are likely to be able to persuade 

the landlord to contribute about £300k without any concomitant percentage 
rental increase.   Higher figures are possible, but at some point the contribution 
will be matched by a percentage rent increase. 
  

(d) Tax causes another problem. If we expend money on what is regarded as an 
improvement to the property to the landlord’s benefit, we cannot recover any 
VAT and the monies expensed would not be regarded as an RLC expense and 
would also attract corporation tax.  As the landlord could properly claim the 
work as an expense the obviously solution is to ask the landlord to carry out 
such works e.g. expanding the garden area or installing air conditioning and 
heating.  These items would have to be carefully worked out in consultation 
with all parties, and their tax advisors and accountants. 
 

(e) It should be pointed out that it might make more commercial sense to allow the 
landlord to do some work rather than undertake it ourselves. For example, if, 
for the sake of argument, the garden works cost £100k (it will not but we use 
that as a notional example), if that was considered of benefit to the landlord, it 
would cost us a total of £139k (£100 k + VAT + corporation tax), whereas it 
would only cost the landlord net £100k. If our rent was increased by £5k p.a. by 
way of recoupment i.e. that would represent an increase of £0.57 per sq. ft. or 



 

we accept a slightly shorter rent holiday.  This is an important issue which is 
developed below 
 

SECTION 5: FUNDING THE PROJECT 
 

44. Our own finances are obviously an important consideration. We are not planning to, 
but if we borrowed money to undertake such work ourselves, it would obviously have 
to be repaid, together with interest. We understand the landlord accepts that he will 
need to make some capital contribution to the proposed works. Presently the indication 
is this would be at least £250,000 and possibly up to £400,000. On that he seeks no 
return by way of a rent increase. However, he may also be interested in investing 
additional sums of money and recouping about 5% annually on his investment. No 
capital has to be repaid.  It might be in our interests to retain some of our capital and 
accept a 5% interest on use of the landlord’s capital.   For example, if the landlord was 
to invest £600,000 the 5% return would be £30,000 per annum, which would amount 
to an additional £3.47 per square foot on our rent. Alternatively, the return could be 
paid by a reduction in our rent-free period from 24 months to some lesser period. In 
either case it would mean we retain £600,000 the Landlord contributes as capital for 
our own other purposes and spend far less of our own capital to achieve what we want.  
 

45. The caveat is that as we write (4 May 21) we are still engaged in trying to firm up the 
Landlords contributions both at no cost and at cost to us. We know however, that they 
are prepared to put about £1m into the building to be split over both heads of cost. 
Clarifying these matters positively are part of the commercial terms we need to agree.  

 
46. We presently hold about £1.6m including VAT on our accounts. For present purposes 

we are working on the basis the full refurbishment may cost £1.6m. If the Landlord was 
to contribute without cost to us £300,000 (it may be a bit less or it may be a third more) 
and we were to choose to ‘buy’ £600,000 from the Landlord by paying a raised rent, 
then that means chambers has to fund £700,000. We want to keep a sinking fund of 
£500,000. We have already £295,000 on which we have paid Corporation tax. To add 
£205,000 to that fund will cost us £243,950 after payment of tax. If we then pay the 
£700,000 capital cost of the refurbishment it will mean, we are still left with £356,050 
in our account. This provides a contingency during the building stage but raises the 
possibility that at the end of the build we may be able to renew, refurbish, retain a 
substantial sinking fund but still redistribute to members. We cannot promise such a re-
distribution, but is a clear possibility.  

 
47. Of course, the more capital we “buy” from the landlord, the more rent will rise. The 

current rent is £41.30. The Landlords are seeking a rise to £43.23.  A 5% return of 
£600,000 means an additional £3.47 per square foot i.e. a total of about £46.70. This is 
still £18 per square foot less than most of the alternative premises. That new rent means 
our annual rent is £403,674.80. That rise also means the value of our rent-free period 
rises.  

