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Introduction
Over several decades the balance of power in relationships between law firms and their
clients has shifted, with clients now very much in the driving seat. One aspect of this shift
has been that firms have increasingly offered (or felt compelled to offer) additional services
beyond the scope of the specific engagement on which they are instructed. Such services
have come to be known as ‘value add’ or ‘value added’ services.
Offering value added services is often a way in which firms seek to differentiate themselves
from their competitors. However, it is difficult to come up with services which have not
been considered before and which are likely to be of real value to clients. Furthermore, the
costs of providing such services can be considerable and the relationship with the client may
prove to be less profitable than expected when those costs are taken into account.
From the client perspective, being offered additional services which are not (at least
directly) charged for, would seem to be a good thing. However, assimilating a wide range of
such services may not in fact deliver much real value to the client, and different offerings
will be beneficial in different circumstances.
We know clients frequently ask law firms to propose value add services as part of panel
reviews, but would question how many clients then track their use of these services.
Finding the right balance of services which are genuinely useful and digestible is important
for both sides.
This UK research seeks to update analysis carried out for the Society for Computers and Law
in 2011 by Ian Rodwell of Linklaters LLP and Matthew Whalley (then of HSBC). We hope it
helps in-house clients and law firms have meaningful conversations about value add and
that it will also help those conversations focus on those that bring the greatest value to the
particular client, whilst considering the effort required from the law firm. We would like to
thank all those who contributed to the research and would be interested to receive any
feedback.
It should be noted that the general commentary in this report, which is based on our
research, reflects our own views and interpretation and not necessarily that of the Society
of Computers and Law.

Andrew Dey and Melanie Farquharson
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Executive Summary and Conclusions
The Value Add
winners

Our research, carried out with input from numerous law
firms and in-house legal teams, highlights that different inhouse teams, perhaps depending on their size and business
drivers, may value ’value add’ differently. By comparing the
results of the survey in 2011 with that for 2017 we are able
to highlight some areas of value add that are clear “winners”
and others that we would have perceived as having more, or
less, value than is the case.

In-house
expectations

Expectations amongst in-house teams continue to be high,
not only that value added services will be offered but that
they will be delivered to a high standard. However, it is very
clear that different in-house teams have different
requirements. It is important that law firms tailor their
offerings to the client’s needs, rather than making
assumptions about what the client will find beneficial.

Are firms wasting
time?

There needs to be dialogue, not only initially, but on an
ongoing basis. Otherwise a lot of time and effort can be
wasted in delivering services that are not valued. The
dialogue itself will help the law firm to understand their
client better – establishing where their concerns are in terms
of keeping up to date, working efficiently, risk management,
etc. We are encouraged by the trend where, increasingly,
representatives from areas across the firm (such as IT or KM)
participate in relationship meetings with their in-house
clients.

Differentiating
value

It is hard for law firms to differentiate their value added
offerings from their competitors, but in some areas, inhouse teams’ perceptions of the value provided seems to be
poor, so there may be opportunities for delivering wellestablished types of service better than the competition. A
key example is in the area of updates and bulletins, which
large numbers of firms offer, but which rarely provide the
kind of practical insight and guidance which the in-house
teams are looking for.
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Will the service
be used?

There have been examples of in-house teams asking firms to
deliver services which they then do not utilise.
One anecdote we heard involved the law firm spending tens
of thousands of pounds on an online service which was
never used. Although this had happened only a couple of
years ago, we would hope firms are now more willing to
probe how their services will be used and to create
opportunities for review, certainly before making that level
of investment.
Another area where the take-up is often lower than
expected is the provision of hotlines and helpdesks for ad
hoc queries. Law firms face a challenge in providing these
services to multiple clients, especially if the details about
how much advice is to be given before the work becomes
chargeable, and how the results of enquiries have to be
reported, are different in each case.
Making sure that everyone who may receive an enquiry is
able quickly to access the rules for the relevant client is half
the battle as it can be damaging to the relationship if the
service (even though ‘free’) is not delivered in the manner
agreed.

It’s not all
about cost

It is clear that the most highly valued services are not
necessarily the ones that cost the most to deliver.
A clear ‘winner’ from our discussions with in-house teams
was the provision of access to recorded webinars or training
sessions.
Our research indicates that these are not particularly
difficult to deliver, particularly as an adjunct to an existing
training programme, but they can be greatly appreciated.

Value Add – or an
expectation?

We had some debate about whether matter management
(or legal project management) is just part of the paid-for
service, or whether it counts as value add. Either way, it was
interesting that one of the highest valued offerings was now
access to online information about live matters.
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Financial updates

Financial information in real time or near real time is valued
as in-house teams have ever greater reporting requirements
in order to justify their expenditure. In addition, access to
portals which show the status of ongoing matters was highly
valued.
Whilst law firms felt these were costly (in terms of time and
expertise) to deliver, we feel that the discipline of providing
status updates is an important part of legal project
management and providing these to the client may be a
good way to embed good practice in this area.

