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	Proposals for the Reform of Legal Aid in England and Wales
Questionnaire


 

 FORMTEXT 
 
Please send your response by 12:00 noon on 14 February 2011 by email to legalaidreformmoj@justice.gsi.gov.uk, or by post to Legal Aid Reform Team, Ministry of Justice, 102 Petty France, London SW1H 9AJ.

  
Scope

Question 1: Do you agree with the proposals to retain the types of case and proceedings listed in paragraphs 4.37 to 4.144 of the consultation document within the scope of the civil and family legal aid scheme?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.
	We support the retention in scope of these areas but we are concerned about cases that are limited to responding to emergency situations. For example, the restriction of legal aid for ancilliary relief in family law cases to those who have taken domestic violence proceedings risks excluding many women who have experienced mental or physical violence but been too frightened to take proceedings on grounds of the violence but who nonetheless wish to obtain ancilliary relief to enable them to bring their marriage to an end.


Question 2: Do you agree with the proposal to make changes to court powers in ancillary relief cases to enable the Court to make interim lump sum orders against a party who has the means to fund the costs of representation for the other party?

 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 3: Do you agree with the proposals to exclude the types of case and proceedings listed in paragraphs 4.148 to 4.245 from the scope of the civil and family legal aid scheme?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	We do not agree with the proposals to exclude the following types of case and proceedings from the scope of legal aid:

-
Asylum support

-
Clinical negligence

-
Compensation from the Criminal Injuries Compensation Authority

-
Debt

-
Education

-
Employment

-
Family law (financial relief and private child law)

-
Proceedings before the Higher Courts

-
Housing 

-
Immigration 

-
Welfare benefits

In particular we will make short comments about education and immigration law cases. 

Education cases clearly impact mostly on children and young people. We consider that the removal of legal aid here will have a particularly adverse effect on BAME children and children who have a disability (who will not neccessarily be shown up on the Equality Impact Assessment as it is their parent's characteristics that have been measured here - see answer to question 49).

Immigration cases are often extremely complex and involve fundamental human rights issues. We are therefore very concerned about proposals for individuals to represent themselves in such proceedings. Applicants in immigration cases are more likely to have difficulty dealing with English documents or they may be traumatised having experienced violence or domestic violence, or they may have been the victim of trafficking.  Such applicants cannot be expected to represent themselves.
While we welcome the fact that legal help is being retained in discrimination cases, we are concerned that removing legal aid for other linked housing, employment or welfare rights cases will effectively result in a substantial decrease in the number of advice providers and consequently potential clients being unable to find information and advice on their rights. Many discrimination cases arise out of or in connection with other legal claims – housing, employment or welfare benefits, for example.  If it is not possible to obtain funding for these parts of the claim it will be very difficult to take action to pursue the discrimination claim. In any event it is not proposed that legal help will be available for representation in tribunals where the majority of first instance discrimination cases are heard.

We question the assumption that all tribunals are simple and easily accessible for claimants, even if they are not vulnerable.  We note that Professor Hazel Genn said in her important study of tribunals –

...there are limits to the ability of tribunals to compensate for users’ difficulties in presenting their case.  In some circumstances, an advocate is not only helpful to the user and the tribunal, but may be crucial to procedural and substantive fairness. 

This issue is particularly relevant to discrimination cases as none of the courts have an investigative function nor do most of the tribunals, including employment tribunals, for which legal aid or assistance is to be withdrawn.   This is highly significant because the deficiencies of a litigant in person in presenting his or her case cannot be addressed by the judge.  This point was made very clearly by the Court of Appeal : 

…It is for the litigant himself to decide what case to make and how to make it, and what evidence to adduce and how to adduce it. It is not for the judge to give directions or advice on such matters. It is not his function to step into the arena on the litigant's side and to help him make his case…. It is not their role to engage in the sort of inquisitorial function that [counsel for the appellant] suggests or, therefore, to engage in an investigation as to what further evidence might be available to one of the parties which, if adduced, might enable him to make a better case. Their function is to hear the case the parties choose to put before them, make findings as to the facts and to decide the case in accordance with the law.

