
 

 

Annual General Meeting and “Enforcing Human Rights” 

Tuesday 11 September 2018 10.30 – 12.00 

Macmillan Room, Portcullis House 

Minutes 

Speakers 

The Rt Hon Harriet Harman QC MP 
 
Jeremy Lefroy MP 
 
Fiona Rutherford, Deputy Director Legal Aid Policy, MoJ LASPO PIR team 
 
Libby McVeigh (Programmes Director), and Steve Lodge (Lawyer) Equalities and Human Rights 
Commission 

Parliamentarians 

Karen Buck MP (Chair) 

Lord Jeremy Beecham 

The Rt Hon Harriet Harman QC MP 

Jeremy Lefroy MP 

Matthew Pennycook MP 

Andy Slaughter MP 

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

Ms Buck opened the meeting and thanked the speakers for giving up their time to address the 
meeting. She explained that during the course of the meeting, the Group’s Annual General Meeting 
would be held and its officers elected. She went on to introduce the Rt Hon Harriet Harman QC MP 
and Jeremy Lefroy MP and the work of the Joint Commission on Human Rights. 

 

 



The Rt Hon Harriet Harman QC MP 

Ms Harman introduced the eleventh report of the Joint Committee on Human Rights, “Enforcing 
Human Rights” and talked about the recommendations of the report.  In 1979, 77% of the population 
was eligible for civil legal aid, a figure that has since dropped to 25%. Ms Harman attributed the 
decline partly to a drumbeat of the de-legitimisation of claimants and claimants' lawyers. She went on 
to acknowledge that while 'not everyone who qualifies as a lawyer is a saint and not all QCs are total 
value for money for the public purse – it is immensely disappointing that this has become the 
universal narrative. The report recommended that legal aid should at least be aligned with those 
eligible for tax credits and welfare benefits.  

Ms Harman went on to add that the Committee also looked at those areas where legal aid was not 
available such as with the right to representation at inquests. Ms Harman recounted her experience of 
this as an MP recalling the inquest in relation to the 2009 fire in Lakanal House, in the London 
Borough of Southwark. She highlighted the importance of ensuring an equality of arms in terms of 
legal representation at inquests and public inquiries. The fire brigade, ambulance, police and council 
had QCs and lawyers, Ms Harman added, but the people who were in the neighbouring block, who 
had to watch their neighbours' children being brought out in body bags, and put their own children to 
bed every night in identical blocks, had no legal aid or no financial support for legal representation. 
She explained that It is the most egregious thing - to sit in the public session of a coroner's inquest 
and hear safety issues talked about, and to have no voice. 

The report also looked at the bar to bringing actions in respect of human rights and noted that the 
70% cuts to the Equality and Human Rights Commission budget have hugely limited the cases that 
can be brought by the Commission. Ms Harman added that the Commission’s enforcement powers in 
relation to human rights were not as robust as they were in the context of equality. The consequence 
of this is that the Commission cannot provide legal assistance to individuals in a human rights case 
unless there is also an equality element in the case. Similarly, the Commission has the power to 
undertake investigations into named bodies in relation to possible breaches of the Equality Act 2010, 
but this does not extend to human rights breaches. Prior to the cuts, many cases were taken. The 
Commissions inability to bring cases on purely human rights grounds severely restricts its 
effectiveness. 

The Committee also looked in detail at the Windrush cases and immigration. It considered the 
individuals who won’t know if they had a right to remain or not as they had no legal aid. In 2009 legal 
aid funded 57,915 non-asylum immigration cases. By 2015 this number fell to 3,000. In their 
investigations, the Committee called for the case files of two people who had been detained twice. Ms 
Harman reported that they expected to find that the individuals had been asked for information but 
had failed to provide it. What they actually found was that there was lots of evidence that those 
individuals were entitled to be here throughout their documentation. But the absence of lawyers 
meant that these cases had gone far further than they should because the system has been taken 
away from judicial oversight and legal oversight. Public authorities must comply with their duty under 
s.6 of the Human Rights Act in order to prevent breaches of individuals’ human rights.  Ms Harman 
added, that while there is an argument that we should not have too many lawyers around, we actually 
need a certain number of lawyers in any sphere to keep the issue of legal probity there. We have a 
depleted legal ecosystem which not only undermines the rights of individuals but also contributes to 
systemic dysfunction. 

