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1 About adviceUK
1.1 adviceUK is the umbrella body for independent voluntary and community organisations (VCOs) that provide free advice to the public. Our core role is the provision of organisational support focused on the management and delivery of advice services. We have pioneered new approaches to advice agency networking, development and training.

1.2 Originally formed as FIAC (the Federation of Independent Advice Centres) we have been in existence since 1979. 

1.3 We currently support around 930 member organisations spread throughout the UK, giving us the largest membership of any advice network.

1.4 Our membership is highly diverse, with large and small independent agencies: some serving large inner-city areas and others serving small rural communities. Some provide the only advice service in their area and take all types of enquiries while others specialise in serving a particular community or in advising on a particular subject such as housing, consumer rights or debt advice.

1.5 Over 50% of adviceUK centres operate in the Social Exclusion Unit’s list of the 44 poorest boroughs. 25% of our members have a Black and Minority Ethnic focus.

1.6 The majority of our members provide advice at General Help levels, although significant numbers hold not-for-profit LSC contracts.

1.7 Working with our membership, our aim is to ensure access to good quality information and advice services enabling people to fully achieve, protect and exercise their rights.

1.8 We provide organisational support and co-ordination to our member organisations. We represent their interests at UK, national and regional levels and we provide a voice in policy making. We also engage and work closely with other similar organisations in our sector, with other national organisations in the wider voluntary & community sector, with relevant private sector concerns and with national and local government.  

1.9 We have consulted our members regarding this response, but it does not necessarily represent the views of all members.

2 Introduction

2.1 adviceUK welcomes the Commission’s invitation to comment on their strategy for the future of the Community Legal Service.

2.2 We will address most of the questions posed within the consultation paper but do not wish to restrict our comments solely to the issues they focus on. We also wish to make some general comments.
2.3 adviceUK is a member of the Advice Services Alliance. We have contributed to the ASA response and will not repeat some of the detailed comments they have made and which we support.

3 General comments

3.1 We welcome some aspects of the paper and its proposals including the client-focused and rights based approach, the emphasis on social exclusion and the recognition of the importance of strategic action to address the root causes of problems/disputes.

3.2 However, for the most part, we are very disappointed. The realities we had hoped to see acknowledged in the document are that the CLS has been a failure in its own terms, that funding has never matched aspirations, that several aspects of design and implementation have been fundamentally flawed and that substantial change, addressing the true causes of failure, will be required in order to provide any chance of achieving either the original objectives or revised ones. 

3.3 That all this is true we regard as self-evident to everyone acquainted with the CLS. However, “Making Legal Rights a Reality” invites the reader to concur that the first five years of the CLS have seen “considerable progress” and that further progress therefore requires only relatively minor change.  We view this as an attempt at political face-saving that does the LSC, as an independently governed body, no credit whatsoever. 
3.4 By not acknowledging that the CLS is broken, the paper avoids any discussion of the real causes of failure. Rather, it makes proposals that address symptoms and are mostly expedient in circumstances determined by insufficient funding. Taken as a whole, the proposals constitute a retreat to the core business of funding legal aid work and the end of the CLS as originally promoted. Sadly, we not feel this will help make legal rights a reality for many of our poorest and most vulnerable citizens. 

3.5 The Commission’s effective retreat from the concept of the wider Community Legal Service also calls into question its leadership role. If, beyond funding a telephone service, the Commission is unwilling to ensure that a minimum, accessible level of information and advice is available to all who need it should leadership of the CLS be located elsewhere? Perhaps the Department for Constitutional Affairs should look at this again. 
3.6 In terms of working with other stakeholders, the CLS strategy appears to be at odds with the general approach that the government has taken towards the voluntary and community sector recently of building its capacity to deliver public services. There is nothing in the strategy that responds to the Change Up agenda and recognises the need for the Commission to ensure that provision is in place to build the capacity of VCS agencies to engage with its strategy.

3.7 The strategy contains many vague, un-costed and unclear proposals that appear to mean larger, more remote and mainstream legal and advice services and very little to ensure diversity of provision and equality of access within a “wider CLS”. 

3.8 The paper invites us to comment on proposals that are undeveloped and will only become clearer in a series of later policy papers that will set out, rather than consult on, their intentions. The Commission should publish more detailed proposals as consultation papers to enable advice providers an input into design.

