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As we shut the door on 2020, a year that many of 

us won’t be sad to see the back of, we open a new 

door to a new year full of hope and continued success 

for us and all of our clients and contacts. Whilst we may 

well have just entered lockdown 3.0, we are all hopeful 

that this is the last lockdown with the end in sight. 

We are so proud of our entire team and the efforts that 

we as a company made last year to continue to provide 

excellent service and commitment to our clients. We 

are very proud that we all made it through last year 

relatively unscathed from a business perspective and so 

gratified that we as a company worked hard together to 

overcome the battles that the pandemic threw at us. We 

are under no illusion that the start of this new year will 

be any easier, but we are all hopeful that by summer, we 

will be able to host some very overdue Christmas parties!

But, until then, we stoically carry on. It is business as 

usual for R Costings, our offices have re-opened, home 

working has resumed, and our drivers are back out on 

the roads doing what they do best. And along with 

it, here is our second issue of Inside Law: Brining the 

Conversation to You.  This issue, we are focusing on the 

tricky path of Part 36 offers and all the goodies that 

can arise from a rejected offer from our very own Costs 

Lawyer, Sarah Pettit and our MD Paul Reason gives his 

perspective on the real cost of informal schedules over 

Bills of Costs. We are also pleased to introduce you to 

our esteemed and highly experienced costs draftsmen 

Paul Kay and Louise Beamish who will guide you through 

the ups and downs of everything budget related – all the 

way through to the recovery of your costs following case 

management orders.

We also welcome our guest speaker; Charlotte 

Corbyn, Director and Solicitor at Lifetime Solicitors 

who discusses the emotional and physical costs of 

contentious probate, an ever increasing area of law 

throughout 2020 and no doubt beyond.

We do hope you enjoy this issue, and would always 

welcome any feedback you would like to give. Head on 

over to the R Costings website or Inside Law LinkedIn 

page at www.linkedin.com/company/inside-law-

rcostings/

An introduction from the R Costings Management Team;

Welcome to Inside Law:  
Bringing the Conversation to you
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What is a Precedent H and when do I need one?

PK: Let’s start at the beginning with what is a Precedent 
H costs budget and when do they have to be prepared?

LB: A costs budget is used in cases at allocation stage 
to ultimately cost manage litigation costs through to 
the conclusion of the claim to enable the court to award 
costs proportionately. 

PK: I agree. LJ Rupert Jackson’s idea was that it allows 
the court to control and ensure that a party only have 
reasonable and proportionate costs, but it also gives 
certainty to both parties as to their potential legal bill in 
the event they lose. It can’t control costs that pre-date 
the date of the budget - they are still controlled in the 
old-fashioned way by detailed assessment, but it does 
control the costs going forward once approved subject to 
some of the get outs, we might talk about later. 

LB: So obviously an extremely powerful document. 

PK: Yes, and you need to get it right because if you get it 
wrong at the start you are pretty much stuck with it. The 
old days of being able to fix costs problems at the end 

in a bill aren’t the case anymore, you have to get it right 
at the start. When a budget is required to be prepared 
depends on the case, however. If the stated value on the 
claim form is less that £50,000.00 what are the rules? 

LB: In that case, the budget is to be filed with the 
directions questionnaire but if the value is above 
£50,000.00 it is 21 days before any listed CCMC unless it 
is ordered alternatively by the court at any given time. 

PK: Absolutely, it is an is odd rule and completely 
contradictory to the purposes of budgeting as in a case 
worth less than £50,000, the budget is going to be much 
more straightforward, only having to be on one page. Yet 
the rules make us prepare that type of budget far more 
in advance than a budget for example, of £10 million that 
only has to be filed 21 days before. I guess we need to 
look at what happens if a budget isn’t filed on time, which 
is obviously a big one!

What happens if I don’t file a budget in time?

LB: Yes, court fees only! 

PK: Yes, basically if you miss the deadline you lose all 

Costs budgeting from the notice 
of hearing to the recovery of your 
approved (and unapproved) costs
A discussion with our very own Paul Kay and Louise Beamish

PAUL KAY 
Paul is a highly experienced costs draftsman and 
advocate, specialising in complex high-value cost 
budgeting matters and CCMC’s.

Paul has in excess of 20 years’ knowledge having 
attended a considerable number of CCMC and Detailed 
Assessment hearings across the country and provides 
seminars and training on all costs matters to solicitors 
and cost experts’ alike.

LOUISE BEAMISH 
Louise is one of our highly regarded cost drafting experts 
with 28 years’ experience.

Louise is the ‘go-to’ expert for complex multi-track 
Budgets and Bills of Costs having prepared an abundance 
of multi-million pound catastrophic and clinical negligence 
cost claims. Louise provides comprehensive guidance on 
costs recovery and budgeting claims throughout a case 
and following settlement.
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your costs. Presently, there is no case law that states 
you will lose all incurred costs pre-dating the date you 
should have filed the budget or not. I was involved in a 
case where that had happened, and the party had had 
the sanction applied and although we never got as far 
as assessment, the paying party opponent never took 
the point and said incurred costs should have been 
recoverable. 

LB: That’s interesting and surprising, I thought it would 
apply to costs throughout the duration of the entire 
claim. 

PK: Well, what the rule says is the party’s budget should 
be limited to court fees only and of course the budgeted 
costs are the ones the court can control going forward. It 
is open to challenge in absence of any case law on it, and 
in my experience, costs in that scenario incurred were 
recovered. 

LB: If you find yourself in the situation of not having 
filed in time, you can apply for a relief from sanction 
which needs to be done as soon as you are aware the 
deadline has been missed. We always advise you seek 
your opponent’s agreement as soon as you realise the 
deadline has passed to assist with any application you 
may make in accordance with the Denton test. We have 
seen many successful applications, haven’t we?

PK: The vast majority of the time they are, but don’t 
rely on relief being granted as par for the course. The 
difficulty with this sanction is that it is so severe that it 
encourages parties to act disproportionality - ironic given 
budgeting is all about keeping things proportionate. 
Routinely you see relief granted for those small errors 
as although there has been a breach, and it is a serious 
one given the level of sanction the third stage of the 
Denton test means the Court will grant relief as there has 
been “no prejudice” to use the old pre-Denton language. 
I’ve seen cases where the budget is filed a day or two 
before the hearing and relief hasn’t been granted. It is not 
uncommon that the solicitors will get advised of a CCMC 
less than 21 days before it is meant to take place and the 
breach is therefore out of their control.

