
J1/02/14/A

JUSTICE 1 COMMITTEE

AGENDA

14th Meeting, 2002 (Session 1)

Tuesday 30th April 2002

The Committee will meet at 1.45pm in Committee Room 1.

1. Prison Estates Review (in private): The Committee will consider lines of
questioning for witnesses.

2. Prison Estates Review: The Committee will take oral evidence from—

Phil Hornsby, General Secretary, Prison Services Union,

Bill McKinlay, Governor, HM Prison Barlinnie, and

Ian Bannatyne, Governor, HM Prison Low Moss.

3. Petition: The Committee will consider the following petition—

PE494 by HM Prison Peterhead prisoners.

Alison Taylor
Acting Clerk to the Committee, Tel 85195



The following papers are attached for this meeting:

Agenda items 1 and 2:
Note by the Clerk (private paper) (TO FOLLOW)
Note on Prison Services Union (PSU) by Phil Hornsby,
General Secretary of Prison Services Union (TO FOLLOW)
HM Prison Inspectorate report on follow-up inspection on HM
Prison Peterhead
Written evidence from the Association of Visiting Committees
for Scottish Penal Establishments
‘Review of PFI and Market Testing in the Prison Service’
report by Patrick Carter (private paper)

J1/02/14/1
J1/02/14/2

J1/02/14/3

J1/02/14/4

J1/02/14/5

Agenda item 3:
Note by the Clerk (petition attached) J1/02/14/6

Papers not circulated:

Committee members may wish to note that a copy of the Scottish Executive
consultation document ‘Enforcement of Civil Obligations in Scotland’ is available
from Committee Clerks in Room 3.11, Committee Chambers, or on the Scottish
executive web-site at: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/consultations/justice/CivOb-00.asp

Papers for information circulated for the 14th meeting, 2002

Submission by the Association of Independent Law
Accountants for the Justice 1 Committee’s legal aid inquiry

J1/02/14/7

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parl_bus/petitions/pe494.pdf
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/consultations/justice/CivOb-00.asp


































































































J1/02/14/4

Justice 1 Committee

Prison Estates Review

Outline Comments from the Association of Visiting Committees to be presented as
evidence to Justice Committee 1 on Tuesday 23 April 2002

by Marjory Russell MBE MA JP and Neil Powrie JP

Mrs Russell is Convener of the Association and Convener of the Visiting Committee for the
Young Offenders Institution at Cornton Vale.

Mr Powrie serves on the Sub Committee of the Association, is Convener of the Visiting
Committee for HMP Noranside and sits on the Visiting Committee of HMP Perth.

1. The Association regrets the lack of vision in the SPS Estates Review and questions the
assumption that increasing prisoner population is inevitable.  There is no evidence that
the proposals provide a safe solution for the community – examples can be drawn from
Texas.  The Swedish system appears to be a better model for the Scottish service.

2. The Association fully supports the ending of the degrading practice of slopping out.

3. The Association would prefer that the STOP programme remain at Peterhead where it
has community support.  The Association fears the loss of prisoner confidence and
safety if this population is dispersed.

4. The Association welcomes the proposed improvements at HMP Barlinnie.

5. The Association recognises that the present buildings at Low Moss should be
demolished and agrees that the site should be retained in the prisons estated.

6. The Association is very concerned by privatisation proposals for these reasons (among
others):

(a) we fear a loss of transparency and accountability because of commercial
confidentiality

(b) evidence from Dr Andrew Coyle, Director of the International Centre for Prison
Studies shows that in US and Australia private operators are returning jails to the public
sector.

(c) the Estates Review deals only with numbers – these are not broken down into types
of prisoner e.g. Young Offenders, Women, Lifers etc.

21 April, 2002
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JUSTICE 1 COMMITTEE

Petition PE494 by the prisoners at HMP Peterhead

Note by the Clerk
Background

This petition (attached) calls for the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish
Executive not to close Peterhead prison and provide a new, safer modern unit where
prisoners can continue to rehabilitate.

The petitioners are concerned about the impact the closure would have:

� on their successful rehabilitation; and

� the ability of the Scottish Prison Service to provide a safe alternative environment.

Consideration by other Committees

The Public Petitions Committee (“PPC”) considered the petition on 23 April 2002,
when it agreed to pass the petition to the Justice 1 Committee for further
consideration.

