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1 About the Advice Services Alliance 

1.1 The Advice Services Alliance (ASA) was established in 1980, and is the umbrella 
organisation for independent advice networks in the U.K. Our aims are to: 

• Champion the development of high quality information, advice and legal 
services; 

• Ensure that people are not denied access to such services on account of lack of 
means, discrimination or other disadvantage; 

• Encourage co-operation between organisations providing such services; 
• Provide a forum for the discussion of issues of common interest or concern to 

advice organisations. 

1.2 Full membership of ASA is open to national networks of independent advice services 
in the U.K. Current full members are: 

• Advice UK (formerly Federation of Information and Advice Centres) 
• Age Concern England 
• Citizens Advice (formerly National Association of Citizens Advice Bureaux) 
• DIAL UK (the disability information and advice service) 
• Law Centres Federation 
• Scottish Association of Law Centres 
• Shelter 
• Shelter Cymru 
• Youth Access 

1.3 Our members represent over 2,000 organisations that provide a range of advice, 
legal and other services to members of the public. Most of these organisations offer 
services within a local area, but some of them are regional or national. They are 
largely funded through public sector grants and contracts, and charitable fundraising. 
With some limited exceptions, services are offered to users free of charge and are 
focused on areas of law which mainly affect poorer people e.g. welfare benefits, 
debt, housing, employment, immigration, education and community care (now 
commonly referred to as ‘social welfare law’).  

1.4 This response has been drafted following consultation with our full members. 
However, it may not reflect our members’ views in their entirety and we are aware 
that some members will submit their own response. 

2 Introductory comments 

2.1 We welcome the opportunity to respond to this consultation.  

2.2 ASA has been involved with the LSC’s preferred supplier project since its early days 
through membership of the pilot working group. At the start of the project we were 
impressed by the LSC’s objectives of improving quality, reducing the bureaucracy of 
existing arrangements and improving the relationship between the LSC and 
suppliers. Over the course of the pilot we have been encouraged by the positive 
comments of pilot participants and were hopeful that the LSC could develop the pilot 
into a scheme that was beneficial to all suppliers.  
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2.3 However, having read the consultation document, we are concerned that the project 
is no longer being driven by the original objectives. Whilst there is still a requirement 
for suppliers to achieve a peer review rating of 1or 2 in some of their subject areas, 
we are concerned to see that the pilot quality criteria have been watered down and 
the LSC now proposes to use the proxy quality tool of file assessment for non-major 
categories.  

2.4 The generic criteria include an assessment of value for money which will be based 
on the procurement regime established after the Carter review and the financial 
criteria now include an assessment of the future capacity of organisations to bid for 
larger contracts.  

2.5 These developments have made our members fearful that the LSC’s principal 
objective in rolling out the preferred supplier scheme is no longer reduced 
bureaucracy in return for high quality work but rather an attempt by the LSC to get 
more for less.  

2.6 Furthermore, our members are doubtful that the LSC can achieve the reduction in 
bureaucracy that it promises. The new proposals and the rhetoric around them are 
reminiscent of the introduction of franchising and of the Quality Mark. Both promised 
a quality-assured system that would mean less bureaucracy for suppliers but what 
remains is a system that is intrusive and over-bureaucratic. 

2.7 We also feel that given the considerable lack of detail in the consultation document 
about the procurement regime that the Carter review will recommend, the LSC is not 
in a position to make promises about its future relationship with suppliers.  This lack 
of detail in relation to the value for money criteria and how the scheme will be rolled 
out is also of concern to us as we are clearly not in a position to respond fully to this 
consultation. Once these proposals have been decided upon, the LSC must consult 
properly on them before making any final decisions. 

3 Consultation questions 

Q.1 Do you consider that the quality of advice tools in Appendix A are 
proportionate? If not, please explain why and indicate what changes you 
would propose. 
3.1 ASA has always been in favour of the use of peer review to assess quality of advice 

and has strongly supported the development of the LSC’s scheme. We believe that 
the use of experienced advisers to assess legal work is the only way to ensure that 
that advice is good quality. We were therefore pleased when the LSC announced the 
requirement that preferred suppliers would have to achieve a peer review rating of 1 
or 2 to be included in the scheme. We regarded this as an acknowledgement by the 
LSC that peer review is the only tool they can rely on to assess quality. 

