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1. Rationale for Study
There	are	around	200	Community	Legal	Centres	(CLCs)	in	metropolitan,	regional,	rural	and	
remote	communities	across	all	states	and	territories	in	Australia.	CLCs	are	not-for-profit	
organisations	that	provide	legal	information,	advice,	casework,	education	and	law	reform	
services,	particularly	targeted	at	those	who	are	disadvantaged	or	with	special	needs.	There	
are	a	range	of	generalist	CLCs	that	provide	services	across	a	range	of	law	types	for	a	particular	
geographic	catchment,	and	many	specialist	CLCs	that	focus	on	particular	groups	or	issues,	
such	as	people	with	disabilities	faced	with	discrimination,	refugees	seeking	asylum	in	
Australia,	or	that	assist	individuals	and	community	groups	on	environmental	matters. 1	

In	2009/10,	CLCs	that	were	funded	under	the	Commonwealth	and	State	Community	Legal	
Services	Program	(CLSP)	provided	168,000	information	and	referrals,	247,000	advices,	68,000	
cases,	and	concluded	2,869	CLE	projects	and	1,051	law	reform	and	policy	projects,2	with	total	
annual	CLSP	funding	of	$47,254,132.

The	primary	role	of	CLCs	in	providing	for	equity	of	access	to	legal	services	for	those	who	
often	face	significant	barriers	is	not	in	question,	and	is	a	key	objective	of	government.3	
However,	as	a	competitor	for	public	funds,	the	community	legal	sector	in	Australia	is	likely	
to	face	increasing	imperatives	to	justify	economically	the	value	of	services	provided.	This	is	
important	in	an	environment	where	public	policy	is	largely	concerned	with	the	allocation	
of	scarce	community	resources,	and	where	needs	typically	outweigh	available	resources.	
Understanding	the	economic	value	of	community	legal	centres	thus	requires	an	appropriate	
framework	through	which	to	analyse	their	contribution	to	meeting	objectives	of	government	
related	to	economic	efficiency.	

The	aims	of	this	study,	commissioned	by	the	National	Association	of	Community	Legal	
Centres	(NACLC),	are	thus	to:

•	 Develop	and	apply	an	appropriate	economic	framework	for	understanding	the	
economic	value	of	CLCs	in	Australia;	and

•	 Provide	a	qualitative	understanding	of	the	type	and	range	of	clients	serviced	by	CLCs	
and	the	types	and	range	of	work	undertaken,	including	cases,	advices	and	programs.	

1	 	NACLC	(2010)	Annual	Report	2009/10,	pg	17.
2	 	NACLC	(2010)	Annual	Report	2009/10,	pg	17.
3	 	The	outcome	statement	for	the	Commonwealth	Community	Legal	Services	Program	set	out	in	the	Program	Guidelines	
and	approved	by	the	then	Attorney-General	in	October	2005	is	‘equitable	access	to	legal	assistance	services	for	disadvantaged	
members	of	the	Australian	community	and	those	with	special	needs’	(Community	Legal	Services	Program	Guidelines,	p6).
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2. Conceptual considerations
2.1 introduction
This	study	adopts	the	economic	framework	of	cost-benefit	analysis	to	understand	the	
economic	value	of	CLCs	in	Australia.	Cost-benefit	analysis	is	a	powerful	tool	for	the	analysis	
of	policy	but	is	not	the	only	basis	for	such	analysis,	with	other	considerations	such	as	equity	
and	distribution	of	impacts	equally	important.	However	its	use	is	best	practice	and	is	in	line	
with	the	stated	values	of	government	in	Australia.4	At	the	same	time,	three	points	must	
be	acknowledged.	Firstly,	economic	efficiency	is	not	the	sole	economic	goal	of	government.	
Secondly,	there	continue	to	be	documented	critiques	of	the	cost-benefit	approach.	Thirdly,	
application	of	economics	to	the	law	is	one	among	many	theories	of	law.	

2.2 economic goals of government
	There	are	two	important	economic	goals	of	government	to	be	considered	when	allocating	
resources	to	competing	needs.	The	first	is	efficiency,5	and	the	second	is	equity.6	While	the	
first	is	quantifiable	in	dollars	using	cost-benefit	analysis,	the	second	is	a	matter	of	values.	
In	western	parliamentary	democracies,	such	as	Australia,	decisions	about	‘values’	are	made	
by	elected	representatives.7	The	existence	of	a	welfare	system	including	services	for	people	
disadvantaged	by	income,	culture,	geography	or	disability,	which	transfers	wealth	from	one	
part	of	society	to	another,	shows	the	importance	placed	by	government	on	matters	of	equity	
and	demonstrates	that	this	a	central	policy	concern	of	government.	While	noting	that	CLCs	
perform	an	important	equity	function,	providing	access	to	legal	services	for	those	who	often	
face	significant	barriers,	assessment	of	the	contribution	of	CLCs	to	equity	is	outside	the	scope	
of	this	study.

2.3 Critiques of the cost-benefit approach
The	cost-benefit	approach	has	a	long	history.	It	was	first	required	by	government	in	the	
United	States	of	America	Flood Control Act	of	1936,8	and	such	assessments	are	routinely	
carried	out	for	proposals	such	as	public	engineering	works.9	Nonetheless,	there	continue	to	

4	 	The	position	of	the	Australian	Government	with	respect	to	best	practice	in	evaluation	of	policy	is	set	out	in	Australian	
Government	(2010),	Best Practice Regulation Handbook.	
“The Australian Government is committed to the use of cost-benefit analysis (CBA) to assess regulatory proposals to encourage 
better decision making. A CBA involves a systematic evaluation of the impacts of a regulatory proposal, accounting for all the effects 
on the community and economy; not just the immediate or direct effects, financial effects or effects on one group. It emphasises, to 
the extent possible, valuing the gains and losses from a regulatory proposal in monetary terms. 
The goal of CBA is to provide the final decision maker with as much information about a regulatory proposal as is relevant in 
informing the decision. It provides an objective framework for weighing up different impacts and impacts which occur in different 
time periods. This objectivity is supported by converting all impacts into present value dollar terms. However, even when full 
quantification of impacts is not possible, CBA can still be useful in providing a clear decision making framework.
In principle, CBA measures the efficiency or resource allocation effects of a regulatory change. It calculates the dollar value of the 
gains and losses for all people affected. If the sum is positive, the benefits exceed the costs and the regulatory proposal would 
increase efficiency. 
CBA is useful because it: provides decision makers with quantitative and qualitative information about the likely effects of a 
regulatory proposal; encourages decision makers to take account of all the positive and negative effects of a regulatory proposal, 
and discourages them from making decisions based only on the impacts of a single group within the community; assesses the 
impact of regulatory proposals in a standard manner, which promotes comparability, assists in the assessment of relative priorities 
and encourages consistent decision making; captures the various linkages between the regulatory proposal and other sectors of the 
economy (for example, increased safety may reduce health care costs), helping decision makers maximise net benefits to society, and 
helps identify cost-effective solutions to problems by identifying and measuring all costs.
Even when it is difficult to estimate some costs or benefits with precision, CBA makes clear and transparent the assumptions and 
judgements made. Further, attempting to quantify costs and benefits encourages analysts to more closely examine these factors.”
5	 	This	concept	is	a	technical	term	whereby	the	maximum	utility	is	obtained	from	the	available	resources.	It	is	discussed	more	
broadly	below.	Relative	efficiency	can	be	empirically	observed	through	the	operation	of	markets	and	hence	is	measurable.
6	 	Defined	as	fairness	or	distribution	of	resources.	The	meaning	of	the	notion	itself	is	contested,	for	example	does	equity	mean	
equality	of	opportunity	or	equality	of	outcome?	The	two	approaches	have	quite	different	policy	implications.	See	for	example	
Friedman	L,	(2002),	The Microeconomics of Public Policy Analysis,	Princeton,	Princeton	University	Press,	page	58.
7	 	Ibid,	page	66.	
8	 	Ibid,	page	169.
9	 	See	for	example	NSW	Treasury	NSW Government Guidelines for Economic Appraisal TPP07-5.	
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be	published	critiques	of	the	cost-benefit	approach.	In	the	area	of	economics	and	the	law,	
these	range	from	the	post-Freudian10	and	critical	or	post-Marxist	critiques,11	to	mainstream	
technical	critiques.12	Other	papers	discuss	‘values’,13	either	placing	particular	values	above	
economic	values	of	efficiency,14	or	arguing	that	values	have	no	place	in	any	assessment.15

Public	policy	decision-making	based	on	cost-benefit	analysis	typically	has	a	range	of	checks	
and	balances	to	address	such	criticisms.	The	critiques	tend	to	fall	broadly	into	three	schools.	
These	are	set	out,	and	briefly	addressed.

•	 Firstly	the	cost-benefit	analysis	does	not	assign	something	the	same	value	that	the	
critic	thinks	it	holds,	or	that	the	thing	is	of	infinite	or	intrinsic	value.16		

	 It	may	be	that	the	analysis	does	not	rank	options	in	the	same	way	as	the	critic’s	
personal	value	system	would	rank	them,	noting	that	there	are	likely	to	be	a	range	
of	often	competing	values	and	priorities	within	the	community.	In	economic	terms,	
these	competing	values	can	be	reflected	in	the	concept	of	‘willingness	to	pay’.17	In	
our	social	system,	such	considerations	are	either	informed	by	market	considerations,	
based	on	survey	work	to	establish	the	average	across	society	or	are	the	province	of	
elected	representatives	who	consider	a	wide	range	of	matters,	including	economic	
efficiency	and	the	costs	of	a	proposal,	when	making	decisions	regarding	the	allocation	
of	resources	or	other	policy	decisions.

•	 Secondly	cost-benefit	analysis	is	not	accurate	or	exhaustive	enough.		
	 While	a	legitimate	criticism,	it	is	by	no	means	a	hopeless	endeavour,	with	the	
approach	containing	checks	and	balances	developed	over	time	to	address	these	
issues.		A	cost-benefit	analysis	aims	to	be	transparent,	setting	out	assumptions	and	
inputs,	so	that	if	a	critic	of	a	particular	analysis	believes	it	is	flawed,	they	can	say	
where,	how	and	why	they	believe	the	original	analysis	to	be	incorrect.	Sensitivity	
analysis	is	used	to	ensure	that	the	analysis	is	not	particularly	sensitive	to	reasonable	
changes	in	assumptions.	Finally	there	is	the	matter	of	utility.		It	can	be	argued	that	
policy	decisions	based	on	imperfect	information	should	carry	more	weight	than	those	
based	on	no	information	or	on	the	personal	values	of	one	decision	maker,	for	example.		

•	 The	final	common	criticism	is	that	economic	analysis	does	not	give	regard	to	equity;	
that	is,	the	distribution	of	resources	in	society.		

	 This	is	entirely	correct.	However,	society	has	other	processes	in	place	to	address	equity	
concerns.	These	include	various	systems	of	transfers,	including	monetary	transfers	
such	as	pensions	and	indirect	transfers	such	as	subsidised	services	to	selected	groups	
within	the	community.	Decisions	regarding	appropriate	forms	and	levels	of	transfers	
are	made	by	elected	representatives,	and	so	are	assumed	to	reflect	the	average	values	

10	 	See	for	example	Schroeder,	J.	(1998),	The end of the Market: A psychoanalysis of law and economics:	Harvard	Law	Review	Vol.	
112:483;	discussing	the	market	in	terms	such	as	desire,	Thanatos	(death	wish)	and	castration,	from	a	post-Freudian	perspectives.
11	 	See	for	example	Hanson,	J.,	and	Yosifon,	D.,	(2003)	The Situation: An introduction to the situational character, critical realism, 
power economics, and deep capture, University	of	Pennsylvania	Law	Review,	Vol.	152,	p.	129;	discussing	the	social	function	of	
economics	from	a	range	of	theoretical	perspectives.
12	 	See	for	example	Coleman,	J.,	(1982)	The Normative Basis of Economic Analysis: A Critical Review of Richard Posner’s “The 
Economics of Justice”	Stanford	Law	Review,	Vol.	34,	NO.	5,	pp.	1105-1131; Dworkin,	R.,	(1980)	Is Wealth a Value?,	The	Journal	of	
Legal	Studies,	Vol.	9,	No	2,	pp.	1991-226;	Pildes,	R.,	(1991)	The unintended cultural consequences of public policy: a comment on the 
symposium, Michigan	Law	Review,	Vol.	89,	No.	4;	
13	 	It	is	not	clear	whether	the	values	are	universal	(and	if	so	how	determined)	or	whether	they	are	the	values	of	the	author.
14	 	See	for	example	Singer,	J.,	(2002),	Something Important in Humanity,	Harvard	Civil	Rights-Civil	Liberties	Law	Review,	Vol.	37;	
and	Kennedy,	D.	(1998),	law-and-economics from the perspective of critical legal studies, The	New	Palgrave	Dictionary	of	Economics	
and	the	Law,	ed.	Newman,	P.,	Macmillan	Reference	Limited.
15	 	See	for	example	Kaplow,	L.	and	Shavell,	S.	(2001),	Any non-welfarist Method of Policy Assessment Violates the Pareto Principle,	
Journal	of	Political	Economy,	Vol	109,	No.	2,	pp.	281-286.
16	 	For	example	a	person	may	say	that	the	legal	system	is	about	justice	and	a	price	can’t	be	placed	on	justice.
17	 	One	measure	of	economic	efficiency	is	whether	something	is	provided	at	a	price	society	is	willing	to	pay.	This	includes	the	
economic	justification	of	public	goods	such	as	expressways.	In	the	case	of	expressways,	the	assessing	authority	considers	the	
time	savings	for	the	travelling	public	and	the	value	placed	by	people	on	average	on	their	time	against	the	cost	of	providing	the	
expressway.
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of	our	society.	As	noted,	the	CLC	sector	is	assumed	to	meet	the	equity	objectives	of	
government,	and	this	is	not	challenged	by	the	findings	of	this	study.	

2.4 Theories of law
The	final	area	to	be	discussed	is	whether	the	law	is	informed	by	economics	and	to	what	
extent	or	whether	economics	is	an	appropriate	paradigm	for	the	evaluation	of	legal	outcomes	
in	general	or	the	work	carried	out	by	CLCs	in	particular.	Theories	of	law	are	attempts	to	
understand	why,	in	judicial	matters	or	legal	principles,	our	society	prefers	one	legal	principle	
to	another.	Many	such	theories	of	law	are	documented.	Himma	proposes	a	useful	taxonomy	
of	three	categories	into	which	the	topics	of	legal	philosophy	fall,	each	with	a	number	of	
schools:18

Analytic	Jurisprudence	addresses	the	underlying	question	of	determining	the	necessary	
conditions	for	the	existence	of	law	that	distinguish	law	from	non-law.	Schools	are	identified	
as	Natural	Law	(morality),	Legal	Positivism	(social	convention,	social	facts,	separability	[from	
moral	considerations])	and	Dworkin’s	Third	Theory.	

Normative	Jurisprudence	considers	prescriptive	questions	about	the	law.	Some	of	these	
questions	include	Freedom	and	the	limits	of	Legitimate	Law,	Obligation	to	obey	Law	and	
Justification	of	Punishment.	

The	final	category	is	Critical	Theories	of	Law	whereby	law	is	considered	within	the	context	
of	society.	Schools	include	Legal	Realism	(understanding	the	values	of	judges),	Critical	Legal	
Studies	(understanding	the	importance	of	ideology),	Law	and	Economics	(understanding	
ways	in	which	the	law	maximises	the	wealth	of	society)	and	Outsider	Jurisprudence	
(understanding	ways	in	which	law	promotes	the	interests	of	elites	at	the	expense	of	other	
groups	such	as	women	or	racial	and	ethnic	minorities).

Other	authors	use	other	taxonomies.19	

2.5 The approach taken by this Study
The	current	study	is	situated	within	a	mainstream	economic	paradigm,	utilising	the	tools	of	
micro-economic	policy	analysis,	whilst	cognisant	of	the	critiques	of	this	approach.	Consistent	
with	this,	it	is	informed	by	economic	theories	of	law,	accepting	that	an	economic	approach	
to	law	(and	by	extension	the	work	of	CLCs)	is	a	legitimate	perspective,	among	others,	for	
understanding	the	value	to	society	of	work	carried	out	by	CLCs.	

18	 	Internet	Encyclopedia	of	Philosophy	–	The	Philosophy	of	Law	at	http://www.iep.utm.edu/law-phil/	
19	 	See	for	example:	Harris,	J.	(2004),	Legal Philosophies,	Oxford	University	Press,	Oxford,	does	not	attempt	to	create	a	systematic	
plan	but	instead	identifies	some	19	headings	under	which	areas	of	legal	philosophical	debate	can	be	grouped.	These	include	
natural	law	and	moral	truth;	the	command	theory	of	law;	utilitarianism	and	the	economic	analysis	of	law;	punishment;	Kelsen’s	
pure	theory	of	law	(law	should	be	value	free);	legal	concepts,	legal	realism	and	critical	legal	studies;	Hart’s	concept	of	law	(legal	
rules	as	social	rules);	freedom	and	the	enforcement	of	morals;	the	morality	of	law	and	the	rule	of	law;	statutory	interpretation;	
precedent;	Dworkin’s	rights	thesis;	legal	reasoning;	the	duty	to	obey	the	law;	the	historical	school	and	non-state	law;	sociological	
jurisprudence;	law,	society	and	Marxist	jurisprudence;	and	justice:	liberal,	communitarian	and	feminist;	and	Leiboff,	M.	and	
Thomas,	M.	(2004),	Legal Theories in Principle,	Lawbook	Co.,	Pyrmont,	who	identify	and	discuss	natural	law	theories;	modernism	
and	liberalism;	legal	positivism;	Marxist	theories;	sociological	legal	theories;	feminist	legal	theory;	critical	legal	studies;	post-
modernism;	critical	race	theory	and	postcolonial	theory;	and	emerging	theories.	They	mention,	but	do	not	discuss,	economic	
analysis	of	the	law;	common	law	theory;	historical	and	anthropological	jurisprudence;	and	a	range	of	philosophical	and	
sociological	theorists.
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3. Framework for economic analysis
3.1 What is an economic analysis?
Public	policy	is	largely	concerned	with	the	allocation	of	scarce	community	resources,	where	
needs	typically	outweigh	available	resources.20	Economic	analysis	is	one	accepted	way	of	
assessing	and	comparing	such	allocative	decisions	to	provide	information	to	decision	makers.	
The	breadth	of	the	analysis	is	important	and,	in	this	regard,	economic	analysis	should	not	
be	confused	with	a	financial	analysis.	The	latter	is	concerned	with	an	organisation’s	bottom	
line,	whereas	an	economic	analysis	is	concerned	with	costs	and	benefits	across	the	whole	
of	society.	This	latter	perspective	may	be	challenging	to	legal	practitioners	and	other	service	
providers,	as	their	primary	concern	is	understandably	largely	concerned	with	obtaining	the	
best	outcome	for	their	client,	rather	than	the	best	outcome	for	society.	As	we	will	see	from	the	
current	study,	the	two	are	not	necessarily	the	same,	though	they	may	often	intersect.

An	economic	(or,	more	precisely,	a	microeconomic)	analysis	of	public	policy	is	based	on	the	
premise	that	some	allocations	of	resources	are	more	efficient	than	others,	and	that	to	provide	
more	efficient	allocations	is	an	important	social	objective.	The	term	‘efficiency’	is	used	in	a	
precise	and	technical	way	by	economists,	and	is	based	on	the	theoretical	concept	of	utility	
and	the	social	goal	of	the	maximisation	of	utility.21	Suppose	that	A	has	ten	apples	and	B	has	
ten	oranges.	They	trade	apples	and	oranges	with	each	other	and	end	up	with	five	apples	and	
five	oranges	each.	The	total	amount	of	resources	has	not	changed,	however	the	changing	
allocation	of	those	resources	through	trade	has	increased	the	total	utility	of	A	and	B.	Since	
they	were	both	prepared	to	trade,	they	both	think	they	are	better	off	compared	with	their	
original	position.	An	‘efficient	outcome’	is	one	in	which	there	are	no	more	trades	available,	
that	is	nobody	thinks	they	can	improve	their	position	by	market	exchanges.22

While	it	could	be	argued	that	this	notion	of	efficiency	is	value	laden	and	subjective,	it	is	also	
empirical,	in	that	it	is	generally	descriptive	of	what	people	actually	do	when	they	trade	things	
in	a	market	and	those	markets	can	be	examined	quantitatively.

There	is	another	important	point	to	be	considered.	The	efficient	outcome	from	market	
exchanges	will	always	depend	on	the	initial	allocation	of	resources.	So	in	the	example	above,	
if	A	had	six	apples	and	B	had	ten	oranges,	the	efficient	allocation	may	end	up	as	A	having	
three	apples	and	three	oranges	while	B	has	three	apples	and	seven	oranges.	While	A	and	B	are	
both better	off,	B	is	better off	than	A.

That	initial	allocation	of	resources	is	entirely	arbitrary	and	reflects	chance	and	circumstance.	
For	example	someone	born	in	Australia	will	have	access	to	many	more	economic	resources	
than	a	person	born	in	Cambodia,	and	so,	if	they	traded,	while	both	would	be	better	off	after	
trading,	the	Australian	is	likely	to	be	much	better	off	than	the	Cambodian.	Within	Australia,	
an	indigenous	person	living	in	a	remote	area	will	have	far	less	access	to	employment,	health	
and	legal	services	than	a	person	born	to	a	middle	class	family	in	inner	Sydney	or	Melbourne.	
This	raises	another	important	social	concern	(and	second	economic	objective	in	our	system	of	
government),	that	of	‘equity’	or	fairness.	

While	different	rules	have	been	proposed	to	guide	equity,	there	is	no	consensus	among	
economists	regarding	an	appropriate	‘social	welfare’	function.23	In	Australia,	equity	is	
addressed	by	a	system	of	transfers,	whereby	wealth	is	transferred	from	one	part	of	society	to	
another,	either	through	cash,	differential	taxation,	or	through	subsidised	or	free	services	and	
other	measures.	Theoretically,	those	transfers	represent	the	sum	of	the	values	of	society	with	
regard	to	equity,	as	expressed	by	our	elected	representatives.

20	 	See	for	example	Friedman	op cit.,	p.3.
21	 	See	for	example	Nicholson,	W.,	(2005)	Microeconomic Theory: Basic principles and extensions,	9th	ed.,	Thompson	South	
Western,	page	338.
22	 	Technically	this	is	termed	the	Pareto	Principle.
23	 	The	set	of	rules	encapsulating	normative	standards	that	should	govern	redistribution	of	resources	(see	for	example	
Friedman	op cit, page	58).	



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-�0-

The	third	economic	objective	of	government	in	Australia,	and	in	similar	countries,	is	to	provide	
certain	goods	and	services,	characterised	in	this	report	as	‘public	goods’.24	In	this	regard,	
different	countries	have	different	views	as	to	which	services	the	market	should	provide	and	
which	should	be	provided	by	the	state,	and	what	price	should	be	paid	for	those	services.

The	result	is	that	in	Australia,	and	in	other	countries	with	similar	systems,	government	has	
three	broad	economic	functions.	The	first	is	to	maximise	individual	utility	across	society	by	
maximising	the	efficient	allocation	of	goods	and	services.	The	second	is	to	address	matters	of	
equity	by	fulfilling	a	redistributive	function.	The	third	is	to	provide	public	goods	and	services.	

There	are	a	range	of	well-understood	economic	techniques	and	principles	to	evaluate	the	
economics	of	public	policy,	commonly	referred	to	as	cost	benefit	analysis.	As	noted,	this	is	the	
method	used	in	the	current	study	to	assess	economic	impacts	of	the	operation	of	CLCs.

3.2 How do ClCs meet the public policy objectives of 
government in an economic sense?

Fundamentally,	CLCs	are	an	equity	measure	funded	by	government	to	increase	access	to	the	
legal	system	by	those	who	may	otherwise	be	excluded,	or	by	improving	and	facilitating	access	
e.g.	by	providing	information	to	people	in	the	legal	system	that	enables	them	to	operate	
more	effectively	and	efficiently	within	it.	Funding	provided	to	CLCs	represents	the	value	
placed	on	such	outcomes	by	our	elected	representatives,	giving	regard	to	competing	demands	
for	resources	from	other	sectors.

An	economic	analysis	of	the	CLC	sector	therefore	starts	from	this	position	but	also	seeks	to	
understand	the	degree	to	which	that	‘equity’	function	may	also	achieve	‘efficiency’	functions.	
If	the	CLC	sector	can	achieve	efficiency	goals	of	government	as	well	as	achieving	equity	
functions,	then	the	Australian	community	has	done	well	out	of	the	initial	allocation	of	
funding	to	the	sector.	

There	are	three broad areas	in	which	CLCs	may	contribute	to	efficient	economic	outcomes.	

•	 In	terms	of	the	efficient	operation	of	the	market,	CLCs	can	assist	in	the proper 
operation of the legal system	from	which	we	all	benefit,	by	providing	access	to	
the	legal	system	for	those	who	may	otherwise	be	excluded.	CLCs	thus	provide	an	
opportunity	for	the	law	to	be	engaged	in	circumstances	where	it	may	not	otherwise	
be	engaged.	This	outcome	is	predicated	on	economic	theories	of	the	law,	whereby	
the	law	is	characterised	as	performing	a	social	function	(among	other	functions)	of	
facilitating	the	efficient	operation	of	the	market.

Proponents	of	the	economic	theory	of	the	law,	such	as	Richard	Posner,25	contend	that	
proper	operation	of	the	legal	system	provides	an	economic	benefit	to	society	because	it	
facilitates	economically	efficient	outcomes.	Posner	draws	on	a	wide	range	of	economic	
theory	to	illustrate	how	various	areas	of	the	law	achieve	an	efficient	outcome,	or	
optimise	the	benefits	across	society.	Some	areas	of	law,	like	negligence,	contract	and	
family	law,	may	be	regarded	as	of	greater	or	lesser	economic	benefit,26	whilst	others	like	
employment	law	and	human	rights	may	best	be	considered	transfers	or	equity	measures	
under	Posner’s	framework.	For	example,	contract	law	ensures	that	non-simultaneous	
transactions	can	occur	with	considerable	benefit	in	many	spheres	of	activity.	Such	

24	 	These	are	goods	and	services	that	are	of	value	to	the	community,	however	the	market	is	unlikely	to	provide	them	as	once	
built	or	provided,	anyone	can	use	them	or	have	the	benefit	of	them,	without	paying.	Examples	include	public	roads,	defence	
forces	and,	in	the	classic	example,	lighthouses.	Other	goods	could	be	provided	by	the	market	place,	such	as	electricity	supplies,	
water	and	train	services	but	are	commonly	provided	by	government	in	Australia	for	other	reasons.	Electricity	for	example	is	a	
natural	monopoly,	hence	for	the	government	to	provide	it	is	to	ensure	that	it	is	provided	at	the	lowest	price	(noting	however	that	
there	are	a	range	of	inefficiencies	associated	with	government	delivery	of	services).	
25	 	Posner,	R.,	(2007)	Economic Analysis of Law,	7th	ed.,	Aspen,	New	York.
26	 	Negligence,	for	example,	promotes	a	market	by	placing	a	cost	on	negligent	acts	that	would	otherwise	be	borne	by	others,	
thus	internalising	an	externality.	
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theorists	provide	useful	insights	into	the	likely	benefits	of	different	aspects	of	the	law,	
which	the	current	study	draws	on,	both	in	a	qualitative	and	quantitative	way.	

•	 CLCs	can	also	function	to	ensure	the most efficient delivery of the equity goals	of	
government	and	this	is	an	important	economic	benefit.	For	example,	if	the	cost	of	
a	person	obtaining	appropriate	access	to	justice	can	be	halved,	then	twice	as	many	
clients	can	be	provided	with	a	service.	

•	 Finally,	CLCs	can	assist	in	addressing potentially	adverse economic outcomes or	
externalities	related	to	perverse	outcomes.	On average,	the	proper	operation	of	the	
legal	system	should	provide	economically	efficient	outcomes	for	society.	However,	the	
operation	of	the	legal	system	can	have	unintended	consequences	that	result	in	costs	
that	are	borne	by	the	whole	of	society,	resulting	in	‘externalities’.27	For	example,	the	
cost	of	institutionalisation,	homelessness	or	relationship	breakdown	that	may	result	
from	some	legal	processes	can	result	in	significant	direct	and	hidden	costs	that	may	
be	avoided	through	timely,	holistic	or	preventative	action,	key	strategies	of	CLCs.	

3.3 Applying economic principles and methodologies to 
the legal system

Economic	principles	of	public	policy	analysis	provide	a	useful	way	of	thinking	about	the	value	
of	the	operation	and	functioning	of	the	law	in	society,	including	of	CLCs,	for	the	current	study,	
and	provide	the	basis	of	a	framework	for	evaluating	the	economic	impact	of	such	services.	

Only	a	few	studies	in	Australia	have	sought	to	analyse	the	economic	value	or	economic	
impact	of	community	or	public	sector	legal	activities	in	an	applied	way.	The	work	of	
Price	Waterhouse	Coopers	in	evaluating	the	economic	value	of	legal	aid	found	a	benefit-
cost	ratio	of	1.60	and	2.25	(using	a	range	of	different	case	assumptions).28	However,	the	
analysis	is	financial	rather	than	economic	in	that	it	only	considers	costs	and	benefits	at	the	
organisational	level,	rather	than	at	the	whole	of	community	level	and	is	narrow	in	scope.	The	
calculation	of	the	benefit-cost	ratio	was	based	on	average	costs	and	theoretical	scenarios.	
Three	case	studies	were	also	assessed	in	the	study;	however,	the	author	of	this	report	has	
concerns	with	some	of	the	assumptions	made	in	assessing	those	case	studies,	for	example,	
the	use	of	willingness	to	pay	measures	based	on	stated	rather	than	revealed	preferences	and	
the	ascribing	of	an	economic	benefit	to	the	avoidance	of	transfers.29	

Two	other	Australian	studies	have	also	aimed	to	evaluate	the	economic	impacts	of	the	legal	
system.30	The	first	of	these	is	actually	a	financial	appraisal	(concerned	with	an	organisation’s	
bottom	line)	rather	than	an	economic	analysis	and	is	recognised	by	its	authors	as	such.	The	
second	study	is	narrow	in	scope,	considering	three	case	studies,	and,	again	in	the	opinion	of	
the	writer	of	this	report,	contains	errors	such	as	confusing	the	benefit	to	the	individual	with	
the	benefit	to	society.	

There	is	value	in	these	studies.	In	general,	however,	such	studies	do	not	take	a	comprehensive	
approach	to	economic	evaluation	of	community	or	public	sector	legal	services,	and	none	
of	the	studies	bring	together	the	range	of	considerations	outlined	above,	assess	costs	and	
benefits	across	the	whole	of	community	or	base	their	analysis	on	a	statistically	defensible	
sampling	approach.	The	current	study	seeks	to	address	this	gap	by	conceptualising	the	value	
of	CLC	services	within	an	economic	framework,	by	applying	the	framework	to	quantify	the	
economic	benefits	associated	with	CLCs	using	an	appropriate	methodology	(cost-benefit	

27	 	Such	mechanisms	are	collectively	referred	to	as	“Market	Failure”.	For	a	discussion	see	Swann,	M.	and	McEachern,	W.,	(2003),	
Microeconomics, A contemporary introduction,	2nd	ed.,	Thompson,	pages	105	ff.
28	 	Price	Waterhouse	Coopers	(2009)	Economic value of legal aid, National	Legal	Aid.
29	 	A	pension,	for	example,	is	not	a	net	cost	when	summed	across	society,	as	one	person’s	loss	is	another	person’s	gain.	There	
is	however	a	cost	to	society	from	the	administrative	systems	required	to	support	both	systems	of	taxation	and	payments	of	
pensions.	
30	 	KPMG	(2008)	Family dispute resolution services in legal aid commissions – Evaluation Report, Attorney-General’s	Department;	
and	Institute	for	Sustainable	Futures	(2006)	The Economic Value of Community Legal Centres, NACLC.
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analysis	at	the	whole	of	community	level)	and	by	using	a	sound	empirical	approach	by	
calculating	averages	based	on	a	sample	of	160	case	studies.	

3.4 Framework for the assessment of economic  
impacts of ClCs

A	framework	for	the	study	was	developed	primarily	using	the	economic	principles	of	
public	policy	analysis,	informed	by	reference	to	the	economic	theory	of	law,	whereby	law	
is	understood	by	its	ability	to	return	economically	efficient	outcomes.	These	concepts	
were	brought	together	within	an	overarching	assessment	of	net	benefit	at	the	‘whole	of	
community’	level	(commonly	referred	to	as	‘cost	benefit	analysis’)	in	order	to	evaluate	the	
economic	impact	of	CLCs.	

A	cost-benefit	analysis	provides	for	the	transparent	comparison	of	costs	and	benefits	across	
various	types	of	projects,	policies	or	programs,	using	a	common	currency	(dollars)	and	is	
the	preferred	method	of	government	for	the	assessment	of	economic	benefits	in	NSW	
and	nationally.31	It	takes	a	‘whole	of	community’	approach	to	the	assessment	of	cost	and	
benefits,	including	the	direct	or	financial	costs	of	a	program	or	project	as	well	as	its	indirect	
or	hidden	costs	(‘externalities’)	that	are	nonetheless	real	costs	to	the	community.	Even	where	
all	impacts	cannot	be	quantified	or	valued,	it	allows	for	a	clear	decision	making	framework,	
and	includes	quantitative	and	qualitative	information	about	the	likely	effects	of	a	program	or	
proposal.	

