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Agenda

(Please see below for details of Agenda items)

11.00 – 11.30am


Registration
11.30 – 12.45pm
Welcome and round-table report from each of our members. 

12.45 – 1.30 pm


Lunch
1.30 – 1.45pm: 
“Looking for the Needle in the Haystack”. Update from the International Innocence Network

1.45 – 2.30pm: 


Exchange of Ideas for Best Practice. 

2.30 – 2.50pm 
Time commitment of students and staff; turnaround of students: continuity and mixing year groups 

2.50 – 3.10pm: 


Relationships with local practitioners 

3.10 - 3.30pm 



Tea break
3.30 - 3.50pm: 
Working with campaign groups and victim support groups. 

3.50- 4.15pm 



 Risk assessment
4.15 – 4.30pm



Casemap and LexisNexis software update. 

4.30 - 5.00pm:  
Case management update; INUK website and discussion forum; Questions and answers

5 - 6.00pm



Free time

6.00 - 7.00pm
Arrival of the Attorney General, Baroness Scotland, Reception and Signing of Attorney General’s Pro Bono Protocols
Welcome and Introduction

To: INUK colleagues

From: Michael Naughton and Julie Price
Welcome to the first full Spring meeting of the Innocence Network UK.

We’d like to thank QEB Hollis Whiteman Chambers for sponsoring today’s venue, lunch and Reception, and for agreeing to be the INUK’s Bar advisors nationally.

We are delighted to be today also celebrating the signing by our organisation of the Attorney General’s Pro Bono Protocols, and we consider it significant that Baroness Scotland has kindly agreed to come along to mark this event. 

The spirit of today’s meeting and Reception is going to be in line with the general ethos of the INUK, i.e. one of informal collaboration, democracy, mutual support and a celebration of all of our achievements to date, both as individual members and as a network.

We hope that everyone will contribute to the meeting, even though a round-table format is impossible, given our size. We have specific aspects of the agenda (please see below) that we are asking different people to address. We have asked some people to lead the discussion on particular items. We hope that those individuals are willing to do that, but understand if they would prefer not to, and of course everyone is welcome to chip in where they wish!

Following suggested agenda items, the plan for the day will be as follows:

11.00 – 11.30am


Registration
11.30 am – 12.45pm:
Welcome and round-table report from each of our members. Please nominate a student/s to give an outline of where you are now, including (but not limited to): Number and make-up of student caseworkers, number of cases (now, or intended), supervising lawyers, frequency of case meetings, type of investigation, any funding secured or fundraising plans, anything in particular to report on e.g. planned prison visit, witness interviews etc.

Could each project please select one item (however small or undeveloped) that they would like to share with others. This would preferably be something that might be unique to their experience so far, an ethical, practical or media situation that they have learned from, or would do differently if the same situation arose again, or perhaps something they might like to “specialise” in, or how they think they might illustrate something of local interest to their project that others might not have thought of. This “list” can then form the basis of a discussion for the “Exchange of Ideas for Best Practice “session in the afternoon.

12.45 – 1.30 pm


Lunch
1.30 – 1.45pm: “Looking for the Needle in the Haystack”. Update from the International Innocence Network

1.45 – 2.30: Exchange of Ideas for Best Practice. Hopefully, each project can pick up a small tip from colleagues to enhance their own work  from this frank and open sharing of ideas. In this session, Colleen Smith from Sheffield Hallam will share her experience of assessing clinical work, and her plans to start an innocence project as an assessed module.

2.30 – 2.50pm: Time commitment of students and staff; turnaround of students: continuity and mixing year groups (is there a general consensus of an “optimum” time to be spent weekly on innocence project work; any particular issues with too much/too little time spent by individual students; do students have experience of having to deal with any team members not pulling their weight – what have they learned from any such conflict resolutions?) Leicester University will lead on this. One of the key Leicester students has recently been shortlisted for an Attorney General’s Pro Bono award for leading a student initiative to introduce a general pro bono scheme and an innocence project.

2.50 – 3.10pm: Relationships with local practitioners (any examples of optimum timing of meetings, barristers compared to solicitors; legal executives). Bristol will lead on this as having negotiated supervision with a local set of Chambers.

3.10-3.30pm – Tea break
3.30- 3.50pm: Working with campaign groups and victim support groups. Claire McGourlay from Sheffield will lead on this, as someone who supervises a new innocence project and general pro bono scheme (as well as juggling a heavy teaching load!), both of which are in their very early stages, and who is working with Yorkshire and Humberside Against Injustice, a member of the national group of victim support groups under the banner of United Against Injustice. Cardiff students can contribute their experience of working with South Wales Against Wrongful Convictions.