3.9 A good deal of the advice providers that adviceUK works with have a Black and Minority Ethnic and refugee focus. Many also have a focus on the advice needs of disabled people, lesbians and gay men. These agencies have often been excluded from CLS activities to date, due to lack of capacity to engage of because the specific advice needs they cater for have not been recognised as a priority. The new strategy indicates that this exclusion will continue. Yet it is these agencies that are an essential part of legal and advice provision because they provide access to communities that feel comfortable about using them. They speak their language, are located locally and understand their holistic advice needs. They may need to refer or signpost clients to other specialist agencies but this will only be successful after the trust of the client has been established by the community advice agency.

3.10 The draft strategy makes no proposals that we can foresee improving the position of generalist advice agencies, or providing seamless links between General Help & Information Points and specialist agencies. It is these, often smaller, agencies that play a key role in tackling social exclusion by providing a trusted understanding of and response to complex and diverse community advice needs. They provide the bulk of advice to the public – specialist and LSC funded advice is just the tip of the iceberg.

3.11 Many hundreds of agencies that achieved the CLS Quality Mark at Information and General Help levels are left wondering about the future credibility of this standard and their part in the ill-defined CLS. 

3.12 Proposals for pilot CLACs and CLANs are interesting in that they build on existing NfP models of delivery, but too vague to enable detailed comment but we have serious concerns that the creation of such superstructures could exclude the smaller, often minority focused, agencies referred to above - to the detriment of clients. We have doubts about how these new initiatives will be financed.  We also have concerns that the Commission is already in the process of selecting pilot areas whilst still consulting on the undeveloped proposals.

3.13 Proposals for an expansion of telephone advice have some merit, but the underlying assumption is that telephone based services are cheaper and more accessible. We challenge both assumptions. Providing good quality telephone advice, even at General Help level requires skilled and experienced staff. The most vulnerable and excluded clients do not readily or easily access telephone based services.

3.14 The suggestion that face-to-face advice should be concentrated in areas of deprivation – primarily Neighbourhood Renewal Areas - is alarming and seems at odds with the client focus that the strategy purports to have. OPDM indices of deprivation may indicate advice needs but they are far from the only measure. Many areas with high advice needs but no NRA status will be severely disadvantaged if the Commission pursues this strategy. Furthermore, advice needs can often be hidden in areas of apparent affluence.

3.15 Overall, this seems to us to be a strategy driven far more by the need to drive down costs than by a focus on client needs and rights.

4 The CLS and the role of the LSC

Q.1. Do you agree with the flexible definition of the CLS as we have outlined in paragraphs 1.5 - 1.16?

Q.2. Do you agree that our primary focus for the CLS should remain as defined in paragraphs 1.17 - 1.23?

4.1 We agree with the stated primary focus of the CLS but we think that the proposed flexible definition of the CLS misses an important opportunity.

4.2 The Commission acknowledges its role to establish, maintain and develop the CLS, but declines to define what it is. This misses the chance to provide real leadership. The Commission’s influence could be stronger if it was prepared to define the CLS, and the minimum level of legal and advice service that the public should be able to expect. Flexibility in how minimum levels are met is important, but standards must be maintained and accessibility ensured. Advice deserts should become a thing of the past.

4.3 Leaving the definition of the CLS open means that the public will continue to face a postcode lottery – the CLS may be very different depending on where you live and the attitude of local funders.

4.4 The Commission is a minority funder of legal and advice services but could influence other funders positively to increase advice funding if it was prepared to engage in a debate about minimum levels of provision and the scope of the CLS

5 Vision for the CLS and challenges

Q.3. Do you agree that the vision set out in paragraphs 2.1 - 2.16 is the right one for the CLS? If not, what would you change or add?

Q.4. Do you agree that these are the main challenges that the CLS faces? Are there others? (see paragraphs 3.1 - 3.13)

Vision

5.1 We generally agree with the stated vision for the CLS, but again, the Commission could provide greater leadership.

5.2 The Commission should commit, in pursuance of this vision, to ensuring accessible, independent advice and promoting the value of advice provision to other government departments.

5.3 The critical independence of legal and advice services must also be mirrored by the independence of funding. Recent changes to legal aid for asylum and immigration cases were strongly perceived as government interference in legal and advice funding.

5.4 Similarly, the Commission should be cautious about proposals to increase the role of local authorities in planning and direct funding of the CLS. Local authorities, although already the primary funder of advice services, are also frequently reluctant to fund services that may challenge their decisions.

