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Introduction

HM Courts & Tribunal Service (HMCTS) commissioned independent evaluators, IFF Research in
partnership with Frontier Economics, to evaluate the Flexible Operating Hours pilots. This
document presents the technical details of the evaluation of the Flexible Operating Hours pilots.

Research approach overview

Research was conducted across three stages, with the findings from each stage complementing
those of the others to develop a complete picture of the Flexible Operating Hours pilots.

Stage One (April — May 2018%): the policy and programme landscape was mapped, the
existing evidence base on the subject reviewed and key stakeholders spoken to and
available data scoped, ultimately to produce a programme logic model to govern the
evaluation.

Stage Two (September 2019 - July 2020): the views of the public, court staff, judiciary and
legal professionals were explored throughout the lifecycle of the pilots. Analysis was also
conducted on operational and performance information collected from the courts, HMCTS

and the Legal Aid Agency (LAA).

Stage Three (July — August 2020): a balanced score card was produced, which triangulated
the evidence sources captured in the dashboards at the start of each chapter to calculate
an overall score. This score indicated 1) whether the FOH pilots had a positive, negative or
no/neutral impact on each domain of impact, and 2) the strength of that impact, if one was

found.

! The design of the pilots was revisited after further consultation from May 2018, and set-up for Stage Two of
the evaluation before September 2019.
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Figure 1: Visual representation of the evaluation approach

interviews and scoping of available data

Analysis of operational and performance data

[ Document and literature review, stakeholder ]

[ Data collection in courts

Court site visits with local implementation teams

Public user survey after court attendance

Depth interviews with legal professionals, judiciary
and suppart agencies

Ethical considerations

In the design and conduct of this evaluation due consideration was given to the nature and
sensitivities of the different groups of respondents and the safety of our research staff,
interviewers, respondents and participants. All work was carried out in strict accordance with the
Market Research Society Code of Conduct.?

Survey respondents and interview participants gave their explicit and informed consent to
participate in accordance with both MRS guidelines and the Government Social Research (GSR)
Code of Ethics. This was ensured through, for example, wordings of recruitment scripts and
invitation letters, reassurance letters/emails (issued on request) and emails confirming interview
appointments. This was carefully restated in the wording of the introduction to the survey and of
each qualitative discussion. Each of these explained the objectives of the survey or interview and
briefly outlined the nature of the data to be collected and what taking part entailed. Respondents
and participants were made aware that participation was voluntary, that they could withdraw or
refuse to answer individual questions at any time, and that responses were on an anonymous
basis.

To ensure all ethical considerations were addressed within the design and delivery of the
evaluation, the consortium considered the following:

Ensuring research was accessible

All reasonable steps were taken to minimise the burden on respondents and participants. For
surveys, participants were offered the option of completing online or by post, according to their own
preference and needs. Postal surveys were sent with a freepost envelope so that respondents
could return completed surveys at no cost. For interviews, every effort was made to ensure they
were conducted at a time that was convenient for the participant and discussion guides were
designed so that participants did not need to prepare ahead of the discussion.

2 https://www.mrs.org.uk/standards/code-of-conduct
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Interviews were conducted at a time, place and manner to best suit the participant and ensure the
safety of research staff and interviewers. This included offering both telephone and face-to-face
interviews where possible and, in response to Covid-19, moving face-to-face interviews online or
over the phone.

At recruitment for qualitative interviews, recruiters carefully checked and recorded any specific
requirements the respondent had to enable them to take part. This could have included:

e How the IFF interviewer communicated with the participant (including the need for
interpreters etc.);

¢ How ideas were presented to the participant; and

e Other individuals that the participant wished to have present in order for them to feel at
ease when taking part.

No participants flagged any specific requirements, so no changes to the interview approach were
needed.

Data protection and confidentiality

The evaluation was conducted within the requirements of the General Data Protection Legislation
(GDPR), including the Telephone Preference Service, Mail Preference Service and Corporate
Telephone Preference Service. All interview participants were read their rights under GDPR at both
the start and close of interviews (see Annex 3 and 5 for interview topic guides, including
introductory text), while the opening page of the survey outlined participants’ rights under GDPR
(see Annex 5 for the public user survey and introductory text). All correspondence between
participants and IFF highlighted these rights and pointed participants to the appropriate contacts at
IFF and HMCTS should they want any further information on how their data would be stored and
processed in accordance with GDPR.

IFF ensured participants’ personal data were safeguarded and all outputs were carefully checked
by two researchers to ensure confidentiality had been maintained. All personal data was stored on
IFF’s secure drive, which only the evaluation team had access to. All data transfers between the
consortium and HMCTS were done over IFF’s FileX secure file transfer software.

IFF Research and Frontier Economics take the issues of data protection and information security
very seriously and have security controls that integrate the data and network security policies and
procedures with the security requirements of clients. Their Information Security Management
Systems (ISMS) are certified to ISO27001 standard, and Frontier has achieved Cyber Essentials
Plus and has passed detailed IT security health checks. All staff and contractors of IFF Research
and Frontier Economics receive relevant training in information security and are expected to
comply with all policies, procedures, and instructions that make up their ISMS.

Obtaining informed consent

All parties invited to participate in research had the opportunity to withdraw from both the research
and any further communications about the research. A dedicated mailbox for managing
correspondence from parties was established and regularly monitored. All correspondence to
potential participants signposted this address and the withdrawal process.

Prior to participation, communication to all respondents and participants aimed to ensure they
understood what the study was about and who it was for; that taking part was voluntary and that
they would not be disadvantaged in any way by participating or not participating. The survey of
public users and recruitment of public users to interviews explicitly stated that participating or not
participating would have no impact on their case and bore no relation to the proceedings of their
case. It was also ensured that they understood the findings would be treated in confidence, that



HMCTS would not know who had been spoken to and that there would be no way to identify
individual respondents from data used in the final report.

Respondents were offered telephone numbers that they could call for reassurance or further
information. These included the IFF project manager, the Market Research Society freephone
number, and the telephone number of the appropriate contact at HMCTS.

Ensuring the safety and wellbeing of participants

In agreement with HMCTS, a disclosure policy was established for the evaluation. If a respondent
or participant disclosed that they or someone else was at risk of harm or disclosed information that
led researchers to suspect they were, IFF informed HMCTS of the development then wrote to the
respondents or participants. The letter shared details of local branches of support services, offered
to put the individual in touch with their local GP and included IFF contact details.

Interviewers were carefully briefed on how to respond appropriately to participants becoming
upset, which was of particular importance given the research involved participant experiences of
potentially upsetting court cases. The research team emphasised the voluntary nature of
participation and the respondent’s ability to decline to answer specific questions or to withdraw
from taking part at any point. Participants were signposted to appropriate sources of advice or
support in case they found revisiting details of their case to be a source of distress, as described
above in disclosure. This procedure mainly applied to in-depth interview with public court users
who opted out of a FOH pilots’ session.



Stage One: scoping stage

Approach overview

This section details the approach for Stage One of the evaluation, the scoping stage. A scoping
stage was important to set the evaluation on a strong foundation, building on the existing evidence
base and establishing clear evaluation objectives and approaches. This was conducted in April and
May of 2018.

The scoping stage involved:

Programme document review: All programme documentation including documents
relating to the selection of pilots, implementation plans for each of the pilots were reviewed,
to develop our understanding of aims, objectives and proposed activities and inform logic
model development. This element included a review of the available monitoring data for
both pilot sites.

Literature review: To ensure the evaluation was underpinned by the latest available
evidence on the use of flexible operating hours in the courts, a focused literature review
was undertaken, to inform the evaluation design.

Stakeholder consultation: This stage involved qualitative interviews with key stakeholders
who had been involved in the design and development of the FOH pilots, both the ‘over-
arching’ design (at national agency level) and the local implementation plans (at LIT level).

Programme logic model development: Following completion of these stages, the
research team met to produce a draft FOH programme logic model with an accompanying
narrative to describe the theory of change underpinning the model. This was published in
the evaluation plan for the pilots.®

Programme document and literature reviews

11 documents were reviewed as part of the programme document and literature review. These

were:

ogarwNE

© o~

Initial pilot prospectus

Revised pilot prospectus

Response analysis on pilot prospectus

Flexible Operating Hours Equalities Statement

Crown Double Shift Sittings Evaluation (Croydon pilot)

Lord Chancellor's Department, Extended Sitting Hours Pilot 2002 (Bow Street, London and
Manchester; Magistrates’ Court)

Nottingham Extended Sitting Days Pilot Evaluation

Process evaluation of the flexible criminal justice system pilots

Previous FOH pilots — summary reports with annexes (as provided with ITT for FOH
Evaluation)

10. Bar Council Protocol for Court Sitting Hours

3

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/818980/E
valuation_Plan_for_ FOH_Pilots_IFF_and_Frontier_v11.00 2.pdf
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11. Lord Justice Leveson’s Review of Efficiency in Criminal Proceedings

The evidence contained in these documents informed the hypotheses that underpin the
programme logic model.

Stakeholder consultation

Key stakeholders were engaged in short discussions of the issues relating to the pilot and the
issues it was seeking to address. The views of 11 stakeholders were captured across eight
interviews (three paired interviews and five one-to-one interviews). Stakeholders included
representatives from the pilot sites, relevant legal professional bodies and the judiciary.

Discussions were adapted to the different areas of focus stakeholders had in relation to the pilot.
Interviewers fully explored those issues that interviewees were best placed to comment on. The
discussions covered:

e The precise structure of the pilots at each site, including how the pilots would look on a
‘day-to-day’ basis, the operational plans for the pilots, and how the sites themselves might
shape the nature of the pilot at each location;

e Any challenges stakeholders expected to arise from the pilots;

e Any existing challenges the courts were facing and how the pilots could help or exacerbate
these issues;

Potential benefits stakeholders expected the pilots to generate;

¢ Any key metrics by which stakeholders might have expected the pilot to be judged; and

Overall feelings towards the pilot, including positive, negative and neutral views.

Stakeholder interviews lasted 30-45 minutes, depending on how much or little each stakeholder
had to say. Interviews were recorded, with stakeholder consent, and data held in accordance with
the confidentiality regulations of the Market Research Society Code of Conduct and GDPR.

All stakeholder interviews were then analysed by IFF researchers for common trends, issues and
concerns. The logic model reflected stakeholder knowledge of and perspectives on the pilot and
the issues it sought to address.

Programme logic model development

The first three scoping stage activities (programme document review, literature review and
stakeholder consultation), contributed to the draft logic model for the pilots. The model sought to
accurately depict the aims, processes, assumptions, outcomes and impacts for the flexible
operating hours pilots. It was designed to illustrate the mechanisms for change and how activities
would be translated into the intended impacts on public court users, professional users and the
operations of the sites themselves. This was crucial for ensuring our evaluation approach
measured the right things, in the right way. Capturing the views of stakeholders helped identify
unspoken or undocumented components of the pilots, their consequences and the environment
influencing the components of the pilots.

The final programme logic model (see Figure 2 FOH pilot evaluation logic model, below) informed the
structure and focus of the evaluation. It is with this in mind that data was collected, analysed and
reported on. Building on the research questions set out in the evaluation brief and the first three
scoping tasks, the logic model was used to develop a programme evaluation framework that
depicted the evaluation objectives, associated research questions and methods and sources of
existing data and formed the basis for development of research materials. Through this, the
evaluation could be approached with confidence that the tools were fit for purpose.
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Figure 2 FOH pilot evaluation logic model
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Stage Two: mainstage data
collection

Approach overview

This section details the approach for Stage Two of the evaluation, in which the research team
explored the views and experiences of public users, professional users, judiciary and court staff
and conducted analysis on operational and performance information collected from the courts,
HMCTS and the LAA. Stage Two involved quantitative and qualitative data collection methods,
beginning in October 2019 and running until June 2020, with the final analysis taking place in July
2020. It included the months the pilots were operational and was designed to collect views as close
to respondent experiences of the pilots as possible.

Site visits

Approach overview

The aim of this qualitative strand was to explore the experiences of the court staff tasked with
implementing the pilots, to capture any changes to their working lives and gain a clear
understanding of any impacts flexible operating hours had on the operational running of the courts.

The first site visit was conducted in early October 2019 shortly after the pilots were launched and
focused on experiences of setting up the pilot, expectations for the remainder of the pilot and
emerging challenges.

The second site visit was conducted in January 2020 and focused on the experience of the pilots
once they had bedded in.

The third and final site visit was planned for March 2020, after the pilots had concluded. Due to the
outbreak of Covid-19, and the responding lockdown measures, interviews for the final site visit
were conducted by telephone and video conference from 27" April 2020- 29" May 2020.
Interviews reflected on how well the FOH sessions worked; lessons learned; and perceptions of
the impacts.

Recruitment

Recruitment for site visit interviews was facilitated by HMCTS in correspondence with management
at Manchester Civil Justice Centre and Brentford County Court.

It was crucial that the achieved sample represented the range of roles that would be involved in
implementing the pilots at each site, to ensure that every impact of the pilots on the running of
courts, and the lives of those delivering the pilots at the sites, was captured. As such, IFF
Research shared a list of roles to be interviewed for this stage of the evaluation with HMCTS, who
in turn (and following their sign off) passed it on to the sites, detailing the scope of roles to be
interviewed during the research (see Table 1 for breakdown of the achieved sample of court staff).

13



Achieved sample

Table 1: Achieved sample of qualitative court staff interviews

Early visit (October Mature visit Final visit (April-
2019) (January 2020) May 2020)
Implementation leads 3 5 5
Team leaders 4 3 2
Listing managers 4 5 2
Administrative officers 4 2 2
Ushers 4 5 1
Total 19 20 12
Fieldwork

Discussions were led by a semi-structured topic guide, drafted by IFF Research and agreed with
HMCTS. A copy of an example topic guide can be found in the Annex.

Questioning and probing were used to ensure interviewers understood participants’ experiences as
they viewed them. Researchers adapted the approach, as much as possible, to suit the needs of
each participant. The prompts provided were not exhaustive, but rather indicated the types of
content interviewers expected to be covered — this varied across participants with different
characteristics. This also encouraged the researcher to be responsive to the situation and most
crucially to the terms, concepts, language and behaviours used by the participants.

Interviews lasted up to 60 minutes, depending on the role of the participant and how much they
had to say. Interviews were conducted one-to-one or in pairs or triads of similar roles (e.g.
grouping ushers together), where individuals were comfortable speaking openly in front of each
other.

Prior to the second and third site visits, interviewers reviewed the summaries from previous site
visit interviews. This allowed interviewers to ‘pick up the conversation’ with interviewees, drawing
on themes from previous interviews to see how, or indeed if, views and experiences outlined
previously had changed over the course of the pilot.

Analytical approach

The analysis process for qualitative interviews began informally during fieldwork. The interview
team worked closely, feeding back findings to each other as discussions were conducted. The
team continually updated its interviewing approach to explore emerging themes and ensure any
gaps in data were covered by subsequent interviews. This way the team did not wait until the end
of fieldwork to discover missed opportunities to add value to the data collection.

Interviewers wrote up each interview into an analytical framework, listening back to interview
recordings to capture detail and nuance. The framework allowed interview data to be organised

14



thematically. Themes were developed from the initial evaluation questions and expanded through
analysis of early interviews to develop a bespoke analytical framework for the evaluation. This
approach allowed for comparison of how individual interviewees’ views developed over the course
of the pilot, to systematically record data (including verbatim quotes) according to hypotheses and
enabled comparison across interviews. This iterative and process-driven analytical approach
helped build up an emerging impact story over time.

Team analysis of these framework entries followed. Interviewers separately examined selections of
the data to understand pilot views and experiences (actual and expected) and what factors directly
and indirectly influenced attitudes and behaviours. The data was analysed to search for themes
and trends, specifically looked to identify patterns or disparities across the sample and thematically
grouped those identified. This approach benefited from multiple researcher perspectives, to
mitigate any potential for individual-level bias. This activity informed the creative insight session,
led by the project director. The purpose of the session was to brainstorm emerging findings from
the legal professional interviews related to the eight domains of impact relevant for the evaluation.
To interrogate the data fully and challenge ideas and assumptions, the research team identified
key findings, the sentiment expressed by interviewees for each (e.g. neutral, negative, positive)
and explored differences in views with interviewers and the wider evaluation consortium members.
As part of this process, the research team also identified where other evaluation evidence sources
might explain trends.

Emerging findings were presented to the Evaluation Advisory Group (EAG) following each of the
site visits. Interim analysis of the data collected at each of these site visits was conducted to inform
each presentation to the EAG, with the team meeting for group analysis of framework entries. This
interim analysis helped to form a developing picture of the impacts of the pilot, feeding into and
supporting the final analysis of evaluation data. These presentations took place in November 2019,
February 2020 and May 2020.

Analysis of operational and performance information collected from
HMCTS and the LAA

Approach overview

The analysis of operational and performance information used several different sources of data:
case level data from HMCTS’ centralised databases, data on claims for the pilot participation fee
(PPF), Housing Possession Court Duty Scheme (HPCDS) claims, and data on the number of
profile and sitting days by court.

Each of these data sources were used to create indicators to assess the impact of the FOH pilot in
each of the relevant domains of impact. The precise methods used for each data source are
explained in the main report, with additional relevant detail included in the Annex of this report.
Below is a high level description of the approach that was undertaken to process and analyse
these datasets.

It is worth noting that the original approach to collecting some of this data changed, and was
descoped. For example, after investigation large parts of the case level data was not found to be
relevant for the FOH pilot other than to serve as a cross check for other figures in the analysis. In
particular, this related to the reasons for hearings not going ahead, and case outcomes besides
small claims cases. Further, for the analysis of legal aid claims, the original approach was to
analyse the impact of the FOH pilot on legal aid claims more generally, in addition to the HPCDS
scheme. This was not however possible, given the large time lag of seven months on average
between when such claims are made and the end of the eligible hearing. As such, only higher level
data on the HPCDS scheme was analysed.