3.50- 4.15pm: Risk assessment. It is hoped that Bournemouth University, as an institution that has recently drafted a risk assessment strategy, will lead on this. Anyone else willing to speak briefly on the issue of Ethics and Innocence Projects would be most welcome. For example, has anyone direct experience of any ethical issues in relation to casework?

4.15 – 4.30: Casemap and LexisNexis software update. Matthew Grant from Lexis Nexis will outline the benefits of the various case management packages available free to INUK members.

4.30 - 5.00pm: Case management update; INUK website and discussion forum; Questions and answers; a possible INUK student committee?; the INUK End of Year Feedback Form; Training 2008/9 and subsequent years – hosted in member institutions?; The way forward?

5-6.00 –Free time
6.00-7.00pm
: Arrival of Baroness Scotland, Reception and Signing of Attorney General’s Pro Bono Protocols
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Appendix 1: Attorney-General’s Pro Bono Protocols

JOINT PROTOCOL FOR PRO BONO LEGAL WORK 
At all stages throughout their career many lawyers regard Pro Bono Legal Work as an integral part of being a member of the legal profession, in providing access to justice and meeting unmet legal need. This Protocol has been agreed to set out the core values of such work and to assist both those who undertake it and their clients. Many lawyers undertake charitable work of many different kinds. However, the purpose of this protocol is to concentrate specifically on the provision by lawyers of their legal skills in the form of Pro Bono Legal Work. 

1 What is Pro Bono Legal Work? 

1.1 When we refer to Pro Bono Legal Work we mean legal advice or representation provided by lawyers to individuals and community groups who cannot afford to pay for that advice or representation and where public funding is not available. 

1.2 Legal work is Pro Bono Legal Work only if it is free to the client, without payment to the lawyer or law firm (regardless of the outcome) and provided voluntarily either by the lawyer or his or her firm. 

1.3 Pro Bono Legal Work is always only an adjunct to, and not a substitute for, a proper system of publicly funded legal services. 

2 How should Pro Bono Legal Work be done? 

2.1 Pro Bono Legal Work should always be done to a high standard. That means in particular that: 

2.2 The availability of appropriate publicly funded legal advice or representation should always be considered before a lawyer undertakes Pro Bono Legal Work. 

2.3 When a lawyer is requested to agree to undertake a piece of Pro Bono Legal Work the lawyer should give his/her decision within a reasonable time. 

2.4 The terms on which the Pro Bono Legal Work is undertaken including the circumstances in which the relationship may be terminated should be made clear at the outset. 

2.5 The Pro Bono Legal Work should only be undertaken by a lawyer who is adequately trained, has appropriate skills and experience and, where necessary, is adequately supervised for the work in question. 

2.6 The lawyer undertaking a piece of Pro Bono Legal Work (and where appropriate his or her supervisor) should have no less than the minimum level of legal expertise and experience as would be required if the particular work in question was paid work. 

2.7 In no case should the client be misled as to the lawyer's skill or ability to undertake the Pro Bono Legal Work. 

2.8 Once a lawyer has agreed to undertake a piece of Pro Bono Legal Work the lawyer (and if appropriate his or her firm) must give that work the same priority, attention and care as would apply to paid work. 

2.9 Pro Bono Legal Work must not be undertaken without appropriate insurance. 

2.10 A lawyer in doubt or difficulty in relation to a piece of Pro Bono Legal Work should seek advice from a Pro Bono organisation or from the Bar Council, the Law Society or the Institute of Legal Executives. 

Ancillary Provisions 
1 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PRO BONO ORGANISATIONS AND LAWYERS 

1.1 Where practical, lawyers able to undertake pro bono work are encouraged to do so through a pro bono organisation, through the not-for-profit sector, or through both. 

1.2 Pro Bono Legal Work will be more effectively delivered through co-ordinating the relationships between lawyers, pro bono organisations, and not-for-profit agencies such as Law Centres and CABx. 

1.3 When a lawyer is asked by a pro bono organisation or not-for-profit agency to undertake a particular piece of Pro Bono Legal Work, the lawyer is expected to have proper regard to any prior confirmation given to the pro bono organisation or not-for-profit agency that the lawyer was prepared to undertake Pro Bono Legal Work. 

1.4 Sets of chambers, law firms and legal departments should, wherever possible, seek to encourage and support the undertaking of appropriate Pro Bono Legal Work by their lawyers, including the undertaking of that work "in-house". 

2 THE CONTRIBUTION OF PERSONS WHO ARE NOT FULLY QUALIFIED, OR WHO ARE OTHERWISE UNABLE, TO DO PRO BONO LEGAL WORK 

2.1 Non-lawyer staff within a set of chambers or a firm should be enabled to make the same contribution to the undertaking of a piece of Pro Bono Legal Work as they would for a piece of paid work. 