5.5 The proposal for a strategic role to be played by the CLS in addressing the underlying causes of client problems – often the systemic failure of public services – is welcomed. How this will be resourced is a big question that is not answered by the strategy.

Quality

5.6 adviceUK supports the focus on quality of advice, competence of advisers and outcomes. 

5.7 The Commission states that it is working with umbrella bodies to encourage development of competency and peer review mechanisms. This is misleading. The Commission knows that most of the umbrella bodies do not have the resources to undertake what it has itself found too expensive a task. Also, we have not yet been engaged in discussions with the Commission regarding quality assurance, although we would welcome this. Until the LSC has entered into a meaningful dialogue with all of the advice sector umbrella bodies, including the identification of resources, it cannot claim to be working with us on quality issues.

5.8 In partnership with DIAL UK and Youth Access, adviceUK, via the LSC funded Inclusive Quality Project, supported over 400 agencies to achieve the CLS Quality Mark between 2002 and 2005. We put forward proposals to the Commission in late 2004 to continue this important quality assurance work, including auditing of existing General Help/GH with Casework Quality Mark holders and work around peer review. Unfortunately the Commission decided that such proposals did not fit with its priorities. We therefore lost, when IQP came to an end, the capacity to accept transference of quality assurance responsibility.

5.9 As the Commission knows, in order for us to work with it on adviser competence issues and peer review, we will need additional resources. We will actively seek the resources to address these issues. The Commission should play a key role in brokering, if not providing directly, these resources as a partner of ours.

5.10 The Quality Mark, particularly at General Help and General Help with Casework levels, is the one positive thing that the CLS offered to agencies that the Commission did not fund. While some aspects are unnecessarily bureaucratic and cumbersome, it has generally assisted agencies to improve their systems and management. The question QM holders are now asking is: what does the future hold for the QM? 

5.11 The Commission has all but stopped auditing at GH levels and in one region at least appears to be unable to handle new applications.

5.12 Our concern is that, after 5½ years of encouraging other funders to insist on the QM as a condition of funding and promoting the QM as the industry standard, the QM for all but contracted agencies is being sidelined and devalued. This is frustrating for the many adviceUK agencies that spent considerable time and resources in gaining it, confusing for funders and leaves no clear quality assurance context for the advice sector. Funders need to be told clearly by the Commission what it does and does not fund and quality assure.

5.13 Recognition of the CLS Quality Mark by the public is probably low, but if the brand is promoted further in future but only really applies to specialist agencies or generalists within well resourced networks, then the public will have a very misleading picture of the legal and advice sector.

Competence

5.14 The strategy recognises the increasing importance of individual adviser competence as a quality assurance issue, but it is disappointing to us that no further exploration of this topic is undertaken. This compounds the astounding absence of attention to workforce development issues that has pertained since the very outset of the CLS initiative. 

5.15 The voluntary and community advice sector today comprises some 2,500 organisations with an estimated combined annual turnover in excess of £200 million. The estimated total workforce is around 30,000 people, comprising approximately 10,000 paid employees and 20,000 volunteers.

5.16 Despite growing appreciation of advice as an important area of public service there has been no corresponding attention paid to maintenance and development of the voluntary and community sector workforce. Arrangements remain largely as they were two decades ago with ad hoc, fragmented approaches being pursued nationally and regionally within the individual networks and locally amongst advice agencies themselves. 

5.17 The workforce is rarely, if ever, considered as a whole and there is an almost total corresponding absence of pan-sector infrastructure. There is no universally accepted or available basic training programme for new advisers or for advice service managers. There is no earmarked funding for such programmes. There are no registers of approved courses, of approved training providers or of approved trainers. There are no co-ordinated arrangements for training trainers. There is no single access point for further development courses and no continuing professional development (CPD) programme for advisers. 

5.18 Although there are NVQs in Advice & Guidance (which may soon be updated based on new national occupational standards for legal advice), in most parts of the country there is no funding for associated training, no funding to meet the costs of assessment (making NVQs unaffordable for most advice agencies), no local assessors and no local assessment centre catering for advice NVQs. There are no funded arrangements for paid traineeships within the sector and there is no strategic capacity for either replenishing or expanding the work force.

