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Introduction 
We believe it is time for a national pro bono strategy.  We imagine a future where access to justice is 

promoted by an ever increasing number of lawyers working with disadvantaged communities.  We do 

not see pro bono as a replacement for adequately funded public services – but as a valuable and agile 

resource capable of supplementing public services in innovative and rewarding ways.  We believe this 

vision can be achieved by establishing a national centre for pro bono coordination, and promoting pro 

bono partnerships between the profession and community based legal organisations. 

The New Zealand legal profession already makes an enormous pro bono contribution to the 

community.  These contributions were celebrated in the aptly titled article Profession’s Gift to the 

Community.1  Contributions include work on professional committees, law reform work, volunteering 

through community law centres and citizen advice bureau, and corporate responsibility initiatives of 

large firms.  However, internationally pro bono is evolving.   

A structured approach and more coordination has led to significant growth in the amount of pro bono 

being done.  In Australia, for example, pro bono hours within large firms increased 24% between 2012-

2016.2  It has also seen most new pro bono go towards particular sectors of society.  The Legal Australia 

Wide Survey (LAW)3 found that 9% of the population account for 65% of unresolved legal problems, 

and the main driver of this imbalance was social and economic disadvantage.4  A structured approach 

has seen pro bono increasingly focus on addressing disadvantage.5 

The Litigant in Person Pro Bono Pilot (“the Pilot Service”) was established to explore what the future 

might look like in New Zealand.  The Pilot Service was an action research project carried out in the 

context of a pro bono partnership.  The Pilot Service provided us with a structured way to explore the 

elements of successful partnerships, the challenges of working with high need communities, and the 

challenges of melding these two things together. 

Alongside the goal of exploring these conceptual elements, our true aspirations are reflected in the 

subtitle of this report - Unlocking potential through the Litigant-in-Person challenge.  Our hope in 

embarking on this project was it would help to create impetus for the growth of pro bono.  We believe 

this project has been reasonably successful at achieving this goal.  Since we launched the project we 

have received regular enquiries from lawyers and law firms wanting to help out.  It is very clear to us 

the profession has a huge appetite to promote access to justice and contribute to the well-being of 

the community, and is willing to work for free to achieve these goals. 

Our one major disappointment is the lack of government support.  We participated in a national bid 

from Community Law to the 2019 Budget.  The bid sought seed funding for a national pro bono 

infrastructure.  We believe a small investment in a national infrastructure would unlock enormous 

potential.  The developments seen internationally have occurred, in part, because of a structured 

approach to the development and coordination of pro bono.  But this infrastructure is not free.  

Unfortunately, the bid was unsuccessful this time around. 

                                                           
1 https://www.lawforchange.co.nz/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Pro-Bono-Law-Talk-1.pdf 
2 From 2012-2016 pro bono hours per lawyer increased an average of 24%, from 29 hours per annum to 35 hours per annum: 
https://probonocentre.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Report-on-the-Fifth-National-Law-Firm-Pro-Bono-Survey.pdf  
3 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf p. xiv-xv 
4People who experience social and economic disadvantage are more likely to experience legal problems, to have multiple 
legal problems, and to experience substantial legal problems.  This results in the concentration of legal problems within these 
communities.  
5 http://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/access-justice/report/access-justice-volume2.pdf p.809. 

https://www.lawforchange.co.nz/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Pro-Bono-Law-Talk-1.pdf
https://probonocentre.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Report-on-the-Fifth-National-Law-Firm-Pro-Bono-Survey.pdf
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf
http://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/access-justice/report/access-justice-volume2.pdf
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Auckland Community Law Centre will continue to explore the development of pro bono in New 

Zealand.  We will continue to work with the wonderful firms and people who we work with.  Our 

project benefited enormously from the support of others.  We hope this report does justice to the 

generosity we received, and is beneficial to anyone looking to develop this sector in their own ways.   

 

Overview of Report 
This report chronicles our experience of developing and running the Pilot Service.  We learned useful 

lessons at all stages of the project, as much through trial and error as we did through research and 

detailed planning.  Some lessons were practical – others abstract and conceptual.   

Parts 1-4 walk the reader through our own journey.  These parts may be of particular interest to 

anyone wanting to establish a pro bono partnership. 

Part 5 contains our ideas about the future of pro bono development in New Zealand.  These are 

informed by the material found in Parts 1-4 but have a more general focus. 

 

 Part 1: Strategy 

Outlines our overall goals and strategy for embarking on this journey 

 

 Part 2 – The Litigant in Person Pro Bono Pilot 

Describes the design and operation of the Pilot Service 

 

 Part 3 – Pro Bono and Legal Assistance 

Discusses the theoretical framework we used to develop and run the Pilot Service.  We believe 

this framework is a valuable starting point for pro bono partnerships which target social 

disadvantage. 

 

 Part 4- Weaving the Threads Together 

Discusses how we the ideas in Part 3 shaped the evolution of the Pilot Service. 

 

 Part 5 – Reflections and Recommendations 

Discussion our ideas for the future of pro bono in New Zealand 

 

 Appendices  

Appendix 1 and 2 contains data from the bankruptcy service and a summary of the Pilot 

Service evaluation. 
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Part 1 – Strategy 
In this part we discuss why Auckland Community Law Centre (“ACLC”) set up the Pilot Service and 

what we were hoping to achieve. 

Genesis 
There is no single starting point for our pro bono strategy or Pilot Service.  It evolved by gathering a 

number of threads and taking a few small steps at a time.  A major thread was the 2014 Benjamin 

Address Access to Justice –Who Needs Lawyers? from Chief High Court Judge Helen Winkelmann, (now 

New Zealand’s Chief Justice).6  The speech discussed the challenges litigants in person present for the 

justice system, and the potential for pro bono to help address these challenges.  The speech sparked 

a number of responses in the legal media7 and caused a number of lawyers to approach us wanting to 

help.  