Because proceedings are adversarial the intelligence, knowledge of the law and analytical and communication skills of a litigant in person will determine the outcome of the case in many circumstances. In 2008-09, 98% of legal aid recipients were in the bottom two income quintiles.  86% of the full representation cases and 80% of Legal Help cases which would be removed from scope would affect people in the bottom income quintile. The removal of legal aid will mean that some less intelligent, less knowledgeable, less articulate and less analytical litigants will simply not be able to win even if they have real grievances.  This is not consistent with the equal protection under the law that is the birthright of all who live under the rule of law as expressly stated in the Universal Declaration on Human Rights 1948. 

Discrimination law, even after the passing of the Equality Act 2010, is complex and remains difficult to prove.

We strongly disagree with the proposal to remove proceedings in the higher courts from the scope of legal aid for the following reasons: 

-
It is difficult to envisage a case that went to this level that did not involve a complex legal issue (it is only possible to go to the Court of Appeal were the appeal raises an important point of principal or law, or there is some other compelling reason for it to be heard). By definition cases that go to the Court of Appeal are extremely complex; it is not feasible to expect people to represent themselves at this level of hearing even if they face no other barriers resulting from the impact of discrimination or disadvantage.  

-
To access the Court of Appeal or higher courts you have to go through permission proceedings and meet specific legal tests. What litigant in person without legal expertise could do this? The answer is obvious: very few indeed!

-
Increased numbers of applications and cases involving litigants in person will lengthen the time taken to hear cases and increase the financial burden on the higher courts.  





Question 4: Do you agree with the Government’s proposals to introduce a new scheme for funding individual cases excluded from the proposed scope, which will only generally provide funding where the provision of some level of legal aid is necessary to meet domestic and international legal obligations (including those under the European Convention on Human Rights) or where there is a significant wider public interest in funding Legal Representation for inquest cases?
 

 FORMTEXT 
  
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	This clearly is intended to amount to the bare minimum provision which the Government should make available under its international legal obligations.  However, it is our submission that a number of the areas of law that the Ministry of Justice proposes to remove from the scope of legal aid engage Convention rights and these areas are so complex that legal aid must be provided in order for the UK to meet its obligations under the HRA and the ECHR. Further, noting the duty on the government under section 6 HRA to respect people's Convention rights in decisions, policies and laws, we believe that the government should practice prevention rather than cure and bring these areas of  back into the scope of the legal aid scheme rather than seeking to adopt a case-by-case approach which focuses on exceptions. At a practical level, opting for an 'exceptions' approach will be time consuming, costly and open to legal challenge. At a principled level, it is important to bring these areas of law back within the scope of legal aid because the reforms in question will limit the ability of people to access the legal advice and representation which would enable them to challenge infringements of their rights in the courts. We cannot agree that the implementation of an 'exceptional' cases scheme in the manner suggested is appropriate or helpful. 


Question 5: Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to amend the merits criteria for civil legal aid so that funding can be refused in any individual civil case which is suitable for an alternative source of funding, such as a Conditional Fee Arrangement?


 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 6: We would welcome views or evidence on the potential impact of the proposed reforms to the scope of legal aid on litigants in person  and the conduct of proceedings.
 
	These reforms will necessarily bring about a substantial increase in the numbers of litigants in person trying to make their way through the Courts and tribunals systems.  

We consider that this will lead to considerable inequality between parties and inadequate access to justice.  An increased number of litigants in person will also have time and cost implications for the court system as the late Mr Justice Hodge, when giving evidence to the Constitutional Affairs Committee explained in relation to the Asylum and Immigration Tribunal:

“The AIT and its judges, whenever they have been asked, have always said that we value representation and we want as many people to be legally represented as possible, and whenever we discuss these matters with the Legal Services Commission, which we do periodically, that is entirely what we say...”

Mr Justice Collins, giving evidence in the same proceedings also commented on the problems faced by judges in dealing properly with litigants in person stating: 

“it makes it more difficult to give proper consideration when you do not have the evidence out before you in the form that it ought to be put.”  

These same considerations apply to other tribunals, particularly Employment Tribunals, as well.

We therefore believe that the evidence actually shows that being unrepresented has significant negative consequences for the individuals involved and that settlement and efficiency in legal proceedings is best promoted by giving individuals access to legal advice and representation. 
Please also see the answer to question 3.



The Community Legal Advice Telephone Helpline

Question 7: Do you agree that the Community Legal Advice helpline should be established as the single gateway to access civil legal aid advice?