Hidden value

Post matter reviews were also highly valued by the in-house
teams. They are often offered, but in our experience only
patchily delivered. Whilst they can be time-consuming, the
investment may be beneficial for the law firm and help
deepen the relationship with the client.

The key to valuing
value add

Our perception is that both sides are adopting a more
mature approach to value added services. Law firms are less
likely than before simply to offer everything to every client,
and in-house teams are more likely to think about what is
going to be useful to them than simply to ask for everything.
Nevertheless, it seems to us that the key is to talk – and to
keep talking.
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Our Research
Background
In 2011 the Knowledge Management (“KM”) Group of the Society for Computers and Law
(“SCL”) in conjunction with the Knowledge Management and IT (“KMIT”) Group for in-house
legal undertook some research on the value added services offered by law firms to their
clients, and compared the perceptions of clients about the value of those services with
those of law firms – and similarly looked at each side’s perception of the cost of delivering
those services.
A value and investment matrix was created – the ideal for both law firms and in-house
clients being services in the lower right quadrant.

2017 Update
In 2016 the KM Group felt the market had moved on somewhat and that value added
service delivery was being taken more seriously. Furthermore, the types of service offered
had expanded. It was therefore decided to undertake an exercise to update the research.
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For the purposes of the 2017 research the categories were mainly kept consistent:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Secondments
Hotlines and Helpdesks
Know-How Publications and Bulletins
Training and Roundtables
Matter Management
Miscellaneous Activities

Categories and Value Add Services for 2017
The list of value added services within the categories was updated to take into account
changes in the market, as indicated by the text in red italics in the tables below.
Secondments continue to be an important value added service:

Secondments
2011

2017

1.1 Legal Secondees
1.2 Support Secondees

1.1 Legal Secondees
1.2 Support Secondees

Research and advisory services continue to be offered:

Hotlines and Helpdesks
2011

2017

2.1 Legal Research Helpdesk
2.2 Legal Advisory Hotline
2.3 Business Hotline

2.1 Legal Research Helpdesk
2.2 Legal Advisory Hotline
2.3 Business Hotline

Although some firms offered limited access to standard documents to their clients in 2011,
it was felt to be more widespread in 2017 so this was added to the list for the know-how
publications and bulletins category:

Know-How Publications and Bulletins
2011
2017
3.1 Vanilla Legal & Regulatory Updates
3.2 Tailored Industry/Client Specific
Bulletins
3.3 Thought Leadership Publications
3.4 Microsites/Online Tools/Apps
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The types of training and discussions offered remained the same, although the delivery may
have become more sophisticated:

Training and Roundtables
2011

2017

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6

Standard Training Seminars
Bespoke Training Seminars
Round Table Discussions
Soft Skills Training
e-Learning
Webinars

Standard Training Seminars
Bespoke Training Seminars
Round Table Discussions
Soft Skills Training
e-Learning
Webinars

Although matter management might be seen as part of the delivery of the legal
engagement, it was felt that some of the more specific aspects of matter management
should be looked at to see how clients perceived them:

Matter Management
2011
5.1 Post Matter Reviews

2017
5.1 Access to Dashboards/live or near live
matter Financial Information (New)
5.2 Portal/targeted Online View of Status
and Updates on your Matters (New)
5.3 Providing a (non-lawyer) Project
Manager for Large Matters (New)
5.4 Post Matter Reviews

Consultancy had been included in the 2011 research, but for the 2017 research was split
between KM and IT. Reporting on invested time (i.e. time spent on the relationship, rather
than on the delivery of specific legal services) is a service which was included last time and it
was felt that it was worthwhile to include this again. Given the increased requirements for
organisations to demonstrate and report on their CSR activities, law firm contributions to
help clients with this were included in the list for the 2017 research.

Miscellaneous Activities
2011
5.2 Reporting Invested Time
5.3 KM/IT Consultancy
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Research Approach for 2017
The 2017 research was carried out as follows:
-

Delivering workshops at the Alternative In-house Legal IT conference held in February
2017, and asking participants to complete a questionnaire,

-

Sending a questionnaire to a group of law firms who had expressed an interest in the
survey when it was discussed at the Practical Law Knowledge Management Forum in
March 2017, and

-

Holding a discussion evening under the auspices of the SCL in July 2017.

15 in-house responses and 17 law firm responses to the questionnaires were received.
Comments from discussions with other in-house legal teams and law firms have also been
taken into account in this report.
The in-house teams varied from a handful of lawyers to several hundred and covered
industries including retail, consumer goods, technology, engineering and financial services.
Law firms responding were mostly large international firms and large UK regionals, along
with two single office UK firms and one Irish firm.