A second thread was a growing interest in pro bono within the profession.  More formal pro bono 

programmes had emerged in some large firms.  New Zealand Bar Association and Community Law 

Centres Aotearoa convened a roundtable discussion on a proposal for a pro bono clearing house in 

New Zealand.  This was attended by a broad cross-section of the profession, including members of the 

bar, New Zealand Law Society, Judges, and academics. 

Another thread was the growth of our own volunteer programme.  From 2013-2016 Auckland 

Community Law Centre had grown our annual volunteer programme from around 20 volunteers to 

over 100.  This included partnerships with firms (Bell Gully, Simpson Grierson, and DLA Piper), student 

groups (Equal Justice Project), and members of the profession.   

With all of these things bubbling away the New Zealand Law Society and Auckland Community Law 

Centre sent a delegate each on a fact finding trip to Sydney.  The goal was to see how formal 

programmes were operating in this more developed sector.   

Goals 
We embarked on this project for two reasons: we want to see more pro bono being done in New 

Zealand, and to help it become an effective tool for addressing access to justice issues. 

Growth 

In relation to growth of pro bono, the goals in setting up the Pilot Service were to: 

 improve our understanding of what makes pro bono services effective 

 share our knowledge with the New Zealand legal community 

 accelerate the development of pro bono in New Zealand 

Targeting 

We also wanted to see pro bono developed in a particular direction.  Internationally the term “pro 

bono” is increasingly used to describe legal work provided in response to disadvantage.8  This changing 

focus coincides with a growing body of evidence showing a link between social and economic 

disadvantage and reduced access to justice.  The Legal Australia Wide Survey (LAW)9 showed that 9% 

of the population account for 65% of unresolved legal problems.  It also showed social and economic 

                                                           
6 https://www.courtsofnz.govt.nz/speechpapers/WinkelmannJEthelBenjaminAddress.pdf  
7 For example: https://www.adls.org.nz/for-the-profession/news-and-opinion/2015/2/5/continuing-the-conversation-
%E2%80%A6-the-fading-star-of-the-rule-of-law/  
8 http://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/access-justice/report/access-justice-volume2.pdf p.809. 
9 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf p. xiv-xv 

https://www.courtsofnz.govt.nz/speechpapers/WinkelmannJEthelBenjaminAddress.pdf
https://www.adls.org.nz/for-the-profession/news-and-opinion/2015/2/5/continuing-the-conversation-%E2%80%A6-the-fading-star-of-the-rule-of-law/
https://www.adls.org.nz/for-the-profession/news-and-opinion/2015/2/5/continuing-the-conversation-%E2%80%A6-the-fading-star-of-the-rule-of-law/
http://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/access-justice/report/access-justice-volume2.pdf
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf
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disadvantage is the driver of this imbalance.  This is because people who experience disadvantage are 

more likely to: 

 experience legal problems 

 have multiple legal problems  

 experience substantial legal problems 

Although the data is more scarce, it appears as though this picture is largely replicated New Zealand.10  

We want to see pro bono developed in the direction of disadvantage.  The most successful pro bono 

models overseas achieve this by creating partnerships between the profession and community legal 

organisations (such as community law centres, unions, and citizen advice organisations).  These 

partnerships link demand (unmet legal need) with supply (lawyers willing to donate services).  By 

promoting similar partnerships we expect to see pro bono increasingly mean legal work provided in 

response to disadvantage. 

Leveraging a Project 
One message we brought back from the Sydney trip was to get something started.  Pro bono had 

grown organically in Australia.  Initiatives had sprung up, which encouraged new initiatives, formal 

structures, and ultimately sustainable funding.  We were advised to follow a similar strategy: find some 

low hanging fruit and build from there.11 

We considered a range of projects but settled on the litigant in person project for several reasons.  

Firstly, the idea pro bono could help to address this issue already had a profile in New Zealand through 

Justice Winkelman’s Ethel Benjamin address.  Picking up this thread meant we could use the profile to 

build momentum.  Secondly, the issue was reasonably discrete and easily defined.  Litigants in person 

face access to justice issues that are easily imagined by the profession.  This increased the chance of 

buy-in.  Thirdly, a discrete and narrow focus meant our resources would be focussed.  We hoped to 

develop expertise more quickly, and avoid the risk of being flooded with demand.  Fourthly, similar 

services in Australia were operating with considerable success.  It made strategic sense to replicate 

something already working well rather than attempt something novel.  Finally, the agencies we met 

in Australia offered to support us by gifting us the resources and IP they used to run their litigant in 

person projects.   

Quality not Quantity 
We decided to focus on quality not quantity for three reasons.  Firstly, we wanted to ensure the 

lawyers engaged in the Pilot Service felt safe and well supported.  We believed that ensuring they had 

a good experience was crucial to building trust in the community law centre, and crucial to 

encouraging a positive culture of partnership. 

Secondly, a focus on quality was underpinned by jurisprudential principles.  We believe pro bono or 

publically funded legal services should not lead to a two tiered legal system.  People without the ability 

to pay for representation should nonetheless receive quality services. 

Finally, by working with experienced lawyers we recognised other stakeholders, such as the Courts, 

would have greater confidence in the initiative. 

                                                           
10  This was supported through research commissioned in 2017/2018 by Ministry of Justice in regards to a review of 
community legal services. 
11 John Corker, Director, Australian Pro Bono Centre (14/11/2016) 
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Project Partners 
Having settled on a project we set about engaging stakeholders and potential partners.  A number of 

stakeholders were already engaged in discussions with us.  Our earlier work with NZLS helped build 

momentum.  The NZBA access to justice sub-committee agreed to help us find willing providers, and 

our existing relationships with Bell Gully and Simpson Grierson were also valuable (with both firms 

willing to provide practical support). 

The final piece of the puzzle was funding.  We knew a high quality service would take resources to 

develop and run.  A grant application was made to New Zealand Law Foundation who generously 

agreed to provide seed funding for an action research project. 
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Part 2 - The Litigant in Person Pro Bono Pilot 
In this part we describe our design for the Pilot Service and how it operated.  Pilot Service data and an 

extract from the independent evaluation is found at Appendix 1 and 2. 