5.19 The government’s unstrategic approach to funding advice infrastructure (whereby virtually all financial support goes to only one network accounting for only one third of agencies) is largely responsible for this uncoordinated situation. During the past 5½ years the Commission could have and should have taken steps to bring about change. It needs to do so now if it is serious about the importance of adviser competency.  

5.20 adviceUK provides very successful CPD and basic training programmes for advisers, mainly in London, plus NVQ assessment for advice and information staff and managers. We would welcome the opportunity to share our knowledge and expertise in this area with the Commission. 

Need

5.21 An understanding of the need for advice services can only be gained by working with advice providers at all levels – information, general help and specialist- that have first hand knowledge. An over-reliance on government and local authority statistics and proxy-measures of advice needs should be avoided.

5.22 The consultation paper shows a poor understanding of how clients (particularly Black and Minority Ethnic clients) access advice services. We would recommend that LSC staff visit a range of adviceUK member agencies to experience these access issues first hand.

6 Working together

Q.5. Do you support the proposal to establish a national stakeholders group? Do you have any comments on the initial remit and proposed membership as outlined in paragraphs 5.3 and 5.4?

6.1 We would support the establishment of a national stakeholders group and would be interested in being represented on it, but the remit of the group should be discussed via a further more detailed set of proposals. We have an overriding concern that, as it stands, it would be a stakeholders group for the CLS, yet there is no agreed definition of the extent of the CLS.

6.2 We would argue that a wide definition of the CLS should be used, to encompass the wider legal and advice sector.

6.3 A range of advice providers (small, large, generalist, specialist, BME focused etc) from all advice networks, should be represented on the group as they understand the difficulties with the current system and the wider CLS.

6.4 Although potentially very difficult, we feel it is also important that a diverse range of client representation is sought.

Q.6. Do you agree that the planning function of CLSPs should be undertaken by a different body? Do you agree the appropriate body should be agreed between the LSC and local authorities? (See paragraph 5.6)

6.5 The acknowledgement that CLSPs have largely failed is welcomed and reflects the well-documented experience of the advice sector
. A recent report by ASA has also drawn attention to the inadequacies of regional planning undertaken by CLSPs and Regional Legal Services Committees
.

6.6 However, some CLSPs have had a positive influence and where they are working they should be supported. Some of our members have pointed out that whereas their CLSP covers a fairly wide sub-region, if the responsibility was passed to Local Strategic Partnerships they would have to engage with up to ten different bodies. 

6.7 There is a big issue about the capacity of agencies to involve in local or sub-regional planning and networking bodies – a major reason why CLSPs have failed to encompass the smaller, minority and less mainstream advice agencies. We cannot see how transferring the planning and networking role to LSPs would improve this situation.

6.8 We have already expressed concern about over-reliance on proxy measures of the need for advice and the importance of the provider role in identifying need. Shifting the legal and advice sector-planning role to local strategic partnerships and local area agreements will not address this issue.

6.9 We do not feel that new formal structures to enable funders to talk to each other about advice sector funding are necessary. A greater need is for structures that enable advice providers to work together to identify need and ensure that it is met in a coordinated way for the benefit of clients.

6.10 A very positive move would be the introduction of funding for local advice networks or forums that can play a strategic and operational role in local advice provision.
6.11 adviceUK has supported the establishment or continuation of advice forums in 17 London Boroughs since 2000. This strategy has proved extremely successful with most forums proving sustainable and having significant benefits for advice providers in their area.  Some benefits that a forum can have include:

· Sharing costs - e.g. arranging in house training tailored to needs of agencies at a reduced cost.  Sharing equipment. Exploring other innovative ways of working together to respond to collective needs

· Providing an information exchange not only on what each agency does, making referrals easier, but also raising agencies awareness of different issues such as changes to legislation so that advice is up to date.

· Ensuring a seamless service by establishing workable referral arrangements.

· Gaining mutual support when working towards and maintaining the Quality Mark and other quality assurance standards.

· Monitoring new developments in the borough and flagging up gaps in provision. This can in turn inform the CLSP and other local agencies in order that hidden advice needs to be recognised.

· Identifiying maladministration, by public bodies and working to get problems that affect clients dealt with at source.

· Acting as a focal point for support, training and good practice guidance and materials around quality advice

· Enabling advisers to making local contacts with workers from other centres for mutual support, referral and sharing good practice.