15



Data processing

Data was processed following detailed discussions with the relevant original data holder, to
understand how the data was to be used and its limitations. For the case level data and the
number of profile and sitting days, this was with HMCTS, and for the PPF and HPCDS claims, this
was with the LAA.

Where appropriate, data was screened for outliers to ensure that reported results were not driven
by a small number of extreme observations.

Analytical approach

Analysis was undertaken by comparing a pre-pilot counterfactual average (with the counterfactual
clearly defined in each case, as this differed by indicator) with the FOH pilot average for that
indicator. A statistical significance test was then performed, to provide an indication of whether any
reported differences in averages were deemed to be due to the effect of the FOH pilot or due to
chance. Limitations and potential confounding factors were then discussed where relevant.

For the analysis of these non-survey quantitative results, results were deemed as not statistically
significant if they had less than a 90% chance of being true. If results had a greater than 90%
chance of being true, then the level of significance (i.e. the degree of statistical confidence in the
result) was reported. This lower minimum level of significance was used for these non-survey
results, owing to comparatively small sample sizes. Given the lower degree of confidence in a
statistically significant result between the 90% and 95% confidence levels?, these particular results
are termed indicatively significant to differentiate them from the higher confidence results at the
95%+ levels.

Analysis of operational and performance information collected from
the courts

Approach overview

The analysis of operational and performance information collected from the courts was critical to
the evaluation, and included data from hand annotated Cause lists and aggregated financial
accounts.

The hand annotated Cause lists provided important information on the cases that were listed in
each court room on a given day in a given session, whether each case went ahead, whether
individuals had legal representation, and the scheduled start time and the actual start and finish
times of each case and/or session. This allowed the five indicators to be calculated, which together
assessed the impact of the FOH pilot on the efficiency of use of court rooms.

The aggregated financial accounts contained the monthly ledger entries for the costs incurred by
each court. This was used in combination with other data sources to assess the impact of the FOH
pilot on the operating costs of the courts.

It is worth noting however that the scope of the data that was collected from the courts was
reduced. Originally, it was envisaged that one or more members of court staff on each site would

4 This reduced confidence is because there is an increased chance of reporting false positives at the 90%
level — that is, concluding there is a difference when in fact there is none. Whilst there is always a chance of

this occurring in any statistical significance test, the likelihood of this is greater at the 90% confidence level.
16



log all of the required information in the pre-pilot and FOH pilot periods in specially designed
templates:

1. For the efficiency of use of court rooms domain of impact, a bespoke specific utilisation log
was designed and explored in detail, but ultimately, to minimise the burden on court staff,
the decision was taken to rely on annotated Cause lists to collect data on utilisation. As
these lists contained less detailed information than originally desired, this meant the
analysis was scaled back in some areas. Specifically, data was not collected on a) the
number of ineffective hearings, b) the number of cases listed but then vacated on
application, c) the number which were cancelled because someone failed to attend and d)
the number which were adjourned. In addition, data was not collected on whether a court
room was used for box work, and whether any delays that occurred or cases that were not
heard were specifically due to the FOH pilot.

2. For costs of justice, a court costs template was developed, but to minimise the data
collection burden on courts, it was subsequently agreed that courts would provide higher
level general ledger data instead. This reduced the precision with which costs incurred by
the courts due to the FOH pilots could be estimated.

Data processing

For the efficiency of use of court rooms domain of impact, this primarily used data from Cause lists
that were hand annotated by the ushers in the court room.®> These Cause lists were provided in
either paper or scanned PDF format from the courts via HMCTS, and covered both the pre-pilot
(the 2 months prior to the FOH pilot beginning) and FOH pilot periods.

The processing of this data entailed manually extracting from each Cause list the required
information into a central database, which was then scanned for outliers, and processed into a
form that could be readily analysed. Where there was ambiguity over case IDs or information
recorded on the Cause lists, case level data from HMCTS’ central databases was used as a cross-
check. Cases were separated out into three case types: small claims cases, non-small claims civil
cases and family cases (with the latter only applying to Manchester, and not including children’s
cases).

For some of the Cause lists, the start and finish times of each case and/or session were not visible.
This was either due to the data not being recorded, the times being cut off or not being visible on
the scanned Cause list. Where possible, this missing data was subsequently captured following
discussions with HMCTS and the courts, however for several Cause lists, this data was marked as
lost.

For the court operating costs indicator in the costs of justice domain of impact, this analysis was
based upon a mix of:

1. Court specific cost ledger entries taken from the court’s own financial accounts covering
both the pre-pilot (April 2018 to August 2019) and FOH pilot periods;

2. Data from Ofgem on commercial office electricity demand by hour of the day;

3. Data from HMCTS on non-judicial staff salary bands, estimates of the number of hours
each band of non-judicial staff worked as overtime for the pilot, the London and non-
London DDJ daily fee rates, and FOH-specific invoice amounts for security in the
Manchester court; and

5> An example hand annotated Cause list is provided in the Annex
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4. Data from the hand annotated Cause lists.

This data was provided in many different formats, so the processing required combining each of
these different sources into one model. Detailed discussions with the relevant original data holder,
in this case HMCTS, took place to understand how the data could be used and its limitations.

Analytical approach

For the efficiency of use of court rooms, the analysis was undertaken by comparing a pre-pilot
counterfactual average with the FOH pilot average for each indicator.® A statistical significance test
was then performed, to provide an indication of whether any reported differences in averages were
deemed to be likely due to the FOH pilot or chance. Limitations and potential confounding factors
were then discussed where relevant, and additional robustness checks performed.

For the analysis of hon-survey quantitative results, results were deemed as not statistically
significant if they had less than a 90% chance of being true. If results had a greater than 90%
chance of being true, then the level of significance (i.e. the degree of statistical confidence in the
result) was reported. This lower minimum level of significance was used for the non-survey results,
owing to the comparatively smaller sample sizes. As such, given the lower degree of confidence in
a statistically significant result between the 90% and 95% levels’, these particular results were
termed indicatively significant to differentiate them from the higher confidence results at the 95%+
levels.

For court operating costs, as specific figures detailing the additional costs incurred by the court
owed to the FOH pilot were in most cases not available, an estimate was calculated,® and an
indicative range provided. This range was provided to avoid a sense of false precision, given the
figures are estimates and as such come with a degree of uncertainty.

Public user surveys

Approach overview

Understanding the views of the public court users was core to the evaluation, and the consortium
believed that their experiences were best collected through surveys comparing the responses of
those during the FOH pilots with those who experienced a pre-pilot court session. Both groups of
respondents completed the same survey® to offer a reliable comparison between the experiences
of court users in FOH and pre-pilot sessions.

A shorter survey for court users who had been scheduled for an FOH sitting but opted out was also
administered. This survey included demographic questions included in the main survey, with the
aim of capturing whether or not particular groups of people were choosing to opt-out of FOH
sittings. This survey also captured reasons for opting out of an FOH session.

Sample and administration

The key groups of users covered were:

6 See the Annex for more detail on how each of the indicators were calculated

” This reduced confidence is because there is an increased chance of reporting false positives at the 90%
level — that is, concluding there is a difference when in fact there is none. Whilst there is always a chance of
this occurring in any statistical significance test, the likelihood of this is greater at the 90% confidence level.
8 See the Annex for more detail on how each of the court costs were estimated.

9 See the Annex for the public user survey text.
18



¢ Claimants and respondents in civil cases (some of whom may be litigants in person)
e Applicants and respondents in family cases (some of whom may be litigants in person)

Family cases (not including children’s work) were listed at a low rate between January and
February which meant few responses relating to these types of cases were received.°

A considerable lag of two months between users attending court and their contact details being
made available for conducting the survey was experienced, due to the need for records to be
compiled and data to be transferred. To minimise the amount of process changes (other than the
introduction of FOH) that might impact on the different experiences of users in the pre-pilot and
pilot periods, a sample of users was drawn from the period in the immediate run-up to the pilot
launch for the pre-pilot survey i.e. those who attended court in March-August 2019 who were then
surveyed November 2019-June 2020.

To obtain a large enough sample, the sample was drawn from pilot users from across the whole
FOH pilot period (i.e. September-March 2019) and interviews took place from December 2019 to
July 2020.

The survey was conducted using a paper self-completion questionnaire mailed out to a sample of
court users. To boost response rates among respondents in the pilot (of whom there was smaller
starting sample) court ushers also handed out questionnaires following FOH sittings for
respondents to complete.

In order to boost the response rate slightly and to aid accessibility the survey was also made
available online. Alongside the paper survey, respondents also received an access code to enter
their responses online if this was an approach they preferred.

To further boost response rates respondents were offered a £5 ‘thank you’ Amazon voucher for

completing and returning the questionnaire.

Response rate

Details of the response rate can be found in the table below, broken down by pre-pilot and FOH
pilot and the court site of their sitting.

Table 2: Public user survey response rate

Reason for opting out Pre-pilot

FOH pilot

Surveys sent 4740 100% 1191 100%
Completed 453 10% 124 10%
Opt-out/did not attend court 261 6% 31 3%

10 This also affected the legal professionals’ interviews and operational and performance information data
resulting in low numbers of family cases in both of these strands of research.
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Return to sender 445 9% 69 6%

Data processing

Data processing began within the fieldwork period. This was done to keep the survey of FOH pilot
public users open for as long as possible, to afford all those who wanted to share their experiences
of the pilot the opportunity to do so. Interim data tables were produced to allow for reporting to
begin as final responses came in (findings and data were reviewed when data tables were
finalised).

Data tables were subject to full significance testing against a key set of analysis sub-groups agreed
in advance with HMCTS. All data tables and SPSS files were thoroughly checked by the IFF
Research team.

For survey results, significance tests indicate how likely it is that a pattern seen in data is due to
chance, and therefore how likely it is that this is a genuine difference between the groups being
compared. All differences noted were significant to a 95 per cent confidence level: by convention,
this is the statistical ‘cut off point’ used to mean a difference is large enough to be believed as
genuine. This means the significant differences noted throughout the main report had a 95%
chance of being ‘true’, i.e. due to a genuine difference in the groups being compared, and only a
5% chance that the results are just due to chance.

In July 2020 the consortium appended HMCTS data about hearing outcome and the party a
judgment was made in favour of to the public user survey data. Data about hearing outcomes and
judgments was not available for all public user survey completes. The consortium was able to
append outcome data to 33% of FOH pilot users and judgment data to 6% of FOH pilot users. With
regards to pre-pilot data, the consortium was able to append outcome data to 28% and judgment
data to 4%. This was done to afford the opportunity for additional analysis into whether case
outcome impacted upon user views of their court experience. Appending the case outcomes also
provided an additional check that user experiences captured in the survey were about their court
experience, rather than a reflection on a positive or negative outcome for their case.

Once data was finalised, regression checks were run on five questions in the public user survey.
This was done to identify if the impact of the FOH pilot presented in the main report remained
present after controlling for a series of case characteristics and personal characteristics. These
checks were run on a select number of results in the public user survey. See Annex 6 for full
details on how these checks were run.

Weighting

The final survey data was weighted to ensure that statistics accurately represented the views of the
populations they were drawn from. Pre-pilot responses were weighted to match the pre-pilot
population and the FOH pilot responses to match the FOH pilot population. Data were weighted to
match the relative representation of the two court sites, user types (claimants and defendants) and
case types.

Analytical approach

Full analysis of the data from each set of interim and final survey tables was conducted. Analysis
focused first on what the experience was of those in the FOH pilots, before then comparing results
between those attending court in the pre-pilot and FOH pilots. This approach ensured that the
experience of the pilot user was captured in isolation before examining against the context of the
pre-pilot user, as a means of control and comparison.
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It was the original aim that analysis would be conducted at the overall level, for each jurisdiction
and then for each pilot site and each user group individually. However, smaller than expected case
volumes meant that in some instances base sizes for sub-categories fell below 50, preventing
meaningful conclusions being drawn about the experiences of some different groups during the
pilot.

As with the qualitative strands of the evaluation, the research team came together ahead of final
analysis to discuss key findings. This allowed a consensus to be reached regarding the findings,
and identified further avenues for exploration.

Depth interviews with professional users

Approach overview

This qualitative strand aimed to explore a wide range of views and experiences, from the
perspective of the legal professionals involved in the pilots. A range of legal professionals from
across the pilots took part and shared their experiences of the pilots.

Sample and recruitment

Professional users were purposefully sampled to reflect the full range of individuals and
organisations that might experience the pilots. The sample consisted of three different audiences:

1. Legal professionals and judiciary. This group represented the views of individual legal
professionals that had been involved in one or more FOH session. These interviews were
designed to capture the views and experiences of individual legal professionals involved in
the pilot (see Annex for the legal professionals’ discussion guide). Within this audience
interview quotas were set across different types of professional according to their frequency
of involvement within the pilot sessions. These audiences were: judiciary, barristers, local
authority solicitors, duty solicitors and private practice solicitors (see Table 3 below for a
detailed breakdown of this audience).

2. Organisations. As the pilot had the potential to impact at an organisational, as well as
individual level, this group represented the views of their legal organisations. Interviewees
were typically Senior Directors, Senior Partners of solicitors firms, Chief Executives of
chambers or Heads of Legal Departments that were able to comment on how sending staff
to pilot sessions had impacted upon their organisation (see Annex for the legal
organisations discussion guide). Quotas for this audience were set against the organisation
type, of which there were four: Local Authorities, Legal Aid Agencies, Solicitors Firms and
Barristers Chambers (see Table 4 below for a detailed breakdown of this audience).

3. Opt-outs. To obtain a complete picture of pilot operation, the consortium also collected the
opinions of professional users who opted out of pilot participation. To capture these users’
reasons for non-participation the consortium explored what might have persuaded them to
participate (see Annex for the opt-out discussion guide) — thus identifying barriers and
enablers that would be relevant when considering pilot scalability (see Table 5 below for a
detailed breakdown of this audience).

The sample was developed using the FOH pilots’ listings data and the final court Cause lists. By
cross-referencing the names of legal professionals and organisations detailed on these lists the
consortium were able to identify those legal professionals and organisations who had attended a
Flexible Operating Hours session. Any legal professional listed as attending one of these hearings
was added to the sample.
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Legal professionals were engaged by telephone and email. In the first instance, the IFF recruitment
team approached legal professionals over the telephone, with interview details confirmed, and any
subsequent correspondence over email. Participants were also afforded the opportunity to opt-in to
research via email, with the evaluation promoted through flyers at the sites and some
communications from the Legal Society and Bar Council to their members. All participants were
screened for suitability and to ensure the number of interviewees could be tracked against the

evaluation quotas.

Achieved sample

Table 3: Achieved sample of qualitative legal professionals interviews

Legal professionals

Category Criteria Number of completed
interviews
ot 1
1 17
2 4
Number of hearings
3 3
4 2
5+ 6
Judiciary 7
Barrister 14
Role Local Authority Solicitor 2
Duty Solicitor 6
Solicitor 4
Agency 0
Employment
Permanent 33

11 This category reflects legal professionals who had to attend an FOH session, as Duty Solicitor, but who

did not hear a case in that time.
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Yes 6
Taken on cases as part of the
Direct Access Scheme
No 27
Civil 32
Family (not including children’s
Case type work) 1
Both 0
Face-to-Face 6
Mode
Tele-depth 27
Manchester 14
Court site Brentford 19
Both 0
Total 33
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Table 4: Achieved sample of qualitative legal organisations interviews

Legal organisations

Category

Criteria

Number of completed

interviews

Local Authority 0

Legal Aid Agency 1
Type of organisation Solicitors Firm 13

Barristers Chambers 2

Other 1

Face-to-Face 3
Mode

Tele-depth 14

Manchester 7
Court site Brentford 9

Both 1
Total 17
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Table 5: Achieved sample of qualitative opt-out professionals interviews

Category Criteria Number of completed
interviews
Court staff 1
Barrister 0
Role Local Authority Solicitor 4
Duty Solicitor 1
Solicitor 0
Civil 3
Case type \'/:v?)rrrlli)ly (not including children’s 2
Both 1
Face-to-Face 0
Mode
Tele-depth 6
Manchester 4
Court site Brentford 2
Both 0
Total 6
Fieldwork

Interviews were conducted over the phone and face-to-face. The research team used face-to-face
depth interviews in cases where this was preferred by the respondent. The majority of face-to-face
interviews were conducted at each of the pilot sites during the second site visit in January 2020.

Interviews lasted around 45-60 minutes, depending on how much or little participants had to say.
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Analytical approach

Analysis of the professional users followed the same structure and approach as the site visits (see
analysis section of site visits above for further detail).

Professional user cost templates

Approach overview

To assess the impact of the FOH pilot on the working lives of professional users, cost templates
were sent to professional users. These templates asked users several questions relating to the
time and financial impact of the FOH pilot on their lives. These templates were provided by
interviewers ahead of interviews and were drawn on to inform some sections of the qualitative
discussion.

Sample and recruitment

Five different cost templates were created, with each version asking questions tailored to the type
of professional user: solicitor firms, individual solicitors, individual judges, individual barristers, and
chambers. The five different templates are included in the Annex, along with the number of
responses from each type of professional user. Where a professional user did not fit neatly into
one of the five different versions of the template, the most appropriate template was sent to the
professional user.

It is worth noting that the professional user cost templates were simplified several times to
minimise the data collection burden on professional users. Ultimately, this meant that self-reported
estimates of cost and time impacts were collected, rather than those drawn from actual cost
records, as originally envisaged.