Procedure

The Standing Orders make clear that, where the Public Petitions Committee refers a
petition to another committee, it is for that committee then to take “such action as
they consider appropriate” (Rule 15.6.2(a)).

Options

The Committee may wish to decide:

� whether to consider the issues raised in the petition within the scrutiny of
the Prison Estates Review;  or

� to note the petition and take no further action.

25 April 2002
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LAW ACCOUNTANTS

The Association of Independent Law Accountants “AILA” is a recently formed
group of firms of Law Accountants practising in Scotland

Law Accountants specialise in the preparation of Legal Business Accounts
including all categories of Legal Aid Account currently provided for in terms of
existing legislation.  Typically, Law Accountants act on behalf of private legal
firms, insurance companies, public bodies, local authorities and indeed the
Scottish Executive in preparing or negotiating Business Accounts (bills) prior to
submission to the relevant funders for audit and payment

Collectively, AILA members are instructed by the majority of legal firms in
Scotland who render Accounts to the Scottish Legal Aid Board for audit and
payment.  Many AILA members were trained by the Law Society of Scotland at
a time when the Society administered the legal aid system and our members have
a wealth of experience of that system and its structures.  AILA members have
the benefit of holding an extensive database of information covering both the
public (legal aid) sector and the private sector which enables association
members to assess the impact of some of the suggestions and recommendations
put forward by contributors to the Justice 1 committee.

AILA applaud the progress made by Justice 1 in this matter and acknowledge
the very important contribution made by many of those who have appeared
during the various sessions.  We broadly agree with the terms of the Eighth
Report (SP Paper 437) and fervently hope that the thrust of the
recommendations put forward will find favour with the Justice Minister.

AILA welcome the Committee’s recommendation in Paragraph 12 of the
Executive Summary to increase the fee rate payable to solicitors linked to a
Quality Assurance system whilst recognising that all additional funding
commitments are subject to the constraints of the available budget.  We believe
that all contributors to the Legal Aid Inquiry have a duty to address this aspect
when putting forward proposals and to ensure that aspirations for the future
development of the legal aid system do not outstrip the constraints of funding
limitations.  It is a theme of the attached submissions that the observations and
recommendations seek to maximise the spending power of the SLAB ‘Legal Aid
Pound’ in terms of delivery of service to the end user.
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FOREWORD

AILA note that several contributors including the Glasgow Bar Association and
the Scottish Legal Action Group express concerns regarding the operation of the
current Fixed/Block Fee system for funding Summary Criminal matters and we
share these concerns.  Our submissions seek to restore and enhance the
equitability of the Scottish legal aid system generally and to re-establish the link
between level of service and remuneration.

AILA recognise that the Justice 1 Committee Inquiry offers a unique
opportunity to modernise a legal aid system which has served the Scottish Public
well for over fifty years and to improve its structures in relation to
accountability, quality assurance and value for money.   Our submissions relate
specifically to Paragraphs 68 to 81 of the Eighth Report as we feel that we have
particular expertise in the area of fees and the implementation of Best Value
practice.

AILA recognise in particular the contributions made by the Law Society Legal
Aid Committee, S.L.A.B., the G.B.A., ScoLAG and Professor Paterson in
advancing the process to date and concur with the majority of their observations
put forward both verbally and in written evidence.
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Note:-  This submission relates specifically to the area of expertise of Law Accountants
and concentrates solely upon Paragraphs 68 through to 81 of the eighth report.  For ease
of understanding the specific paragraphs being responded to are incorporated within
this Submission

(1) FIXED FEES/FREEZING OF FEES

PARAGRAPH 68

Since 1 April 1999, summary cases have been paid on a fixed payment basis,
with additional payments for outlays, etc.  Fixed fees were introduced in
April 1998 and account for 70% of criminal accounts processed by SLAB
(paragraph 45).  Fees for criminal legal aid have not been increased since
1992.

AILA believe that the information initially presented by SLAB was distorted by
the transition between the pre 1999 feeing regime and the changes introduced by
the Westminster Government in that year.  AILA’s own information suggests
that the current figure for Fixed Fee accounts is considerably in excess of 85%
and will continue to rise as an overall proportion unless a change is proposed.