 
48. We would still receive a 24-month rent-free period. That means over 24 months or half 

rent free over 48 months we save £807,349.60. It is in this context that the £700,000 



 

capital expenditure by Chambers on the building should be viewed. We will have repaid 
ourselves and more. For this reason, we are confident that members rent will not rise 
and that we will return to budgets based on annual redistribution.  

  
49. The matters above illustrate some of the complexities of this project and any 

negotiations with the landlords. It is a balancing exercise of a large number of different 
factors.  We also want to make the premises fit for our own specific purposes.  
 

50. Looking ahead and to maintain options for the future, that financial prudence and 
planning over the past years have allowed us now, we may also want to contemplate 
seeking to add to our sinking fund at a rate of say £50,000 per annum by paying tax to 
allow for that. This would mean that we aim to increase our sinking fund to £1m tax 
paid over 10 years. But that is a debate for another time. 

 
51. Finally, to state the obvious: 

  

• Moving will probably  
o significantly increase our annual outgoings on premises  
o offer us less space and flexibility 
o is likely to be office accommodation in shared blocks with shared 

entrances 
o is likely to remove the possibility of returning to a similar site if we ever 

wanted to 
 

• Remaining will 
o Keep annual outgoings on premises at a lower level, even if there are 

modest rent increases  
o Offer us more space and flexibility 
o Allow us to refit now to suit what we need 
o Retain a prestigious site associated with our “brand”. We become 

perhaps blasé but 18RLC is a beautiful building 
o Remain in close proximity to the Inns, High Court, Court of Appeal, 

Bailey and the new Fleet St City Court development 
 

• We have not so far found any new premises which appear suitable. 48 
Chancery Lane and 20 Red Lion St with one floor were too small and with 2 
floors are imperfect because in one case it is not an adjoining floor.  

 

• We have also contacted Lincolns Inn as it provides the greatest range of more 
modern office space. They have new space available from September 2022 
that would likely be suitable, but the rent will be more than we currently pay.  
 

Other matters  
 

52. Tendering. Some control of costs might be obtained by tendering. However, we have 
been advised that it is likely that our 3 estimates will be similar and approximately 
equivalent to any tender result.  This is borne out by the Project Cost Plan.  Of perhaps 



 

greater importance, tendering requires us to produce a more detailed Employers 
Requirement document which must specifying in some detail (e.g. sockets, number of 
plugs per desk etc.) our requirements. That can take 4 to 6 weeks to draft, let alone 
agree. The tender process itself could then take a further 4 to 6 weeks. If we agreed a 
project in May, it is unlikely to finish before January. Adding a further 3 months to that 
process should be avoided unless absolutely necessary.  
 

53. Temporary Accommodation Costs.  It is easier for contractors to refurbish RLC if the 
building in empty. Completing the work in stages is an option, but is likely to incur 
greater cost, as the contractors would have to dust proof those rooms in occupation, 
arrange for safe travel routes etc.  It would also be likely to increase time, in that a 20-
week project would be likely to take 30 weeks.  The advice we have received is that 
ordinarily temporary relocation costs would be cheaper.  For us, relocation costs would 
be relatively marginal.  The clerks are happy to largely relocate to Chelmsford and work 
from home. The only unavoidable expense would be renting a secure serviced office 
space to house some clerking presence and space for Chambers secure documents and 
those who work to them.  Such spaces are acceptable to the Treasury, whereas rooms 
in the Inns are not always deemed sufficiently secure. We will also need some 
conference space.  

 
  

SECTION 6 THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO 18RLC: REFURBISHMENT AND REDESIGN  
 

54. Oktra offered substantial redesign which included opening up spaces and involved 
significant structural work and planning permission. Their costs ranged estimate from 
£1.2 to £1.5m or £1.35m to £1.65m if furnishings are included. All members of 
Chambers were offered the opportunity to attend their design presentation on 26 April. 
Some members (ASQC, SCQC and DC) and staff attended and had an interesting 2 hours. 
The look and feel of what we would get was well appreciated. We retain questions over 
the permissibility of their plans for the Courtyard. They well appreciate those issues.  
 