Analytical approach

The data was analysed first by categorising respondents by professional user type. For each user,
reported financial impacts were then categorised into ‘higher costs’, ‘hypothetical higher costs™?
and ‘no impact’ (no ‘lower costs’ were reported), and reported time impacts were categorised into
‘additional hours’, ‘no impact’ and ‘reduction in hours’. For each reported financial and time impact,
the period over which that impact was experienced was recorded to provide a sense of scale.

Financial and time gains and losses in this analysis were defined against business as usual before
the FOH pilot. For example, this meant that if a professional user failed to make an expected gain
from the pilot (e.g. due to the design of the pilot), this has been marked as no impact rather than as
an additional cost. This is because during business as usual, the user wouldn’t have received this
payment. In contrast, where professional users reported having to pay for additional childcare for
example that they otherwise wouldn’t have had to absent the pilot, this was marked as that user
having incurred an additional cost.

2 This is because some respondents anticipated cost in the future, should FOH become standard practice,
but hadn’t experienced these costs within the FOH pilot itself.
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Stage Three: balanced score card

The FOH pilot had a multi-faceted impact spread across a wide range of indicators, affected organisations
and users. Drawing high-level conclusions across this range of different data sources was key to
understanding the wider impacts of the FOH pilot across the eight domains of impact.

Given it was not possible to monetise or indeed prioritise amongst the many different indicators included in
the FOH pilot, the results were not presented using a traditional cost-benefit ratio. Instead, a balanced score
card was used. This method presented the findings visually, to reach a balanced view as to the overall
impact of the FOH pilots.

The score card triangulated the evidence sources across each of the eight domains of impact to arrive at an
overall score. This score was calculated by assessing whether each indicator in each domain of impact
suggested an FOH benefit, FOH dis-benefit or no change between the pre-pilot and FOH pilots. The mix of
FOH benefits, dis-benefits or no changes found across each indicator then determined what the overall
calculated score for each domain of impact was. This scoring process was derived from the chapter
dashboards at the beginning of each findings chapter, which were included again in the balanced score card
to demonstrate where the balanced score card scores were calculated from. These dashboards contained
for each indicator a symbol indicating the direction of change (if any was found) in the FOH pilots versus the
pre-pilot period, whether that change represented a FOH benefit or dis-benefit (as indicated by the colour of
that symbol), and a short description of why that conclusion was made (including an indication of the
robustness of the result and the impacts on different groups, where relevant). Each overall score had two
parts:

1. A sign, indicating whether the FOH pilot had a positive, negative or no/neutral impact on that domain
of impact; and

2. Alevel, indicating the strength of that impact, if one was found.

Each domain of impact was treated as equivalent, as there was no a priori reason to prioritise any one
domain of impact over another.

Please note that each arrow in the chapter dashboards in the balanced score card might not necessarily
relate to one indicator, but can also be a summary of several related indicators. In addition, it is worth noting
that whilst indicators are grouped by domain of impact, this does not mean they do not impact other
domains. It is likely that several of the indicators are interrelated, and therefore overlap across domains of
impact, meaning they have influenced the balanced score card in more than one place.

The key for these symbols is provided in Figure 3 below.

Figure 3: Key for interpreting the findings dashboards

No change in a metric between pre-pilot and FOH Increase in a metric, which can be interpreted as
pilots neither an FOH benefit nor dis-benefit
Decrease in a metric, which can be interpreted as an Increase in a metric, which can be interpreted as an
FOH benefit FOH benefit

‘ Decrease in a metric, which can be interpreted as an t Increase in a metric, which can be interpreted as an
FOH dis-benefit FOH dis-benefit

Results for this metric are not applicable, as there is

INC  Results for this metric are inconclusive N/A . .
no pre-pilot counterfactual to compare against

The balanced score card assigned each domain of impact a score on the basis of those indicators in each
dashboard, according to the following rules:

1. Strongly positive: all indicators in the dashboard are green, showing only positive benefits of the
FOH pilots.
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2. Indicatively positive: some indicators in the dashboard are green and some are yellow, showing a
mixture of positive benefits of the FOH pilots and no change in the FOH pilots.

3. No/neutral impact: indicators in the dashboard are either all yellow (no impact), or exist in
combination with both red and green indicators, showing a mixture of no change, positive benefits
and dis-benefits of the FOH pilots (neutral).

4. Indicatively negative: some indicators in the dashboard are red and some are yellow, showing a
mixture of dis-benefits of the FOH pilots and no change in the FOH pilots.

5. Strongly negative: all indicators in the dashboard are red, showing only dis-benefits of the FOH
pilots.

A high-level visual summary of the results of the pilots was then produced once this scoring process was
complete, and cross-checked by each member of the consortium.
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Annex

Annex 1: Efficiency of use of court rooms

Case types in the FOH pilot and pre-pilot periods

Presented below are two tables outlining the case types that were included in each of the case
categories used in the efficiency of use of court rooms analysis.

Table 6: Case mix for Manchester Civil Justice Centre

Case type Pre-pilot case mix Pilot case mix
Small claims Small claims cases only. Small claims cases only.

Application, application to suspend, CCMC,
infant approval, adjourned application,
redetermination hearing, accelerated
possession, infant application, CMC,
Non-small claims civil adjourned accelerated possession, telephone  Stage 3, RTA stage 3, rents.
applications, PAD app, adjourned PAD,
injunction/committal, adjourned hearing,
provisional assessment, directions,
application to stay execution.

Family FDR, FDA, Dirs, Adj FDA, DRA, Appl, PTR, DR FDA, Dirs, Adj FDA,

FMPO.
Source: Annotated Cause lists
Table 7: Case mix for Brentford County Court
Case type Pre-pilot case mix Pilot case mix
Small claims Small claims cases only. Small claims cases only.

Application, possession,

Application, possession, warrant, part 8 warrant, part 8 hearings, infant
Non-small claims civil hearings, infant settlement, stage 3 hearing, settlement, stage 3 hearing,
review. ROG, IPO, damages, directions,

infant approval, App SJA.

Source: Annotated Cause lists

Adjustments made to the final sample

The final sample in the efficiency of use of court rooms analysis reported in in the main report was
arrived at after a number of adjustments. The following should therefore be noted about these
figures

1. The figures presented in the main report do not include all of the cases that were listed as
part of the FOH pilots, as the Cause lists generally do not include those public users who
opted-out of a FOH session. This is because the opting-out party’s case was generally



removed from the Cause list for that day and replaced with another case if possible.® In
addition, edits made to Cause lists before they are published (e.g. removing cases because
a case settled) are also not included in these figures. This because they would not have
appeared on the finalised published Cause lists received.

2. The figures presented in the main report do not include cases in the pilot period that were
unable to be extracted from the Cause lists.** In Manchester, a total of 92 cases were
excluded from the analysis and for Brentford there were 4 cases excluded for this reason.

3. The Manchester family (which didn’t include children’s work) case figures presented in the
main report do not include the 10 cases that were excluded from this analysis. These cases
were excluded because they were not the same case types that appeared in the pre-pilot or
the majority of the FOH pilot data. This meant they behaved quite differently to the pre-pilot
and FOH pilot family cases.'®

4. The Brentford pre-pilot non-small claims civil figures presented in the main report exclude
321 block listed PCOL cases, as this block listing did not appear in the pilot period. If it
were included, it would skew the pre-pilot results (as on average, the number of cases
listed in a block listed PCOL session was 16 cases per session), and therefore be a poor
counterfactual. To correct for this, this specific case type was removed.

5. The Brentford pre-pilot non-small claims civil figures presented in the main report exclude
152 family cases (which didn’t include children’s work) that were listed alongside the civil
cases used in the pre-pilot Cause lists. These were removed because no family cases were
listed in the pilot period, so their inclusion would have been potentially misleading.

Calculating the five efficiency of use of court rooms indicators

Presented below are the five equations that were used to calculate each of the five efficiency of
use of court rooms indicators. These figures are all calculated on a per day basis.

Equation 1: Calculating the number of cases listed per hour the court room is open

Total no.of cases listed
Total no.of session hours

Cases listed per hour the court room is open =

The total number of cases listed is equal to the sum of all cases that were listed on a Cause list on
a given day that were relevant to the FOH pilot.

The total number of session hours is equal to the sum of all of the theoretical session lengths
relevant to the FOH pilot that took place on a given day. For example, if two 4:30PM sessions were
held in two different court rooms on a given day, the total number of session hours on that day
would be 2x2.5hrs = 5 hours. Table 8 provides the theoretical session lengths assumed for each
session start time during the FOH pilot.

13 A more detailed discussion over the number opt-outs is included in Chapter 7 of the main report.
14 This was because the start and finish times for each case and/or session were not visible. This was either
due to the data not being recorded, the times being cut off or not visible on the scanned Cause list.

15 These cases generally appeared as ‘urgent’ family cases handwritten onto a Cause list for civil cases.
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Table 8: Assumed session lengths

Session start time Session length

8AM 3 hours
2PM 2 hours
4:30PM 2.5 hours

Source: HMCTS

Equation 2: Calculating the number of cases heard per hour the court room is open

Total no.of cases heard

Cases heard per hour the court room is open = -
Total no.of session hours

The total number of cases heard is equal to the sum of all cases that were marked as heard on a
Cause list on a given day that were relevant to the FOH pilot.

Equation 3: Calculating the percentage of session length spent in hearings

] ) ] Total no.of hours spent in hearings
Percentage of session length spent in hearings = - x 100
Total no. of session hours

The total number of hours spent in hearings is calculated as follows. For each session, take the
difference between when the first case started and the last case finished in hours. Calculate this for
each session that took place that was relevant to the FOH pilot on a given day, and sum these
figures together.

Equation 4: Calculating the number of minutes delayed before starting per session

Total no. of minutes delayed

No.of minutes delayed before starting per session =
! Y / gp Total no.of sessions

The total number of minutes delayed is calculated as follows. For each session, take the number of
minutes that has elapsed between the official start time of the session (as per Table 8) and the
start time of the first case (excluding starting early). Calculate this for each session that took place
that was relevant to the FOH pilot on a given day, and sum these figures together.

The total number of sessions is equal to the sum of all of the sessions that were relevant to the
FOH pilot that took place on a given day.

Equation 5: Calculating the number of minutes delayed before starting per session

Total no.of minutes overruning

No.of minutes overrunning per session = -
Total no.of sessions

The total number of minutes overrunning is calculated as follows. For each session, take the
number of minutes that has elapsed between the official end time of the session (which is equal to
the session start time plus the session length, as per Table 8) and the end time of the last case.
Calculate this for each session that took place that was relevant to the FOH pilot on a given day,
and sum these figures together.
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lllustrative example of a hand annotated Cause list

Figure 4: lllustrative example of a hand annotated Cause list from the FOH pilot (with dummy data
entered), at Brentford County Court

In The County Court and The Family Court at Brentford
Friday 11 October 2019
Before
Deputy District Judge XYZ - Court 5
Flexible Operating Hours Pilot

Start Time | Case Details

0%:5F —04:26  Ma xVE SolAq M XxY2 ol
8:00AM 12345678 ABC -v- DEF T/E 40 MINS POSSN

0k: 28 — [ M2 XYZ sl N A
8:00AM 91011121 GHI -v- JKL T/E 10 MINS POSSN

NN NA N/
8:00AM | 31415161 MNO -v- PQR T/E 15 MINS POSSN
09:80 ~ 1025 mp >Y2 &C NIA
9:00AM | 71819202 STU -v- VWX T/E 30 MINS APPN
NI N[A N{A
9:00AM | 12223242 YZA -v- BCD T/E 15 MINS APPN
oA 3 = Mc 2 cAbene  Me Z/p

9:00AM 52627282 EFG -v- HIJ T/E 45 MINS APPN

(F-Diary Print Assistant v8.3* - Published: 10/10/2019 12:59)
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Graphical results which were not statistically significant

Figure 5: Number of cases listed per hour the court room is open for Manchester Civil Justice Centre

Small claims cases
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Source: Annotated Cause lists
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Figure 6: Number of cases listed per hour the court room is open for Brentford County Court

Non-small claims civil cases
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Source: Annotated Cause lists

Figure 7: Number of cases heard per hour the court room is open for Manchester Civil Justice

Centre, by case type
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Figure 8: Number of cases heard per hour the court room is open for Brentford County Court
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Figure 9: Number of minutes delayed before starting per session for Manchester Civil Justice Centre
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Figure 10: Number of minutes delayed before starting per session for Brentford County Court
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Figure 11: Number of minutes overrunning per session for Manchester Civil Justice Centre
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Robustness check 1: Disaggregating the analysis by session time

The first robustness check split indicator three, the percentage of session length spent in hearings,
out into each of the different session timings for each court and case type. This indicator was
chosen as this measure broadly incorporates the other four indicators — it is affected by the number
of cases listed and heard and incorporates delays to starting and overruns — and is a key indicator
in assessing court room efficiency.

The results for Manchester are presented in Figure 12. For small claims cases, there is no
statistically significant difference between the 10AM pre-pilot and 2PM pre-pilot sessions. Similarly,
there is no statistically significant difference between the 2PM and 4:30PM FOH sessions. As
such, the disaggregation hasn’t uncovered any large differences between sessions — with the key
finding from earlier that the percentage of session length spent in hearings for small claims
sessions is lower in the FOH pilot not being found to have been driven by one particular session
type. An interesting observation here though is that whilst the 2PM FOH session has a lower
average than the 2PM pre-pilot session, the difference is not statistically significant — suggesting
the FOH pilot session court room at this time was used no less efficiently than before.

For Manchester non-small claims civil cases though, large statistically significant differences (at the
5% level) appear between the 2PM FOH session and the 4:30PM FOH session — with the latter
having a 23% lower average percentage of time spent in hearings. A statistically significant
difference at the 5% level also appears between the 10AM and 2PM pre-pilot sessions. As per the
small claims cases, there is no statistically significant difference between the 2PM pre-pilot and
FOH pilot sessions. The statistically significant reduction seen in the main results for this case type
is therefore being primarily driven by the 4:30PM FOH pilot session, possibly indicating that
efficiency (as defined by this indicator) drops throughout the day for this case type.

Figure 12: The percentage of session length spent in hearings for Manchester Civil Justice Centre,
by case type disaggregated by session time
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Turning to Brentford in Figure 13 for small claims cases, the results differ quite substantially to
Manchester. Here, there is a 34% difference between the 10AM and 2PM pre-pilot session
averages (which is statistically significant at the 1% level). Only the 4:30PM FOH pilot sessions are
presented here, as there was only one 8AM FOH pilot session that ran for small claims cases. As
the figure shows, the percentage of session length spent in hearings for the 2PM pre-pilot and
4:30PM FOH pilot sessions are very similar, and not statistically significant. This suggests the
4:30PM FOH session is as efficient as the existing 2PM session, and that the drop seen in the
previous non-disaggregated results was almost exclusively driven by the 10AM pre-pilot session.
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For Brentford non-small claims civil cases, similar results are found to Manchester non-small
claims cases. The 10AM pre-pilot session is found to have a higher average percentage of session
length spent in hearings than the 2PM pre-pilot session (statistically significant at the 1% level),
with the 4:30PM FOH pilot session having the lowest average. Interestingly, the 8AM FOH pilot
average is higher than the 2PM pre-pilot average — although this difference is not statistically
significant. This again suggests that the reduction in time spent in hearings is driven by the 4:30PM
FOH session, and that efficiency (as defined by this indicator) possibly drops throughout the day.

One tentative conclusion that can be drawn from this analysis across both courts is that efficiency
as defined by this indictor tends to fall throughout the day. This is demonstrated by the 10AM pre-
pilot sessions having the greatest efficiency and 4:30PM FOH sessions generally having the least.
The Brentford non-small claims results suggest that BAM sessions are at least as productive as the
2PM pre-pilot sessions and more productive than the 4:30PM FOH sessions — but still not quite as
efficient as the pre-pilot 10AM sessions. Whilst it must be acknowledged that 8AM FOH sessions
were not trialled at Manchester, so it is not possible to determine whether a similar result to
Brentford for 8AM sessions would be found at that court, the overall direction of movement across
both courts does suggest that running FOH sessions earlier during the day (i.e. before the
business as usual 10AM sessions) might achieve similar levels of efficiency as in non-FOH
business as usual sessions for this particular indicator. This could be because it is possible to list
more and rely on other court rooms to pick up any overruns that might occur.

Figure 13: The percentage of session length spent in hearings for Brentford County Court, by case
type disaggregated by session time
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Robustness check 2: Second counterfactual check

The results presented in the main report showed varying impacts of the FOH pilot on court room
efficiency. To ensure that these results were not being driven by other factors besides the FOH
pilot, a second counterfactual (i.e. in addition to the pre-pilot data, which was the first) for the same
case types as in the FOH pilot was sought. This second counterfactual data was collected for
sessions that did not take place during FOH hours, but which occurred during the same period as
the pilot was run. By comparing the second counterfactual with the first, it is possible to identify if
any changes were occurring during the FOH pilots at the court but which were unrelated to the
FOH pilot itself.

If the second counterfactual were found to be the same as the pre-pilot, then this would suggest

that any difference observed between the pre-pilot and FOH pilot was due to the pilot — rather than
other factors. Equally, if the second counterfactual moved in the same direction as the FOH pilot,
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then this might suggest other non-pilot related factors might have been driving the results seen in
the FOH pilot.

This second counterfactual check was performed for Manchester small claims cases, by using two
months of hand annotated Cause list data covering the start of September 2019 to the end of
October 2019. Small claims cases at Manchester were chosen owing to the greater case similarity
of the data between the pre-pilot and FOH pilot periods, and the relatively larger number of
observations compared with other case types.

