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Speakers 

Lucy Frazer QC MP, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State at the Ministry of Justice, 

Richard Burgon MP, Shadow Secretary of State for Justice and Shadow Lord Chancellor, 

Bob Neill MP, Chair of the Justice Committee  

Richard Atkins QC, Chair of the Bar Council 

David Greene, Deputy Vice-President of the Law Society 

 

Parliamentarians 

Karen Buck MP (Chair) 

Andy Slaughter MP 

Alex Chalk MP 

Lord Colin Low 

Other attendees from stakeholder groups, representative bodies and practitioner sectors. 

Karen Buck opened the meeting to discuss the LASPO post-implementation review (PIR), and thanked the 
panel for attending. Lucy Frazer in particular has been very generous with her time. The APPG is very grateful 
to her for coming to represent the government’s position on the PIR. 

Lucy Frazer MP 

Ms Frazer thanked Karen Buck and the APPG for inviting her, and for organising the event. She also thanked 
the APPG for their involvement in the review, acknowledging the importance of an open dialogue over legal 
aid and hearing the views on the ground. 



Ms Frazer explained that she was on the panel to discuss the newly-published documents in relation to legal 
aid, including the Legal Support Action Plan which sets out how legal aid will change. A key aspect of this is 
early intervention, and funding to encourage innovation through new technology. The ultimate goal is a long-
term sustainable plan for legal aid built on evidence-based policy. She went on to add that the LASPO review 
was a thorough and honest assessment of how LASPO affected legal aid and the justice system more widely. 
Ms Frazer hoped people would appreciate that the review was inclusive, and that it included criticism which 
was wider than the changes to legal aid, in order to have the broadest discussion possible. 

Ms Frazer stated that the ideas in the Legal Support Action plan are not only the government’s. The APPG had 
an influence in creating the Action Plan, as well as over 100 other organisations. Ms Frazer stated that she was 
happy with how much the review engaged different stakeholders, and that this engagement will continue in 
the months to come. 

Ms Frazer added that the ability of individuals to resolve their legal issues is crucial to a just society. Individuals 
should have access to the legal system and legal support where required, and publicly-funded legal advice and 
representation, where necessary, is key to this. Last year, £30m per week was spent on publicly-funded advice 
alone.  

Ms Frazer outlined some of the changes being made: reintroducing legal aid for special guardianship cases; 
reinstating face-to-face access to legal advice in some cases (debt, discrimination and SEN cases that are 
currently mandated to go through the CLA Gateway); reviewing exceptional case funding; a means test review 
was also announced, and all recipients of universal credit will be passported through the means test while it is 
underway. 

Ms Frazer stated that the legal aid system must be sustainable for the long term. It is not sustainable to put 
£800m back into legal aid. Society and the justice system have changed since the implementation of LASPO, 
and the provision of legal advice and the legal system should change with it. The government is investing £1bn 
to improve the courts and tribunals system. Technology must be developed alongside this. 

Ms Frazer went on to clarify what was meant by “legal support” in the review: the full range of services 
available, including where individuals with legal problems turn first, such as friends, family members, the 
internet, Citizens Advice – anyone who gives advice. It also includes advice for tribunals and courts. The 
government wants to test if legal advice is always the best system of support, and would like to collaborate 
with the sector to pilot solutions in this vein. There will be a move to trial a holistic legal support system. £5m 
will be available to work with the sector to develop new legal support – new ways to interact with clients and 
lawyers. CAB and Shelter are already using this technology, and provide examples to follow. There must be a 
move beyond face-to-face client meetings.  

Ms Frazer added that she wanted to help start-ups and legal advice centres to share their knowledge and 
experiences with the sector more widely, to help individuals access support when they first need it. 

The LASPO review enabled Ms Frazer to see the fantastic work being undertaken in the legal aid sector. As a 
sector, she said that we should be proud of the work being done. Last month Ms Frazer explained that she 
visited Islington Law Centre which confirmed traditional forms of support and advice will always have a place, 
but also confirmed the need and possibility of innovating new forms of support.  