 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	Members of the EDF are extremely concerned about this proposal which we believe has a number of problems and limitations which will have a particularly adverse effect on minority groups. 

We accept that there may be some advantages to having a telephone advice line as set out in paras 4.270 and 4.271, however, these advantages will mainly apply to those who are better off, reasonably articulate, and who have ready access to cheap telephone services. Most of these will have access to resources and thus will be outside the scope of legal aid.  If the Government genuinely wishes to ‘re-design the system so that it caters much better for the needs of its clients’ a single entry point telephone advice service is not the way to achieve this.

Some of the people who will be adversely affected by a telephone advice service include-

•
ethnic minority clients who have difficulty in understanding or speaking in English or reading documents in English, 

•
clients with a physical or mental health impairment affecting their ability to communicate by telephone or more generally, including people with hearing loss (1 in 7 of the population) and those who use sign language, as well as 

•
those who are very distressed or frightened. 

They are unlikely to be able to make effective use of a telephone helpline.  Consequently we consider that whilst a telephone helpline may be useful to some people, it should not be the sole access point to legal help. 

Additionally a large number of clients are likely to have a problem which they find difficult to explain, or understand, which can be or often needs to be identified from documentation – this will not be available to a telephone adviser.  For example, a person with an immigration case or a welfare benefits case, may not understand what the issues are but sight of the correspondence would clarify what the problems are. 

Those of our members that have experience in direct advice giving to the public will attest that when a client is very distressed, frightened, confused or upset it can take time for them to explain the salient details of their problems. Many may misidentify their problems.  For example, many discrimination problems may be presented by the client as an ‘employment’ problem or a ‘housing’ problem – it will only be after some probing by a well informed advisor that the discrimination element is revealed. Clearly if the potential client on the telephone identifies their problem as employment or housing they will be told that legal advice or help is not available to them, whereas if they had identified their problem as discrimination they may have been referred for further second tier advice. 





Question 8: Do you agree that specialist advice should be offered through the Community Legal Advice helpline in all categories of law and that, in some categories, the majority of civil Legal Help clients and cases can be dealt with through this channel?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	See response to question 7 above.


Question 9: What factors should be taken into account when devising the criteria for determining when face to face advice will be required?

 
	Factors should include - 

whether English is a second language for the client, 

whether they are suffiently articulate to explain their problem adequately, 

whether they have any physical or mental impairments that would make it difficult for them to explain their problem to the telephone adviser, 

whether documents need to be examined in order to understand the nature of the problem, and
whether the client is emotionally distressed or appears to be frightened or at risk of physical or mental harm. 



Question 10: Which organisations should work strategically with Community Legal Advice and what form should this joint working take?
 
	We consider that the Community Legal Service should work with those already offering legal advice and assistance such as the Law Centres Federation, Citizens Advice and Advice UK as well as the Equality and Human Rights Commission. 


Question 11: Do you agree that the Legal Services Commission should offer access to paid advice services for ineligible clients through the Community Legal Advice helpline?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	We consider that to add to the list of activities of the telephone advice service by including referral to paid services adds an extra layer of complexity to their job.  Lists of agencies would have to be maintained and checks made to ensure that the paid services are both competant and qualified to deliver the service needed.


Financial Eligibility

Question 12: Do you agree with the proposal that applicants for legal aid who are in receipt of passporting benefits should be subject to the same capital eligibility rules as other applicants?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 13: Do you agree with the proposal that clients with £1,000 or more disposable capital should be asked to pay a £100 contribution?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 14: Do you agree with the proposals to abolish the equity and pensioner capital disregards for cases other than contested property cases?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 15: Do you agree with the proposals to retain the mortgage disregard, to remove the £100,000 limit, and to have a gross capital limit of £200,000 in cases other than contested property cases (with a £300,000 limit for pensioners with an assessed disposable income of £315 per month or less)?
  
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 16: Do you agree with the proposal to introduce a discretionary waiver scheme for property capital limits in certain circumstances?

 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

The Government would welcome views in particular on whether the conditions listed at paragraphs 5.33 to 5.37 are the appropriate circumstances for exercising such a waiver. Please give reasons.
	     


