Public Legal Education Strategy Task force – second meeting 30th January 2006

Note for discussion of PLE
This text is a distillation of the contributions and comments made by TF members on scope, definitions, terms of reference and priorities. The aim of this paper is to derive some common threads and make suggestions about the way forward.
1. Working title/brand for the project and all PLEASTF activity: 

PLEAS (public legal education and support) – so we become the PLEAS task force; 

2. Strap line for PLEAS work:

“helping people make the law work for them and for others”

3. Scope and definition

Either:

“Public legal education combines the development of skills and the provision of relevant information which people need so that they can deal confidently, effectively and in time with issues which the law can help them with or which are regulated by the law”

Or (using a different and more purposive and analytic approach adapted from a US source):

· "Public legal education is part of an effective legal system which helps people gain the skills and confidence to:
· recognise that they have a legal right or responsibility, in order to exercise or assume it; 

· recognise when a problem or conflict is a legal one, when a legal solution is available and where to get help in finding out about it ; and

· guide themselves, with professional help where appropriate, through a process that they understand and can participate in.”

· [Notes: the main themes from the submissions to which the above responds, inevitably subjectively, are:

· the need to recognize more than one audience  and have something straightforward for general use and something more rigorous and more descriptive  and boundary setting for TF and “ professionals” ;

· an emphasis on the need for a  combination of skills (especially confidence building) and information;

· one (persuasive to me ) request to rehabilitate the notion of law combined with the difficulty of coming up with any effective alternatives;

· to use plain English (I hope they do but why not ask the Plain English Campaign to help?);

· the aspect that is not covered but was a discernible thread in some responses is that of becoming generally more effective members of society by being better and more effectively informed about matters legal. I suggest this is left as an implicit notion and prospective benefit; it will not invariably be the case despite the most effective PLE.]

4. Terms of reference

There were no or virtually no specific comments on the TOR. One issue raised at the meeting was whether they were too broad in places.

If we adopt a brand name, strap-line and definition along the lines of the above I think these set sufficient boundaries for the TOR.

5. Priorities and working methods
Dividing the work
Apart from an almost universal desire to clarify the scope or definition of what PLE means (see above) the contributions on priorities seem to me to divide into:

· those relating to structure of developing and embedding a strategy; and

· those relating to the content and delivery of PLEAS for differing audiences and beneficiaries.

We could perhaps initially divide the task force members into working groups to consider these two main aspects.

Under structure could fall, for example:

· clarifying  the vision and advocating and winning the case for PLEAS;

· getting the message over to stakeholders including potentially business; 

· linking with other initiatives especially Government ones;

· mainstreaming PLEAS  on a sustainable basis through appropriate mechanisms, 

· developing a communications strategy large and small, 

· developing concrete, realistic and sustainable outcomes, 

· benchmarking PLEAS with opinion formers; 

· evaluating outcomes, and, of course 

· costing and funding sources and related accountability.

Under content and delivery could fall, for example:

· identifying and consulting potential deliverers including government departments, lawyers, law schools and other advice agencies ,

· identifying and consulting the range of potential audiences and methods of provision-especially for the disadvantaged or the unaware; for example use of extended schools to reach parents and communities;

· evaluating/considering evidence as to impact of existing provision;

· identifying the skills and confidence building issues and content and delivery methods for  that;

· considering quality control issues;

· clarifying the relationships between the various purposes of PLEAS with different sorts of content and different means of delivery-what works!

Methods

1. Mapping
The most used words in the responses seemed to be “mapping” or research! Both domestically and internationally.

The contributions on existing activity, the scoping report, and the NFER educational resources report provide a foundation for a larger piece of work, which seems essential. Various sources of research activity were also mentioned

I suggest a separate working group is set up to identify what mapping/research we need done, to cost it and to apply to DCA to fund it. We need to set a timetable for this.

2. Sub groups with independent reporting requirements

This was mentioned by a number of those who specifically commented on methods.

My suggestion for working groups (structure and content) would be a top level division of responsibility. Each working group could then establish smaller sub groups from amongst its numbers (perhaps allowing/encouraging cross fertilization according to expertise and interest) with specific remits.

3. Focus groups/Consultation/Interviews

As well as general mapping of provision there were a number of suggestions for consultations of one sort or another- both to gain information and to spread the message. These are presumably costly and time consuming to establish and run. Do we need to establish what scope there is for proceeding with this type of activity?

4. Contacts with opinion formers/leaders

We need to consider preparing an official programme of visits to selected opinion formers/leaders perhaps to open the way for the relevant working group to follow up.

5. Big Tent show case

One suggestion at least proposed a significant national event both to present the case, to report on progress and to obtain more publicly affirmed buy in.
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