Ms Frazer concluded by saying she was grateful for the APPG’s response to the PIR welcoming 
recommendations, and stating their commitment to work with the MoJ. The government is committed to 
building a strong case for early investment for legal advice in the future.  

 Richard Burgon 

Mr Burgon opened by paying tribute to work of the APPG, and to the attendees committed to strengthening 
access to justice. 

Mr Burgon stated that he believed the review findings to be too little too late, adding that it contains no 
credible plan to solve problems by LASPO, and is a missed opportunity to do so. He explained that too many of 
the findings are reliant on pilot plans and further reviews. He added that these only kick the can down the 



road, when the problem is here and now, and getting deeper. These mistakes should not be made with the 
criminal legal aid review in 2020, which must propose immediate solutions. 

Mr Burgon turned his attention to the new funding outlined in the PIR. LASPO saved over £200m more than 
was planned. Mr Burgon asked the meeting why the sector needed these extra cuts? £900m cuts have already 
been made to legal aid since 2010, and the review puts back less than 1% of this. He added that the 
government should not expect applause for the new funding in the PIR. The government made a political 
choice to cut the legal aid budget, it was not an economic necessity. 

Turning to early legal help Mr Burgon stated that there is clear evidence that the lack of it currently creates 
extra costs for taxpayers, forcing cases to court unnecessarily, or spiralling into unnecessary social problems. 
The Government accepts the need for early legal help, and Mr Burgon had hoped this would be an area of 
consensus, but the government lacks political will to properly address this. 

Mr Burgon asked for independent economists to be commissioned to look at savings to be made by increasing 
early legal advice. The Labour manifesto called for the reversal of cuts to early advice, to reducing the number 
of litigants in person, reintroducing of funding for judicial reviews, and to review the legal aid means test. It 
also pledged to act on the Bach review adding that Lord Bach and his team of volunteers  provided a more 
ambitious review than this PIR. Labour has committed to restoring legal aid in all housing cases, welfare 
benefits cases, deaths in custody, and is currently working on an amendment for legal aid for immigration 
cases for EU citizens. Labour has promised a golden age of law centres, with a plan to boost the number of 
lawyers trained in law centres and provide the next generation of socially-oriented lawyers.  

2019 is the 70
th

 anniversary of the introduction of legal aid by Labour. Mr Burgon stated that this milestone 
should be used to make a positive case for legal aid, to counter press criticism, and to recognise access to 
justice as a fundamental right.  

Bob Neill MP 

Mr Neill thanked the APPG for their good work, stating that the Justice Committee benefits from their work.  

He commenced by saying that the LASPO review must be placed in a context of government cuts more 
generally, at a time of real economic stringency. Mr Neill stated that it is not realistic to go back to the status 
quo as things have changed.  

Mr Neill found a number of positive points in the PIR, and believed it was quite a thoughtful review, even if it 
was a long time coming. Mr Neill has some concerns about conclusions requiring further review. It is not 
kicking the can down the road, but the recommendations should be implemented quickly. 

Mr Neill welcomes the money put back in the system. The opportunity to reset the system in a sustainable way 
should be taken, and this includes in an economical fashion. There were issues around funding for legal aid 
long before this government and no one party has tackled these issues on their own. Mr Neill considers that 
the most important thing is getting it right. 

The review picked up on some of the Justice Committee’s previously published findings, which he was pleased 
to see. Mr Neill drew particular attention to the lack of awareness around legal aid, and exceptional case 
funding failures, both of which are addressed in the government’s Legal Support Action Plan. 

Mr Neill recognised that the ministry has taken a financial hit on its own funding but added that the MoJ needs 
to look at the potential for legal aid deserts. Law centres do good work but the pressure on the advice sector is 
real and there is a limit to what CABs can do.  

Mr Neill welcomed the move back to early advice. Some things can be done through or by technology, but a 
real task of a lawyer is often to convey a message a client may not want to hear. It is in society’s interest for 
these messages to be delivered face-to-face. Some things have to be done face-to-face, and this would 
prevent further litigation. This cannot be replicated, and so Mr Neill is keen to see exactly what is meant by 
early legal advice.  