The Litigant-in-Person Challenge 
A 2015 New Zealand PhD published by Bridgette Toy-Cronin begins with the observation that “the 

right to appear in court in person is essential to the legitimacy of the courts. That legitimacy would be 

harmed if the courts were only accessible to those with the means to pay for legal representation.” 12  

The reality, she argues, is that the court process is “too difficult in many – even most – cases for 

litigants to access in person.”13  Essentially, the challenge facing a litigant in person (“LiP”) is to bridge 

the gap between a novice and an experienced lawyer in the context of a single proceedings.   

Service Model 

Service Users and Anticipated Outcomes 

The key problem LiPs face is a lack of understanding of the complex set of information and skills 

necessary to the conduct litigation successfully.  The Pilot Service was trying to: 

 Improve the ability of LiPs to make informed decisions about the merits or their 
case and the strategic options available to them 

 Improve the LiPs ability to navigate the Court system 

 Reduce the stress experienced by LiPs, the Court, and other parties by the 
presence of LiPs 

 Improve the efficiency and integrity of the civil justice system 

 Improve access to justice for LiPs 

Service Overview 

Clients were invited to apply to the service.  Eligibility was assessed in relation to financial criteria and 

merits.  Once accepted, the Pilot Service prepared a brief for a barrister and scheduled an 

appointment.  The scope of services provided by the barrister could include all or some of the 

following: 

 Advice on the merits of a case 

 Help to prepare the pleadings 

 Advice about procedural matters 

 Help preparing case management memorandum 

 Advice on strategic matters, including settlement 

 Advice about risks, such as costs, emotional toll of going to trial, etc 

The barristers provided discrete task assistance (i.e. unbundled services).  The primary client 
relationship was with the Pilot Service, which also managed the scope of the client instructions.  The 
Pilot Service retained the discretion to provide additional appointments, extra help with follow-up 
tasks, or additional services outside of scope of the formal pilot. 
 

                                                           
12Keeping Up Appearances: Accessing New Zealand's Civil Courts as a Litigant in Person p. ii 
13 Ibid. p. 232-233 

https://ourarchive.otago.ac.nz/bitstream/handle/10523/6003/Toy-CroninBridgetteA2015PhD.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
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Case Management Map 

  

 

Establishing Operations 

Bankruptcy Jurisdiction 

We selected bankruptcy as the initial area to focus.  Firstly, this was a service area operating 

successfully in Australia, and we had been gifted resources specific to it.  Secondly, our decision to 

focus on quality not quantity suggested reasonably narrow and discrete practice areas.  We believed 

this would lead to high quality systems, better expertise, and better outcomes.   

A Court Presence 

Further research and discussion led us to adopt the principal of having a presence in the Court.  This 

was a common feature of all the successful models we had examined.  A physical presence at the Court 

allows the Pilot Service to interact with foot traffic, have some visibility, and develop relationship with 

other Court stakeholders.  The advantage of developing relationships is that issues can be addressed 

as they arise and trust is encouraged. 

Communications and Marketing 

Prior to the first Bankruptcy clinic we met with members of the judiciary and registry.  We were 

allocated a room from which to conduct interviews, and permitted to put a sign up along-side the 

court list.  We were also provided with the court list in advance, information about the Pilot Service 

was also available on ACLC’s website, and brochures/business cards were made available to the Court 

staff.  

How the Pilot Service Operated 
LiPs are summoned to attend the bankruptcy list at the High Court in Auckland.  Pilot Service staff 

attend the bankruptcy list sitting.  LiPs who attend the Court are approached by the Pilot Service at 

the Court.  Other LiPs contact the Pilot Service directly (face-to-face, email or phone).   

LiPs were triaged by the ACLC staff to establish potential eligibility for the Pilot Service. This involved 

an assessment of the LiP’s ability to pay for legal advice and the merits in providing pro-bono support 

Client triaged at the Court 
(or following enquiry 

direct to ACLC)

Application made to 
ACLC

Eligibility test 
conducted

by ACLC staff

Appointment booked 
for successful 

Applicants

Briefing papers and 
instructions prepared 
by ACLC staff and sent 
to volunteer Lawyer

LiP advised by 
volunteer Lawyer at 

appointment

Letter of advice 
prepared by ACLC

Letter of advice 
approved by volunteer 
Lawyer and sent to LiP

Additional 
appointments and/or 
ongoing support from 
ACLC at our discretion
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in the particular circumstances of the case.  Consideration was also given to whether the matter could 

be managed more appropriately by ACLC itself.  Those likely to be eligible for the Pilot Service were 

invited to complete an application form and provide documents relevant to their case. An eligibility 

test was then conducted by ACLC. 

For successful applicants, ACLC liaised with the LiP to summarise the facts of their case, identify the 

legal issues and research the legal position.  The information provided was summarised into a briefing 

document and provided to the pro bono lawyer, followed by an appointment between the LiP and pro 

bono lawyer.  A closing letter was provided to the LiP which summarised the advice provided and 

recommended options.  ACLC would prepare this letter and the pro bono lawyer would review this 

before it was sent to the LiP. 

The Pilot Service usually took about four weeks to receive the initial enquiry, approve the application, 

provide services and report to the client.   

Initial Triaging 

An important step we introduced after the first week of operating was a triaging step.  This was 

introduced because of the need for quick decision making at the bankruptcy clinic.  The formal 

application form required quite a lot of information, including a statement of financial position, copies 

of documents, and the litigation background.  Our case management process needed about 4 weeks 

from the initial appearance for a client to meet a pro bono lawyer and take any subsequent steps.  

This meant the debtor needed to ask the court for an adjournment at the first appearance.  However, 

there is little point requesting adjournments and meeting with pro bono lawyers when a debtor had 

no means of opposing or addressing a debt, or where they clearly had means to obtain representation.  

The other factor in the bankruptcy context was the quick-fire nature of the Court list.  Quick decisions 

were often required to keep up with the list. 