Question 17: Do you agree with the proposals to have conditions in respect of the waiver scheme so that costs are repayable at the end of the case and, to that end, to place a charge on property similar to the existing statutory charge scheme?

 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons. The Government would welcome views in particular on the proposed interest rate scheme at paragraph 5.35 in relation to deferred charges.
	     


Question 18: Do you agree that the property eligibility waiver should be exercised automatically for Legal Help for individuals in non-contested property cases with properties worth £200,000 or less (£300,000 in the case of pensioners with disposable income of £315 per month or less)?
 

 FORMTEXT 
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 19: Do you agree that we should retain the ‘subject matter of the dispute’ disregard for contested property cases capped at £100,000 for all levels of service?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.
	     


Question 20: Do you agree that the equity and pensioner disregards should be abolished for contested property cases?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.
	     


Question 21: Do you agree that, for contested property cases, the mortgage disregard should be retained and uncapped, and that there should be a gross capital limit of £500,000 for all clients?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.
	     


Question 22: Do you agree with the proposal to raise the levels of income-based contributions up to a maximum of 30% of monthly disposable income?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 23: Which of the two proposed models at paragraphs 5.59 to 5.63 would represent the most equitable means of implementing an increase in income-based contributions? Are there other alternative models we should consider? Please give reasons.
 
	     


Criminal Remuneration

Question 24: Do you agree with the proposals to:

 
	· pay a single fixed fee of £565 for a guilty plea in an either way case which the magistrates’ court has determined is suitable for summary trial;
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	· enhance the lower standard fee paid for cracked trials and guilty pleas under the magistrates’ courts scheme in either way cases; and

 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	· remove the separate fee for committal hearings under the Litigators’ Graduated Fees Scheme to pay for the enhanced guilty plea fee?

 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Please give reasons.

	     


Question 25: Do you agree with the proposal to harmonise the fee for a cracked trial in indictable only cases, and either way cases committed by magistrates, and in particular that:
 
	· the proposal to enhance the Litigators Graduated Fee Scheme and Advocates Graduated Fee Scheme fees for a guilty plea by 25% provides reasonable remuneration when averaged across the full range of cases; and
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	· access to special preparation provides reasonable enhancement for the most complex cases?

 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Please give reasons.

	     


Question 26: Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to align fees paid for cases of murder and manslaughter with those paid for cases of rape and other serious sexual offences?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 27: Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to remove the distinction between cases of dishonesty based on the value of the dishonest act(s) below £100,000?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 28: Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to:

 
	a)
remove the premium paid for magistrates’ courts cases in London; and

 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	b)
reduce most ‘bolt on’ fees by 50%?

 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Please give reasons.

	     


Question 29: Do you agree with the proposal to align the criteria for Very High Cost Criminal Cases for litigators so that they are consistent with those now currently in place for advocates?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 30: Do you agree with the proposal to appoint an independent assessor for Very High Cost Criminal Cases?

 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

It would be helpful to have your views on:

· the proposed role of the assessor;

· the skills and experience that would be required for the post; and
· whether it would offer value for money.
Please give reasons.

	     


Question 31: Do you agree with the proposal to amend one of the criteria for the appointment of two counsel by increasing the number of pages of prosecution evidence from 1,000 to 1,500 pages?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Civil Remuneration

Question 32: Do you agree with the proposal to reduce all fees paid in civil and family matters by 10%, rather than undertake a more radical restructuring of civil and family legal aid fees?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 33: Do you agree with the proposal to cap and set criteria for enhancements to hourly rates payable to solicitors in civil cases?

 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

If so, we would welcome views on the criteria which may be appropriate. Please give reasons.

	     


Question 34: Do you agree with the proposal to codify the rates paid to barristers as set out in Table 5, subject to a further 10% reduction?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 35: Do you agree with the proposals:
 
	· to apply ‘risk rates’ to every civil non-family case where costs may be ordered against the opponent; and
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	· to apply ‘risk rates’ from the end of the investigative stage or once total costs reach £25,000, or from the beginning of cases with no investigative stage?
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Please give reasons.

	     


Question 36: The Government would also welcome views on whether there are types of civil non-family case (other than those described in paragraphs 7.22 and 7.23) for which the application of ‘risk rates’ would not be justifiable, for example, because there is less likelihood of cost recovery or ability to predict the outcome.
  