The	costs	of	CLCs	are	largely	evident,	generally	the	direct	costs	of	providing	CLCs,	including	
wages,	administration	costs	and	the	like	from	government	funding	and	any	other	income.	

Three	levels	of	benefit	are	considered	in	accordance	with	the	conceptual	considerations	
outlined	previously.	

•	 Firstly	the	study	takes	the	view	that	one	of	the	outcomes	of	the	proper	operation	of	
the	legal	system	is	to	provide	economically	efficient	outcomes	across	the	whole	of	
the	community,	with	those	efficient	outcomes	in	the	interests	of	the	whole	of	society.	
Hence,	functions	of	CLCs	that	lead	to	the	proper	operation	of	the	legal	system	are	
likely	to	provide	a	benefit	to	the	community	as	a	whole.	Typically	these	benefits	are	
assessed	qualitatively	in	this	study	as	in	practice	it	would	be	expected	that,	while	
the	overall	benefit	of	our	system	of	law	is	large,	for	a	particular	matter	on	average	
marginal	costs	would	be	expected	to	equal	marginal	benefits.32	

•	 Secondly,	considering	the	legal	system	as	a	public	good	(or	service)	or	as	an	equity	
measure,	it	is	also	in	the	interests	of	the	community	to	have	that	public	good	or	
equity	measure	delivered	in	an	efficient	way,	meaning,	in	this	case,	that	it	is	delivered	
at	the	lowest	cost,	hence	any	functions	of	the	CLC	sector	that	reduce	the	cost	of	
operating	the	legal	system	(e.g.	early	intervention	strategies	that	keep	people	out	
of	the	system,	or	garnering	volunteer	lawyers)	will	also	be	a	benefit.	There	is	also	a	
further	benefit	here	whereby	the	actions	of	CLCs	may	reduce	transaction	costs	more	
generally	in	society,	for	example	private	legal	costs	incurred	by	parties.	

•	 Finally,	it	is	not	in	the	interests	of	the	community	if	the	‘blind’	operation	of	the	legal	
system	incurs	costs	elsewhere	in	the	community,	and	those	costs	outweigh	the	

31	 	See	for	example	Australian	Government	(2010),	Best Practice Regulation Handbook.
32	 	This	is	because	the	existence	or	otherwise	of	an	economically	beneficial	legal	principle	is	unlikely	to	hinge	on	a	particular	
case	or	matter	and	it	is	the	principle	which	provides	the	benefit	to	society.	As	an	example,	if	contract	law	was	to	disappear	
tomorrow,	there	would	be	an	immense	financial	cost	to	society	as	transactions	would	be	limited	to	those	which	can	be	made	
simultaneously.	However	contracts	are	entered	into	every	day	across	society	and	very	few	of	those	end	up	in	dispute	or	require	
court	enforcement	for	performance	as	the	principles	are	well	established	and	well	known.	In	a	completely	rational	system,	one	
would	expect	that	in	any	instance	where	a	legal	principle	is	defended,	the	cost	to	society	of	confirming	the	principle	will	be	equal	
to	the	cost	to	society	of	having	the	principle	ignored.	In	this	view,	a	mature	system	of	justice	is	analogous	to	a	market,	wherein	
some	people	sell	goods	for	more	than	their	minimum	price,	and	some	people	buy	goods	more	cheaply	than	they	are	prepared	to	
pay,	but	the	last	seller	sells	at	exactly	his	minimum	price,	and	the	last	buyer	pays	exactly	his	maximum	price.	
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benefits	from	the	operation	of	the	legal	system	resulting	in	a	perverse	outcome.	
Accordingly,	the	proper	operation	of	the	CLC	sector	should	seek	to	avoid	these	
external	costs	as	this	will	generate	a	public	benefit.	These	benefits	are	characterised	in	
this	report	as	‘externalities’.33	

33	 	An	example	may	be	a	young	offender	who	is	unlikely	to	reoffend,	but	who	if	sentenced	to	a	custodial	sentence	will	incur	
a	cost	to	society	through	incarceration.	It	could	also	be	that	their	ability	to	contribute	to	society	will	be	significantly	reduced	
as	they	may	have	difficulty	finding	work	in	the	future	due	to	a	criminal	record.	These	latter	two	costs	could	be	considered	as	
externalities.	From	an	economically	rigorous	perspective,	in	the	case	where	they	were	likely	to	reoffend,	the	cost	to	society	of	
ongoing	crime	would	need	to	be	set	against	the	cost	to	society	of	incarceration	and	of	reduced	employment	from	a	criminal	
record.	The	economically	efficient	point	would	be	where	enough	people	were	being	sentenced	so	that	the	two	costs	were	equal.
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4. Methodology
4.1 Overview 
The	approach	was	based	on	a	review	and	analysis	of	randomly	selected	matters	across	four	
community	legal	centres	in	a	mix	of	metropolitan	and	regional	and	remote	locations.	There	
were	eight	key	components	to	the	approach:

•	 Selection	of	community	legal	centres
•	 Assessment	of	operating	costs
•	 Selection	of	matters	from	the	categories	of	information,	advice	and	casework
•	 Evaluation	of	matters	using	the	framework
•	 Discussion	and	review	with	community	legal	centre	staff
•	 Finalisation	and	quantification	of	benefits
•	 Calculation	and	reporting	of	cost-benefit	ratio
•	 Interviews	with	key	staff	on	programs	provided	by	each	centre

Each	of	these	is	discussed	briefly	in	turn.	

4.2 Selection of community legal centres
	Four	community	legal	centres	were	selected	as	case	study	centres	to	represent	different	
types,	locations	and	sizes	of	centres.	These	were:

•	 A	generalist	legal	centre	in	a	Victorian	inner	regional	area34	(Loddon	Campaspe	
Community	Legal	Centre)

•	 A	generalist	legal	centre	in	a	Western	Australian	outer	regional	area	and	servicing	
remote	areas35	(Geraldton	Legal	Centre)

•	 A	specialist	legal	centre	in	Sydney	(Consumer	Credit	Legal	Centre)
•	 A	generalist	legal	centre	in	Sydney	(Marrickville	Legal	Centre)

Centres	included	three	generalist	centres	and	one	specialist	centre.	Two	were	in	metropolitan	
locations,	one	was	in	an	inner	regional	location	and	one	was	in	an	outer	regional	location.

Of	the	four	case	study	CLCs,	Loddon	Campaspe	Community	Legal	Centre	is	a	generalist	legal	
centre	located	in	an	inner	regional	area,	Geraldton	Resource	Centre	is	a	generalist	legal	centre	
located	in	an	outer	regional	area,	Consumer	Credit	Legal	Centre	is	a	state	wide	specialist	
service	and	Marrickville	Legal	Centre	is	a	generalist	inner	city	legal	centre	servicing	a	specific	
geographic	catchment	area.

The	loddon Campaspe Community legal Centre	helps	disadvantaged	Central	Victorians	
with	legal	problems.	It	is	committed	to	human	rights	and	social	justice	and	works	with	other	
local	agencies	and	networks	to	address	common	issues	of	disadvantage	and	need	in	the	
Loddon	Campaspe	region	of	Central	Victoria.	The	Centre	provides	free	legal	advice,	referral	
and	ongoing	assistance	to	local	residents	in	a	range	of	areas	including	family,	consumer,	
debt,	discrimination,	family/domestic	violence,	crime,	motor	vehicle	accidents,	welfare	rights,	
employment,	guardianship	and	victims	of	crime.

	Primarily,	the	legal	centre	program	at	geraldton Resource Centre	operates	to	provide	
assistance	to	people	who	would	not	otherwise	have	access	to	legal	advice.	It	also	assists	
people	to	access	the	legal	and	other	systems	where	their	access	is	limited,	for	example	due	

34	 	Australian	Standard	Geographic	Classification	Remoteness	Structure.
35	 	Ibid.
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to	poor	literacy.	The	CLC	seeks	to	negotiate	outcomes	between	parties	and	works	with	other	
programs	within	Geraldton	Resource	Centre	to	assist	clients.

Apart	from	a	generalist	legal	program,	an	Indigenous	Women’s	program	and	tenancy	
advocacy,	Geraldton	Resource	Centre	operates	a	range	of	programs	targeting	the	root	cause	
of	problems	that	would	otherwise	manifest	as	legal	matters.	Programs	include	financial	
counselling,	support	programs	for	released	prisoners	and	a	homelessness	service.	Typically	
the	programs	reflect	the	workload	of	the	CLC.

The	Consumer Credit legal Centre	functions	to	provide	an	expert	knowledge	base	in	the	area	
of	consumer	credit	acting	in	the	public	interest	and	providing	valuable	input	to	policy	makers.	
The	centre	also	serves	a	compliance	function,	by	assessing	the	performance	of	lenders	and	
insurance	companies	against	codes	of	practice	and	statutory	regulation	and	ensuring,	as	far	
as	they	are	able,	that	those	codes	of	practice	and	regulations	are	complied	with.	At	a	more	
practical	level,	benefits	are	achieved	by	the	CLC	facilitating	negotiation	between	parties,	with	
these	benefits	accruing	to	creditors,	debtors	and	to	the	broader	community.	Importantly,	and	
similar	to	other	centres,	the	centre	seeks	to	address	the	root	cause	of	matters	that	would	
otherwise	present	as	legal	problems	by	providing	counselling	and	support	to	clients.

Marrickville legal Centre	operates	to	provide	assistance	to	people	who	would	not	otherwise	
have	access	to	legal	advice.	It	also	assists	people	to	access	the	legal	and	other	systems	where	
their	access	is	limited	due	to	lack	of	skills	or	sophistication.	The	CLC	runs	specialist	programs	
in	the	areas	of	young	people,	tenancy	and	domestic	violence.

4.3 Assessment of operating costs
Operating	costs	were	determined	from	the	accounts	of	the	various	centres.	Where	a	
community	legal	centre	was	part	of	a	larger	organisation,	relevant	officers	from	each	
organisation	identified	the	component	of	cost	attributable	to	the	community	legal	centre.

4.4 Selection of matters
A	sampling	approach	was	used	to	estimate	the	average	benefit	associated	with	a	matter	
for	a	particular	community	legal	centre.	Over	160	matters	were	assessed	across	the	four	
legal	centres.36	The	approach	used	at	the	first	centre	was	to	select	twenty	random	matters	
(including	cases	and	advices)	and	to	have	legal	staff	identify	another	twenty	cases	that	they	
perceived	as	having	high	value.	

Following	analysis,	it	was	found	that	the	economic	benefit	associated	with	the	random	
matters	was	similar	to	the	economic	benefit	associated	with	the	matters	perceived	by	legal	
staff	as	having	high	value.	For	this	reason,	in	the	other	three	centres	twenty	random	cases	
and	twenty	random	advices	were	selected	and	evaluated.	

4.5 evaluation of matters using the framework
Each	file	was	assessed	as	to	whether	a	benefit	was	evident	in	the	three	areas	of	the	law,	the	
process	and	externalities.	The	benefit	was	then	quantified	using	a	range	of	methods	such	as	
avoided	cost	or	willingness	to	pay	with	recourse	to	other	studies	or	to	reported	costs.	This	was	
the	major	part	of	the	study,	and	many	different	approaches	were	used,	but	are	not	repeated	
here.	Details	can	be	found	in	the	individual	case	studies	with	the	study’s	report.

36	 	While	a	larger	sample	will	always	reduce	over	or	under	estimates	arising	from	sampling	error,	there	is	a	trade-off	between	
the	cost	of	assessing	larger	and	larger	samples	and	the	reduction	in	sampling	error.	For	a	randomly	distributed	continuous	
variable,	such	as	the	benefit	associated	with	a	matter,	a	sample	size	of	30	is	considered	sufficient	to	return	good	results	hence	
the	sample	of	160	matters	can	be	expected	to	provide	defensible	results.
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4.6 discussion and review with ClC staff
Following	an	initial	review	and	assessment	by	the	researcher,	the	matters	were	then	
discussed	with	community	legal	centre	staff	to	see	if,	first,	the	matter	was	properly	
understood,	and	secondly,	whether	there	were	other	circumstances	associated	with	the	
matter	that	may	have	contributed	additional	benefit	that	had	not	been	identified.

4.7 Finalisation and quantification of benefits
The	identified	and	quantified	economic	benefits	were	then	finalised.

4.8 Calculation and reporting of cost benefit ratio
An	average	benefit	per	case	and	per	advice	was	calculated.	This	average	benefit	was	then	
multiplied	by	the	number	of	cases	and	advices	recorded	by	the	centre	in	a	twelve	month	
period,	and	the	benefit	was	divided	by	the	operating	cost	of	the	community	legal	centre	
to	return	a	cost	benefit	ratio.	A	further	comparison	was	made	of	high	benefit	cases	with	
operating	costs	to	determine	how	many	high	benefit	cases	would	be	required	to	offset	the	
operating	cost	of	the	centre.

4.9 interviews with key staff on programs provided by 
each centre

Interviews	were	also	conducted	with	key	staff	on	programs	provided	by	each	centre	to	
provide	a	more	comprehensive	understanding	of	the	centres’	functions,	and	provide	a	more	
qualitative	perspective	on	the	value	of	the	CLCs.
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5. Summary of results
5.1 Overview
The	study	finds	that,	on	average,	CLCs	have	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	1:18;	that	is,	for	every	dollar	
spent	by	government	they	return	a	benefit	to	society	that	is	18	times	the	cost.	To	express	
this	in	dollar	terms,	if	the	average	held	constant	for	CLCs	across	Australia,	the	$47.0	million	
spent	on	the	program	nationally	in	2009/10	would	yield	around	$846.0	million	of	benefit	to	
Australia.	

The	assessment	of	net	economic	benefits	provides	a	very	strong	rationale	for	the	continued	
funding	of	the	CLC	program,	and	a	clear	justification	of	CLCs	in	economic	terms.	As	noted,	
not	everything	that	is	done	by	CLCs	can	(or	indeed	should)	be	quantified.	The	assessment	
is	also	limited	to	direct	service	(advices	and	casework)	and	so	does	not	include	some	of	
the	community	legal	education	and	policy	and	law	reform	activities	that	are	commonly	
undertaken	by	centres.	Nonetheless,	those	activities	that	have	been	quantified	indicate	a	very	
high	rate	of	return	compared,	for	example,	to	the	cost	benefit	ratio	that	may	be	required	to	
justify	a	physical	infrastructure	program	(typically	around	1:2	or	1:3).	

Results	of	the	cost	benefit	analysis	are	summarised	in	the	table	below.	Note	that	costs	
include	all	program	costs	including	community	legal	education	and	other	activities	as	well	as	
information,	advice	and	casework;	hence	the	results	may	be	conservative.

Table 1: Results of cost benefit analysis

Centre
AverAge 

benefit of 
AdviCes

AverAge 
benefit of 

CAses

Cost benefit 
rAtio notes

Loddon-Campaspe	
CLC

$3,999		
($95,537)

$6,634	
(77,010)

1:30		
(400)

Figure	in	brackets	includes	
one	very	high	value	matter	
which	may	skew	results.

Geraldton	
Resource	Centre $173 $4,241	

($12,241)
1:6		
(17)

Figure	in	brackets	includes	
a	training	course	where	
ascribing	the	benefits	of	
the	program	to	the	centre	is	

debatable.
Consumer	Credit	
LC $3,595 $2,379 1:33

Marrickville	LC $567 $365 1:4
average across 
cenTres $2,084 $3,405 1:18

Source:	JSA	data	and	analysis

5.2 discussion

5.2.1 Summary
In	all	cases	the	estimated	cost	benefit	ratio	was	high	enough	to	justify	the	centre	
economically	even	given	the	uncertainties	in	estimating	and	assigning	benefits	to	the	various	
centres.	As	noted,	on	average	across	the	four	centres,	and	by	extrapolation	for	the	sector	as	
a	whole,	benefits	exceeded	costs	by	a	factor	of	18	(a	cost	benefit	ration	of	1:18).	However,	as	
would	be	expected,	there	was	found	to	be	a	wide	range	of	benefits	associated	with	matters,	
with	economic	benefits	to	the	community	ranging	from	zero	in	some	cases	to	millions	of	
dollars	in	other	matters	where	the	actions	of	the	CLC	avoided	the	very	large	costs	associated	
with	institutional	care.	The	average	benefit	of	information	and	advices	was	found	to	be	
similar	to	the	average	benefit	of	cases;	however,	the	number	of	information	and	advices	
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considerably	exceeds	the	number	of	cases,	so	that	the	total	benefit	of	information	and	
advices	exceeded	the	total	benefit	of	cases	across	the	four	centres.

	The	difference	between	centres	considered	in	this	review	is	striking,	with	two	centres	
assessed	as	having	cost	benefit	ratios	five	times	higher	than	the	other	two.

There	are	a	variety	of	reasons	why	economic	cost	benefit	ratios	may	vary	for	CLCs.	These	
include:
•	 In	this	review,	benefit	was	assessed	from	matters	performed	in	and	by	the	legal	
practice,	whereas	cost	was	assessed	by	looking	at	the	whole	cost	of	the	community	
legal	centre.	Some	centres	have	other	programs	and	workers	that	provide	other	
services,	for	example,	family	violence	counselling	or	community	education	activities	
and	other	preventative	and	capacity	building	strategies,	that	have	not	been	'counted'	
in	the	benefit	analysis	but	their	cost	may	figure	in	the	cost	of	the	centre.	Depending	
on	the	number	and	profile	of	these	other	services,	this	cost	could	be	very	significant	in	
some	centres,	but	only	a	comparatively	small	cost	at	others.

•	 Centres	may	have	different	intake	policies,	with	some	centres	assisting	anyone	
from	their	community	who	presents,	at	least	initially,	while	others	may	have	more	
strict	guidelines,	effectively	'filtering'	the	people	they	assist	before	they	see	them.	
Application	or	implementation	of	intake	policies	can	also	vary	between	centres.

•	 Centres	may	have	more,	or	less,	effective	triage	assessment.	With	more	resources	
allocated	to	this	stage,	more	people	may	be	referred	to	other	providers	immediately,	
meaning	that	those	who	are	seen	by	a	lawyer	may	be	more	likely	to	have	significant	
problems	that	can	be	addressed	by	the	centre.	This	may	increase	the	benefit	side	of	
the	equation.	

•	 There	are	differences	in	the	profile	of	the	centres'	underlying	client	base	and/or	the	
catchment	(geographic	or	community	of	interest)	upon	which	they	draw.	For	example,	
services	targeted	at	Indigenous	or	particular	immigrant	or	seniors	groups	may	require	
service	providers	to	go	out	into	the	communities	to	engage	with	potential	clients	
before	legal	needs	can	be	expressed	or	identified,	or	services	provided.	These	clients	
also	require	more	time.	The	time	and	cost	of	providing	services	in	this	way,	including	
the	use	of	interpreters	or	taking	into	account	cultural	sensitivities,	may	significantly	
affect	an	economic	assessment.

•	 There	are	differences	in	program	focus,	for	example	some	centres	may	choose	to	
provide	mainly	legal	advice	and	legal	casework	services,	while	others	may	include	
a	greater	proportion	of	early	intervention	or	preventative	work,	such	as	community	
legal	education	or	law	reform	activities.	Again,	this	will	affect	the	assessment	of	
relative	costs	and	benefits.

•	 Different	types	of	law	are	associated	with	greater	and	lesser	economic	benefits,	
consequently	centres	focussing	on	areas	of	law	underpinned	by	equity	considerations	
will	be	assessed	as	having	lower	economic	benefits	compared	to	centres	focussing	on	
areas	of	law	underpinned	by	efficiency	considerations.

5.2.2 Justification for the program
The	estimated	cost	benefit	ratio	was	quite	high,	and	more	than	sufficient	to	justify	the	
ongoing	funding	of	the	program	from	an	economic	perspective.	While	the	cost	benefit	
ratio	was	quite	high,	there	will	always	be	uncertainties	as	to	the	degree	of	precision	in	
the	quantification	of	benefits,	uncertainty	as	to	whether	all	benefits	and	costs	have	been	
identified	and	finally	uncertainty	as	to	the	degree	to	which	benefits	can	be	fully	ascribed	
to	the	operation	of	CLCs.	Given	the	high	cost	benefit	ratio,	even	in	the	unlikely	event	that	
benefits	were	significantly	overestimated,	the	economic	benefits	of	the	sector	are	still	likely	
to	significantly	exceed	costs.	For	example,	even	if	benefits	were	overstated	by	a	factor	of	two,	
the	cost-benefit	ratio	would	still	be	1:9.	
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As	noted,	government	typically	regards	a	cost-benefit	ratio	of	1:2	or	1:3	as	sufficient	
justification	to	proceed	with	a	major	infrastructure	project	involving,	in	some	cases	
billions	of	dollars	in	public	expenditure.37	By	this	benchmark,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	1:18	
would	be	regarded	as	providing	clear	economic	justification	for	the	CLC	program	using	the	
government’s	preferred	economic	evaluation	methodology.	

5.2.3 Value associated with various types of matters and 
approaches

The	following	provides	examples	of	typical	matters	where	a	benefit	was	achieved.	These	
matters	illustrate	some	of	the	wide	range	of	economic	benefits	associated	with	matters	
handled	by	community	legal	centres,	and	show	the	quantum	of	benefit	that	can	be	achieved.	
Following	these	examples,	some	general	principles	are	extracted	regarding	the	types	of	
matters	and	approaches	likely	to	yield	high	economic	benefits.

benefits arising from the proper operation of the law
There	are	a	number	of	areas	of	the	law	where	the	operation	of	community	legal	centres	can	
result	in	a	significant	and	quantified	benefit.	This	is	particularly	evident	from	case	studies	
associated	with	the	avoidance	of	domestic	violence	and	child	abuse,	where	estimates	of	the	
lifetime	cost	of	abused	children	are	around	$38,000	per	child	and	estimates	of	the	lifetime	
cost	of	domestic	violence	are	around	$37,000	per	victim.38	The	response	available	through	
the	legal	system	to	these	costs	appears	to	be	through	criminal	action,	violence	orders	(with	
different	names	in	different	states)	and	through	custody	interventions.

Case study 1
the client’s previous partner was subject to an intervention order and was in jail for 
breaches of that order and was to be released shortly. the client feared for her safety 
and that of her child. she was advised to report a previous breach of the intervention 
order and was referred to a range of support services. if the intervention order was not 
further enforced, it would become meaningless and would not serve its function of 
preventing violence.

Case study 2
the client’s granddaughter lived with them but the mother had custody. the child was 
at risk of harm from her mother arising from violence and exposure to drug taking. the 
community legal centre facilitated the paternal grandparent’s successful application for 
custody. 

One	of	the	important	functions	of	the	law	with	regard	to	economic	efficiency	is	through	
internalising	externalities	through	the	notion	of	negligence,	that	is,	in	an	economic	sense	
a	party	is	required	to	pay	the	full	price	of	their	actions.	The	benefit	of	any	individual	case	
across	society	is	likely	to	be	small,	as	at	an	economically	efficient	point,	the	cost	of	additional	
enforcement	would	be	expected	to	be	equal	to	the	cost	of	additional	negligence	across	
society.	However	levels	of	enforcement	below	this	optimum	level	would	be	inefficient	as	the	
reduced	cost	from	lower	levels	of	negligence	would	exceed	the	additional	cost	of	further	
enforcement.

37	 	While	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	1:1.08	would	be	sufficient	to	justify	a	project,	the	higher	value	of	1:2	or	1:3	quoted	reflects	the	
various	uncertainties	in	calculating	both	costs	and	benefits.
38	 	Taylor,	P.,	Moore,	P.,	Pezzullo,	L.,	Tucci,	J.,	Goddard,	C.	and	De	Bortoli,	L.	(2008),	The Cost of Child Abuse in Australia, Australian	
Childhood	Foundation	and	Child	Abuse	Prevention	Research	Australia:	Melbourne;	Access	Economics	(2004),	The Cost of Domestic 
Violence to the Australian Economy.
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Case study 3
the client suffered a serious workplace injury while working as an apprentice. the 
injury was poorly managed with the employer originally claiming that the client was a 
subcontractor rather than an employee. A settlement was offered but appeared low in 
view of the client’s uncertain future earning capacity. the client suffered depression as a 
result of his injury. the community legal centre arranged for the client to be represented 
by a commercial firm. 

Using	a	similar	argument,	it	is	economically	efficient	for	contracts	to	be	enforced,	otherwise	
the	prices	paid	by	the	parties	do	not	reflect	the	distribution	of	risk.	Again	the	benefit	of	
any	individual	case	to	society	is	likely	to	be	small,	as	at	an	economically	efficient	level	of	
enforcement,	the	cost	of	additional	enforcement	would	be	expected	to	be	equal	to	the	cost		
of	additional	default.

Case study 4
the client was a department of Housing tenant. due to a leak, his flat had been damp 
or wet for a four year period and the problem was ongoing. the community legal centre 
assisted him in his successful application to the tenancy tribunal for repair works. in 
addition he received an ex gratia payment of $4,000 in respect to a damages claim.

benefits arising from a more efficient operation of the legal system
There	is	a	range	of	areas	where	some	classes	of	people	are	excluded,	either	partially	or		
fully,	from	the	economically	efficient	operation	of	the	law.	One	of	the	purposes	of	CLCs	is		
to	provide	a	service	to	these	people,	effectively	as	a	result	of	equity	considerations	on	the		
part	of	government.	In	these	cases,	it	is	important	to	minimise	costs	to	all	parties.

Case study 5
the client was an 18 year old on Centrelink payments and had entered into an agreement 
with a mobile phone provider. she exceeded the cap on her initial plan and so entered 
into a more expensive plan which she was unable to afford and she accrued a debt of 
$1,800. there were some irregularities in her initial application, as she would not have 
been eligible under the provider’s guidelines due to her low income. the community 
legal centre negotiated to have the debt waived as the client was effectively judgement 
free due to her inability to repay the debt. the benefit was around $540, including the 
average cost of a magistrates’ court hearing of $330 and $213 for the average cost of 
enforcement by the sheriff. in addition, it is likely that the provider has avoided other 
internal administrative and legal costs.

There	are	costs	associated	with	a	litigant	in	person,	or	through	engaging	a	formal	system	
when	matters	can	be	resolved	more	simply,	such	as	by	negotiation.	These	approaches	lead	to	
a	cost	saving	across	society.

Case study 6
the client was a disability pensioner. He was one week behind in his rent and had arrears 
with regard to other debts, owing a total of $515 including his back rent. the community 
legal centre negotiated with the real estate Agent for the client to pay an extra $60 
per fortnight to reduce the debt and arranged with Centrelink to take an additional 
amount from his payments until his debts were paid off. the average cost of a rental 
tribunal hearing, around $430, was saved, as were any administrative costs that would 
be incurred by the real estate Agent in pursuing the matter.

Often	timely	advice	can	result	in	a	matter	not	being	pursued	in	comparatively	expensive	
court	or	tribunal	proceedings,	with	resultant	savings	to	both	the	client	and	the	other	party	in	
administrative	costs	and	time,	and	to	the	publicly	funded	justice	system.
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Case study 7
the client had been employed as a kitchen hand at a mine site. she cut her hand, and 
the injury was quite severe, requiring plastic surgery. she was concerned that she had 
been underpaid while working as a kitchen hand and that her workers’ compensation 
payments ceased when she resigned and took up another job. she was advised that 
her compensation payments appeared to be appropriate, and that, on review of her 
employment contract, she had been correctly paid. the benefit is difficult to assess as 
it is not clear that she would have pursued the matter using a more formal process. At 
a minimum, she will not spend any more time pursuing the matter, a saving to herself 
and to publicly funded tribunals and hence the community.

benefits arising from avoidance of externalities
In	some	cases,	the	operation	of	the	law,	while	addressing	one	problem,	can	give	rise	to	other	
costs	within	society.	Avoidance	of	these	costs	through	a	preventative	or	holistic	approach	can	
lead	to	substantial	benefits.	

Case study 8
the client had a daughter who was developmentally delayed and had behavioural 
problems, causing her to act violently at times. the response of the client or her 
neighbours was to contact the police. due to the number of call outs, and because of 
concerns for the safety of a younger brother, police sought a violence order. this would 
most likely have resulted in a breach, meaning that the daughter could no longer live at 
home. the community legal centre facilitated a range of negotiations resulting in the 
daughter providing a limited undertaking and a number of supports being put in place. 
While it is important to avoid the costs of assault, estimated at around $5,750 for a 
significant assault, the cost of providing residential accommodation support is a much 
greater cost to the community at around $112,000 per annum per client, or a one off 
cost over twenty years of $1.2 million. this cost was avoided.

Case study 9
the client was on workers’ compensation and had received a default notice from 
his home loan lender. He had been advised by the bank to convert his loan to fixed 
interest, but was not able to pay the higher payments and so was issued with a default 
notice. He changed back to a variable loan but was required to pay a cancellation fee. 
the bank had not advised him of the option of a hardship variation. the community 
legal centre negotiated with the bank and was successful in having the cancellation 
fee waived. if the matter had gone further, it is likely that costs of around $6,850 in 
court and enforcement costs and $11,000 in estate agent fees would have been incurred 
across society. the bank would also incur costs, both legal and internal. these costs were 
avoided by the negotiated settlement.

5.2.4 general findings regarding economic efficiency and ClCs

Overarching principles
The	overarching	principle	when	assessing	economic	benefits	is	to	do	this	from	the	perspective	
of	the	whole	of	the	community.	This	perspective	can	be	challenging	in	the	context	of	
assessing	legal	services,	as	by	the	very	nature	of	the	legal	system,	legal	practitioners	are	
concerned	with	the	outcome	for	their	client,	but	a	good	outcome	for	a	client	may	not	lead	
to	an	economic	benefit	for	all	of	society.	For	example,	a	legal	practitioner	may	be	successful	
in	having	a	client’s	debt	waived,	but	the	cost	of	that	default	is	borne	by	the	rest	of	society,	
through	for	example,	higher	interest	rates	or	prices.	In	addition	transaction	costs	have	been	
incurred.	Consequently,	what	is	an	economic	benefit	for	a	client	is	not	necessarily	the	same	
thing	as	an	economic	benefit	for	society.

The	perspective	of	the	whole	of	the	community	also	goes	much	further	than	what	is	often	
the	concern	of	government	agencies,	that	is,	the	financial	impact	on	their	budget.	The	two	
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are	not	the	same	thing,	for	example,	the	financial	impact	on	an	organisation’s	budget	can	be	
minimised	by	reducing	the	services	delivered,	but	the	cost	of	not	delivering	the	service	might	
well	outweigh	the	money	saved,	for	example,	not	spending	money	on	legal	aid	may	result	in	
a	whole	class	of	people	excluded	from	the	proper	operation	of	the	law	and	consequently	their	
exclusion	from	any	economic	benefits	associated	with	that	proper	operation.

Further,	when	assessing	economic	benefit	for	the	community,	indirect	costs	to	the	community	
should	be	taken	into	account.	The	cost	to	society	of	institutional	care	of	a	person	is	very	great,	
typically	at	least	$100,000	per	year.	If	such	costs	can	be	avoided,	benefits	are	significant.

benefits arising from the operation of the law
There	are	some	areas	of	the	law	where	the	law’s	operation	results	in	an	economic	benefit;	
however,	in	other	areas	the	purpose	of	the	law	is	best	considered	as	a	measure	to	address	
equity	concerns,	that	is,	notions	of	fairness.	It	other	words,	it	is	a	transfer.	

With	regard	to	those	areas	where	the	law	can	be	seen	to	deliver	an	economic	benefit,	there	
are	four	sets	of	circumstances,	listed	in	order	of	decreasing	economic	benefit	across	the	whole	
of	the	community.

•	 Where	the	law	functions	to	avoid	costs,	that	is,	functions	before	the	event	in	a	
preventative	way,	then	the	economic	benefits	may	be	quite	high.	In	these	cases	the	
law	appears	to	function	so	as	to	avoid	externalities.	Some	examples	of	this	include	
violence	orders	where	quite	small	administrative	costs	may	be	incurred	to	prevent	or	
reduce	violence,	and	custody	orders,	where	the	purpose	may	be	to	avoid	costs	related	
to	child	abuse.	Other	areas	include	custody	following	relationship	breakdown,	with	
evidence	that	children	in	joint	custody	(following	relationship	breakdown)	are	better	
adjusted	by	comparison	with	children	in	sole	custody	arrangements.39	Considerable	
costs	can	be	saved	if	people	manage	their	own	affairs	rather	than	relying	on	the	
public	trustee	and	so	if	arrangements	can	be	facilitated	for	them	to	manage	their	
own	affairs	or	to	avoid	the	intervention	of	the	public	trustee,	there	are	associated	
economic	benefits.	CLCs	can	return	a	high	economic	benefit	in	these	types	of	matters,	
effectively	through	the	avoidance	of	relatively	easily	quantified	externalities.