LB: I have seen this happen.

PK: Another common situation is where a case is 
potentially fast track, but a solicitor wants to seek multi-
track. 

LB: That is quite an interesting and difficult one that we 
deal with quite regularly. 

PK: This can go a number of different ways. The normal 
run of events is where the court will send a notice of 
proposed allocation to the fast track, so directions 
questionnaire will not include provision for filing a costs 
budget. If you are applying for directions however to put 
something in the multi-track, I would always advise to do 
the budget. 

LB: I agree, do the budget at that stage. 

PK: If you are claiming for £50,000 or less, send it with 
the DQ and if more than £50,000, I always tell clients 
advise costs budget will be filed 21 days in advance of 
CMC as per CPR 3.13, what should then happen but 

doesn’t always, is the court should list for a very short 
(15-30 minute) hearing to determine that issue. 

LB: Unfortunately, you don’t see that very often. What 
about if the claim has been proceeding on the fast 
track, you’ve exchanged directions questionnaires and 
then there’s a change in, for example the Claimant’s 
symptoms, so the valuation goes up. Should you look to 
agree with your opponent for it to be re-allocated to the 
multi-track? 

PK: I think you have to wait because say it has been 
allocated to fast track, there is no requirement to do a 
budget. If you are going to apply to have it re-allocated 
and that application is contested, you would get budget 
directions put in the order. If you are agreeing to 
reallocation you would file a consent order providing for 
parties to file budgets by a certain date. The court would 
then list for a cost only CMC. 

OK, so I’ve filed my budget – what next?

LB: Yes, it usually happens at directions stage, but can 
happen at later points in the case. Moving on to what 
happens once budgets have been filed, regarding 
agreeing budgets and the CCMC. There is a process for 
this, so once you’ve filed and exchanged budgets you 
review your opponent’s budget. 

PK: In personal injury and clinical negligence claims 
where liability is admitted, the budget from the paying 
party tends to be very low because in practice the 
defendant knows they aren’t going to be recovering costs 
because they have admitted liability. There is only really 
one scenario where they can recover costs. 

LB: That is when there is failure to beat a part 36 offer. 

PK: Yes, but then they can only recover costs for a certain 
period, so really their budget just becomes something 
to get their opponents budget reduced arguing 
proportionality. Procedurally what happens is 7 days 
before the hearing you file your precedent R. 

LB: Yes, the budget discussion report. 

PK: This is a court mandated form setting out what phases 
you agree, what phases you don’t agree and why with 
counter proposals. Again, in PI/clinical negligence litigation 
where liability has been admitted, 99% of the time the 
claimant is the receiving party and the opponent’s budget 
will be so much lower it is agreed. So, in that situation 
there would be no need to file a precedent R. 

LB: Usually the parties will then open negotiations 
prior to the CCMC to see if they can narrow the issues 
or agree any or all of the phases. I have found in my 
experience that if there are disputes in relation to 
the directions themselves it makes it very difficult to 
negotiate budgets because the phases are still open 
regarding work required. So, I only tend to really agree 
full budgets when the directions are agreed. Where 
directions are still disputed it is possible to agree some 
phases which is helpful. But where there is a dispute for 
example in relation to trial estimate or expert evidence 
then obviously you need to proceed to the CCMC hearing 
and agreement of most of the budget phases is highly 
unlikely. 
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PK: Of course, as a lot of those phases are interlinked. 
I think there are some common misconceptions with 
solicitors who often feel that you discuss budgets first 
and you then do the budget discussion report but the 
Precedent R is the initial opening point for negotiations. 
There is a real choice for solicitors in terms of style and 
approach here ahead of going to the CCMC. Many will 
instruct counsel for directions and to deal with the cost’s 
element. If this is the chosen route, we would strongly 
recommend that your costs expert work with Counsel 
ahead of the CCMC to advise as to how negotiations 
have progressed. 

LB: And even how the budget has been constructed, 
obviously the costs draftsman knows the costs element 
inside out and what exactly is required to conclusion of 
the case and can work with Counsel to recommend where 
reductions can be workable and where it will cause issues in 
the litigation – this will of course assist if the Court makes an 
order against Counsel’s/cost experts recommendations and 
increases need to be later sought to the budget. Complex 
issues can also be discussed and highlighted to Counsel in 
situations (such as multi-party cost budgets)

PK: I would always advise to clients that if they as the 
solicitor are going to deal with the hearing directly, then it 
is beneficial to have the costs draftsman with you. Costs 
draftsman fees come out of the 2% allowance. If directions 
are agreed, and I do a lot of hearings in this situation, it 
is cost effective for your costs expert to deal with the 
budget element. At the very least, I would say work with 
the person who prepared your budget prior to and during 
the CCMC to avoid your budget being stripped down 
extremely heavily at CCMC. This way, it ensures that all 
relevant points are raised at the CCMC. It is common a 
judge will simply say; “okay you wanted 4 experts you only 
got 3, so I will take 25% off that phase of the budget”, but 
it doesn’t always work like that. We always try to provide 
a disbursement addendum attached to a budget. From 
my experience most barristers that deal with this sort of 
thing are more than happy to get an email setting out 
phase by phase the arguments in relation to the Precedent 
R and why they might not be right. Simply put, your costs 
draftsman is the expert in cost budgeting, and therefore 
well equipped to represent you at your hearing. 

LB: I rarely see disputes in final bills of costs that are even 
related to draftsman’s fees for attending a hearing, as you 
say they come within the 2%.

PK: So, if you spend £500 to £1000 for your costs expert 
to attend CCMC, and your budget gets assessed £10,000 
to £20,000 higher than it would have without them, its 
money well spent. 

LB: Now with your recent article Paul I thought you 
would be well versed at telling us what happens when 
a budget is approved and then needs amending if costs 
need increasing. The new Precedent T seems to follow 
our own example we were using too?

PK: It is coincidental, but the rules committee didn’t 
take my template and use it. We literally only got this 
in October as a formal precedent, so 7 ½ years after 
costs budgeting came in, they have only just given us a 
mechanism to update costs budgets. 

LB: This was much needed. 

PK: The thing about it is that it follows on from the Sharp 
v Blank Ors [2017] case; that the line between estimated 
and incurred costs is forever fixed at the date of the first 
budget. You have the Precedent T form now, and it is 
envisaged that it is done entirely on paper so the party 
that wants the revision fills the form out with a box at 
the top for what you think the significant development 
is. Then you fill in the extra amounts you want per phase 
which can be either agreed or disagreed based on the 
proposed significant development. You fill the form out 
and send it to the court; there is no need to make an 
application and the court will either determine it on paper 
or list it for a hearing. 