	     


Question 37: Do you agree with the proposal to cap and set criteria for enhancements to hourly rates payable to solicitors in family cases?

 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

If so, we would welcome views on the criteria which may be appropriate. Please give reasons.

	     


Question 38: Do you agree with the proposals to restrict the use of Queen’s Counsel in family cases to cases where provisions similar to those in criminal cases apply?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Expert Remuneration

Question 39: Do you agree that:
 
	· there should be a clear structure for the fees to be paid to experts from legal aid;
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	· in the short term, the current benchmark hourly rates, reduced by 10%, should be codified;
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	· in the longer term, the structure of experts’ fees should include both fixed and graduated fees and a limited number of hourly rates;
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	· the categorisations of fixed and graduated fees shown in Annex J are appropriate; and
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	· the proposed provisions for ‘exceptional’ cases set out at paragraph 8.16 are reasonable and practicable?
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


Please give reasons.

	     


Alternative Sources of Funding

Question 40: Do you think that there are any barriers to the introduction of a scheme to secure interest on client accounts?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 41: Which model do you believe would be most effective:
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Model A: under which solicitors would retain client monies in their client accounts, but would remit interest to the Government; or
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Model B: under which general client accounts would be pooled into a Government bank account?
Please give reasons.

	     


Question 42: Do you think that a scheme to secure interest on client accounts would be most effective if it were based on a:
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A) mandatory model;

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 B) voluntary opt-in model; or

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 C) voluntary opt-out model?

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 43: Do you agree with the proposal to introduce a Supplementary Legal Aid Scheme?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.

	     


Question 44: Do you agree that the amount recovered should be set as a percentage of general damages?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

If so, what should the percentage be?
	     


Governance and Administration

Question 45: The Government would welcome views on where regulators could play a more active role in quality assurance, balanced against the continuing need to have in place and demonstrate robust central financial and quality controls.

 
	     


Question 46: The Government would welcome views on the administration of legal aid, and in particular:

· the application process for civil and criminal legal aid;

· applying for amendments, payments on account, etc.;

· bill submission and final settlement of legal aid claims; and
· whether the system of Standard Monthly Payments should be retained or should there be a move to payment as billed?
  
	     


Question 47: In light of the current programme of the Legal Services Commission to make greater use of electronic working, legal aid practitioners are asked to give views on their readiness to work in this way.
 
	     


Question 48: Are there any other factors you think the Government should consider to improve the administration of legal aid?

 
	     


Impact Assessments

Question 49: Do you agree that we have correctly identified the range of impacts under the proposals set out in this consultation paper?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.
	We do not agree that the Ministry of Justice has correctly identified the range or extent of impacts that these proposals will have. 
The Equality Impact Assessment demonstrates to some extent the comparative disadvantage that would be created by the proposed provisions.  Even though it is based on inadequate data , it clearly shows that in the majority of categories of existing civil law provision women, ethnic minority people and those with disabilities are over represented compared to the national population.  We believe that if these figures were accurate a greater degree of adverse impact would be revealed. The figures also do not consider the impact of combined discrimination nor of the new grounds for protection which will be included in the new public sector equality duty. 

It is because of the disproportionately negative effects that these proposals will have on some of the most disadvantaged and vulnerable people in our society that we are opposing them.
Additionally, we would particularly point out that the impact assessment in relation to disability in education cases will be inaccurate because it is based on the parent's characteristics whereas the subject matter of the case will be the child. A substantial number of education cases are brought which entail challenging the provision made or not made for children with disabilities which will not be revealed in this impact assessment. 



Question 50: Do you agree that we have correctly identified the extent of impacts under these proposals?
 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Please give reasons.
	See answer to question 49 above.


Question 51: Are there forms of mitigation in relation to client impacts that we have not considered?
 
	Many legal aid cases are the result of Governmental administrative shortcomings and a failure to make accurate and appropriate decisions initially, for example, welfare benefit cases and some immigration cases arise as a direct result of administrative failures.  If some of these areas were remedied less legal help would be needed.





About you

	Full name
	EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY FORUM


	Job title (or capacity in which you are responding to this consultation exercise)

 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Government Department / Non-Departmental Public Body

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Insurer

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Judiciary

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Legal Academic

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
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