Expanding upon this point, Ms Harman added that instead of lawyers seen to be doing important job, 
they are seen to be ambulance chasers. Respect for the rule of law and the independence of the 
judiciary are values that the Government itself must demonstrate in order to change the public 
perception. There has been a denigration of lawyers across the board.  

Ms Harman also pointed to the machinery of government. Over the years, she said, the role of lord 
chancellor has become a starter job for someone getting into the cabinet. As a result, Ms Harman 
reported, there was an inability within cabinet for the secretary of state for justice to fight their corner 
in difficult times because they are such a junior member of the cabinet. 

 



Jeremy  Lefroy MP 
 
Mr Lefroy introduced himself and thanked Ms Harman for the privilege of serving under her 
Chairmanship. 
 
Mr Lefroy commenced by agreeing with Ms Harman on the subject of inquiries citing the Stafford 
Hospital Scandal and Sir Robert Francis Inquiry of 2010. Mr Lefroy went on to add that many people 
were left exposed in the resultant litigation because of the lack of legal aid but that the NHS was well 
represented with both Barristers and QCs. Mr Lefroy went on to add that he had noted the same 
phenomenon in respect of HS2, for which no legal aid is available. While many of his constituents are 
out of pocket as a result of petitioning, HS2 itself remains well represented. Mr Lefroy added that he 
believes this is something that the Joint Committee should continue to investigate. 
 
Mr Lefroy went on to give the meeting some examples from his constituency in Stafford. The first 
was in relation to a letter that he received from a firm of solicitors threatening Mr Lefroy with a Libel 
charge about some comments about remaining in the EU. Mr Lefroy explained to the meeting that it 
was an example of a legal route being used to try to question certain things that had been said or in 
other words to curtail his freedom of speech.  
 
Mr Lefroy went on to discuss the case of one of his Stafford constituents, a woman trying to end an  
abusive relationship. He explained that the constituent co-owned her property with her ex-partner 
but that the partner had blocked the sale of the property. Consequently, Mr Lefroy explained, the 
constituent was unable to afford representation at court because her holding in the property 
rendered her ineligible for legal aid.   
 
Mr Lefroy went on to add that another constituent, this time a  man whose partner has left with 
children is struggling to gain access to his children. He reported that the mother of the children is 
withholding access and is receiving advice through legal aid, but his salary renders him illegible for 
legal aid.  
 
In both instances, Mr Lefroy pointed to the importance of legal aid in providing equality of arms and 
access to justice by means of the courts.  
 
Mr Lefroy concluded his remarks by adding that in all these matters we need to look at cost to the  
public purse. Justice delayed is justice denied. There are, however, measures that can be taken to 
grant people access to justice without costing the Government too much. 
 
As the meeting now had five Parliamentarians and was thus quorate for the purposes of the Annual 
General Meeting, the Chair mooted that the meeting be held before the next Speakers. 
 
AGM 
 
Ms Buck introduced the agenda of the AGM. The meeting moved swiftly onto the election of the 
officers.  
 
Election of Officers 
 
Chair: Karen Buck MP (Labour) stood for re-election to the position of Chair. Her election was 
unopposed. 
 



Vice-Chairs: it was agreed that a number of officers would be elected and that these should aim to 
have a balance across the parties, Houses and gender. All would hold the title of Vice-Chair. The 
following were elected unopposed. 
 
Lord Willy Bach 
Lord Jeremy Beecham 
Yvonne Fovargue MP (who sent her apologies) 
Dominic Grieve MP (who sent his apologies) 
Andy Slaughter MP 
 
Income and Expenditure statement 
 
An Income and Expenditure statement for the Group was tabled for the Officers’ consideration. As 
copy of this is attached as Annex A to these minutes. The Officers approved the statement.  
 
With no other business to discuss, Ms Buck gave a huge thanks to The Legal Education Foundation 
and Hogan Lovells for their funding of the APPG and declared the AGM portion of the meeting to 
have been concluded. She went on to take questions for Ms Harman and Mr Lefroy. 
 
Questions 
 
Lord Jeremy Beecham- there are not many law centres left around and growing numbers of Advice 
deserts. What prospect is there of reviving this valuable and relatively inexpensive service? 
 
Nicole Masri - immigration lawyer  Rights of women]-a  question for Ms Harman. One of the reasons 
that the Government used to withdraw legal aid funding from immigration is because of the choice 
migrants have in coming to the country. This rationale however, does not stretch to the windrush 
individuals and EU citizens who have already made their homes here. There are huge concerns about 
vulnerable individuals who will become unlawfully present when the UK leaves the EU and no 
suggestions that legal aid will be made available to these individuals.   
 