Mr Neill also expressed concern around increases in litigants in person. The government has not yet picked up 
how much this is just passing on costs to other parts of system, and there is evidence that when people are 
unrepresented, cases take two or three times as long to go through court. The concept of a McKenzie friend 
has turned into an industry of paid people who are not regulated. Legal advice needs to be of proper quality, 
and parliament should ensure this.  

Access to justice should be treated as a social service, the same as healthcare and education. Mr Neill 
explained this does not mean a blank cheque, as public money must be used responsibly. However, when the 
state uses its authority against an individual it is important that individuals have the resources to properly 
defend themselves. Mr Neill also expressed his concerns about the “innocence tax”, which needs to be 
addressed. It would take a miniscule amount of money to fix, but would indicate level of fairness in system. 

Mr Neill concluded by saying the government is genuinely trying to improve the system. The APPG and 
practitioners can help this by continuing to make the public case that proper access to legal advice to those 
who need it is a public good.  

Richard Atkins QC  

Mr Atkins echoed thanks to the APPG for their hard work 

Mr Atkins opened by clarifying that the Bar is not political body, they are only concerned with justice. The Bar 
Council responded to the PIR with, “LASPO 5 years on”, which concluded the act had delivered only one of its 
original five objectives. The only success it had was in making significant savings to the legal aid scheme, but it 
has done that by damaging access to justice, and removing funding for people who need it, increased the 
numbers of litigants in person, and damaging the sustainability of the profession. 

The PIR had the chance to reverse these problems but, in Mr Atkins view, it has not. He went on to explain that 
the Bar Council has called on the government to do five things. This included a reversal of the “innocence tax”, 
and the reintroduction of legal aid for a range of family cases, such as domestic abuse and private law children 
proceedings. The only change being made in this area is to restore legal aid for migrant children, which is 
welcome.  

The Bar also called for a reintroduction of a legal help scheme for welfare benefit cases. Mr Atkins made 
reference to the government’s intention to start a pilot to cover early advice in this area by Autumn of 2019. 
He added that this is as far as the PIR goes in this area.  

Mr Atkins outlined how the Bar also called for a relaxation of criteria for funding in coroners’ inquests where 
the death occurred in the care of the state. The government has done nothing in relation to this request.  

Finally, the Bar also called for a more simplified means test for legal aid. The LASPO review has proposed a 
further review, to be completed by 2020, to look into this area.  

Mr Atkins explained his disappointment in the PIR. The focus on early intervention is welcome, as is the 
inclusion of the Bar Council in the next steps, but Mr Atkins still viewed the PIR as a wasted opportunity. The 
technology investment suggestions are a drop in the ocean, given impact of LASPO.  

Mr Atkins highlighted the £0.4bn reduction in MOJ budget, explaining that this is a largest cut suffered by any 
department. Mr Atkins stated that he understands limits to budgets, but the PIR conclusions show that the 
Treasury must find a way to properly fund the justice system.  

Mr Atkins asked the meeting what they thought the review says about our justice system? He added that we 
must not continue to undermine our justice system and that it is clear that the cost increases caused by 
litigants in person undermine any savings made by LASPO. 

Mr Atkins echoed Mr Neill’s concerns about rise of an unregulated paid McKenzie friends industry. 

Mr Atkins concluded by saying that this review in the opinion of the Bar Council, has ducked all the major 
issues. 



David Greene 

Mr Greene opened by stating he was delighted to be at the APPG meeting on behalf of the Law Society. 

Mr Greene outlined how LASPO introduced major change to the legal sector. During the passage of the act the 
Law Society warned that it would have a corrosive impact of access to justice. These fears have been proven 
correct. In 2017 the Law Society published their own review, “LASPO 4 years on.” This review found four key 
consequences of the legislation: help is no longer available for people who need it; those eligible for legal aid 
find it hard to access; wide gaps in provision exist; there have been wider impacts of the act on society. 