We get a lot of requests to seek updates to budgets 
and unless there is a significant development, we have 
to advise that unfortunately if you didn’t get the budget 
right at the start and you signed it, this isn’t a good 
reason to depart, so you are stuck with it. Louise do you 
want to deal with how your costs budget can assist after 
this point with interim payments. 

Can I use my budget to get an interim payment? 

LB: Well, the approved costs budget is a great tool to 
decipher the amount you can request as an interim 
payment. What I always advise clients to do is that 
when you are just about to settle the case and decide 
on an appropriate amount, use your approved costs 
budget. Make it clear that you want to be paid an interim 
payment and include the provision within the final 
settlement order, to be paid in 21 days. That would be the 
best way around it.

PK: The case to cite for this is Thomas Pink Ltd v 
Victoria’s Secret UK Ltd [2014] which will say you will 
get 90% of the budgeted costs and generally if you 
go back to the pre-budgeting case law  Mars UK Ltd v. 
Teknowledge Ltd [2008] ,that will give you 50-60% of 
your incurred costs so that’s how you work out what 
interim you should get. 

LB: Agreed

PK: Another question is whether you can serve a budget 
to seek recovery of costs?

So, should I use my budget to settle my costs?

LB: That can only really be done if you have dealt with 
the case throughout the whole of the budgeting stage 
i.e., up to trial. Even then however, seeking settlement 
from an approved budget still has its problems. 

PK: Agreed, the other huge thing to consider is incurred 
costs which the budget has absolutely no control over 
as they are determined by detailed assessment and 
quite often. If a case settles pre-trial the trial, pre-trial 
and PTR phases have not been touched etc. You could 
have 50/60% incurred costs, so to get a settlement just 
off the budget when those costs are open to detailed 
assessment is probably a little bit foolhardy. 

LB: Yes, particularly in clinical negligence and PI cases 
a lot of the work is done in the pre-action stages so to 
maximise cost recovery its always beneficial and strongly 
recommended to have a detailed bill done. 
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PK: You recover your costs of bill preparation and 
assessment too, and in terms of getting cash in you can 
obtain an interim payment for a large majority of costs 
at settlement stage, so you don’t have to worry about 
cashflow. If a defendant says we’ve looked at your budget 
and want to offer you this, they are generally wanting to 
get rid of a case quickly and cheaply. Let’s move on to 
bill preparation once settlement has been achieved and 
there’s an approved budget.

What happens if I choose to have a bill prepared and 
I’ve gone over my budget? 

LB: So, as we all know when there’s a costs management 
order (CMO) and the costs budget has been approved 
you have to prepare a fully phased bill which includes the 
costs separated between incurred and estimated. For all 
costs post-06 April 2018, this is in electronic format. With 
the phased bill it allows you to look at your budgeted 
costs within the phases, whether you have kept within 
the budget or not. So, with the bill a Precedent Q is 
served which allows the paying party to see at a glance 
those phases exceeded and those remaining within the 
budgeted allowance which is a very useful tool when 
negotiating. This is another huge reason why you need 
to get the costs budget right at budgeting stage as if 
you have phases that run off on a tangent and a lot of 
work has been done which hasn’t been allowed within the 
budget you won’t be able to recover it. 

PK: A good costs draftsman can hopefully draft the bill 
which enables you to be closer to your budgeted costs 
than you think you are – the same person preparing the 
Bill from Budget also knows where they placed the initial 
costs at budgeting stage. You see it very often with 
defendants where they say for example this expert fee said 
it would be £1200 and its actually £1700 so that’s £500 off 
but that’s not true. You get a total for each phase and you 
can then spend it how you want. If you want to exceed 
your counsel estimate fee and spend less time in a phase 
that’s fine. It’s a total per phase to work within. 

LB: Absolutely, it’s about remaining proportionate and 
within the budgeted allowances that have been made at 
the CCMC stage. I mean obviously there are some justifiable 
reasons to depart from a budget, but I would say it’s 
incredibly difficult to establish wouldn’t you say Paul?

PK: Yes, generally this is why you have to do a Precedent 
T as you go along. It’s one of those things, you hate to say 
to clients, but every case is different. Where you are over 
the budget you will be arguing that there is good reason 
to depart upward and when you are under, the defendant 
will be arguing good reason to depart downward. CPR 3.18 
says the court will not depart from the budget unless there 
is good reason; every case is different, but in all of the cases 
we have going back to 2014/2015 the general tone of all 
decisions is that good reason is a pretty high bar. We had 
Harrison v university Hospitals Coventry & Warwickshire 
[2017] which was one of the first cases which really talked 
at all about CPR3.18 and good reason to depart, and then 
Salmon v Bart Health NHS Trust [2019] which paying 
parties incorrectly used as an authority to say simply being 
under budget in any phase is good reason to depart and 
that that phase should then automatically be subjected to 
a full Detailed Assessment. This wasn’t really what this case 

said and more recently we were successful representing the 
Claimant in our own case of Utting v Norwich City College 
[2020] where it was clarified that simply being under a 
phase doesn’t mean that there is automatically considered 
to be a departure such that the entire phase goes to full 
detailed assessment. The courts can use their discretion and 
case management powers and can leave the costs sought 
as they are or can reduce costs proportionately by knocking 
out a certain amount depending on the submissions heard 
as to why the phase allowance was not fully utilised.  So, 
you need to have all of this discussion through the detailed 
assessment process; don’t just get bounced by defendants 
who will say you need to knock this out or this out or round 
it down etc. We would always encourage you to  send your 
case to a costs draftsman to prepare a formal bill. We had a 
case settled yesterday, which we both dealt with involving 
multiple problems. The defendants agreed at the JSM that 
even though the offer was being accepted out of time, they 
would still pay costs for that period. Once it was passed 
to us the Defendant tried to say there was good reason to 
depart from the budget and costs should be assessed at £0 
for this period; they were basically just trying to back out of 
what was already agreed. 

LB: It should also be said that they did agree to an 
updated budget for the surveillance footage and some 
of the other problems including additional evidence. So, 
they were fully aware of what the costs were. 