•	 Where	the	economic	benefit	of	the	proper	operation	of	the	law	serves	a	deterrent	
function	by	punishment40	or	assigns	property	rights,	it	is	likely	that	any	benefit	as	a	
result	of	the	operation	of	the	law	would	be	marginal.	Using	an	economic	approach	to	
the	law,	it	would	be	expected	that	an	optimum	position	would	be	achieved	whereby	
the	expected	cost	of	breaking	the	law	is	greater	than	the	expected	benefit	of	breaking	
the	law,	but	that	does	not	mean	that	the	law	would	always	be	enforced	in	every	case.	
Looked	at	another	way,	an	economically	efficient	point	might	be	where	the	cost	to	
society	of	incorrectly	finding	someone	guilty	is	equal	to	the	additional	administrative	
cost	of	meeting	a	higher	level	of	proof.	Conversely,	a	high	standard	of	proof	might	
incorrectly	find	someone	not	guilty,	and	hence	incur	costs	elsewhere	in	society	
through	failure	to	deter	crime.	This	means	that	while	the	economic	cost	to	society	
of,	say,	a	breakdown	of	contract	law	might	be	very	large,	on	average	the	costs	of	any	
particular	breach	might	be	expected	to	be	offset	by	the	cost	of	pursuing	that	breach.	

Some	examples	of	these	types	of	benefits	where	marginal	benefits	would	be	expected	to	
equal	marginal	costs	include	correct	allocation	of	risk	in	insurance	claims	such	as	workers’	
compensation,	the	enforcement	of	debts,	nuisance,	contractual	matters	including	tenancy	
matters	and	punishment	for	criminal	matters.	The	economic	benefit	returned	by	CLCs	

39	 	Bauserman,	R.	(2002)	Child	Adjustment	in	Joint-Custody	Versus	Sole-Custody:	A	Meta-Analytic	Review,	Journal of Family 
Psychology,	American	Psychological	Association	APA,	Inc.2002,	Vol.	16,	No.	1,	91-102.	The	author	conducted	a	meta-analysis	of	
33	studies,	finding	that	children	in	joint	custody	arrangements	were	better	adjusted	across	a	range	of	measures	compared	to	
children	in	sole	custody	arrangements,	and	with	results	similar	to	children	in	intact	families	and	that	the	conclusion	was	robust	
across	studies.
40	 	In	an	economic	analysis	of	the	law,	a	criminal	sentence	or	a	fine	puts	a	price	on	a	criminal	or	proscribed	activity	and	
therefore	promotes	a	market.
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in	these	matters	is	therefore	difficult	to	quantify	because	of	the	marginal	nature	of	the	
benefit,	but	is	nonetheless	valuable,	as	for	example	in	the	absence	of	CLCs	there	may	be	a	
class	of	people	who	are	excluded	from	the	benefits	of	an	economically	efficient	outcome	
due	to	their	inability	to	understand	or	to	access	the	legal	system,	or	in	other	ways	redress	
a	wrong	or	solve	their	problem.

•	 In	other	cases	the	operation	of	the	law	seems	to	be	largely	a	matter	of	settling	
disputes,	although	this	can	be	justified	economically	as	the	minimisation	of	
transaction	costs,	which	are	essentially	resources	expended	for	no	return	(i.e.	benefit	
equals	cost)	when	looking	across	all	the	parties	or	across	the	whole	of	society.	Some	
examples	include	laws	around	wills	and	probate,	disputes	between	neighbours,	
child	support	matters,	property	settlement	after	divorce	and	bankruptcy.	Of	course,	
disputes	can,	and	some	not	infrequently	do,	escalate,	and	hence	‘cost’	more,	so	early	
resolution	of	disputes	may	still	be	a	saving	to	society	(and	to	individuals’	quality	of	life	
and	well-being),	although	not	always	provable	or	quantifiable.

•	 Finally,	in	many	areas	of	law,	the	underlying	rationale	is	one	of	equity,	that	is,	
fairness	or	redistribution.	These	are	often	important	areas	for	CLCs,	reflecting	their	
commitment	to	these	principles.	Some	examples	include	laws	relating	to	refugees,	
discrimination	of	various	kinds,	labour	laws,	victims’	compensation	schemes	and	
aspects	of	consumer	protection	legislation.	However	in	these	areas	the	law	does	not	
operate	in	a	way	that	can	be	conceptualised	as	promoting	economic	efficiency,	and	
consequently	there	is	no	associated	economic	benefit.	

The process
There	are	three	important	areas	where	CLCs	reduce	costs	within	the	legal	system	across	the	
whole	of	society.	The	savings	come	from	a	reduction	in	transaction	costs	and	administrative	
action,	firstly	by	the	client	themselves,	secondly	by	the	other	party	and	thirdly	within	the	legal	
system.	The	areas	are	listed	in	order	of	their	ability	to	reduce	transaction	costs.	It	should	also	
be	noted	that	in	many	cases,	the	earlier	the	community	legal	centre	becomes	involved,	the	
greater	the	opportunity	for	savings.

•	 The	first	and	perhaps	the	simplest	is	when	the	CLC	forms	an	independent	view	of	a	
person’s	case	or	matter	and,	where	appropriate,	advises	them	that	the	case	has	little	
or	no	prospects	of	success,	or	that	what	may	be	‘won’	would	be	far	outweighed	by	the	
cost	or	potential	risk	(e.g.	from	an	adverse	costs	order)	to	the	client.	If	this	is	the	case,	
then	considerable	administrative	effort	(and	cost)	can	be	saved,	both	on	the	part	of	
the	client	and	in	the	legal	system	and/or	other	parts	of	the	economy.

•	 Negotiating	an	outcome	is	another	important	approach.	Sometimes	introduction	of	a	
third	party	to	a	dispute	leads	to	a	rapid	conclusion.	Sometimes	the	matter	in	dispute	
is	a	sign	of	an	underlying	problem,	and	when	this	problem	is	identified	and	addressed,	
a	conclusion	can	be	reached	rapidly.	In	any	case,	compared	to	the	considerable	
administrative	(and	personal)	expense	in	going	to	court,	negotiated	solutions	
invariably	have	a	benefit.	

Empowering	people	to	manage	their	own	affairs	through	community	legal	education	is	
another	important	area.	This	is	a	long-standing	and	committed	strategy	of	CLCs.	Often	
people	need	guidance	on	how	to	negotiate	the	administrative	or	legal	system	about	a	
particular	issue	or	matter,	or	what	their	legal	rights	or	options	are,	or	how	to	protect	or	
assert	them.	Once	they	learn	these	things,	or	have	some	support,	they	can	often	progress	
and	resolve	the	matter	themselves.

•	 Finally,	community	legal	centres	can	represent	clients.	In	terms	of	the	process,	there	is	
only	a	small	saving	in	court	costs	(reported	as	20%	on	average)	between	a	litigant	in	
person	and	someone	who	has	legal	representation.41	It	is	not	clear	that	this	is	a	high	

41	 	Malcolm,	D.	(2004)	2004 Annual Review of Western Australian Courts,	page	50	(the	source	of	the	data	is	not	clear).



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-�4-

benefit	area	for	community	legal	centres,	as	in	three	of	the	legal	centres	considered,	
the	average	benefit	of	information	and	advices	exceeded	the	average	benefit	of	cases	
(although,	averaged	across	the	four	centres,	the	value	was	similar).	The	major	benefit	
of	casework	appears	to	lie	in	four	areas:

-	 Strategic	casework	can	test	and	create	law,	or	confirm	or	clarify	the	
interpretation	or	application	of	the	law	which,	in	the	types	of	matters	handled	
by	CLCs,	such	as	welfare	rights,	migration,	tenancy,	can	often	operate	to	the	
benefit	of	more	people	than	the	party	involved,	and	is	therefore	also	to	the	
benefit	of	judicial	and	administrative	decision-makers.	One	matter	may	be	a	
service	and	give	benefit	to	an	individual	but	operate	to	prevent	or	resolve	legal	
problems	for	many.

-	 ‘Test’	cases	can	resolve	the	rights	of	the	parties,	but	also	work	as	educative	
or	awareness	raising	mechanisms	for	the	community	too,	informing	them	of	
potential	‘dangers’	e.g.	pay	day	lending	schemes,	working	with	asbestos	and	
using	the	Dalkon	Shield.	This	can	also	educate	people	about	their	rights	and	
possibilities	for	recourse,	and	can	have	a	deterrent	effect	on	wrong	doers	who	
have	been	operating	to	the	detriment	of	the	disadvantaged.

-	 Conducting	cases	can	be	important	professional	development	for	lawyers,	
maintaining	and	improving	their	professional	knowledge	and	skills,	especially	
in	key	areas.

-	 The	availability	of	litigation	and	legal	casework	opportunities	can	be	a	
significant	‘drawcard’	in	recruitment	and	retention	of	lawyers,	particularly	
important	in	rural,	regional	and	remote	areas,	where	recruitment	and	
retention	are	often	hardest.

externalities
The	operation	of	the	legal	system	can	result	in	unintended	costs	elsewhere	in	the	economy.	
Where	very	high	benefits	are	associated	with	a	matter,	they	are	usually	the	result	of	
avoidance	of	these	types	of	externalities.	Where	these	benefits	are	identified	in	the	case	
studies,	they	are	often	because	community	legal	centres	take	a	holistic	or	case	management	
approach,	that	is,	they	look	beyond	the	legal	problem	and	seek	to	identify	its	causes	and/or	
other	underlying	problems.	Simple	approaches,	such	as	assisting	someone	in	arranging	their	
financial	affairs,	or	in	co-ordinating	with	support	services	to	enable	people	to	remain	in	their	
domestic	arrangements	(avoiding	institutional	care)	can	have	very	high	benefits	for	the	
individual,	and	by	extension,	to	society.	

5.3 Conclusion 
The	study	demonstrates	that	the	calculated	benefits	of	the	CLC	sector	significantly	outweigh	
the	cost	to	the	community	of	providing	community	legal	services.	An	average	calculated	cost	
benefit	ratio	of	1:18	is	such	that,	even	accounting	for	the	opportunities	for	imprecision	in	the	
analysis,	the	conclusion	will	be	robust,	that	is	it	would	require	very	significant	errors	in	the	
values	used	and	in	the	assumptions	for	benefits	not	to	exceed	costs	by	an	acceptable	margin.	

Though	the	study’s	scope	was	focused	on	the	quantification	of	advices	and	cases	in	dollar	
terms,	a	more	qualitative	review	of	programs	like	community	legal	education	and	law	reform	
is	also	likely	to	yield	a	net	economic	benefit	to	the	extent	to	which	they	perform	information,	
empowerment	and	preventative	functions,	and	lead	to	the	avoidance	of	externalities	and	
transaction	costs.	In	these	ways,	CLCs	perform	an	important	role	in	fulfilling	the	objectives	
of	government	related	to	economic	efficiency,	in	particular	related	to	the	provision	of	legal	
services.	

Other	functions	of	CLCs	where	a	benefit	is	not	evident	are	best	thought	of	as	equity	measures	
and	are	more	difficult	to	value	in	economic	terms.	They	are	generally	a	cost	to	society,	but	one	
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that	we	are	prepared	to	pay,	and	fulfil	a	legitimate	market	function	in	addressing	inequalities	
in	the	initial	allocation	of	resources	like	income,	education,	ability,	location,	cultural	and	
other	aspects	of	social	and	economic	disadvantage,	that	provide	a	barrier	to	access	of	legal	
services.	In	this	regard,	CLCs	perform	an	important	function	in	meeting	the	equity	objectives	
of	government,	such	as	the	current	Australian	Government’s	policy	agendas	of	social	
inclusion	and	equitable	access	to	justice,	and	can	also	provide	an	economic	benefit	where	
such	functions	are	performed	in	a	cost	effective	way	compared	to	delivering	services	though	
higher	cost	delivery	mechanisms.

The	functions	performed	by	CLCs	are	thus	of	greater	or	lesser	economic	value,	depending	on	
the	nature	of	the	work	undertaken,	the	types	of	matters	dealt	with	and	the	priorities	given	to	
certain	approaches	to	working.	

The	average	benefit	associated	with	information	and	advices	was	found	to	be	similar	to	that	
arising	from	case	work,	strongly	supporting	greater	allocation	of	resources	to	this	activity,	so	
as	to	maximise	numbers	of	people	helped	with	the	limited	resources.	At	the	same	time,	cases	
are	important	in	testing	the	law,	sometimes	as	a	cost	effective	preventative	strategy,	and	for	
maintaining	the	currency	of	legal	staff’s	knowledge	and	expertise	and	other	benefits	noted	
above.	

Some	areas	of	the	law	(or	legal	principles)	are	associated	with	higher	economic	benefits	
to	society	than	other	areas	and	hence	maximising	economic	benefit	might	mean	a	focus	
on	these	areas,	though	this	will	need	to	be	balanced	with	considerations	of	equity.	That	is,	
involvement	in	other	areas	of	the	law	may	not	have	the	same	economic	benefits	as	in	other	
areas,	but	at	the	same	time	such	involvement	achieves	an	equity	goal	of	government	by	
providing	access	to	the	legal	system	to	people	who	may	be	otherwise	excluded.	

In	terms	of	reducing	transaction	costs,	an	early	professional	assessment	of	the	merits	of	a	
matter,	and	where	a	matter	progresses,	seeking	to	settle	via	negotiation	wherever	possible	
and	appropriate,	can	provide	significant	economic	benefits.	Processes	of	community	
education	and	law	reform	are	also	supported	by	economic	analysis	due	to	the	low	unit	cost	
of	such	measures	and	the	opportunity	for	reducing	transaction	costs.	Finally,	the	economic	
benefits	of	a	represented	litigant	compared	to	a	litigant	in	person	are	a	cost	saving,	though	
not	particularly	high	on	average.42

From	an	economic	perspective,	some	of	the	largest	economic	benefits	are	achieved	by	a	
holistic	approach	to	case	management,	whereby	a	nuanced	understanding	and	management	
of	a	person’s	circumstances	can	lead	to	the	avoidance	of	often	significant	costs	both	within	
and	external	to	the	legal	system,	and	to	working	in	a	preventive	way	to	avoid	or	mitigate	
costs.	This	is	an	area	which	CLC’s	are	uniquely	placed	to	provide	value	for	the	funding	provided	
by	government.	

42	 	There	is	limited	data	of	unknown	provenance	around	this	matter,	suggesting	it	could	be	an	area	warranting	additional	
research.
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6. Case Study Centres
6.1 loddon Campaspe ClC
The	Loddon	Campaspe	Community	Legal	Centre	(LCCLC)	is	located	in	Bendigo,	Victoria.	LCCLC’s	
primary	geographic	catchment	includes	the	6	LGAs	of	Macedon	Ranges,	Central	Goldfields,	
Loddon,	Campaspe,	Mount	Alexander	and	the	City	of	Greater	Bendigo.	The	centre	is	also	
running	a	pilot	service	that	operates	in	the	Goulburn	Valley,	incorporating	the	5	LGAs	of	City	
of	Greater	Shepparton,	Campaspe,	Strathbogie,	Moira	and	Mitchell.

6.1.1 Centre profile

Current Staffing profile
Based	on	information	received	from	the	centre,	the	current	staffing	profile	as	at	March	2011	
for	LCCLC	staff	is	as	follows.

Table 2: Staffing profile, lCClC

role fte

Principal/Coordinator 0.8

Community	Educator 0.6

Solicitor	(General) 2

Solicitor	(Family	Relationship	Centre/General) 1

Solicitor	(Goulburn	Valley	Pilot	Service) 1

Solicitor	(Senior’s	Rights	Victoria) 1

Solicitor	(Family	violence	and	clinical	education) 0.45

CLC	Administrator 1

Finance	/	Administration 0.9

Executive	management	contribution 0.5

TOTAl 9.25

Source:	LCCLC	2011,	JSA	2011

The	Centre	also	receives	support	from	a	range	of	volunteers.	Clayton	Utz	and	other	local	
lawyers	provide	pro	bono	legal	assistance	on	a	case	by	case	basis.	In	general,	the	Centre’s	
volunteer	profile	is	as	follows:
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Table 3: Volunteer profile, lCClC

role Hours per Week fte

Legal	volunteers 13 0.37

Student	volunteers 8 0.23

Administrative	volunteers 4 0.11

ToTal 25 0.71

Source:	LCCLC	2011,	JSA	2011

Current Service provision
LCCLC	is	a	generalist	centre	providing	legal	assistance	(information,	advice	and	casework),	
community	development	and	legal	education,	law	reform	and	special	projects.

•	 Generalist	services	are	provided	through	telephone	and	face-to-face	appointments	
(day	and	evening)	in	Bendigo.

•	 Outreach	services	are	provided	by	appointment	at	Echuca,	Maryborough	and	Kyneton.
•	 Family	Violence	Prevention	Legal	Services	attends	Bendigo	courts	every	Wednesday	
and	Maryborough	and	Echuca	courts	on	alternate	Tuesdays.

•	 Seniors	Rights	Victoria	
•	 Immigration	Advice	Services	is	provided	by	appointment	in	Bendigo	and	Shepparton.
•	 Homeless	Persons’	Legal	Clinic	is	provided	every	Friday	in	Bendigo,	with	a	monthly	
professional	development	seminar	series	also	conducted.

•	 Goulburn	Valley	CLC	Pilot	(October	2009-June	2011)	has	provided	legal	services	
through	telephone	and	face-to-face	appointments	day	and	evening	on	certain	days	of	
the	week	at	Shepparton.

Client profile
During	the	2009/10	financial	year,	the	LCCLC	provided	service	to	2,275	clients.43	

•	 57.4%	civil	law	clients,	43.8%	family	law	clients	and	5.8%	criminal	law	clients	(note	
that	a	client	can	have	multiple	law	types)

•	 60%	female	clients,	39.2%	male	clients,	0.8%	client	sex/gender	unknown

•	 3%	Indigenous	clients

•	 1.7%	were	under	18	years,	25.6%	were	aged	18-34	years,	32%	were	aged	35-49	years,	
20.3%	were	aged	50-64	years,	16.8%	were	aged	65	or	older	and	3.6%	age	was	not	
stated

•	 79%	were	new	clients	during	the	period,	11%	were	repeat	clients	and	10%	were	
existing	clients.44

Female	and	male	clients	had	slightly	different	law	type	profiles,	with	female	clients	more	
likely	to	receive	services	for	family	law	type	problems	(50.5%	female	clients/33%	male	clients)	
and	males	more	likely	to	receive	services	for	civil	(53.9%	female	clients/63.1%	male	clients)	
and	criminal	law	type	problems	(3.9%	female	clients/9%	male	clients).

43	 	As	per	CLSIS	CC6.	Client	by	Law	Type	reports.
44	 	As	per	CLSIS	CA1.1	Activity	Summary	count	of	2107	total	clients	for	2009/10	FY.
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Figure 1: law Type profile for Male and Female lCClC Clients
Source:	LCCLC	2011,	JSA	2011	

Indigenous	clients	were	less	likely	than	Total	Clients	to	receive	services	for	civil	and	criminal	
law	problems	and	more	likely	to	receive	services	for	family	law	problems.	Note	that	for	
2009/10,	Indigenous	clients	comprised	3%	of	total	clients	(n=69).

Figure 2: law Type profile for Total and indigenous lCClC Clients
Source:	LCCLC	2011,	JSA	2011

Activity profile
LCCLC	conducted	46	information	and	2059	advices	activities	in	2009/10.	The	centre	opened	
998	new	cases	during	the	year	and	closed	966	cases,	including	864	minor	cases,	91	medium	
and	11	major	cases.	LCCLC	also	completed	4	non-casework	projects	during	the	year	including	
1	CLE	project	and	2	Law	Reform	and	Policy	projects.	There	were	also	16	non-casework	projects	
open	and	still	going	throughout	the	period.45	

45	 	As	per	CSLIS	CA1.1	Activity	Summary
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Problem Type Profile
LCCLC works across all areas of law, but a large proportion of its activities (advices, casework 
and first activity matters) are focused on family and civil law problem types, with a large 
proportion dedicated to family/domestic violence and other civil violence/retraining order 
problems.

Figure 3: Law Type Profile by Advice, Casework and First Activities
Source: LCCLC 2011, JSA 2011

First Activity Matters
First Activity Matters are a count of the first interaction or ‘activity’ a client has with the 
service within the period of time specified. First Activities would most likely be advices 
and are thought to represent the most common problem types generated by clients of 
the service. For LCCLC in the 2009/10 FY, there were 2143 first activity matters. The most 
common problem types were Family/Domestic Violence, Other Civil Law, Wills/Probate, 
Contact and Residency and Property. Around one quarter of all first activities are related to 
Family/Domestic Violence problem types, plus around 7% of all first activities are Other Civil 
Violence/Restraining Order problems.
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Table 4: lCClC First Activity Matters by Total problem Type Sorted High to low

problem type # first ACtivities % first ACtivities 
Total	Family/Domestic	Violence 533	 24.87%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 329	 15.35%	
Total	Wills/Probate	 208	 9.71%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 169	 7.89%
Total	Property	 137	 6.39%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 95	 4.43%	
Total	Immigration	 91	 4.25%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 90	 4.20%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle	 68	 3.17%	
Total	Divorce	and	Separation	 67	 3.13%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 56	 2.61%	
Total	Neighbourhood	Disputes	 55	 2.57%	
Total	Employment	 49	 2.29%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 35	 1.63%	
Total	Injuries	 35	 1.63%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 34	 1.59%	
Total	Tenancy	 22	 1.03%	
Total	Child	Protection	 17	 0.79%	
Total	Govt	Pensions	Benefits	Allowances 17	 0.79%	
Total	Child	Support	 11	 0.51%	
Total	Offences	Against	Persons	 11	 0.51%	
Total	Discrimination	 9	 0.42%	
Total	Child/Spousal	Maintenance	 4	 0.19%	
Total	Environment	 1	 0.05%	
ToTal FirsT acTiviTy MaTTers 2143 100.00%

Source:	LCCLC	2011,	JSA	2011	

Advices
The	problem	type	profile	of	advice	activities	in	2009/10	is	similar	to	first	activities,	with	a	
strong	emphasis	on	Family/Domestic	Violence,	Other	Civil	Law,	Wills/Probate	and	Contact	
and	Residency.	Advice	services	were	also	diverse	across	a	range	of	problem	types.	Within	these	
areas	of	law,	key	problem	types	included:

•	 Family	or	domestic	violence	order,	18.71%
•	 Other	civil	violence/restraining	orders,	6.38%
•	 Child	contacts	or	contact	orders,	5.24%
•	 Wills/probate	power	of	attorney,	3.87%
•	 Elder	abuse	(physical,	sexual,	psychological,	social,	neglect,	aged	care),	3.13%
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Table 5: lCClC Advices by Total problem Type Sorted High to low

problem type # AdviCes % AdviCes 
Total	Family/Domestic	Violence	 519	 22.84%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 350	 15.40%	
Total	Wills/Probate	 225	 9.90%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 196	 8.63%	
Total	Property	 143	 6.29%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 105	 4.62%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 96	 4.23%	
Total	Immigration	Law	 93	 4.09%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle	 80	 3.52%	
Total	Divorce	and	Separation	 68	 2.99%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 60	 2.64%	
Total	Neighbourhood	Disputes	 57	 2.51%	
Total	Employment	 53	 2.33%	
Total	Injuries	 43	 1.89%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 41	 1.80%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 39	 1.72%	
Total	Tenancy	 22	 0.97%	
Total	Child	Protection	 21	 0.92%	
Total	Govt	Pensions	Benefits	Allowance	 21	 0.92%	
Total	Offences	Against	Persons	 15	 0.66%	
Total	Child	Support	 11	 0.48%	
Total	Discrimination	 8	 0.35%	
Total	Child/Spousal	Maintenance	 5	 0.22%	
Total	Environment	 1	 0.04%	
ToTal aDvices 2272 100.00%

Source:	LCCLC	2011,	JSA	2011

Casework Activities
LCCLC	casework	activities	for	2009/10	FY	were	again	spread	across	a	range	of	problem	types.	
Whilst	Family/Domestic	Violence	matters	were	a	key	area	of	activity,	these	types	of	matters	
comprised	40%	of	casework	activities.	Other	Civil	Law,	Wills/Probate,	Contact	and	Residency	
and	Credit	and	Debt	were	also	primary	areas	of	casework	activities.	Within	these	areas	of	law,	
key	problem	types	included:

•	 Family	or	domestic	violence	order,	37.87%
•	 Other	Civil	Violence/Restraining	Orders,	14.4%
•	 Wills/probate	power	of	attorney,	5.27%
•	 Wills/probate	guardianship/trusteeship,	4.03%
•	 Credit	and	debt	owed	by	client,	2.11%
•	 Elder	abuse	(physical,	sexual,	psychological,	social,	neglect,	aged	care),	1.63%
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Table 6: lCClC Casework Activities by Total problem Type Sorted High to low

problem type # CAseWork 
ACtivities 

% CAseWork 
ACtivities 

Total	Family/Domestic	Violence	 418	 40.08%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 208	 19.94%	
Total	Wills/Probate	 117	 11.22%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 41	 3.93%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 38	 3.64%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle	 27	 2.59%	
Total	Property	 26	 2.49%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 21	 2.01%	
Total	Immigration	Law	 19	 1.82%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 17	 1.63%	
Total	Divorce	and	Separation	 16	 1.53%	
Total	Injuries	 15	 1.44%	
Total	Neighbourhood	Disputes	 14	 1.34%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 12	 1.15%	
Total	Employment	 12	 1.15%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 11	 1.05%	
Total	Child	Protection	 8	 0.77%	
Total	Govt	Pensions	Benefits	Allowance	 8	 0.77%	
Total	Tenancy	 4	 0.38%	
Total	Discrimination	 4	 0.38%	
Total	Offences	Against	Persons	 4	 0.38%	
Total	Child	Support	 1	 0.10%	
Total	Child/Spousal	Maintenance	 1	 0.10%	
Total	Environment	 1	 0.10%	
ToTal casework acTiviTies 1043 100.00%

Source:	LCCLC	2011,	JSA	2011

6.1.2 Analysis of programs offered by the centre
A	brief	analysis	of	the	likely	economic	outcomes	of	selected	programs	provided	by	the	
Loddon-Campaspe	CLC	in	Bendigo	are	provided	in	the	table	below,	together	with	a	brief	
description	of	the	programs,	their	aims	and	key	outcomes.	This	information	is	based	on		
a	series	of	interviews	carried	out	with	key	centre	staff	during	the	visit	to	the	centre	in		
March	2011.
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pr
in
ci
pa
lly
	a
pp
lic
an
ts
,	in
	

fa
m
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e	
m
at
te
rs

•	
Pr
ov
id
es
	fo
llo
w
	u
p	
ad
vi
ce
	a
nd
	ca
se
w
or
k	
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re
le
va
nt
	

•	
En
ga
ge
s	i
n	
a	
ra
ng
e	
of
	a
w
ar
en
es
s	r
ai
sin
g	
an
d	

ne
tw
or
ki
ng
	a
ct
iv
iti
es
	a
s	p
ar
t	o
f	a
	p
re
ve
nt
at
iv
e	

fo
cu
s	

•	
Th
e	
m
os
t	a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
	o
ut
co
m
e	
in
	

fa
m
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e	
m
at
te
rs
	th
at
	co
m
e	

be
fo
re
	th
e	
co
ur
t	(
pr
in
ci
pa
lly
	re
la
te
d	
to
	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
ns
	fo
r	I
nt
er
ve
nt
io
n	
O
rd
er
s)

•	
Sa
fe
ty
	o
f	v
ic
tim
s	o
f	f
am
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e,
	

im
ba
la
nc
e	
in
	re
pr
es
en
ta
tio
n	
be
tw
ee
n	

ap
pl
ic
an
t	a
nd
	re
sp
on
de
nt
s	i
s	

ad
dr
es
se
d	
(e
.g
.	t
he
	la
tt
er
	a
re
	m
or
e	

lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
re
pr
es
en
te
d	
by
	Le
ga
l	A
id
	

du
e	
to
	p
rio
rit
isa
tio
n	
of
	m
at
te
rs
	li
ke
ly
	

to
	h
av
e	
se
rio
us
	co
ns
eq
ue
nc
es
)	

•	
G
re
at
er
	a
w
ar
en
es
s	o
f	f
am
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e	

iss
ue
s	a
nd
	se
rv
ic
e	
co
-o
rd
in
at
io
n	
in
	

th
is	
ar
ea
	a
s	p
ar
t	o
f	a
	p
re
ve
nt
at
iv
e	

ap
pr
oa
ch
.	

G
re
at
ly
	re
du
ce
s	t
he
	

nu
m
be
r	o
f	u
nr
ep
re
se
nt
ed
	

m
at
te
rs
.	

El
ev
at
es
	th
e	
se
rio
us
ne
ss
	

of
	fa
m
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e	

in
	th
e	
ey
es
	o
f	p
ol
ic
e,
	

go
ve
rn
m
en
t	a
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nc
ie
s,	

po
te
nt
ia
l	p
er
pe
tr
at
or
s	

an
d	
th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
.	

G
re
at
er
	u
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er
st
an
di
ng
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	th
e	
le
ga
l	r
em
ed
ie
s	

an
d	
pr
oc
es
s,	
m
ak
e	
m
or
e	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	p
ro
ce
ss
.

Re
pr
es
en
ta
tio
n	
st
re
am
lin
es
	

th
e	
co
ur
t	p
ro
ce
ss
.

Re
du
ce
	e
xp
er
ie
nc
es
	o
f	

vi
ol
en
ce
.

H
ig
he
r	p
ub
lic
	p
ro
fil
e	
of
	

iss
ue
	le
ad
	to
	it
	b
ei
ng
	

ta
ke
n	
m
or
e	
se
rio
us
ly
	b
y	

of
fe
nd
er
s,	
gr
ea
te
r	p
ol
ic
e	

ac
co
un
ta
bi
lit
y.

Le
ga
l	V
ol
un
te
er
	

Pr
og
ra
m
	

Ai
M

S:
•	
To
	a
ug
m
en
t/
in
cr
ea
se
	C
LC
	se
rv
ic
es
	w
ith
	

ad
di
tio
na
l	e
xp
er
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e	
an
d	
st
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fin
g	
pr
ov
id
ed
	b
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ga
l	v
ol
un
te
er
s.
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iC
eS

:
•	
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lu
nt
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r	s
ol
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nl
y	
fr
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	lo
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l	p
riv
at
e	

pr
ac
tic
es
,	p
ro
vi
de
	fr
ee
	a
dv
ic
e	
ni
gh
ts
	in
	B
en
di
go
	

(2
	h
rs
/w
k	
w
/	3
	vo
l	s
ol
s)
	a
nd
	S
he
pp
ar
to
n	
(2
	h
rs
/

w
k	
w
/	2
	vo
l	s
ol
s)

•	
St
ud
en
t	v
ol
s	a
lso
	su
pp
or
t	c
en
tr
e	
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at
io
ns
.

•	
In
cr
ea
se
d	
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ce
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ib
ili
ty
	o
f	f
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e	
le
ga
l	
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vi
ce
	fo
r	t
he
	co
m
m
un
ity
.

•	
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cr
ea
se
d	
aw
ar
en
es
s	o
f	C
LC
	a
nd
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	w
or
k	
am
on
gs
t	c
om
m
un
ity
	a
nd
	

pr
iv
at
e	
le
ga
l	p
ro
fe
ss
io
n.

En
su
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s	t
im
el
y,	
ac
ce
ss
ib
le
	

ad
vi
ce
	li
ke
ly
	to
	re
so
lv
e	

iss
ue
s.	

Pr
ov
id
es
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	

ap
pr
op
ria
te
	fo
llo
w
	u
p	

le
ga
l	a
dv
ic
e	
or
	ca
se
w
or
k	

w
he
re
	re
qu
ire
d	
th
ro
ug
h	

th
e	
pr
iv
at
e,
	p
ub
lic
	o
r	

co
m
m
un
ity
	le
ga
l	s
ec
to
r.	

Pr
ov
id
es
	a
t	l
ea
st
	 1
0	
hr
s	p
er
	

w
ee
k	
of
	vo
lu
nt
ar
y	
le
ga
l	

ad
vi
ce
.	

Pr
ov
id
es
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	

vo
lu
nt
ar
y	
ho
ur
s	t
o	
su
pp
or
t	

ce
nt
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	a
ct
iv
iti
es
.	

Ti
m
el
y	
re
so
lu
tio
n	
of
	

m
at
te
rs
,	in
cl
ud
in
g	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
w
he
th
er
	o
r	n
ot
	

th
er
e	
is	
a	
ca
se
,	in
cr
ea
se
d	

ab
ili
ty
	to
	se
lf-
re
pr
es
en
t	o
r	

ga
in
	e
ar
ly
	re
so
lu
tio
n.
	

Pr
om
pt
	a
nd
	a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
	

re
so
lu
tio
n	
of
	m
at
te
rs
	is
	

lik
el
y	
to
	re
du
ce
	fl
ow
-o
n	

ef
fe
ct
s	t
o	
ot
he
r	a
sp
ec
ts
	o
f	a
	

pe
rs
on
’s	
lif
e.
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e	
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g	
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	(fi
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ia
l,	
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ho
lo
gi
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l,	s
oc
ia
l	o
r	p
hy
sic
al
).