55. Thirdway approached the issue on the basis that structural alterations to a listed 
building should be limited as it entailed inevitable expense and was likely to cause Listed 
Building consent difficulties. They are confident that where they have suggested 
structural changes we are likely to obtain consent. At the same time a number of 
alterations could be made without involving planning permission.  Their costs estimate, 
which included furnishings was £1.328m ex VAT.  Their proposals cover most if not all 
of the recommendations set out above at para. 6.   Their presentation is available on 
Chambers Intranet and will be distributed to GMC and Members in advance of the 
relevant meetings. The WPAR and GMC were offered the opportunity to attend their 
presentation on 16 April. Some members and staff attended.  

 
56. Woodhouse again is offering a substantial opening up of space. They are aware of the 

sensitivities of Listed Building consent having just been undertaking an extensive 
refurbishment of Jack Straw’s Castle in Hampstead which involved fairly radical changes 
to the building. We have worked more closely on a room-by-room basis in setting out 
what we want. That is not to say we could not and will not do the same with the others. 



 

All members were invited to attend their offices for a presentation on 27 April. ASQC 
and SCQC and staff visited. They were the only firm to have an architect with recent 
Listed building experience attend and presently appear somewhat less expensive than 
the 2 London firms. The architects view was useful.  
 

57. All of the plans have been circulated. Please bear in mind these are plans where we will 
later cherry pick what we prefer as part of our later Employers requirements. The 
present plans for example show a tea point on the 1st floor that we will following 
feedback at the GMC probably abandon and revert that room to workspace. We may 
also choose to use more space on the Lower Ground Floor for lockers than any of the 
plans currently reflect. Further storage space also needs to be included. 

 
58. Time scales. Current project estimates can be divided into the following broad time 

bands: 
 

May to mid-July Layout, design and furniture workshops and approvals, listed 
building application 

July to December Mobilisation and Construction 
January  Furniture, IT and Audio-Visual installation, Contingencies 
Feb or March Go Live 

 
 

SECTION 7: COSTING AND CASH FLOW AND FUTURE RESERVES 
 
59. Let us be clear Chambers can afford to move or stay without calling on any contribution 

from members.   Our current reserves have increased to £1.6m. That figure excludes 
sums held in Chambers current account for ongoing expenditure.  
 

60. In any event, we will not have to extinguish those reserves.     
 

61. From a cash flow perspective if we negotiate a new lease in July and completed works 
by December or January 2022, we are likely to have increased our reserves still further.  
It is difficult to be more precise at this stage.  

 
62. One obvious concern is cost and time overruns. However, this is not a domestic building 

project, but a commercial project. Any contractor selected based upon design and price 
will enter into a JACT Design and Build contract so we both know what the budget is 
and in what circumstances they can move outside that budget. The contractor will be 
expected to work to a price. That is standard. Our Project Manager will oversee budget 
control. In simple terms we have to work to set dates and will continue to take steps to 
mitigate such risks. As one of the contractors said when we put our concerns to him ‘We 
would get not business in the market we operate in if we fail to come in on or close to 
budget’.  Another showed us statistics on how important a positive client experience 
and follow-up was to their reputation and where they sat in those statistics. That is 
wholly inconsistent with late delivery and running over budget.  

 



 

63. It does not mean that there is not some risk in refurbishing a period property. One does 
not always know what problems will be found until things are stripped back. However, 
while the building dates from the 17th Century it was largely rebuilt in 1971 after a fire 
and was subject to a major refurbishment in 1996. We think the risks appear 
manageable. We did have a concern about asbestos under the floors, but the 1996 
Building Survey indicates that all the floorboards were up at that time and we think it 
would have been picked up then. Our Project Manager says that if they had found 
asbestos in 1996, they would have been unlikely to have simply replaced the boards 
without removing it, and he would also be surprised if there was asbestos in those voids.  
We have allowed an appropriate sum for that contingency and have in any event 
engaged with the landlord about paying for it if it becomes an issue.  
 