PK: yes, it had all been done properly and the client was 
quitY nervous and worried about it and was potentially 
thinking about accepting a low offer but once we actually 
did full a bill, served it and met their arguments head on 
we actually ended up reaching a settlement within our 
valuation, which did not allow for any reduction of costs on 
the challenges made by the Defendant. So there is definitely 
more to it than meets the eye in any budgeted matter.

LB: I think having a bill done against the budget 
hopefully by the costs draftsman who drafted the budget 
wherever possible is very beneficial, as we said earlier, the 
draftsman can add so much more detail to help recovery 
of costs and argue a good reason to depart should there 
be any overspend. Which is a massive assistance at 
negotiations and Points of Dispute/Reply stage. 

PK: Absolutely, it’s definitely helpful for us as costs 
draftsman that we get involved with cases earlier now 
rather than being presented with a box of papers at the 
end that may have all kinds of problems buried in it. We 
can face any problems earlier. 

LB: Yes definitely, for example if you are faced with a 
file and the retainer has fairly low rates you can address 
this at budgeting stage and tell your client that the 
case could be subject to much higher hourly rates and 
increase them appropriately and get that in at budgeting 
stage to increase recovery. 

PK: I think we have covered our key tips. 

LB: Just budget, budget and monitor and seek continued 
advice

PK: Get it right from the start, amend it and don’t get 
tricked into agreeing a low-cost settlement without 
seeking expert advice. 
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Part 36 Offers: failure to beat and the 
consequence of enhanced reliefs

Speaker - Sarah Pettit
Senior Costs Lawyer

A Part 36 offer must never be rejected lightly. Subsequent failure to  
better a Part 36 may result in you paying the other  
party significant enhanced reliefs. 

CPR 36.17(4) lists potential forms of enhanced relief 
should a Part 36 be beaten as follows:-

 a)  Interest on the whole or any part of any sum of 
money awarded (excluding interest) at a rate not 
exceeding 10% above base rate for some or all of the 
period starting with the date on which the Part 36 
relevant period expired CPR 36.17(4)(a);

 b)  Costs (including any recoverable pre-action costs) 
on the indemnity basis from the date on which the 
relevant period expired CPR 36.17 (4)(b);

 c)  Interest on those costs at a rate not exceeding 10% 
above base rate CPR 36.17 (4)(c); and

 d)  An additional (punitive) amount, which shall not 
exceed £75,000 (as calculated by reference to CPR 
36.17 (4)(d))

In the instance where a paying party rejects a receiving 
party’s properly made Part 36 offer, the paying party 
will likely have to pay the above amounts in addition to 
the judgment amount. This is the probable consequence 
of not accepting a receiving party’s Part 36 offer which 
would have disposed of the claim earlier on and therefore 
been on more advantageous terms for the paying party.

In considering whether it would be unjust to make the 
awards, the Court must take into account all of the 
circumstances of the case as outlined at CPR 36.17(5):

 a) the terms of any Part 36 offer;

 b)  the stage in the proceedings when any Part 36 offer 
was made, including in particular how long before 
the trial started the offer was made;

 c)  the information available to the parties at the time 
when the Part 36 offer was made;

 d)  the conduct of the parties with regard to the giving 
of, or refusal to, give information for the purposes of 
enabling the offer to be made or evaluated; and

 e)  whether the offer was a genuine attempt to settle 
the proceedings.

If the Court decides that it would be unjust to make the 
usual order under Part 36, it has wide-ranging powers 
when exercising its discretion as to costs under CPR 44.2.

These aspects of enhanced reliefs were considered in a 
recent Court of Appeal case; Telefonica UK Ltd v The 
Office of Communications [2020] EWCA Civ 1374. 

At trial, the Claimant obtained judgment for 
£54,379,489.05 together with interest of £2,995,007.55, 
a more advantageous judgment was therefore obtained 
than the two previous Part 36 offers made by the 
Claimant early on in the litigation; thereby satisfying 
CPR 36.17(b). The trial Judge awarded two out of the 
four specified forms of enhanced reliefs; ordering the 
Defendant to pay £75,000.00; being the capped punitive 
amount pursuant to CPR 36.17(4)(d) and in addition, 
costs on the indemnity basis (CPR 36.17(4)(b). However, 
the trial Judge refused to award additional interest on 
either the judgment sum or costs (CPR 36.17(4)(a) & (b). 

In determining that it would be unjust to make such 
awards, the trial Judge considered the circumstances of 
the case pursuant to CPR 36.17(5) including (i) the binary 
nature of the dispute (ii) the conduct of the proceedings 
and (iii) the very high numbers that an award of 
enhanced interest would produce. Notwithstanding a 
finding that the Claimant’s Part 36 offers were genuine 
offers to settle, (even though they only represented a 
small reduction from the total alleged claim value), the 
trial Judge considered that enhanced awards of interest 
would be unjust. The concluding basis upon which the 
additional enhancement for interest was rejected was 
on the basis of the amount being disproportionate 
‘and accordingly unjust, to impose this further sanction 
on Ofcom…’ (para 30) with reference to the other two 
smaller sums also having been awarded. 

With regard to interest on costs; the decision was made 
on the basis of the parties conduct; 

“I do not consider that it was conducted in any 
unreasonable way. I do not consider the costs that were 
incurred were necessarily enlarged because of the way in 
which the case was conducted. In those circumstances, 
given, as I said, the further factors which I have already 
referred to, I do think that it would be unjust to award an 
additional uplift of interest on those costs.” (para 31)

The Claimant appealed this decision citing CPR 36.17(5) 
and disputing that any of the considered factors when 
failing to award the additional enhancements rendered 
the potential awards as ‘unjust’. The main challenge to 
the judgment however was on the trial Judge’s failure 
to apply discretion as permitted on the level of interest 
to be awarded which would have enabled the Judge to 
award a more proportionate amount of interest. 



The Court of Appeal overturned the original decision not 
to award additional interest on damages and costs in a 
case where a claimant had beaten its Part 36 offer. It was 
Lord Justice Phillips who found that the trial Judge had 
erred in not awarding enhanced interest on costs and 
interest: 

“I see no justification for the Judge’s approach of 
treating the award of the additional amount of £75,000 
and of indemnity costs as factors rendering it unjust 
also to award enhanced interest on the principal sum, 
whether as a matter of “proportionality” or otherwise. 
The rule provides for the successful claimant (in the 
terms of CPR 36.17(1(b)) to receive each of the four 
enhancements and there is no suggestion that the award 
of one in any way undermines or lessens entitlement to 
the others. In this case the Judge regarded the award 
of the two more trivial enhancements as a reason why it 
was unjust to award the major enhancement. I consider 
he was not entitled to do so.” (para 46)

“I would allow the appeal and award the claimant 
enhanced interest on both the principal sum awarded 
and its costs. Exercising the discretion in that regard 
afresh and taking into account all relevant circumstances 
(including those identified by the Judge in refusing to 
make any award of enhanced interest) I would award an 
additional 1.5% per annum (equating, as I understand it, 
to about £900,000), making the total interest payable 
3.5% above base rate, on both principal and costs, from 
the relevant date.”