Se
RV

iC
eS

:
So
lic
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r	a
nd
	ca
se
w
or
ke
r	s
ec
on
de
d	
to
	S
en
io
rs
	

Ri
gh
ts
	V
ic
to
ria
.	

M
od
el
	p
ro
vi
de
s	f
or
	in
iti
al
	in
te
rv
ie
w
	b
y	
a	
so
lic
ito
r	

an
d	
a	
ca
se
w
or
ke
r/
ad
vo
ca
te
	to
	d
ea
l	w
ith
	o
ld
er
	

pe
rs
on
s’	
iss
ue
s	i
n	
a	
ho
lis
tic
	w
ay
.

H
el
p	
pr
ep
ar
e	
sa
fe
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	p
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,	g
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ns
hi
p	
m
at
te
rs
,	

re
fe
r	t
o	
ot
he
r	s
er
vi
ce
s	f
or
	a
ss
ist
an
ce
	if
	re
qu
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d.

W
or
ks
	fr
om
	a
	‘r
ig
ht
s’	
m
od
el
	th
at
	su
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th
e	
di
gn
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	o
f	o
ld
er
	p
eo
pl
e,
	se
ek
s	t
o	

em
po
w
er
	th
e	
ol
de
r	p
er
so
n,
	a
nd
	to
	g
ai
n	

w
ha
t	t
he
y	
co
ns
id
er
	to
	b
e	
th
e	
m
os
t	

ap
pr
op
ria
te
	o
ut
co
m
e.
	

En
su
rin
g	
th
at
	o
ld
er
	

pe
op
le
	a
re
	a
w
ar
e	
of
	th
ei
r	

rig
ht
s	a
nd
	p
ot
en
tia
l	

re
m
ed
ie
s,	
an
d	
al
er
ts
	

th
os
e	
ca
rin
g	
fo
r	t
he
m
	

th
at
	o
ld
er
	p
eo
pl
e	
ha
ve
	

rig
ht
s	a
nd
	re
m
ed
ie
s,	

as
sis
ts
	th
e	
pr
op
er
	

op
er
at
io
n	
of
	th
e	
le
ga
l	

sy
st
em
.	

De
al
in
g	
w
ith
	is
su
es
	th
at
	

ha
ve
	th
e	
po
te
nt
ia
l	t
o	

in
vo
lv
e	
m
or
e	
pr
ot
ra
ct
ed
	

di
sp
ut
es
	a
t	t
he
	e
ar
ly
	o
r	

in
te
rim
	st
ag
e	
ha
s	t
he
	

po
te
nt
ia
l	f
or
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	

co
st
	sa
vi
ng
s.	

H
av
in
g	
a	
so
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ito
r	a
nd
	

ca
se
w
or
ke
r	i
s	a
	co
st
	

ef
fe
ct
iv
e	
w
ay
	o
f	d
ea
lin
g	

w
ith
	n
on
-le
ga
l	p
ro
bl
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s	

th
at
	o
ft
en
	a
cc
om
pa
ny
	le
ga
l	

iss
ue
s.

W
he
re
	fa
m
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	re
la
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ns
hi
p	
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	d
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n	
an
d	
ca
re
	

ar
ra
ng
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en
ts
	m
us
t	

ch
an
ge
,	is
su
es
	w
ith
	

re
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ve
ry
	o
f	m
on
ey
	in
ve
st
ed
	

an
d	
re
qu
ire
	a
	su
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id
ise
d	

lo
w
	o
r	h
ig
h	
ca
re
	p
la
ce
m
en
t,	

or
	b
ec
om
in
g	
ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y	

ho
m
el
es
s.	

Le
ga
l	r
em
ed
ie
s	c
an
	b
e	

ex
pe
ns
iv
e	
an
d	
in
vo
lv
e	

su
pr
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e	
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ur
t	a
ct
io
n	
to
	

es
ta
bl
ish
	w
he
th
er
	th
ey
	

ha
ve
	a
n	
eq
ui
ta
bl
e	
in
te
re
st
	

in
	p
ro
pe
rt
y.

Pr
ev
en
ta
tiv
e	
as
pe
ct
s	o
f	

CL
E	
in
	re
la
tio
n	
to
	e
ns
ur
in
g	

kn
ow
le
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e	
of
	ri
gh
ts
,	

en
te
rin
g	
in
to
	a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
	

ag
re
em
en
ts
	ca
n	
av
oi
d	

ex
te
rn
al
iti
es
	(e
.g
.	a
bi
lit
y	
to
	

be
	fi
na
nc
ia
lly
	in
de
pe
nd
en
t,	

re
m
ai
n	
in
	o
w
n	
ho
m
e,
	e
tc
)

M
ai
nt
en
an
ce
	o
f	p
os
iti
ve
	

fa
m
ily
	re
la
tio
ns
hi
ps
	a
lso
	

pr
om
ot
es
	h
ea
lth
y	
ag
in
g	
an
d	

su
pp
or
t	f
or
	yo
un
g	
pe
op
le
.	

Av
oi
d	
ho
m
el
es
sn
es
s,	

or
ga
ni
se
d	
ap
pr
op
ria
te
	

su
pp
or
t	t
o	
st
ay
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e.
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Ai
M

S:
Pr
ov
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e	
ad
vi
ce
	to
	m
os
t	v
ul
ne
ra
bl
e	
an
d	

di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
d	
du
e	
to
	re
so
ur
ce
	co
ns
tr
ai
nt
s	a
s	t
he
re
	

is	
a	
la
ck
	o
f	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
as
sis
ta
nc
e	
as
	fe
w
	m
ig
ra
tio
n	

se
rv
ic
es
	a
va
ila
bl
e.

Se
RV

iC
eS

:
•	

3	
x	
1h
r	a
pp
oi
nt
m
en
ts
	in
	B
en
di
go
	p
er
	fo
rt
ni
gh
t.

•	
M
at
te
rs
	o
ft
en
	re
la
te
d	
to
	D
V	
w
he
re
	so
m
eo
ne
	

is	
in
	A
us
tr
al
ia
	o
n	
a	
sp
ou
se
/p
ar
tn
er
	v
isa
	a
nd
	

is	
be
in
g	
th
re
at
en
ed
/a
bu
se
d,
	te
m
po
ra
ry
	

pr
ot
ec
tio
n	
vi
sa
	h
ol
de
rs
	a
pp
ly
in
g	
fo
r	o
r	w
he
re
	

pa
rt
ne
r	h
as
	d
ie
d	
w
ith
in
	th
e	
te
m
po
ra
ry
	v
isa
	

pe
rio
d.

•	
Se
rv
ic
es
	a
lso
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
in
	S
he
pp
ar
to
n	
th
ro
ug
h	

GV
	m
ig
ra
tio
n	
cl
in
ic
.

Pr
ov
id
e	
ad
vi
ce
	su
ffi
ci
en
t	t
o	
ac
hi
ev
e	

an
	o
ut
co
m
e	
fo
r	t
he
	cl
ie
nt
.	M
ay
	b
e	

a	
pe
rm
an
en
t	v
isa
,	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
m
or
e	

ap
pr
op
ria
te
	le
ga
l	s
er
vi
ce
s	–
	su
ch
	a
s	a
	

Le
ga
l	A
id
	la
w
ye
r,	a
nd
	in
	ca
se
s	o
f	D
V	
th
at
	

pe
rs
on
	a
nd
	ch
ild
re
n	
ar
e	
in
	sa
fe
r	s
itu
at
io
n.

G
re
at
	d
em
an
d	
fo
r	

m
ig
ra
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	

fo
r	v
ul
ne
ra
bl
e	
an
d	

di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
d	
pe
op
le
	in
	

re
gi
on
al
	V
ic
to
ria
.	C
LC
s	l
ik
e	

LC
CL
C	
be
co
m
in
g	
re
gi
st
er
ed
	

in
	m
ig
ra
tio
n	
la
w
	a
nd
	

us
in
g	
pr
o	
bo
no
	so
lic
ito
rs
	

to
	m
ee
t	s
om
e	
of
	th
e	
ne
ed
,	

bu
t	g
ov
er
nm
en
ts
	re
ly
in
g	

on
	th
es
e	
se
rv
ic
es
	w
ith
ou
t	

pr
ov
id
in
g	
m
uc
h	
ad
di
tio
na
l	

fu
nd
in
g	
an
d	
cl
ie
nt
s	h
av
e	

lit
tle
	to
	n
o	
ca
pa
ci
ty
	to
	p
ay
.

Pr
ev
en
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g	
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op
le
	

re
m
ai
ni
ng
	in
	u
ns
af
e	

re
la
tio
ns
hi
ps
/s
itu
at
io
ns
	d
ue
	

to
	v
isa
	st
at
us
.

Av
oi
d	
pe
op
le
	re
tu
rn
in
g	
to
	

un
sa
fe
	si
tu
at
io
ns
/c
ou
nt
ry
.

Re
un
ite
	a
nd
/o
r	k
ee
p	

fa
m
ili
es
	to
ge
th
er
	w
he
re
	

m
ay
	b
e	
se
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te
d.

G
ou
lb
ur
n	
Va
lle
y	

CL
C	
Pi
lo
t	

Ai
M

S:
Pr
om
ot
e	
CL
C	
se
rv
ic
es
	a
nd
	th
ei
r	v
al
ue
	in
	th
e	
GV
.

En
co
ur
ag
e	
go
ve
rn
m
en
t	t
o	
fu
nd
	a
	p
er
m
an
en
t	C
LC
	

in
	th
e	
re
gi
on
.

Se
RV

iC
eS

:
•	
Te
le
ph
on
e	
ad
vi
ce
	M
on
da
y	 2
-4
pm
.

•	
Ev
en
in
g	
ad
vi
ce
	b
y	
ap
po
in
tm
en
t	T
ue
sd
ay
s	 6
-

8p
m
	(2
	vo
l	s
ol
s)

•	
10
	lo
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l	l
aw
ye
rs
	o
n	
ad
vi
ce
	ro
st
er

•	
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	Fa
m
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	V
io
le
nc
e	
Se
rv
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e

•	
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	H
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ce
	O
ut
re
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h
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M
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ra
tio
n	
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an
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m
m
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n

M
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te
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	o
ft
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	re
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d	
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	fa
m
ily
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ta
ct
	a
nd
	

re
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cy
),	
cr
ed
it	
an
d	
de
bt
,	f
am
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e

•	
H
as
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
ac
ce
ss
	to
	se
rv
ic
es
	fo
r	

di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
d	
gr
ou
ps
	w
ho
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	

ha
d	
no
	a
cc
es
s,	
pa
rt
ic
ul
ar
ly
	fa
ce
	to
	

fa
ce
.

•	
H
as
	d
oc
um
en
te
d	
an
d	
de
m
on
st
ra
te
d	

th
e	
ne
ed
	th
at
	e
xi
st
s	f
or
	se
rv
ic
es
	in
	th
e	

re
gi
on
.

•	
Ra
ise
d	
aw
ar
en
es
s	a
bo
ut
	ro
le
	o
f	C
LC
s.

Do
cu
m
en
tin
g	
an
d	

de
m
on
st
ra
tin
g	
ne
ed
	fo
r	

in
cr
ea
se
d	
se
rv
ic
in
g.

Re
du
ci
ng
	p
re
ss
ur
e	
on
	LA
C	

of
fic
e	
in
	S
he
pp
ar
to
n	
by
	

in
cr
ea
se
d	
ac
ce
ss
	to
	se
rv
ic
es
	

an
d	
ed
uc
at
io
n.

Pr
ov
id
in
g	
se
rv
ic
e	
w
he
re
	

pe
op
le
	n
ee
d	
it,
	a
vo
id
in
g	

co
st
ly
	tr
ip
s	t
o	
ot
he
r	c
en
tr
es
/

M
el
bo
ur
ne
	to
	a
cc
es
s	

se
rv
ic
es
.



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-��-

lC
Cl

C 
pR

O
gR

AM
pR

O
gR

AM
 A

iM
S,

 S
eR

Vi
Ce

S,
 e

TC
OV

eR
Vi

eW
 O

F d
eS

iR
ed

 O
uT

CO
M

eS
eC

O
n

O
M

iC
 C

O
n

Si
de

RA
Ti

O
n

S

pr
op

er
 o

pe
ra

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
le

ga
l s

ys
te

m
ef

fic
ie

nc
y 

of
 se

rv
ic

e 
pr

ov
isi

on
/o

ut
co

m
es

Av
oi

di
ng

 e
xt

er
na

lit
ie

s 

Fa
m
ily
	

Re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	

Ce
nt
re
	S
ol
ic
ito
r	

Ai
M

S:
As
sis
t	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	co
m
e	
to
	a
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
ag
re
em
en
t	

th
at
	is
	in
	th
e	
be
st
	in
te
re
st
s	o
f	t
he
	ch
ild
/r
en
.

Se
RV

iC
eS

:
Be
nd
ig
o	
an
d	
Sh
ep
pa
rt
on
	b
as
ed
	g
iv
e	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n	

se
ss
io
ns
	( 2
-3
	se
ss
io
ns
/w
k)
,	a
dv
ic
e,
	a
ss
ist
an
ce
	

to
	m
ed
ia
to
rs
	(e
g.
	re
	co
ns
en
t	o
rd
er
s)
	to
	a
ch
ie
ve
	

in
fo
rm
al
	a
gr
ee
m
en
t,	
th
ro
ug
h	
a	
th
er
ap
eu
tic
	

ap
pr
oa
ch
.

N
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
ou
tc
om
es
	b
et
w
ee
n	
pa
re
nt
s	

th
at
	is
	in
	th
e	
be
st
	in
te
re
st
s	o
f	t
he
	ch
ild
/

re
n.

Re
se
rv
es
	co
ur
t	p
ro
ce
ss
	

fo
r	t
ho
se
	is
su
es
	th
at
	tr
ul
y	

re
qu
ire
	li
tig
at
io
n	
w
he
re
	

m
ed
ia
tio
n	
ha
s	f
ai
le
d.

Av
oi
d	
co
ur
t	p
ro
ce
ed
in
gs
.

Le
ss
	co
nfl
ic
t	a
nd
	b
et
te
r	

ou
tc
om
es
	fo
r	c
hi
ld
re
n.

Pr
ev
en
t	c
on
tin
ue
d	
st
re
ss
,	

st
ra
in
	a
m
on
g	
fa
m
ili
es
	a
nd
	

ch
ild
re
n	
du
e	
to
	o
n-
go
in
g	

co
nfl
ic
t.

H
om
el
es
s	

Pe
rs
on
s’	
Se
rv
ic
e	

Ai
M

S:
To
	p
ro
vi
de
	le
ga
l	a
ss
ist
an
ce
	to
	p
eo
pl
e	
ex
pe
rie
nc
in
g	

or
	a
t	r
isk
	o
f	h
om
el
es
sn
es
s

Se
RV

iC
eS

:
Fr
ee
	le
ga
l	a
dv
ic
e	
fo
r	i
ss
ue
s	r
el
at
ed
	to
	h
ou
sin
g	

an
d	
te
na
nc
y,	
fin
es
	a
nd
	in
fr
in
ge
m
en
ts
,	C
en
tr
el
in
k,	

cr
ed
it	
an
d	
de
bt
,	f
am
ily
	a
nd
	cr
im
in
al
	m
at
te
rs
,	

vi
ct
im
s	o
f	c
rim
e,
	g
ua
rd
ia
ns
hi
p	
an
d	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tio
n,
	

di
sc
rim
in
at
io
n	
an
d	
hu
m
an
	ri
gh
ts
.

La
te
	m
or
ni
ng
	se
ss
io
ns
	( 1

0a
m
-1
2p
m
)	o
n	
Fr
id
ay
s	a
t	

St
	Lu
ke
’s	
An
gl
ic
ar
e	
or
	th
e	
Le
ga
l	C
en
tr
e.

To
	m
ov
e	
be
yo
nd
	th
e	
im
m
ed
ia
te
	

pr
es
en
tin
g	
cr
isi
s	t
o	
th
e	
un
de
rly
in
g	

iss
ue
s	w
hi
ch
	a
re
	k
ee
pi
ng
	so
m
eo
ne
	in
	

ho
m
el
es
sn
es
s	(
or
	a
t	r
isk
)	a
nd
	p
re
ve
nt
/

m
iti
ga
te
	th
os
e	
iss
ue
s.

Pr
ev
en
t	o
r	r
ed
uc
e	

ho
m
el
es
sn
es
s	a
nd
	

in
st
itu
tio
na
lis
at
io
n	
of
	

vu
ln
er
ab
le
	p
eo
pl
e.
	

Bu
lk
	D
eb
t	

Sc
he
m
e	

Ai
M

S:
 

Bu
lk
	d
eb
t	n
eg
ot
ia
tio
n	
sc
he
m
e	
to
	h
el
p	
lo
w
-in
co
m
e	

de
bt
or
s	i
n	
fin
an
ci
al
	h
ar
ds
hi
p.

Se
RV

iC
eS

:
Id
en
tifi
es
	p
eo
pl
e	
w
ho
	n
ee
d	
im
m
ed
ia
te
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	

re
lie
f	t
hr
ou
gh
	d
eb
t	w
ai
ve
r	a
nd
	fa
st
	tr
ac
ks
	a
	

re
so
lu
tio
n,
	h
el
pi
ng
	th
e	
cr
ed
ito
r	t
o	
w
ip
e	
a	
ba
d	
de
bt
	

an
d	
m
ov
e	
on
.

M
or
e	
ef
fic
ie
nt
ly
	a
ss
ist
	a
	g
re
at
er
	n
um
be
r	

of
	p
eo
pl
e	
w
ith
	d
eb
t	i
ss
ue
s	b
y	
bu
nd
lin
g	

an
d	
ne
go
tia
tin
g	
iss
ue
s	t
og
et
he
r.

In
st
ea
d	
of
	n
eg
ot
ia
tin
g	

ha
rd
sh
ip
	ca
se
s	o
r	

re
pa
ym
en
t	p
la
ns
	o
n	
a	
ca
se
-

by
-c
as
e	
ba
sis
	m
at
te
rs
	w
ith
	

a	
co
m
m
on
	cr
ed
ito
r	a
re
	

bu
nd
le
d	
an
d	
ne
go
tia
te
d	

to
ge
th
er
.

Re
lie
vi
ng
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	
fo
r	

pe
op
le
	st
ru
gg
lin
g	
w
ith
	

de
bt
.

So
ur
ce
:	J
SA
	in
te
rv
ie
w
s	w
ith
	LC
CL
C	
st
af
f,	M
ar
ch
	2
01

1



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-��-

6.1.3 Assessment of economic benefit
A	random	sample	of	twenty	cases	and	advices	were	selected	and	the	economic	benefits	
evaluated.	In	addition,	staff	provided	twenty	cases	evaluated	by	them	as	being	of	high	value,	
and	the	economic	benefits	of	these	cases	were	also	estimated.

The	results	of	the	analysis	are	tabulated	below.

Table 8: economic benefits of selected cases

group Number The Law The Process exTerNaLiTies AverAge  
benefit

Random	
Advices

13 $12,120 $950 $1,228,915 $95,537	($3,999	excluding	
one	benefit	estimated	at	

$1.19	million).

Random	
Cases

7 $38,770 $540 $7,130 $6,634

Selected	
Cases

20 $118,750 $73,455 $1,348,000 $77,010	($17,510	
excluding	one	benefit	
estimated	at	$1.19	

million).

Source:	JSA	research	and	analysis

In	2009-10	the	Advocacy	and	Rights	Centre	had	a	total	budget	of	around	$1.2	million.	The	
Community	Legal	Centre	program	had	expenditure	of	$531,000.	In	that	period,	the	centre	had	
1,043	cases	and	2,272	advices.	Using	the	averages	for	the	random	sample	above,	the	total	
benefit	is	estimated	at	$224	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	over	400,	however	this	is	inflated	
by	the	inclusion	of	one	very	high	value	advice	in	the	data	set.	Excluding	the	very	high	value	
advice,	the	total	benefit	is	estimated	at	$16	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	over	30.

The	major	uncertainty	is	the	degree	to	which	the	benefit	would	not	have	been	achieved	if	the	
Community	Legal	Centre	did	not	exist,	that	is	whether	the	outcome	may	have	been	achieved	
by	other	processes.	The	use	of	average	costs	for	services	will	also	under	and	over	estimate	
the	benefit	associated	with	a	particular	outcome.	There	is	considerable	comfort	in	the	high	
cost	benefit	ratio,	suggesting	that	if	only	one	in	thirty	outcomes	was	attributable	to	the	
Community	Legal	Centre,	costs	would	still	exceed	benefits.			

A	range	of	high	value	cases	were	identified,	including	in	the	random	selection.	The	maximum	
benefit	was	$1.19	million,	representing	the	benefit	of	avoiding	institutional	accommodation	
and	support	for	a	disabled	person	over	a	twenty	year	period.	If	the	Community	Legal	Centre	
was	instrumental	in	one	such	outcome	every	two	years,	this	would	justify	the	cost	of	the	
centre.

The	other	major	benefit	is	in	the	area	of	child	abuse.	The	avoidance	of	institutional	and	other	
costs	in	matters	of	child	abuse	has	been	assessed	at	$38,000.	14	such	cases	each	year	would	
justify	the	centre	economically.
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6.2 geraldton Resource Centre

6.2.1 Centre profile
The	Geraldton	Resource	Centre	(GRC)	is	located	in	Geraldton,	Western	Australia	(in	the	Mid	
West	Region	of	WA	around	400	km	north	of	Perth).	GRC’s	geographic	catchment	includes	the	
LGAs	of	Geraldton,	Greenough	and	the	Mid	West	region	of	WA.	

Current Staffing profile
Based	on	information	received	from	the	centre,	the	current	staffing	profile	for	GRC	is	as	
follows.

Table 9: Staffing profile, gRC

role fte

Managers	(Corporate	Services,	Operations,	Assistant) 3.0

Administration	(Non-Legal	Secretary,	Accounts,	Etc) 1.9

Legal	Team:	Principal	Solicitor 0.9

Legal	Team:	Paralegals 2.8

Legal	Team:	Law	Graduate 1

Legal	Team:	Tenant	Advocate 1.8

Legal	Team:	Financial	Counsellor 2

Legal	Team:	Community	Legal	Education 0.8

Legal	Team:	Legal	Secretary 1

Other	Programs:	Money	Business	(Leader	&	Family	Helpers/Outreach) 4.8

Other	Programs:	Private	Rental	Program	(Caseworker) 0.8

Other	Programs:	Re-entry	Program	(Leader,	Caseworkers,	Transport) 5

Other	Programs:	Homelessness	Support	(Caseworkers) 2

Other	Programs:	Supported	Housing	(Caseworkers) 2

Other	Programs:	Home	Visiting 0.5

Other	Programs:	Emergency	Relief 0.3

ToTal

Source:	GRC	2011,	JSA	2011

The	centre	also	receives	support	from	a	range	of	volunteers.	Clayton	Utz	and	other	lawyers	
provide	pro	bono	legal	assistance	on	a	case	by	case	basis.	In	general,	the	centre’s	volunteer	
profile	is	as	follows:

Table 10: Volunteer profile, gRC

role Hours per Week fte

Legal	volunteers:	pro	bono	supervising	solicitor 3 0.1

Legal	volunteers:	law	graduates 12 0.3
Student	volunteers	(TAFE	Certificate	III/IV	and	Diploma	of	
Community	Service	placements) 6 0.2

Administrative	volunteers 3 0.1
ToTal 24 0.7

Source:	GRC	2011,	JSA	2011
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Current Service provision
The	GRC	is	comprised	of	many	complementary	services	including:	Geraldton	Community	
Legal	Centre,	Rural	Women’s	Legal	Outreach	Service,	Gascoyne	Community	Legal	Service,	
Financial	Counselling	Service,	Tenant	Advocacy	Service,	Community	and	Home	Visiting	
Scheme,	Supported	Housing	Assistance	Program,	Re-Entry	Service,	Transport	of	Prisoners	
Program,	Private	Rental	Accommodation	Casework	and	Money	Business.

Client profile
During	the	2009/10	FY,	the	GRC	provided	service	to	1702	clients.46	

•	 85%	civil	law	clients,	27%	family	law	clients	and	3%	criminal	law	clients	(note	that	a	
client	can	have	multiple	law	types)

•	 51%	female	clients,	47%	male	clients,	1%	client	sex/gender	unknown

•	 49%	Indigenous	clients

•	 1%	were	under	18	years,	41%	were	aged	18-34	years,	35%	were	aged	35-49	years,	14%	
were	aged	50-64	years,	5%	were	aged	65	or	older	and	3%	age	was	not	stated

•	 53%	were	new	clients	during	the	period,	34%	were	repeat	clients	and	13%	were	
existing	clients.47

Female	and	male	clients	had	basically	equivalent	law	type	profiles.

Figure 4: law Type profile for Male and Female gRC Clients
Source:	GRC	2011,	JSA	2011	

Indigenous	clients	were	less	likely	than	Total	Clients	to	receive	services	for	family	and	criminal	
law	problems	and	more	likely	to	receive	services	for	civil	law	problems.	Note	that	for	2009/10,	
Indigenous	clients	comprised	49%	of	total	clients	(n=835).

46	 	As	per	CLSIS	CC6.	Client	by	Law	Type	reports.
47	 	As	per	CLSIS	CA1.1	Activity	Summary	count	of	1616	total	clients	for	2009/10	FY.
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Figure 5: law Type profile for Total and indigenous gRC Clients
Source:	GRC	2011,	JSA	2011

Activity profile
•	 GRC	conducted	1320	information	and	1967	advices	activities	in	2009/10.	
•	 The	centre	opened	575	new	cases	during	the	year	and	closed	511	cases,	including		

230	minor	cases,	227	medium	and	54	major	cases.	

•	 GRC	also	completed	112	non-casework	projects	during	the	year	including	69	CLE	
projects	and	5	Law	Reform	and	Policy	projects.	

•	 There	were	also	146	non-casework	projects	open	and	still	going	and	throughout	the	
period.48	

problem Type profile
GRC	works	across	all	areas	of	law,	but	a	large	proportion	of	its	activities	(advices,	casework	
and	first	activity	matters)	are	focused	on	civil	and	family	law	problem	types,	with	a	large	
proportion	dedicated	to	tenancy,	credit	and	debt	and	other	civil	law	problems.	There	is	a	
definite	difference	between	the	profile	of	advice	and	casework	activities,	with	a	far	smaller	
proportion	of	casework	activities	related	to	family	law	problem	types	compared	to	advices.

Figure 6: law Type profile by Advice, Casework and First Activities
Source:	GRC	2011,	JSA	2011

48	 	As	per	CSLIS	CA1.1	Activity	Summary
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First Activity Matters
First	Activity	Matters	are	a	count	of	the	first	interaction	or	‘activity’	a	client	has	with	the	
service	within	the	period	of	time	specified.	First	Activities	would	most	likely	be	advices	and	
are	thought	to	represent	the	most	common	problem	types	generated	by	clients	of	the	service.	
For	GRC	in	the	2009/10	FY,	there	were	1779	first	activity	matters.	The	most	common	problem	
types	were	related	to	tenancy,	credit	and	debt,	other	civil	law,	government	pensions	and	
benefits,	and	contact	and	residency.	Key	problem	types	included:

•	 Credit	and	debt	other	(9.95%)
•	 Tenancy	access	(9.27%)
•	 Other	civil	(7.25%)
•	 Government	pensions/benefits	allowances	Other	(6.58%)
•	 Change	of	name	or	birth	records	(6.46%)

Table 11: gRC First Activity Matters by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
problem type # first ACtivities % first ACtivities 
Total	Tenancy	 389	 21.87%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 328	 18.44%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 176	 9.89%	
Total	Govt	Pensions	Benefits	Allowances	 137	 7.70%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 133	 7.48%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 126	 7.08%	
Total	Property	 90	 5.06%	
Total	Divorce	and	Separation	 62	 3.49%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 60	 3.37%	
Total	Injuries	 54	 3.04%	
Total	Wills/Probate	 50	 2.81%	
Total	Family/Domestic	Violence	 36	 2.02%	
Total	Employment	 32	 1.80%	
Total	Child	Support	 23	 1.29%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 23	 1.29%	
Total	Child	Protection	 14	 0.79%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 14	 0.79%	
Total	Discrimination	 10	 0.56%	
Total	Offences	Against	Persons	 7	 0.39%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle	 6	 0.34%	
Total	Child/Spousal	Maintenance	 3	 0.17%	
Total	Immigration	 3	 0.17%	
Total	Neighbourhood	Disputes	 2	 0.11%	
Total	Environment	 1	 0.06%	
ToTal FirsT acTiviTies 1779 100.00%

Source:	GRC	2011,	JSA	2011	

Advices
The	problem	type	profile	of	advice	activities	in	2009/10	is	similar	to	first	activities,	with	a	
strong	emphasis	on	tenancy,	credit	and	debt,	contact	and	residency,	other	civil	law,	other	
family	law	and	government	pensions	and	benefits.	Advice	services	were	also	diverse	across	a	
range	of	problem	types.	Within	these	areas	of	law,	key	problem	types	included:



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-4�-

•	 Credit	and	Debt	Other	(10.93%)
•	 Tenancy	access	(8.39%)
•	 Other	civil	(6.09%)
•	 Change	name	or	birth	records	(5.94%)
•	 Government	pensions/benefits	allowances	Other	(5.56%)
•	 Tenancy	Other	(4.01%)
•	 Child	residency	(3.82%)
•	 Child	contact	and	contact	orders	(3.59%)

Table 12: gRC Advices by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
problem type # AdviCes % AdviCes 
Total	Tenancy	 514	 19.43%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 477	 18.03%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 287	 10.85%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 228	 8.62%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 175	 6.62%	
Total	Govt	Pensions	Benefits	Allowance	 173	 6.54%	
Total	Property	 144	 5.44%	
Total	Divorce	and	Separation	 118	 4.46%	
Total	Wills/Probate	 87	 3.29%	
Total	Injuries	 85	 3.21%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 73	 2.76%	
Total	Family/Domestic	Violence	 59	 2.23%	
Total	Child	Support	 39	 1.47%	
Total	Employment	 36	 1.36%	
Total	Child	Protection	 34	 1.29%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 33	 1.25%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 22	 0.83%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle	 17	 0.64%	
Total	Discrimination	 17	 0.64%	
Total	Offences	Against	Persons	 12	 0.45%	
Total	Child/Spousal	Maintenance	 7	 0.26%	
Total	Immigration	Law	 4	 0.15%	
Total	Environment	 2	 0.08%	
Total	Neighbourhood	Disputes	 2	 0.08%	
ToTal aDvices 2645 100.00%

Source:	GRC	2011,	JSA	2011	

Casework Activities
GRC	casework	activities	for	2009/10	FY	were	also	spread	across	a	range	of	problem	types.	
However,	the	vast	majority	of	casework	activities	were	associated	with	civil	law	problem	
types.	Tenancy,	credit	and	debt,	injuries,	other	civil	law	and	government/administrative	law	
were	primary	areas	of	casework	activities.	Within	these	areas	of	law,	key	problem	types	
included:

•	 Tenancy	access	(18.13%)
•	 Credit	and	debt	-	Other	(13.6%)
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•	 Tenancy	rent	(7.16%)
•	 Injuries	compensation	(5.85%)

Table 13: gRC Casework Activities by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
problem type # CAseWork 

ACtivities 
% CAseWork 

ACtivities 
Total	Tenancy	 327	 47.81%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 176	 25.73%	
Total	Injuries	 44	 6.43%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 23	 3.36%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 16	 2.34%	
Total	Property	 15	 2.19%	
Total	Govt	Pensions	Benefits	Allowance	 14	 2.05%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle	 13	 1.90%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 12	 1.75%	
Total	Discrimination	 9	 1.32%	
Total	Divorce	and	Separation	 7	 1.02%	
Total	Child	Protection	 5	 0.73%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 5	 0.73%	
Total	Child	Support	 4	 0.58%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 4	 0.58%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle	 4	 0.58%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 4	 0.58%	
Total	Family/Domestic	Violence	 2	 0.29%	
ToTal casework acTiviTies 684 100.00%

Source:	GRC	2011,	JSA	2011	

6.2.2 Analysis of programs offered by the centre
An	analysis	of	the	likely	social	and	economic	benefits	of	selected	programs	provided	by	the	
Geraldton	Resource	Centre	is	provided	in	the	table	below,	together	with	a	description	of	the	
programs,	their	aims	and	key	outcomes.	

Primarily,	the	CLC	operates	to	provide	assistance	to	people	who	would	not	otherwise	have	
access	to	expert	legal	advice.	It	also	assists	people	to	access	the	legal	and	other	systems	
where	their	access	is	limited,	for	example	due	to	limited	literacy.	The	CLC	seeks	to	negotiate	
outcomes	between	parties	and	works	with	other	programs	within	Geraldton	Resource	Centre	
to	assist	clients.

While	the	range	of	programs	within	Geraldton	Resource	Centre	is	much	wider	than	those	
offered	by	the	CLC	component,	the	centre	operates	in	a	synergistic	way,	and	in	this	way	
provides	a	social	benefit	much	greater	than	that	provided	directly	by	the	CLC	component.	The	
programs	are	intended	to	address	the	root	cause	of	matters	that	otherwise	present	as	legal	
issues	and	provide	social	and	economic	benefits	across	a	range	of	areas.	Primary	areas	include	
financial	counselling,	assistance	with	tenancy	matters	and	programs	aimed	at	addressing	
recidivism.
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6.2.3 Assessment of economic benefit
A	random	sample	of	twenty	cases	and	twenty	advices	was	selected	and	the	economic	
benefits	evaluated.	In	addition,	staff	provided	one	case	evaluated	by	them	as	being	of	high	
value,	and	the	economic	benefits	of	this	case	was	estimated.