Extension of Scope – Ongoing Support 

For some clients the Pilot Service enlarged the scope of services it provided.  The discretion to do this 

sat with ACLC and was managed through changes to the terms of engagement.  It was a common 

aspect of the Australian services and was done for two reasons.  Firstly, as a person moves through 

the litigation process (for example, pleadings, hearing preparation, hearing) different issues come up.  

Allowing follow-up appointments means a client can focus on the discrete step in front of them.  

Secondly, different clients have different abilities, and face different challenges.  The complex nature 

of litigation means some will need additional support.  This was provided either by ACLC or in 

combination with the barrister.   

This need for additional support was common and high in many cases.  In designing the service, it 

would be fair to say we overestimated the extent to which people could act on the advice they 

received. 

Outside of Scope  

On several occasions we provided services without referring the client to a pro bono lawyer.  This was 

done where we assessed there was an access to justice need but referral to a pro bono lawyer was 

not prudent.  Usually this involved cases where LiPs needed little support or needed immediate 

assistance, or where options were so limited the Pilot Service was not deemed an appropriate use of 

resources.  Other examples include: 

 A client who had engaged in protracted litigation over many years.  They wanted to 

defend bankruptcy proceedings because they thought an audience with a High Court 

Judge was an opportunity to resolve historical and remote issues involving 3rd parties. 
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 An elderly client wanted a discharge.  The grounds were clear and there was no 

opposition, so we deemed it unnecessary to go through the process of referral.  We 

prepared the application and made the brief appearance ourselves. 

Other Developments 

Extension into Employment Court 

The Pilot Service extended its operations to the Employment Court in Auckland in June 2018.  The Pilot 

Service is limited to challenges to Employment Relations Authority decisions on matters to do with 

unjustified dismissal or unjustified action. 

The service model is essentially the same as the bankruptcy service, with any differences being due to 

differences in the case management processes between the two Courts.  The main difference is the 

absence of a regular “list” in the Employment Court.   

Ongoing Operations 

The first bankruptcy clinic occurred on 22 February 2018.  The formal pilot continued until the summer 

recess in December 2018.  The service continues to operate in both Courts.   

Technology 

While running the Pilot Service we also dabbled with two technology based products.  The first was a 

standalone website designed as a gateway and support resource for litigants in person 

(www.probono.org.nz).  We developed some content ourselves and linked to some that was 

developed by the Legal Issues Centre at University of Otago.  The Employment Court included links on 

its website to ours.   

The second project was a collaboration with students from Enspiral Dev Academy, a full immersion 

web development education programme (https://devacademy.co.nz/).  This project involved building 

an online portal for posting and referring pro bono cases – essentially an online clearing-house.  The 

prototype was designed for community law centres (or other community legal organisation) to post 

brief descriptions of cases and upload documents to a database, and for lawyers to select jobs through 

an online interface.  The purpose of the exercise was to demonstrate proof of concept and work 

through some of the potential issues associated with building such a product. 

 

http://www.probono.org.nz/
https://devacademy.co.nz/
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Part 3 - Pro Bono and Legal Assistance 
In this part we introduce some of the theories and policy issues we encountered while developing and 

running the service.  We hope this discussion provides some useful insights into the dynamics present 

for pro bono services that target social and economic disadvantage. 

The two areas we discuss are: 

 best practice pro bono partnerships 

 issues with delivering free legal services to communities of high need 

Key Elements of Effective Pro Bono 
The Australian Pro Bono Centre is an independent centre of expertise connected to the University of 

New South Wales.  Its goal is to grow the capacity of the Australian legal profession to provide pro 

bono that is focussed on increasing access to justice for the socially disadvantaged.  It does this 

through promotion, research, network and community development, and reporting.14 

Pro Bono Partnerships and Models: A practical guide to what works15 is a publication of the Australian 

Pro Bono Centre.  We were generously gifted a copy during our visit to Sydney.  It is a fabulous resource 

for conceptual thinking around pro bono and the practical design of services.  We are heavily indebted 

to it.16 

Pro Bono Partnerships17 
Pro Bono Partnerships recognises pro bono happens in a myriad of ways.  However, rarely do people 

from socially or economically disadvantaged parts of the community go directly to lawyers for legal 

assistance.  They tend to seek advice from non-legal sources in the first instance.  The goal of a pro 

bono partnership is to link demand (unmet legal need) with supply (lawyers willing to donate services) 

by using gateways.  Common gateways are organisations with closer links to unmet need, such as 

community law centres, unions, citizen advice bureaus, Courts, and government agencies. 

Importance of Relationships18 
The most important factor to a successful pro bono partnership is relationships.  They are built over 

time and emerge as parties work together on projects.  They work best when each party is clear about 

what they want from the relationship.  This leads to better alignment of interest with legal need, and 

therefore a better mapping of supply to demand.  Good relationships support faster assistance, a 

larger range of services, and a higher volume of services.   

Importance of Culture19 
The second most important factor to successful pro bono partnerships is the pro bono culture within 

the donor organisation (e.g. the firm, company, government department etc).  A culture that supports 

pro bono is more important than the size of the donor organisation or its capacity.  Culture affects the 

volume of services provided, the relationship with gateway organisations, and the timeliness and 

quality of the legal services provided.  Ensuring pro bono work is prioritised and valued within a firm 

                                                           
14 https://www.probonocentre.org.au/about-the-centre/   
15 Pro Bono Partnerships and Models: A practical guide to what works, 2nd ed., Australian Pro Bono Centre, 2016. 
16The next three headings summarise the key messages we took and worked with in developing the Pilot Service.  We 
acknowledge Pro Bono Partnerships as the source of these ideas.   
17 Pro Bono Partnerships p. xi 
18 Ibid. Chapter 3 
19 Ibid. Chapter 4 

http://www.unsw.edu.au/
http://www.unsw.edu.au/
https://www.probonocentre.org.au/about-the-centre/
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must come from the leadership down.  Time should be spent to cultivate and support the firm’s 

leadership, and to develop programs that fit with the firm’s culture and interests. 

Legal Assistance and High Need 
Our approach to delivering free legal services to high need communities has a number of influences. 