(2) ACCESS TO JUSTICE

PARAGRAPH 69

It has been suggested that fee levels for solicitors and counsel are no longer
adequate to ensure access to justice.  In response to this, the Executive
acknowledges that fees themselves have not increased for several years but
average costs have increased “it is clear that, even after allowing for
inflation, solicitors are undertaking more work in each case” (paragraph
145)

AILA note the terms of this paragraph with great interest.  We can identify a
number of factors which contribute to the apparent increase of the average case
cost.  Our members are concerned to note that several factors which have had a
clear impact upon the average cost of each case and do not increase the rate of
remuneration to the solicitor have not been fully addressed in contributions
made to the Inquiry to date.  We have particular concerns that failures to
address aspects such as the impact of the 1993 eligibility criteria and the
December 1998 Civil Fee Regulation changes tend to give an inaccurate picture
of the true position and thus lead to inappropriate inferences being drawn.
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(3) FAILURES AND SHORTCOMINGS OF FIXED/BLOCK FEE SYSTEM

PARAGRAPH 71

The Association of Chief Police Officers in Scotland (ACPOS) claims that
there is “no apparent diminution of the standard of representation provided to
accused persons as the result of fixed fees”.  It says that the duty solicitor scheme is
beneficial in providing access to Justice (paragraph 3).  The GBA on the other
hand claims that fixed fees lead to the restriction in preparation of defence cases.  It
asserts that in larger courts, where pressure of business can result in many trials
being adjourned, defence agents are receiving no remuneration for their day in
court (paragraph 5).  It also criticises the concepts of “swings and roundabouts” as
“an inherently unfair and abhorrent concept”.  It claims that “for ethical reasons
every case must be properly prepared. It is therefore a possibility that a solicitor will
encounter a lot of “swings and no roundabouts”” (paragraph 35).

and

PARAGRAPH 72

Similarly, ScoLAG opposes the principle of fixed payments in most
circumstances.  It claims that each case merits its own degree of involvement by a
solicitor, “fixed fees are a crude reflection of the amount of work put into an
individual case.  Fixed fees may encourage some solicitors to show clients the
door.” (paragraph 51-54)

AILA note the comments of ACPOS with interest.  Although AILA believe that
the crude Fixed/Block charging structure utilised in Summary Criminal matters
since 1999 has substantially impacted upon the ability of the legal profession to
represent accused persons, it is our view that robust research must be
undertaken to ascertain whether the amount of work being undertaken is
comparable with the situation prior to the changes introduced by the
Westminster government in that year.  We believe that an essential element of
that research must be a cost comparison of the fee value of the work undertaken
prior to April 1999, for which figures are available, with contemporary work
ratios.

AILA entirely agree with the observations of the GBA and ScoLAG on the whole
question of the fixed fees and feel that such a system has no place in a future
legal aid system based upon imperatives of value for money, accountability and
quality assurance.  AILA are aware that previously criminal practitioners
received payment of final accounts at sums typically between £200.00 to over
£1000.00 in average cases with a broad array between those two figures.  The
notion that paying all practitioner equal sums produces any concept of fairness is
flawed and discredited.  AILA concur with the comments made by Michael
Matheson MSP in the Debate on 13th March 2002 (Columns 10190 and 10191)
and entirely agree with his view that “if it costs £150 for a solicitor to do a piece
of work, he should be paid £150; a solicitor should not be paid £500 for doing
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FAILURES AND SHORTCOMINGS (continued)

£150-worth of work.  Conversely, why should a solicitor do £700-worth of work
when he will receive a fixed fee of only £500?”

AILA note that the Deputy Justice Minister acknowledged the importance of Mr
Matheson’s point in his own speech closing the Debate and welcome this position.
Several AILA members were in attendance during the Debate and have followed
the entire process with interest. We now have great concerns that for reasons of
expediency it is the policy of SLAB to extend a Fixed/Block Fee culture to civil
legal aid accounting as part of the ongoing tripartite discussion process.  AILA
have been allowed to view an interim SLAB discussion paper on civil legal
accounting for the future which proposes a system based broadly upon a
block/fixed fee structure accompanied by an unspecified increase in the rate paid
to solicitors generally.  However, AILA are unanimously of the view that the
whole fixed/block fee culture is the antithesis of the desired value for money
approach as identified by both contributors to the Justice 1 Inquiry and MSP’s
in Debate.  It is our position that each and every Legal Aid Pound must be spent
wisely and to the maximum benefit of the end user and that the swings and
roundabouts approach has been fatally discredited.