The	results	of	the	analysis	are	tabulated	below.

Table 15: economic benefits of selected cases

group number tHe lAW tHe proCess externAlities AverAge benefit

Random	
Advices 20 $0 $2,860 $600 $173

Random	
Cases 20 $168,000 $8,820 $68,000

$12,241	($4,241	if	a	training	
course	with	an	assessed	
benefit	of	$160,000	is	

excluded)

Selected	
Cases 1 $224,000 $0 $0 $224,000

Source:	JSA	research	and	analysis

In	2009-10	the	Geraldton	Legal	Centre	had	total	expenses	of	around	$520,000.	In	that	period,	
the	centre	had	684	cases	and	2,645	advices.	Using	the	averages	for	the	random	sample	above,	
the	total	benefit	is	estimated	at	$8.8	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	about	17.

A	large	benefit	has	been	associated	with	a	training	session	carried	out	by	the	CLC	for	another	
organisation.	It	is	debatable	as	to	whether	this	benefit	should	be	ascribed	to	the	legal	centre	
rather	than	to	the	other	agency.	Excluding	this	training	session,	the	total	benefit	is	estimated	
at	$3.4	million,	a	cost	benefit	ration	of	over	six.

The	average	cost	over	cases	and	benefits	is	$137,	suggesting	the	cost	benefit	ratio	on	advices	
is	1.3.	As	cases	are	likely	to	take	more	resources	than	advices,	the	economic	return	on	advices	
is	likely	to	be	marginal.

The	major	uncertainty	in	the	estimate	is	the	degree	to	which	the	benefit	would	have	been	
achieved	if	the	Community	Legal	Centre	did	not	exist,	that	is	whether	the	outcome	may	
have	been	achieved	by	other	processes.	However	in	the	worst	case,	the	CLC	would	need	to	
be	instrumental	in	one	in	six	cases	to	break	even,	hence	it	is	likely	that	a	positive	cost	benefit	
ratio	is	achieved.	

One	high	value	case	was	identified.	If	the	Community	Legal	Centre	was	instrumental	in	five	
such	outcomes	in	two	years,	this	would	justify	the	cost	of	the	centre.
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6.3 Consumer Credit legal Centre nSW
The	Consumer	Credit	Legal	Centre	NSW	is	located	in	Surry	Hills,	New	South	Wales	(an	inner	
city	suburb	of	Sydney).	CCLC	NSW	provides	a	statewide	service	across	NSW	and	a	national	
service	for	its	insurance	law	program.

6.3.1 Centre profile

Current Staffing profile
Based	on	information	received	from	the	centre,	the	current	staffing	profile	for	CCLC	is	as	
follows.

Table 16: Staffing profile, CClC

role fte

Administration	(3	staff,	1	also	does	some	Solicitor	work) 2.3

Solicitors	(10	staff) 9

Financial	Counsellors	(7	staff) 5

ToTal

Source:	CCLC	2011,	JSA	2011

The	centre	also	receives	support	from	a	range	of	volunteers.	In	general,	the	centre’s	volunteer	
profile	is	as	follows:

Table 17: Volunteer profile, CClC

role Hours per Week fte

Legal	volunteers 0 0

Student	volunteers 1-3	PLT	students	completed	15	week	placements 2

Administrative	volunteers 0 0

ToTal

Source:	CCLC	2011,	JSA	2011

Current Service provision
Client profile
During	the	2010	calendar	year,	the	CCLC	provided	service	to	6925	clients.49	

•	 49.5%	female	clients,	49.9%	male	clients,	0.6%	client	sex/gender	unknown

•	 1.0%	Indigenous	clients

•	 0.2%	were	under	18	years,	22.9%	were	aged	18-34	years,	36.4%	were	aged	35-49	
years,	21.4%	were	aged	50-64	years,	5.3%	were	aged	65	or	older	and	13.8%	age	was	
not	stated

•	 94.5%	were	new	clients	during	the	period,	4.1%	were	repeat50	clients	and	1.4%	were	
existing51	clients.52

49	 	As	per	CLSIS	CC6.	Client	by	Law	Type	reports.
50	 	Previous	file	closed.
51	 	File	still	open.
52	 	As	per	CLSIS	CMR1.1	Activity	Summary	count	of	6901	total	clients	for	2010.
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Activity profile
•	 CCLC	conducted	6832	information	and	9896	advice	activities	in	2010.	
•	 The	centre	opened	487	new	cases	during	the	year	and	closed	455	cases,	including	144	
minor	cases,	178	medium	and	133	major	cases.	

•	 CCLC	completed	4	non-casework	projects	during	the	year	including	1	CLE	project	and	
1	Law	Reform	and	Policy	project.	

•	 There	were	5	non-casework	projects	open	and	still	going	and	throughout	the	period.53	

problem Type profile
CCLC	provides	advice	and	casework	across	particular	civil	law	problem	types	related	to	credit	
and	debt,	consumer	complaints	and	insurance	claims.

First Activity Matters
First	Activity	Matters	are	a	count	of	the	first	interaction	or	‘activity’	a	client	has	with	the	
service	within	the	period	of	time	specified.	First	Activities	would	most	likely	be	advices	
and	are	thought	to	represent	the	most	common	problem	types	generated	by	clients	of	the	
service.	For	CCLC	in	the	2010	FY,	there	were	8311	first	activity	matters.	78.1%	of	matters	were	
associated	with	credit	and	debt	problem	types,	9.9%	were	related	to	consumer	complaints,	
generally	concerning	insurance,	and	12%	were	related	to	motor	vehicle	crashes.	The	following	
table	below	shows	the	first	activity	matters	by	problem	type	sorted	high	to	low.

53	 	As	per	CSLIS	CMR1.1	Activity	Summary



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-��-

Table 18: CClC First Activity Matters by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
Code problem type # first 

ACtivities 
% first 

ACtivities 
3420	 Credit	and	debt	consumer	credit	 1602	 19.28%	
3440	 Credit	and	debt	owed	by	client	 1186	 14.27%	
3425	 Credit	and	debt	mortgage	hardship	 1047	 12.60%	
5320	 Consumer	complaints	financial/insurance/super	etc	 658	 7.92%	
3410	 Credit	and	debt	bankruptcy	 477	 5.74%	
5510	 Motor	vehicle	accident	 420	 5.05%	
3471	 Statement	of	claim	 416	 5.01%	
3460	 Credit	and	debt	collection	 291	 3.50%	
3472	 Judgment	debt	 262	 3.15%	
5520	 Motor	vehicle	property	damage	 257	 3.09%	
5521	 Motor	vehicle	3rd	party	recovery	by	insurer	 253	 3.04%	
3490	 Credit	and	debt	Other	 211	 2.54%	
3461	 Repossession	car	 159	 1.91%	
3476	 Garnishee	(wages/salary/account)	 137	 1.65%	
3430	 Credit	and	debt	owed	to	client	 102	 1.23%	
3470	 Credit	and	debt	recovery	(court)	 76	 0.91%	
3482	 Credit	reporting	dispute	 75	 0.90%	
3412	 Bankruptcy	Notice	 70	 0.84%	
3473	 Writ	for	levy	of	property	 70	 0.84%	
5590	 Motor	vehicle	Other	 70	 0.84%	
3481	 Credit	report	enquiry	 68	 0.82%	
3475	 Notice	to	vacate	 52	 0.63%	
3414	 Part	IX	Agreement	 42	 0.51%	
5322	 Insurance	-	storm/flood	 42	 0.51%	
5380	 Consumer	complaints	fair	trade/trade/sell	practice	 39	 0.47%	
5390	 Consumer	complaints	Other	 39	 0.47%	
3480	 Credit	and	debt	information/privacy	 32	 0.39%	
3413	 Creditor’s	Petition	 31	 0.37%	
3477	 Examination	notice/order	 30	 0.36%	
3474	 Writ	of	possession	 20	 0.24%	
3462	 Repossession	other	goods	 16	 0.19%	
5370	 Consumer	complaints	services	 16	 0.19%	
3411	 Debtor’s	Petition	 10	 0.12%	
5360	 Consumer	complaints	products	 10	 0.12%	
5361	 Mathematics	tutoring	software	 8	 0.10%	
3441	 Debt	to	insurance	company	(not	MVA)	 6	 0.07%	
5340	 Consumer	complaints	legal/solicitors	 5	 0.06%	
5321	 Insurance	-	bushfire	 4	 0.05%	
5310	 Consumer	complaints	building	 2	 0.02%	
ToTal FirsT acTiviTies 8311 100.00%

Source:	CCLC	2011,	JSA	2011
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Advices
The	problem	type	profile	of	advice	activities	in	2010	is	similar	to	first	activities,	with	81%	of	
advices	related	to	credit	and	debt,	9.2%	related	to	consumer	complaints,	largely	insurance	
matters,	and	9.9%	dealing	with	motor	vehicle	crashes.	The	following	table	below	shows	
advices	by	problem	type	sorted	high	to	low.
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Table 19: CClC Advices by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
Code problem type # AdviCes % AdviCes 
3420	 Credit	and	debt	consumer	credit	 2114	 17.03%	

3425	 Credit	and	debt	mortgage	hardship	 1959	 15.79%	
3440	 Credit	and	debt	owed	by	client	 1538	 12.39%	
5320	 Consumer	complaints	financial/insurance/super	etc	 908	 7.32%	
3471	 Statement	of	claim	 799	 6.44%	
3410	 Credit	and	debt	bankruptcy	 625	 5.04%	
5510	 Motor	vehicle	accident	 520	 4.19%	
3472	 Judgment	debt	 516	 4.16%	
3460	 Credit	and	debt	collection	 450	 3.63%	
5521	 Motor	vehicle	3rd	party	recovery	by	insurer	 311	 2.51%	
5520	 Motor	vehicle	property	damage	 305	 2.46%	
3490	 Credit	and	debt	Other	 297	 2.39%	
3461	 Repossession	car	 268	 2.16%	
3476	 Garnishee	(wages/salary/account)	 251	 2.02%	
3470	 Credit	and	debt	recovery	(court)	 183	 1.47%	
3412	 Bankruptcy	Notice	 175	 1.41%	
3475	 Notice	to	vacate	 143	 1.15%	
3473	 Writ	for	levy	of	property	 127	 1.02%	
3430	 Credit	and	debt	owed	to	client	 126	 1.02%	
3482	 Credit	reporting	dispute	 97	 0.78%	
5590	 Motor	vehicle	Other	 90	 0.73%	
3481	 Credit	report	enquiry	 75	 0.60%	
3477	 Examination	notice/order	 64	 0.52%	
3413	 Creditor’s	Petition	 59	 0.48%	
5380	 Consumer	complaints	fair	trade/trade/sell	practice	 59	 0.48%	
5390	 Consumer	complaints	Other	 56	 0.45%	
3474	 Writ	of	possession	 54	 0.44%	
5322	 Insurance	-	storm/flood	 49	 0.39%	
3414	 Part	IX	Agreement	 43	 0.35%	
3480	 Credit	and	debt	information/privacy	 34	 0.27%	
3462	 Repossession	other	goods	 28	 0.23%	
5370	 Consumer	complaints	services	 25	 0.20%	
5361	 Mathematics	tutoring	software	 16	 0.13%	
3411	 Debtor’s	Petition	 11	 0.09%	
5360	 Consumer	complaints	products	 11	 0.09%	
5340	 Consumer	complaints	legal/solicitors	 9	 0.07%	
3441	 Debt	to	insurance	company	(not	MVA)	 7	 0.06%	
5321	 Insurance	-	bushfire	 5	 0.04%	
5310	 Consumer	complaints	building	 3	 0.02%	
ToTal aDvices 12410 100.00%

Source:	CCLC	2011,	JSA	2011
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Casework Activities
The	problem	type	profile	of	CCLC	casework	activities	for	2010	calendar	year	was	similar	to	
first	activities	and	advices,	with	a	slightly	greater	emphasis	on	consumer	complaints.	79%	of	
casework	activities	were	associated	with	credit	and	debt,	12.6%	were	related	to	consumer	
complaints,	largely	involving	insurance	matters,	and	8.1%	related	to	motor	vehicles.	The	
following	table	below	shows	casework	activities	by	problem	type	sorted	high	to	low.

Table 20: CClC Casework Activities by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
Code problem type # CAseWork 

ACtivities 
% CAseWork 

ACtivities 
3420	 Credit	and	debt	consumer	credit	 166	 26.82%	
3425	 Credit	and	debt	mortgage	hardship	 117	 18.90%	
5320	 Consumer	complaints	financial/insurance/super	etc	 69	 11.15%	
3440	 Credit	and	debt	owed	by	client	 44	 7.11%	
3471	 Statement	of	claim	 32	 5.17%	
3472	 Judgment	debt	 24	 3.88%	
3475	 Notice	to	vacate	 23	 3.72%	
5521	 Motor	vehicle	3rd	party	recovery	by	insurer	 19	 3.07%	
3461	 Repossession	car	 16	 2.58%	
5510	 Motor	vehicle	accident	 15	 2.42%	
5520	 Motor	vehicle	property	damage	 14	 2.26%	
3460	 Credit	and	debt	collection	 13	 2.10%	
3410	 Credit	and	debt	bankruptcy	 11	 1.78%	
3476	 Garnishee	(wages/salary/account)	 11	 1.78%	
3473	 Writ	for	levy	of	property	 8	 1.29%	
3413	 Creditor’s	Petition	 5	 0.81%	
3470	 Credit	and	debt	recovery	(court)	 5	 0.81%	
3412	 Bankruptcy	Notice 	4 	0.65%	
5322	 Insurance	-	storm/flood	 4	 0.65%	
3482	 Credit	reporting	dispute	 3	 0.48%	
3430	 Credit	and	debt	owed	to	client	 2	 0.32%	
3474	 Writ	of	possession	 2	 0.32%	
3477	 Examination	notice/order	 2	 0.32%	
3490	 Credit	and	debt	Other	 2	 0.32%	
5361	 Mathematics	tutoring	software	 2	 0.32%	
5380	 Consumer	complaints	fair	trade/trade/sell	practice	 2	 0.32%	
5590	 Motor	vehicle	Other	 2	 0.32%	
3481	 Credit	report	enquiry	 1	 0.16%	
5390	 Consumer	complaints	Other	 1	 0.16%	
ToTal casework acTiviTies 619 100.00%

Source:	CCLC	2011,	JSA	2011
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6.3.2 Analysis of programs offered by the centre
An	analysis	of	the	likely	social	and	economic	benefits	of	selected	programs	provided	by	the	
Consumer	Credit	CLC	are	provided	in	the	table	below,	together	with	a	description	of	the	
programs,	their	aims	and	key	outcomes.	

At	the	highest	level,	the	CLC	functions	to	provide	an	expert	knowledge	base	in	the	area	of	
consumer	credit	acting	in	the	public	interest	and	providing	valuable	input	to	policy	makers.	
The	centre	also	serves	a	compliance	function,	by	assessing	the	performance	of	lenders	and	
insurance	companies	against	codes	of	practice	and	statutory	regulation	and	ensuring,	as	far	
as	they	are	able,	that	those	codes	of	practice	and	regulations	are	complied	with.	At	a	more	
practical	level,	benefits	are	achieved	by	the	CLC	facilitating	negotiation	between	parties,	with	
these	benefits	accruing	to	creditors,	debtors	and	to	the	broader	community.	Importantly,	and	
similar	to	other	centres,	the	centre	seeks	to	address	the	root	cause	of	matters	that	would	
otherwise	present	as	legal	problems	by	providing	counselling	and	support	to	clients.
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6.3.3 Assessment of economic benefit
A	random	sample	of	twenty	cases	and	twenty	advices	were	selected	and	the	economic	
benefits	evaluated.	In	addition,	staff	provided	cases	evaluated	by	them	as	being	of	high	value.	
Typically	the	economic	benefits	of	these	cases	were	similar	to	those	in	the	random	sample	of	
cases,	consequently	these	were	not	evaluated.

The	results	of	the	analysis	are	tabulated	below.

Table 22: economic benefits of selected cases

group number tHe lAW tHe proCess externAlities AverAge 
benefit

Random	Advices 20 $0 $54,047 $17,850 $3,595

Random	Cases 20 $0 $11,670 $35,910 $2,379

Source:	JSA	research	and	analysis

In	2009-10	the	Consumer	Credit	Legal	Centre	had	total	expenses	of	around	$1,378,000.	In	
that	period,	the	centre	had	619	cases	and	12,410	advices.	Using	the	averages	for	the	random	
sample	above,	the	total	benefit	is	estimated	at	$46.1	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	around	33.

The	major	uncertainty	is	the	degree	to	which	the	benefit	would	not	have	been	achieved	
if	the	Community	Legal	Centre	did	not	exist,	that	is	whether	the	outcome	may	have	been	
achieved	by	other	processes.	However	there	is	considerable	comfort	in	the	high	cost	benefit	
ratio,	suggesting	that	if	only	one	in	thirty	outcomes	was	attributable	to	the	Community	Legal	
Centre,	costs	would	still	exceed	benefits.	

No	particular	high	value	cases	were	identified,	however	there	is	a	benefit	associated	with	
most	matters,	the	average	benefit	is	quite	high,	and	a	very	large	number	of	advices	are	
processed.	Of	particular	interest,	particularly	with	regard	to	mortgage	dispute,	the	earlier	
the	centre	was	involved	particularly	prior	to	legal	action,	the	greater	the	benefit.	The	overall	
impression	is	that	the	centre	deals	with	a	range	of	people	and	matters	and	does	this	in	a	very	
efficient	way,	particularly	not	wasting	people’s	time	and	the	centre’s	resources	where	there	is	
no	case,	and	strategically	following	through	on	selected	matters	for	a	range	of	reasons.	This	is	
an	effective	use	of	community	resources	and	is	reflected	in	the	high	benefit	cost	ratio.

The	economic	benefits	of	the	proper	process	of	the	law	with	respect	to	contracts	are	difficult	
to	determine.	

The	economic	benefit	of	contract	law	largely	comes	from	allowing	people	to	conduct	
transactions	over	time	by	making	sure	that	customers	get	what	they	pay	for,	and	suppliers	
provide	no	more	than	they	have	been	paid	for,	that	is	that	prices	reflect	accurately	reflect	
services.		The	economic	costs	if	society	didn’t	have	a	proper	regulatory	system	around	
contracts	could	be	enormous,	but	because	society	does	have	such	a	system,	it	(probably)	
functions	at	a	level	where	costs	just	equal	benefits.		It	is	expected	that	on	average,	the	
marginal	costs	of	pursuing	a	claim	would	be	equal	to	the	marginal	benefits	however	this	will	
not	always	be	the	case,	particularly	where	there	is	asymmetric	information.	The	Consumer	
Credit	Legal	Centre	performs	an	important	function	in	this	regard,	by	providing	expert	advice	
at	low	cost	to	offset	the	high	cost	to	individuals	in	obtaining	sufficient	information	to	reach	
an	informed	view.	Insurance	companies	and	financiers	are	dealing	with	claims	and	the	courts	
all	the	time,	and	so	would	be	much	more	likely	to	know	the	law	than	an	individual	who	may	
have	one	or	two	matters	in	a	lifetime.	This	provides	an	opportunity	for	moral	hazard,	where	
a	company	may	reject	a	claim	without	appropriate	support,	but	taking	advantage	of	the	
customer’s	lack	of	sophistication.	This	benefit	is	best	assessed	in	terms	of	willingness	to	pay,	
that	is	what	price	is	the	community	prepared	to	pay	to	have	access	to	good	legal	advice	at	no	
cost.

By	way	of	example,	the	cost	of	the	centre	per	advice	is	$111.	This	may	represent	good	value	
in	terms	of	the	community’s	willingness	to	pay,	as	a	“flag	fall”	with	a	private	solicitor	is	likely	
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to	be	around	$300,	and	the	centre	has	a	very	high	level	of	expertise	as	they	deal	with	these	
matters	all	the	time.	On	a	per	capita	basis	and	taking	the	adult	population	of	NSW	as	4.9	
million,54	the	cost	of	the	centre	per	adult	is	$0.30	per	year.	In	this	regard,	even	though	the	
average	benefit	associated	with	cases	is	about	half	the	benefit	associated	with	advices,	the	
cases	probably	serve	a	training	or	currency	purpose,	ensuring	that	solicitors	in	the	centre	are	
up	to	date	with	the	law.	More	importantly,	there	is	an	additional	benefit	arising	from	case	
work	as	matters	can	often	be	settled	quickly	as	creditors	and	insurers	know	that	the	CLC	is	
prepared	to	run	cases	through	court	or	external	dispute	resolution	and	are	therefore	more	
inclined	to	settle	than	if	the	CLC	offered	advice	only	with	no	opportunity	to	engage	the	legal	
system.

54	 	ABS	Census	2006
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6.4 Marrickville legal Centre
The	Marrickville	Legal	Centre	(MLC)	is	located	in	Marrickville,	New	South	Wales	(an	inner	
suburb	of	Sydney)	and	was	established	in	1979.	MLC’s	primary	geographic	service	catchment	
includes	the	12	LGAs	of	Ashfield,	Auburn,	Bankstown,	Burwood,	Canada	Bay,	Canterbury,	
Hurstville,	Kogarah,	Marrickville,	Rockdale,	Strathfield	and	Sutherland.

6.4.1 Centre profile

Current Staffing profile
MLC	staff	are	divided	into	three	teams:	legal,	tenancy	and	administration.	Based	on	
information	received	from	the	centre,	the	current	staffing	profile	as	at	March	2011	for	each	
team	is	as	follows.

Table 23: Staffing profile Summary, MlC

role Hours per Week fte

Total	Permanent 262.5 7.5

Total	Temporary 136.5 3.9

Total	Volunteer 256 7.3

ToTal 655 18.7

Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011

Table 24: detailed Staffing profile, MlC

teAm role Hours per Week fte

Legal Principal	Solicitor	(Permanent) 35 1

Legal Solicitor	(Permanent) 91 2.6

Legal Solicitor	(Temporary) 28 0.8

Legal Solicitor	(Secondee	from	Private	Firm) 16 0.45

Legal Solicitor	(Volunteer) 5 0.14

Legal Paralegal	(Temporary) 7 0.2

Legal Legal	Student	(Volunteer) 70 2

Legal Evening	Advice	Solicitor	(Volunteer) 68 1.9

Legal Evening	Advice	Assistant	(Volunteer) 17 0.5

Tenancy Advocate	(Permanent) 45.5 1.3

Tenancy Advocate	(Temporary) 52.5 1.5

Tenancy Information/Referral	Officer	(Permanent) 17.5 0.5

Administration Centre	Coordinator	(Permanent) 35 1

Administration Information/Referral	Officer	(Permanent) 17.5 0.5
Administration Finance	(Permanent) 21 0.6
Administration DVPASS	Coordinator	(Temporary) 35 1
Administration DVPASS	Worker	(Temporary) 14 0.4
Administration Student	(Volunteer) 80 2.3

ToTal 655 18.7

Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011
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Current Service provision
MLC	offers	four	programs:

•	 General	Legal	Service	(GLS)
-	 Provides	free	legal	advice	to	adult	residents	of	the	MLC	catchment	via	
telephone	and	face-to-face	through	day	and	evening	appointments	and	
outreaches.

-	 Provides	casework,	advocacy	and	representation	services	to	clients	meeting	
intake	criteria.

-	 Provides	Community	Legal	Education	(CLE)

-	 During	2009/10	FY,	this	program	was	supplemented	by	two	one-off	grants	
including	the	Family	Relationship	Centre	Pilot	Project	(ended	December	2010)	
and	CALD	Credit	and	Debt	(ended	June	2010).

•	 Children’s	Legal	Service	(CLS)
-	 Provides	a	statewide	advice	service	by	telephone	or	face-to-face	to	children	
and	young	people	under	18	years	old	who	live	in	NSW.

-	 Provides	casework,	advocacy	and	representation	services	to	clients	meeting	
intake	criteria.

-	 Provides	an	outreach	advice	service	at	a	youth	centre	in	Bankstown.

-	 Provides	CLE

-	 Convenes	the	Youth	Justice	Coalition	(YJC),	a	network	of	youth	workers,	
children’s	lawyers,	policy	workers	and	academics	who	work	to	promote	the	
rights	of	children	and	young	people	in	NSW	and	across	Australia.

•	 Inner	West	Tenancy	Advice	and	Advocacy	Service	(IWTAAS)
-	 Provides	advice,	casework	and	CLE	services	to	tenants	(including	boarder	and	
lodgers)	renting	in	the	inner	west	of	Sydney.

-	 Provides	casework,	advocacy	and	representation	services	to	clients	meeting	
intake	criteria.

-	 Provides	a	weekly	outreach	at	Newtown	Neighbourhood	Centre.

-	 Provides	a	duty	advocacy	service	at	the	Consumer,	Trader	and	Tenancy	Tribunal	
in	the	Sydney	CBD.

•	 Inner	West	Domestic	Violence	Pro-Active	Support	Service	(IWDVPASS)
-	 Provides	information	and	referral	services	to	persons	in	need	of	protection	
named	on	Apprehended	Domestic	Violence	Order	applications	made	by	NSW	
Police	in	Newtown	and	Balmain	Local	Courts.

Client profile
During	the	2009/10	FY,	the	MLC	provided	service	to	2864	clients.55	

•	 76%	civil	law	clients,	20%	family	law	clients	and	10%	criminal	law	clients	(note	that	a	
client	can	have	multiple	law	types)

•	 55%	female	clients,	43%	male	clients,	2%	client	sex/gender	unknown

•	 1%	Indigenous	clients

55	 	As	per	CLSIS	CC6.	Client	by	Law	Type	reports.
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•	 48%	of	clients	had	a	stated	age.	Of	the	group	of	clients	with	a	known	age:	8%	were	
under	18	years,	31%	were	aged	18-34	years,	34%	were	aged	35-49	years,	20%	were	
aged	50-64	years,	and	7%	were	aged	65	or	older.

•	 87%	were	new	clients	during	the	period,	11%	were	repeat	clients	and	2%	were	
existing	clients.56

Female	and	male	clients	had	slightly	different	law	type	profiles,	with	female	clients	more	
likely	to	receive	services	for	family	law	type	problems	and	males	more	likely	to	receive	services	
for	criminal	law	type	problems.

Figure 7: law Type profile for Male and Female MlC Clients
Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011	

Indigenous	clients	were	less	likely	than	Total	Clients	to	receive	services	for	civil	law	problems	
and	more	likely	to	receive	services	for	family	and	criminal	law	problems.	Note	that	for	
2009/10,	Indigenous	clients	comprised	1%	of	total	clients	(n=29).

Figure 8: law Type profile for Total and indigenous MlC Clients
Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011

Activity profile
MLC	conducted	2994	information	and	3582	advices	activities	in	2009/10.	The	centre	
opened	285	new	cases	during	the	year	and	closed	250	cases,	including	168	minor	cases,	61	
medium	and	2	major	cases.	MLC	also	completed	102	non-casework	projects	during	the	year	
including	59	CLE	projects	and	28	Law	Reform	and	Policy	projects.	The	following	table	shows	a	
breakdown	of	activities	by	funded	service	type.	

56	 	As	per	CLSIS	CA1.1	Activity	Summary	count	of	2840	total	clients	for	2009/10	FY.
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Table 25: MlC Activities by Funded Service Type

serviCe type/speCifiC projeCt Advice	
Cases	
open	
at	start

Cases	
opened	
during	
period

Cases	
closed	
during	
period

CLE	
Activities	
completed	
during	
period

LRLP	
Activities	
completed	
during	
period	

TOTAL	ACTIVITIES	 3582	 75	 285	 250	 59	 28	
Funded Service Type 
Generalist	 1758	 52	 158	 142	 21	 4	
Generalist	credit	and	debt	 33	 6	 3	
Generalist	DVAS 	414	 2	
Generalist	tenancy	 1097	 8	 44	 29	 5	
Generalist	Youth	 236	 15	 75	 74	 29	 23	
FRC	 44	 2	 2	 2	 1	

Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011		

problem Type profile
MLC	works	across	all	areas	of	law,	but	a	large	proportion	of	its	activities	(advices,	casework	
and	first	activity	matters)	are	focused	on	civil	law	problem	types.

Figure 9: law Type profile by Advice, Casework and First Activities
Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011

First Activity Matters
First	Activity	Matters	are	a	count	of	the	first	interaction	or	‘activity’	a	client	has	with	the	
service	within	the	period	of	time	specified.	First	Activities	would	most	likely	be	advices	and	
are	thought	to	represent	the	most	common	problem	types	generated	by	clients	of	the	service.	
For	MLC	in	the	2009/10	FY,	there	were	3850	first	activity	matters.	The	most	common	problem	
types	were	Tenancy,	Employment,	Family/Domestic	Violence,	Credit/Debt	and	Offences	
Against	Property	or	Other	Offences.	Over	a	third	of	all	first	activities	are	related	to	Tenancy	
problem	types;	however	the	table	below	shows	the	diversity	of	problem	types	captured	
during	first	activities	in	2009/10.
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Table 26: MlC First Activity Matters by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
problem type # first 

ACtivity 
mAtters 

% first 
ACtivity 
mAtters 

Total	Tenancy	 1392	 36.2%	
Total	Employment	 431	 11.2%	
Total	Family/Domestic	Violence	 415	 10.8%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 376	 9.8%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 226	 5.9%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 201	 5.2%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle 188	 4.9%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 131	 3.4%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 130	 3.4%	
Total	Injuries	 73	 1.9%	
Total	Discrimination	 73	 1.9%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 62	 1.6%	
Total	Offences	Against	Persons	 33	 0.9%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 29	 0.8%	
Total	Wills/Probate	 23	 0.6%	
Total	Child	Support	 16	 0.4%	
Total	Property	 16	 0.4%	
Total	Neighbourhood	Disputes	 10	 0.3%	
Total	Divorce	and	Separation	 8	 0.2%	
Total	Govt	Pensions	Benefits	Allowances	 8	 0.2%	
Total	Child/Spousal	Maintenance	 3	 0.1%	
Total	Child	Protection	 3	 0.1%	
Total	Immigration	Law	 3	 0.1%	
ToTal FirsT acTiviTy MaTTers 3850 100.0%

Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011	

Advices
The	problem	type	profile	of	advice	activities	in	2009/10	is	similar	to	first	activities,	with	a	
third	of	advices	dealing	with	Tenancy	matters	and	smaller	proportions	related	to	Credit/Debt,	
Employment,	Family/Domestic	Violence	and	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences.	
Advice	services	were	also	diverse	across	a	range	of	problem	types.	Within	these	areas	of	law,	
key	problem	types	included:

•	 Family	or	domestic	violence	order,	8.1%
•	 Credit/debt	owed	by	client,	7.5%
•	 Tenancy	other,	7.5%
•	 Government/Administration	issues	relating	to	fines,	4.8%
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Table 27: MlC Advices by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
problem type # AdviCes % AdviCes 
Total	Tenancy	 1760	 33.0%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 638	 12.0%	
Total	Employment	 571	 10.7%	
Total	Family/Domestic	Violence	 467	 8.8%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 340	 6.4%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 328	 6.2%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle	 317	 5.9%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 236	 4.4%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 166	 3.1%	
Total	Injuries	 131	 2.5%	
Total	Discrimination	 105	 2.0%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 82	 1.5%	
Total	Offences	Against	Persons	 46	 0.9%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 36	 0.7%	
Total	Wills/Probate	 29	 0.5%	
Total	Property	 18	 0.3%	
Total	Child	Support	 17	 0.3%	
Total	Neighbourhood	Disputes	 15	 0.3%	
Total	Divorce	and	Separation	 9	 0.2%	
Total	Govt	Pensions	Benefits	Allowances	 7	 0.1%	
Total	Child/Spousal	Maintenance	 4	 0.1%	
Total	Child	Protection	 3	 0.1%	
Total	Immigration	Law	 2	 0.0%	
Total	Environment	 1	 0.0%	
ToTal aDvices 5328 100.0%

Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011

Casework Activities
MLC	casework	activities	for	2009/10	FY	were	spread	across	a	range	of	problem	types.	Whilst	
Tenancy	matters	were	again	a	key	area	of	activity,	these	types	of	matters	comprised	17%	
of	casework	equal	to	Credit/Debt	casework.	Employment,	Government/Administrative	law,	
Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences,	and	Injuries	were	primary	areas	of	casework	
activities.	Within	these	areas	of	law,	key	problem	types	included:

•	 Credit/debt	owed	by	client,	12.5%
•	 Government/Administration	issues	relating	to	fines,	8.2%
•	 Injuries	compensation,	4.7%
•	 Employment	unfair	dismissal,	4.5%
•	 Tenancy	termination	by	lessor,	4.0%
•	 Road	traffic	and	motor	vehicle	regulatory	offences,	3.8%



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-��-

Table 28: MlC Casework Activities by Total problem Type Sorted High to low
problem type # CAseWork 

ACtivities 
% CAseWork 

ACtivities 
Total	Tenancy	 73	 17.2%	
Total	Credit	and	Debt	 73	 17.2%	
Total	Employment	 61	 14.4%	
Total	Govt/Administrative	Law	 48	 11.3%	
Total	Offences	Against	Property	and	Other	Offences	 40	 9.4%	
Total	Injuries	 31	 7.3%	
Total	Motor	Vehicle 18	 4.2%	
Total	Other	Civil	Law	 18	 4.2%	
Total	Consumer	Complaints	 16	 3.8%	
Total	Discrimination	 12	 2.8%	
Total	Family/Domestic	Violence	 10	 2.4%	
Total	Contact	and	Residency	 9	 2.1%	
Total	Offences	Against	Persons	 7	 1.6%	
Total	Wills/Probate	 3	 0.7%	
Total	Property	 2	 0.5%	
Total	Neighbourhood	Disputes	 2	 0.5%	
Total	Child	Support	 1	 0.2%	
Total	Other	Family	Law	 1	 0.2%
ToTal casework acTiviTies 425 100.0%

Source:	MLC	2011,	JSA	2011	

6.4.2 Analysis of programs offered by the centre
An	analysis	of	the	likely	social	and	economic	benefits	of	selected	programs	provided	by	the	
Marrickville	LC	is	provided	in	the	table	below,	together	with	a	description	of	the	programs,	
their	aims	and	key	outcomes.	