The results are presented for each of the five indicators in Figure 14. In short, the second
counterfactual was not statistically different to pre-pilot period across all five indicators. As the
graphs show, the dotted pink line (the second counterfactual average) is almost identical to the
dark blue dotted line (the pre-pilot average), with this the case even when the light blue dotted line
(the FOH pilot average) fell. This provides confidence that the differences observed between the
pre-pilot and FOH pilot averages in this analysis were likely due to the FOH pilot, and not other
confounding factors.
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Figure 14: Second counterfactual check for small claims cases for Manchester Civil Justice Centre,
by indicator
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Robustness check 3: Manchester non-small claims disaggregation

In the main report, the Manchester non-small claims results indicated that there was an increase in
the number of cases listed and heard per hour the court room was open. This appeared to differ to
the rest of the results for other case types. In addition, the variability of the FOH pilot data shown in
the figures seemed to differ to the pre-pilot data. As an additional cross-check, the Manchester
non-small claims FOH pilot data was split into the two case types that appeared — 7 days of RTA
stage 3 cases, and 3 days of block listed rents cases. Following an investigation, it was found that
there were no block listed rents cases in the pre-pilot period. These cases were therefore removed
from the sample for this cross-check. Further, it was found that there were many different types of
cases that appear in the pre-pilot period, which do not appear in the FOH pilot period.
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Whilst the graphical results for the RTA stage 3 cases only are shown in Figure 15 below,
statistical tests could not be performed because there were not enough observations. What can be
gleaned however from Figure 15 below is that it was the block listed rents cases that were driving
some of the variability seen in the non-disaggregated Manchester non-small claims results
presented in the main report. This means the results in the main report can therefore be interpreted
as containing the dual impact on court room efficiency of not just the implementation of FOH, but
also the impact that FOH had on the case mix. This is in contrast to the rest of the results
presented, which generally have similar case types in both the pre-pilot and FOH pilots’ periods —
and as such just isolate the impact of FOH on court room efficiency.

Figure 15: Manchester non-small claims disaggregation for Manchester Civil Justice Centre, by
indicator

MNumber of non-small claims civil cases listed per Mumber of non-small claims civil cases heard per
hour the court room is open (excl. rents cases) hour court roomisopen (excl. rents cases)
4.0 4.0
35 35
3.0 3.0
2.5 2.5
2.0 2.0
1.5 1.5
1.0 1.0
0.5 05
0.0 0.0
Jun18  Jul18  Aug1% Sep1% Oct19 MNovi1d Dectd Jun1®  Jul18  Augi1% Sep1® Oad1% HNovi1d Dec1d
— Prepilot e F O H pil ot s Prepilot e FO'H pilot
------ Pre-pilot average ++++++ FOH pilot average s+++=+ Prepilot average +-+--+ FOH pilotaverage
Percentage of session length spent in hearings Mumber of minutes delayed before starting per
for non-small claims civil cases (excl. rents cases) session for non-small claims civil cases (excl
120% rents cases)
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
Jun 1% Jul19  Aug19 Sepl19 Oct19 Nov19 Decl1d Jun19  Jul1% Aug19 Sep1% 019 Novl1d Dec1d
= Prepilot ==—=F0H pilot = Pre—pilot =—=FOH pilot
------ Pre-pilot average «----- FOH pilot average sesses Prepilot average ------ FOH pilotaverage

Mumber of minutes overrunning per session for
non-small claims civil cases (excl. rents cases)

]

4

2

0

Jun1%  Jul19  Aug19 Sep19% Oct19 Novi13 Dec1d
s Prepilot s F O H pilot
=s++++ Prepilot average sere- FOH pilot average

Source: Annotated Cause lists

39



Robustness check 4: Jackknife resampling

The results presented in the main report were based upon comparing the FOH average for each
indicator with its pre-pilot average, and performing a statistical significance test on this difference.
Given the small number of observations for each indicator, court and case type combination, it is
possible that particular observations may be driving whether a difference in averages was deemed
statistically significant or not.

In order to test the sensitivity of the results to individual observations, a statistical method known
as jackknife resampling was used. At a high level, this involved removing one observation at a time
for each indicator, recalculating the FOH and pre-pilot means without this observation, and then
performing a statistical significance test on the newly calculated difference. This was then
performed for all observations and the results graphed. By looking at how the difference in means
and the resulting level of statistical significance changes with each observation, a qualitative
indication of the robustness of the results can be ascertained.

The jackknife resampling was performed for both Manchester and Brentford, for both case types,

and for the three key indicators that assess the efficiency of use of court rooms: 3) the percentage
of session length spent in hearings, 4) the number of minutes delayed before starting per session

and 5) the number of minutes overrunning per session.

Starting with Manchester and indicator three, the percentage of session length spent in hearings,
the results are presented in Figure 16 below. To understanding the charts below, note that the
vertical axis is the p-value and that there are three horizontal lines at p-values of 0.10, 0.05 and
0.01. These horizontal lines are the thresholds of statistical significance used in the main report.
For example, statistical significance at the 10% level in the main report corresponds to a p-value of
between 0.10 (the yellow line) and 0.05 (the light green line). Lower vertical axis values therefore
correspond to increasing confidence that a difference in means is not due to chance.

On the horizontal axis, the difference in means is presented. A negative value means that the FOH
pilot average was lower than the pre-pilot average (as shown by a downwards facing arrow in the
main report). For negative values, moving leftwards on the chart corresponds to larger differences
in means between the pre-pilot and FOH pilot averages (and the opposite for positive values).

What the charts in Figure 16 show therefore is the distribution of the difference in means and
associated p-values across all re-estimations. At a high level, the results reported in the main
report are deemed more robust if the results presented below are characterised by both minimal
changes in differences in means and minimal changes in statistical significance across all re-
estimations. This is because it would suggest that the result was not sensitive to particular
observations.

For the small claims results presented in Figure 16 for Manchester, there is a high degree of
dispersion. In the main report, the percentage of session length spent in hearings was statistically
significantly lower in the FOH pilot versus the pre-pilot at the 10% level. What the results below
show is that this result is highly sensitive to individual observations. This is because removing
particular observations can change the level of significance to either the 5% level or to
insignificance (although the difference in means remains negative in all cases). This is in stark
contrast to the non-small claims civil cases, which were statistically significant at the 1% level in
the main report. The degree of dispersion is very small, with all re-estimations remaining significant
at the highest level of statistical significance (the 1% level), and all remaining negative. This result
is therefore much more robust to individual observations than for Manchester small claims cases.

Turning to Brentford for the same indicator, the results for small claims in Figure 17 are very similar
to the Manchester non-small claims results — with all of the re-estimations remaining statistically
significant at the 1% level and negative (as per the main report). For non-small claims cases, the
level of dispersion is greater, stretching over the 5% (as per the main report) and 10% levels of
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statistical significance, but never becoming statistically insignificant (and with the difference always
remaining negative). These results are therefore also relatively robust to individual observations.

Figure 16: Jackknife resampling results for the percentage of session length spent in hearings for
Manchester Civil Justice Centre, split by case type
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Figure 17: Jackknife resampling results for the percentage of session length spent in hearings for
Brentford County Court, split by case type
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Looking at the second key indicator, the number of minutes delayed before starting per session,
the results for Manchester are presented in Figure 18. For small claims cases, the level of
dispersion is very small, with only tiny changes in statistical significance reported — all of which
remain well within the 1% level (as per the main report). This confirms the results for this indicator
are robust to individual observations. For non-small claims civil cases, as per the results in the
main report, all changes remain statistically insignificant — although it is worth noting the level of
dispersion is very high. The result in the main report of statistical insignificance therefore remains.

Figure 19 presents the results for this indicator for Brentford. In the main report, for small claims
cases, no statistically significant result was found. In the figure however, whilst there is a clear
bunching of results around the 10% level threshold (and three quite some way past it), a relatively
large portion do fall in the 10% level of significance threshold. As such, whilst the result in the main
report of statistical insignificance still stands, the dispersion of the results suggest that the
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difference in means may indicatively be towards the lower end (in line with the results for the other
case types). Given the small sample sizes however, it is difficult to conclude definitively. For the
non-small claims civil cases however, the result is clear: all re-estimations produce a negative
difference in means, with all significant at the 1% level (in line with the main report), making this
result robust to individual observations

Figure 18: Jackknife resampling results for the number of minutes delayed before starting per
session for Manchester Civil Justice Centre, split by case type
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Figure 19: Jackknife resampling results for the number of minutes delayed before starting per
session for Brentford County Court, split by case type
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For the third and final key indicator, the number of minutes overrunning per session, the results for
Manchester are presented in Figure 20. For small claims, there is a relatively high degree of
dispersion, however almost all re-estimations fall within the 5% significance level threshold and are
negative (in line with the results in the main report), meaning the result is robust. For non-small
claims, which was statistically insignificant in the report, an interesting result is found. By excluding
just one observation, the negative difference in means turns from being strongly insignificant to
statistically significant at the 5% level. However in contrast, in one instance, the negative difference
in means actually turns slightly positive. Taken together, this suggests the insignificant result in the
main report is highly sensitive to individual observations, and so should be treated with caution.
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This is unsurprising however, as the nature of delays can lend itself to large spikes (which in small
samples such as this, can have a large impact on the statistical tests performed).

The results for Brentford for this indicator are included in Figure 21. For small claims, whilst the
dispersion is quite high, barring one observation, all of the results remain statistically significant at
the 10% level (and in some cases the 5% level) and a negative difference in means is always
reported. This is in line with the results in the main report, making the results relatively robust. For
non-small claims civil cases, the dispersion is quite low, with most re-estimates falling into the 1%
or 5% level of statistical significance category (with all differences remaining negative). As such,
the results in the main report are relatively robust to individual observations for Brentford for these
case types.

Figure 20: Jackknife resampling results for the number of minutes overrunning per session for
Manchester Civil Justice Centre, split by case type

Small claims cases Non-small claims civil cases
0.12 1.00
L]
0.90 o®
0.10 0.80 ’0’
)
0.08 0.70
E 2 060
[ [
a4 0.06 a4 050
e *) 0.40
o
0.04 o°® 0.30
o®
0.02 ° 0.20
— 0.10
0.00 0.00 °
2.8 2.6 2.4 2.2 2 -1.8 2.5 -2 -1.5 -1 0.5 0 0.5
Difference in means Difference in means

Source: Annotated Cause lists

Figure 21: Jackknife resampling results for the number of minutes overrunning per session for
Brentford County Court, split by case type
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Source: Annotated Cause lists
Annex 2: Quality of justice

Percentage of listed cases that were not heard

] Total no.of cases not heard
Percentage of listed cases that were not heard = - x 100
Total no. of cases listed

Annex 3: Working lives of legal professionals

Figure 22: Breakdown of professional users by data source
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44



Table 9: Breakdown of the number of respondents by professional user type

Category Number of respondents

Barrister 13
Duty Solicitor 6
Judiciary 7
Local Authority Solicitor 1
Solicitor 5
Barristers Chambers 2
Legal aid practitioners 1
Other 1
Solicitors Firm 14

Source: Professional user cost templates and interviews with professional users
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Figure 23: Example legal professionals’ interviews topic guide

Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation 1

Flexible ORErating Hours Evaluation
INDIVIDUALS topic guide (v3) 6109 Date 6/8/20

€.50 minutes 7imings listed for each section are rough estimates. Telephone (individuals)

A Interview purpose and principles

A1 Qualitative in-depth interviews with legal professionals involved in running Flexible Operating Hours:

B We will conduct 40 depth interviews (20 per site), lasting up to one hour, with a range of legal
professionals who have taken part in the FOH pilot. These will primarily be conducted by telephone,
except for some interviews conducted in person, during the second court site visits in January 2020.

N=40 Site
County Court at Manchester Civil Justice
Brentford Centre

- Individual participation  Yes 20 20

= in a FOH hearing

g Role type Judiciary 23 23
Barristers 56 56

E Local Authority 45 45
solicitors

£ Duty Solicitor a4 3-4
CILEx' Lawyer 34 3-4

g e M!wo Agency Mirsmum 2 Mirvmum 2

€
% Number of FOH 2+ Minimum 2 Minimum 2
s > hearings attended
2 Contract type Permanent
Number of FOH 1

s hearings attended 2 Monitor

;g Case type Civil
Family

@
e

This topic guide is intended to be used across individual professionals interviews. Refinements may be
made to the guide content, iteratively, as we conduct interviews. Insight from these discussions will

complement the other strands of research by providing the perspective of professionals on the design,
delivery and impacts of the Flexible Operating Hours pilot.

B2 Questioning and probing will be framed to ensure we understand participants’ situations as they view
them. Researchers will adapt the approach, as much as possible, to suit the needs of each participant.
The prompts provided are not exhaustive, but rather indicate the types of content we would expect 1o
be covered - this may vary across participants with different characteristics or experiences.

B3  The below table lists the outcomes and impacts? the interviews will capture perceptions on, and the
section of the guide that reflects the accompanying topics of discussion.

Outcomes & impacts Toplc gulde section(s)

Efficiency of use of court rooms D2 & E1 (naturally emerge In spontaneous discussion), F1
Speed of delivery of justice D2 & E1 (naturally emerge In spontaneous discussion), F1, G
Access to justice D2 & E1 (naturally emerge in spontaneous discussion), F14, G
Working lives of professional users D2 & E1 (naturally emerge In spontaneous discussion), F2
Experiences of public users D2 & E1 (naturally emerge in spontaneous discussion), F14
Quality of justice D2 & E1 (naturally emerge in spontaneous discussion), F14, G
Equality and diversity D2 & E1 (naturally emerge in spontaneous discussion), F15
Cost of justice D2 & E1 (naturally emerge in spontaneous discussion), F10

' Chartered Legal Executives, legal practitioner, paralegals and apprentices

? Seo: Revised Evaluation Plan for FOH Piots_IFF and Frontier_Confidential_v12.00

6100 Flaxible Operating Hours Evaluation HM Courts & Trbunals Service IFF

Confidential KB V3 Security: CONFIDENTIAL
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Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation 2

C

C1

c2

c7

co

Researcher introduction (c.2 mins)

Researcher introduces themseives as from IFF Research, an independent research organisation.

Explain that we are working for HM Courts & Tribunals Service (HMCTS), in partnership with Frontier
Economics, to examine what effect the introduction of Flexibie Operating Hours has had:

We're interested in your opinion and experience of Flexible Operating Hours as a legal professional /
member of the judiciary who has worked within the Flexible Operating Hours courtrooms during the
pilot. We'll be discussing effects on things like your workioad, your ability to get your job done in
court, and wider impacts on your working day. If there are other matters around your beliefs and
experiences of FOH that you wish to discuss, you will be given the opportunity to do this.

The intention is to understand whether the pilot has delivered a more efficient use of court rooms. We
are open-minded as to what the effects of the pllot have been. We want to understand impacts,
whether positive, negative, or mixed. It's important to hear candid views in order to create a true
picture of how the pilot has worked. If there are other matters around your beliefs and experiences of
FOH that you wish fo discuss, you will be given the opportunity to do this.

Their views will be brought together with the views of other individuals running the courts, professional
court users, and members of the public, to create a rounded view. What they say will be in confidence,
in that no individuals will be named in the report. That said, given there are only two courts invoived in
the pilot, it is inevitable that & may be possible to guess at where views originated.

There may also be commercially sensitive information shared, from the discussions around costs.
Reassure about secure receiving, storing and analysing of this information, including information being
pseudanymised.

[IF MULTIPLE INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED IN THE INTERVIEW: Ask individuals to respect each other’s
confidence and not to share outside this discussion, what individuals contributed within it.]

Participation in the discussion is entirely voluntary, if there is anything they prefer not to answer, that is
fine, they just need fo say so. Ask for permission to record, for IFF research team use only.

IF DATASHEET RETURNED IN ADVANCE: | have a copy of the datasheet you kindly supplied us
with, and | might make reference lo this at times during the interview today.

IF DATASHEET NOT YET RETURNED: When we invited you (o take part in an interview, you should
have been sent a datasheet about cost and time impacts of the pilot, to fill in. Do you have this to
hand? If you do, that's great — we can refer fo it during the interview and | can take it with me at the
end. If not, don't worry, but it'd be great if you could complete this and send it back later.
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Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation 3

D Participant introduction (c.3 mins)

D1 Briefly, what's your role? How long a history do you have of working with Manchester Civil Justice
Centre / the County Court at Brentford?

D2 And how are you involved in the Flexible Operating Hours pilot there?

E Initial opinion of pilot (c.5 mins)

E1  How was the concept of the Flexible Operating Hours pilot introduced to you?
+  PROBE: By whom? What were you told about it?

E2 What was your gut reaction to the idea of the Flexible Operating Hours pilot?

« PROBE: Positive, negative, mixed? Why? (Note as context to interpret later answers re: how well
pilot is running)

NEW: Interviewer — throughout the interview, please make a note, on paper, in two columns, of all
of the positives and negatives mentioned by the participant, of taking part in FoH.

F Overview of the impact of the pilot (c.10 mins)
F1  And what concrete differences have you noticed in the running of the court, under the new flexible
hours, compared with the usual hours?
+  PROBE: What other differences?

« PROBE: Which of these are positive differences, which are negative and which are mixed, in your
opinion? Why? Expiore in relation to individual differences mentioned.

«  PROBE: And why do you think these differences have occurred?
«  PROBE: What Is it about the Flexible Operating Hours pilots that has led to this?

+  PROBE: Is It to do with Flexible Operating Hours at all? Why? Explore in relation to individual
differences mentioned.
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Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation

G Impacts of the pilot in more detail (c.20 mins)

INTERVIEWER — the aim of this section Is to raise and expiore the following issues if they have not
emerged already, or if they need revisiting to ‘bottom them out’ fully; not to revisit them if the
participant has already said all they need to say in Section E, above.

