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PLEAS Task Force meeting 3 October 2006

Topics for group discussions

Background reading

Previous Task Force reports: members’ accounts of their PLE involvements for the 30 January meeting; papers on definitions, aims of the Task Force and the nature of PLE; reports from the Content and Delivery Group and the Structure Group; the Issues paper from the July meeting; the presentations by external agencies; notes of external meetings which have been circulated; the case studies and Hazel’s speech from the meeting in Parliament.

Sent out with the current papers: the DigitalPublic research report Public Legal Education initiatives and their presentation at the July meeting; the October Progress Report. 

Topic 1. Making the case for PLE
This section of the report will explain what PLE is, and explain the need for PLE and its benefits for different groups of citizens, for different agencies, and for our society as a whole. Specifically, this section will have:

· Clear and accessible definitions of PLE

· Reliable and convincing statistics about need and benefits from the available research

· A good range of examples illustrating the benefits for the agendas of different stakeholders and for different groups of citizens

· Well argued comparisons, including spending comparisons, with other similar fields such as preventive health strategies

Task Force discussions about the benefits of PLE have identified both the potential value to disadvantaged groups, and also to citizens more generally. Different views on the best emphasis in this context for making the case for PLE have been expressed but without conclusions so far. 

Questions:

· Do members agree on the broad description of this section?

· Are there other arguments or evidence that need to be included?

· Should the report emphasise the benefits for disadvantaged groups first, perhaps with costings, or is it wiser to make the case for the broader social value of PLE, again with costing. Or should we do both? 

Topic 2. Content, delivery, audiences
This section of the report will describe the range of features of PLE and make a series of observations about quality and good practice. Drawing on the research report and on previous discussions and examples of PLE, we will set out as a minimum the outline of the variety of types of PLE and the ‘dos and don’ts’ that may apply. Specifically, this section will outline:

· The range of providers, purposes, methods of delivery and audiences for PLE, with illustrative examples for each.

· As far as possible, the value of different methods, the relationships between audience, purpose and method of delivery, and the key role of evaluation

· Helpful illustrations in the form of tables, diagrams, matrices and so on

Questions

· Do members agree on the broad purpose and content of this section?

· Are the other arguments to make about the character of PLE?

· Are there elements of PLE omitted from the description above?

Topic 3. Organisation and funding

This section will describe and discuss the various options and models, with examples, for the future development of PLE. It will recommend:

· A new independent organisation to take responsibility for developing and supporting PLE following on from the Task Force – a  ‘PLE Agency or Council’

· A high level oversight group drawn from all of the providers of PLE and ‘representatives’ of benefiting audiences: government departments and agencies, nfp and private sector agencies, including from the legal and education professions

· Core funding from government for a minimum period of 3 years – most likely some combination of DCA, DfES and DCLG - and will have a core of employed professional staff, including a Chief Executive, and control of its own budgets

· Although it needs to be independent, it might need to be housed by an existing parent body initially to help it to launch (although there has been some discussion of this, as yet members have not expressed clear views)

· There has been a general feeling that it should not be housed within government and that none of the existing ‘legal and advice services’ bodies would be appropriate in the main because each has a remit somewhat narrower than that of PLE

· It may therefore be desirable to think more laterally, perhaps locating the PLE body initially in a relevant educational institution. 

Questions

· Do members agree that PLE requires a new independent body? If not, are there suitable existing bodies, and if so, which ones – government, local government, a charity, an educational body, the private sector – who could effectively ‘own’ PLE

· Do members agree the broad description of the form of the new body, set out above?  If not, what alternative form is appropriate?

· Do members agree that core government funding is needed? If not, what alternative initial funding sources would members suggest?

· This model gives government a central role as funder. Does this carry implications for independence and freedom of action that need to be considered?

Topic 4. The PLE organisation – its role, tasks and outcomes

The FSA model for development of its financial capability strategy has been well received by many on the Task Force and this is the recommended model for the work of the new PLE body. It would be desirable but not essential to have or work towards a statutory remit to promote PLE.

The principal roles for the PLE agency or council will be to develop and then implement a strategy for taking PLE forward over a minimum five year period. Broadly speaking, this will involve:

· Continuing to make a strong public case for PLE, communicating it effectively to a range of audiences

· Continuing to identify the range of PLE activities and developing improved categories and analyses of good practice

· Acting as resource pool through information, examples, guidance, better networking, and so on, offered to PLE practitioners

· Offering improved quality assurance for agencies contemplating and engaging in PLE

· Experimenting with new forms of PLE through the funding of research and pilot partnership initiatives

· The body will also need to develop an analysis that permits it to prioritise its work in terms of sectors, partners and PLE aims

· The body will also promote and sustain a collegiate spirit among PLE providers that leads towards improved recognition of its nature and value

· A further role I likely to be fundraising from non-government sources – the lottery, the EU, and private and professional sources - to commission partnership projects 

Questions

· Do members agree the broad description of the roles and tasks of the new body, set out above? If not, what would you add or delete, and why?

· Do members have views on priorities for early partners, sectors to work in, or structural issues to work on?
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