The SLAB policy of fixed/block fees has its origins in their submission to the
“Access to Justice – Beyond 2000” paper and in particular in the SLAB answer
to question 27 in which they state that “the Board believes that Fixed Fees offer
the best opportunity for controlling the legal aid budget, for forecasting overall
costs in advance and for reducing administrative complexity.”  AILA are firmly
of the view that this approach to policy is outdated and totally out of tune with
the current thinking within the Scottish Parliament that all new legislation and
subsidiary procedures should be subject to a primary test of benefit to the end
user rather than to the provider.
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(4) REMUNERATION LEVELS AND AVAILABILITY OF SERVICE
PROVIDERS

PARAGRAPH 73

The Society suggested that there should be a framework for the review of the level
of fixed fees “on an annual or biannual basis” (col 2327)

and

PARAGRAPH 74

The Committee recommends that SLAB monitor the impact of fixed fees on the
availability of solicitors willing to undertake criminal legal aid throughout Scotland
and report to the Committee on this matter in due course.

AILA concur with the view of the Society that legal aid fee levels should be the
subject of regular review but recognise that the Justice Minister must do so in
the context of the overall budget available and spending priorities.  We are
pleased to note the terms of the request contained within Paragraph 74.
However, AILA are concerned that the evidence given by SLAB to Justice 1 at
the 13th Meeting may have inadvertently misled the Committee.  At the meeting
on 8th May 2001 the Chief Executive Lindsay Montgomery indicated that the
Board had only just become aware of a 7% reduction in the number of
practitioners willing to undertake criminal legal aid work which, in itself, is a
significant figure.  However, the reduction must be looked at in the context of an
overall double figure percentage increase in the constituency size of the legal
profession generally in Scotland since 1992.     In terms of available solicitors the
reduction is a very much larger percentage over the 10 year period and should
‘ring alarm bells’ in relation to access to justice considerations.  AILA are of the
view that there is a fundamental change taking place in the legal aid dynamic
with disincentives occurring resulting in more experienced practitioners being
less attracted to legal aid work.  This trend was alluded to by Gordon Jackson
MSP in the Debate of 13th March  (column 10195) and addressed more directly
by the SLAB Chief Executive who conceded that a juniorisation process was
probably already underway.

AILA note the evidence of Professor Paterson (col. 2496) and his view that
lawyers will organise their work to correlate with the available feeing
requirements.  We agree with him in this respect and believe that if SLAB
proceed to introduce a Block Fee structure for defended actions within Sheriff
Court jurisdiction an inevitable consequence of this will be increased usage of
the court process.  Block fees use steps within the court procedure as identifiers
of entitlement to charge and AILA regard the increased use of this method of
charging as a retrograde step.  We believe that the funder should not incentive-
ise the use of court procedures.  A move in this direction sends out a message
which is entirely contrary to contemporary views on the need to encourage non-
judicial resolutions.  Furthermore, to encourage additional court usage would
simply cause a consequential burden of cost elsewhere within the Justice budget.
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(5) EROSION OF FEE LEVELS

PARAGRAPH 75

There has been little change in criminal fees, civil fees and advocates fees since
1992.  SLAB is carrying out research into this (paragraphs 72 and 73)

AILA believe that the level of fees paid to the profession generally since 1992 has
regressed.  SLAB have introduced more aggressive account assessment criteria
during this period with the result that the amount of work being disallowed has
increased.  In 1994 SLAB published an updated version of their internal “Legal
Aid Fees and Taxation Guidelines” which introduced tests and criteria which
had not previously formed part of the payment discipline.  This approach
coupled with a general freezing of the fee payment regime has decreased the
value of work being undertaken in actual terms and caused a very significant
decrease in real terms during a period when the R.P.I increased by over 26%.