This judgment makes clear that in circumstances where 
the Claimant has beaten its own Part 36 offer and the 
Claimant’s offer to settle was a genuine offer, and if it 
would not otherwise be unjust to do so, the Claimant will 
be entitled to the full range of enhanced reliefs under 
CPR 36.17(4). 

This case makes very clear the impact of enhanced 
reliefs. They were very significant in this case and the 
failure to accept the Claimant’s offer(s) therefore cost the 
Defendant an eye watering sum in addition to damages.

This case mirrored Hochtief (UK) Construction Limited, 
Volkerfitzpatrick Limited v Atkins Limited [2019] 
EWHC 3028 (TCC) in terms of the enhanced reliefs. The 
Claimant made a Part 36 offer to settle of £875,000 early 
on in the dispute. Two years later, the matter proceeded 
to trial and the Claimant obtained judgment in the sum of 
£879,848, beating their Part 36 offer by just £4,848.

In this case, Mrs Justice O’Farrell ruled: 

“… it would not be unjust to apply the provisions of CPR 
36.17 in this case. The terms of the offer were clear. 
The part 36 offer was made at a very early stage in the 
proceedings, after the letter of claim but before the issue 
of the formal claim. By that time, extensive investigations 
and remedial works had been concluded. The parties had 
sufficient information to make an informed judgment as 
to the merits of the case. The offer was at a level that 
indicated it was a genuine attempt to settle the dispute.”

Once again, we see that the consequence to the 
Defendant of not accepting the Claimant’s Part 36 offer is 
substantial.

Clearly, Part 36 offers can be used tactically to apply 
pressure towards settlement. However, it must be 
remembered that Part 36 offers must be reasonable. 
This should be a stark warning that Part 36 offers should 
always be seriously considered. Failure to beat a Part 36 
can leave the paying party liable to substantial additional 
sums, with the courts willing to apply the reliefs for which 
a receiving party is entitled when efforts are made to 
conclude a case early on. As these two cases clearly 
show, Part 36 offers are very effective and powerful and 
must never be underestimated.

You need to give your opponent a difficult decision to 
make. 

If we can assist you with any queries regarding Part 
36 offers, formulation of the same or recovery of the 
additional sums, please don’t hesitate to get in touch 
with Sarah Pettit for a further discussion.  

9
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It has been common practice for solicitors and other 
practitioners to advise that in many cases, the estate 

will bear the costs of any contentious litigation, but it 
is also becoming more apparent that the courts will 
consider the conduct of parties when considering where 
the burden of costs should fall and as practitioners, we 
need to ensure that we are properly advising our clients 
on the issue of costs. It is no longer just the case that we 
can rely on the principle of law and costs following the 
outcome of a case; we must teach our clients to tread 
the path of contentious litigation carefully and with due 
consideration to the exposure of costs, regardless of 
whether their position is ‘legally correct’. 

In the case of Burgess v Penny (2019) the courts looked 
specifically at the costs of the case, who should bear 

the burden of them, and what conduct should be taken 
into account. A typical family made up of a brother and 
two sisters, became embroiled in litigation. Their mother 
had left a will leaving her estate equally between them; 
nothing unusual there. The brother applied to have 
the will proved in solemn form and the sisters made a 
challenge, contesting that there were concerns over 
validity. 

The sisters were right from a ‘legal’ perspective to make 
a challenge and to call for investigation over how the 
will was executed, and that was acknowledged in the 
judgement. But the outcome they were actually seeking, 
which was no doubt for them to ‘prove’ that their brother 
‘had done wrong’ in assisting his mother with the will, 
was not something that the courts considered should 

The Real Cost of Contentious Probate 
Speaker - Charlotte Corbyn
Director Solicitor - Lifetime Solicitors

We all know that contentious probate can be a costly  
affair for all concerned, but are there  
other ‘costs’ to consider?
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be for them to deal with. That was something that the 
parties needed to deal with between themselves on an 
emotional level, and the fact that the two sisters failed to 
enter into mediation was a key point in this case. 

Interestingly, very early on in proceedings, all three had 
said that they would accept an equal distribution of the 
estate, which would be the case regardless of whether 
the Will was valid or not. So why the need to litigate?

Families have that magic combination of close ties and 
often, a feeling of competition between siblings. Mixed 
together, this can result in each side ‘sticking to their 
guns’ because of the ‘principle of the matter’. What cases 
like Burgess have shown, is that the courts will always 
consider law as a matter of principle, but when it comes 
to costs, the courts must take a rounded view and so will 
look at whether any party has created a situation where 
unnecessary costs have been incurred due to a failure to 
mediate, or due to other conduct. 

So where does that leave us? 

As always, I believe that a common sense approach is 
necessary and that not only do we have a duty to make 
clients aware of the law and what is or is not possible 
in terms of claims, but we also need to make sure that 
despite any adverse feelings they have towards their 
siblings or family members, that they need to be careful 
not to let that influence their decisions when it comes to 
pursuing what could be seen as unnecessary litigation. 

There is always a need to consider proportionality, but 
more than that, there is a need for early engagement in 
finding solutions that reduce the risks that come with 
entering into contentious litigation.

We can no longer simply rely on that fact that our costs 
will be paid from the estate, and rightly so. These matters 
are often complex, involve multiple parties and become 
particularly acrimonious very quickly. But explaining that 
to a client can be a tricky business. 

It is important as a practitioner to also properly assess 
the emotional cost to these families.  They may have 
cause to argue, but are they really aware of the risks 
involved both to the ongoing family relationships, not 
just their own, but of those of their children? Do they 
understand that regardless of their own views that 
everyone can come out of the situation out of pocket? 
There is no certainty over costs when it comes to these 
cases. 

Do they realise that regardless of any ‘principle’ they 
believe in, that there is still a need to engage in a civil 
manner and to attempt to mediate? Simply trying to 
throw mud at each other in order to prove a point puts 
them at risk of costs, both monetary and in terms of the 
ongoing relationships within the wider family.  