Historically, the biggest influence was personal experience and institutional knowledge developed 

over 40 years.  Increasingly, we look to a growing body of research about access to justice and legal 

need.  A major influence in recent years is the Legal Australia Wide Survey (LAW)20 and a follow up 

work Reshaping Legal Assistance: building on the evidence base. 21 In this section we discuss some of 

the factors that shape our approach to free or low cost legal services. 

Elastic Demand 

A major issue for legal assistance services is the elasticity of demand. 22  Demand will expand in 

response to any increase in supply.  The implications for those working in this sector are significant.  

The justice system has the capacity to absorb whatever resources we can throw at it.  For those 

providing free services, resources tend to get stretched to capacity and a sense of constant scarcity 

can prevail.   

Anyone working in the legal assistance space will need to make resource decisions.  On any given day 

we constantly have to ask: 

1. Who do we help? 

2. How do we help them? 

3. How much do we help them? 

Legal Capability 

Auckland Community Law Centre uses the concept of legal capability to make decisions about 
resources allocation.  Reshaping Legal Assistance describes legal capability as “the personal 
characteristics or competencies necessary for an individual to resolve legal problems.” 23   It is 
determined by two factors: 
 

1. Competencies of an individual spanning knowledge, skills and psychological readiness 
2. Complexity of legal matter 

 
We know legal capability is not the same for all people.  It is affected by a wide variety of factors, such 
as whether or not a person is healthy, is literate, has a well-paying job, lives free from violence, has 
confidence and is self-possessed, or has trust and confidence in institutions.24 
 
Reshaping Legal Assistance considers the relevance of varying legal capability for design of legal 

assistance services.  The discussion suggests there is a hierarchy of legal services, with basic 

information (such as pamphlets) at the bottom and full representation services at the top.  In between 

are self-help resources, community legal education, advice, and minor assistance.  Depending on the 

legal capability of a client, and the complexity of the issues they face, different levels of intervention 

                                                           
20 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf  
21 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_ass
istance_services_web.pdf 
22 The idea that demand for legal services is elastic was brought to our attention by Bridgette Toy-Cronin (Legal Issues Centre, 
University of Otago) while we researched and developed the Pilot Service. Keeping Up Appearances: Accessing New Zealand's 
Civil Courts as a Litigant in Person See p. 241, footnote 29.   
23 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_ass
istance_services_web.pdf p. 130.   
24 Ibid p. 123 

http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_assistance_services_web.pdf
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_assistance_services_web.pdf
https://ourarchive.otago.ac.nz/bitstream/handle/10523/6003/Toy-CroninBridgetteA2015PhD.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://ourarchive.otago.ac.nz/bitstream/handle/10523/6003/Toy-CroninBridgetteA2015PhD.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_assistance_services_web.pdf
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_assistance_services_web.pdf
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will be needed to resolve the legal issue.  As legal capability decreases a person is more likely to need 

services that look increasingly like representation.25 

Life Impact 

A second issue we consider when allocating resources is the seriousness of the issue.  On an individual 
level, the bigger the impact for a client the more help they will get and the faster we will help them.  
For example, someone about to lose their income (eg. loss of employment) will be given priority over 
a minor consumer issue.   

Targeting 

These concepts of capability and impact also help with targeting.  We know through the Australian 
research legal need is not distributed evenly.  Some areas of law are more like to have a serious impact 
on people’s lives, and certain demographics are likely to experience these types of legal issues.   
 
When making resource decisions we try to prioritise the following practice areas and demographics: 

 Priority Practice Areas: family (including family violence), benefits, employment, 

housing, financial and immigration.   

 

 Priority Demographics: single parents, beneficiaries, Maori and Pasifika 

communities, people with disabilities, those in unstable housing (including renters), 

people with incomes up to $60,000, young people, and migrant communities. 

Eligibility Criteria 

Another tool for resource allocation is eligibility criteria.  The most common eligibility criteria are 

financial means tests.  Some criteria test a person’s ability to pay for legal services.  For example, civil 

legal aid applicants have to meet both income and disposable capital test.  The problem with these 

tests is they can function as blunt proxies for legal capability.  Law centres tend to retain more 

discretion and use more nuanced criteria when making resource decisions. 

The Pilot Service used a combination of means tests and merits tests.  The means test was designed 

to assess a person’s ability to pay for legal services.  The merit test included two elements:  

1. Does the matter have some prospect of success?  

 

2. Is pursuing those outcomes a prudent use of pro bono resources? 

The second test provided us with a broad discretion.  We used this test to exclude vexatious or 

persistent litigants, provide services outside of scope, or refer applicants to other services (such as 

legal aid or budget services). 

Personalised Services 

The ideas around legal capability, impact and unbundled services point towards the need for 

personalised services.  There is growing evidence that a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to legal assistance 

services is inefficient and creates access to justice barriers.26 

                                                           
25 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf p. 144 
26 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_ass
istance_services_web.pdf p. 121.   

http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_assistance_services_web.pdf
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_assistance_services_web.pdf
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Part 4 - Weaving the Threads Together 
People litigating for themselves are a special subset of the legal assistance landscape.  Their complex 

needs influenced the way the Pilot Service operated.  They presented particular challenges for how 

we allocated resources and managed our relationship with the pro bono partners.  Part 4 discusses 

how the challenges presented by LiPs interacted with research around legal assistance and pro bono. 

Limits of Self-Representation 
The impossible challenge for a litigant in person service is to bridge the gap between a novice and a 
legal professional, but within the scope of a single proceedings.  We are proud of the success the Pilot 
Service had in reducing the gap but are under no illusions about the limits of what is possible.   
 
In some cases, the Pilot Service met the needs of LiPs.  In the bankruptcy list those with little options 
or straightforward options were well supported.  For example, one client was clearly eligible for a No 
Asset Procedure (an alternative, less onerous insolvency option to bankruptcy).  They were supported 
to seek the necessary adjournment, apply to the Official Assignee, and ultimately bring the bankruptcy 
proceeding to an end. 
 