SHOW CARD A, and ask the participant which of the matters below they feel able to comment on.
Reassure the participant that, to make best use of their time, it's helpful if they flag anything that they
cannot comment on at all:

INDIVIDUAL PROFESSIONALS:

SHOW CARD A-PRO: Potential issues fo discuss or revisit

Tell us about...

The effects on the smooth running of court sessions — e.g. number of adjournments, availability
of necessary staff and participants, avallability of rooms and functioning equipment, IT needs

The effects on your abillity to do your job in court, and on your overall workloads — including time
to prepare, displaced workload, ability to direct your own time and use your time efficiently,
ability to get sufficient food, drink and breaks, and ability to concentrate

You, and other staff, having to work overtime, or having to make adjustments to workloads or
responsibilities

Peripheral / not-in-court impacts on your ‘working day' — such as travel to and from court,
childcare needs

Impacts on your personal expenses

The type of cases heard in the pllot court, and how well Flexible Operating Hours has worked
with different case types

Your Impressions of impacts on partner agencles, support services and other involved parties

Your impressions of impacts on ‘public’ users ~ including effects on the ‘public’ experience of the
court process, impacts on thelr ability to access |ustice; or on the quality of justice

Instances in which legal professionals have opted out, or there's had to be a change of
advocate, including whether there are any patterns by type of individual (Including groups with
protected characteristics)

Impressions of how other impacts differ by type of individual (including groups with protected
characteristics)
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Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation 5

Now, explore as relevant:

IMPORTANT: For any time or cost impacts identified, note these down carefully.

If you have a copy of the participant's completed datasheet, use this for reference and confirm
which amounts of time or money recorded on it, they are referring to.

If a time or cost impact is not on the datasheet, try to obtain an estimate of how many additional
hours or how much additional money is involved as a result of the pilot, and note this down.

FOR EACH FINDING, ASK: Do you have any evidence or records to back this up? May | have a
copy, to help us analyse the costs of flexible operating hours? The information would only be
used anonymously and reported in aggregate form.

G1  What effects has Flexible Operating Hours had on the smooth running of court sessions?
«  number of adjournments
« availability of necessary staff and participants
+ availability of rooms and functioning equipment
« IT support needed

G2 For each of the above, explore why this been the case. Are these positive or negative effects, or
neither? Explore fully.

G3 What effects has Flexible Operating Hours had on your ability, to do your job in this court?
« PROBE: What has been made easler, and what has been made harder? Why?

G4  Please tell us about the effects on you, and anything you know about the effects on (other) court staff,
judges, solicitors, and barristers Involved. What tells you this is the case?

+  PROBE: What are the consequences of this, for your work within the pilot sessions? And for your
other work? Why?

+ PROBE: What has the effect been on the total number of hours you have worked, including any
preparation or boxwork ime? Probe for specific numbers of hours worked, and a comparison with
‘business as usual'

«  PROBE: Has it displaced work from one part of the day or working week to another? IF SO: What
effect has this had?

«  PROBE: Has It affected your ability to prepare for hearings in any way? IF SO: How? What effect
has this had?

+  PROBE: How has it affected your ability to direct or manage your / thelr own time, and use time
efficiently? Why? PROMPT: Any issues with waiting imes? PROBE: How significant is this? Why?

+ PROBE: How has it affected the process of listing cases? PROBE: How significant is this? Why?
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Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation 6

« PROBE: And how has it affected your ability to respond to the unexpected? PROMPT: Things like
parties in cases not showing up, or being late? Or cases unexpectedly being put forward for hearing
in a Flexible Operating Hours session? PROBE: Are these positive or negative effects, or neither?

Explore fully.

+ PROBE: How has it affected your general wellbeing within court — things like being able to get
enough food, drink and breaks? IF ANY ISSUES: What effect has this had?

« PROBE: Have there been any effects on your ability to concentrate while at court? IF SO: What
effect has this had? PROBE: How significant is this? Why?

+  PROBE: And thinking about your life outside of work, has Flexible Operating Hours has had any
effects on you personally? PROBE: Things like changes to how anxious you feel, how happy you
feel? Or on other aspects of your well-being like how satisfied you feel with life? IF SO: In what
ways? PROBE: How significant is this? Why?

NEW:

® |F EXPRESSED ANY CONCERNS ABOUT PERSONAL WELLBEING: Did you raise these
concerns with anyone? IF NOT: Why not? IF SO: Who? What happened as a result? How did you
feel about this?

G5 To what extent have you had to work overtime, to support Flexible Operating Hours?
+  PROBE: Have there been any issues with arranging this? Explore any issues raised.

G6 To what extent have you had to make adjustments 1o your workloads or responsibilities, 1o support
Flexible Operating Hours?

+ PROBE: Have there been any issues with arranging this? And what have the consequences of this
been? Explore any issues raised.

G7 What wider effects has Flexible Operating Hours had on your working day?

«  PROMPT: Things like your arrival and departure times at court, the ease and safety of travelling to
and from court, or domestic iImpacts such as arranging childcare?

« PROBE: Are these positive or negative effects, or neither? Explore fully.
NEW:

* |F TALKED ABOUT BEING TIRED FROM WORKING LONGER HOURS: Do you ever work
overtime at other imes, outside of Flexible Operating Hours? IF SO In what context? How does
working longer hours for FoH compare with working overtime at other times? PROBE: Is it any
different, in its effects on you? IF SO: How?

G8 What impact has Flexible Operating Hours had on your personal expenses? PROBE: How significant
is this? Why?

G9 JUDICIARY ONLY: Just to check, the types of case that have been heard in the Flexible Operating
Hours sessions were meant to be (RECAP]. To what extent has that happened in practice? Why?

+  PROBE: Have the volumes, or mix, of these different types of case been any different to expected?
IF SO: How?
+  PROBE: How well has Flexible Operating Hours worked with these different case types? Why?
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Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation 7

G10

G11

G12

G13

PROBE: Is the type of case or mix of case types being heard within Flexible Operating Hours
changing, or has it changed, as the pilot has gone on? IF SO: How? Why?

ALL PARTICIPANTS: What's your impression of how Flexible Operating Hours has affected partner
agencies, support services or any other parties involved in cases affected by the pilot? PROBE: Is this
positive, negative, or mixed? Why?

' § ot = ' s s
F = " anim

[IF COST IMPACTS ALREADY RAISED: You've already mentioned a number of changes in costs or
time arising from Flexible Operating Hours. Briefly recap what these are from notes.]

What other changes In costs or time have you personally experienced, as a result of working within
Flexible Operating Hours? Make a note of these

FOR EACH CHANGE IN COST/TIME IDENTIFIED (INCLUDING ANYTHING NOTED EARLIER THAT
YOU HAVEN'T YET 'BOTTOMED-OUT'): Is this an increase or decrease? Of roughly how much?

IMPORTANT: For these time or cost impacts identified, note these down carefully.

If you have a copy of the participant’s completed datasheet, use this for reference and confirm
which amounts of time or money recorded on it, they are referring to.

If a time or cost impact is not on the datasheet, try to obtain an estimate of how many additional
hours or how much additional money is invoived as a result of the pllot, and note this down.

FOR EACH FINDING, ASK: Do you have any evidence or records to back this up? May | have a
copy, to help us analyse the costs of flexible operating hours? The information would only be
used anonymously and reported in aggregate form.

G14

Pearceptions of public user expenances ICCass (0, and quality of justice

What's your view on what the impacts have been on ‘public’ court users?

PROBE: What positive impacts have there been, If any? Why? What negative impacts, if any? Why?
What mixed impacts, if any? Why? Where have your impressions of this come from?

PROBE: Do you have any thoughts on the impact of Flexible Operating Hours on convenience, from
the public user's point of view? PROMPT: Things like taking time off work, arranging childcare, ease
and safety of travelling to and from court, or spending time waiting around? For anything raised,
explore reasons for the impact; and whether It is a positive/negative/mixed impact.

PROBE: Do you have any thoughts on the impact of Flexible Operating Hours on the public being
able to access justice? For anything ralsed, explore reasons for the impact. and whether it is a

positive/negative/mixed impact.
PROBE: I'm Interested in whether you have any thoughts on the effect of Flexible Operating Hours
on the quality of the court experience / the experience of justice, for public users.

«  How would you personally define ‘quality of justice'? Interviewer makes note of this

« And what else do you feel is important 1o the quality of the court experience, for public users
(If anything)? Interviewer makes note of this

Revisit factors scoped out above: What effect has Flexible Operating Hours had on these things, in
your view? What evidence do you have for this?

PROMPT AS NEEDED, LE. IF NOT EMERGED ALREADY: Any are there any impacts on things like
the public being able to access legal advice or representation, being able to have enough time with
legal advisors or representatives, or having enough time to think, discuss things or take things in?
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G15

H

H1
H2
H3

H4

For anything raised, explore reasons for the impact; and whether it is a positive/negative/mixed

quailty and aiversity, and opl-ouls

What's your impression of how the impacts of Flexible Operating Hours differ by types of individual?
With this, I'm thinking about demographic differences and protected characteristics — things such as
gender, age, ethnicity, disability, childcare responsibilities.

PROBE: Have you observed any pattems in who is more or less likely to be involved in Flexible
Operating Hours sessions? Or who is more or less likely to find the sessions convenient or
Iinconvenient? This might apply to court staff, or professional court users, or members of the public.
For anything raised, explore reasons for the impact; and whether it is a positive/negative/mixed
impact.

Has your own personal situation had an influence on how Flexible Operating Hours has affected
you?

Overall assessment (.10 mins)

Reflecting on everything you've said today, on balance, do you consider the Flexible Operating Hours
to be positive, negaltive, or neither? Why do you say that?

In your opinion, has the pilot allowed the court to achieve anything & would have not have done
otherwise? IF SO: What? Is this substantial, or marginal as an outcome, in your view? Why?

Have there been any unintended consequences? IF SO: What? Is this positive, negative, neutral? Why
do you say that?

What modifications to Flexible Operating Hours would you recommend, to make the pilot more
successful, or effective?

PROBE: Can you tell me more about how this would this work in practice? Why would this make the
pilot more successful/effective?

What operational advice would they give HMCTS regarding rolling this pilot out elsewhere?

PROBE: To what extent would it work in other contexts? PROBE: In what contexts might it work? In
what contexts might it not work? Why?

PROMPT: Could it be sustained, for the same type(s) of cases, in this cournt? Why / why not?
PROMPT: Could It be extended o other types of cases, In this court? Why / why not?
PROMPT: Could it be extended to other courts? Why / why not?

KEY PROBE: What would the key considerations be, in deciding in what contexts flexible operating
hours might work?

PROBE: How might it need to be modified to work elsewhere?
Interviewer ~ recap the key lessons learned and suggestions made by the participant

Which of these do you feel is the most important lesson leamed from the pilot so far
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NEW:

& nferviewer — revisit il of all of the positives and negalives mantioned by the participant, of taking
part in FoH, and recap thase to participant.

® So, considering these positives and negatives that you mentioned, on balance, has Flexible
Operating Hours been positive, negative or neutral for you personally? Why?

| Final comments and wrap-up (c.2 mins)
M What further comments would you like to make on this topic, if any?
«  IF RELEVANT: Remind the participant to return cost datashest

2 On behalf of IFF Research, Frontier Economics and HM Courts & Tribunals Service, thank you very
much for your time and contribution today.
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Figure 24: Example opt-out professionals’ interviews topic guide

Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation 1

Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation
Professional opt out topic guide (v1) 36109 Date 6/8/20
¢.35 minutes Telephone (individuals)

A Interview purpose and principles

A1 This guide is for use with x10 teledepth interviews (5 per each site) with professional users who opt out
of pilot participation. Insight from these discussions will help to identify barriers to participation of

professionals and opportunities for encouraging pilot participation of professionals (especially relevant
for scalability).

A2  This guide is intended to be used with a mix of individuals with varying characteristics and
backgrounds. As such, it does not contain pre-set questions, but rather lists the key themes and sub-
themes to be explored with participants in each interview. Words or short phrases are instead used to
Indicate the study Issues and allows the researcher to determine the formulation of questions and how
to follow up. This encourages the researcher to be responsive to the situation and most crucially to the
terms, concepts, language and behaviours used by the participants.

A3 It does not include follow-up questions like ‘why', ‘when', ‘how’, elc. as participants’ contributions will
be fully explored in response to what they tell us throughout in order to understand how and why views
and experiences have arisen. The order in which Issues are addressed and the amount of time spent
on different themes will vary between interviews but the key areas for discussion are the same.

A4 Questioning and probing will be framed to ensure we understand participants’ situations as they view
them. Researchers will adapt the approach, as much as possible, to suit the needs of each participant.
The prompts provided are not exhaustive, but rather Indicate the types of content we would expect o
be covered - this may vary across participants with different characteristics.

B Researcher introduction (c.2 mins)

B1  Thanks & Introduction: Introduce yourself and IFF Research - Independent research agency
B2 About the client: MM Courts & Tribunals Service (HMCTS)

B3  Reason for participation: Explain that they have been selected to participate in this research
because they can help us understand more about the reasons professionals ke them decide not to
engage with the Flexible Operating Hours pllot. We are keen 1o hear all the reasons, whether personal
or professional, they opted-out of the pilot. It's important to hear candid views in order to create a true
picture of how the pilot has worked,

B4 How their Info will be used: Their views and experiences will be looked together with views of others
taking part in interviews. These views will be analysed by theme then a report written based on those
themes. There will be no way of knowing what an individual said, and no one will be identified in the

report.

Ethical considerations: Anonymity, confidentiality, voluntary participation

B6 Roassurances: No right or wrong answers - we are simply asking for people’s views and opinions;
comfort - let me know If you'd like a break at any time
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B7

B10

c1

D1

D2

D3

Duration: 35 minutes

Reminder about audio recording: the discussion will be recorded so that we can accurately capture
their views, and so researchers can listen back when analysing the data. The recorder is encrypted
and only the research team will have access to the recordings

Any questions/concerns?
Start recording: acknowledge consent for being recorded

Participant introduction (c.3 mins)

Roles and responsibilities in their job

® Type of legal work they do

*  Types of legal cases they are involved in (e.g. civil'family; defining features)
® Length of time in role

About thelr experience working with their relevant court

*®  How long working with that court
®  Their responsibilities with that court

Initial impressions of pilot (c.10 mins)

Overview of what they understand about the FOH pilot

*  Key differences from ‘business as usual’' court operation
®  Underlying rationale for running the pilot

* What s the pilot trying to achieve

* What is being done to achieve that

How they know what they know

® Source

*  Timing

* Messages

Initial impressions of pilot when they first heard about it, reasons
®  Overall opinion

*  Questions they had

* Concerns

Impressions now, whether/how changed, sources of influence
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E

Et

F1

F2

F3

G1

Decision to opt-out of the pilot (.10 mins)
Overview of invitation to take part in the pilot, and circumstances surrounding it

*  Who invited them

®  When were they invited

® Content and tone of invitation (whether written/verbal)

® |nitial steps they took following Invitation e.g. chatted with peers, researched the pilots
Fully explore decision to opt-out

® When and how they opted out

® Reasons stated for opting-out

® Additional reasons — personal and/or professional

® |f multiple reasons, primary reason

* Whether any changes to their decision since opting out, reasons

Suggestions for encouraging participation (c.10 mins)

Suggestions that would encourage them to take part

® Personal practicalities of day-to-day operations of the pilots

* Practicalities of day-to-day operations for others e.g. peers, public, judiciary, solicitors
®  Purpose of the pllots

*®  Scope of pilots

* Communications about the pilots - messages, sources, timing

How could the pllots change to be more workable for professionals like them

Views on scalability of pilot to other contexts, as it is now

*  What would work wellless well
*  Suggestions for rolling out pilot to other courts
® Suggestions for rolling out pilot to Include other types of cases

Final comments and wrap-up (c.2 mins)

Final comments

Thanks, and reminder of confidentiality and anonymity
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Figure 25: Professional user cost template for solicitor firms

Information related to the flexible operating hours pilot

Please provide any comments in this column that will help to
explain the numbers you have entered.

Introductory questions

Period covered by data

Notes (if applicable)

Please enter the precise dates covered by the data you provide below so that we are able to ascertain what portion of the 6 month

pilot your data relates to. All data you enter should reflect the costs you have incured between these dates. If not, please note this in IDates covered
the notes boxes.

Percentage of cases by volume

Notes (if applicable)

eload Case load mix
Please estimate the proportion of your firm's overall case load volume that is in the areas of work covered by the FOH pilot scheme, |% of total cases that are family
namely family and civil law. % of total cases that are civil
Please estimate the proportion of FOH work undertaken by your firm (i.e. what proportion of your family and civil work does FOH
work represent). FOH work as % of all family and civil work

Additional costs incurred as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot

ge ade as a re 0 e flexible operating ho pilo Please record your response below

Please indicate what, if any, changes you have made to your business as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot.

Are you aware of any of your solicitors having to make adjustments as a resuit of the flexible operating hours pilot? Please indicate
what sort of changes you believe them to have made.

Additional costs (£)

Please provide an estimate of any additional costs incurred by your firm as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot. I Additional costs (£)

Additional co y

In percentage terms, by approximately how much have your costs increased overall (compared to the last financial year) as a result
of the flexible operating hours pilot?

If possible, please also provide an estimate of approximately how much your costs have increased relative to your costs of civiland |Additional costs (%) relative to civil and family costs for previous
family work for last financial year.