Mediation will not work in all cases, but it must be 
considered as a serious alternative to litigation. It can 
help to reach a solution that works to avoid litigation 
and can also provide a safer environment for parties to 
express their emotions and the impact that the discord 
has created. It can be a form of healing that can assist 
not just the clients but help to maintain better relations 
across the next generations within those families.

I, like many others in this area, have always viewed my 
job as part solicitor and part counsellor, although I do not 
profess to have any qualifications as a counsellor! Often, 
I spend more time listening and as a sounding board 
to clients, as supposed to advising on the likelihood of 
successfully making a claim. There are times when all 
I can do is listen and provide emotional support and 
make suggestions on how they can seek support for 
any needs they may have relating to their wellbeing and 
mental health, as from a legal perspective, I cannot give 
them the solution they want. And that is fine with me. 
Ultimately, my aim is to ensure that a client leaves me in 
a better position, feeling more able and having overcome 
any concerns and of course, that is entirely subjective. 
So long as I have given sound legal advice and provided 
them with the pros and cons of any action, and opened 
their eyes to the wider benefits of mediation, then I have 
done my job. 

Sadly, there are times when litigation is unavoidable, but 
even then, we must consider all other options available to 
protect our clients from adverse cost orders and always 
remember that there are wider matters at stake. We may 
only be solicitors, but we are dealing with real families 
and the distress and emotions resulting from a close 
bereavement. The price of maintaining a relationship with 
family should not be forgotten. 

Contact Charlotte at  
charlotte.corbyn@lifetimesolicitors.co.uk
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Tea Break
Hints and Tips

 Have you got any training needs when it comes to progressing your claim and ensuring your costs 

expert can maximise your cost recovery at conclusion? We can provide remote training and video 

tutorials to suit your company needs

Allow sufficient time when estimating a DA appointment so that hearings do not overrun and 

criticism aimed at you

 Pitch your part 36 accurately when making costs offers, the enhanced benefits to include up to 10% 

interest, punitive amount and Indemnity costs are rewarding

Pick the phone up to your opponent, you may be surprised the tone changes if you have been in 

email or correspondence wars

 Yearly review of rates and updating the client is a must to enhance recovery and avoid indemnity 

risks

Notice of commencement triggers interest on costs entitlement, don’t delay

 Everyone should remember to maintain a positive work/life balance especially during times of 

home working where it may be difficult to step away from your desk at the end of the day

 When seeking to make an application to set aside; beware not to assume that this will be a simple 

‘administrative task’ or your application may well be refused – Masten v London Britannia Hotel Ltd 

[2020] EWCH B31 (Costs)

You should always seek the advice of a costs expert before engaging in informal costs negotiations; 

what may first seem like a straightforward path, may well end up in a more expensive, drawn-out 

process with little to no recovery of the initial time spent (see page 14 Are you giving your keys 

away? – The reality of informal Costs Schedules)

 Evidenced time recording is crucial to assist with maximising your costs recovery upon conclusion 

of the case to assist with justification of time spent to ensure its recovery

Accessing your client files for cost preparation doesn’t need to be difficult, we can accept all forms 

of electronic and paper instructions safely and securely, and we still provide our free in-house door 

to door collection and delivery service to your office or home.

 Reasonable time spent in fee  earner discussions for delegation is properly allowable and 

recoverable –  Fuseon Ltd, R (On the Application Of) v Shinners [2020] EWHC B18 (Costs).
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You have been amazing with all the (….) stuff and I will definitely be recommending you and using 
your services in the future

We are really pleased with the way you adapted to get things sorted without any drop in your usual 
high standards. Agile, practical, responsive, effective. Thanks

Thanks for all your hard work this year guys

And just to kick off the New year in style following another successful provisional assessment
I cannot tell you how much I needed some good news today! Thank you so much for all your hard 

work on this…You are the brightest star in my sky at the moment…Thank you thank you thank you!!”

We are also proud to report that from our end of year survey for 2020, an unparalleled year full of new challenges, 
100% of our client feedback said that the services we have provided over the year have been excellent or  

good with 66% saying they would recommend us and 33% saying they already have! 

Testimonials

Competition time
Complete the below puzzle, and find the word hidden within the shaded squares.  

Email your answer with your name and contact details to insidelaw@rcostings.co.uk and you could win a personalised 
goodies hamper. A winner selected by random of all correct answers will be announced on LinkedIn  

(follow R Costings) and in the next Issue of Inside Law

Across

3 What is King?

6  What type of payment can improve cash 
flow without under setting your case?

8  What visual rocket platform has taken 
off since March 2020?

9  What principle must not be breached, 
particularly when setting hourly rates?

Down

1  What can R Costings offer you, without 
compromise?

2  Feeling overwhelmed at work; who can 
help? (3,4)

4  From what firm is our guest speaker in 
Issue 2?

5  Who should be your go-to cost 
provider?

7  Proper time recording can do ‘what’ to 
your cost’s recovery?

7

21

3 4

5

8

9

6
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Schedules of costs can be a relatively cheap, easy and 
therefore, appealing way to conclude cost claims with 

your opponent however these come with a very clear 
health warning.

When schedules of costs are prepared, they are very 
often prepared hastily by fee earners using their own time 
recording systems. On the contrary, full bills of costs are 
prepared by professional cost draftsmen or cost lawyers 
and are forensically prepared; which does take more time 
but that cost is recoverable, however a more accurate 
account of costs that have been incurred is provided. This 
very often includes time which has not been recorded or 
has been missed by the fee earner when conducting the 
claim. It is the cost draftsman’s responsibility to account 
for and claim the full extent of reasonable costs in the 
matter excluding costs which should not be claimed 
(eg. summarily assessed) or costs which would not be 
recoverable i.e. funding costs. Maximising recovery is the 
sole focus.

Very often a paying party requests an informal schedule, 
in our experience this serves very little purpose other 
than to give the paying party breathing space.  Once 
served upon the paying party a schedule does nothing 
other than sit in the paying parties “To Do List” with no 
priority given - can any law firm in these times afford 
for this to happen? A control needs to be maintained 
from the outset, arguably the schedule served informally 
removes that control from the receiving party.