3.2 However, having read the detail of the consultation, we are concerned to see the 
reliance on file assessment to test quality in non-major areas of law.  The NfP sector 
has experience of the file assessment process as the LSC has been using it (minus 
the quality of advice part of it) to audit NfP contract holders over the last year.  

3.3 Our members have raised a number of concerns about the process: there has been 
a lack of consistency between auditors particularly in relation to issues of contract 
interpretation; some auditors have taken a non-constructive, nitpicking approach and 
have poor communication skills; and some auditors have made judgements about 
the quality of work and the amount of time claimed for it when they are not qualified 
and have not been authorised to do so. 
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3.4 Given the LSC’s aim to move to a better relationship with its suppliers and to develop 
more constructive relationships, the experience of our members is worrying.  

3.5 Our members have not had experience of the quality of advice part of file 
assessment as the LSC has not been using it in its audits of NfP agencies. We 
understand that it consists of a list of questions that an auditor with no legal 
experience can use to assess the quality of work on a file. We also understand that 
the results of file assessment have been tested against the results of peer review. 

3.6 We have not seen the questions, nor evidence of their success when tested against 
peer review and we are sceptical about their value. This is partly based on our view 
that peer review is the only way to assess quality of advice and partly on our 
experience of the LSC’s transaction criteria. These were described in very similar 
terms to the File Assessment questions, but failed to do the job, caused considerable 
upset amongst practitioners and were dropped from the SQM audit.  

3.7 We accept that peer review is expensive, however, if the preferred supplier badge is 
to mean anything significant in relation to quality, we believe that an organisation 
must score a 1 or 2 at peer review in all its areas of law. Otherwise, there is a risk 
that suppliers doing work of unacceptable quality will be allowed into the scheme. 
This will become even more of a possibility when the file assessment quality 
questions are published. In order to ensure they will pass their file assessments, 
suppliers are likely to use them as checklists. This will guarantee that the questions 
are answered but not that the quality is good.  

3.8 In relation to Quality Profiles, we think it is a good idea for the LSC to collect 
information that allows it to monitor supplier performance remotely and to use that 
information to prioritise the use of its peer review resource. However, the success of 
this method depends on the information the LSC collects being accurate. We hope 
that this can be achieved without there being any significant administrative or 
technological changes to how matters are reported.   

3.9 The success of quality profiles also depends on their accuracy as an indicator of 
good quality and poor quality work and their sensitivity to different ways of working, 
different client groups and niche work. There will be no reduced transaction costs for 
the LSC or suppliers if quality profiles trigger concerns about organisations doing 
anything but the most straightforward work. We have not had any recent information 
about the quality profiles and are therefore unable to comment on whether we think 
they are likely to be useful or accurate.  

Q2. Do our proposals for extending devolved powers strike the right balance 
between maintaining fund control and reducing the administrative burden for 
providers? If not, please explain why and provide alternative suggestions. 
3.10 The proposals relating to devolved powers are not detailed. The consultation paper 

commits to devolving more powers to suppliers in time, however, at present the only 
firm proposals relate to certificated family work. There are only six not for profit 
agencies with contracts in family law and therefore there is little benefit for the NfP 
sector in the proposals as they stand.  

3.11 If the LSC devolves more powers in the future in relation to other areas of law, for 
example housing, this will have an effect on the sector and we are generally in favour 
of such devolution. It makes it easier for a supplier to progress a case and therefore 
improves the service to the client by reducing the time a client has to wait.  

3.12 However, there is some concern in the sector that the LSC will not be able to trust its 
suppliers sufficiently to cede control of these decisions completely. This fear is based 
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on past experience and in particular, the recent proposals to return devolved powers 
for CLR to immigration suppliers but with a contractual requirement that suppliers 
have a 40% success rate. Given that all immigration suppliers now have to pass 
accreditation exams and that the LSC uses peer review to monitor quality, we feel 
that the imposition of such a target is over-burdensome and indicative of the fact that 
for the LSC, devolving powers is not an indication of trust but simply a way to shift its 
own administration costs onto practitioners and to shirk responsibility for difficult 
funding decisions. 

3.13 We therefore feel that for preferred supplier status to mean anything at all, powers 
should be devolved to all those achieving that status without the imposition of 
targets, intrusive monitoring or a supplier having to demonstrate “that it is able to 
manage existing powers competently” as stated in paragraph 3.20 of the consultation 
document. 

3.14 The consultation also mentions the possibility of devolving collections of client 
contributions. We oppose this as it is contrary to the purpose and ethos of the NfP 
sector to charge its clients. Indeed, many NfP agencies are not set up to receive 
money from clients. Furthermore, if this proposal were implemented, it would mean 
another unacceptable increase in administrative work.   