(6) IMPACT OF FEE LEVEL UPON SERVICE QUALITY

PARAGRAPH 76

The G.B.A. argues that civil legal aid when introduced paid approximately 10% less
than private client work and that it is now in excess of 50% for most areas of work
and asserts that “this leads to an inequality of arms” (paragraph 4).  The Royal
Faculty of Procurators in Glasgow (RFPG) argues that “the financial return for
lawyers from civil legal aid is at present so unattractive as to make cases not
financially viable from the lawyer’s perspective (paragraph 4).  ScoLAG asserts that
“solicitors who choose to represent the less fortunate members of society should not
be penalised by being remunerated at half the rate of remuneration a private client
would pay (paragraph 12).  Tom Ballantine of Mowat Dean WS solicitors says that
the rates are so low for civil legal aid work that it “can only be done by asking
underpaid solicitors to work excessive hours or by substantial subsidies from other
areas of work.” (paragraph 3)

AILA are in broad agreement with the observations of parties as outlined in this
paragraph.  It is clear that a consensus exists between various service providers
pointing to a general juniorisation of the process with cross-subsidy as the
alternative.  We consider that both of these processes will result in an uneven
playing field in coming years if left unchecked, to the detriment of the publicly
funded litigant.  SLAB have indicated that the number of practitioners
undertaking civil legal aid work is broadly the same notwithstanding the fact
that there has been a 30% reduction in the amount of grants of civil legal aid
within the last ten years.  Simple analysis of the interplay between the two
figures identifies a lower average ratio per practitioner of legal aid work as a
proportion of all work pointing to a suspected cross subsidy position.
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(7) THE NEED TO ENSURE QUALITY, ACCOUNTABILITY AND
VALUE FOR THE END USER

PARAGRAPH 79

When questioned on the matter of fee rates the deputy Minister for Justice advised
the Committee that “the issue of solicitors’ fees will be addressed by the tri-partite
group”.  The Minister stated that it was probably right that fees should be uprated.
However, this would impact on the justice department’s budget and any change
“ought to be part of a package to address other issues such as quality assurance”
(cols 2586-2587)

AILA are pleased to note the deputy Justice Minister’s view on the need to
increase fees.  We also firmly support the initiative on Quality Assurance as a
positive development within the legal aid sector.  However, AILA have serious
concerns that the SLAB stated preference for Fixed/Block fees will form part of
their proposals to the tri-partite group and regard any such proposal as
completely alien to the concepts of Best Value and Quality Assurance.  A crude
“good with bad” measure of service delivery and rate of remuneration which has
been consistently discredited in evidence has no place in such a regime.

AILA believe that the fixed/block system being proposed for the majority of
future civil legal aid matters is a retrograde step and seriously diminishes the
impact of the excellent measures proposed elsewhere by contributors to the
Inquiry and Justice 1 Committee.  For example, based upon the interim figures
available, we can identify that there are several areas of service delivery where
the “going rate” under a future legal aid system would considerably exceed the
prevailing market rate for the same service.  Given that there is apparent
consensus on the need to increase the number of persons receiving legal aid on a
contributory basis this is a very serious issue.  A system which seeks to charge a
notionally assisted person a much greater sum than that charged in the market
place is seriously flawed from the outset and this also raises the question of the
Human Rights of the individuals concerned.

AILA believe that the “swings and roundabouts” approach of block/fixed fees is
wholly unsuitable for the civil legal aid arena where one pound in every three is
funded by individuals rather than from the public purse.  Those individuals are
entitled to demand the same value that is available within the private market and
must not be disadvantaged by the needs of SLAB to achieve administrative
efficiency.  Clearly, the crude block/fixed fees approach creates substantial
winners and losers and it is the belief of AILA  that the principal losers would be
solicitors practising Family Law and their clients.  Of necessity such matters are
often complex and time consuming and a crude fee remuneration process with
inappropriate court orientated parameters creates a serious problem for those
practising in this area of law.  AILA are of the view that very quickly this would
impact upon the users of the family law service who are predominantly women
and children.  We are firmly of the view that an entirely unacceptable message
would be given out by such a change.  All changes must firstly address the needs
of the end user and only then should other considerations be prioritised.
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(8)        FAIR FEES IN A FAIR SYSTEM

PARAGRAPH 80

The Committee recommends that the fee rates paid for criminal work by advocates
and by solicitors for cases not covered by the fixed payment scheme should be
increased – linked to a quality assurance system.

and

PARAGRAPH 81

The Committee recommends that the fee rates paid for solicitors and advocates who
provide civil legal aid and advice and assistance should be increased – linked to the
introduction of a quality assurance system.