£ Notes (if applicable)
% Notes (if applicable)
Additional costs (%) relative to total costs for previous financial year
financial year
£ Notes (if applicable)

If possible, please provide a breakdown of the additional costs (e.g. staff, non-staff) incurred by your firm as a result of the flexible Additional staff costs (solicitors)

operating hours pilot. Additional staff costs (non-solicitors)

Other additional costs

pothetica ange 0 Please record your response below

Would you expect the changes in costs you described above to be different if the flexible operating hours pilot continued in its current
form in the pilot courts for several years? If possible, please indicate how different you would expect the change in costs to be, which
specific costs would be different and why.
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Figure 26: Professional user costs template for individual solicitors

Information related to the flexible operating hours pilot

Please provide any comments in this column that will help to
explain the numbers you have entered.

Introductory questions
Pilot period covered by data Dates Notes (if applicable)

Please enter the precise dates covered by the data you provide below so that we are able to ascertain what portion of the 6 month | | | |
pilot your data relates to. All data you enter should reflect the costs you have incured between these dates. If not, please note this in Dates covered
the notes boxes.

Additional personal costs incurred as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot

Personal co ed Direct costs £ Total additional cost Notes (if applicable)
If you are able, please provide an estimate of the additional total personal costs you have incurred as a resullt of the flexible operating |Childcare costs
hours pilot. For example, additional childcare costs or other care costs (e.g. adult dependants) or travel costs specifically related to
the operating hours of the pilot. Please indicate what any “other" costs would be in the notes box.

Other care related costs
Travel costs

Other costs

Time costs Total additional time costs (hours) Notes (i applicable)

If you can, please estimate any time costs (in hours spent) you have incurred as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot (e.g. time |Time taken to rearrange care commitments I | |
taken to rearrange care arrangements).

|0ther time costs | | |

Additional hours worked Hours Notes (if applicable)

Can you please provide an estimate of the number of additional hours outside your ordinary working hours you have worked as a |Additiona| hours outside ordinary working hours I | |
result of the flexible operating hours pilot.
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Figure 27: Professional user costs template for judges

Information related to the flexible operating hours pilot

Please provide any comments in this column that will help to
explain the numbers you have entered.

oductory est
Period covered by data Dates Notes (if applicable)

Please enter the precise dates covered by the data you provide below so that we are able to ascertain what portion of the 6 month
pilot your data relates to. All data you enter should reflect the costs you have incured between these dates. If not, please note this in
the notes boxes.

Nature of appointment Salaried or fee-paid? Notes (if applicable)

Can you please indicate the nature of your appointment with respect to the flexible operating hours pilot court (e.g. salaried or fee-
paid) Nature of position

Dates covered ‘ ‘ ‘

Additional personal costs incurred as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot

ersonal co ed Direct costs £ Total additional cost Notes (if applicable)
If you are able, please provide an estimate of the additional total personal costs you have incurred as a result of the flexible operating | Childcare costs
hours pilot. For example, additional childcare costs or other care costs (e.g. adult dependants) or travel costs specifically related to
the operating hours of the pilot. Please indicate what any "other" costs would be in the notes box.

Other care related costs
Travel costs
Other costs

Time costs Total additional time costs (hours) Notes (f applicable)

If you can, please estimate any time costs (in hours spent) you have incurred as a resullt of the flexible operating hours pilot (e.g. ime |Time taken to rearrange care commitments | | |
taken to rearrange care arrangements).

|0ther time costs l | |

Additional hours worked Hours Notes (if applicable)

Can you please provide an estimate of the number of additional hours outside your ordinary working hours you have worked as a |Additional hours outside ordinary working hours I | |
result of the flexible operating hours pilot.
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Figure 28: Professional user cost template for individual barristers

Information related to the flexible operating hours pilot

Please provide any comments in this column that will help to
explain the numbers you have entered.

5
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Period covered by data

Dates

Notes (if applicable)

Please enter the precise dates covered by the data you provide below so that we are able to ascertain what portion of the 6 month
pilot your data relates to. All data you enter should reflect the costs you have incured between these dates. If not, please note this in

Dates covered

the notes boxes.

Year of call

Years

Notes (if applicable)

Can you please indicate the number of years since you were called to the Bar? |Year of call

Additional personal costs incurred as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot

onal co ed Direct costs

£ Total additional cost

Notes (if applicable)

If you are able, please provide an estimate of the additional personal costs you have incurred as a result of the flexible operating Childcare costs

hours pilot. For example, additional childcare costs or other care costs (e.g. adult dependants) travel costs specifically related to Other care related costs

longer operating hours. Please indicate what any "other" costs would be.
Travel costs

Other costs

Time costs incurred Time costs

Total additional time costs (hours)

Notes (if applicable)

If you can, please estimate any time costs (in hours spent) you have incurred as a resullt of the flexible operating hours pilot (e.g. time |Time taken to rearrange care commitments

taken to rearrange care arrangements). |0ther time costs

Additional hours worked

Hours

Notes (if applicable)

Can you please provide an estimate of the number of additional hours outside your ordinary working hours you have worked as a |Additiona| hours outside ordinary working hours

result of flexible operating hours.

Loss of income

£ Total income loss

Notes (if applicable)

If you have had to return work or have not been able to accept work due to the flexible operating hours pilot, please estimate the |Income loss

amount of income lost as a result of the pilot.
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Figure 29: Professional user cost template for chambers

Information related to the flexible operating hours pilot

Please provide any comments in this column that will help to
explain the numbers you have entered.

Introductory questions
Please note that all questions in this template refer to changes made and costs incurred by the
Chambers and not to the individual Barristers in your Chambers.

Period covered by data

Dates

Notes (if applicable)

Please enter the precise dates covered by the data you provide below so that we are able to ascertain what portion of the 6 month |
pilot your data relates to. All data you enter should reflect the costs you have incured between these dates. If not, please note this in | Dates covered

the notes boxes.

of cases by volume

Notes (if applicable)

aseload Case load mix
Please estimate the proportion of cases by Barrister of your Chambers in the areas of work covered by the % of total cases that are family
FOH pilot scheme, namely family and civil law. % of total cases that are civil

Please estimate the proportion of FOH work undertaken by your Chambers (i.e. what proportion of your family and civil work does

FOH work represent). FOH work as % of all family and civil work

Additional costs incurred as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot

ge ade e 0 e flexible ope g ho pilo Please record your response below

Please indicate what, if any, changes you have made in your Chambers as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot.

Additional costs (£)

Notes (if applicable)

Please provide an estimate of any additional costs incurred by your Chambers as a result of the flexible operating hours pilot. ! Additi | costs (£)

Notes (if applicable)

Additional costs (%)

In percentage terms, by approximately how much have your costs increased overall (compared to the last financial year) as a result ! Additi | costs (%)

of the flexible operating hours pilot?

Notes (if applicable)

If possible, please provide a breakdown of the additional costs incurred by your Chambers as a result of the flexible operating hours
pilot. Additional staff costs (e.g. clerks)

Other additional costs

Hypothetical changes in costs Please record your response below

Would you expect the changes in costs you described above to be different if the flexible operating hours pilot continued in its current
form in the pilot courts for several years? If possible, please indicate how different you would expect the change in costs to be, which
specific costs would be different and why.




Annex 4: Costs of justice

Judicial wage costs

Judicial wage cost estimates were only calculated for the Brentford court. This was because only
the Brentford court ran additional sessions versus business as usual. The estimates were
calculated as follows, and assumed that all FOH pilot sessions in the Brentford court were heard
by fee paid Deputy District Judges (DDJs):

1. Taking the midpoint between the Non-London and London weighting DDJ day rates.

2. Multiplying this midpoint by the number of days judges sat during the Brentford pilot. The
number of days judges sat was equal to the number of judge sessions recorded on the
Cause lists, divided by two. This is because two sessions equals one judge sitting day.

Please note that the DDJ day rates exclude national insurance and employer pension
contributions, so likely represent an underestimate of the total cost to the courts.

Non judicial wage costs

Non judicial wage cost estimates were performed for both courts, and were calculated as follows:

1. Taking the midpoint between the yearly upper salary and lower salary figures for each court
staff band, and dividing this by the number of weeks in the year and the number of
contractual hours per working week. This provided a per-hour wage for each of the different
wage bands of staff working at each court.

2. These per-hour wage bands were then multiplied by 1.5, as per the MoJ’s overtime policy.

3. These figures were then multiplied by the estimated number of hours each staff band
worked as overtime in total due to the FOH pilot, which were provided by the Manchester
and Brentford courts.

Please note that the staff salary costs are excluding employer national insurance and employer
pension contributions, so likely represent an underestimate of the total cost to the courts. In
addition, all overtime has been assumed to be taken in the form of additional salary — whereas
there was the option for non-judicial staff to take time off in lieu at 1.5x the days that they worked.

Security costs

Security costs were calculated for each court in different ways. For Manchester, the figure reported
was the actual invoiced amount of the additional cost of providing security at the Manchester court
during the FOH pilot. Such information was not available for the Brentford court, and had to be
estimated using the aggregated financial accounts provided by the court. This was estimated as
follows:

1. The total security cost for Brentford in the financial year April 2018 to March 2019 was
taken from the Brentford court’s financial accounts.® This was then divided by the number
of working days in a year (253) in 2019, and then the number of hours the Brentford court
was open each day during business as usual (7 hours). This provided the implied hourly
cost of security for the whole Brentford court.

16 An inflation adjustment was not performed, as input specific inflation factors were not available
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2. This hourly figure was then multiplied by 1.5, as per the MoJ’s overtime policy.

3. This figure was then divided by five (the number of court rooms in the Brentford court), to
arrive at an estimate of the hourly cost per court room of security at the Brentford court at
overtime rates.

4. This hourly overtime security cost per court was then multiplied by the number of 8AM
sessions that took place and the number of additional hours worked as a result of that 8BAM
session (one hour — the difference between the usual opening time of 9AM). Separately,
the hourly figure was multiplied by the number of 4:30PM sessions that took place and the
number of additional hours worked as a result of that 4:30PM session (three hours — the
difference between the usual closing time of 4PM). These two figures for each session
timing were then added together. This provided a lower bound estimate, and assumes that
the security presence can be reduced to reflect the lower number of court rooms in use
during FOH hours.

5. An upper bound estimate was then calculated by multiplying the lower bound estimate by
five — the number of court rooms at the Brentford court. This upper estimate assumes that
the security presence cannot be reduced to reflect the lower number of court rooms in use
during FOH hours.

6. The midpoint was then taken between the upper and lower bound estimates, as the true
figure is likely to be between these two figures. This is the figure reported in the main
report.

Fuel and utilities cost estimates

Fuel and utilities costs were estimated for both courts from the aggregated financial accounts
provided by each court using the following method:

1. The total fuel and utilities costs for each court for the financial year April 2018 to March
2019 was taken from each court’s financial accounts.?’ This was then divided by the
number of days in a year (365) and then the number of hours in each day (24). This
provided the implied hourly cost of fuel and utilities for each court.

2. This figure was then divided by the number of court rooms in each court (52 for
Manchester, and 5 for Brentford), to arrive at an estimate of the hourly cost per court room
of fuel and utilities at each court.

3. This hourly fuel and utilities cost per court was then multiplied by the number of hours over
the duration of the FOH pilot that each court was open outside of their usual opening hours
due to the FOH pilot.

4. Using Ofgem electricity demand profile data as a proxy for all utility costs, an average uplift
in utility costs during working hours was calculated relative to an average across all hours
and all times of year (the latter is broadly equivalent to the implied hourly cost of fuel and
utilities calculated in step 2, which is also averaged across all hours and all times of year).
This uplift during working hours was 0.43, and was then multiplied by the figure in step 3.
This provides the estimated additional fuel and utilities costs incurred due to the FOH pilot.

Please note that because fuel and utilities are likely dependent on the weather and fuel prices
at the time of year, this means the figures may or may not be reflective of the true costs
experienced during the FOH pilot. This is because they are based on 2018-2019 figures. In
addition, the hourly cost of fuel and utilities reflects the average costs over the entire year. The

17 An inflation adjustment was not performed, as input specific inflation factors were not available
64



pilot however ran over autumn and winter, a period where such costs are likely to be higher,
meaning the estimated figure for each court is likely to be an underestimate.
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Annex 5: The experience of court staff

Figure 30: Example site visit interviews topic guide

Flexible Operating Hours Evaluation

Site visits topic guide (v3 FINAL VISIT) JE109 Diates 6/E/20
c.60 minutes Tekephane/Zosm

Thmings isfed for e3ch section &Me rough esimaies.

A

A

A2

A3

=1

Bz

B3

BB

Site visit purpose

Three site visits will be conducied o capture 1he views of those ruaning the courts:

One in the sarly stages of the pilat, o discuss the g expenence of setting wup the pilo? = how they
ernvisaged it working: ther ratiorale for decisions; any challenges; solutions 19 thess; and lessons
learmad:

One way mid through pilet aperation ta check an the reality of day-ta-day running ance the pilot is
‘mature’; and whether any modificabions ta the overall approach have been mads;

A fimal wisit &l the pikot's condusion, o explare their reflections on bow well it has worked and why;
and perceplions of the impacts [as well as any further changes made as the pilot progressed).

Each visit we will seak 1o inferview a mix of courd staff invaleed in strategic decisions abauwl the pilat;
those mvohved in managing implamentation; and thase respansible ‘on the ground . This will
encampass the Local Implementation Team and anypang elss an-site wha plays & Key rode. The time
would be used lexibly, conducting a series of c.45-E0-mine interviews, pairs, tiads or mini-groups
withi the key individuals.

This topic guids & intended bo be wsed across all three visits. Refinermants may be made bo the guide
confent, ileratively, as we conduct esch raund of visils.

Researcher introduction (c.2 mins)

Ressarcher Nircduces themsehes 55 from (FF Reseanch, 501 Noepenoent Lsesrch arganissian.

Expiain that we sre working for HM Courts & Tribunals Senice (HIMCTE), in partrership with Fronfier
Economics, & examine what effect the introduchion af Flexibie Operaling Hours has had on the
Dperation of thelr cowT, 25 Well 55 any Kmoch-an effiects beyond the cow, thal they Sre aware of.

The Intenfion i fo understand whethar the pilaf has delvered 3 mare eficient Lse af court Faoms. We
are open-minoed 35 io what the effects of fhe piict have been. Wie wanf i understand kmpacts,
whether pasiive, negstive, or mived. s Mmporsnr fo hear candvd views i order to creals a true
picture af how the piat has warked.

Their wiews Wil De Brought fogemher with the wiaws of Giher indhiduals running the courfs, srofessional
COUVT LSEFS, SN0 MEMBErS of the pubiic, o creale a rounded wWew. What they say Wil be in configence,
in that no Indlvidusls WiV be named in the report. That saig, GIven thare Sre only IWo couTts imvaived in
the phat, It /s ineuifahie thar & may be possible fo QUess af where views oniginated. [IF MULTIPLE
INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED IN THE INTERVIEW. Ask Individuals to respect esch other's confidence
&nd not fo share oulside fis clscuEsion, whal ovidus!s contributed within ]

Participstion in the discussion /s entinely VoINS, If there IS anyhing they prefier not to answer, that s
fine; they jus! nesd &0 557 50. ASK for pERTNESIoN 10 recond, for IFF resesrch (2am Lse ooy,
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1

c2

(1)}

E1

EZ

Participant introduction (c.2 mins)
INTERVIEWER - prior to Mtendew, ensure you have revisied the pilot model In use at the courf and
the mix of cas8 fypes Miended fo he eand wihin the Fiexhie Cperating Hours S85500s.

Alsg make sure ou have any Srewicus Mfammation about parmicipant's foh roles and rodes within the
plat, fo vold unnecessary repehlion. Then xplare 55 nesded:

Briefly, has yaur robe within the court changed since we last spoke?

Briefly, has yaur Involvement In the pllot changed sinos we kst spake?

Initial opinion of pilot (c.5 mins)
How has your apinion af the pilet changed since we last spoke, if at al?
Pasitive, nagative mixed?

Reasans

NEW: intersawer —throughou! e ifervew, please mans 3 nofe, an paper, In hwo columns, of 5400
the posMives and negatves mantioned by fhe participant, of taking part in FQH,

Overview of the impact of the pilot (c.15 mins)

How the pllot has concluded, what concrate differences have you noficed In the running of the
court, undar the new flexlble hours, compared with the uswal hours? Frobes fo obisin 8 il 05 of
key differences from ‘business 35 usus!

What is the quality of each difference - pasitive, negative, neulral? Reasons.
What are examples of asch differenca?

Reasans far these dfferences. PROBE: What is it about the Flesible Operating Hours pikoets that has
leed B thiss?

4re there any other Intiatives or Innovations that have recently baen Infroducad In this court,
that might have affected how Flaxibla Operating Hours has worked hera? IF S0 - FOR EACH:
What? What effact da yau think this has had 7
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IMpacts ot the pillot In more detall (C.2U mins)

INTERVIEWER — the aim of this section (s &0 ralse and explore the Tolowing Msues ¥ they have not
emerged aiready, or If they need revisiting to Dafiom them out faly; Aot &0 revisk them i the
PEMiCipENt has siready sakd 5N they need to s&y In Section E, above.