Primarily,	the	CLC	operates	to	provide	assistance	to	people	who	would	not	otherwise	have	
access	to	expert	legal	advice.	It	also	assists	people	to	access	the	legal	and	other	systems	
where	their	access	is	limited	due	to	lack	of	skills	or	sophistication.	The	CLC	runs	particular	
programs	in	the	areas	of	young	people,	tenancy	and	domestic	violence.
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.
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6.4.3 Assessment of economic benefit
A	random	sample	of	twenty	cases	and	twenty	advices	were	selected	and	the	economic	
benefits	evaluated.	In	addition,	staff	provided	cases	evaluated	by	them	as	being	of	high	value,	
however	the	economic	benefits	of	these	cases	were	similar	to	those	in	the	random	sample	of	
cases,	consequently	these	were	not	evaluated.

The	results	of	the	analysis	are	tabulated	below.

Table 30: economic benefits of selected cases

group number tHe lAW tHe proCess externAlities AverAge benefit

Random	Advices 20 $0 $4,490 $6,850 $567

Random	Cases 20 $0 $6,168 $1,140 $365

Source:	JSA	research	and	analysis

In	2009-10	Marrickville	Legal	Centre	had	total	expenses	of	around	$877,000.	In	that	period,	
the	centre	had	425	cases	and	5,328	advices.	Using	the	averages	for	the	random	sample	above,	
the	total	benefit	is	estimated	at	$3.2	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	around	4,	and	sufficiently	
high	to	justify	the	expenditure	on	the	centre.	

The	major	uncertainty	is	the	degree	to	which	the	benefit	would	not	have	been	achieved	if	the	
Community	Legal	Centre	did	not	exist,	that	is	whether	the	outcome	may	have	been	achieved	
by	other	processes.	If	one	in	four	outcomes	was	attributable	to	the	Community	Legal	Centre,	
costs	would	still	exceed	benefits.	
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Appendix A: 
economic analysis of cases and advices
loddon Campaspe Community legal Centre
A	random	sample	of	twenty	cases	and	advices	were	selected	and	the	economic	benefits	
evaluated.	In	addition,	staff	provided	twenty	cases	evaluated	by	them	as	being	of	high	value,	
and	the	economic	benefits	of	these	cases	were	also	estimated.

The	results	of	the	analysis	are	tabulated	below.

Table 31: economic benefits of selected cases

group number tHe lAW tHe 
proCess externAlities AverAge benefit

Random	
Advices 13 $12,120 $950 $1,228,915

$95,537	($3,999	excluding	one	
benefit	estimated	at		
$1.19	million).

Random	
Cases 7 $38,770 $540 $7,130 $6,634

Selected	
Cases 20 $118,750 $73,455 $1,348,000

$77,010	($17,510	excluding	
one	benefit	estimated	at		

$1.19	million)

Source:	JSA	research	and	analysis

In	2009-10	the	Advocacy	and	Rights	Centre	had	a	total	budget	of	around	$1.2	million.	The	
Community	Legal	Centre	program	had	expenditure	of	$531,000.	In	that	period,	the	centre	had	
1,043	cases	and	2,272	advices.	Using	the	averages	for	the	random	sample	above,	the	total	
benefit	is	estimated	at	$224	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	over	400	however	this	is	inflated	
by	the	inclusion	of	one	very	high	value	advice	in	the	data	set.	Excluding	the	very	high	value	
advice,	the	total	benefit	is	estimated	at	$16	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	over	30.

The	major	uncertainty	is	the	degree	to	which	the	benefit	would	not	have	been	achieved	if	the	
Community	Legal	Centre	did	not	exist,	that	is	whether	the	outcome	may	have	been	achieved	
by	other	processes.	The	use	of	average	costs	for	services	will	also	under	and	over	estimate	the	
benefit	associated	with	a	particular	outcome.	However	there	is	considerable	comfort	in	the	
high	cost	benefit	ratio,	suggesting	that	if	only	one	in	thirty	outcomes	was	attributable	to	the	
Community	Legal	Centre,	costs	would	still	exceed	benefits.			

A	range	of	high	value	cases	were	identified,	including	in	the	random	selection.	The	maximum	
benefit	was	$1.19	million,	representing	the	benefit	of	avoiding	institutional	accommodation	
and	support	for	a	disabled	person.	If	the	Community	Legal	Centre	was	instrumental	in	one	
such	outcome	every	two	years,	this	would	justify	the	cost	of	the	centre.

The	other	major	benefit	is	in	the	area	of	child	abuse.	The	avoidance	of	institutional	and	other	
costs	in	matters	of	child	abuse	has	been	assessed	at	$38,000.	14	such	cases	would	justify	the	
centre	economically.

Following	this	assessment,	a	different	methodology	was	followed	in	other	centres	whereby	
20	random	advices	and	20	random	cases	were	evaluated.	This	was	because:

•	 The	benefits	of	the	random	cases	and	advices	were	considerable;
•	 Cases	and	advices	with	high	value	were	identified	in	the	random	process;
•	 Cases	identified	by	the	centre	were	not	necessarily	of	high	economic	value;	and
•	 A	larger	random	selection	provides	a	higher	degree	of	reliability.
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iv
in
g	
a	
to
ta
l	

nu
m
be
r	o
f	m
at
te
rs
	o
f	 2

89
,0
69
,5 	
or
	a
n	
av
er
ag
e	
co
st
	

of
	$
27

0	
pe
r	m
at
te
r.	I
t	i
s	l
ik
el
y	
th
e	
m
ed
ia
n	
co
st
	p
er
	

m
at
te
r	i
s	s
om
ew
ha
t	l
es
s	t
ha
n	
th
is,
	b
ut
	th
er
e	
is	
no
	

da
ta
	a
va
ila
bl
e	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
ra
ng
e	
of
	co
m
pl
ex
ity
	in
	

th
e	
m
at
te
rs
	co
ns
id
er
ed
.	T
he
re
	is
	a
lso
	a
n	
ad
di
tio
na
l	

co
st
	fr
om
	li
tig
an
ts
	in
	p
er
so
n	
w
ith
	th
e	
20

04
 A

nn
ua

l 
Re

vi
ew

 o
f W

es
te

rn
 A

us
tr

al
ia

n 
Co

ur
ts

 re
po
rt
in
g	
a	
20
%
	

in
cr
ea
se
	in
	ti
m
e	
fo
r	s
el
f	r
ep
re
se
nt
ed
	li
tig
an
ts
.6 	

H
en
ce
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
27

0	
pl
us
	2
0%
,	o
r	

$3
20
.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed
.

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

Ra
nd

om
 sa

m
pl

e 
of

 ca
se

s a
nd

 a
dv

ic
es
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2.
 C

as
e

B’
s	r
el
at
io
ns
hi
p	
ha
d	
re
ce
nt
ly
	b
ro
ke
n	
do
w
n.
	S
he
	

ha
d	
m
ov
ed
	fr
om
	h
er
	h
om
e	
an
d	
w
as
	st
ay
in
g	

w
ith
	a
	fr
ie
nd
.	S
he
	co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
to
	o
bt
ai
n	

an
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	a
ga
in
st
	h
er
	fo
rm
er
	

do
m
es
tic
	p
ar
tn
er
.	A
n	
im
po
rt
an
t	c
on
ce
rn
	w
as
	

he
r	a
bi
lit
y	
to
	re
co
ve
r	h
er
	p
os
se
ss
io
ns
	a
nd
	

fu
rn
itu
re
	fr
om
	th
e	
ho
m
e.
	T
he
	C
LC
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
a	

‘w
ith
ou
t	p
re
ju
di
ce
’	a
gr
ee
m
en
t	w
ith
	re
sp
ec
t	t
o	

ho
us
eh
ol
d	
fu
rn
itu
re
	a
nd
	v
eh
ic
le
s	b
et
w
ee
n	
th
e	

pa
rt
ie
s	a
nd
	o
bt
ai
ne
d	
an
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	f
or
	B
	

fr
om
	th
e	
m
ag
ist
ra
te
.

Re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
br
ea
kd
ow
n,
	se
pa
ra
tio
n	
an
d	
di
vo
rc
e	

ar
e	
a	
fa
ct
	o
f	o
ur
	so
ci
et
y	
w
ith
	o
ur
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	

fa
ci
lit
at
in
g	
se
pa
ra
tio
n.
	H
en
ce
	it
	is
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	to
	fa
ci
lit
at
e	
se
pa
ra
tio
n	
at
	m
in
im
um
	co
st
.

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
Th
is	
be
ne
fit
	is
	id
en
tifi
ed
	b
el
ow
	u
nd
er
	

ex
te
rn
al
iti
es
.

Th
e	
CL
C’
s	i
nt
er
ve
nt
io
n	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
re
du
ce
d	
tim
e	
in
	th
e	

co
ur
ts
	w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	B
	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	a
n	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	

or
de
r	t
hr
ou
gh
	a
	co
nt
es
te
d	
pr
oc
es
s,	
pe
rh
ap
s	a
s	a
	

lit
ig
an
t	i
n	
pe
rs
on
	o
r	f
un
de
d	
by
	le
ga
l	a
id
.

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
Th
e	
ad
di
tio
na
l	c
os
t	o
f	a
	li
tig
an
t	i
n	
pe
rs
on
	is
	

es
tim
at
ed
	to
	b
e	
$6

0.

In
	th
is	
ca
se
,	t
he
	C
LC
’s	
fa
ci
lit
at
io
n	
of
	se
pa
ra
tio
n	

is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
m
in
im
ise
d	
so
ci
al
	co
st
s	s
uc
h	

as
	p
ol
ic
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
ns
	(c
ol
le
ct
in
g	
pr
op
er
ty
,	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	b
re
ac
he
s)
	a
nd
	d
am
ag
e	
or
	

lo
ss
	o
f	h
ou
se
ho
ld
	g
oo
ds
.	

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
	co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	

be
ne
fit
	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	th
e	
ap
pa
re
nt
	co
nc
ili
at
io
n	

ro
le
	ta
ke
n	
by
	th
e	
CL
C	
ho
w
ev
er
	th
is	
be
ne
fit
	is
	

di
ffi
cu
lt	
to
	e
st
im
at
e.
	S
om
e	
po
ss
ib
le
	b
en
efi
ts
	

in
cl
ud
e:

Co
st
	o
f	l
os
t	h
ou
se
ho
ld
	g
oo
ds
.	T
hi
s	w
ou
ld
	o
nl
y	

be
	a
	co
st
	if
,	f
or
	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	th
e	
pa
rt
ne
r	d
isp
os
ed
	

of
	th
e	
go
od
s	t
o	
th
e	
tip
,	a
s	a
t	t
he
	w
ho
le
	o
f	

co
m
m
un
ity
	le
ve
l,	o
ne
	p
er
so
n’
s	l
os
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	

an
ot
he
r’s
	g
ai
n.
	It
	is
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	e
st
im
at
e	
th
e	

va
lu
e	
of
	h
ou
se
ho
ld
	g
oo
ds
	o
n	
av
er
ag
e,	
ho
w
ev
er
	

in
	2
00

3-
04
,	t
he
	a
ve
ra
ge
	h
ou
se
ho
ld
	sp
en
t	

$5
2	
pe
r	w
ee
k	
on
	h
ou
se
ho
ld
	fu
rn
ish
in
gs
	a
nd
	

eq
ui
pm
en
t.7
	A
ss
um
in
g	
th
e	
lif
e	
of
	h
ou
se
ho
ld
	

go
od
s	i
s	1

0	
ye
ar
s,	
th
is	
su
gg
es
ts
	re
pl
ac
em
en
t	

va
lu
e	
m
ay
	b
e	
of
	th
e	
or
de
r	o
f	$

30
,0
00
,	a
nd
	

sp
lit
tin
g	
50
:5
0,
	th
e	
re
pl
ac
em
en
t	v
al
ue
	o
f	g
oo
ds
	

fo
r	o
ne
	p
er
so
n	
co
ul
d	
be
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
t	$

15
,0
00
.

Al
te
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
po
lic
e	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	in
vo
lv
ed
	

in
	re
co
ve
rin
g	
go
od
s.	
In
	2
01

0	
th
e	
op
er
at
in
g	

bu
dg
et
	fo
r	t
he
	V
ic
to
ria
n	
Po
lic
e	
w
as
	$
1,
85

9	
m
ill
io
n.

8 	I
n	
th
e	
sa
m
e	
pe
rio
d	
th
er
e	
w
er
e	

79
5,
00

0	
re
sp
on
se
s	r
ec
or
de
d,

9 	g
iv
in
g	
an
	

av
er
ag
e	
co
st
	p
er
	re
sp
on
se
	o
f	a
bo
ut
	$
2,
34

0.
	T
hi
s	

is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
an
	u
pp
er
	e
nd
	e
st
im
at
e,
	a
s	t
he
	

co
st
s	i
nc
lu
de
s	t
he
	co
st
	o
f	t
he
	H
ig
hw
ay
	P
at
ro
l	

an
d	
tr
af
fic
	in
fr
in
ge
m
en
ts
	a
re
	n
ot
	re
co
rd
ed
	a
s	

cr
im
es
.	B
ud
ge
t	b
re
ak
do
w
n	
by
	p
ro
gr
am
	a
re
a	

w
ou
ld
	e
na
bl
e	
a	
be
tt
er
	e
st
im
at
e	
bu
t	t
hi
s	i
s	

no
t	a
va
ila
bl
e.
	In
	a
dd
iti
on
	th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	

a	
m
ag
ist
ra
te
’s	
he
ar
in
g,
	e
st
im
at
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	

at
	$
33

0.
	A
dd
iti
on
al
	co
st
s	c
ou
ld
	a
ris
e	
fr
om
	

cu
st
od
ia
l	s
en
te
nc
in
g.
	In
	2
01

0	
th
e	
op
er
at
in
g	

ex
pe
ns
e	
fo
r	“
en
fo
rc
in
g	
co
rr
ec
tio
na
l	o
rd
er
s”
	

w
as
	$
56

7	
m
ill
io
n	
an
d	
th
e	
to
ta
l	n
um
be
r	o
f	

pr
iso
ne
r	d
ay
s	w
as
	1
.6
56
	m
ill
io
n,
	g
iv
in
g	
a	
da
ily
	

co
st
	p
er
	p
ris
on
er
	o
f	$

34
0.

10
	A
	tw
o	
da
y	
cu
st
od
ia
l	

se
nt
en
ce
	w
ou
ld
	th
en
	co
st
	$
68

0,
	g
iv
in
g	
a	
to
ta
l	

co
st
	o
f	a
ro
un
d	
$ 3
,3
50
.

Th
e	
be
ne
fit
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

3,
35

0.
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3.
 A

dv
ic

e

C	
ha
d	
so
ug
ht
	to
	p
ro
po
se
	a
	n
um
be
r	o
f	r
ef
ug
ee
s	

un
de
r	A
us
tr
al
ia
.s	
of
fs
ho
re
	h
um
an
ia
ta
ria
n	

pr
og
ra
m
.	O
ne
	o
f	h
is	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
ns
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	

re
fu
se
d.
	H
e	
so
ug
ht
	a
n	
FO
I	r
eg
ar
di
ng
	th
e	

re
as
on
s	f
or
	re
fu
sa
l.	A
	d
ra
ft
	re
qu
es
t	f
or
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	

do
cu
m
en
ts
	w
as
	p
re
pa
re
d	
bu
t	n
ot
	se
nt
.	H
e	
w
as
	

ad
vi
se
d	
by
	th
e	
CL
C	
th
at
	h
e	
sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
re
al
ist
ic
	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	p
eo
pl
e	
he
	co
ul
d	

re
al
ist
ic
al
ly
	p
ro
po
se
,	a
nd
	fo
cu
s	h
is	
ef
fo
rt
s	o
n	

th
os
e	
pe
op
le
.	

Th
e	
ac
ce
pt
an
ce
	o
f	r
ef
ug
ee
s	i
nt
o	
Au
st
ra
lia
	w
ou
ld
	

ap
pe
ar
	to
	b
e	
ba
se
d	
on
	h
um
an
ita
ria
n	
ra
th
er
	th
an
	

ec
on
om
ic
	re
as
on
s.

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	th
e	
pr
ep
ar
at
io
n	

an
d	
co
ns
id
er
at
io
n	
of
	sp
on
so
rs
hi
p	
an
d	
vi
sa
	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
ns
	a
nd
	FO
I	a
pp
lic
at
io
ns
.	It
	is
	li
ke
ly
	th
at
	

ap
pr
op
ria
te
	a
dv
ic
e	
fr
om
	th
e	
CL
C	
le
d	
to
	a
	re
du
ct
io
n	
in
	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
ns
	w
hi
ch
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
ha
d	
lim
ite
d	
lik
el
ih
oo
d	

of
	su
cc
es
s.

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
In
	 2
01

0	
th
e	
go
ve
rn
m
en
t	s
ub
sid
y	
of
	th
e	
De
pa
rt
m
en
t	

of
	Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n	
an
d	
Ci
tiz
en
sh
ip
	w
as
	$
1,
18

4	
m
ill
io
n.

11
	

In
	th
e	
sa
m
e	
pe
rio
d,
	4
,3
22
,7
10
	p
er
m
an
en
t	a
nd
	

te
m
po
ra
ry
	v
isa
s	w
er
e	
gr
an
te
d,

12
	g
iv
in
g	
a	
co
st
	p
er
	

vi
sa
	g
ra
nt
ed
	o
f	a
bo
ut
	$
27

0.
	A
pp
lic
at
io
ns
	w
ill
	b
e	

m
or
e	
or
	le
ss
	e
xp
en
siv
e	
de
pe
nd
in
g	
on
	th
e	
de
gr
ee
	o
f	

as
se
ss
m
en
t,	
an
d	
th
er
e	
ar
e	
ac
tiv
iti
es
	co
ve
re
d	
by
	th
e	

De
pa
rt
m
en
t	t
ha
t	d
o	
no
t	r
el
at
e	
di
re
ct
ly
	to
	v
isa
s	s
uc
h	

as
	b
or
de
r	c
on
tr
ol
.	N
on
et
he
le
ss
	th
e	
es
tim
at
e	
gi
ve
s	

so
m
e	
id
ea
	o
f	t
he
	o
rd
er
	o
f	m
ag
ni
tu
de
.	If
	it
	is
	a
ss
um
ed
	

th
at
	th
e	
ad
vi
ce
	o
f	t
he
	C
LC
	le
d	
to
	M
	n
ot
	m
ak
in
g	
on
e	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n,
	th
en
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
27

0.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed
.

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
N
il

4.
 A

dv
ic

e

D	
ha
d	
an
	in
te
lle
ct
ua
l	d
isa
bi
lit
y	
an
d	
w
as
	th
e	

fa
th
er
	o
f	a
	ch
ild
.	H
e	
ha
d	
se
pa
ra
te
d	
fr
om
	th
e	

m
ot
he
r	a
nd
	h
ad
	re
gu
la
r	c
on
ta
ct
	w
ith
	th
e	
ch
ild
.	

H
e	
no
	lo
ng
er
	w
an
te
d	
to
	co
nt
ac
t	t
he
	ch
ild
	a
s	t
he
	

m
ot
he
r	w
as
	a
bu
siv
e	
to
w
ar
ds
	h
im
	a
nd
	a
ct
ed
	

in
ap
pr
op
ria
te
ly.
	H
e	
di
d	
no
t	w
ish
	to
	a
pp
ly
	fo
r	a
n	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	a
nd
	th
ou
gh
t	i
t	w
as
	b
es
t	t
o	

no
	lo
ng
er
	se
e	
th
e	
ch
ild
re
n	
bu
t	w
as
	co
nc
er
ne
d	

th
at
	h
is	
br
ea
ch
	o
f	t
he
	a
cc
es
s	o
rd
er
	w
ou
ld
	

re
su
lt	
in
	p
ro
bl
em
s.	
H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	b
y	
no
t	

co
nt
ac
tin
g	
th
e	
ch
ild
re
n	
he
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
in
	b
re
ac
h	

of
	th
e	
ac
ce
ss
	o
rd
er
	b
ut
	th
at
	th
e	
m
ot
he
r	w
ou
ld
	

be
	u
nl
ik
el
y	
to
	re
sp
on
d	
to
	th
is	
br
ea
ch
.

Th
er
e	
is	
ev
id
en
ce
	th
at
	ch
ild
re
n	
in
	jo
in
t	c
us
to
dy
	

(fo
llo
w
in
g	
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
br
ea
kd
ow
n)
	a
re
	b
et
te
r	

ad
ju
st
ed
	(a
cr
os
s	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
	te
st
in
g	

in
st
ru
m
en
ts
)	b
y	
co
m
pa
ris
on
	w
ith
	ch
ild
re
n	

in
	so
le
	cu
st
od
y	
ar
ra
ng
em
en
ts
.13
	S
uc
h	
la
ck
	o
f	

‘a
dj
us
tm
en
t’	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
ec
on
om
ic
	co
ns
eq
ue
nc
es
	

w
ith
	re
sp
ec
t	t
o	
em
pl
oy
m
en
t	a
nd
	re
lia
nc
e	
on
	a
	

ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	a
nd
	w
el
fa
re
	se
rv
ic
es
	a
nd
	th
is
	

is	
re
fle
ct
ed
	in
	s6

5D
AA
	o
f	t
he
	Fa
m
ily
	La
w
	A
ct
	

19
75
	(C
om
m
on
w
ea
lth
)	w
he
re
	jo
in
t	p
ar
en
tin
g	
is
	

as
se
ss
ed
	in
	th
e	
co
nt
ex
t	o
f	t
he
	b
es
t	i
nt
er
es
ts
	o
f	

th
e	
ch
ild
	a
nd
	in
	p
ra
ct
ic
al
ity
.	A
t	t
he
	sa
m
e	
tim
e,
	

th
er
e	
ar
e	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	

fa
m
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e	
an
d	
w
ith
	ch
ild
	a
bu
se
.14
,15

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
Fo
r	a
	b
en
efi
t	f
ro
m
	th
e	
op
er
at
io
n	
of
	th
e	
la
w
	in
	th
is
	

ca
se
,	it
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ne
ce
ss
ar
y	
fo
r	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	

in
ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
e	
to
	a
ris
e	
in
	th
e	
ab
se
nc
e	
of
	th
e	

le
ga
l	c
en
tr
e.
	W
hi
le
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
co
st
	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	th
e	
ch
ild
	o
nl
y	
se
ei
ng
	o
ne
	p
ar
en
t,	

th
is	
co
st
	is
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	q
ua
nt
ify
	a
nd
	is
	p
ro
ba
bl
y	

of
fs
et
	b
y	
ot
he
r	c
os
ts
	in
cu
rr
ed
	if
	D
	w
as
	to
	co
nt
in
ue
	

to
	se
e	
th
e	
ch
ild
.	

D	
re
ce
iv
ed
	a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
	a
dv
ic
e	
re
la
tiv
el
y	
ea
sil
y	
by
	

ac
ce
ss
in
g	
th
e	
CL
C.
	D
ue
	to
	h
is	
in
te
lle
ct
ua
l	p
ro
bl
em
s,	
it	

is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	h
e	
w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
ha
d	
di
ffi
cu
lty
	a
cc
es
sin
g	

a	
pr
iv
at
e	
la
w
ye
r	o
r	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
th
ro
ug
h	

ot
he
r	a
ve
nu
es
.

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
N
il

If	
D	
ha
d	
co
nt
in
ue
d	
to
	a
cc
es
s	t
he
	ch
ild
re
n,
	it
	is
	

lik
el
y	
an
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
re
qu
ire
d	

w
ith
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d.
	D
’s	
de
ci
sio
n	

ap
pe
ar
s	t
o	
ha
ve
	a
vo
id
ed
	th
es
e	
co
st
s.

es
tim

at
e 

of
 b

en
efi

t
Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	a
n	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	h
as
	

be
en
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
33

0.
	T
hi
s	e
xc
lu
de
s	a
ny
	co
st
s	

ar
isi
ng
	fr
om
	b
re
ac
h	
or
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t.	
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5.
 C

as
e

E	
w
as
	h
om
el
es
s	(
liv
in
g	
w
ith
	a
	fr
ie
nd
	o
r	r
el
at
iv
e)
	

an
d	
w
ish
ed
	to
	ch
an
ge
	h
er
	w
ill
	a
s	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	

se
pa
ra
tin
g	
fr
om
	h
er
	h
us
ba
nd
.	A
	n
ew
	w
ill
	w
as
	

dr
af
te
d	
up
	ch
an
gi
ng
	th
e	
ex
ec
ut
or
	fr
om
	h
er
	

hu
sb
an
d	
to
	h
er
	d
au
gh
te
r	a
nd
	n
am
in
g	
he
r	

ch
ild
re
n	
as
	h
er
	b
en
efi
ci
ar
ie
s.	

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
be
ne
fit
	to
	so
ci
et
y	
fr
om
	p
eo
pl
e	
ha
vi
ng
	

w
ill
s	i
n	
pl
ac
e	
in
	th
at
	d
isp
ut
es
,	w
ith
	re
su
lta
nt
	co
st
,	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
di
sp
os
al
	o
f	t
he
	p
er
so
n’
s	a
ss
et
s	

ar
e	
av
oi
de
d.
	T
he
	h
us
ba
nd
	b
ei
ng
	n
am
ed
	a
s	a
n	

ex
ec
ut
or
	co
ul
d	
ha
ve
	le
d	
to
	co
st
s	a
s	b
en
efi
ci
ar
ie
s	

m
ay
	h
av
e	
ob
je
ct
ed
	a
nd
	a
	co
ur
t	p
ro
ce
ss
	a
nd
	

ap
po
in
tm
en
t	o
f	a
n	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
to
r	m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	

in
cu
rr
ed
.	A
lso
	th
e	
ch
ild
re
n	
w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
ha
d	
to
	

co
nt
es
t	t
he
	w
ill
	if
	th
ey
	w
ish
ed
	to
	b
e	
tr
ea
te
d	
as
	

be
ne
fic
ia
rie
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Pr
ob
at
e	
m
at
te
rs
	a
re
	h
ea
rd
	in
	th
e	
Su
pr
em
e	
Co
ur
t	

of
	V
ic
to
ria
.	In
	 2
00

8-
09
	th
er
e	
w
er
e	
ab
ou
t	7
,3
00
	

fin
al
isa
tio
ns
	in
	th
e	
Su
pr
em
e	
Co
ur
t	o
f	V
ic
to
ria
.16
	

O
ve
r	t
he
	sa
m
e	
pe
rio
d	
ex
pe
nd
itu
re
	w
as
	$
50
	

m
ill
io
n.

17
	T
hi
s	i
s	a
	n
et
	co
st
	p
er
	fi
na
lis
at
io
n	

of
	a
bo
ut
	$
6,
85

0.
	T
he
	m
ed
ia
n	
co
st
	is
	li
ke
ly
	

to
	b
e	
th
e	
be
st
	e
st
im
at
e	
ho
w
ev
er
	n
o	
da
ta
	is
	

av
ai
la
bl
e	
to
	e
st
im
at
e	
th
is	
va
lu
e.
	T
he
	a
ve
ra
ge
	

co
st
	p
er
	fi
na
lis
at
io
n	
of
	$
6,
85

0	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
an
	

ov
er
es
tim
at
e.
	It
	is
	a
lso
	n
ot
ed
	th
at
	in
	th
is	
ca
se
	th
e	

be
ne
fit
	is
	li
ke
ly
	to
	o
cc
ur
	so
m
e	
tim
e	
in
	th
e	
fu
tu
re
.	

As
su
m
in
g	
20
	ye
ar
s	a
t	7
%
,	t
he
	n
et
	p
re
se
nt
	va
lu
e	
of
	

$6
,8
50
	is
	a
ro
un
d	
$1
,7
70
	a
nd
	th
is	
is	
ta
ke
n	
as
	th
e	

be
ne
fit
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
s	i
de
nt
ifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

6.
 C

as
e

F	s
ou
gh
t	a
n	
In
te
rv
en
tio
n	
O
rd
er
	a
ga
in
st
	

he
r	l
an
dl
or
d	
as
	p
ar
t	o
f	a
n	
on
go
in
g	
di
sp
ut
e	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
re
nt
al
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
an
d	
da
m
ag
e	

to
	h
er
	p
er
so
na
l	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
as
	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	th
e	

la
nd
lo
rd
’s	
ac
tio
ns
.	S
he
	w
as
	cu
rr
en
tly
	li
vi
ng
	w
ith
	

a	
fr
ie
nd
.	T
ha
t	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
w
en
t	t
o	
co
ur
t	w
hi
ch
	

w
as
	w
he
n	
th
e	
CL
C	
be
ca
m
e	
in
vo
lv
ed
	a
s	p
ar
t	o
f	

th
ei
r	i
nt
er
ve
nt
io
n	
or
de
r	p
ro
gr
am
.	A
n	
ag
re
em
en
t	

w
as
	re
ac
he
d	
th
at
	th
e	
la
nd
lo
rd
	w
ou
ld
	cl
ea
n	

an
d	
re
tu
rn
	h
er
	p
ro
pe
rt
y,	
an
d	
th
at
	a
ll	
el
ec
tr
ic
al
	

ite
m
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ch
ec
ke
d.
	T
he
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
fo
r	a
n	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	w
as
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
se
d.

G
en
er
al
ly
	it
	is
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	v
io
le
nc
e	

to
	b
e	
av
oi
de
d,
	h
ow
ev
er
	in
	th
is	
ca
se
	it
	is
	d
ou
bt
fu
l	

if	
th
e	
In
te
rv
en
tio
n	
O
rd
er
	w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
ad
dr
es
se
d	

th
e	
pr
ob
le
m
.	It
	is
	a
lso
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	

ne
gl
ig
en
ce
	to
	b
e	
at
tr
ib
ut
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
en
ga
ge
m
en
t	o
f	t
he
	C
LC
	le
d	
to
	a
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	

se
tt
le
m
en
t	i
n	
ac
rim
on
io
us
	ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	a
nd
	

w
ith
ou
t	f
ur
th
er
	co
ur
t	a
ct
io
n.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il	
as
	th
e	
m
at
te
r	h
ad
	g
on
e	
to
	co
ur
t.	

It	
is	
un
lik
el
y	
th
at
	th
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	w
ou
ld
	

ha
ve
	so
lv
ed
	th
e	
re
al
	p
ro
bl
em
s,	
th
es
e	
be
in
g	

re
pa
ir	
an
d	
re
tu
rn
	o
f	p
os
se
ss
io
ns
	a
nd
	a
	d
isp
ut
e	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
no
n	
pa
ym
en
t	o
f	r
en
t,	
an
d	
th
at
	th
e	

gr
an
tin
g	
of
	th
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	

in
cu
rr
ed
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	

en
fo
rc
em
en
t.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	o
f	a
n	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	

or
de
r	h
as
	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	a
bo
ve
	a
t	$

3,
35

0.
	In
	

ad
di
tio
n,
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	co
ur
t	o
r	t
rib
un
al
	co
st
s	

w
ou
ld
	b
e	
in
cu
rr
ed
	to
	re
so
lv
e	
th
e	
un
de
rly
in
g	

di
sp
ut
e.
	In
	2
00

9/
10
,	V
CA
T	
fu
nd
in
g	
w
as
	$
36
.8
	

m
ill
io
n	
an
d	
84
,8
06
	ca
se
s	w
er
e	
fin
al
ise
d.

18
	T
hi
s	

is	
ab
ou
t	$

43
0	
pe
r	fi
na
lis
at
io
n.
	H
en
ce
	th
e	
to
ta
l	

be
ne
fit
	is
	a
ro
un
d	
$ 3
,7
80
.
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7.
 A

dv
ic

e

G
	h
ad
	n
ot
	b
ee
n	
iss
ue
d	
a	
ce
rt
ifi
ca
te
	b
y	
he
r	T
AF
E	

co
lle
ge
	a
s	s
he
	h
ad
	n
ot
	co
m
pl
et
ed
	a
	p
la
ce
m
en
t	

re
qu
ire
m
en
t	o
f	t
he
	co
ur
se
	d
ue
	to
	d
iffi
cu
lti
es
	in
	

tr
av
el
.	S
he
	b
el
ie
ve
d	
sh
e	
ha
d	
be
en
	d
isc
rim
in
at
ed
	

ag
ai
ns
t.	
Sh
e	
w
as
	co
un
se
lle
d	
to
	u
se
	th
e	
co
lle
ge
’s	

gr
ie
va
nc
e	
pr
oc
ed
ur
e.