Q3. Which of the proposed key features and benefits offer most benefit? What 
other key features and benefits do you see as a priority for future 
development?   
3.15 The key benefit set out in the consultation paper is relationship management. This 

received high positive feedback from the pilot participants almost all of whom thought 
that their relationship with the LSC was better or significantly better than before the 
pilot. Specifically, they felt that the customer service was better and that the 
availability of Relationship Managers compared to their old account managers was 
improved. They felt that in turn this had a positive impact on their development of 
client-centred services and quality of advice.  

3.16 We therefore feel that relationship management has the potential to be a significant 
benefit to suppliers and clients. However, we feel that the success of relationship 
management depends largely on the quality of the individual relationship managers.  
Until now, there have been only five relationship managers. According to the 
evaluation of the pilot, rolling out the scheme will mean employing at least 100. We 
question whether the LSC will be able to find and retain that number of relationship 
managers of the same quality as the five employed for the pilot.  

3.17 However good the relationship manager, the quality of relationship management also 
depends on the amount of time the relationship manager is able to dedicate to each 
supplier. During the pilot each relationship manaager was responsible for five 
suppliers only and was therefore able to dedicate considerable time to each one. The 
evaluation of the pilot suggests that when the scheme is rolled out, each relationship 
manager will be responsible for around 35 suppliers. If this is the case, we cannot 
see how the quality of relationship achieved under the pilot will be maintained. We 
therefore feel that the benefits of improved customer service and the resulting 
improved service to clients will be lost and that relationship managers will differ from 
contract managers in name only.  

3.18 With regard to the other proposed benefits, it is difficult to comment as the paper 
gives little detail.  

3.19 We have given our views on devolved powers above.  
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3.20 Improved LSC decision-making with faster turnaround times is obviously desirable. 
However, the pilot participants received preferential treatment and this was one of 
the ways in which their status as “preferred” was meaningful.  The LSC is now 
offering it to everyone and we therefore do not regard it as a benefit but rather as 
progress by the LSC towards a standard that it should have reached some time ago. 

3.21 The section on simplified billing and claiming quotes Lord Carter’s proposals for the 
use of fixed fees for criminal work and suggests that a similar approach may be 
possible for civil work. This is a broad-brush proposal and we can therefore only give 
a broad-brush response. ASA has major concerns about fixed fees and in particular 
we oppose a flat-rate system. It is our view that they will provide an incentive for 
suppliers to concentrate on the simplest cases that are likely to take the least amount 
of time. Evidence suggests that there is a risk that fixed fees will have a 
discriminatory impact on ethnic minorities. We therefore feel that the LSC should 
carry out its own equalities impact assessment before implementing any fixed fee 
arrangement.  

3.22 Overall, we feel that the scheme proposes little of real benefit to our members. It 
seems that the only benefit of preferred supplier status for agencies is that they may 
continue to have a contract after 2009. 

Other Benefits 

3.23 The consultation asks for suggestions for other benefits. We have read LAPG’s 
response to this consultation and we agree that the most significant benefit for 
suppliers would be increased remuneration rates. In return for demanding higher 
quality work and for other requirements that are likely to involve a capital outlay, such 
as e-business, we feel that the only appropriate incentive is higher pay.  

3.24 NfP networks would also benefit from a relationship manager whose role it was to 
communicate information about practical changes, emerging policy and opportunities 
that might benefit agencies at network level. Too often ASA and the networks find 
out about LSC initiatives from their members rather than it being the other way 
round. This means that we often do not know whether a policy is regional or national 
or whether it is only applicable to some agencies and not others. We do not wish to 
overstate this point as we feel that on the whole we have a good relationship with the 
LSC. However, we feel that this relationship would be enhanced if each network was 
allocated one LSC person who was responsible for ensuring they were kept up to 
date with all regional and national LSC initiatives. 

Q4. Is the proposed performance management framework for Preferred 
Suppliers set at the right level? If not, please explain why and provide any 
alternative suggestions. 
3.25 We have given our views on the framework in our answer to Question 1.  

3.26 This section of the consultation refers to the possibility that responsibility for peer 
review should pass to the Law Society. We would like to register here our opposition 
to this proposal.  