The Law Society have been campaigning for the reintroduction of early advice for years. Mr Greene believes 
the LASPO PIR is a step in right direction, but it does not move fast or far enough. He highlighted the positive 
changes in means testing, exceptional case funding, early advice, and some changes proposed by in the Action 
Plan. 

Mr Greene stated that there is still work to be done. Means testing should be uprated with inflation. Mr 
Greene highlighted the current situation where there are many people trapped between being eligible for 
legal aid, and being able to afford legal advice and representation. If people cannot access advice, they cannot 
access their rights.  

Mr Greene then turned to the criminal justice system, stating that underfunding stretches out across the legal 
system as a whole. The system faces an avalanche of problems: lack of duty solicitors, court closures, barriers 
to accessing legal aid, and crucial evidence not being available until the last minute. Mr Greene explained that 
this is evidence of a criminal justice system at breaking point and wide ranging changes are needed to stop the 
system falling apart. 

Mr Greene said that the Law Society was pleased to take part in the PIR, and to continue to engage with this 
process.  

Mr Greene ended by stating that access to justice is an essential part of the rule of law. Everyone should have 
the right to equal access to justice. As an essential element of our unwritten constitution, it is vital that our 
future justice system protects it. 

 

Questions 

Andy Slaughter MP (Vice chair of the APPG on Legal Aid) 

The PIR was a detailed piece of work, and has identified many failures of LASPO. This makes it even more 
surprising that it fails to remedy any of them. Nobody is expecting to return to the old system, but there are 
some clear injustices which need to be addressed. The Inquest meeting (held 27.02.19) was harrowing, and is a 
clear area where legal aid should be restored. These are not unrealistic suggestions, especially when those 
undertaking the review acknowledged the need for changes. Mr Slaughter commended the Law Society, 
recognising its honourable tradition of standing up for legal aid. 

LASPO does not discourage unnecessary litigation, it just discourages litigation. That is intolerable and contrary 
to rule of law principles. A lot of people will not be able to access legal redress. 

Alex Chalk MP  

Welcomes the reviews focus on early advice. Mr Chalk warned that the government cannot be perceived to be 
walking backwards slowly, and instead must be marching forward quickly in respect of this. At a time when 
everyone knows it will be difficult to get money from the treasury, Mr Chalk suggests that we should look at 
how many people we can afford to incarcerate. Cuts to the MoJ should be placed in the context of a nation 
which spends £50bn on debt interest alone and £40bn on international investment. We should look at the 
priorities within the MoJ budget. Most of the MoJ budget is spent on prisons. If the prison population comes 
down, the MoJ should fight the corner for the savings to be reinvested in legal aid. 



Steve Hynes (LAG) 

Mr Hynes stated he was supportive of Alex Chalk’s comment. He went on to say that the PIR changes the 
mood music around legal aid, and that the MoJ response is positive. Major investment is needed not just in 
legal aid, but across the system. Is it an ongoing process to get significant resources from the budget? Will this 
be in the next spending review? Can we have clarity on when money can be asked for? 

Brian Maloney (Families Need Fathers) 

Will government consider criminalisation of false domestic abuse allegations, which are made in order to 
receive legal aid funding? 

Rebecca Roberts (Inquest) 

Families gave powerful testimony at yesterday’s Inquest meeting in Parliament about the inequality of arms 
they have experienced. Ms Roberts wanted to pick up on Lucy Frazer’s comment that exceptional case funding 
is a safety net, in her view it is not a safety net but a social entitlement. A small amount of money in this area 
would have a huge impact. Inquests, when properly conducted, have life saving measures.  

Answers 

Lucy Frazer MP 

Ms Frazer replied by saying that the pilots are genuine, with a view to finding out what works in the future. 
Early advice is not the only way to provide support. The pilots will allow the industry to decide what will work 
and what should be changed. These can be in any area of law e.g. family, immigration, benefits. The 
government is not dictating what the technology should be, but will examine if interventions can be made 
even before individuals realise they have a legal problem. This will include looking at the joining up of services, 
e.g. GPs can refer to legal support. The government wants to evaluate these methods to see what works for 
different people and in different areas. This will provide an evidence base for policy-making in the future. The 
case for more money for legal aid in the future will rely on having an explanation of where it will go and what 
works. These are the actions of a responsible government.  