In other cases, there was a large gap between the legal capability and legal need of the client.  These 
cases forced us to a confront questions of legal capability, impact, and resource allocation.  For some 
clients the only realistic way of bridging the gap was to take on more responsibility ourselves, as the 
following case studies show: 
 

 
Case study 1 
 
Client A faced bankruptcy proceedings for a modest sum relating to overdue 
body corporate levies.  Despite an apparent ability to pay Client A had engaged 
in protracted litigation (appeals, new applications etc) with the creditor.  A key 
issue preventing settlement was the connection of the levies to much broader 
issues associated with the property.  The conflict and difficulties around 
settlement were exacerbated by underlying cultural and language issues. 
 
The Pilot Service worked extensively with the client to overcome the barriers.  
This typically followed a pattern of long periods of no engagement followed by 
a flurry of activity prior to judicial events.  Client A was intelligent and exacting 
in their engagement with us but unable to resolve the issue alone.  Without 
extensive help from the Pilot Service bankruptcy would have occurred, and 
probably resulted in loss of the family home. 

 

 
 

 
Case study 2 
 
Client B was helped by the Pilot Service with bankruptcy proceedings stemming 
from a failed business.  They had significant debts to multiple creditors.  
Bankruptcy may have forced the sale of a family member’s home.  Client B was 
able to borrow a fraction of the amount owed in order to settle the debts.  The 
value of the settlement was so low it was doubtful whether the Court would 
entertain a creditors proposal.  However, the creditors seemed willing to reach 
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a resolution.  Client B had two meetings with a pro bono barrister to receive 
advice and assistance with settlement.  However, the settlement arrangements 
were reasonably complex, with multiple creditors, a loan and other transactional 
issues present.  The Pilot Service supported the client to negotiate with the 
creditors and take the practical steps to implement the agreement. 

 

 
The gaps between legal capability and legal need occur for different reasons.  In Case Study 1 the gap 

related to a psychological barrier.  The main issue preventing settlement was a sense of not being 

heard, and not having the full and precise nature of their liabilities explained.  This was not a vexatious 

litigant but an ordinary person struggling to comprehend a complex and bewildering experience.   

In case study 2 the gap was caused by complexity.  The steps required to complete settlement were 

complex, to the point where services became very close to representation.  Depending on the legal 

capability of a client, and the complexity of the issues they face, different levels of intervention will be 

needed to resolve the legal issue. 

One of the barristers who participated in the evaluation of the Pilot Service wondered whether it was 
a watered-down version of access to justice: “while the service is useful and extremely valuable, the 
client is still left representing themselves”.  In reality the Pilot Service frequently provided services 
close to representation.  This was not always apparent to the barristers because their engagement 
may have finished but our relationship with the client continued.  However, the barrister’s observation 
points to question of where to draw the line between unbundled support services and full 
representation. 
 
We suspect the lowest levels of legal capability cannot be addressed within a self-help, litigant in 
person framework.  Self-help services are ill-suited for legal tasks that are complex, non-routine and 
which require greater judgment and discretion.  They are also ill-suited to the needs of clients driven 
to act by crisis.27  In this regard, we share the view of the following commentator: 
 

Self-help services, even if facilitated, are inappropriate for individuals who face one or 
more barriers to access to justice. These clients may include: low income individuals, clients 
who have experienced systemic discrimination; victims of trauma; clients with literacy or 
language issues; clients with physical, developmental or mental health disabilities; and 
individuals suffering from isolation.28 

 

Looking After Your Pro Bono Partner 
Any pro bono partnership will need to be alert to the strategic objectives of the parties.  In this case 

the Pilot Service was a deliberate attempt to place community law in the pro bono conversation, and 

to grow formal relationships with new partners.  This meant we tried to ensure the pro bono lawyers 

had positive experiences.  It was important they knew the purpose of their roles within the system, 

understood the connection between the Pilot Service and legal need, were well supported, and felt 

safe working with us. 

Another challenge is the need to balance the interests the partnership with the needs of the clients.  

At times the competing interests played into our decision making.  We did not want to ask the pro 

bono lawyers to meet with clients who were unready to hear their advice or where there simply was 

                                                           
27 Ibid. p 145 
28 Ibid p 110. 
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no need.  We addressed these tensions through careful management of the engagement or by doing 

extra work ourselves.   

In designing the Pilot Service, we recognised a barrier to providing pro bono is a concern about the 

open ended nature of legal disputes.  Some lawyers are anxious about taking on pro bono work 

because they are worried about being unable to back out if the dispute drags on.  The Pilot Service 

addressed this issue through the unbundled nature of services.  This meant we had to be mindful and 

careful to define the scope of work, and in each case turn our mind to the question of whether we can 

deliver services in a competent manner.29 

Other stakeholders we needed to be mindful of was the Courts.  Our model was designed to bring 

efficiencies and advantages to all stakeholders where a litigant-in-person participated in litigation:  

Judges, the Registry, opposing parties, and the litigant.  Both the High Court and the Employment 

Court were extremely accommodating and supportive of our pilot.  However, we needed to ensure 

we worked within the limits asked of us and those permitted by the rules of the court.  Ensuring the 

independence of the Court was a critical principle to uphold. 

 

 

                                                           
29 https://www.lawsociety.org.nz/practice-resources/practice-briefings/Guidance-to-lawyers-acting-under-a-limited-
retainer.pdf  

https://www.lawsociety.org.nz/practice-resources/practice-briefings/Guidance-to-lawyers-acting-under-a-limited-retainer.pdf
https://www.lawsociety.org.nz/practice-resources/practice-briefings/Guidance-to-lawyers-acting-under-a-limited-retainer.pdf
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Part 5 – Reflections and Recommendations 
The opportunity to design, operate and reflect on the Pilot Service has provided some excellent 

learning experiences for Auckland Community Law Centre.  It has further shaped our thinking on the 

future direction of pro bono, but also the legal assistance space more generally.  In Part 5 we outline 

our current thinking on pro bono policy, and our views on where future development should head. 