64. Other factors to be borne in mind: 
 

a. The figures above are inevitably provisional. We will not have final costs until 
we agree a schedule of works. Then we will re-instruct the Quantity Surveyor 
to price the works to ensure what we are asked to pay is appropriate. We are 
already gaining a far clearer view of costs in consequence of the QS work to 
date.  
 

b. VAT recovery. As stated above we cannot recover VAT on improvements which 
ultimately benefit the freeholder. Such costs would include the garden 
extension and might include air-conditioning and heating.  If the landlord bears 
such costs, he might seek to recover them by a pro rata increase in rents spread 
over the period of the lease. We would of course argue that the benefit or part 
of it goes beyond the term of any lease, and that he could also recover 130% 
tax relief on that expenditure.   
 

c. Corporation tax. The current budget offers 130% tax allowance against 
infrastructure investment. It seems that is likely to cover a significant 
proportion of what we want to achieve. £500,000 for example could generate 
an additional £150,000 tax allowance.  That in turn would mean that Chambers 
could place £150,000 into its reserves without liability for 19% corporation tax 
thus saving £23,500. The saving may increase as corporation tax is set for some 
annual incremental rises. 

 
Chambers reserves include £519,000, £269,000 on which corporation tax has 
been paid in the past, and £250,000 of which is a relatively repayment of 
security originally lodged in 1995. Apart from those sums and any savings 
which may be incurred through enhanced tax relief, any other sums retained 
by Chambers for future reserves will incur a tax liability of 19% corporation tax.   
 

d. Chelmsford: Chambers should retain monies to cover expenses likely to be 
incurred when the Chelmsford lease expires in 2024 and new premises have 
to be considered. 

 



 

e. Permanent financial reserve. Chambers is constitutionally obliged to maintain 
a Sinking Fund to assist with dilapidations etc. We were fortunate that we did 
not have to rely upon our reserves during the pandemic. However, the 
existence of those funds provided a significant degree of comfort about 
Chambers financial stability and security, particularly at a time when other sets 
came under severe strain, and some failed.  The precise amount of that 
security is a matter for discussion at a later date, but it should at least relate 
to an agreed proportion of Chambers principal annual expenses. 
 

f. Members’ rents. It should be clear that no increase in rents or other 
contributions are required from members.  We anticipate holding rents at 
current levels until we have restored our reserves to a level to be determined 
and agreed and to provide sufficient cash reserves to deal with Chelmsford’s 
requirements when their lease come to an end. Although we cannot accurately 
predict when it will occur, we hope that at some time next year on in 2023, we 
will revert to the rebate system, so that surplus monies are rebated at the end 
of each financial year to members in proportion to their contribution in during 
that financial year   

 
Our long-term aspiration must always be to reduce the base level of rent. 
 

g. Re-distribution of funds. Both the options of downsizing and/or staying put but 
not refurbishing could mean that a point was reached where after payment of 
costs that will arise and tax  paid to retain a sinking fund etc there could be 
money to redistribute to members. There is too much uncertainty to attempt 
to calculate the sums. What can be said is that any basis for redistribution 
would start with last year’s surplus, which could be redistributed in the normal 
way i.e. in proportion to the rents paid by each member.  That percentage 
redistribution obviously means that in real terms, those who paid the most by 
way of rents would receive the largest amount. By way of example, a 2.5% 
redistribution on £7,500 rent would be £187.50. On £35,000 it would be 
£875.00.  Beyond that there are issues which might have to be considered. For 
example, some sums which we currently hold came from contributions made 
over the years, and some as far back as 1995.  
 

SECTION 8:  NON-FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 

65. The surveys revealed that many members were interested in issues which are not 
readily quantifiable in financial terms.  We believe that remaining at RLC and investing 
in its infrastructure meets most if not all of those concerns and interests. 
 