· Raising the profile of advice at a strategic level

6.12 Advice Forums build local networks, break down barriers between agencies and develop trust. They are also an important mechanism for enabling relatively low-cost capacity building, via training, learning sets and sharing of best practice. They have been very effective in engaging smaller and marginalized advice providers as they deliver direct benefits.

6.13 The value of this model has been recognised by the London Regional Legal Services Committee.

7 Funding

Q.7. Paragraph 6.3 outlines steps to ensure that appropriate resourcing is available for the CLS. Are there other steps that the Commission should take?

7.1 The proposed steps would seem positive in terms of intent but we need to see them translated into method and real increases in funding for generalist and specialist advice provision.

7.2 More must be done to highlight the value and benefits of advice for other funders and government departments. Further research to highlight the positive outcomes of advice should be funded by the Commission.

7.3 The Civil Legal Aid budget should be ring-fenced to protect it from the spiralling costs of Criminal Defence.

7.4 Agencies holding contracts with the Commission should be able to recover the full costs of their public service delivery. The lack of annual inflationary increases has left many contract holders subsidising the true cost of delivering legal help.

8 Priority areas

Q.8. Do you agree with the three priority work areas for the CLS as outlined in paragraph 7.1?

8.1 We agree with the three priority work areas.

Q.9. Do you agree with our proposal to expand our telephone service? Is it right to make a basic level of service (such as information on legal rights and self-help packs) available to everyone regardless of means?(See paragraphs 7.12 - 7.17)

8.2 Telephone based advice and information provision has an important role to play in widening access, but it is not, for many clients, an alternative to face-to-face advice, it is not necessarily accessible to all and it should not be seen as a cheap option.

8.3 The Advice Services Alliance, in its response to the strategy, has referred to a good deal of evidence that highlights issues of access and effectiveness.

8.4 Smaller, community based advice agencies remain critical – to back-up telephone based services and ensure access for people who are unable or unwilling to use the telephone. They are the entry points – many clients will simply not access legal advice without them.

8.5 A telephone advice service must be able to refer clients to local face-to-face agencies where this service is needed. There is some evidence from our members that existing telephone advice services are not always doing this where appropriate.

8.6 There is also considerable evidence from existing telephone advice provision that the people staffing triage style telephone advice services must be of the highest calibre. They need the best training, the best back-up and resources and an attractive salary. 

8.7 In a telephone based casework service model, we suggest that casework is carried out by existing specialist Caseworkers working in face-to-face advice agencies. It is important that Caseworkers remain up to date with legal developments and this can be difficult for remotely located staff.

Q.10. Do you agree that over time we should develop the greatest concentration of face-to-face services in the most deprived communities? (see paragraphs 7.18 - 7.21)

8.8 We are very concerned about this proposal and in particular, the equation of the ODPM index with the need for face-to-face advice.

8.9 While half of our members are located in the poorest, most deprived local authority areas, the other half are not, but they are responding to very real face-to-face advice needs.

8.10 A range of factors contribute to advice needs, including other local service provision, the performance of public bodies and local social and economic circumstances.

Q.11. Do you agree with the proposals to pilot Community Legal and Advice Centres and Community Legal and Advice Networks, as outlined in paragraphs 7.22 - 7.32? Do you agree with their proposed remits and the broad descriptions of the services they will provide?

CLACs

8.11 We need assurance that CLACs will not replace existing provision where that provision is effective and that local authorities involved in the pilots will not use CLACs as an excuse to cut or re-allocate funding from smaller community based advice agencies.

8.12 CLACs should be located in areas where there is currently insufficient or poor quality provision. These areas should not be identified simply with reference to ODPM indices. 

8.13 It is also important to stress that super-sized, single agency CLACs should never be seen as the solution to tackling social exclusion because they are unlikely to reach the clients that a diverse range of advice agencies can. Even in areas where CLACs will be developed there will be a real need for smaller community based agencies, such as Black and Minority Ethnic focused agencies and those serving disabled people, young people and older people specifically. For people seeking advice, trust is a key issue and choice and location of provider is also important. Many clients will only go to their local community organisation for advice.

8.14 If the CLAC becomes the monopoly supplier of social welfare law advice, where is the choice for clients and what is the role of existing advice providers? If the monopoly supplier fails there is a risk that no alternative provision will remain.

8.15 We also have questions about the geographical coverage of CLACs and how accessible they will be. For instance, in London, we understand that CLACs may operate across several borough boundaries. Unless adequate outreach is provided, access to advice will be restricted for many.