It	
co
ul
d	
be
	se
en
	th
at
	d
isc
rim
in
at
io
n	
m
ay
	n
ot
	b
e	

ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t,	
in
so
fa
r	a
s	d
isc
rim
in
at
io
n	

re
su
lts
	in
	p
eo
pl
e	
no
t	b
ei
ng
	a
llo
ca
te
d	
to
	th
ei
r	

m
os
t	e
ffi
ci
en
t	u
se
.	H
ow
ev
er
	in
	th
e	
al
te
rn
at
iv
e,
	

le
gi
sla
tio
n	
ai
m
ed
	to
	a
vo
id
	d
isc
rim
in
at
io
n	
th
ro
ug
h	

po
sit
iv
e	
di
sc
rim
in
at
io
n	
m
ay
	n
ot
	b
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	to
	th
e	
ex
te
nt
	it
	p
ro
vi
de
s	e
co
no
m
ic
	re
nt
	

to
	a
	p
ar
tic
ul
ar
	in
te
re
st
	g
ro
up
.	It
	co
ul
d	
al
so
	b
e	

co
ns
id
er
ed
	a
n	
eq
ui
ty
	m
ea
su
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	re
du
ct
io
n	
in
	

tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
s	a
nd
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
co
st
s	i
nc
ur
re
d	

by
	S
	p
ur
su
in
g	
a	
ca
se
	w
ith
	li
tt
le
	m
er
it.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Ba
se
d	
on
	co
st
s	o
f	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
re
vi
ew
	ca
lc
ul
at
ed
	

ab
ov
e,
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
ar
ou
nd
				
$ 3
-4
00
.	

Th
is	
is	
ar
ou
nd
	o
ne
	d
ay
’s	
w
ag
es
	fo
r	a
	p
ro
fe
ss
io
na
l	

pe
rs
on
	a
nd
	o
n	
th
is	
ba
sis
	se
em
s	r
ea
so
na
bl
e.
	T
he
	

be
ne
fit
	is
	ta
ke
n	
as
	$
35

0.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

8.
 A

dv
ic

e

H
	h
ad
	ta
ke
n	
hi
s	y
ou
ng
	so
n	
fr
om
	h
is	
ex
	p
ar
tn
er
	

as
	h
e	
th
ou
gh
t	t
he
	ch
ild
	w
as
	in
	d
an
ge
r.	H
e	
w
as
	

co
nc
er
ne
d	
th
at
	th
is	
ac
tio
n	
w
ou
ld
	a
dv
er
se
ly
	

af
fe
ct
	h
is	
po
sit
io
n	
in
	a
ny
	fu
tu
re
	cu
st
od
y	

he
ar
in
g.
	H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	a
s	t
he
re
	w
er
e	

no
	o
rd
er
s	i
n	
pl
ac
e	
it	
is	
un
lik
el
y	
th
at
	h
is	
ac
tio
ns
	

w
ou
ld
	p
re
ju
di
ce
	fu
tu
re
	p
ro
ce
ed
in
gs
.	

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	

w
ith
	a
bu
se
d	
ch
ild
re
n	
an
d	
w
ith
	fo
st
er
	ca
re
.	If
	

th
e	
fa
th
er
	w
as
	u
ns
ur
e	
of
	h
is	
po
sit
io
n,
	h
e	
m
ay
	

ha
ve
	le
ft
	th
e	
ba
by
	w
ith
	th
e	
m
ot
he
r,	p
la
ci
ng
	

it	
in
	d
an
ge
r.	I
t	i
s	n
ot
ed
	th
at
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	co
ul
d	

ha
ve
	b
ee
n	
in
cr
ea
se
d	
by
	re
co
m
m
en
di
ng
	

m
ed
ia
tio
n	
be
tw
ee
n	
th
e	
fa
th
er
	a
nd
	th
e	
m
ot
he
r	

as
	th
is	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	sa
ve
	co
st
s	d
ow
n	
th
e	

tr
ac
k	
w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	fa
ci
lit
at
in
g	
an
	e
ar
ly
	fa
m
ily
	

la
w
	o
ut
co
m
e	
an
d	
av
oi
di
ng
	o
pp
or
tu
ni
tie
s	f
or
	

en
m
ity
	to
	d
ev
el
op
	b
et
w
ee
n	
th
e	
pa
rt
ie
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Ta
yl
or
	e
t	a
l	e
st
im
at
e	
th
at
	 1
77
,3
00
	ch
ild
re
n	

ex
pe
rie
nc
ed
	a
bu
se
	in
	2
00

7	
at
	a
	li
fe
tim
e	
co
st
	

of
	$
6,
71

2	
m
ill
io
n.

19
	T
hi
s	i
s	a
n	
av
er
ag
e	
lif
et
im
e	

co
st
	p
er
	ch
ild
	o
f	a
bo
ut
	$
38
,0
00
	a
nd
	th
is	
co
ul
d	

be
	ta
ke
n	
as
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	fr
om
	th
e	
CL
C	
ad
vi
ce
.

9.
 A

dv
ic

e

I	h
ad
	cr
as
he
d	
he
r	c
ar
	a
nd
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
ch
ar
ge
d	

w
ith
	d
an
ge
ro
us
	d
riv
in
g.
	H
er
	li
ce
ns
e	
w
as
	

su
sp
en
de
d	
pe
nd
in
g	
a	
ps
yc
hi
at
ric
	re
po
rt
.	A
s	

sh
e	
w
as
	e
xp
er
ie
nc
in
g	
ac
ut
e	
m
en
ta
l	i
lln
es
s	s
he
	

so
ug
ht
	to
	a
pp
ea
l	t
he
	su
sp
en
sio
n.
	A
s	s
he
	w
as
	

el
ig
ib
le
	fo
r	l
eg
al
	a
id
,	s
he
	w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	th
em
.	

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
CL
C	
fa
ci
lit
at
ed
	th
e	
ef
fic
ie
nt
	re
fe
rr
al
	o
f	t
he
	

fil
e	
to
	le
ga
l	a
id
.	P
eo
pl
e	
w
ith
	m
en
ta
l	i
lln
es
se
s	a
nd
	

sim
ila
r	p
ro
bl
em
s	c
an
	h
av
e	
di
ffi
cu
lty
	n
av
ig
at
in
g	

th
ei
r	w
ay
	th
ro
ug
h	
bu
re
au
cr
ac
ie
s,	
w
ith
	co
ns
eq
ue
nt
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	a
nd
	lo
ss
	o
f	t
im
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se
ss
m
en
t	o
f	b
en
efi
t

N
il
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. C

as
e

J’s
	p
re
vi
ou
s	p
ar
tn
er
	is
	su
bj
ec
t	t
o	
an
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	

or
de
r	a
nd
	is
	cu
rr
en
tly
	in
	ja
il	
fo
r	b
re
ac
he
s	o
f	t
ha
t	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r.	H
e	
w
ill
	b
e	
re
le
as
ed
	sh
or
tly
.	

A	
fe
ar
s	f
or
	h
er
	sa
fe
ty
	a
nd
	th
at
	o
f	h
er
	ch
ild
.	S
he
	

w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	re
po
rt
	a
	p
re
vi
ou
s	b
re
ac
h	
of
	th
e	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	t
ha
t	r
es
ul
te
d	
in
	ch
ar
ge
s	

ag
ai
ns
t	h
er
	p
re
vi
ou
s	p
ar
tn
er
.	S
he
	w
as
	a
lso
	

gi
ve
n	
ad
vi
ce
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
a	
Bs
af
e	
ki
t,	
a	
no
tifi
ca
tio
n	

sy
st
em
	fo
r	t
ho
se
	w
ith
	a
n	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r,	a
t	

ris
k	
of
	th
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	b
ei
ng
	b
re
ac
he
d	

an
d	
w
ho
	h
av
e	
ha
d	
a	
ris
k	
as
se
ss
m
en
t	b
y	
a	
fa
m
ily
	

vi
ol
en
ce
	se
rv
ic
e.
	

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
pu
bl
ic
	b
en
efi
t	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	th
e	
pr
op
er
	

op
er
at
io
n	
of
	th
e	
le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
.	If
	th
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	

or
de
r	i
s	n
ot
	e
nf
or
ce
d	
it	
is	
m
ea
ni
ng
le
ss
	a
nd
	w
ill
	

no
t	s
er
ve
	it
s	f
un
ct
io
n	
of
	p
re
ve
nt
in
g	
vi
ol
en
ce
.	

Fa
ilu
re
	to
	e
nf
or
ce
	th
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	m
ay
	

ha
ve
	re
su
lte
d	
in
	fu
rt
he
r	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
ts
	in
cl
ud
in
g	

th
e	
pe
rs
on
al
	sa
fe
ty
	o
f	t
he
	m
ot
he
r	a
nd
	ch
ild
,	

an
d	
ot
he
r	c
os
ts
	su
ch
	a
s	t
he
	m
ot
he
r	n
ee
di
ng
	to
	

re
lo
ca
te
	to
	a
vo
id
	th
e	
pr
ev
io
us
	p
ar
tn
er
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Ac
ce
ss
	E
co
no
m
ic
s2

0 	e
st
im
at
e	
th
e	
lif
et
im
e	
co
st
s	

pe
r	v
ic
tim
	o
f	d
om
es
tic
	v
io
le
nc
e	
at
	$
43
,2
85
.21
	T
hi
s	

va
lu
e	
im
pr
op
er
ly
	in
cl
ud
es
	$
5,
97

5	
in
	tr
an
sf
er
s.	

De
du
ct
in
g	
th
is,
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
t	

$3
7,
00

0.

A	
w
as
	g
iv
en
	d
ire
ct
io
n	
on
	h
ow
	to
	p
ro
ce
ed
,	f
ac
ili
ta
tin
g	

he
r	e
ng
ag
em
en
t	w
ith
	th
e	
le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	in
	th
e	
m
os
t	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	w
ay
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

11
. A

dv
ic

e

K	
ha
d	
a	
m
en
ta
l	i
lln
es
s	a
nd
	w
as
	a
gg
rie
ve
d	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
hi
s	i
nv
ol
un
ta
ry
	co
m
m
itt
al
.	H
e	
w
ish
ed
	

to
	su
e	
th
e	
ho
sp
ita
l	b
ut
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
by
	th
e	
CL
C	

th
at
	h
e	
ha
d	
no
	co
ur
se
	o
f	a
ct
io
n.
	

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Ti
m
el
y	
ad
vi
ce
	fr
om
	th
e	
CL
C	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
av
oi
de
d	

fu
rt
he
r	c
os
ts
	e
lse
w
he
re
	in
	th
e	
le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	if
	K
	h
ad
	

pu
rs
ue
d	
th
e	
m
at
te
r	a
s	a
	li
tig
an
t	i
n	
pe
rs
on
.	S
uc
h	
co
st
s	

ar
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
ex
ac
er
ba
te
d	
by
	h
is	
m
en
ta
l	i
lln
es
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Co
st
s	h
av
e	
be
en
	e
st
im
at
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	$

33
0.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

12
. A

dv
ic

e

H
er
	in
te
lle
ct
ua
lly
	d
isa
bl
ed
	ch
ild
	li
ve
s	w
ith
	L	

bu
t	t
he
	d
au
gh
te
r	i
s	v
io
le
nt
	a
nd
	L	
is	
co
nc
er
ne
d	

fo
r	t
he
	sa
fe
ty
	o
f	h
er
se
lf,
	h
er
	h
us
ba
nd
	a
nd
	h
er
	

ot
he
r	c
hi
ld
.	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	se
e	
th
e	
du
ty
	

la
w
ye
r	a
t	t
he
	m
ag
ist
ra
te
s	c
ou
rt
	a
nd
	a
pp
ly
	fo
r	a
n	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r.	

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	

fa
m
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e	
an
d	
th
e	
pu
rp
os
e	
of
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	

or
de
rs
,	a
m
on
g	
ot
he
r	t
hi
ng
s,	
is	
to
	a
vo
id
	th
es
e	

co
st
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
ss
au
lt	
w
as
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
t	$

1,
80

0	
pe
r	

as
sa
ul
t	i
n	
20

01
,22
	o
r	a
bo
ut
	$
2,
40

0	
in
	to
da
y’s
	

do
lla
rs
.	T
hi
s	d
oe
s	n
ot
	in
cl
ud
e	
th
e	
co
st
	o
f	p
ol
ic
e,
	

co
ur
t	a
ct
io
n	
or
	in
ca
rc
er
at
io
n	
w
ith
	th
es
e	
co
st
s	

es
tim
at
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	a
ro
un
d	
$3
,3
50
,	g
iv
in
g	
a	

to
ta
l	l
ik
el
y	
co
st
	o
f	$

5,
75

0	
fo
r	a
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	a
ss
au
lt.

H
er
	u
nd
er
st
an
di
ng
	o
f	t
he
	p
ro
ce
ss
	to
	b
e	
fo
llo
w
ed
	

th
ro
ug
h	
tim
el
y	
ad
vi
ce
	p
ro
ba
bl
y	
re
du
ce
d	
pe
rs
on
al
	

an
d	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	fi
nd
in
g	
a	

so
lu
tio
n	
to
	h
er
	p
ro
bl
em
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

If	
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	d
et
er
io
ra
te
d	
so
	th
at
	th
e	

da
ug
ht
er
	co
ul
d	
no
	lo
ng
er
	li
ve
	w
ith
	h
er
,	t
he
re
	is
	

lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
t	i
nv
ol
ve
d	
in
	

pr
ov
id
in
g	
su
pp
or
te
d	
ca
re
	a
nd
	a
cc
om
m
od
at
io
n	

fo
r	t
he
	d
au
gh
te
r.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

In
	 2
01

0	
Di
sa
bi
lit
y	
Se
rv
ic
es
	in
	th
e	
Vi
ct
or
ia
n	

De
pa
rt
m
en
t	o
f	H
um
an
	S
er
vi
ce
s	p
ro
vi
de
d	

re
sid
en
tia
l	a
cc
om
m
od
at
io
n	
su
pp
or
t	t
o	
5,
20

0	
cl
ie
nt
s	a
t	a
n	
an
nu
al
	co
st
	o
f	$

58
4	
m
ill
io
n,
	o
r	

$1
12
,3
00
	p
er
	cl
ie
nt
.23
	T
hi
s	i
s	e
qu
iv
al
en
t	t
o	

$1
.1
9	
m
ill
io
n	
in
	N
et
	P
re
se
nt
	V
al
ue
	o
ve
r	2

0	
ye
ar
s	a
t	7
%
.



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-��-

de
tA

il
s

tH
e 

lA
W

tH
e 

pr
o

Ce
ss

ex
te

rn
Al

it
ie

s

13
. A

dv
ic

e

M
’s	
pr
op
er
ty
	b
ac
ke
d	
on
to
	th
re
e	
to
w
nh
ou
se
s.	

H
er
	fe
nc
e	
ne
ed
ed
	re
pa
iri
ng
	h
ow
ev
er
	tw
o	
of
	

th
re
e	
ne
ig
hb
ou
rs
	re
fu
se
d.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	

us
e	
th
e	“
N
ot
ic
e	
to
	Fe
nc
e”
	p
ro
ce
ss
	to
	re
so
lv
e	
he
r	

pr
ob
le
m
.	T
he
	p
ro
ce
ss
	w
as
	o
ut
lin
ed
	to
	h
er
.	

M
	u
nd
er
st
oo
d	
w
he
re
	th
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	la
y,	
th
at
	

is	
th
at
	it
	is
	sh
ar
ed
	b
et
w
ee
n	
th
e	
la
nd
ho
ld
er
s.	
Th
is
	

av
oi
de
d	
an
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	in
ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
e	

w
he
re
by
	sh
e	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
pa
id
	fo
r	a
ll	
of
	th
e	
fe
nc
e,
	o
r	

al
te
rn
at
iv
el
y	
w
en
t	w
ith
ou
t	a
	fe
nc
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
an
d	
pe
rs
on
al
	co
st
s	w
er
e	
al
so
	re
du
ce
d	

th
ro
ug
h	
kn
ow
in
g	
th
e	
co
rr
ec
t	p
ro
ce
ss
	to
	fo
llo
w
.	F
or
	

ex
am
pl
e,
	M
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
go
ne
	d
ire
ct
ly
	to
	co
ur
t	w
ith
ou
t	

a	
pr
op
er
	b
as
is	
if	
sh
e	
ha
d	
no
t	p
ro
pe
rly
	se
rv
ed
	n
ot
ic
e	

on
	th
e	
ot
he
r	p
ar
tie
s,	
in
cu
rr
in
g	
ad
di
tio
na
l	e
xp
en
se
	fo
r	

he
r	a
nd
	fo
r	s
oc
ie
ty
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

14
. A

dv
ic

e

N
’s	
ex
	p
ar
tn
er
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
m
ak
in
g	
pa
ym
en
ts
	o
n	
a	

ca
r	fi
na
nc
ed
	a
nd
	re
gi
st
er
ed
	in
	N
’s	
na
m
e	
in
	li
eu
	

of
	p
ay
in
g	
ch
ild
	su
pp
or
t.	
Th
e	
pa
rt
ne
r	a
dv
ise
d	

of
	a
n	
in
te
nt
io
n	
to
	d
iv
or
ce
	a
nd
	st
op
pe
d	
m
ak
in
g	

pa
ym
en
ts
	o
n	
th
e	
ca
r,	w
hi
ch
	w
as
	re
po
ss
es
se
d.
	

N
	h
ad
	so
m
e	
sa
vi
ng
s	a
nd
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	co
m
e	

to
	a
n	
ar
ra
ng
em
en
t	w
ith
	th
e	
fin
an
ce
	co
m
pa
ny
	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
pa
yi
ng
	o
ff	
th
e	
ou
ts
ta
nd
in
g	
am
ou
nt
.	

Sh
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
sh
e	
co
ul
d	
re
co
ve
r	t
hi
s	m
on
ey
	

as
	p
ar
t	o
f	t
he
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	

w
ith
	th
e	
di
vo
rc
e.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
lso
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	

fo
rm
al
ise
	ch
ild
	su
pp
or
t	a
rr
an
ge
m
en
ts
.	

Th
e	
ap
po
rt
io
nm
en
t	o
f	r
es
po
ns
ib
ili
ty
	u
nd
er
	

co
nt
ra
ct
	is
	im
po
rt
an
t	f
or
	e
ns
ur
in
g	
fin
an
ce
,	f
or
	

ex
am
pl
e,
	co
nt
in
ue
s	t
o	
be
	o
ffe
re
d	
at
	th
e	
lo
w
es
t	

po
ss
ib
le
	p
ric
e.
	If
	N
	d
ef
au
lte
d	
on
	h
er
	lo
an
,	a
	ra
ng
e	

of
	co
st
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
in
cu
rr
ed
	b
y	
so
ci
et
y	
in
cl
ud
in
g	

th
e	
co
st
s	o
f	r
ep
os
se
ss
io
n	
an
d	
sa
le
	o
f	t
he
	ca
r,	w
ith
	

th
is	
co
st
	p
ro
ba
bl
y	
bo
rn
e	
by
	N
.	A
ny
	sh
or
tf
al
l	i
n	

va
lu
e	
w
ou
ld
	a
lso
	b
e	
bo
rn
e	
by
	so
ci
et
y	
in
	th
e	
fo
rm
	

of
	h
ig
he
r	i
nt
er
es
t	r
at
es
.	T
he
se
	co
st
s	w
er
e	
av
oi
de
d	

by
	th
e	
pr
op
er
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
of
	th
e	
la
w
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

A	
ra
ng
e	
of
	‘d
ea
dw
ei
gh
t’	
co
st
s	w
ill
	b
e	
in
cu
rr
ed
	

w
ith
	th
e	
re
po
ss
es
sio
n	
an
d	
sa
le
	o
f	a
	ca
r.	T
he
	

fo
llo
w
in
g	
is	
ba
se
d	
on
	a
	 2
00

6	
H
ol
de
n	
Co
m
m
od
or
e	

va
lu
ed
	a
t	a
n	
av
er
ag
e	
of
	$
9,
50

0.
24

Pi
ck
le
s	A
uc
tio
ns
	in
	M
el
bo
ur
ne
	ch
ar
ge
	a
	fe
e	
of
	

$7
70
	p
er
	v
eh
ic
le
	fo
r	a
	su
cc
es
sf
ul
	sa
le
.25
	V
eh
ic
le
s	

so
ld
	a
t	a
uc
tio
n	
se
ll	
fo
r	a
	w
ho
le
sa
le
	p
ric
e,
	a
nd
	

so
	th
er
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	to
	b
e	
an
ot
he
r	l
os
s.	

To
	g
iv
e	
so
m
e	
id
ea
,	R
ed
bo
ok

26
	sh
ow
s	a
	2
5%
	

di
ffe
re
nc
e	
be
tw
ee
n	
tr
ad
e	
in
	p
ric
e	
an
d	
pr
iv
at
e	

sa
le
	p
ric
e.
	If
	th
e	
tr
ad
e	
in
	p
ric
e	
re
fle
ct
s	w
ho
le
sa
le
	

pr
ic
es
,	t
he
n	
th
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	lo
ss
	is
	$
2,
40

0.
	A
	

re
po
ss
es
sio
n	
op
er
at
or
	in
	M
el
bo
ur
ne
	e
st
im
at
ed
	

ar
ou
nd
	$
1,
20

0	
fo
r	t
hi
s	r
ep
os
se
ss
io
n	
in
cl
ud
in
g	

to
w
in
g	
ch
ar
ge
s	t
o	
M
el
bo
ur
ne
.	H
en
ce
	th
e	
to
ta
l	

co
st
	o
f	r
ep
os
se
ss
io
n	
an
d	
sa
le
	is
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
t	

$4
,3
70
	w
ith
	th
is	
co
st
	b
or
ne
	b
y	
th
e	
ca
r	o
w
ne
r.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	e
vi
de
nt

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Fo
rm
al
isi
ng
	a
rr
an
ge
m
en
ts
	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	le
ad
	to
	

re
du
ce
d	
co
st
s	i
n	
th
e	
fu
tu
re
	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	‘b
ac
k	

da
tin
g’
	a
nd
	re
co
ve
ry
	o
f	o
ut
st
an
di
ng
	m
on
ey
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
ch
ild
	su
pp
or
t	a
ge
nc
y	
re
po
rt
s	a
	co
st
	p
er
	

ca
se
	o
f	$

58
5.

27
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. A

dv
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e

O
	co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
in
iti
at
io
n	
of
	

di
vo
rc
e	
pr
oc
ee
di
ng
s.	
H
e	
w
as
	g
iv
en
	a
n	
ov
er
vi
ew
	

of
	th
e	
pr
oc
es
s	a
nd
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
w
ith
	a
	co
py
	o
f	t
he
	

di
vo
rc
e	
ki
t.	

Re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
br
ea
kd
ow
n,
	se
pa
ra
tio
n	
an
d	
di
vo
rc
e	

ar
e	
a	
fa
ct
	o
f	o
ur
	so
ci
et
y	
w
ith
	o
ur
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	

fa
ci
lit
at
in
g	
se
pa
ra
tio
n.
	Fr
om
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
	

pe
rs
pe
ct
iv
e,
	w
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	h
av
e	
ta
ke
n	
th
e	
vi
ew
	a
s	

a	
so
ci
et
y	
th
at
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
fr
om
	n
ot
	

liv
in
g	
in
	a
	h
om
e	
w
he
re
	co
nfl
ic
t	e
xi
st
s	o
r	w
he
re
	

pa
re
nt
s	a
re
	u
nh
ap
py
	e
xc
ee
d	
th
e	
so
ci
al
	co
st
s	o
f	

fa
m
ily
	b
re
ak
do
w
n	
su
ch
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	

to
	si
ng
le
	p
ar
en
ts
	a
nd
	th
e	
ef
fe
ct
s	o
f	p
ov
er
ty
	o
n	

ch
ild
re
n.
	In
	a
dd
iti
on
,	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	m
ea
su
re
s,	
su
ch
	

as
	sh
ar
in
g	
pr
op
er
ty
	a
nd
	m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
,	a
re
	in
	

pl
ac
e	
to
	m
in
im
ise
	th
os
e	
so
ci
al
	co
st
s.	
H
en
ce
	it
	is
	

ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	t
o	
fa
ci
lit
at
e	
se
pa
ra
tio
n	
at
	

m
in
im
um
	co
st
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

It	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	h
av
in
g	
pr
op
er
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
an
d	

un
de
rs
ta
nd
in
g	
th
e	
st
ep
s	t
o	
be
	fo
llo
w
ed
	le
d	
to
	a
	

re
du
ct
io
n	
in
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	i
nc
ur
re
d	
el
se
w
he
re
	

in
	th
e	
le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	d
ea
lin
g	
w
ith
	

in
qu
iri
es
	fr
om
	O
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

16
. C

as
e

P	
co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
an
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	

or
de
r	s
ou
gh
t	b
y	
hi
s	e
st
ra
ng
ed
	w
ife
.	T
he
	C
LC
	

fa
ci
lit
at
ed
	h
is	
ag
re
em
en
t	t
o	
an
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	

or
de
r	w
ith
ou
t	m
ak
in
g	
an
y	
ad
m
iss
io
ns
	to
	th
e	

al
le
ga
tio
ns
.	T
he
	m
at
te
r	w
as
	re
so
lv
ed
	a
t	t
he
	

m
en
tio
n	
st
ag
e.

G
en
er
al
ly
	it
	is
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	v
io
le
nc
e	

to
	b
e	
av
oi
de
d.
	It
	is
	n
ot
	cl
ea
r	t
ha
t	t
hi
s	w
as
	th
e	

ca
se
	h
er
e,
	a
s	t
he
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	m
ay
	h
av
e	

be
en
	a
	st
ra
te
gi
c	m
ov
e	
by
	th
e	
es
tr
an
ge
d	
w
ife
	to
	

im
pr
ov
e	
he
r	b
ar
ga
in
in
g	
po
sit
io
n	
in
	a
ny
	d
iv
or
ce
	

pr
oc
ee
di
ng
s	a
nd
	th
is	
se
em
s	t
o	
ha
ve
	b
ee
n	
P’
s	

co
nc
er
n.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

If	
th
e	
CL
C	
ha
d	
no
t	a
ss
ist
ed
	th
e	
m
an
,	t
he
n	
th
e	

pr
oc
es
s	m
ay
	h
av
e	
go
ne
	to
	co
nt
es
t,	
w
ith
	a
n	
in
cr
ea
se
	

in
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Al
lo
w
	 5
0%
	sa
vi
ng
	o
n	
av
er
ag
e	
se
lf	
re
pr
es
en
te
d	

m
ag
ist
ra
te
’s	
ca
se
	co
st
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
bo
ve
	a
t	$

33
0	
gi
ve
s	

a	
be
ne
fit
	o
f	$

16
0.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

17
. A

dv
ic

e

Q
	co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
hi
s	r
ej
ec
te
d	

cl
ai
m
	a
ga
in
st
	co
un
ci
l	f
or
	d
am
ag
e	
to
	a
	ca
r	

ca
us
ed
	b
y	
a	
lim
b	
fa
lli
ng
	fr
om
	a
	tr
ee
.	H
e	
ha
d	
no
t	

lo
dg
ed
	a
	cl
ai
m
	w
ith
	th
e	
in
su
re
r.	H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	

to
	lo
dg
e	
a	
cl
ai
m
	w
ith
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	

an
d	
to
	se
ek
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
ex
ce
ss
	fr
om
	th
e	

co
un
ci
l.	

If	
th
e	
CL
C	
ha
d	
no
t	a
ss
ist
ed
	Q
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	in
	

th
e	
po
sit
io
n	
of
	p
ay
in
g	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
pr
em
iu
m
s	a
nd
	

in
cu
rr
in
g	
th
e	
co
st
s	o
f	d
am
ag
e	
re
ga
rd
le
ss
.	T
hi
s	

w
ou
ld
	le
ad
	to
	a
	m
ar
ke
t	f
ai
lu
re
,	a
s	t
he
	in
su
ra
nc
e	

co
m
pa
ny
	w
ou
ld
	n
ot
	se
e	
th
e	
fu
ll	
co
st
	o
f	p
ro
vi
di
ng
	

in
su
ra
nc
e.
	P
ro
pe
r	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
of
	in
su
ra
nc
e	

th
ro
ug
h	
en
ga
gi
ng
	th
e	
co
nt
ra
ct
	is
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
.	In
so
fa
r	a
s	c
ou
nc
il	
w
as
	re
sp
on
sib
le
	

fo
r	t
he
	d
am
ag
e,
	p
ro
pe
r	a
llo
ca
tio
n	
of
	ri
sk
	is
	

ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	r
ep
ai
rs
	w
as
	n
ot
	k
no
w
n.
	A
ss
um
in
g	
a	

re
pa
ir	
co
st
	o
f	$

3,
00

0	
an
d	
an
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
ex
ce
ss
	o
f	

$1
,0
00
,	t
he
	b
en
efi
t	i
s	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
2,
00

0.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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18
. A

dv
ic

e

P	
co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
sp
on
so
rin
g	
a	

m
ig
ra
nt
	to
	A
us
tr
al
ia
	u
nd
er
	a
	sk
ill
ed
	m
ig
ra
nt
io
n	

vi
sa
.	H
e	
w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	a
n	
im
m
ig
ra
tio
n	
la
w
ye
r	

as
	h
e	
di
d	
no
t	fi
t	t
he
	C
LC
	cr
ite
ria
	(t
he
ir	
fo
cu
s	i
s	

re
fu
ge
es
	a
nd
	fa
m
ily
	re
un
ifi
ca
tio
n)
.	

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
m
at
te
r	w
as
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
se
d	
fu
rt
he
r

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

19
. C

as
e

Q
	h
ad
	lo
st
	h
er
	jo
b	
du
e	
to
	st
re
ss
	a
nd
	d
ep
re
ss
io
n,
	

w
as
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	m
ak
e	
he
r	h
om
e	
pa
ym
en
ts
	

an
d	
ha
d	
be
en
	st
ru
gg
lin
g	
fo
r	s
om
e	
tim
e.
	S
he
	

w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	se
ll	
he
r	h
om
e	
an
d	
pa
y	
ou
t	h
er
	

de
bt
s.	
An
	a
gr
ee
m
en
t	w
as
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	th
e	

ba
nk
	w
he
re
by
	sh
e	
w
ou
ld
	p
ay
	th
e	
ou
ts
ta
nd
in
g	

pa
ym
en
ts
	($
3,
04

0)
	a
nd
	p
la
ce
	h
er
	h
ou
se
	o
n	

th
e	
m
ar
ke
t	r
at
he
r	t
ha
n	
ha
ve
	th
e	
ba
nk
	se
iz
e	

po
ss
es
sio
n.
	U
nf
or
tu
na
te
ly,
	th
e	
la
dy
	d
id
	n
ot
	

pr
oc
ee
d	
w
ith
	p
la
ci
ng
	h
er
	h
ou
se
	o
n	
th
e	
m
ar
ke
t

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	

re
sp
on
sib
le
	fo
r	t
he
ir	
de
bt
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

It	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
a	
be
tt
er
	o
ut
co
m
e	
fo
r	h
er
	if
	sh
e	
so
ld
	

th
e	
ho
us
e	
ra
th
er
	th
an
	b
an
k	
se
lli
ng
	it
,	a
s	a
ny
	

ex
pe
ns
es
	in
cu
rr
ed
	b
y	
th
e	
ba
nk
	co
m
e	
ou
t	o
f	h
er
	

eq
ui
ty
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e.
	If
	th
e	
ho
m
e	
is	
so
ld
	ch
ea
pl
y	

th
en
	th
e	
bu
ye
r	i
s	b
et
te
r	o
ff	
to
	th
e	
de
gr
ee
	

th
at
	th
e	
ow
ne
r	i
s	w
or
se
	o
ff,
	th
at
	is
	th
er
e	
is	
no
	

ov
er
al
l	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
t,	
ho
w
ev
er
	tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
s	

ha
ve
	a
lso
	b
ee
n	
in
cu
rr
ed
	w
hi
ch
	a
re
	o
f	n
o	
be
ne
fit
	

to
	so
ci
et
y	
an
d	
th
es
e	
sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
co
ns
id
er
ed
	a
	

co
st
.	H
en
ce
	th
e	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	w
ou
ld
	

ha
ve
	b
ee
n	
in
	e
ve
ry
bo
dy
’s	
be
st
	in
te
re
st
s	d
ue
	to
	

th
e	
re
du
ct
io
n	
in
	tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

20
. A

dv
ic

e

R	
w
as
	co
nc
er
ne
d	
as
	to
	w
he
th
er
	a
n	
or
ga
ni
sa
tio
n	

ha
d	
a	
lia
bi
lit
y	
if	
de
fa
m
at
or
y	
or
	in
co
rr
ec
t	

in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
w
as
	p
os
te
d	
on
	a
	w
eb
sit
e.
	H
e	
w
as
	

ad
vi
se
d	
th
at
	th
er
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
lit
tle
	o
r	n
o	
lia
bi
lit
y	

ho
w
ev
er
	a
ny
th
in
g	
th
at
	d
oe
s	n
ot
	h
av
e	
ap
pr
ov
al
	

sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
co
rr
ec
te
d	
or
	d
el
et
ed
.	T
he
	ca
se
	w
as
	

th
en
	cl
os
ed
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
m
at
te
r	w
as
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
se
d	
fu
rt
he
r.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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1.
 C

as
e

T	
ha
s	a
	p
sy
ch
ia
tr
ic
	d
iso
rd
er
	re
su
lti
ng
	in
	h
er
	

ke
ep
in
g	
a	
la
rg
e	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	c
at
s	a
s	p
et
s.	
Sh
e	

ha
s	n
ot
	b
ee
n	
ho
sp
ita
lis
ed
	fo
r	s
om
e	
ye
ar
s	

an
d	
it	
is	
th
ou
gh
t	t
ha
t	h
er
	a
tt
ac
hm
en
t	t
o	
he
r	

pe
ts
	h
as
	p
la
ye
d	
a	
la
rg
e	
pa
rt
	in
	th
is.
	D
ue
	to
	

th
e	
la
rg
e	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	p
et
s	a
nd
	th
e	
st
at
e	
of
	h
er
	

pr
op
er
ty
,	c
ou
nc
il	
iss
ue
d	
he
r	a
	n
ot
ic
e	
to
	re
du
ce
	

th
e	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	p
et
s	t
o	
tw
o.
	T
he
	C
LC
	co
nt
ac
te
d	

co
un
ci
l	a
nd
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
an
	a
rr
an
ge
m
en
t	

w
he
re
by
	sh
e	
w
as
	a
bl
e	
to
	k
ee
p	
a	
re
as
on
ab
le
	

nu
m
be
r	o
f	a
ni
m
al
s.	
Sh
e	
cl
ea
ne
d	
he
r	p
ro
pe
rt
y	

an
d	
ag
re
ed
	to
	m
ai
nt
ai
n	
cl
ea
nl
in
es
s	a
nd
	

in
st
al
le
d	
a	
ca
t	s
he
lte
r.

