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Quality Assurance for Advocates

List of questions for response

We would welcome responses to the following questions set out in this consultation paper. Please email your completed form to: louise.sowden@legalservices.gov.uk or fax to:  020 7759 0534  Thank you!
Question 1. Are the objectives comprehensive, appropriate and reasonable?

If you consider that they are not, please tell us what you would amend, add or replace and the reasons for this.

Comments:          

Question 2. Do you consider that the competencies for the pilot for the publicly funded criminal defence advocates quality assurance scheme should be as set out in Annex 1?

If not, please set out what additional or different criteria you would suggest and why, or your preferred alternative approach and the basis of it.



Comments:          

Question 3. Do you agree with the four levels into which it is suggested in Annex 2 that criminal work at Crown Court level and above should be broken down?

If not, please suggest your preferred alternative(s) and explain how this would work.



Comments:          

Question 4. Do you consider that demonstrating the behaviours and skills set out in Annex 3 in relation to each competency will sufficiently demonstrate competency at each level (including by reference to both performance in court and the other elements of the competencies)? 

If not, please suggest how you would amend the behaviours and skills and the reasons for this.



Comments:          

Question 5. Do you think that, overall, the evidence linked to the competency framework and  examples as set out in  the Annexes will enable an assessment to be undertaken of whether an advocate is competent  for the complexity of the case?

If not, please suggest your preferred alternative for getting the appropriate level of advocate doing the appropriate level of work



Comments:          

Question 6. Annex 3 gives examples of "good" and "poor" behaviours against competencies. Would it be beneficial to add examples of "excellent" behaviour to identify those advocates capable of progressing to the level above? 

Please support your answer with reasons.



Comments:          

Question 7. How do you think that the levels of advocacy should be applied when there is a certificate in force for more than one advocate?

Please support your answer with reasons.

Comments:          

Question 8. Do you think that specialist training or assessment for particular types of work (such as juvenile, serious sex, murder or VHCC work) should be required in addition to the appropriate level of competence? 

Please support your answer with reasons.

Comments:          

Question 9. How much and what kind of evidence do you believe is required to enable an accurate assessment to be made of an advocate’s competence by reference to the competencies considered above?

Please indicate the number and type of sources of evidence and the span of time the evidence covers e.g. 12 months or number of cases.

Please support your answer with reasons.



Comments:          

Question 10. Should all firms, which have successfully passed their peer review, submit to the relevant advocate or chambers, evidence of the performance of the advocate they have instructed (in order to feed that into the evidence gathering process outlined earlier in this consultation paper)? 

Should this be an automatic process at a certain frequency, or on request?

Please support you answer with reasons.



Comments:          

Question 11. Do you have any observations on the first proposal for the assessment of evidence against the competencies as above?  What measures could be taken to ensure that the assessment process is robust, credible and transparent?  What concerns and problems could you foresee within this option?

Please support your answer with reasons.

Comments:          

Question 12. Do you have any observations on the second proposal for the assessment of evidence against the competencies as above?  How do you think that quality-assured chambers/firms could manage an independent, credible, robust and consistent assessment of their own advocates?  Do you think that this should be limited to particular levels, say, Level 1 and Level 2? What concerns and problems could you foresee within this option?

Please support your answer with reasons.



Comments:          

Question 13. How frequently should advocates be reassessed?  Is 3 years a reasonable period?

Please support your answer with reasons.

Comments:          

Question 14. Should a certain number of complaints determined against the advocate trigger reassessment automatically? Should a certain number of poor feedback forms trigger reassessment automatically? How many such complaints in what period would be reasonable?

Please support your answer with reason.



Comments:     


Question 15. Should all organisations that have one or more advocates associated with them, be required to have a quality management system, independently audited?

Please support your answer with reasons.



Comments:          

Question 16. Do you agree with the proposed role, membership and appointment arrangements for a National Panel?

Please support your answers with reasons.



Comments:          

Question 17. Do you think that the role of the National Panel in considering appeals is important in ensuring consistency?

Do you think that the appeals process outlined above would be fair and timely?

If you consider that it is not, please tell us your preferred alternative for each level and the reasons for this.



Comments:          

Question 18. Do you have any comments on the proposed governance arrangements?



Comments:          