AILA broadly support the recommendations of the Committee in the area of
fees.  However, we feel that all participants in the process have a duty to
recognise the need for prudent and targeted expenditure of limited funds.
Although it has always been the case that legal aid is nominally “demand led”, a
point re-inforced by the first Chair of the Scottish Legal Aid Board in his maiden
speech in 1987, all areas of public expenditure are subject to the constraints of
funds available to the Justice Minister.  It is essential that the Legal Aid Pound is
spent wisely, that purchasing power achieves maximum benefit and that waste in
eliminated.   Part 3, Paragraph 7 of the Convention Rights (Compliance)
(Scotland) Bill sought to address the worst failings of the criminal fixed fee
system.  The solution sought was a “time and line” accounting format similar to
that typically used within other areas of legal fee charging.  However, this
solution is aimed at a very narrow range of matters and does not address the
general inequalities of the current system.  Furthermore, it covers criminal cases
only and would fail to rectify any problems  imported if a similar block/fixed
solution were to be imposed upon the civil system.
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(9) GENERAL CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

AILA identify the time and line solution sought in the Convention Rights
(Scotland) legislation as being the correct remedy to achieve fairness and
accountability and one which should be re-introduced to all areas of legal aid
feeing as an essential part of the quality assurance and value for money
provisions.  We would further propose as part of the budgeting process that all
fees be subject to a capping or controlling influence to enable SLAB to exercise
fiscal prudence and to apply the same constraints which typically occur within
the private market.  A number of papers have been exchanged between AILA
members as to how such constraints could operate to the benefit of providers,
purchasers and consumers.  In our view the link between quality and value is of
paramount importance and any crude block/fixed method of remuneration
compromises the substance of any quality based proposals.  Rates of
remuneration should not be excluded from the quality assurance package; they
should be the pivotal point of that package.

AILA are confident that the Law Accountancy profession as a whole have a
positive contribution to make in assisting those involved in the process in
achieving the goals as set out by Justice 1 in their Eighth Report and would
welcome the opportunity of being able to expand upon our observations and
proposals as part of this exercise.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

(1) AILA concur with the views expressed in evidence by the GBA and by
ScoLAG that the “swings and roundabouts” approach is seriously
flawed and believe that the concept lacks any essence of
accountability.  Other than “administrative convenience” AILA can
find no evidence submitted in support of the crude block/fixed fee
approach.

(2) AILA is of the view that a block/fixed system manifestly fails the end
user who is subjected to a crude billing format.  Private clients pay in
accordance with usage and publicly/privately funded clients (Assisted
Persons) are entitled to an equally robust system of accountability

(3) AILA believe that any attempt to introduce the failed block/fixed fee
regime into the civil system may well have an impact on the operation
of the courts.  Block fees are aligned with steps in the court procedure
and it is to be expected that solicitors will organise their work
accordingly (see evidence of Professor Paterson Col. 2496)

(4) Any person in receipt of legal aid on a contribution or involved in a
fee clawback has a financial interest in the outcome and should be
entitled to a fully accountable payment structure based upon best
value practice.  AILA believe that a well funded Legal Aid system with
capping controls (similar to that applied by any private client giving
specific budgeting limits to the solicitor) offers the best solution by far.

(5) AILA submit that proper tests have been identified on several
occasions by those making submissions namely accountability, value
for money and quality assurance.  We would further submit that an
essential element of the entire process must be transparency and
equitability within the payment process.  The First Minister is quoted
as having identified the needs of the end user as paramount in all new
legislation and AILA has produced proposals to address this need.

(6) AILA welcome the Executive’s acknowledgement of the low rates of
remuneration for solicitors.  We fervently believe that any increase
must be carefully targeted to ensure that it addresses the Executive’s
published criteria.  It is our belief that our proposal to increase rates
of remuneration within controlled parameters of spend offers a
positive way forward to the benefit of all participants in the process

(7) AILA accept that SLAB, as guardians of the public purse, has a duty
to ensure sound fiscal management of the funds being disbursed.
However, it is our view that ultimately any system to be introduced
must, in the first instance, address the interests of the end user and
thereafter be the subject of fiscal prudence.  To propose a solution
with priorities reversed is the easy expedient option but one which
should not be tolerated if the stated aims of quality, value and
accountability are to be achieved.
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