(i) Space. RLC offers the space to provide many of the facilities which members 
sought: proper shared desking arrangements; break out spaces; secure remote 
conferencing facilities; secure working rooms for safes approved to Treasury 
standards; smart conference facilities; a visible and prestigious site.  
 



 

(ii) A Positive Statement. A refurbished RLC provides a visible investment in our 
future and a strong statement about our financial security and self-confidence 
for the future.  A move to smaller office space could be seen as downsizing 
however much we protest otherwise.  

 
(iii) Flexibility. It is difficult to know precisely what the future will bring. Having 

space and financial reserves allows us to react with a degree of flexibility which 
may be denied to others.  

 
(iv) Opportunity Cost. 18RLC is a unique building with an interesting history.  It has 

formed part of our “brand” for 25 years. We repeat that we tend to become 
somewhat blasé about it. The two design and build companies have both 
separately commented on it being an outstanding building. Those facts should 
not hold us back if the circumstances dictate that we must move on. However, 
if we do move, such a step is probably irrevocable. We are unlikely to find similar 
premises again, or any premises with the same degree of space at the same cost. 

 
(v) Recruitment.  Future recruitment is a complex topic which can be divisive. Most 

people’s perception of Chambers is that it is a set of 84 juniors who are full-time 
criminal practitioners.  Each of those statements are wrong. If we are to debate 
future recruitment, and discuss rebalancing Chambers, or reinforcing particular 
practice areas, we should do so on the basis of an accurate understanding and 
analysis of the facts. It is a debate which should be had sooner rather than later.  
It is a debate which might be rendered sterile if Chambers were to downsize 
significantly. 

 
A separate paper has been produced which analyses the make-up of Chambers 
juniors, practice areas and possible needs.  
 

(vi) Pupils and Training. Pupils go through a rigorous selection process and are 
chosen from a wide pool of applicants who are attracted by our reputation as a 
set and the (well- deserved) reputation of our training program.  We take on 
many of our pupils largely because the calibre of applicants is generally high.  
Training itself is best effected, within a Chambers milieu, where pupils and 
young tenants can readily meet, converse, and discuss issues.  Virtual sets would 
eliminate many such opportunities and represent a real backwards step in 
access to the bar and the drive for diversity. We do not see how a virtual set can 
offer the same training and experience. We fear that many will now, or over 
time reduce their commitment to training and taking on pupils which could have 
a serious detrimental effect for the future of the criminal bar. That is not what 
we want. We want to exemplify excellence and offer full and effective 
pupillages, during which pupils have the opportunity to learn and benefit from 
a collaborative in-person experience.  That is best achieved in a traditional 
Chambers setting. 
 

(vii) Support for young practitioners. Chambers is structured to support younger 
practitioners by effectively subsidising their costs within their early years of 



 

practice.  Not many sets do this.  It is something that we believe should continue 
and is best supported by traditional sets. Again, we are of the view that in the 
early years if practice the ability to work collaboratively and to interact in-person 
with members of all levels is imperative.  The design and refurbishment of 
Chambers should maximise the opportunities for encouraging this aim. 

 
(viii) Remote Hearings.  We must plan on the basis that remote hearings are here to 

stay. As the technology develops such hearings will increasingly become the 
norm for pre-trial and non-trial work.  Zoom booths will be needed in Chambers 
for those members who lack adequate space, facilities or privacy for lengthy or 
multiple remote hearings and/or conferences.  Some of these booths will allow 
two members to sit together so Leader and Junior can appear in the same space. 
A secure internet connection is a must have stable connections and we are 
aware from various Teams meetings over the past year that some members do 
not. Good IT facilities in soundproofed controlled spaces are likely to grow in 
importance.  We need to space to provide them, and more importantly, to 
expand their number if required to do so. 