Richard Nixon- Fathers for Justice – many of the attendees at our meetings are not eligible for legal 
aid as they have equity in their homes. This can’t be accessed for legal proceedings however. This is 
a real concern.  
 
 Rebecca Roberts - Inquest – we are conducting a public consultation into this area. Families having 
legal representation at inquest. 
 
Carol Storer –It has been a hard two weeks in legal aid. The Bureaucracy involved with legal aid is a 
huge problem. Ms Harman has made fine points about the reputation of lawyers. Many can’t do the 
work as so poorly paid but don’t feel they can say or step back. My real worry is about the facsimile 
of justice. The Government can point to lots of activity but when you need thorough advice from an 
expert  

Ms Harman- the report discusses legal aid deserts in detail. We require a properly sorted legal 
ecosystem. In terms of law centres these have partly been the casualty of erosion to resources to 
councils. These cuts have meant that councils can only perform their  statutory duties and no more. 
Paid tribute to Inquest. It is a paradox which has been mentioned a number of times today when 
public services have good lawyers but not the public. Ms Harman went on to suggest that public 

bodies should tithe 10% of what they would pay to lawyers for legal representation at an inquest or 
inquiry towards helping unrepresented families. 



There are a number of other areas which must be looked at further, for example the Windrush 
children and grave injustices to do with Article 8. We should also be looking at the children of 
prisoners and their right to family life.   
 
Mr Lefroy- as a consequence of Brexit, many citizens here will go back to other countries. Some of 
those 27 EU member countries are benign, some are not. There are no means of enforcing those 
rights for those citizens. The point about law centres is well made. Sadly, the Law has been seen as 
political weapon. Something that is slightly left wing. I don’t share this view. Access to law should be 
politics blind. 
 
Ms Buck thanked the Group for the questions and moved on to introduce Fiona Rutherford from the 

Ministry of Justice LASPO PIR team. Ms Harman and Mr Lefroy left the meeting.  

Fiona Rutherford, Deputy Director, Legal Aid Policy 

Ms Rutherford thanked the Group for inviting her to speak and commenced by setting out her 

background. She explained that she had practiced as a specialist criminal barrister for 8 years in 

Chambers and 7 years in-house and had received legal aid and recognised the critical role it plays in 

ensuring that we really are a just and fair society. Ms Rutherford added, that along with Matt Shelley 

who leads on the Post Implementation Review of LASPO, she is keen to explore where the priority 

areas are for improvement arising from this review as well as identifying potential for longer term 

reform, particularly in light of other reforms and modernisation of the justice system. 

Ms Rutherford updated the meeting and confirmed that the PIR team (the “team”) will publish its 

findings by the end of the year and they remain on track for this. The evidence gathering phase of 

the review is ongoing and the second round of consultative group meetings took place in July.  

Ms Rutherford went on to describe the purpose of the review. Its Terms of Reference are published 

on gov.uk, as well as some of the agendas from the consultative group meetings, to give a flavour of 

the discussions. Ms Rutherford added that it has been a long time since LASPO was introduced in 

2013 and that it is important to assess the impact of LASPO reforms. Even more important is how we 

proceed -  and the team is very interested to get your ideas on what the future should look like. 

Ms Rutherford went on to describe the structure and timetable  of the review. She explained that 

there would be a  literature review –  with over 100 documents (including the  review undertaken by 

JCHR and Scottish review into legal aid) which is being added to on a daily basis. Ms Rutherford 

asked that the group send any relevant material to the following email address: 

lasporeviewMOJ@justice.gsi.gov.uk. Ms Rutherford went on to explain that the team would 

conclude the evidence capture at end September, then write the report and submission to the 

ministerial team with the aim of concluding the review by the end of the year. 

mailto:lasporeviewMOJ@justice.gsi.gov.uk


Ms Rutherford updated the meeting with details of the individuals and organisations that the LASPO 

team has met with to date. She reported that the team have now met with over 70 different 

interested parties –practitioners, representative bodies, academics, advice providers and so on. 

Through the ministers, she added, the team are engaging with members of both houses and the 

judiciary – the team met with Mr Justice Knowles and the Civil Justice Council recently. Ms 

Rutherford also stressed that engagement is not being limited to external people – we are also 

engaging with other government departments to further our understanding of what impact LASPO 

has had. 