2.2 Law students, pupil barristers and trainee solicitors have an important contribution to make to Pro Bono Legal Work. However that contribution must be properly supervised and must be preceded by proper training. 

2.3 Where suitably qualified and experienced, academic lawyers and employed lawyers are particularly encouraged to consider providing training to others to enable them to undertake Pro Bono Legal Work if they are not able themselves to provide legal advice or representation. The provision of pro bono legal training without charge is an important contribution to Pro Bono Legal Work. 

3. PARTICIPATION IN PRO BONO LEGAL WORK AS A CHARACTERISTIC OF BEING A MEMBER OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION 

3.1 A commitment to the delivery of Pro Bono Legal Work is encouraged throughout a lawyer's professional life, as a student and in practice, through to and including retirement. 
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Preamble

The emerging “innocence movement” within UK universities is still at an early stage, although the concept as a valid clinical legal education method is well established in the USA, Canada and Australia.

Recent media coverage (for example BBC Rough Justice and a BBC drama, The Innocence Project) has ensured that the concept is likely to remain in the public domain and to flourish.

The Innocence Network UK (INUK) – http://www.innocencenetwork.org.uk - is the co-ordinating organisation for member Innocence Projects based in UK universities. Launched in September 2004, the INUK is a university-based initiative, which draws collaborative support from all parts of the miscarriages of justice jigsaw - academics, criminal appeal lawyers, victim support groups and campaigning organisations, forensic scientists and investigative journalists.

The INUK works towards ‘Educating to overturn and prevent the wrongful conviction of innocent people’, with its core being EDUCATION as a means of endeavouring to influence practical changes to the criminal justice system in this pressing area of public concern. The INUK is NOT a campaign organisation or victim support group.

The INUK has three core aims

1. Educate: to encourage and support the creation and subsequent running of member innocence projects in UK universities.

2. Research: to conduct and facilitate research into, among other related things, the causes of the wrongful conviction of the innocent; the barriers to attempts to overturn these convictions in the Court of Appeal or by application to the CCRC; and the associated harmful consequences of wrongful conviction on victims, their families, friends and society as a whole.

3. Communicate: to inform public debates about the wrongful conviction and imprisonment of innocent people, the INUK will communicate findings from the activities of member innocence projects and research, with the objective of improving the criminal justice system and preventing future wrongful convictions.

The INUK is committed to the retention of criminal legal aid and considers its activities to be a supplement to, and not a substitute for, the work of the practising legal profession.

The INUK is committed to its objectives being primarily educational. It acknowledges that there may be a tension between educational objectives and crude measures and raw statistics on cases eventually overturned. It is committed to managing the expectations of students, clients and the general public in this respect. The INUK seeks its ultimate measure of success to be the education and increased awareness of future lawyers, policy-makers and reporters in this difficult area of balancing social concerns. 

These protocols have been drafted to reflect and expand upon the Model Standards for Live-Client Clinics finalised by the Clinical Legal Education Organisation (CLEO) in 2007. They have been put to member innocence projects and to key CLEO contacts for consultation and are intended to be good practice for innocence project work. The INUK will encourage these protocols to be periodically revisited and revised as necessary as the innocence movement further develops within the UK.

The INUK recognises that innocence project work might not be considered as pure “clinical legal education”, and that it might be more appropriately considered under the banner of pro bono and/or Personal Development Planning (PDP) activity. However, the INUK views live-client work in its myriad forms as desirable, provided minimum standards are maintained for the protection of all involved. 

The INUK welcomes the diversity of ways in which innocence project work might be undertaken and would not wish to try to impose set ways or procedures on member projects, instead preferring to share ideas of best practice with and between its members, for the greater benefit of student education and public interest.

In conclusion, these innocence project protocols mirror those of CLEO where appropriate, and expand upon them in situations unique to innocence project work.

Postscript to Preamble:

The International Innocence Network (innocencenetwork.org), of which the INUK is a member, has drafted a Statement to set out some principles and best practices that it should be aware of in its work with victims. This Statement is currently in draft format, but the INUK will adopt the Statement in its final format and post this on the INUK website.

For further information about the INUK Model Standards for Innocence Project work; Appendix 3: Risk Assessment pro forma, and Appendix 4: INUK End of Year Feedback Form, please contact:

Dr Michael Naughton, 

Innocence Network UK

C/O School of Law

University of Bristol

Wills Memorial Building

Queens Road

Bristol

BS8 1RJ

Arundel House, 13-15 Arundel Street, Temple Place�London WC2R 3DX 
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