In-house Client Scoring
Clients were asked to score each of the services by reference to the following measures:
Knowledge/Awareness

…increasing your knowledge and awareness of relevant
legal and regulatory issues

Efficiency/Enabling

…reducing the time it takes you to do your job
…or enabling you to undertake work or tasks that
wouldn’t otherwise have been possible

Effectiveness

…enabling you to do the job better

Risk Management

…helping you to identify and manage legal risk on
behalf of your clients

Respondents were asked to rate each service even if they did not currently receive it from a
law firm.
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Scores were given on a scale of 1-6:
6 = Extremely valuable, essential service – couldn’t work without it.
5 = Very valuable, fully appreciated.
4 = Appreciated, of general value overall, quite valuable.
3 = Moderately valuable.
2 = Of little value, not really appreciated.
1 = No added-value, not appreciated.1

Law Firm Scoring
Law firms were asked to rate each of the services by reference to the following measures:
Time

How much time is required to deliver the service in
practice? This is not an absolute measure in terms of
numbers of hours, but is whether the service is felt to be
especially time consuming in relation to other types of
value add services

Expertise

How high a level of expertise is required to deliver the
service? E.g. Partner input would be high

Economies of scale

Is this a service which can be delivered to multiple
clients without requiring the same multiple of resource
to deliver it?

Respondents were asked to rate each service even if they did not currently provide it.
Scores were given on a scale of 1-6, where:
1 = Easy to deliver. Little resource/low level resource required or easy to obtain economies
of scale by providing the service to multiple clients.
6 = Difficult to deliver. Large amount or high level of resource required, no economies of
scale in delivering to multiple clients.
The scoring system used in 2017 was somewhat simpler than that used in 2011, but we have
endeavoured to compare the results.

1

In the client survey the scoring was reversed, but in this report we have inverted the scores in order to make
comparability with the previous research easier.
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It needs to be stressed that the survey represents only a small sample of in-house teams
and law firms and we would not place too much store by the scores. However, they provide
interesting pointers and have generated much discussion.
The ideal services would be those that are highly valued by clients but not too costly to
deliver. Those services would appear in the bottom right hand quadrant of the following
graphs.
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Comparing Results for 2011 and 2017
The following graph shows how the various services were scored in the 2011 survey.

1.1

Legal Secondees

4.1

Standard Training Seminars

1.2

Support Secondees

4.2

Bespoke Training Seminars

2.1

Research Helpdesk

4.3

Round Table Discussions

2.2

Advisory Hotline

4.4

Soft Skills Training

2.3

Business Hotline

4.5

e-Learning

3.1

Vanilla Updates

4.6

Webinars

3.2

Tailored Bulletins

5.4

Post Matter Reviews

3.3

Thought Leadership Publications

6.1

Reporting Invested Time

3.5

Microsites/Online Tools/Apps

6.2

KM Consultancy

6.3

IT Consultancy

Note, for example, that in 2011 webinars were regarded by the law firms as requiring very
high investment and were only moderately valued by the clients. Whereas in 2017 (see next
graph) the level of perceived investment required had gone down and client value
perception had gone up.
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1.1

Legal Secondees

4.3

Round Table Discussions

1.2

Support Secondees

4.4

Soft Skills Training

2.1

Research Helpdesk

4.5

e-Learning

2.2

Advisory Hotline

4.6

Webinars

2.3

Business Hotline

5.1

Dashboards/Financial Matter info

3.1

Vanilla Updates

5.2

Portal/online matter updates

3.2

Tailored Bulletins

5.3

Non-lawyer PM for Large Matters

3.3

Thought Leadership Publications

5.4

Post Matter Reviews

3.4

Standard form docs/precedents

6.1

Reporting Invested Time

3.5

Microsites/Online Tools/Apps

6.2

KM Consultancy

4.1

Standard Training Seminars

6.3

IT Consultancy

4.2

Bespoke Training Seminars

6.4

Joint participation in CSR/Pro Bono

Note also that ‘vanilla updates’ were marked moderately on both sides in 2011 (moderate
investment, moderate value). In 2017 both the required investment and the value had
dropped significantly.
The following sections of this report look at the scores for each category of services,
compare them with the 2011 results and provide commentary based on the discussions that
formed part of our research.
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Value Add Category Breakdowns
For an explanation of the scoring categories, please see pages 12-13.