Ms Rutherford then took a moment to set out the findings of the LASPO team to date. 

(i) Generally speaking, they have found that the  earlier the advice, the better. Preventing 

problems from escalating is important from all angles – it  leads to easier solutions and 

no added expenditure for the state. 

(ii)  Litigants in person pose different challenges for the court system, such as requiring the 

judge to provide support to the unrepresented party 

(iii) Recruitment and retention of the next generation of legal aid lawyers is a concern  

(iv) The team are aware of the growing burden on the advice sector to fill the gaps in legal 

aid provision 

Ultimately, Ms Rutherford concluded, the team’s goal is to present to the ministerial team, 

toward the end of the year, the following: 

 A comprehensive assessment of the impact of LASPO against the four key objectives 

 A proposed outline for areas to explore further with the sector in terms of where next 

for support for those accessing the system, which will go beyond legal aid. 

Ms Buck thanked Ms Rutherford for addressing the Group and asked the floor for questions. 

Questions  

Steve Hynes- Legal Action Group – is there any interest in looking at the Legal Aid impact test? 

Ms Rutherford- as yet, there is  no conclusion on that but certainly looking at getting data in relation 

to it to look at.  

Andy Slaughter MP- what role does money have in the review? One of the objectives was to reduce 

money. Are we looking at something cost neutral?  

 



Ms Rutherford- the review will be factual. Ministers are open at this stage. We have not yet 

presented them with options for the next step. There will be financial implications but the team are 

keen to ensure that needs are met. This does, however, go beyond legal aid and is more of a priority 

than perhaps it has been. 

Ms Buck -  does this also look at local government? 

Ms Rutherford – the team haven’t met with them yet but are looking to. We are keen to explore 

how they can work better.  

Ms Buck – will this be the LGA? London councils and GLA? 

Ms Rutherford- we have met over 70 interested parties to date. But not those parties yet  although 

they  have been recommended.  

Steve Lodge- Equalities and Human Rights Commission -  could you clarify if there will be an equality 

impact assessment? 

Ms Rutherford- yes, there will be 

Nimrod Ben-Cnaan- Law Centres Network- will the review have a recommendations section? 

Ms Rutherford- absolutely. To flesh out the recommendations from the consultative groups.  

Ban Hussein- Coram Children’s legal centre- is there still a 30th September deadline?  

Nicole - will you publish the recommendations at the second part. Will it privately go to ministers 

first?  

Ms Rutherford - yes 

Jeff from The Law Soc - how specific will recommendations be?  

Ms Rutherford- recommendations are unlikely to be very specific. The intention would be to work 

with interested parties.  

Ms Buck thanked Ms Rutherford for addressing the Group and invited her to return in a few months 

time to update the Group on the team’s progress.  

Ms Buck then introduced Libby McVeigh and Steve Lodge of the Equalities and Human Rights 

Commission.  

 



 
 

Ms McVeigh introduced herself and explained that the EHRC see access to justice as a core 
part of their mandate and the LASPO review as a key opportunity to ensure improvements. 
She explained that while the Commission is conscious that the current modernisation 
agenda presents opportunities to improve access to justice there are also potential risks 
associated with it. Ms McVeigh asserted that the equality impact assessments for the 
proposals have not been as robust as expected and so the Commission is not reassured that 
people with protected characteristics will be safeguarded as they should be.  
 
Ms McVeigh set out the Commission’s recommendations in response to the LASPO review, 
which she explained were published on Tuesday 4 September. The eight recommendations 
by the Commission were that: 

 the MOJ team use the full range of evidence available to assess the impact of LASPO 
on access to justice; 

 the means test for legal aid be revised with a view to expanding eligibility; 

 legal aid be reinstated for initial advice, in at least family and housing cases; 

 the shortfall in take-up of legal aid be addressed by providing appropriate and 
accessible information on the areas of law where legal aid remains available; 

 the exceptional case funding system be reformed; 

 those areas where LASPO has had a disproportionately negative impact on people 
sharing certain protected characteristics be identified and mitigating action be taken; 

 action be taken to address any reduction in people’s access to redress for human 
rights breaches as a result of the restrictions to legal aid arising from LASPO; and  

 changes be made  to the mandatory telephone gateway to make it effective and 
accessible for all. 