8.16 We are concerned by the suggestion that CLACs could be located within the private, public or voluntary sector. It is vital that CLACs are linked and are accountable to the local community. A public or private sector led body would have difficulties with this and may well involve conflicts of interest, particularly if local authority led. The independence of advice provision is paramount.

CLANs

8.17 The proposals for CLANs are potentially very interesting for us and take us back to the original vision of a seamless network of quality assured providers. However, we need some assurance that they will be adequately resourced and inclusive and we can’t see how that they fit with other proposals for a reduction in face-to-face provision and an increase in telephone based services.

8.18 It is vital that CLANs include all advice providers, including smaller community groups. Many of these agencies will require additional resources to give them the capacity to properly engage. It is imperative that CLANs are inclusive of the range of advice providers operating in the local area, that they reflects the diversity of the advice sector and understand and respond to how these agencies work and the issues they face. A common example is barriers that particularly face BMER providers when trying to refer non-English speaking clients to a solicitor where no interpreter is available. 

8.19 We outlined above some of the key features of the advice forums that our London Region has pioneered. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these forums and other approaches we are taking to inter-agency working arrangements with the Commission as they provide positive models on which CLANs and CLACs could be based.

An alternative

8.20 adviceUK has recently proposed the development of a CLAC/CLAN hybrid model to the London Borough of Ealing, with whom we have worked closely in recent years on innovative CLS solutions.

8.21 The “Law for All” model, while tending towards a CLAC actually adopts some aspects of a CLAN in its partnership arrangements with other frontline advice providers in Ealing. In doing so it addresses many of the shortcomings that the two models would otherwise have if they were to operate in isolation. 

8.22 This hybrid model overcomes many of the barriers faced by clients who would never access services through a solicitor, law centre or other mainstream provider. In particular, with advice being delivered by a specialist agency via outreach sessions at or in partnership with an entry organisation (the first organisation that a client is likely to approach for assistance with a legal problem; that organisation may then refer or signpost to a more specialist agency) the barriers facing clients of a referral to a new agency are largely overcome. While it reduces the need for referrals it equally eases the process considerably when a referral is required. 

8.23 By working with providers serving a particular community or client group the Law for All model addresses many of the issues of access to mainstream advice while at the same time feeding back its own expertise to other providers thus developing the local advice network.

8.24 It can also act as the conduit for capacity building, in the same way as an Advice Forum does.

8.25 We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this idea with the Commission.

Q.12. Do you agree that there should be an increasing presumption in favour of services that work across several areas of social welfare law? (See paragraphs 7.33 and 7.34)

8.26 We do not entirely agree with this presumption. We acknowledge the fact that clients tend to present problems in clusters and that it is important to be able to provide as holistic as possible a service to tackle these clusters.

8.27 In many areas there is such a shortage of suppliers that single subject provision will always be essential. 

8.28 It is also important that a diversity of suppliers exists. Many of the smaller community based agencies simply do not have the capacity or strategic desire or remit to expand their range of provision. Some may be prevented by their charitable aims from diversifying into other areas of law. A presumption in favour of agencies working across several areas of social welfare law is a presumption in favour of large suppliers and against diversity and community based, client focused provision.

Q.13. Do you agree that the CLS should put more resources into taking strategic action? What other approaches could be taken beyond those outlined in paragraphs 7.37 - 7.47?

8.29 This is a very important proposal and we support the notion, but it must be adequately resourced and located appropriately.

8.30 Strategic action must be the remit of independent advice providers – not the Commission or funders. It is only independent agencies that can truly work in the interests of clients and take appropriate legal action if strategic action fails.

8.31 Independent advice providers, whether individually or in consortia or networks, need appropriate resources to properly address the issue of strategic action.

Q.14. What other ways can the Legal Services Commission promote information about legal rights and responsibilities? (see paragraphs 7.48 - 7.52)

8.32 In addition to (and not as a substitute for) legal advice, the LSC and DCA should commit to a public legal education strategy, as proposed by the Advice Services Alliance, Legal Action Group and The Citizenship Foundation. 

For further information please contact Phil Jew, Head of Policy & Communications, adviceUK, 020 7407 6500 / phil.jew@adviceuk.org.uk
12th Floor, New London Bridge House, London SE1 9SG
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