1. Secondments
The following graph compares the results from the 2011 and 2017 surveys (averaging all the
measures).

1.1 Legal Secondees
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.07

2.33

3.93

2.33

4.65

4.94

3.94

5.06

In-house perspective: Average 3.07 – moderately valuable
Respondents found legal secondees valuable, although perhaps not as useful as we had
anticipated. They were rated highly for efficiency and effectiveness, but lower for risk and
knowledge management. The latter particularly surprised us, but those responding may
have been considering that most secondments are short term (3 – 6 months), and without
document management systems many in-house teams fail to store and then share
knowledge that secondees build up during their assignments. (It should be noted that the
scores for knowledge/awareness and risk management were spread widely across the
ratings).
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Law firm perspective: Average 4.65 – difficult to deliver
Law firms were fairly consistent in indicating that providing legal secondees was one of the
most difficult and costly value add areas to provide, particularly in relation to the time
involved and economies of scale. This was not surprising in view of the lost opportunity cost
while secondees are away from the firm, and the fact that quite a high level of expertise is
expected by the client.
Our assumption, and that of some firms when asked to rate how they expected clients to
respond, was that legal secondees would be the most highly rated service by clients, but in
fact this was not the case (legal advisory hotline, tailored industry/client specific bulletins,
access to standard form documents/precedents, bespoke training seminars, round table
discussions, webinars, and support around matter management were all rated significantly
higher overall).
This indicates how important it is to understand how both the client and firm can benefit
from this significant investment – particularly by building relationships, and ensuring the
firm makes the most of the information they gain on the client’s overall business and
pressures even when the secondment ends.

1.2 Support Secondees
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.04

3.23

3.46

2.33

4.15

4.63

3.06

4.75

In-house perspective: Average 3.04 – moderately valuable
In-house teams rated the provision of support secondees only slightly lower overall than
legal secondees, and there were still a number of outliers who gave ratings at the extremes
of our scale. The value rating had fallen slightly since 2011. Once again they acknowledged
how secondees made them more efficient, but had mixed views on how helpful they were
for risk management.
Law firm perspective: Average 4.15 – moderately difficult to deliver
Law firms suggested support secondees were slightly less difficult to deliver for the firm
than legal secondees but they were still a costly and difficult investment. We had
anticipated that information services staff etc. may have been a lot easier to provide, but
believe this is not in fact the case as clients are more likely to expect them to be
experienced across a number of practice areas and they are a scarcer resource within the
firms.
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2. Hotlines and Helpdesks
The following graph compares the results from the 2011 and 2017 surveys (averaging all the
measures).

2.1 Legal Research Helpdesk
Direct access to library team or PSLs
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.14

3.64

3.14

2.50

3.25

2.59

3.65

3.53

In-house perspective: Average 3.14 – moderately valuable
The in-house respondents to the survey valued legal research helpdesks as ‘good’ to ‘very
good’ value and saw them as particularly useful for knowledge and awareness (as one would
expect) but less so for risk management. However, there were some wide variations in the
scoring, perhaps reflecting different experiences.
As in the 2011 research, this is one of the mid-ranking offerings in terms of client value.
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Law firm perspective: Average 3.25 – moderately easy to deliver
Law firms scored this as above the midpoint in terms of difficulty to deliver (and slightly
higher than in 2011). Although it does not involve a lot of time, the scores on level of
expertise varied widely (perhaps this depends on whether the research is done by
information service staff or PSLs, although both are relatively scarce resources). Law firm
answers were very varied in terms of the economies of scale in delivering this service.
Whilst each query is unique, there may be economies of scale in having a defined system set
up to deal with enquiries, which saves time in terms of having to check what has been
promised to different clients and in agreeing the format in which the response should be
provided.

2.2 Legal Advisory Hotline
Direct access to associate or partner for in-house lawyers
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.63

3.80

3.67

3.40

3.98

3.24

4.82

3.88

In-house perspective: Average 3.63 – quite valuable
The in-house teams saw Legal Advisory Hotlines as good value and more highly rated than
Legal Research Helpdesks, as one would expect. Scoring was quite consistent.
Nevertheless, this was not scored as excellent, which was somewhat surprising as this is the
closest thing to free legal services on the list. The clients’ perception of the value of these
hotlines had increased slightly since 2011.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.98 – moderately difficult to deliver
Law firms regarded Legal Advisory Hotlines as more difficult to deliver than Research
Helplines, possibly because it is harder to draw the line between chargeable activity and
free value added services in this context. As expected, these hotlines were rated as
requiring a much higher level of expertise than Research Helpdesks, but there was a wide
variety of scores from the law firms against all of the three measures.
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2.3 Business Hotline
Direct access to associate or partner for business colleagues
2017: In-house scores
Average
1.96

2017: Law firm scores

Knowledge/

Efficiency/

Awareness

Enabling

1.79

2.21

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

1.62

3.84

3.18

4.59

3.76

In-house perspective: Average 1.96 – of a little value
The in-house average reflected a lot of ‘very poor value’ scores, reflecting the fact that they
were rather nervous about this offering because they did not want the business contacting
outside counsel directly. Some commented that if this service were provided they would
periodically want to see a list of the issues raised.
In the 2011 research this was again less highly valued than legal research helpdesks or
advisory hotlines.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.84 – moderately difficult to deliver
The law firms gave business hotlines a similar level of difficulty rating to the Legal Advisory
Hotlines, but thought it required a slightly lower level of expertise, which might reflect an
assumption that the questions raised might be less intricate. However, we would have
thought that in taking queries directly from the business it is all the more important to
understand the context so lawyers with some experience would be needed to handle these.
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3. Know-How Publications and Bulletins
The following graph compares the results from the 2011 and 2017 surveys (averaging all the
measures).