Family law: Government is carrying out a lot of projects in the family law sphere. Ms Frazer is working closely 
with the Department of Education, and with her counterparts at the National Family Justice Association. They 
are looking at both public and private areas of law, as well as looking at domestic violence. These are ongoing 
pieces of work. 

Inquest: Ms Frazer was very touched by powerful testimonies of families at the Inquest meeting adding that 
the Government has already changed presumption in relation to deaths in state custody. Legal aid is now 
much easier to access, and there is now a presumption that you will receive legal aid. The government has 
committed to looking at further funding for people in these dreadful scenarios. This will look at whether it is 
the department responsible for the wrongful act who should have an obligation for funding. 

Questions 

James Sandbach (Lawworks) 

Mr Sandbach commended the review as very comprehensive. The only area it could go further is on evidence 
gaps. Within the academic community a lot of studies have been undertaken on unmet legal need, and what 
happens to people who do not get representation, etc. He was surprised that more of this work was not picked 
up in the review. Could a research reference group or panel be established to include this in the process? 

Kate O’Brien (Grandparents Plus)  

Welcomes that special guardianship orders will be entitled to legal aid. Will this apply to both private and 
public law cases? Will they be means tested, and are there plans to include other orders? 

Chilli Reid (AdviceUK) 



Despite all the talk of focus on early advice, £3m out of £8m will go not go to early intervention. Of all the 
original ambitions of LASPO, it was only successful in saving money. How do you equate an access to justice 
narrative with LASPO, the PIR, and what you plan to do in the future? There seems to be no connection 

Laura Janes (Howard League) 

The PIR was supposed to look at prisoner issues such as mother and baby units. However, it does not come to 
any conclusions on this issue, will you look at this? 

Answers 

Lucy Frazer  

Acknowledges there is already a body of good evidence. But this is not conclusive; can highlight issues, provide 
chunks of evidence but there was not clear/conclusive analysis in terms of outcomes or costs/savings. 
Committed to engage with academics, practitioners, advice givers, etc, to continue to build up evidence base. 
Will not just rely on things government commissions/pays for e.g. CAB/ Shelter are pioneering new 
technology.  

Special guardianship: Government will be looking into this.  

Ms. Frazer stated she would like to meet Howard League to discuss the issues raised. 

Money: only two sums put in press releases, totalling £8m. That is not the extent of proposals. Not hundreds 
of millions of pounds, and people will want more, but it is not only £8m. The government would like more 
people to access advice already in scope. The review found that people are not doing this, and hopefully they 
will soon. Ms Frazer emphasised again that it will be more than £8m. 

Questions 

Michael Lewkowicz (Families Need Fathers) 

In order to save money, why not look at a country like Sweden where only 2% of family cases go to court? 
What should I say to a service user who post-LASPO has come to the charity saying they have had a false 
allegation made against them and their ex-partner has legal aid, but they are on their own? 

Maggie Ellis (Occupational Therapist) 

What has been the effect on cross-budget expenditure? People who no longer get legal aid still need funding, 
they will have other expenditure instead. 

Catherine Baksi (Freelance Journalist)  

Unregulated, unlicensed, uninsured McKenzie friends – does the government plan to ban paid McKenzie 
friends? 

Nimrod Ben-Cnaan (Law Centres Network) 

How can the PIR make claims based on small chunks of evidence? Not for profits would beg to differ about 
many of the claims in this report, and a lot of the evidence submitted has barely been considered in the Action 
Plan. What can we expect gong forward in terms of continuous improvement in the sector, rather than 
episodic change? 

Nicola Mackintosh (LAPG) 

Suggested the removal of the capital means test and harmonising the means test between benefits 
and legal aid. She explained that if you do not have enough to live on, you do not have spare money 
for legal advice. The government may want to look at pilots to provide early community care advice 
in hospitals, where swift, early advice could have massive outcomes for little cost. 