SHOW CARD A_and ask the paricipant which of the matters helow thay feel abla fo comment an.
Reassure the pariciosnt that, to make best use of thelr me, s helpdul If they flag anything Mat they
cannol comment on 3t s

SHOW CARD A Potenfis! Issues fo dVSCUEs oF ewEt

. Ther efects an the smooth running of court sessions - a.g. number of adjsurnments, availability
of receszary slaff and paricipants, availability of reams and funclioning aquipment, [T needs

. The efests an individuals' ability 1o do their job in court, and overall workloads = including
preparation Sme, time taken to izl cases, abilty to respond (o the unaxpecied, and ability 1o
direct your own lime and wss your bime efficirly

- Paying avertime, or puskdnladusimeands o workloads ar respansibilities of court stalf

. Paripheral { nat-in-cour impacts an the Ssorking day’ of staff and professional cowt umers - such
= irdved 1o and from cawr, Sme o prepane, dieplaced warkload, childcare neads

. Impacts an personal expenses of stalf and professional cowt wsers

. The typer and volume of cases heard in the pilod caurt, and haw wall Flesile Operating Hours
has worked with differend case typas

. Impacts an other caourt reams in this court, and on neighbournng cours
. Impacts an partner agencies, support Serdoss and other involved parties
. Impressians of impacts an ‘public’ users - incleding effects an the ‘public’ axperance of he

tourt process; impacts on their ability o acoess justics; or on the quality of justice

. Impres=ians of how impacts differ by type of individual {including groups with protected
charactenstics)

Mow, explore 5 Felevant

IMPORTANT: Far any Ime or cost IMpacts identifed, iy [0 obiain an e5mate of how many aadional
ROLTE oF how muck sadlions! money 5 volved a5 a result of the pliot. FOR EACH FINDING, AZKT
Do you have any evidence or records oo back mis up? May | have 3 copy, 1 heip us analyse the
C055 of Nexible operatng hours? The Informanion would only be used anonymously and

regorted in aggragare form.




F1

MEW"

Fi

R N E—

cy Of courtroo

Eff

What effecis hae Flexible Opsrating Howrs hiad on the smooth running of court seeslons?
PROMPT: Things like number of sdjownments, avaibabidity of neceszary staff and paricipants,
arvailahility of rooms and functioning equipment, IT support needed? PROBE: Why has this been the
case? PROGE fre these pasitive ar negative effects, or neither? Explore iy

Tha R [ =1 -

[rm]

-

What effects has Flexible Operating Hows had on the abilty of yau and yaur collesgues o do your job
in this court? PROBE: What has besn made easier, and what has been made harder? Why?

PROMPT ~ READ QUT: Please tell us abowt the effects on you, and anything you know abauwl the
effects on {other] court stall, judges, solicitars, and barristers ineolved.

PROBE: What has the impact been on your overall worklosd? And that of other cowrt stafi? PROBE:
How do you | they feel about this? Why?

PROBE: What are the conseguances of this, Tor your wark within the pilot ssssions? And for your
oiheer work? Why?

PROBE: Has i displaced work Fr|:+n pre part of your day or working wesk 10 another? IF 20: What
effect has this had?

PROBE: Has it afacied yaur / your colleagues’ ahility 1o prepare for hearings in any way'? IF S0
How T Whaat efiect has this had ¥

PROBE: How has it affectad your ! your colleagues” ability bo direct or manage your own time, and
use fime afficientdy? Why? PROMPT: Any issues with wailing Simeas? PROBE: How significant is
this? Why?

PROBE: How has it affeciad the proceass of listing cases? PROBE: How significant is this? Why?

PROBE: And haw has it alfected your ¢ your colleagues’ abdity o respand o the mexpeciad 7
PROMPT: Things ke parties in cases nol shawing up, or being labe? Or cases unexpactedly being

put faraard for hearing ina Flexile Operating Hours ssssian? PROBE: Are these pasitive aor
megative effects, or neither? Explare flly.

®  PROBE: And thinking abaul your life outside of work, has Flesible Operating Hours has had any
effects an you personally? PROBE: Things ke changes o how ansiaus you feel; how happy you
feel? Or on ather aspects af your welkbeing like how satisfied you Teel with life? IF S0 In what
ways? PROBE: How significant is this? Why?

® |F EXPRESZED ANY CONCERNME ARQUT PERSONAL WELLBEING: Did you raise these
concerns with anyane? IF MOT: Why not? IF 30: Wha? Whal happened as a result? Haw did you
feel shout this?

® |F TALKED ABOUT BEING TIRED FROM WORKING LOMGER HOURS: Do you ever woark
overtime al other imes, aulside of Flaxible Operating Hours? IF 50 In what context? How daes
working longer hours for Egil ccompane with working overdime at other times? PROBE: |s it any
different, in its effects on you? IF 50: How?

To what exient have cauwrt staff had to be paid to waork averlime, o suppar Flexible Operating Hawrs?
PROBE: Have thare baen any igzues with arranging this? Expiore any issues ralsed.
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T what exient have cawrd staff had so make adpstinerds in their warkleads or responsiilities 1o
support Flexible Operating Hours? PROBE: Have there been any Bsues with arranging this? And what
have the cansequences of this been? Expiore a0y [S502s raised.

Wthat wider effects has Flexible Operading Haurs had an your warking day? PROMPT: Things like yaur
arrival and departure imes at cour, the ease and safety of raveding fo and from cowr, ar demestc
impacts such &= aranging childcare? PROBE: Are these posilive or negative effects, or neither?

Expiare fully.

Wthat mpact has Flexible Operating Hows had on your persanal expenses? PROBE: How significant
is this? Why?

Just o chack, the types of case that have bean beard in the Flexible Oparating Fowrs sessions were
meart o be [RECAP). To what extent has that happened in practice? Why?

PROBE: Hawve the solumes, or mix, aof thess difsrent types of case besn any differant bo axpecied?
IF S0 Haw?

PROBE: How well has Flexible Operating Hours worked with these diflerent case types? Why'?

PROBE: Is fhe type af case or mix of case types being heard within Flexible Operating Hours
changing, ar haz it changed, as the plat has gone on? IF S0: How? Why?

What impacts have there been on other courtraoms at this court? Why? 15 this pasitive, negatres, or
mixed? Why'? And what impacts have there besn an other couns (e.g. neighbowring courts)? Why? 1s
this positive, negative, or miked ¥ Why?

PROBE: Thinking about the additicnal profile days used by the Flexible Operating Hours ses<ions -
where will these be taken from? 'What knock-on efect will this haee? Why?

Wthat's your impression of how Flesible Operating Hours bas affected pariner agencies, support
services or any other paries invalved in cases affecied by the pilct? PROBE: |5 this pasitive, negative,
or imitsed 7 Why?

ns aof p T NEences — 3ooes5s5 10, and guality of Ju

-

What's your view on what the mpacts have been on ‘public’ count users? PROBE: What positres
impacts have thers been, if any? Why? What negative impgacts, if any? Why? 'What mized impacts, i
any? Why? Where have your impressions af this come from?

PROBE: Da wou hawve any thoughts on the impact of Flesible Operating Haurs on convenignos, fram
the public user's paint of view T PROMPT: Things like taking time off wark, arranging chikicare, easa
and safety of iravedling 1o and from cowrt, or spending ime wailing arcund? For anyting relsed,
EXpare reasons for fhe impact; and wihether I i & pasitvanegaiivemixed Mmoact.

PROBE: Do you hawve any thaughts on the impact of Flesible Operating Haurs on the public being
albile 1o access ustice? Far anyiing Eired, explore reasons far the Impact; and whetherifls 5

postivenagativeimined impact

PROBE: Do you have any thaughts on the efect of Flaxible Oparating Howrs on the quality of the
court experence [ ithe experiences af justics, far publlic users? PROMPT: Things like being able o
sooess legal advios ar representation, being able o have enough lime with legal advisors or
representatives, or having enaugh time to think, d=cu=s things ar take thing= in? For anyidg

radsed, expiore reasans for the Impact: amd whether & Is 8 postivenagativedmixed impact
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Equality and diversity
Wthat's your imprassion of how the mpacts of Flesible Operating Hours differ by types of individual?

With this, I'm thinking abow? demagraphic diferences and protected charscisriglics = things such as
pandar, age, elhnicity, disability, chideans respansibilitias.

PROBE: Hawe yau obserdad any pattarns in wha Bnoos ot e likely 1o be nvaheed in Flaxibbe
Operating Hours sessians? Or who is lending 1o opt-oul? Or wha Bopots oo Bss Iely 1o ind the
sesginns convenient ar inconvenient? This might apply (o cowt staff, or professional court users, ar
membiens of the public. For anpthing ralsed, expiong ressons for the mpsc; andg whether £i5 a

pastivemagativesmixed impact.

Has your awn persanal situation kad an influence an baw Flaxible Operating Haurs has affected

you?
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Fllot management. early implementation (C.2 mins)
INTERVIEWER — this section to be asked only the frst ime o speak with Sameone [mast el fo be
durring the frst round of site wisks).
Oniy expiore issues thal have nat emerged sready wihin the Inderview:
What, if ary, adjustmanis have besn made ta how the pilol warks hers?

Reasans

Effect changes has had / expacted o have

MEW [JUDGE REQUEST] In terms of estimated hearing length, was there any difference In the
typas of [amall claimafamily] hearings Neted In the FOH sesslone compared to nommal
operating houre? If so, why? Wauld FOH waork for langer cases?

MEW [EAGT Can | just check, what days and fime of day do dufy scllciors work during B4U7
4md what about during FOH In this court?

What ussful leasong might be learned fram your sspenances of inroducing Flexible Oparating Hauwrs
here, if any? Expiare fo gnsure ol Unoerstand ihe essans fuiy.

FPilot management: views on implementation when
established (c.5 mins)

Only explare [ssues that have not emerped areay within the Miarvew;

H1

H2

H3

M the pilol has ‘badded i, what 18 your opinlon of the way the pllot implementation has bean
managed? Why?

What has warked well? Why did this matier?

What could be § could have baen mproved T What diflerence would this make T have made?
Hiw baas the piled had % be fallored to "your” couwrt?

Reasans

Effect

Advice for ather courts considering the pilot, relabed ta tailoing?

Vthat ueaful leasong might be learned fram your sspenances of Flexibla Oparating Hows bedding in’
here, if any? Exphare fo ensure Jour unoerstand ihe essans fuiy.
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Owverall assessment (c.10 mins)

Reflecting on the antire pilot, da you conglder the Flaxlibls Operating Howrs to be poaltiva,
negative, or nelkher? Why da yau say that?

Ir yaur aginion, has the pilol allowed the court to achleve anything i would havenod have dons
otherwise? IF S0 What? s this substantial, or marginal 2= an aulcome, in your sew? Why'?

Haree there been any unintendad coneequencas? |F S0: What? s this positive, negative, neutral?
Wthy da you say that?

What modMicatlons ba Flaxible Opsrating Hawns weudld you recammend, o make the pilot mons
sucoessiul, ar effective? PROBE: Can you bell me mare about how this waukd {his work in praclice?
Wthy would this make the pilot mane s pocessfullefectiva®

What advice would they give HMCTE regarding rolling this pilat cut elsewheane?

KEY PROBE: What wauld the key considerations be, in deciding in what conbexts lexible operating
hezurs might work?

To what extent would it wark in other context=? PROBE: In what contexts might it work? In what
contests might it not wark? Why'?

Could it be sustained, for the same bpes) of cases, in this court? Why ©wthy nat?
Could it be extended 1o other typas af cases, in this caount? Why D why nat?
Could it be extended o ofber courts® Wiy ©Owhy nat?
Hew might 2 need 1o be madified 1o work elsswhene?
Interviewer - recap the positees and negatives smealicosad by the participand, of taking pant in Bol-

®  Zo, considerng these posiiees and negatives that you mentioned, on balance, has Flexible
Cperating Hours been positive, negative or neutral Tor you persenally? Why?

Final comments and wrap-up (C.2 mins)

What further comiments would you ke o make, if ary?

On behalf of IFF Research, Frontier Ecanamics and HE Cowrts & Tribunals Servios, thank you wery
misch Tor wour ime and contribution today.
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Annex 6: Public users

Regression checks

For a select number of results from the public user survey, regressions were run to identify if the
impact of the FOH pilot presented in the main report remained present after controlling for a series
of case characteristics and personal characteristics. The results which had this check performed
were for the following public user questions:

1. A14-1. The time slot | was allocated was convenient for me

2. B20-1. Leaving aside how you feel about the outcome of your case, to what extent do you
agree or disagree with the following statements? My case was given an appropriate amount
of care and attention

3. B3-2. While at court, | felt fully informed about the process of my case being heard

4. B21. Overall, was your experience of attending court much better, a bit better, a bit worse,
much worse, or about the same as you expected it to be?

5. A2. How much time did you take off work?

These results were chosen for this additional check because they were among those that
presented a significant impact. As such, testing those questions presenting significant impacts
provided an additional check to ensure that the differences in the experience of pre-pilot and FOH
pilot court users were robust. The scope of the regression check was therefore only to investigate
whether a) the sign and b) the statistical significance of the results of these public user survey
guestions were still present, after controlling for various potential confounding factors. A detailed
discussion and analysis of magnitudes was not in scope, and so is not presented.

The results of the regressions are presented in Table 10. The first line states the estimation
method, and the second the dependent variable of interest (which is for each of the five questions
above). The estimation method differed between each dependent variable due to the nature of the
data. For the first four questions, these were categorical responses such as “strongly agree”,
“agree”, “don’t know”, “disagree” and “strongly disagree” — which necessitated the use of the
ordered logit estimation method. For time taken off work, an OLS regression was performed as this
was not a categorical variable. Given the many different types of case and personal characteristics
in the data, these two types of regressions were performed using the stepwise method. This starts
by performing a regression containing the full set of case and personal characteristics variables,
and then successively removing those variables that are insignificant - thus only retaining those
that are significant at the 10% significance level. Only the results at the end of this iterative process
are included in Table 10.

On the left hand side of the table, each of the independent variables that remained statistically
significant at the 10% level are listed. FOH session is a dummy variable that is equal to one when
the respondent was part of the FOH pilots and zero when they were part of the pre-pilot period.
The remaining control variables either begin with a ‘C:’, which makes it a case characteristics
control variable (e.g. was the case a Family case), or a ‘P:’, which makes it a personal
characteristics control variable (e.g. did the person have a limiting health condition). The key result
of interest in each regression though is the sign and significance level of the ‘FOH session’
variable. The significance level is included underneath each coefficient, and uses the same traffic
light system as used in the main report. The sign of each coefficient is also colour coded, with
positive signs marked as green and negative signs as red. It is worth noting that for the four
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regressions which use the ordered logit method, the coefficients are not marginal effects.'® Instead,
they represent the change in log odds of the dependent variable associated with an increase in
that variable, holding all other variables constant. This means is not possible to draw any inference
of the magnitude of the effect (as that would require translating these estimates into odds ratios or
calculating marginal effects, which were out of scope), rather only their sign and statistical
significance.!®

For the first two results in Table 10, the FOH dummy was not found to be statistically significant.
They do not appear in the table as they were removed as part of the stepwise process. Before they
were removed however, both coefficients did have a positive sign. If they were statistically
significant, this would suggest for the first set of results that FOH users tended to be more likely to
strongly agree/agree and less likely to strongly disagree/disagree that their timeslot was
convenient versus non-FOH users. For the second set of results, it would suggest that FOH users
tended to be more likely to strongly agree/agree and less likely to strongly disagree/disagree that
their case received appropriate care and attention versus non-FOH users. So whilst the results are
not statistically significant, and thus the evidence is not strong enough to conclude this to be the
case, the fact the coefficient is positively signed is broadly in line with the results presented in the
main report.

For the remaining three sets of results in Table 10, the FOH dummy was statistically significant,
with the sign of the coefficient in line with the results presented in the main report. For the fully
informed dependent variable, the FOH dummy variable was positively signed and significant at the
5% level. This suggests that FOH users tended to be more likely to strongly agree/agree and less
likely to strongly disagree/disagree that whilst at court, they felt fully informed about the process of
their case being heard versus non-FOH users. Similar results are found for the overall experience
dependent variable, where the FOH dummy was also positively signed and indicatively significant
at the 10% level. This suggests that FOH users tended to be more likely to state that they thought
their experience of attending court was much better/a bit better and less likely to state that it was
much worse/a bit worse than they had expected it to be, versus non-FOH users. For the final
dependent variable, how much time off was taken for work, this was negatively signed and
indicatively statistically significant at the 10% level. The negatively signed coefficient suggests that
FOH users tended to take fewer hours off from work versus pre-pilot users. These results therefore
suggest that the conclusions reached in the main report for these particular public user questions
still hold, having controlled for a series of case characteristics and personal characteristics.

18 Note that for the one OLS regression presented, the coefficients are however marginal effects. They
therefore represent the change in hours taken off work, associated with a one unit increase in that variable,
holding all other variables constant.

19 To obtain an estimate of the magnitude of the effect of being in an FOH session versus a pre-pilot session
for each of the four ordered logit regressions, odds ratios can be calculated from the coefficients in the table.
This would involve taking the coefficient of ‘FOH session’ (e.g. 0.35 in the case of the overall experience
regression), and performing the following calculation: e%35. In the case of the overall experience regression,
this gives an odds ratio of 1.42 for that coefficient. This odds ratio can then be interpreted as follows:
comparing pre-pilot sessions to FOH sessions, the odds of moving from one of the lower categories of the
overall experience variable (e.g. a bit worse) to a higher category (e.g. a bit better) are 1.42 greater in FOH

sessions, holding all other variables constant.
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Table 10: Regression results

Estimation Stepwise Stepwise Stepwise Stepwise
method: ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit

Stepwise OLS

Case given Fully informed
Dependent Time slot was  appropriate about process Overall Time taken off
variable: convenient care and of case being  experience work
attention heard

FOH session 0.50 0.35 -0.68

5% LEVEL

C: Outcome was

judgment Ok
C: PCOL -1.05
C: Family -0.33
C: Defendant -0.33
C: Manchester 0.52
P: Age 0.07
P: Age missing -0.39 -0.42 -0.54

5% LEVEL 5% LEVEL 1% LEVEL
P: Health -0.83 -0.48 051 1.01
limitation

1% LEVEL 5% LEVEL 5% LEVEL

P: Ethnic British 0.30 0.45
P: English main
A -0.40 -0.41
Constant 6.57
Number of 565 553 547 548 280
observations
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Figure 31: Public user survey for pre-pilot and FOH pilot court users

m |F51I IFF Research

HM Courts & —
Tribunals Service frontier™

Your experience of attending court

What is this? This quesiicnnaire is for people that have recently attended courd. It asks
guestions about the arrangements you needed to make to atiend court, your experience
of travelling toand from court and your experience of being at courd. This research is
being conducted by IFF Research and Frontier Economics on behalf of HM Courts and
Tribunals Service (HMCTS). It is relevant to people who attended court in person,
aither for yourself or as a representative of a business or organisation.