3.1 Vanilla Legal & Regulatory Updates
Commentary on developments but no tailored opinion
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

1.95

2.20

2.00

1.93

2.00

1.94

2.41

1.65

In-house perspective: Average 1.95 – of a little value
Amongst the in-house scores there were a number of ‘poor value’ scores, even though the
average was ‘ok’. There were no ‘excellent value’ scores. In the discussions at the Practical
Law Forum these bulletins seemed to be more highly valued.
In 2011 these bulletins were more highly rated – above the average score.
Law firm perspective: Average 2.00 – easy to deliver
Law firms saw this as the easiest service to deliver as most of the content can be recycled
from material used internally and there are high economies of scale.
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Although there is value in helping in-house teams to keep up to date, the ‘scattergun’
nature of some bulletins may make them less valuable and it is notable how far their
perceived value has dropped since 2011.
The complaint about these publications is that, whilst they often summarise new
developments, they do not tell the in-house lawyer the implications of those developments
or what they need to do about them.
As more firms offer legal updates, and sites become easier to subscribe to, feedback from
in-house teams highlighted that in some cases individuals are receiving 70+ emails providing
updates on major issues, all summarising very similar points. This does mean that there is
an opportunity for the really practical and helpful ones to stand out.

3.2 Tailored Industry/Client Specific Bulletins
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.73

4.00

3.80

3.64

3.39

3.65

3.82

2.71

In-house perspective: Average 3.73 – quite valuable
The in-house respondents scored these tailored industry or client specific bulletins as very
good value and the scores were consistently high for knowledge/awareness value as one
would expect. However, the scores were also high for risk management and effectiveness.
To the extent that these bulletins involve ‘horizon scanning’ and advance warning of new
legal developments, discussions with in-house teams indicated that these were particularly
highly valued.
These bulletins were in fact the most highly valued service in 2011. (In 2017 they were
ranked behind bespoke training, portals providing online matter status and post-matter
reviews).
Law firm perspective: Average 3.39 – moderately easy to deliver
The law firms saw these bulletins as requiring a high level of expertise to deliver, but having
economies of scale (assuming, we suppose, that the firms have a number of clients in the
relevant sector, as well as the fact that internal briefings can be recycled). The level of
perceived investment required had dropped since the 2011 survey.
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3.3 Thought Leadership Publications
Industry leading, commercially aware, “macro” view pieces
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.04

3.47

3.07

2.57

4.33

5.06

5.12

2.82

In-house perspective: Average 3.04 – moderately valuable
A few of the in-house respondents gave thought leadership publications an ‘excellent value’
score, but all of the others gave scores between ‘ok’ and ‘very good’.
Law firm perspective: Average 4.33 – moderately difficult to deliver
For law firms these were again scored as being relatively easy to scale, but there were high
difficulty scores in terms of the time required to deliver them and the high level of expertise
needed.

3.4 Access to Standard Form Documents/Precedents
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.63

3.60

3.87

3.31

3.73

3.71

4.06

3.41

This was a new item in the 2017 survey.
In-house perspective: Average 3.63 – quite valuable
The in-house respondents rated access to standard form documents as an important value
add, although not quite as high value as tailored industry/client specific bulletins. A few
respondents gave this an excellent value score, especially in terms of efficiency. The scores
were lower in terms of risk management, which is slightly surprising.
Our discussions indicated that in-house teams underestimated the difficulty in providing this
kind of access to clients.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.73 – moderately difficult to deliver
The law firm score indicated, as we would have expected, that a high level of expertise is
required to provide these documents to clients and that, even though the documents are
probably created for internal use, this was not seen as an area where economies of scale
were relevant.
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This may be because firms felt a higher level of pressure to keep documents completely up
to date for external use, when for internal use changes to the law could be flagged until the
knowledge team had time to amend the documents appropriately. In addition, many law
firms use third party standard documents as a starting point (such as Practical Law) and may
not have wanted their clients to be aware of this, or have been able to provide access to the
provider direct to their clients.

3.5 Microsites/Online Tools/Apps
Contextualised content, such as for Data Protection, MiFID, damages calculators etc.
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

2.95

3.43

3.21

2.38

4.08

4.75

4.75

2.75

In-house perspective: Average 2.95 – moderately valuable
These online tools and apps were scored as being good value by the in-house respondents.
Higher value scores were given for knowledge/awareness and efficiency/enabling than for
effectiveness of risk management. This scoring seems to have slipped slightly since 2011,
when perhaps these tools were seen as more innovative than they are now.
However, this category potentially covers a very wide range of different types of service,
and discussions indicate that well targeted tools are more highly regarded than general sites
which may overlap with other knowledge sources available to the in-house team. There is
also the problem of needing to remember logins for several different sources which
frequently results in online tools being used less than envisaged.
Law firm perspective: Average 4.08 – moderately difficult to deliver
The law firm scores indicated that although a lot of time and expertise is required in order
to deliver these tools, once they are up and running there are considerable economies of
scale. Choosing the right topic/tool is therefore key.
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4. Training and Roundtables
The following graph compares the results from the 2011 and 2017 surveys (averaging all the
measures).