 
(ix) Conference Rooms.  We do not believe that remote working will eliminate the 

need for conference rooms.  Beauty parades will still take place in Chambers.  
Government Departments which plan to downsize (some have already) or 
return to limited facilities within the Government estate, will require some 
external conference or collaborative facilities.  The proximity of the Court of 
Appeal, the Bailey and the new 18 court Justice Quarter to be built in Fleet 
Street, are all likely to generate a demand for access to conference rooms.  Good 
facilities can make Chambers an attractive destination, and while such factors 
do not influence who gets instructed, good facilities are undoubtedly noted and 
sets the tone for chambers, for clients, and enforces a strong brand image. 
Presently RL Consulting do not use 18RLC for formal conferences because they 
think the standard of our conference rooms is inadequate. The plans involve a 
significant upgrade in our conference facilities and will then allow space for 
socialising afterwards in either the Lower ground social space or in the garden. 
It will be a significantly better facility than at present.  

 
 

SECTION 9:  HISTORICAL AND FUTURE TRENDS IN WORKING PRACTICES 
 
66. COVID has shown that criminal sets can operate from a virtual criminal administrative 

hub.  A physical footprint is not strictly necessary. Alternatively, Chambers could 
operate simply with a physical clerk’s room and a few conference rooms.  A few sets 
have already been forced to move in that direction. Others are downsizing to cut their 
future expenses and recover from the debts incurred during COVID. 
 

67. However, what COVID actually did was to highlight the changes in criminal working 
practises which have evolved over the past 20 years. When practices were paper based, 
members, particularly junior members would usually return to Chambers from court, 
and when they did not would usually check in with the clerks. Contact with Chambers 



 

was necessary to check mail and messages, pick up additional case papers and new 
briefs, communicate with solicitors, attend conferences and research law in the 
Chambers library and (if necessary) the Inns of Court Libraries. Pupils and young tenants 
were heavily exposed to more senior members. Discussions inevitably arose about 
cases, results, problems and issues. This generated a real collegiate atmosphere and as 
a learning matrix was invaluable and intense. It also tended to bind members closely 
together. We need to think very carefully before abandoning these benefits.  

 
68. That milieu has gone. Now communications with solicitors and clerks are mobile; paper 

briefs are largely digital; research is an on-line function; and conferences (and some 
hearings) can be conducted remotely.  Accordingly, a criminal barrister can practice 
from home without coming into Chambers for months at a time. Some do.  Individual 
working practices have become decentralised.  

 
69. The trajectory of dispersal is bleak. There is an economic incentive on criminal sets to 

increase fee income from members, and on tenants to reduce their own expenses. 
Those drivers may see criminal sets expanding in size in order to cut rent. Logically, one 
might see the development of very large sets and/or a growth in sole practitioners 
outsourcing their clerking and administration to clerking service companies. Virtual 
clerking and administration services (CAS) would undoubtedly undercut traditional 
Chambers fees.  

 
70. Of course, the dispersal effect is not universal. Civil sets have experienced the same 

technological transformation as crime, but continue to retain the traditional structure, 
perhaps partly because most civil practices are rarely court based and/or civil 
practitioners earn larger fees.  For civil Chambers, the cost advantages of dispersal must 
be outweighed by the advantages of quasi-corporate branding, a collegiate base, and 
working together, which includes training, peer discussion, returns and cover.  

 
 
SECTION 10: FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS IN CRIMINAL WORK 

 
71. In the short term, work is likely to be relatively prolific as the MoJ seek to eliminate the 

Crown Court backlog which had accrued before and then grown during COVID. A 
reasonable estimate is that the normal receipts and disposals are unlikely to return to 
normal before 2024. When that happens, most of the Nightingale and other temporary 
courts are likely to close.  Work flows will slow despite case receipts arising from the 
employment of an additional 20,000 police.  We have a few years to prepare and ensure 
that our members are best placed to weather that predictable storm.   
 