A Central Role of Pro Bono Partnerships 
We believe pro bono partnerships should sit at the core of future innovation and development.  The 

most successful pro bono models address disadvantage by creating partnerships between the 

profession and community legal organisations (such as community law centres, unions, and citizen 

advice organisations).  These partnerships link demand (unmet legal need) with supply (lawyers willing 

to donate services).   

Pro bono can exist at any point along the spectrum of legal assistance services.  Where pro bono 

providers choose to provide services is really a matter of personal choice.  It is firms, individual lawyers, 

and other legal organisations who have the human resource.  The motivations and interests of the 

profession will determine the amount of pro bono and the type of pro bono that occurs in the future. 

Having a range of different options for providers creates more opportunities and increases the number 

of providers likely to put their hand up.   

National Strategy 
We believe there should be a national strategy for pro bono in New Zealand.  The strategy should 

encourage the development of pro bono partnerships between the profession and community legal 

organisations.  The purpose of this approach is to grow the capacity of the legal profession to provide 

pro bono that is focussed on increasing access to justice for the socially disadvantaged.30 

Main Tactic: 

The main tactic of a national strategy should be the promotion of pro bono partnerships between the 

profession and community based legal organisations to encourage pro bono resources to focus on 

people experiencing social and economic disadvantage. 

Goals/Outcomes 

A national strategy should pursue the following outcomes: 

Capacity building:  

Increasing the amount of free or low cost services by directly supplying services to 

those in need.  For example, volunteering at a community law centre or CAB, or 

accepting pro bono referrals. 

Capability building:  

Increasing the effectiveness of free or low cost services by helping to build capability 

within those workforces.  Examples include mentoring and training of law centre 

lawyers, development of precedents, and providing non-legal support to community 

based legal organisations (such as marketing or business development). 

                                                           
30 This goal is taken from the overarching strategy statement of the Australian Pro Bono Centre: 
https://www.probonocentre.org.au/about-the-centre/  

https://www.probonocentre.org.au/about-the-centre/
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Systemic change:  

Helping to reduce or eliminate systemic barriers to justice by participating in law 

reform activities.  Examples include public interest litigation, research and policy work. 

Target for Services 

Legal assistance services have to deal with the elastic nature of demand and make hard choices about 

who to help.  The Legal Australia Wide Survey (LAW)31 showed that 9% of the population account for 

65% of unresolved legal problems, and social and economic disadvantage is the driver of this 

imbalance.  People who experience disadvantage are more likely to: 

 experience legal problems 

 have multiple legal problems  

 experience substantial legal problems 
 
We recommend targeting services where social disadvantage is highest.  We suggest the following 
areas: 
 

Priority Practice Areas:  family (including family violence), benefits, employment, housing, 

financial and immigration. 

Priority Clients/Communities: single parents, beneficiaries, Maori and Pasifika communities, 

people with disabilities, those in unstable housing (including renters), people with incomes up 

to $60,000, young people, and migrant communities.   

National Coordination 
We also believe there should be a centre for national coordination of pro bono in New Zealand.  The 

goal of the national centre would be to support the legal community to develop pro bono 

partnerships.  We think this support should take two forms: sector development and service delivery. 

Sector Development 

Supporting the development and growth of pro bono, especially in the direction of social 

disadvantage, involves planning and execution.  A national centre could help the sector develop by 

focussing on the following outcomes:  

 Identification of emerging opportunities 

 Improved linking of supply and demand 

 Resources and tools to support the development of pro bono partnerships 

 Identification of access to justice barriers 

 Developing strategies about how to tackle access to justice barriers, by who, and what 

support systems are required 

 Improved utilisation of pro bono resources and overall growth in volume 

 Helping providers to work with disadvantaged communities by providing training (for 

example, in unfamiliar areas of law (eg. social security) or unfamiliar contexts (eg. 

disability)). 

                                                           
31 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf  

http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/templates/LAW_AUS/$file/LAW_Survey_Australia.pdf
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Service Delivery 

A national centre could also provide a range of client services, including triaging services, targeted 

programmes, and clearing-house functions.  Providing a range of services increases the options for 

pro bono providers, and encourages greater participation.  

Justice Connect32 in Australia is a model worth considering for New Zealand.  Justice Connect provides 

a range of services targeted at particular issues, such as a homelessness, elder abuse, and litigants in 

person.  In addition, Justice Connect also provides clearing-house services.  This broadens the range of 

services available from a single location. 

Funding 
We recommend national coordination is initially funded by Government.  Centralised funding pays for 

functions that benefit the pro bono system as a whole (such as research, policy and administrative 

functions).  This leads to more pro bono and better utilisation of the resource.  Funding also recognises 

that pro bono has a cost for the provider and partner organisation, and absorbing some of the costs 

into a national infrastructure removes many of the set up costs from pro bono partners. 

We believe funding a national infrastructure is an excellent investment.  Economic analysis of 

community law work showed that in 2011 community law staff returned $36.23 million in benefits at 

a cost of $10.97 million, with a further $3.75 million leveraged in volunteer services.33  Allowing for 

the potential growth seen in other pro bono markets, the decision to invest in this infrastructure 

appears economically sound. 

Adequately Funded Public Legal Services 
We want to stress that we do not see pro bono as a replacement for adequately fund public legal 

services.  For many working New Zealanders the situation is urgent because legal services are 

unaffordable but legal aid is out of reach.  For example, a person working full-time on minimum wage 

earns roughly 1.5 times more than the threshold for civil legal aid. 

Service Model 
We believe a national centre should draw extensively on recent research when developing its service 
model, and the following four principles should be pursued:  
 

 Targeted at social and economic disadvantage 

 Clear gateways 

 Good triage tools 

 Range of services 

Targeted 

As discussed previously, we recommend targeting services where social disadvantage is highest.  We 

suggest the following areas: 

Priority Practice Areas:  family (including family violence), benefits, employment, housing, 

financial and immigration. 