 

Alongside this, Ms McVeigh explained that the Commission had also published research 

they commissioned on the impact of LASPO on routes to justice by the University of 

Liverpool, which looks at how and whether people can access justice without legal aid. She 

added that the research found that people were largely unable to resolve their legal 

problems without legal aid, and they experienced negative emotional, social, financial and 

health impacts as a result. 

 

Ms McVeigh then took the opportunity to tell the meeting about the access to justice issues 
that the Commission had examined in their submission to the LASPO review. These included 
advice deserts, the effect of restrictions to legal aid on the enjoyment of socio-economic 
rights, and the disproportionate impacts of these changes on disabled people, women and 
those from ethnic minorities. She reiterated that the alternative routes to justice suggested 
by the government when LASPO was introduced, such as mediation, did not in fact provide 
access to justice. Ms McVeigh explained that there is evidence that there are costs to the 
taxpayer associated with unresolved and escalating legal problems, and called on the 
Government to fully assess this as part of the review process. 
 
Ms McVeigh then introduced Steve Lodge, a lawyer for the Commission. Mr Lodge 
introduced himself and the Commission’s inquiry into legal aid for discrimination cases, 



which formally launched on 4 September 2018. Mr Lodge explained that the inquiry will 
investigate whether the system of legal aid provides effective access to justice for 
individuals who experience discrimination. He explained the Commission’s concerns that 
there may be significant barriers which prevent people from accessing justice in these cases. 
Mr Lodge highlighted the statistics surrounding the mandatory telephone gateway. He 
pointed out that discrimination cases are still within the scope of legal aid but that on 
average only eight certificates were issued in the discrimination category of work across the 
country each year. This suggests important issues are not being litigated. In 2013-14, 6,000 
calls about discrimination were made to the telephone gateway, but only 4 are recorded as 
resulting in an award by a court or tribunal.  
 
Mr Lodge explained the Commission’s concerns about the lack of face-to-face advice in the 
context of the original expectation that individuals would be referred to see a solicitor 
where necessary. In practice, he went on to say, this has not happened. In 2016-2017 there 
were no referrals for face-to-face advice. This is despite the fact that 58% of callers 
identified as disabled, including many with mental health problems or learning difficulties. 
Mr Lodge said it seemed very unlikely that none of these people need a referral for face-to-
face advice. Mr Lodge confirmed that the Commission would shortly launch a survey to find 
out more about the problems faced by individuals who have suffered discrimination and by 
the organisations that advise them. Mr Lodge asked that the Group take a few minutes to 
complete the survey so that the Commission can hear from a range of individuals and 
organisations. The survey will be available on the Commission’s website in October.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



ANNEX A  

Income and expenditure statement for All-Party Parliamentary Group on Legal Aid  

Name of group: All-Party Parliamentary Group on Legal Aid 

Period covered by this statement: 17 July 2017 – 11 September 2018 

   £   

A. Balance brought forward from previous 

year: 
 0 

 

  

 

 

    

B. Income received during the year: 
  

   

i. Membership subscriptions 

(parliamentarians) 
 0 

 

ii. Monetary donations (including external 

subscriptions and sponsorship) 
 0 

 

iii. Trading income   0 
 

iv. Interest received  0 
 

v. Other (please explain)  0 
 

 

TOTAL income 0 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

C. Expenditure during the year: 
  

   

i. Employment costs (salaries, NI, pensions 

costs ) 
 0 

 

ii. Costs of contractors and freelance staff  0 
 

iii. Visits and events (UK)  0 
 

iv. Visits and events (abroad)  0 
 

v. Cost of generating income  0 
 

vi. Office and communications costs  0 
 

vii. Other (please explain)  0 
 

TOTAL expenditure 0 
 

   
D. Balance carried forward ( A+ total B-total 

C) 
0 

 

   

   



E. Value of benefits in kind received from 

each source during the reporting year (in 

bands of up to £1,500; £1,501-£3,000; 

£3,001 to £4,500; £4,501 to £6,000 etc ) 

 

Please itemise according to the source and 

band 

 

 £12,001-13,500 received from The 

Legal Education Foundation as 

project funding to the Legal Aid 

Practitioners Group to provide 

secretariat support, associated 

training, research and direct costs 

of meetings. 

£4,501- £6000 received from 

Hogan Lovells as project funding to 

help LAPG to provide training to 

MPs and their casework staff.  

 

      

Signed by Chair of Group: 

 

 

Date:  

  

  