3.27 We can see some value in the argument that responsibility for quality should lie with 
the regulator. However, we feel that given the amount of time and money the LSC 
has spent developing and honing its peer review process and the considerable 
expertise it now has in the area, management of the process should remain with the 
LSC.  
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3.28 As well as the issue of who is most competent to manage the system, there is the 
question of who the Law Society will be responsible for. We assume that they will 
only be responsible for peer reviewing solicitors and if this is the case, where does 
this leave non-solicitors who have legal aid contracts? If the argument is that the 
networks should be responsible for the quality of their members’ work, we would 
oppose this. It is essential that all suppliers are judged by a common standard and 
therefore that responsibility for the monitoring of quality should lie with one 
organisation. Splitting up the responsibility would undo the work the LSC has done 
and continues to do to ensure that its scheme is consistent. Any lack of consistency 
would damage the peer review process and, given that all preferred suppliers have 
to achieve a 1 or 2 at peer review, would risk the quality requirement of preferred 
supplier status becoming meaningless.  

3.29 Furthermore, the networks are not regulators. Their role is to help their members with 
support and development and to advocate on their behalf. Making them responsible 
for monitoring quality is likely to have a detrimental impact on this relationship. 

Q5. Are there other ways in which the Commission could reduce bureaucracy 
for providers without compromising our duty to secure quality and value for 
money services? 

3.30 In this section the consultation paper talks briefly about e-business. We have, since 
publication of the consultation paper, attended a meeting at which the LSC gave a 
little more detail about how they see the use of e-business developing. 

3.31 In theory we can see the value in terms of speed and efficiency of electronic 
reporting of contract data and we approve of the idea that reporting between 
suppliers and the LSC should happen automatically. However, we are concerned 
that so far, the LSC has little clarity as to how this will happen.  

3.32 Furthermore, whilst the LSC acknowledges that many suppliers are far from having 
the technological capability to conduct all their work with the LSC through e-business 
and the sector does not have the resources to develop it, it is offering no funds to 
help suppliers develop in this area and no suggestions as to where it might find 
them.  

3.33 The LSC hopes to reduce its own transaction costs through the development of e-
business. Without support to help the NfP sector to develop in this area, the LSC 
could justifiably be accused of reducing its own administration costs by passing on 
the expense to those whose resources would be best used to enhance the advice 
service they provide to clients.  

3.34 Therefore, the feasibility and cost of moving to e-business will have to be thoroughly 
investigated before it is taken forward, so as to avoid a situation where good 
suppliers are lost from the scheme simply because of their inability to pay for the 
necessary hardware, software and training.  

Q6.What improvements, if any, might you suggest to the proposed process for 
the award of Preferred Supplier status? 

3.35 The proposed process for award of preferred supplier status has not been set out in 
any detail in the consultation paper as much of it is dependent on the findings of the 
Carter Review. Once those have been published, we will be able to give a firmer and 
more detailed response. However, at this stage we do have some general 
observations.  
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3.36 The consultation paper indicates that there will be three rounds of invitations to apply 
for preferred supplier status. The priorities for determining who is in which round are 
not clear, but it is stated that Lord Carter’s findings will be key and that therefore 
those with crime contracts are likely to receive early invitations.  

3.37 We understand that allowing everyone to apply for preferred supplier status straight 
away is unlikely to be feasible and that there will have to be some prioritisation. 
However, we are concerned about the impact that prioritisation will have on those in 
the last wave. If the benefits proposed in the paper are successful, that will mean 
that becoming a preferred supplier early on will confer a competitive advantage.  

3.38 We also anticipate that this will have an adverse effect on staffing for those suppliers 
in the last wave. Employees in these agencies may be tempted by the benefits of 
working for an employer that already has preferred supplier status. Moreover, they 
may feel that it gives them greater security to move to a preferred supplier 
organisation since they may consider that waiting until their own organisation goes 
through the application process in the final round will be too risky.  This kind of 
movement of staff could have a devastating effect on some suppliers. 

3.39 We therefore feel that having three rounds is unfair to those suppliers who are ready 
and willing to make their applications but are held back until the last round simply 
because of the prioritisation criteria. This is particularly worrying for ASA as it is likely 
that the second and last waves will include many of our members since Lord Carter’s 
Review seems to be mainly concerned with those with criminal contracts. 

3.40 We therefore propose that all suppliers in a geographical area should be invited to 
apply at the same time and that no other prioritisation criteria are used. This would at 
least avoid the problem of giving commercial advantage to some suppliers in a 
region and making neighbouring suppliers wait for a later wave. 