                                                           
32 https://justiceconnect.org.au/  
33http://www.lawsociety.org.nz/news-and-communications/latest-news/2012/community-law-centres-release-cost-
benefit-data  

https://justiceconnect.org.au/
http://www.lawsociety.org.nz/news-and-communications/latest-news/2012/community-law-centres-release-cost-benefit-data
http://www.lawsociety.org.nz/news-and-communications/latest-news/2012/community-law-centres-release-cost-benefit-data
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Priority Clients/Communities: single parents, beneficiaries, Maori and Pasifika communities, 

people with disabilities, those in unstable housing (including renters), people with incomes up 

to $60,000, young people, and migrant communities.   

Clear Gateways 

International experiences suggests a key element of effective legal assistance are clear gateways that 
are simple, well-signposted and accessible.34  During the Pilot Service we met a person who, ineligible 
for legal aid, and unable to pay a lawyer for full representation, chose to represent themselves.  
Extremely resourceful, they sought out every service available and willing to provide support 
(community law centres, CAB legal clinics, lawyers, registry, and pro bono lawyers prepared to provide 
snippets of advice).  Despite this, they were frequently left confused about what to do next, and how 
to approach the next challenge.  They described a fragmented and disjointed legal assistance 
landscape.  These difficulties appear to be aggravated by the proliferation of free legal resources and 
information, particularly online.  The proliferation adds to the overall noise and makes it harder to 
find the best gateways. 

Good Triage 

It is clear a one-size fits all approach to legal assistance services is inappropriate.  People have different 
legal capabilities.  This is a function of their personal efficacy and the complexity of the problem.  Legal 
problems also have a range of impacts – ranging from minor to catastrophic.  In addition to being 
clear, legal assistance gateways need to be able to carry out good quality diagnostic triage.  They must 
be able to correctly assess client need.35   
 

Range of Services 

Ideally, good triage will also include the scope and capacity to undertake or access a broad range of 
assistance tasks.  This enables the assistance provided to be primarily driven by the needs of the clients 
rather than the remit of the service.36  This can either be done directly by the gateway organisation or 
through meaningful referrals to appropriate legal services.37   
 
Services models which offer a range of services opens up the possibility of meeting the different needs 

of individuals.  Personalising services is a more sophisticated approach to legal assistance services.  

However, there is growing evidence that standardised services are both inefficient and create access 

to justice barriers (particularly for high need clients), and personalising services can deliver better 

outcomes at sustainable costs.38   

 
Having the discretion to provide a range of services was one of the strengths of the Pilot Service.  We 

were able to adapt quickly to evolving needs and offer a range of interventions depending on the 

capabilities of the clients.  It is an approach law centres take in their everyday work.  Auckland 

Community Law Centre uses self-help and advice services for some issues, such as minor consumer 

issues, some minimum employment rights issues, minor traffic issues and some neighbour disputes.  

We have developed resources people can use to help resolve these types of issues and they are 

available on our national website.  As complexity or seriousness increases we use other strategies, 

such as ghost writing letters for people who lack the capability to expresses complex legal ideas or 

                                                           
34 http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_ass
istance_services_web.pdf p. 149 
35 Ibid. 
36 Ibid. p 112 
37 Ibid. p 149 
38 Ibid. p 121 

http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_assistance_services_web.pdf
http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/articleIDs/D76E53BB842CB7B1CA257D7B000D5173/$file/Reshaping_legal_assistance_services_web.pdf
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where more subtlety is needed.  Our approaches range from basic information or referral through to 

full representation.  

 

Other Recommendations 
Seeded in a Community Law Centre 

We believe the most appropriate place to seed and incubate a national centre is in a community law 

centre. 

 Community law centres have ready access to the target communities and work in the 

priority areas of law.  Locating national coordination within a community law centre 

provides the opportunity to leverage an existing knowledge, networks and community 

relationships.  It also leads to cost benefits by leveraging an existing infrastructure and 

achieving economies of scale. 

 

 Community law centres already form part of the legal assistance sector, have existing 

services where pro bono can be developed further, and are experienced dealing with 

social disadvantage. 

 

 Community law centres have strong links to the profession.  Using and strengthening 

existing links is an excellent way of supporting development of the sector. 

 

 A community law centre is a regulated entity under the Lawyers and Conveyancers 

Act.  This means it can support a wider range of pro bono models than other options.  

For example, it can take and issue direct instructions, and it can accommodate in-

house lawyers within its pro bono workforce. 

Allow Freedom for Other Development 

We do not believe national coordination should be the exclusive vehicle for pro bono.  Providers and 

agencies should remain free and encouraged to develop their own initiatives.  There are many reasons 

why this is the case, for example: 

 Providers may not want to practice in the areas community organisations offer 

 Existing relationships should be free to develop in their unique way, such as the 

longstanding relationships already in place in some regional centres 

 Centralisation is unlikely to meet the diverse preferences of all potential partners 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 - Bankruptcy Service Data 
151 applications for adjudication were observed by the Pilot Service during the period 11 April 2018 to 11 

October 2018.  84 debtors (56%) did not respond and 29 debtors (19%) were self-represented and 13% 

represented.  Debtor outcomes varied significantly: 94% of non-respondents were adjudicated bankrupt 

on the first call of the matter, 48% of self-represented debtors, and 25% of represented people. 

The Pilot Service engaged with most self-represented debtors (25 of 29).  16 people were invited to apply 

to the Pilot Service, with 10 being accepted; a further 9 people received support from ACLC outside the 

scope for the Pilot Service. 

There is limited data on how much the Pilot Service improved the person’s situation.  We did not have the 

resources to take a baseline measure or survey a control group.  However, we are confident we made 

significant practical improvements for 45% of the people we helped.  Usually, these improvements took 

the form of settlement or accepting a less onerous outcome to bankruptcy (such as no asset procedure).  

These outcomes are on top of the psychological and jurisprudential outcomes discussed in the evaluation 

– which were largely universal.   

The data does show one clear area of concern.  Over half the debtors did not take any steps in the 

bankruptcy proceedings and were made bankrupt as a result.  The one thing we know about these people 

is they are missing an opportunity to experience the same benefits our litigants in person did. 
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Appendix 2 - Evaluation of Litigant in Person Service
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