The obvious pitfalls in preparing a schedule is that no 
urgency, pressure, or time limits apply for the paying 
party to address these costs. Further, no detailed 
assessment costs can be recovered, as detailed 
assessment proceedings have not been commenced; the 
delay could prejudice interest recovery and if outsourced 
at a later date, costs of instructing an expert to negotiate 
a schedule aren’t recoverable until commencement 
of detailed assessment. The risk of short-changing or 
underselling their service is very live and some horrific 
horror stories have been experienced, which included 
one firm who were opposed to having Bills prepared and 
were convinced schedules (the costs of which are not 
recoverable) were the way to proceed. Of particular note, 
was a client with 20 plus schedules outstanding to be 

addressed, many of which were well over 6 months old 
and ran into 6 figure sums combined. It took subsequent 
bill preparation, negotiations and assessments to 
conclude matters despite the schedules being at the 
Defendant’s request. I would suggest that no law firm 
could afford such a risk  - it is like giving your front door 
keys away.

At R costings all of our draftsmen have over 10 years’ 
experience in dealing with costs and have, through their 
learnings and experiences been able to prepare forensic 
detailed bills often greatly exceeding clients ‘work in 
progress’ ledgers identifying time spent and unrecorded, 
and identifying missed disbursements, which are then 
served formally with a Notice of Commencement upon 
the paying party; at that time we request an immediate 
interim payment placing strict time limits upon the 
paying party to address matters and produce points of 
dispute which are generally required within 21 days. This 
allows the receiving party to be on the front foot from 
the outset and dictate to some extent the progress of 
the claim in accordance with the CPR and recent case of 
Masten v London Britannia Hotel Ltd. Interim payments 
once received will allow a flexibility to grant an extension 
of time for points of dispute but only by a reasonable 
amount. This secures an early injection of cash to the 
receiving party and keeps the case moving swiftly toward 
settlement.

Points of dispute can be promptly replied to if the 
intervening negotiations fail and either a provisional 
assessment or a detailed assessment hearing can be 
requested thereafter with continued and proportionate 
negotiations entertained. There is a very strict cap on 
costs of assessment allowed with matters proceeding to 
Provisional Assessment capped at £1500 plus vat and the 
more this is eaten into, global recovery is diluted. 

Whilst all attempts are made to secure you an interim 
payment in the course of negotiations, interim payments 
are strongly advised to be requested by the receiving 
party at the time the claim concludes whether it be from 
the opponent or requested from the court as part of the 
order. The next opportunity for an application to be made 
would be under CPR 47.16 and would be at a time that 
an application had already been requested for a detailed 

Are you giving your keys away? –  
The reality of informal Costs Schedules

Speaker - Paul Reason  
Managing Director and Costs Lawyer

I am often instructed by clients who have prepared their own schedule of costs 
rather than a professionally drafted bill of costs to engage in negotiations, and 
very often this results in schedules being withdrawn failing agreement being 
reached and the costs assessment process having to start again. There are 

various ramifications behind this approach often taken by receiving parties, which causes not 
only delays but further issues to overcome starting afresh.
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assessment hearing. There is discretion in exceptional 
circumstances. With the increasing delays in detailed 
assessment hearings being listed nationwide partly due 
to COVID-19, listings for substantial matters could be 
some six or seven months down the line. It is essential 
that timetables are kept to strictly and do not stray and 
that pressure is maintained, and matters are moved 
reasonably and as swiftly as possible.

The introduction of Costs Budgeting has created a wider 
transparency and dare I say it, some certainty as to what 
costs will be allowed and with the wider and greater 
acceptance that 2010 guideline hourly rates no longer 
apply, there has always been that rule of thumb and 
myth that generally 75-80% of costs are recoverable on 
an inter parte basis. This would however appear to be 
somewhat extinguished from data our firm has compiled 
over the last few years with the non-recoverable 
costs figure reducing somewhat to much lower levels 
following detailed assessment hearings and provisional 
assessments that have been carried out by the courts 
nationwide, which is largely a direct result of Costs 
Budgeting for which LJ Jackson is applauded.

If the desired approach is to prepare an informal schedule 
of costs, we advise that it is always marked up without 
prejudice, that all disbursements have been included as 
any missed will of course affect recovery of profit costs 
considerably and that retainers and rates are given full 
consideration prior to their preparation which if prepared 
incorrectly could have a drastic effect (not to forget 
consideration of relevant case law and particularly the 
recent cases of PLK & Ors and Cohen v Fine & Ors 
regarding likely rates and CPR 44.4 enhancements). We 
are of course able to assist in the preparation of cost 
schedules where this is the chosen route, and schedules 
will be expertly prepared, with consideration to all the 
above factors to ensure we maximise your costs recovery. 
We will also put in place a plan with you as to time 
requirements to ensure retained control over the process 
so as to not labour the recovery of costs.  

The old saying cash is King very clearly applies to any 
business and even more so in the times we all face, but 
remember, to recover your cash you must keep hold of 
your key!
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Hourly Rates – always a point of interest, and more so 
given the activity in the COP and Business & Property 
Courts in the latter part of last year. PLK & Ors in the COP 
confirmed a 20% uplift would be a ‘reasonable’ starting 
point for GHR whilst Cohen went even further to suggest 
a starting point of 30% on the 2010 GHR. Caution must 
be practiced however as both cases of course are 
subject to the hotly awaited outcome of the current 
Judicial Review Committee’s findings on hourly rates. The 
consultation paper for public review (to 31 March 2021) 
has now been published and can be viewed here on the 
CJC website. R Costings was delighted to be named as 
one of the costs firms assisting with the review using 
data collected over a  period of time and eagerly await 
the outcome of the review. Early recommendations seem 
to support increases across the board to all grades of fee 
earners. 

Don’t forget though – whatever the outcome, the 
Guideline Hourly Rates remain just that, and there is 
always scope to seek increases where warranted with 
consideration to CPR 44 and the “7 pillars”.  

Default Costs Certificate – so as a costs firm, we always 
get excited when we can advise our client that we can 
make a DCC in absence of a paying party complying with 
CPR and providing eagerly awaited POR. What often 
follows however is a paying party’s routine arguments 
for missing deadlines; followed by a prompt set of 
replies and an application to set aside. In one of the final 
cases of 2020, Master Leonard refused such application 
(even with Covid related justifications being provided) 
highlighting that an application shouldn’t merely be an 
administrative formality. The case of Maten v London 

Britannia Hotel Ltd provided some well received guidance 
and advice for such instances re-affirming the importance 
of swift justice and application of the CPR. 