72. COVID will have exacerbated the concerns of some criminal barristers about the stability 
of careers already threatened by historical underfunding and overwork.  That will be of 
particular concern to those who have suffered most during lockdown, and in sets which 
had fragile finances.  Some may leave the Bar at the first opportunity.  Others might 
wait and ride the wave of work which will crest over the next few years.  However, when 
the backlog is eliminated, and work-flows return to normal more departures and 
financial stresses to criminal sets are likely to return. 



 

 
73. The reality is that as an entity we have weathered the pandemic well.  Of course, some 

individual members have suffered but as a whole, Chambers income has not fallen. We 
have made an effort some time ago to accumulate reserves and retain those monies. 
None of the changes that will have to happen as a result of our lease coming to an end 
in March 2022 are dictated by a deterioration in Chambers financial position. We are 
fortunate compared with many of our peers.  We need to retain that good fortune by 
planning for the future. The end of a year of pandemic may encourage a desire to return 
to some form of communal working and support.  We should build on that.  For the 
future, Chambers with good reputations and respected members will survive and thrive. 
We must be one.  

 
 
 

TABLE OF PARTICIPANTS 
 

Contact Name And Company Role Additional Information 

Malcolm Brackley  
(Farebrother) 

Our agents in dealing with the 
Landlord 

They have been acting for Chambers  the 
past 25 years 

Alex Knott 
(Farebrother) 

Assisting us in identifying 
alternative premises 

 

Paul England  
(Pulsar Building Consultancy Ltd) 

Project Manager www.pulsarbc.com 
 

BAP 
Bigham Anderson Partnership 

Quantity Surveyor helping 
prepare a Costs Analysis 

 

Kanika Building Services Ltd Report on the Building Services 
Installation 

Examined general scope, condition, 
operation and suitability of the mechanical 
and electrical services, for the future  

 

Chris Jenkins 
(Thirdway) 

Design and Build contractor 
tendering for project. (Barbican 
based) 

https://www.thirdwayinteriors.com/projects 

Tom Metcalfe 
(Oktra) 

Design and Build contractor 
tendering for project. (Hatton 
Garden based) 

https://www.oktra.co.uk 

Ralph Dummer  
(Woodhouse Contracts Ltd) 
Hatfield 

Design and Build contractor 
tendering for project. 
(Hatfield based) 

https://woodhouseworkspace.com 

Ensafe Consultants Asbestos specialists used in 
2019 to remove asbestos from 
radiator covers 

 

UK Power Network To ascertain how much power is 
coming into the building.  

Relevant to needs for more aircon and 
electrical heating. In short gas is being 
removed from most offices as we near the 
end of the North-sea supply. Its costs will 
rise and we need to look for better and 
greener alternatives i.e. electricity.  

PIP Lifts Lift Maintenance and a report 
on the lift condition 

 



 

James Gillett 
Savills 

Re alternative space at a heavily 
reworked space in Lincolns from 
09/22 

JGillett@savills.com 

Sarah Lee 
Lincolns Inn 

Head of Property Portfolio 
Management 

Sarah.lee@lincolnsinn.org.uk" 
Sarah.lee@lincolnsinn.org.uk 

Amy Stern 
FLEXIOFFICES 

Swing Space Amy.stern@ flexioffices.com 

 
 
 

LINKS TO PLANS ETC 
 

Full plans and 3D CGI  
https://xd.adobe.com/view/9f9f4b16-7212-4100-9ff7-c8e8c0a5f55e-cacc/?fullscreen  
 
 
White-card walkthrough of parts to avoid colour fixation.  
https://we.tl/t-C1XiPF7i4r 
 
 
Thirdway    

https://thirdway.box.com/s/5e0obkrua3547y6yltpw9ewt05zwtqe0 - Full doc, Updated 
Design 

https://thirdway.box.com/s/b1xslo0uvzxep0vdf10y2vpof23495oz - Updated Design and 
Case Studies 

 
Woodhouse 
  
https://we.tl/t-uofZqGHuc3 - link to design doc. 
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