Q7. What additions or deletions would you make to the proposed selection 
criteria to identify Preferred Suppliers and do you have any comments or 
concerns about specific criteria? 

3.41 As we have already said, we cannot comment fully on the criteria as they have not 
been finalised. However, we do have some concerns about the criteria as they are 
set out at the moment.  

Generic Criteria 

3.42 The first criterion is that the organisation will have to meet performance targets that 
are yet to be determined. We cannot, of course, agree to something that has not yet 
been decided. However, the criterion does refer to the existing requirement for 
agencies to achieve 95% of their contract hours. If the LSC decides to use this 
requirement, it is likely to be an issue for a number of our members. We accept that 
for some agencies, contract underperformance is unacceptable, but for many it 
reflects staffing difficulties relating to maternity leave, long-term sickness and a more 
general sector-wide recruitment problem. We would take particular issue with this 
requirement because suppliers with solicitor contracts will not be required to clear a 
similar hurdle relating to number of matter starts. We think this gives solicitor 
suppliers an unfair advantage over NfP agencies and that the LSC should take this 
into consideration when deciding the criteria.   

3.43 We are concerned, given the LSC’s direction of travel recently, that these targets 
may include numbers of cases delivered. In our discussions with the LSC on the 
matter of case targets, we demonstrated, using the LSC’s own figures, the adverse 
impact they would have on ethnic minority clients, particularly in London. At the time, 
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the LSC accepted our findings and agreed to modify its proposals and to use number 
of cases as an indicator of performance only. We trust the LSC will stick to this 
commitment and that, in any event, whatever performance indicator it chooses, will 
be fully assessed for equalities impact before it is rolled out.  

3.44 There is a criterion relating to cost management/value for money that will be based 
on the findings of the Carter Review. Again, we cannot comment on this. We trust 
that the LSC will consult on it once it becomes known.  

3.45 With regard to the e-business criterion, please see our earlier comments. We are 
also concerned at the suggestion that suppliers should be able to deliver case file 
information to the LSC electronically. Some of our members are much closer to 
being able to do this at the moment than others and therefore we feel that seeking 
such a commitment now will be unfair to some of our smaller, less well-resourced 
members.  

3.46 It is also not clear at this stage whether suppliers would have to scan in all 
documents received. If the LSC wants to access files for file assessment and peer 
review electronically, we assume that this will be a requirement. This will mean that 
considerable time and money will have to be spent, and that suppliers will have to 
keep a file both on paper and electronically. We feel that this is exactly the kind of 
duplication that the LSC should want to eliminate for their preferred suppliers.  

3.47 We are also concerned that giving the LSC remote access to whole client files will 
raise issues of security. Any system would have to ensure that no one else could 
gain access to a supplier’s files.  

Financial Performance 

3.48 In relation to financial performance, our main concern is the third stage that will 
involve an assessment of the future capacity of an organisation to bid for larger 
contracts. We cannot comment in detail on this as there is no detail in the proposal. 
However, if this criterion will be applied to all suppliers, irrespective of current size, 
location, nature of work and client group, we are fundamentally opposed to it. 

3.49 There seems to be an assumption behind this proposal that there is no limit to size 
nor to the benefit that size confers. In many areas, particularly rural ones, a supplier 
might be just the right size and it would be pointless to expand because there is no 
existing unmet demand. 

3.50 It may also be the case that even if you want to grow, you are unable to because of 
an inability to recruit. There is a limited number of advice workers and this number is 
not suddenly going to increase such that all suppliers can expand.  We assume the 
LSC is aware of this and this suggests that the goal is to contract with fewer, larger 
suppliers. If this is the case, we have concerns about the ability of such suppliers to 
address need in locations other than large urban centres.  

Quality of Advice 

3.51 For the reasons we gave in our answer to Question 1, it is our view that peer review 
should be the only quality tool used to determine preferred supplier status. We 
believe that the use of file assessment may allow poor quality suppliers into the 
scheme. Given that achieving higher quality is the whole point of the scheme, we feel 
that the LSC should not compromise on it for the sake of resources or time. It should 
therefore abandon the 2009 deadline for one which is more realistic and which 
allows all applicants to be peer reviewed in all the areas in which they work.   
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Q8. Are there any specific considerations that you feel we have not fully 
addressed that relate to the impact that the proposals would have on your 
business, on the area(s) of law you deliver, or on the clients you serve? 