4.1 Standard Training Seminars
Open seminars, i.e. where clients attend a general seminar at a firm’s offices
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

2.93

3.20

3.07

2.50

3.49

3.71

4.47

2.29

In-house perspective: Average 2.93 – moderately valuable
The in-house value scoring was very consistent with all the scores falling between ‘ok’ and
‘very good’. However, the value in terms of risk management was seen as lower than the
value in terms of knowledge/awareness, efficiency/enabling or effectiveness.
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Law firm perspective: Average 3.49 – moderately easy to deliver
Law firm scores indicated that even standard seminars require high levels of expertise to
deliver, and although there is scope for economies of scale (especially when opening
up/repeating training which is being developed for internal use) these require significant
time to develop. There may be a perception that questions and discussion are inhibited
when clients are present, so the training value to the firm is reduced.

4.2 Bespoke Training Seminars
Seminars exclusively for the client. Most usually held at the client’s offices at their request.
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

4.27

4.57

4.21

4.00

4.45

4.71

4.94

3.71

In-house perspective: Average 4.27 – quite valuable
In-house respondents scored bespoke training seminars as the highest value of all the items
in the survey. The average in terms of knowledge/awareness was even closer to ‘excellent’.
These seminars have increased in perceived value since the 2011 research.
Law firm perspective: Average 4.45 – moderately difficult to deliver
From the law firm perspective these seminars should deliver benefits in terms of the
opportunity to interact with clients, although we are aware that sometimes attendance
from senior members of the in-house teams is disappointing. Law firms see some scalability
in delivering these sessions but they require a considerable amount of time and high levels
of expertise.
In-house teams sometimes challenge why bespoke training sessions are such high
investment for law firms to provide as they “live and breathe the topics”. Our research
indicates client expectation on the quality of these sessions has significantly increased since
the 2011 survey, making them more time intensive to produce, and then deliver, than in the
past.
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4.3 Round Table Discussions
Small group discussions about current industry topic, legal & regulatory landscape, for
example.
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.50

3.73

3.60

3.07

4.24

4.29

4.76

3.65

In-house perspective: Average 3.50 – quite valuable
In-house respondents saw these discussions as potentially delivering ‘good’ to ‘very good’
value, especially for knowledge/awareness, but less so for risk management.
In 2011 these were the third most highly valued item on the list.
Law firm perspective: Average 4.24 – moderately difficult to deliver
Law firms scored these as requiring high levels of expertise, but being scalable to some
degree.

4.4 Soft Skills Training
Presentation skills, drafting skills, etc.
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledg
e/
Awarenes
s

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

2.63

2.80

2.93

1.64

3.39

3.59

3.53

3.06

In-house perspective: Average 2.63 – moderately valuable
There was a wide spread in the scores given by the in-house respondents. It may be that
the in-house teams did not see this kind of training as specifically the domain of law firms
and perceive that better training may be available from within their organisation and/or by
professionals in a particular field – although probably at some cost.
In 2011 these types of training were similarly relatively undervalued.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.39 – moderately easy to deliver
Law firms saw these sessions as relatively easy to deliver, both in terms of type, levels of
expertise and scalability.
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4.5 e-Learning
On-line delivery of standard courses
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

2.28

2.53

2.27

2.00

3.55

4.18

4.41

2.06

In-house perspective: Average 2.28 – of little value
In-house responses rated e-learning between ‘ok’ and ‘good’ value but less than in 2011.
Responses in relation to recorded webinars were significantly higher (see below), which may
indicate that firms can deliver more value with a slightly lower-tech approach.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.55 – moderately difficult to deliver
In contrast to 2011, when e-learning was perceived as very difficult to deliver, this time law
firms recognised that there are potentially good economies of scale in providing e-learning.
However, high levels of time and expertise are still involved. In contrast to face to face
sessions, these offerings do not give the firm the benefit of time to interact informally with
the client participants.
The lower rating of e-learning by in-house teams in 2017 may partly be attributed to there
being increasing demand for more bespoke e-learning sessions than in the past, and an
expectation for more engaging ways of delivering these sessions, for example by use of
gamification.

4.6 Webinars
Live, web based training or subsequent access to recordings
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.48

3.73

3.60

3.07

3.51

4.06

4.35

2.12

In-house perspective: Average 3.48 – moderately valuable
The in-house respondents’ ‘good’ to ‘very good’ average score concealed a number of
‘excellents’, especially in relation to knowledge/awareness. The value perception had
increased since 2011.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.51 – moderately difficult to deliver
The law firms scores did recognise the potential economies of scale involved, but also that
high levels of expertise and time are needed. However, the perceived difficulty in delivering
these had gone down since 2011.
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5. Matter Management
The following graph compares the results from the 2011 and 2017 surveys (averaging all the
measures).