Part 36 0ffers – beware when rejecting Part 36 offers; 
there may be significant ramifications if you don’t better 
it down the line. But more importantly, ensure when 
you make a Part 36 offer, it’s a genuine attempt to 
reach settlement and if rejected or the offeror is later 
awarded a sum at least as advantageous, the rewards are 
bountiful. The genuine efforts made by an offeror were 
considered in the case of Telefonica UK Ltd v The Office 
of Communications and you can read more about it in 
the article on page 8.

COP & Net Assets – in October Penntrust Ltd v West 
Berkshire District Council addressed the issue of the 
value of a protected parties assets and the inclusion 
of property in net assets. HHJ Hilder determined that 
property is included in net assets allowing the panel 
deputy to seek SCCO assessment of costs sought. More 
on this case can be viewed on R Costings website at 
www.rcostings.co.uk  

CPR amendments (122nd update) – the latter part of 
2020 brought with it updates for cost budgeting, with 
specific guidelines now provided for in the instance 
of seeking revisions to approved/agreed budgets. We 
were very pleased to hear this and also see the template 
Precedent T which must now be used for any anticipated 
deviation sought mirroring R Costings very own template 
used for such circumstances prior to the updates. You 
can read more about that on our website www.rcostings.
co.uk 

So where did 2020 leave us – a round up 
of just a few of the relevant 2020  
costs updates

Speaker - Kate Benn  
Kate Benn - Business & Litigation Manager
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Proportionality – always a favourite in the costs industry 
and in November 2020 the Civil Justice Council made 
recommendations for an amendment to CPR 44.3(5) to 
include additional costs arising where a case has involved 
vulnerable parties and witnesses. The detailed report can 
be accessed on the CJC’s website.

WE ARE R COSTINGS

Costs Lawyers, Law Costs Draftsmen  
& Legal Costs Consultants.
We are a leading firm providing a professional and comprehensive legal costs service 
to the legal profession, corporate organisations, trade unions,  
businesses and associations of all sizes.

•  Bills of Costs / Cost Estimates & 
Schedules

•  Budgeting & Management

•  Points of Dispute/Replies

•  Court of Protection

•  Negotiation Services

•  Assessment Hearings

•  Advice on Costs

•  Nationwide Detailed Assessment 
Agency & Advocacy

•  Commissioners for Oaths

•  Free, National, In-house Courier Service

01480 463499        info@rcostings.co.uk        rcostings.co.uk

Quality Without Compromise



18

LawCare is an independent charity offering emotional 
support to legal professionals in the UK and Ireland 

through our helpline, peer support network, website, and 
training and talks to legal organisations.  We’ve been 
supporting lawyers for 21 years. We raise awareness of 
wellbeing issues across the legal community and tackle 
stigma surrounding mental health. 

Our free and confidential support service offers a safe 
place to talk without judgement, with calls, webchats 
and emails answered by trained staff and volunteers who 
have first-hand experience of working in the law. Last 
year we provided support to nearly 700 people.

We also offer one-to-one peer support. We have a 
network of Peer Supporters, people who work in the legal 
profession who may have been through difficult times 
themselves and can offer one-to-one support, friendship 
and mentoring to people referred to them.

We have visited hundreds of legal workplaces over 
the years and we have listened to thousands of legal 
professionals tell us about the stress, anxiety and 
depression they are experiencing, which is often caused 
or exacerbated by a difficult working environment. Lack 
of support or supervision, an overly critical manager, 
being undermined after a career break, an unreasonably 
heavy workload, long hours and sleep deprivation are all 
very common issues.

Whether you’re support staff feeling burnt out, a young 
trainee being bullied, a student struggling with the 
workload, an experienced partner worrying about a 
mistake you’ve made, a senior lawyer feeling like you’re 
being pushed out  - we’re here to listen.

We are here to help all branches of the legal profession: 
solicitors, barristers, barrister’s clerks, judges, legal 
executives, paralegals, trade mark attorneys, patent 
agents, costs lawyers and their staff and families.

For more information on what LawCare does, how 
we can support you in creating a mentally healthy 
workplace and for additional information, resources and 
factsheets visit www.lawcare.org.uk 

Overwhelmed?  
Mind racing? Can’t sleep?
Life in the law can be challenging and sometimes things can get on 
top of you. Talk to us – we’ve been there.
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LawCare Fundraising – Challenge 1
Speaker - Megan Dean
Project Co-ordinator & Financial Assistant

At R Costings we have continue to support LawCare and decided during 
the second national lockdown that we would all get out in the fresh air and 
take on the challenge to cover the 78 miles from our office base in St Ives, 

Cambridgeshire to the LawCare head office in Benfleet. 

It was a choice of cycling, walking, or running so all R 
Costing employees could participate in this fundraising 

event. In total, given the efforts of every single member 
of the team, we covered over 371.5 miles - we didn’t only 
cover the distance to LawCare, but we also completed 
the return journey, twice! 

This was a fantastic way to kick off our fundraising 
and we surpassed not only the distance target but the 
fundraising target for our very first event, raising £591.13! 
This was a hugely rewarding weekend with everyone 
completing the pledges they had made. We are very 
grateful that here in Cambridgeshire we have many 
scenic areas with individuals choosing to cycle into the 
city center of Cambridge, take a scenic walk around 
Grafham Water or even deciding to walk through a 
muddy forest. 

This challenge prompted us all at R Costings to get 
out and about and enjoy some fresh air and step away 
from our computers and work. We stayed in contact 
throughout the weekend posting pictures and videos and 
there was a huge sense of uplifting comradery. This really 
was a team effort and really brought us together. With 
people once again in another lockdown and therefore 
continuing to work from home due to Covid-19, this just 
shows that fundraising events can still take place 
just with a bit of a twist and the pandemic should 
not stop the support that charities need. 

We will continue to fundraise for LawCare 
throughout 2021 so please keep an eye out for 
activities and challenges that we at R Costings  
will be completing!

For any information you would like on LawCare please visit their website at www.lawcare.org.uk as they have 
invaluable services providing free, confidential support to anyone working in the legal profession, who may be 

struggling with the demands of life in the law. They provide support in many different ways from articles,  
helplines, or even in-house training for companies to deal with mental health within the workplace. 



GET IN TOUCH
The Old Chapel | St Johns Court | East Street

St Ives | Cambridgeshire | PE27 5PD

01480 463499      info@rcostings.co.uk
rcostings.co.uk

We are a leading firm of experts providing a professional and comprehensive legal  

costs service to the legal profession, corporate organisations, trade unions,  

businesses and associations of all sizes.