3.52 We understand that about 42% of NfP suppliers that have been peer reviewed 
achieve a score of 1 or 2 and that about 43% achieve threshold competence. We 
note that there has been some concession in the quality criteria in that those scoring 
a three will be given preferred supplier designate status and given until 2009 to get 
their score up to 1 and 2. We support the aspiration of the LSC to contract with only 
those who achieve a peer review score of 1 or 2 but agree that imposing this straight 
away would reduce the supplier base drastically meaning that many people in need 
of advice would be denied access to it.  

3.53 Indeed, if all agencies currently achieving 1,2 and 3 at peer review gain full preferred 
supplier status by 2009, this will still mean a 15% reduction in NfP supply.  Whilst we 
are confident that a number of agencies will be able to improve to meet the quality 
criteria, many will not and this will mean that a significant number of potential clients 
will be denied access to advice. Given the numbers of people currently seeking but 
failing to obtain legal advice for their problems, this should be of particular concern to 
the LSC. 

3.54 We therefore feel that whilst the LSC should not step back from its commitment to 
contract only with suppliers that achieve 1 and 2 at peer review, they should not limit 
themselves by stating they will achieve it by 2009.  

3.55 This will allow the LSC to reassess the situation in say two years’ time to determine 
what further work needs to be done by the LSC and suppliers to ensure there is 
sufficient access to high quality advice. Having done this, they will be able to set out 
a reasonable work plan and timetable to achieve this. Setting a deadline now of 2009 
will only mean that quality and/or access will be compromised.  

3.56 We are also concerned that, if implemented, the proposals will create a monopoly of 
supply. Suppliers that do not achieve preferred status are unlikely to be able to 
continue under other funding and the consultation gives no details about how new 
suppliers will be able to join the scheme nor how existing suppliers will be able to 
gain contracts in areas of law new to them. We feel that it is imperative that funding 
should be available to new non-preferred suppliers for a limited period so long as 
they have committed to achieving preferred status within that period. If they are not 
successful, then the funding can be withdrawn. 

3.57 Given that over time the advice sector, the needs of clients and the priorities of 
government are likely to change, provisions to allow for the development and entry of 
new suppliers into the scheme are essential.  

Q9. Do you agree with the draft impact assessment? If not, please explain why.   

3.58 We do not agree with the Equality Impact Assessment or the Rural Impact 
Assessment.  

3.59 The equality impact assessment states that BME and female majority managed 
suppliers are more likely to have smaller average values of legal aid work. According 
to the LSC’s stated priorities, suppliers with a lower value of legal aid work are likely 
to be the last to be invited to apply for preferred supplier status. 

3.60 We do not see how allowing suppliers to apply as consortia will address this. 
Presumably the LSC means that small suppliers should merge before applying for 
preferred supplier status, however, mergers do not happen overnight and often 
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cause considerable upheaval. Therefore any merged suppliers are likely to be in the 
last round of applications and, following all the changes they have gone through, 
may well find it difficult to meet the criteria. We therefore fear for the impact of the 
scheme on BME and female majority managed suppliers, suppliers in rural areas 
and for their clients.  

Conclusion 

3.61 Firstly we wish to reiterate our concern that many of the proposals that will affect our 
members’ futures are not set out in detail in this consultation paper.  Given the delay 
in the publication of the paper, we expected to see finalised and detailed proposals. 
Instead we have to wait for publication of the Carter Review to know what the future 
holds. It is therefore essential that the LSC consults again on the detail that will be 
determined by Lord Carter.  

3.62 ASA has been supportive of the LSC’s efforts to improve its relationship with 
suppliers and the quality of their work. However, we feel that the proposals set out in 
this consultation are unlikely to help the LSC achieve those goals.  

3.63 In relation to quality, we are disappointed to see that the LSC is not planning to use 
peer review as its sole monitoring tool and that it still intends to rely on proxies. 

3.64 We are also sceptical that the changes proposed will have the effect of improving the 
LSC’s relationship with its suppliers. Requiring them to meet new criteria in relation 
to quality, contract performance, value for money and e-business without giving any 
increase in remuneration rates and within an unrealistic timescale is only likely to 
make current mistrust and dissatisfaction worse.  

3.65 Many of our members are sceptical about the true goals of the preferred supplier 
scheme. They see it as a back door way of reducing the number of suppliers it 
contracts with and of pushing much of its own administrative work onto those that 
remain. For many, preferred supplier may be the final drain on their good will towards 
the LSC. 
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