5.1 Access to Dashboards/Live or Near Live Financial Information
about Matters
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.69

3.80

3.93

3.36

2.82

3.13

2.80

2.53

This was a new item in the 2017 survey.
In-house perspective: Average 3.69 – quite valuable
Most in-house teams consistently rated this area highly – which pushed it into the top 5 of
value add services appreciated by in-house teams. They particularly highlighted the benefits
in making their teams more efficient and more knowledgeable.
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Law firm perspective: Average 2.82 – moderately easy to deliver
Although there were a mix of scores across the three dimensions (time involved, level of
expertise and economies of scale), we were surprised that most firms believe this is one of
the easier value add services to provide and one that has some economies of scale and
could be used across multiple matters and clients.
This is a key area we believe firms should discuss in more detail with their clients. We
frequently heard that in-house legal teams are under increasing pressure from their
business to provide information on legal costs, often don’t have matter management/
eBilling systems in place, and have limited resources to pull together figures for multiple
matters.
It seems that firms should be able to use technology to automate the production of financial
information about matters and this would be greatly appreciated by their clients.

5.2 Portal/Targeted Online View of Status and Updates on Matters
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.89

4.07

4.00

3.64

4.29

4.60

4.13

4.13

This was a new item in the 2017 survey.
In-house perspective: Average 3.89 – quite valuable
This area was one that in-house teams rated as being highly valuable – consistently scoring
highly across all four dimensions (effectiveness, risk management and in particular
knowledge/awareness and efficiency/enabling). As we noted when commenting on how
law firms could assist by providing information about the financials of matters, in-house
teams are demanding information not just on costs, but on progress, risk and status
updates.
Law firm perspective: Average 4.29 – moderately difficult to deliver
Unlike financial information, law firms indicated this information is not easy to provide –
they suggested it would take significant amounts of time, and needed a high level of
expertise.
As with providing access to financial information on matters, this is an area that would be
rated highly by clients. Through better use of technology it is easy to think this is something
that law firms could readily make available to clients, but their responses indicate this is not
the case.
Firms will generally be tracking time and holding financial/invoice information on matters
within their own systems, and are increasingly able to make this available to clients.
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However, specific information on matters themselves is not generally held in practice
management systems (tending to be provided by email), hence it is more difficult for them
to produce this type of matter management information.
Although technology can help to some extent, the content (such as status updates, progress
to date, milestones, and next steps) would need input from those closely involved on the
matter. The input of this data could take a significant amount of time for firms to add to
systems, specifically for the benefit of their clients.
Arguably, however, taking time to consider these issues improves overall project
management and firms that have been seeking to implement more formal project
management techniques might find that transparency in providing matter status updates to
client helps to embed better practices.

5.3 Providing a (Non-Lawyer) Project Manager for Large Matters
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

2.77

2.60

3.00

2.53

4.13

4.40

4.00

4.00

This was a new item in the 2017 survey.
In-house perspective: Average 2.77 – moderately valuable
This area provided some of the most inconsistent responses from in-house teams being
valued highly by some, but not at all by others.
The range of responses is perhaps a reflection on the corporate legal departments who
participated in the survey – project managers for large matters perhaps only being
beneficial for the larger teams and the largest of matters where a more structured approach
can often benefit the case and reduce costs for the client.
Law firm perspective: Average 4.13 – moderately difficult to deliver
Through their ratings for this area, firms generally highlighted that this type of support for
large matters would require significant time, a high level of expertise, and wasn’t scalable.
In addition, law firms have limited experience of including qualified project managers as
part of the matter team, and although this position is changing, providing project
management support to a number of clients on numerous matters is probably not an area
that is going to be a big focus in the next 12 – 24 months.
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5.4 Post Matter Reviews
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.80

3.87

3.87

3.60

3.67

3.27

3.67

4.07

In-house perspective: Average 3.80 – quite valuable
Post matter reviews were in the overall top 5 of services appreciated by clients, consistently
scoring highly regardless of the size of in-house team.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.67 – moderately difficult to deliver
Law firms indicated these reviews take time, need the involvement of senior members of
the matter team who are familiar with the matter, and although the process would be
scalable across matters, the content would will always be bespoke.
Most in-house teams consistently rated this area highly – perhaps because frequently this is
something that should happen, at the end of matters but often doesn’t, and they
understand the benefits for future matters. Against this, firms were less keen to participate
in these reviews than we had perhaps anticipated – possibly because they’ve moved on to
the next fee earning matter and may be reluctant to share their views on the way the
matter was handled, both by themselves and by the client.
Some in-house teams noted that by investing in post matter reviews; over time bulk analysis
of common themes could identify issues which could then provide significant value to their
internal teams working on similar matters further down the line.
This left us thinking that if in-house teams want to ensure the number of post matter
reviews increases, perhaps they should start to include this as a metric reported on at
relationship meetings with their key firms.