Why has it bean sent to me? This guestionnaire has beaen sent to you becausea,
according to our records, you have recently attended court.

Why should | respond? Your views are very imporiant. By sharing your experiences,
vou can help HMCTS improve court processes and help them determine whether
changes should be made. Completing the survey will not impact on past, present or
future interactions with the couris.

If you attended your court hearing in person and send back a completed survey
yvou will be senta £5 Amazon voucher as a thank you,

-

How to answer the questionnaire

Please answer the questions in relation to your most recent axpeanance of
attending court, at Brentford County Court or Manchester Civil Justice Centre. It
will only take 10 to 15 minutes fo complete.

Fleaze only complete this questionnaire if you are aged 18 or over.,

There are no right or wrong answers. Ifthere are any gquestions you do not wish to
answer of feel unable to answer then please leave these blank.

The responses you give will be confidential. They will not be used in any way that will
enable you to be identified. You have the right to have a copy of your responses, change
your responses or withdraw from the research at any point. Please visit

hittp:/haneew. iffresearch. convigdpr! for mare information.

Once you have completed the questionnaire, use the pre-paid envelope provided
to return it. You do not need a stamp.

Thank you for your help,

"

r

For more information you can contact the team at IFF Research on 0BOE 1688 5378 or at N

courtexpenances@iffressarch.com.

If yeu would like ta check that the research is genuine, please emaill HMOTS at
fah, enguinesEustice. gav.uk,

| ID: ]
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Please read the instructions about how to answer sach guestion:

Most of the guestions can be answered by ficking @
the box or boxes that apply to you, as shown here.

[ Section A - Making arrangements and travelling to and from court

A1, Cur records show that you recently had a court hearing. Did you attend this hearing
in parson? Flaase lck ore arnswar

Yes D Mo D Don't knuwD
¥ ¥

Go to A2 This survey is not relevant te yvou. Sarry far any
oo inconvenience, and thank you for your time.

AZ, Did yvou take time off work to attend court?
Flaase fick one answar

Yes D Mo D Mot applicable D

ie.g. retired,

$ F  ooren B

Gofo A Goto AT 5o ta AT

A3. How much time did you take off work?

Flease pravide your answerin haurs, rounding to the rearest hour,
If you're unsuwre of the exact number of hours, your besf esfimate is fine.

) o sontnon (]

A4, Did you have to take annual leave or holiday to get this time off of work?
FPlease tick one answer

e D Mo D Don't know D

A5, Did taking this time off work cost you money in terms of lost pay or not being able to
work averime? [Other costs associated with vour courf visit will be coveradiater.)
Flease lick one answer

fes D Mo D Dion't know D
. 4 ¥

Goto A Go o AT Golo A7

A6, How much money did the time off work cost you?
Flaase provide your answer in pounds, rournding to the neares! pound.
If you're unsure of the exact cost, your best estimale s fire

£ Don't know D
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AT. Did you have to amange care for any children, or adults that you care for, io allow vou
o attend court?
Please bick one answer

Yes D Mo D Mot applicable = D
don't provide care fior
-‘ ‘ any children or adulis ‘

Gato A8 Goto AS Goto AS

AB. How much monay did this care cost you?
Flease provide your answerin pounds, rounding fo the nearest pound.
i vou're unsure of the exact cost, your best esfimate s fine

£ | Someonediditiorfres [ ] Dont hnnwD

A9, Thinking akout your journey to court, how far did yvou have to travel?
Fleasa provida your answer in milas. If yol're unsure of the exact disfance, youwr best
aszfimale 15 fine. (Fleass only lell ws about the jourmey one way, fo court. )

a—r contnew (]

A10. Thinking about yvour journey to court, how long did it take?
Flease prowvide your answerin hours. If you're unsure of sxactly haw long vou
traveiled for, your best estimale is fine. (Again, Just the journey one way, fo courd. )

— oertinon()

A11. Thinking about your journey to court, how much did it costyou? For example, the

price of a bus or train.
if you're unsure of the exact cost, your best estimate is fine.
(Again, fusf the foumey one way, to cowt.)

£ [ ] Don't hnEWD

A12. Thinking about your journey home from court, how far did you have to travel®
FPlease provide your answear in miles. If you're unsure of the exact distance, your bast
gstimala iz fine. (Plaase only tell us about the journey one way, back fram caur )

[: rrilles Don't know D
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A13._ Thinking about your journey home from court, how long did it take?
Flease provide your answerin hours, If you're unsure of exaclly howlong you
fravelled for, your best esfimate iz fine. (Again, jusf the joumey back from court.)

) am oentioon ()

A4 Thinking about your journey home from court, how much did it cost you? For
example, the price of a bus or train
if you're unsure of the exact cost, your best estimalte iz fine. (Again, justthe journey
back.)

£ ] Daon't knnwD

A15. To what extent do vou agree or disagree with the following statements?
Flaase fick one answar per sfalemant

1 2 3 4 5
strongly  disagree  neither  agree  stropgly  Don't
m Bpres ko
&) This B <ol | wes alocalesd
was convenient for me
b) Travalling to court wers @esy
ch | feit safe travaling to courd i N i N ]

) Travelling home from courd
Was easy

&) | fak sale trevelling home
frenm conard

A16, Did you take the first time slot that you were offered for a hearing of your case, or did
yolu ask the court for a different time skot?
Flgase tick ane answer

I took the first time slot offered D » Go to Section B

| asked for a different time slat D » Go to ATV
Don't know [:] ’ Ga to Section B
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AAT. Why did yvou ask for a different time slot?  Please fick all that sppiy

Original shot wasn't convenient Original slot wasn't corvenient to
to my warking hours somebody else who was going to
Crriginal shot wasn't convenient help me

ta childcara responsibilities
m g [:] Another reason, please wiite in

Driginal slot wasn't convenient to
my other caring responsibiliies

original slet made the journey fo ar
fram the court difficult to do

Criginal slet wasn't convenient to the
lawyer represanting me

JUDO 00

A8, Did the court give you a different time slot in response to your requeast?
Figase fick one answer

Yes D Mo D Dron't Know D

Section B - Your experience of being at the court

B1. Did any friends or family attend court with you?
Fleasa bick one answer

ves [ ] No ]

B2. Were you able to get sufficient refreshments or food, while at court?
FPlease fick one answar

e D Mo D Don't know D

B3. To what extent do you agrees or disagree with the following statements?
Please tick one answear per slafement

1 2 3 4 5
strongly  disagree  nelther  agree  strongly  Don't
digagree Bgres ko
a) While of cowrd, | foll infommed
about cour proceduras and [ [ [
Tl

B Whike at cowt, | &l mformed
abouk the process of my cesa
being heard

ol While at cowrt, | had sufficsant

trme wilh professionsl

rapraseniatives

d) While & cowr, | ad &ccass 0
privale dscusson rooms




B4. While at court did you...7?
Plaasa ek ane answer

Represent yoursalf, with someane

else helging you in court Represent
This coukd ba a frieed or famiy member, a yourself
Have a lawyer volunteer. or Someons you paid o do fus for (N YOUr own,
represent you wou iz called hawing a Wackenze Friend.  without support)  Don't know

() () ) O
¥ ¥ ¥ e

Gato BS Goto BE Goto BE Goto BE

Ba. To what extent do you agrae or disagree with tha fallawing statemants??
Flease ok one answar per sfafament

! 2 " 4 > Don't Dll-':m"t
neither n
strongly  disagres Agrea It'r;:r S
prafarance

Sty () e || -

Iy | was able o gl
thea lewyar | waniad,

mamens . ) L) UJ U UJ U U

allanlend

PLEASE NOW GO TO B7

B6. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
Flease tick one answer per sfafement

I'I:I'ﬂ.l'w :Irluﬁm nﬂ?illr : Iﬁiﬂ Dan't l::jl'll‘t
digagres I Ares Forewr Teave &
a) Il was sy o
aranga for someane
mopwen | | ()LL)
fme il | atendad
b) | was able b get
e parson | wanbad,
Sl _Eul B b Ow o Im |
attended

BY. Did you have o change your lawyer or the person helping you in court because they
weran't available for the hearing time you attended 7
Flpasea tick one answer

Yes D Mo D Con't know D
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B8, Was your case heard in Manchester?
Flaase lick one answar

s [ v ()
$ \ 4

Go to BS Goto BN

BS. DOid you ask for any halp with your case, fram the Parsonal Support Unit (PSLU)?
Flease fick one answer

Yes = asked for this Yes = asked for this Mever heard of
on the day of my in advance of my Mo the Perscnal
hearing hearing Suppart Unit

(] (] ] )
¥ ¥ $ ¥

Gofo B10 Gofo B10 Gofo BN Gaoto BN

B10. And did you get any help fram the Persenal Suppord Unit (PSU)7?

FPlaase fick cre answar

Yes C] Mo D Don't know C]

B11. What start time were you given for your hearing? Your rough estimale is fine.
Please specify whether the tme is AM or PM (e.g. 11:30 AM or 1:30 PM)

[ 1 ] [ﬂ EI Don't knnwD

B12. What time did yvour hearing actually start? Yourrowgh estimale /s fine.
Please spacily whether the time is AM or PM (e.g. 11:30 AM or 1:30 Pl)

[ : ] [ﬁ [% Don't knuw[j

B13, How long was the hearing meant fo last?
Flegse provide your answer in howrs and minwfes,
If vou're unsure of fhe exact fime it was meant o flasf, ywour besf astimais is fine,

— T E— T
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B14. How leng did the hearing actually last?
Pleaze provide yvour answer in hours and minutes.
if you're unsure of the exac! time If lasted, your best estimale is fine.

— ] — T

B15. During the hearing, were you able to get sufficient breaks?
Fiease fick one answer

Yes D Mo D Don't know D

B16. During the hearing, were there any points where the case was paused?
FPiease tick one answer

ves ] No ] Don'tknow ||
\ 4 \ 4 \ 4

Go o BI1T Ga ta B19 Gaota B1S

B17. How long did wou have to wait before your case was resumed?
Flease provide your answer in minufes.
If your case was paused maore than once, please fell us about all of your wailing bme, in
fofal. if pouw're unsure of exaclly how long you waited for, your best astimats is fins.

e -

B18. How much of this time was spent waiting arcund without anything useful happening, as
far as you could tell?
Fisase provids pour answer in minutes. If you're unsure of axaclly how long, your bast
e=fimafe is fina.

[? minutes Don't know [:]

If wau fell that some of this ime was spent wailing around withou! anything useful
happening, please briefly tell us what gave yvou thal impressian, in the box below:

B19. To what extent were you satisfied or dissatisfied with the outecome of your case?
Please ick one answer

Wery Fairly Naith Fairly Very Dnn't
satisfied satisfied either dissatisfied dissatisfied

O 0O 0O 0 0o O
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B20. Leaving aside how yvou feel about the outcome of yvour case, to what extent do you
agree or disagree with the following statements™?
Plaaze ok one answar par slalemant

1 2 3 4 5
strongly  disagres  neither  agree  strongly Dont
disagres agres lortw

i, s o L] L)

appropriste amawnt of cane and
attention
B | brusiesd Bal my Geses | | | | | |

racanad g fer haamng

court e my case L L U

B21. Owerall, was your experience of attending court much better, a bit better, a bit warse,

much worse, or about the same as vou expected it fo be?
Flease tick one answer

Ahout
huch A bit the .ﬁ. l:lit M uch Dﬂn't
better better Zame

O 0 0 O 0O 0

B22. What, if anything, do you think could have been done differentty on the day you
attended court to make things run smoother? Please write your thoughts below,
Flease be careflul not fo include any informalion thal cowld be used fo identify anyone
invalved in the heanng.

B23. Court rcoms normally operate between 10am and 4pm, VWhen you attended court,
your case may have been heard outside of the hours that a court room usually
operates_ If you have any views on how well this worked for you, please share these
below. Flease be careful not fa include any information that cowd be used fo identify
anyana inveived in the hearimg.
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Section C = Personal information

Thank you for your help with this survey so far. We'd like to end by collecting some
information about you.

These questions include your age; your gender; whether you were pregnant when you
attended court; whether you were the main parent or guardian of a child when you
attended court; whether you were a carer when you attended court; whether you have a
disability or medical condition; your sexual orientation; your religion; and your ethnicity.
You can select prefer not to say at any or all of these questions when you get to them.

These questions are being asked to check the effect different court hours have on
different types of people. Your answers to these guestions will be used for research
purposes only. They will not be shared with HM Courts & Tribunals Service in any way
that would make you identifiable.

C1. What is your date of birth?
Flease write in

Day | [I".-'Iunth | [ Year ] Frefer not o say D

C2. What is your sax?
Flzase fick one answer

Male C] Female D Prefernot to say D

C3. |s your gender the same as the sex you were registered at kirth?
Pleaszs fick one answer
Please write in gender

Yes [:] No D »[ J Prefer not to say [:]

C4, Do you have any physical or mental health conditions or ilinesses lasting or expected to last
12 months or more?
Flease lick one answer

Yes [:] No [:] Prefer not to say [:]
bt \ ¥

Goto C5 Go fo C7 Goto CV

£5. Do any of your conditions or llinesses reduce yvour ability to carry-out day-to-day activities?
Fizase fick one answser

Frefer not
Yes , a litfle Yes, alot Mot at all o say

(D D e D e
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C6&. Do any of these condilions or ilinesses affect vou in any of the following areas?

Pleasa Nek all thal apply

Vision Forexample blindness
or partial sighi

[:] Mental health

Hearing For example deafness [:] Stamina or breathing or fatigue

or partial hearing

[:] Mobility For example walking

shorl distances or chmbing stairs

D Deaxterity For example lifting and

carrying absects, using a keyboard

D Learning or understanding or
concentrating

D Memory

Socially or behaviourally For example
associated with autiem, attention daficit
disarder or Asperger's syndrome

Other, please write in

|

CT. What is yvour ethnic group?
Flease fick ane answer
White:
Weish  English Scottish /
MWorthern Irish / British

(] rish
C] Gypsy ar lrish Traveller

Ay other White background,
please describe

[ ]

Mized / Multiple ethnic groups
[:] White and Black Caribbean

[ ] white and Biack African

[:] White and Asian

Any other Mixed [ Multiple ethnic
background, please describe

[:] Prefer not to say

Any other Asian background,
please describe

|

Black ( African ! Caribbean / Black British:

Any other Black / African / Caribbean
background, please describe

Other ethnic group:

[:] Arab

Any other ethnic group,
please dascribe
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C8. What is vour religlon?
Bieasze lick one answer

Mo religion Hindu B Sikh | | Flaase describe

Christian (all . .-
denominalions) Jewish D Any other religion D»[

Buddhist D MuslimD Prefer not to say D

C8_Are you marned or in a legally registered civil partnership?
Flease tick one answer

Yes C] No D Prefernot to say D

CA0. Which of the following options best describes how you think of yourself?
Plaase fick one answar

Heterosexual or Straight D Say or LE"EbiEII'ID Bisexual D

Other, pleass write in D Prefer not
] to say

C11. What is your main language?
Flease fick one answar

Other, including

English ar Welsh D British Sign Language, D Prefer not to say D

pleasze wrifa in

[ |

¥

o fo G113 G e G112 Gato C13

C12. How well can you speak English?
Fiease fick one answear

Wery well Mat wall Mot at all

O s I e I
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C13. When you went to court, .. 7
Flagse fick ong GNsSWer per row

e L) ) [
::En;;r: thank yau might b [—] D D
(] [

O
. | =m =

C14. When you went to court were you the parent, guardian or main carer for any chikdren

under the age of 187
Flease lick ong answar

Yes D Mo D Don't know D Prafer not to say D

C15. When you went to court were you the unpaid carer for an older or disabled person”?
Flease fick one answer

Yes D Mo D Don't know D PrefernutlnsayD

C16. Are you currently in paid work?
Please tick ane answear

Yes, part time
Yes, full time [:] (less than 30 D N D p"“‘fﬁr!!f't
‘ hours a week) ‘ ‘ Y

4

Goto C17 Gato C17 Goto C18 Goto C18

CAT, Do you normally work during ‘standard office hours' {roughly 2am to Spm, Monday fo
Friday)?

Flease tick one answar

Yes, always work during Mo, mostly work at Mo pattem to my
standard office hours other times working hours

Yes, mostly work during Mo, always work at D
standard office hours other times Frefer not to say

C18. Did you attend the court hearing as a representative of a business or arganisation?
Figaze tick ane answear

Yes D Mo D Prefer not to say D

PLEASE NOW GO TO THE LAST PAGE




Thank you for completing this survey

If vou wish to be senta £5 Amazon voucher as a thank you for completing the survey,
please write in your name and address in the boxes below so that we can send the
vaucher o you:

Name

Address line 1

Address line 2

Postcode

What to do next

Mow that you have completed the survey, simply return this questicnnaire in the
post using the pre-paid envelope provided. You do not need a stamp.

To confirm, we'll be keeping your ancnymised responses for analysis purposes
only. If yow'd like a copy of your responses, to change your responses or for your

responses to be deleted then please go to http:/'www.iffresearch.com/gdpr! for
more infoarmation.
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