Final answers and comments 

David Greene 

There are a number of assumptions about the capital means tests, and what it is affordable to spend money 
on. This assumption is plainly wrong.   

Legal aid has a huge problem in that the system is alien to its users. It is essential to have someone to break 
down the alien nature of the system, explaining how it works. This should happen early on.   

There have been studies showing the health benefits to access justice, and the UN is doing a study on the 
economic benefits of access to justice. 

Bob Neill MP 

Mr Neill stated that he could not do justice to all points made and questions raised today and that the system 
must be looked holistically. Equalising benefits seems obvious and straightforward. The sooner there is good 
quality advice, the less likely it is that there will be problems. Mediation fell after LASPO, rather than 
increased, because it was the lawyers at the early stage signposting people towards mediation, away from a 
confrontational route. 

Alex Chalk’s point was correct, although not a point of LASPO, we do not use prisons as wisely and effectively 
as we could. 

Richard Burgon MP 

Nicola Mackintosh made an important point about the equalisation of means testing. Andy Slaughter’s point 
about how LASPO has discouraged litigation in general was also correct. It is no wonder people are not happy.  

If, as Ms Frazer has suggested, there is a total bigger than £8m available, why hasn't it been announced? 

Mr Burgon does not accept that technology is the solution for all access to justice problems. 

Labour has called for a halt to the court closure plan, as the unintended consequences on access to justice 
must be examined. 

Mr Burgon also referenced the welcome noises about the number of people being put into prisons from the 
government. There is increasing cross-party support to address this, as it is often not in the interest of the 
individual or society to send people to prison on short sentences. Labour thinks there should be more 
spending in MoJ, and does not accept the argument that access to justice should be funded by savings from 
the industry. 

Lucy Frazer 

Family courts: Ms Frazer explained that currently only 10% of cases go to court, the rest resolve their 
disputes out of court. The government does not want people to go to court at all; even more could 
be resolved out of court. Will try and signpost people away from court, through a new digital system 
called “c100”. This will attempt to take all the acrimony out of the family courts. 

Unregulated advice givers – McKenzie friends: Ms Frazer agreed that this needs to be looked into. 

Thresholds: The government is committed to looking at means test thresholds. Ms Frazer explained 
that they are particularly interested in domestic violence in relation to this. 

Cross-departmental coordination: Ms Frazer replied that the MoJ is a downstream department. It is 
important to ensure that the correct decision is made by the relevant public body to prevent going 
to court. She added that she will be working closely with the DWP and Home Office on this initiative. 
One of the pillars of the Legal Support Action Plan is cross-departmental working. 



Continuous improvement is also key: the government has not waited for the review to announce 
changes to legal aid and legal support. Changes were made prior to the review and will continue to 
be made. 

Addressing Mr Burgon’s comment about kicking the can down the road: Ms Frazer assured the 
meeting that the government was not doing that. She added that the MOJ has not appealed rulings 
against the government.  The government did not have to look at changing thresholds, but they have 
committed to doing that to ensure a better system.  

The government is thinking about the justice system as a whole. They will be looking at prisons and 
there should be public debate on when it is appropriate to send people to prison. The government 
will continue to investing heavily in other areas. Back office systems will  be improved to allow 
people to work digitally. The MOJ recently held a seminar with many international attendees on 
court reform. It is quietly being successful.  

The Government will continue to look at proposals made and suggestions that have been put 
forward. She reiterated that the publication of the PIR is not the end of engagement; it is the start of 
getting input. The MOJ welcomes continued input from the legal aid sector.  

Karen Buck thanked the panel for their contributions. Ms Buck stated that the APPG wants to 
continue to engage with the government. Justice Committee is also looking into PIR.  

Karen Buck asked Ms Frazer for a full day parliamentary debate on this issue. Ms Frazer would be 
happy to debate PIR any time, and will help to move that forward.  

 

 