Valuing Value Add | November 2017

| 33

6. Miscellaneous Activities
For a graph showing a comparison of the scores from the two surveys, please see section 5.

6.1 Reporting Invested Time
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.06

3.07

3.47

2.29

3.09

2.93

2.73

3.60

In-house perspective: Average 3.06 – moderately valuable
The overall score for this section indicated it is something that in-house teams find quite
useful but there are other more highly appreciated value add activities.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.09 – moderately easy to deliver
Most firms indicated that reporting invested time does not take too much time and doesn’t
require senior resource. However, there were differences in opinion as to how scalable this
would be for clients – perhaps accepting that clients may all have different requirements, so
multiple approaches to reporting would have to be implemented.
The rather average overall score for this section by clients may be due to the variety of
ratings across the four dimensions. Although reporting invested time has little benefit from
a risk management perspective, the information could save the in-house team time in
producing management information and enable them to demonstrate cost savings.

6.2 KM Consultancy
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.17

3.27

3.33

2.80

3.81

3.81

4.06

3.56

In-house perspective: Average 3.17 – moderately valuable
Clients highlighted KM Consultancy as being helpful for knowledge/awareness but less so
for some of the other dimensions including risk management.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.81 – moderately difficult to deliver
Unsurprisingly, law firms highlighted the time commitment and level of expertise required,
but accepted that unlike some other value add services there were some economies of
scale.
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In our experience, although this is an area that is undoubtedly appreciated by larger clients,
there are limitations on the number of resources available, and the number of in-house
teams that focus on knowledge management, so it is likely to continue to be a relatively
niche value add service.

6.3 IT Consultancy
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

3.47

3.40

3.67

3.13

3.80

3.73

3.87

3.80

In-house perspective: Average 3.47 – quite valuable
This was one area where there was a fairly mixed response from the in-house teams who
responded to the survey. Some suggested this would be very beneficial, giving it the highest
score/value, others had a view that IT Consultancy would be less helpful to them.
Law firm perspective: Average 3.80 – moderately difficult to deliver
Firms rated this area in a similar way to provision of KM Consultancy – highlighting the need
for specific resources, a considerable investment in time, and giving a mixed response in
relation to economies of scale.
This area was more highly valued by clients than law firms may have expected – perhaps
surprisingly both KM Consultancy and IT Consultancy were more valued than the provision
of Legal Secondees in the survey. We believe some in-house teams may have unrealistic
expectations regarding the IT Consultancy that they are expecting as part of value add.
Although a small number of firms are well placed to offer this type of support, many have
limited experience of the IT infrastructure constraints corporate legal teams work within,
and will have limited exposure to some of the systems in-house legal teams generally adopt.

6.4 Joint Participation in CSR/Pro Bono Activities
2017: In-house scores

2017: Law firm scores

Average

Knowledge/
Awareness

Efficiency/
Enabling

Risk Mgnt

Average

Time

Expertise

Economies
of scale

2.37

2.40

2.73

1.64

3.15

3.25

2.63

3.56

This was a new item in the 2017 survey.
In-house perspective: Average 2.37 – of little value
Despite helping to build strong relationships between individuals, the in-house teams rated
this area as one of the bottom five in value to them.
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Law firm perspective: Average 3.15 – moderately easy to deliver
Responses from law firms were fairly mixed, with no clear trend, but generally indicate this
is a value add service that could be provided fairly easily.
From our discussion with in-house teams they undoubtedly acknowledge the benefit of CSR
and pro bono activities (which some already participate in jointly with their law firms),
however these are of lower value to them than many of the more traditional value add
services. Nevertheless these activities may benefit the overall relationship between the law
firm and the in-house team.
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Appendix – Most and Least Valued Services and the Cost to
Deliver
In-house legal teams top ten valued items:
1. Bespoke Training Seminars
2. Portal/online matter status
3. Post Matter Reviews
4. Tailored bulletins
5. Dashboards/Financial Information
6. Legal Advisory Hotline
7. Access to standard documents
8. Round Table Discussions
9. Webinars
10. IT Consultancy

This list shows the top ten most valued
services from our survey. The services
highlighted in red do not appear on
the top ten most costly items for law
firms to deliver (see below).
These may therefore be useful areas
for law firms to explore, as they may
present opportunities to deliver value
to clients at relatively low cost.

The following items were amongst the ten least costly services to deliver, according to our
survey:




dashboards/financial information,
tailored bulletins, and
webinars.

The items in bold in the table to the
right, whilst costly to deliver, are highly
valued according to our survey, and may
therefore be worth the investment.
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Law firm most costly to deliver items:
1. Legal Secondees
2. Bespoke Training Seminars
3. Thought Leadership Publications
4. Portal/online matter status
5. Round Table Discussions
6. Support Secondees
7. Non-lawyer PM
8. Microsites/online tools
9. Legal Advisory Hotline
10. Business Hotline
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