Pr
es
um
ab
ly
	th
e	
la
w
	a
ro
un
d	
lim
iti
ng
	th
e	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	p
et
s	i
s	t
o	
en
su
re
	th
ey
	a
re
	p
ro
pe
rly
	

lo
ok
ed
	a
ft
er
	a
nd
	a
re
	n
ot
	a
	n
ui
sa
nc
e	
to
	o
th
er
s.	
Th
is	
ou
tc
om
e	
co
ul
d	
be
	e
xp
ec
te
d	
to
	b
e	

ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	t
o	
th
e	
ex
te
nt
	th
at
	co
st
	to
	o
th
er
s	i
s	a
vo
id
ed
,	a
nd
	th
os
e	
co
st
s	m
ig
ht
	

be
	n
eg
at
iv
e	
ra
th
er
	th
an
	p
os
iti
ve
,	in
	th
e	
se
ns
e	
th
at
	p
eo
pl
e	
w
ou
ld
	p
ay
	a
	p
ric
e	
to
	a
vo
id
	

co
ns
um
in
g	
th
in
gs
	su
ch
	a
s	s
m
el
l	a
nd
	n
oi
se
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Cl
ea
rly
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
st
	to
	n
ei
gh
bo
ur
s	i
n	
re
du
ce
d	
am
en
ity
	fr
om
	n
oi
se
	o
r	s
m
el
l,	b
ut
	th
er
e	
is
	

lit
tle
	o
r	n
o	
da
ta
	o
n	
w
hi
ch
	to
	e
st
im
at
e	
su
ch
	co
st
s.

N
eg
ot
ia
tin
g	
an
	a
gr
ee
m
en
t	

w
ith
	co
un
ci
l	p
ro
ba
bl
y	

re
du
ce
d	
tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
s,	

fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e	
if	
co
un
ci
l	h
ad
	

to
	e
nf
or
ce
	th
e	
or
de
r	f
or
	tw
o	

pe
ts
,	e
xp
en
se
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	

in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	re
m
ov
in
g	
ex
ce
ss
	

pe
ts
	a
nd
	h
av
in
g	
th
em
	p
ut
	

do
w
n.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
	m
ag
ist
ra
te
’s	

co
ur
t	h
ea
rin
g	
an
d	
po
lic
e	

en
fo
rc
em
en
t	h
as
	b
ee
n	

es
tim
at
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	

$2
,6
70
.

If	
T	
w
as
	p
la
ce
d	
un
de
r	s
tr
es
s	

fr
om
	th
e	
re
m
ov
al
	o
f	h
er
	

pe
ts
,	t
hi
s	c
ou
ld
	re
su
lt	
in
	h
er
	

ho
sp
ita
lis
at
io
n,
	w
ith
	h
ig
h	

re
su
lta
nt
	co
st
s	c
om
pa
re
d	
to
	

liv
in
g	
in
	h
er
	o
w
n	
ho
m
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
ts

In
	 2
00

9-
10
	P
sy
ch
ia
tr
ic
	

Di
sa
bi
lit
y	
Re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n	
an
d	

Su
pp
or
t	S
er
vi
ce
s	s
up
po
rt
ed
	

13
,3
83
	cl
ie
nt
s	a
t	a
n	
ou
tp
ut
	

co
st
	o
f	$

90
.3
	m
ill
io
n.

28
	T
hi
s	i
s	

$6
,7
50
	p
er
	cl
ie
nt
,	o
r	$

72
,0
00
	

as
	p
re
se
nt
	va
lu
e	
ov
er
	2
0	

ye
ar
s.

2.
 C

as
e

Th
e	
U
s	a
pp
lie
d	
fo
r	c
us
to
dy
	o
f	t
he
ir	
ch
ild
	V
	

w
ho
	cu
rr
en
tly
	re
sid
es
	w
ith
	th
em
.	H
er
	m
ot
he
r	

ha
d	
cu
st
od
y	
of
	V
	h
ow
ev
er
	sh
e	
w
as
	fo
un
d	
to
	

be
	a
t	r
isk
	o
f	h
ar
m
	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	v
io
le
nc
e	
an
d	

ex
po
su
re
	to
	d
ru
g	
us
e.
	T
he
	C
LC
	fa
ci
lit
at
ed
	th
e	

gr
an
dp
ar
en
t’s
	su
cc
es
sf
ul
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
fo
r	V
	to
	li
ve
	

w
ith
	th
em
.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	so
ci
al
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	ch
ild
re
n	
gr
ow
in
g	
up
	to
	b
e	
pr
od
uc
tiv
e	

m
em
be
rs
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.	C
on
ve
rs
el
y,	
if	
pe
op
le
	h
av
e,
	fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
	o
r	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	

pr
ob
le
m
s	f
ro
m
	p
oo
r	p
ar
en
tin
g	
or
	p
ar
en
ta
l	c
on
fli
ct
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e,
	th
is	
ca
n	
re
su
lt	
in
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	

so
ci
al
	co
st
	th
ro
ug
h	
su
ch
	th
in
gs
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	d
ep
en
de
nc
e,
	cr
im
e	
or
	u
sa
ge
	o
f	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	

se
rv
ic
es
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
lif
et
im
e	
co
st
	o
f	c
hi
ld
	a
bu
se
	a
nd
	n
eg
le
ct
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
es
tim
at
ed
	a
bo
ve
	a
t	$

38
,0
00
	p
er
	ch
ild
	

an
d	
it	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
is	
co
st
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
av
oi
de
d.

Th
e	
CL
C	
en
su
re
d	
th
e	
pr
oc
es
s	

w
as
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	c
om
pa
re
d	
to
	

th
e	
gr
an
dp
ar
en
ts
	a
ct
in
g	
as
	

lit
ig
an
ts
	in
	p
er
so
n.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
bo
ve
,	t
hi
s	

be
ne
fit
	is
	o
f	t
he
	o
rd
er
	o
f	$

60
.

If	
th
e	
ch
ild
	w
as
	p
la
ce
d	
in
	

te
m
po
ra
ry
	o
r	f
os
te
r	c
ar
e	
at
	

st
at
e	
ex
pe
ns
e,
	co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	

ex
pe
ns
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
in
cu
rr
ed
.	

In
	a
dd
iti
on
,	p
la
ce
m
en
t	w
ith
	

th
e	
pa
te
rn
al
	g
ra
nd
pa
re
nt
s	

w
as
	a
	g
oo
d	
ou
tc
om
e	
fo
r	

Vb
ec
au
se
	sh
e	
co
nt
in
ue
d	

to
	h
av
e	
co
nt
ac
t	w
ith
	h
er
	

gr
an
dp
ar
en
ts
	a
nd
	w
ith
	o
th
er
	

fa
m
ily
	m
em
be
rs
.	L
os
s	o
r	

re
du
ct
io
n	
in
	th
is	
co
st
	m
ay
	

ha
ve
	le
d	
to
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	so
ci
al
	

co
st
s	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	p
oo
r	

de
ve
lo
pm
en
t	o
n	
th
e	
pa
rt
	

of
	V
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
se
ss
ed
	a
bo
ve
.

3.
 C

as
e

W
	cu
rr
en
tly
	h
as
	cu
st
od
y	
of
	h
er
	ch
ild
	w
ith
	h
er
	

pr
ev
io
us
	d
om
es
tic
	p
ar
tn
er
	h
av
in
g	
ac
ce
ss
	ri
gh
ts
.	

H
e	
ha
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly
	h
ad
	cu
st
od
y	
of
	th
e	
so
n	

ho
w
ev
er
	h
e	
w
as
	p
la
ce
d	
w
ith
	X
	a
s	t
he
	ch
ild
	w
as
	

co
ns
id
er
ed
	to
	b
e	
at
	ri
sk
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
ss
ist
ed
	X
	in
	

ob
ta
in
in
g	
an
	in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	p
ro
te
ct
in
g	
bo
th
	

he
r	a
nd
	h
er
	ch
ild
.

Th
e	
lif
et
im
e	
co
st
	o
f	c
hi
ld
	a
bu
se
	a
nd
	n
eg
le
ct
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
es
tim
at
ed
	a
bo
ve
	a
t	$

38
,0
00
	p
er
	ch
ild
	

an
d	
it	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
is	
co
st
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
av
oi
de
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	so
ci
al
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	ch
ild
re
n	
gr
ow
in
g	
up
	to
	b
e	
pr
od
uc
tiv
e	

m
em
be
rs
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.	C
on
ve
rs
el
y,	
if	
pe
op
le
	h
av
e,
	fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
	o
r	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	

pr
ob
le
m
s	f
ro
m
	p
oo
r	p
ar
en
tin
g	
or
	p
ar
en
ta
l	c
on
fli
ct
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e,
	th
is	
ca
n	
re
su
lt	
in
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	

so
ci
al
	co
st
	th
ro
ug
h	
su
ch
	th
in
gs
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	d
ep
en
de
nc
e,
	cr
im
e	
or
	u
sa
ge
	o
f	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	

se
rv
ic
es
.	T
he
re
	is
	a
lso
	a
	co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	a
ss
au
lt.

As
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
bo
ve
,	t
hi
s	

be
ne
fit
	is
	o
f	t
he
	o
rd
er
	o
f	$

60
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

W
	w
as
	re
pr
es
en
te
d	
to
	a
	

co
nt
es
te
d	
he
ar
in
g.
	T
he
	

pr
oc
es
s	w
as
	m
or
e	
ef
fic
ie
nt
	

th
an
	if
	sh
e	
ha
d	
be
en
	a
	

lit
ig
an
t	i
n	
pe
rs
on
.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed
.

N
il.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Se
le

ct
ed

 ‘h
ig

h 
va

lu
e’

 ca
se

s
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4.
 C

as
e

Y	
liv
es
	o
n	
a	
pe
ns
io
n	
an
d	
su
ffe
rs
	fr
om
	a
nx
ie
ty
	

an
d	
de
pr
es
sio
n.
	S
he
	w
as
	ca
lle
d	
by
	h
er
	

do
ct
or
’s	
su
rg
er
y	
to
	co
m
e	
in
	to
	se
e	
th
e	
do
ct
or
.	

Sh
e	
co
ns
id
er
ed
	th
is	
ur
ge
nt
	a
nd
	d
ro
ve
	h
er
	

un
re
gi
st
er
ed
	ca
r	t
o	
th
e	
su
rg
er
y.	
Sh
e	
w
as
	is
su
ed
	

an
	in
fr
in
ge
m
en
t	n
ot
ic
e	
by
	p
ol
ic
e	
fo
r	$

51
1	

fo
r	d
riv
in
g	
an
	u
nr
eg
ist
er
ed
	ca
r.	Y
	a
pp
ro
ac
he
d	

th
e	
CL
C	
as
	th
e	
m
at
te
r	w
as
	p
ro
ce
ed
in
g	
to
	

en
fo
rc
em
en
t.	
Th
e	
CL
C	
w
as
	a
bl
e	
to
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
	a
	

di
ve
rs
io
n	
w
he
re
by
	Y
	m
ad
e	
a	
$1

00
	d
on
at
io
n	
to
	

a	
ch
ar
ity
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	th
e	
ta
x	
bu
rd
en
	to
	b
e	
sp
re
ad
	a
cr
os
s	t
he
	co
m
m
un
ity
	a
nd
	fo
r	

ve
hi
cl
es
	to
	b
e	
ro
ad
w
or
th
y.	
H
en
ce
	d
riv
in
g	
un
re
gi
st
er
ed
	v
eh
ic
le
s	i
s	p
en
al
ise
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
st
	to
	so
ci
et
y	
in
	th
at
	Y
	d
id
	n
ot
	p
ay
	th
e	
fin
e	
an
d	
th
is	
lo
w
er
s	t
he
	p
ric
e	
of
	b
re
ak
in
g	

th
e	
la
w
.	C
on
ve
rs
el
y,	
sh
e	
ha
s	p
ai
d	
so
m
e	
pr
ic
e	
an
d	
it	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	th
e	
co
ur
t	t
oo
k	
th
e	
vi
ew
	th
at
	

in
	h
er
	ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	t
he
	p
ric
e	
sh
e	
pa
id
	e
xc
ee
de
d	
an
y	
be
ne
fit
	to
	h
er
	fr
om
	h
er
	u
nl
aw
fu
l	a
ct
.	

H
en
ce
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	n
il.

Ty
pi
ca
l	c
ou
rt
	co
st
s	h
av
e	

be
en
	a
ss
es
se
d	
ab
ov
e	
at
	

$3
30
.	In
	a
dd
iti
on
	th
er
e	

w
ou
ld
	b
e	
en
fo
rc
em
en
t	c
os
ts
	

bu
t	n
o	
re
ad
ily
	a
va
ila
bl
e	
da
ta
	

is	
av
ai
la
bl
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
pr
oc
es
s	w
as
	

st
re
am
lin
ed
	co
m
pa
re
d	
to
	

an
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	p
ro
ce
ss
	

in
vo
lv
in
g	
co
ur
t	t
im
e	
an
d	

po
lic
e	
tim
e.

Th
e	
ad
di
tio
na
l	s
tr
es
s	a
nd
	

ex
pe
ns
e	
of
	p
ay
in
g	
th
e	

fin
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	

di
sp
la
ce
d	
el
se
w
he
re
	th
ro
ug
h	

ac
ce
ss
in
g	
ot
he
r	s
er
vi
ce
s.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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5.
 C

as
e

Z	
is	
a	
pe
ns
io
ne
r	l
iv
in
g	
fr
om
	w
ee
k	
to
	w
ee
k	
an
d	

w
ith
	li
tt
le
	o
r	n
o	
as
se
ts
.	H
e	
w
en
t	t
o	
pu
rc
ha
se
	

ne
w
	ty
re
s	f
or
	h
is	
w
ife
’s	
ca
r	a
nd
	w
as
	e
nc
ou
ra
ge
d	

to
	ta
ke
	o
n	
a	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	w
ith
,	e
ve
nt
ua
lly
,	a
	

$1
0,
00

0	
lim
it.
	It
	is
	li
ke
ly
	h
e	
di
d	
no
t	p
ro
pe
rly
	

un
de
rs
ta
nd
	th
e	
qu
an
tu
m
	a
nd
	te
rm
s	o
f	

re
pa
ym
en
t	o
f	t
he
	a
rr
an
ge
m
en
t.	
H
e	
in
cu
rr
ed
	

a	
$9
,5
44
	d
eb
t	a
ga
in
st
	th
e	
ca
rd
	a
nd
	la
ck
ed
	th
e	

m
ea
ns
	to
	m
ak
e	
th
e	
re
pa
ym
en
ts
.	T
he
	cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	

co
m
pa
ny
	is
su
ed
	a
	d
ef
au
lt	
no
tic
e.
	Z
	a
pp
ro
ac
he
d	

th
e	
CL
C.
	Z
	w
as
	e
ss
en
tia
lly
	‘ju
dg
em
en
t	p
ro
of
’	

du
e	
to
	h
is	
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s.	
H
is	
de
ta
ils
,	a
lo
ng
	

w
ith
	d
et
ai
ls	
of
	a
no
th
er
	8
7	
ca
se
s	t
ot
al
lin
g	
ov
er
	

$6
00
,0
00
	w
er
e	
fo
rw
ar
de
d	
to
	th
e	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	

co
m
pa
ny
	b
y	
an
ot
he
r	C
om
m
un
ity
	Le
ga
l	C
en
tr
e	

un
de
rt
ak
in
g	
a	‘
bu
lk
	d
eb
t	n
eg
ot
ia
tio
n	
sc
he
m
e’.
	

It	
ap
pe
ar
s	t
ha
t,	
ac
tin
g	
on
	a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
	a
dv
ic
e	

an
d	
fu
ll	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n,
	th
e	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	co
m
pa
ny
	

m
ad
e	
a	
co
m
m
er
ci
al
	d
ec
isi
on
	to
	w
ai
ve
	th
e	
de
bt
,	

pr
ob
ab
ly
	b
ec
au
se
	o
f	t
he
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	

of
	u
nd
er
ta
ki
ng
	th
e	
pr
oc
es
s	a
nd
	a
	ce
rt
ai
nt
y	
th
at
	

th
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	re
tu
rn
	w
as
	$
0.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	fo
r	t
he
ir	
de
bt
s.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
de
fa
ul
t	h
as
	co
st
	a
ro
un
d	
$ 1

0,
00

0	
w
hi
ch
	th
e	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	co
m
pa
ny
	w
ill
	re
co
ve
r	f
ro
m
	

in
cr
ea
se
d	
in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s.	
If	
th
e	
ac
tio
n	
by
	th
e	
CL
C	
ha
d	
th
e	
ef
fe
ct
	o
f	t
ig
ht
en
in
g	
th
e	
cr
ed
it	

ca
rd
	co
m
pa
ny
’s	
le
nd
in
g	
po
lic
ie
s	l
ea
di
ng
	to
	re
du
ct
io
ns
	in
	in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s,	
th
en
	th
er
e	
w
ill
	b
e	

a	
be
ne
fit
	to
	so
ci
et
y.	
Th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	q
ua
nt
ify
.	In
	M
ar
ch
	 2
01

1,
	th
e	
Re
se
rv
e	
Ba
nk
	o
f	

Au
st
ra
lia
	re
po
rt
ed
	in
te
re
st
	a
cc
ru
in
g	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	d
eb
t	i
n	
Au
st
ra
lia
	o
f	$

36
.4
	b
ill
io
n.

29
	A
	0
.1
	

pe
rc
en
ta
ge
	p
oi
nt
	re
du
ct
io
n	
in
	in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s	w
ou
ld
	re
pr
es
en
t	a
	b
en
efi
t	t
o	
th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
	

of
	$
36
.4
	m
ill
io
n	
do
lla
rs
.	T
hi
s	c
al
cu
la
tio
n	
gi
ve
s	s
om
e	
id
ea
	o
f	t
he
	m
ag
ni
tu
de
	o
f	t
he
	p
ub
lic
	

be
ne
fit
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	e
xc
es
siv
e	
in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s	b
ec
au
se
	o
f	h
ig
h	
ris
k	
pr
ofi
le
s	t
ak
en
	b
y	

le
nd
er
s.

Th
e	
Au
st
ra
lia
n	
Pr
ud
en
tia
l	R
eg
ul
at
io
n	
Au
th
or
ity
	(A
PR
A)
	re
po
rt
ed
	$
1,
64

0	
bi
lli
on
	o
f	g
ro
ss
	lo
an
s	

an
d	
ad
va
nc
es
	b
y	
in
di
vi
du
al
	b
an
ks
	in
	A
us
tr
al
ia
	fo
r	A
pr
il	
20

11
.	T
he
	C
om
m
on
w
ea
lth
	B
an
k	
of
	

Au
st
ra
lia
	p
ro
vi
de
s	2

1.
75
%
	o
f	t
hi
s	a
m
ou
nt
.30
	Fo
r	t
he
	2
01

0	
fin
an
ci
al
	ye
ar
	th
e	
Co
m
m
on
w
ea
lth
	

Ba
nk
	o
f	A
us
tr
al
ia
	re
po
rt
ed
	$
2,
07

5	
m
ill
io
n	
in
	im
pa
irm
en
t	e
xp
en
se
.	G
ro
ss
	lo
an
s	w
rit
te
n	

of
f	f
or
	th
e	
pe
rio
d	
w
er
e	
$2
,0
73
	m
ill
io
n	
an
d	
Le
nd
in
g	
As
se
ts
	w
er
e	
$5

00
,7
60
	m
ill
io
n,
	g
iv
in
g	

a	
de
fa
ul
t	r
at
e	
of
	0
.4
%
.	A
pp
ly
in
g	
th
is	
ra
te
	to
	th
e	
AP
RA
	d
at
a,
	a
nn
ua
l	i
m
pa
irm
en
t	e
xp
en
se
	

(ta
ke
n	
as
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	l
oa
n	
de
fa
ul
t)	
fo
r	A
us
tr
al
ia
	is
	e
st
im
at
ed
	to
	b
e	
$6
.5
6	
bi
lli
on
	(o
r	$

32
8	
pe
r	

pe
rs
on
	a
nn
ua
lly
	a
cr
os
s	a
	p
op
ul
at
io
n	
of
	2
0	
m
ill
io
n)
	a
nd
	th
is	
co
st
	is
	b
or
ne
	b
y	
th
e	
Au
st
ra
lia
n	

co
m
m
un
ity
.	T
hi
s	d
oe
s	n
ot
	in
cl
ud
e	
lo
an
s	h
el
d	
by
	th
e	
no
n-
ba
nk
	se
ct
or
.	A
ga
in
,	if
	m
or
e	
ju
di
ci
ou
s	

le
nd
in
g	
po
lic
ie
s	l
ed
	to
	a
	0
.1
%
	(a
	re
du
ct
io
n	
of
	o
ne
	d
ef
au
lt	
in
	o
ne
	th
ou
sa
nd
)	d
ec
re
as
e	
in
	

de
fa
ul
t,	
th
e	
be
ne
fit
	to
	th
e	
Au
st
ra
lia
n	
co
m
m
un
ity
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ar
ou
nd
	$
7	
m
ill
io
n.

Fo
r	a
ny
	o
ne
	le
nd
er
,	it
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	th
at
	th
e	
ris
k	
po
sit
io
n	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
on
e	
in
	w
hi
ch
	th
e	

m
ar
gi
na
l	e
xp
ec
te
d	
pr
ofi
t	f
ro
m
	a
	lo
an
	is
	e
qu
al
	to
	th
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l	e
xp
ec
te
d	
lo
ss
.	A
s	t
he
	lo
ss
	

in
cr
ea
se
s,	
th
at
	is
	th
e	
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
	o
f	l
os
s	m
ul
tip
lie
d	
by
	th
e	
ex
po
su
re
,	s
o	
m
us
t	t
he
	p
ro
fit
.	

Di
ffe
re
nt
	p
eo
pl
e	
ha
ve
	g
re
at
er
	o
r	l
es
se
r	r
isk
	p
ro
fil
es
,	a
nd
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	le
nd
in
g	
pr
od
uc
ts
	a
re
	o
n	

of
fe
r	w
ith
	in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s	r
efl
ec
tin
g	
th
e	
ris
k	
of
	cu
st
om
er
s.	
Fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	h
om
eo
w
ne
rs
	m
ay
	

bo
rr
ow
	m
on
ey
	a
t	 7
%
,	w
he
re
as
	h
ig
h-
ris
k	
bo
rr
ow
er
s	m
ay
	b
e	
pa
yi
ng
	1
5%
	in
te
re
st
	to
	a
	fi
na
nc
e	

co
m
pa
ny
	o
r	1

00
%
	in
te
re
st
	to
	a
	“p
ay
da
y	
lo
an
”	c
om
pa
ny
.	T
hi
s	m
ea
ns
	th
at
	th
e	
lo
an
	m
ar
ke
t	i
s	

hi
gh
ly
	d
iff
er
en
tia
te
d	
w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	ri
sk
.	

An
	a
lte
rn
at
iv
e	
vi
ew
	is
	th
at
	h
ig
he
r	i
nt
er
es
t	r
at
es
	a
re
	a
	fo
rm
	o
f	i
ns
ur
an
ce
,	w
ith
	th
os
e	
le
ss
	

lik
el
y	
to
	d
ef
au
lt	
pa
yi
ng
	a
	lo
w
er
	in
te
re
st
	ra
te
.	O
n	
th
is	
vi
ew
,	t
he
	le
nd
in
g	
m
ar
ke
t	i
s	e
ffi
ci
en
t	

be
ca
us
e	
of
	d
iff
er
en
tia
tio
n,
	w
hi
ch
	e
ac
h	
in
di
vi
du
al
	ri
sk
	p
ric
ed
	se
pa
ra
te
ly,
	a
lth
ou
gh
	in
	p
ra
ct
ic
e	

ris
k	
is	
pr
ic
ed
	in
	g
ro
up
s.	
Th
is	
is	
th
e	
pr
ef
er
re
d	
vi
ew
,	a
nd
	so
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	a
ss
es
se
d	
as
	ze
ro
.

Tr
an

sa
ct

io
n 

co
st

s
Th
e	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	co
m
pa
ny
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
sa
ve
d	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
	if
	th
ey
	w
en
t	

th
ro
ug
h	
a	
de
bt
	re
co
ve
ry
	p
ro
ce
ss
	a
nd
	w
er
e	
un
su
cc
es
sf
ul
.	T
ha
t	s
av
in
g	
is	
an
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	sa
vi
ng
	

to
	so
ci
et
y	
as
	th
e	
ad
di
tio
na
l	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
re
co
ve
re
d	
th
ro
ug
h	
in
cr
ea
se
d	

in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s.	
A	
go
od
	d
ea
l	o
f	c
ou
rt
	ti
m
e	
is	
al
so
	li
ke
ly
	to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	sa
ve
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

If	
th
e	
le
nd
er
	p
ur
su
ed
	th
ei
r	m
on
ey
,	it
	w
ou
ld
	in
vo
lv
e	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
ef
fo
rt
	o
n	
th
ei
r	p
ar
t,	

a	
co
ur
t	h
ea
rin
g	
to
	o
bt
ai
n	
ju
dg
em
en
t	a
nd
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	i
nv
ol
vi
ng
	th
e	
sh
er
iff
’s	
of
fic
e.
	N
o	

in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
is	
av
ai
la
bl
e	
on
	th
e	
Vi
ct
or
ia
n	
Sh
er
iff
’s	
O
ffi
ce
	co
st
s,	
bu
t	t
he
	co
st
	in
	N
SW
	is
	

es
tim
at
ed
	b
el
ow
	a
t	$

21
3	
pe
r	m
at
te
r.	C
ou
rt
	co
st
s	h
av
e	
be
en
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
t	$

23
0,
	

gi
vi
ng
	a
	to
ta
l	b
en
efi
t	o
f	$

44
0.

It	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	th
e	
ad
di
tio
na
l	

fin
an
ci
al
	st
re
ss
	o
f	a
tt
em
pt
in
g	

to
	re
pa
y	
th
e	
lo
an
	o
r	

de
fa
ul
tin
g	
w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	

in
cr
ea
se
d	
re
lia
nc
e	
on
	o
th
er
	

su
pp
or
t	s
er
vi
ce
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

If	
th
e	
le
nd
er
	h
ad
	su
cc
ee
de
d	

in
	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	m
on
ey
	fr
om
	

Z,
	it
	is
	q
ui
te
	li
ke
ly
	th
at
	th
e	

m
on
ey
	w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
be
en
	

so
ur
ce
d	
ul
tim
at
el
y	
fr
om
	

th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
,	t
hr
ou
gh
	fo
r	

ex
am
pl
e,
	re
lia
nc
e	
on
	ch
ar
iti
es
	

an
d	
ot
he
r	h
an
do
ut
s.	
Th
e	

be
ne
fit
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	

as
	n
il	
du
e	
to
	la
ck
	o
f	d
at
a.
	It
	

is	
al
so
	n
ot
ed
	th
at
	th
es
e	
ar
e	

ge
ne
ra
lly
	tr
an
sf
er
s.
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6.
 C

as
e

A	
w
as
	in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	a
	m
ul
ti	
ca
r	m
ot
or
	v
eh
ic
le
	

ac
ci
de
nt
	w
he
re
	h
e	
w
as
	a
t	f
au
lt.
	H
is	
ve
hi
cl
e	

w
as
	n
ot
	in
su
re
d.
	M
	h
ad
	re
gu
la
r	c
as
ua
l	w
or
k	

w
hi
ch
	h
e	
re
qu
ire
d	
hi
s	l
ic
en
se
	fo
r,	h
ad
	fe
w
	a
ss
et
s	

an
d	
liv
ed
	in
	p
ub
lic
	h
ou
sin
g.
	H
e	
fa
ce
d	
lo
ss
	o
f	

hi
s	l
ic
en
se
	a
nd
	a
	d
eb
t	o
f	a
ro
un
d	
$2

0,
00

0.
	In
	

ad
di
tio
n,
	h
e	
w
as
	b
eh
in
d	
in
	u
til
ity
	b
ill
s	a
nd
	o
w
ed
	

m
on
ey
	fo
r	i
nt
er
ne
t	s
er
vi
ce
s.	
Th
e	
CL
C	
w
as
	a
bl
e	

to
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
	w
ith
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	a
nd
	

tw
o	
of
	th
e	
cr
ed
ito
rs
	fo
r	a
	w
ai
ve
r	o
f	t
he
	d
eb
t,	

pr
ob
ab
ly
	b
as
ed
	o
n	
th
ei
r	c
om
m
er
ci
al
	a
ss
es
sm
en
t	

th
at
	th
e	
lik
el
y	
re
tu
rn
	o
f	p
ur
su
in
g	
th
e	
cl
ai
m
	w
as
	

$0
.	H
e	
w
as
	re
qu
ire
d	
to
	p
ay
	a
	fi
ne
,	e
nt
er
	in
to
	a
	

go
od
	b
eh
av
io
ur
	b
on
d	
an
d	
un
de
rt
ak
e	
a	
dr
iv
in
g	

co
ur
se
	b
ut
	n
o	
co
nv
ic
tio
n	
w
as
	re
co
rd
ed
,	a
nd
	h
e	

w
as
	a
bl
e	
to
	k
ee
p	
hi
s	l
ic
en
se
.	

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	in
	th
at
	n
on
	p
ay
m
en
t	o
f	t
hi
s	d
eb
t	w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
st
s	b
ei
ng
	

hi
gh
er
	th
an
	th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ot
he
rw
ise
.	T
hi
s	i
s	t
he
	so
ci
al
	co
st
	o
f	t
he
	m
or
al
	h
az
ar
d	
of
	n
ot
	

ca
rr
yi
ng
	in
su
ra
nc
e,
	w
ith
	A
	k
no
w
in
g	
th
at
	h
e	
co
ul
d	
no
t	b
e	
fo
rc
ed
	to
	p
ay
	fo
r	h
is	
ac
tio
ns
.	T
hi
s	

is	
a	
co
st
	to
	so
ci
et
y,	
as
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
pr
em
iu
m
s	a
re
	h
ig
he
r	t
ha
n	
th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
if	
ev
er
yo
ne
	w
as
	

in
su
re
d,
	th
er
eb
y	
re
du
ci
ng
	th
e	
co
ns
um
pt
io
n	
(o
r	p
ur
ch
as
e)
	o
f	i
ns
ur
an
ce
.	In
	th
is	
ca
se
	th
at
	

co
st
	a
pp
ea
rs
	to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
cc
ep
te
d,
	p
ro
ba
bl
y	
w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	th
e	
pe
rc
ei
ve
d	
qu
an
tu
m
	o
f	

ex
te
rn
al
iti
es
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
ge
ne
ra
te
d	
fr
om
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
be
ne
fit
	to
	th
e	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ni
es
	in
	

th
at
	th
ey
	d
id
	n
ot
	e
xp
en
d	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
ef
fo
rt
	

se
ek
in
g	
to
	re
co
ve
r	m
on
ey
	

w
he
re
	th
ei
r	c
ha
nc
es
	o
f	

su
cc
es
s	w
er
e	
cl
os
e	
to
	ze
ro
.	

Th
is	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	b
en
efi
t	i
n	

th
at
	su
ch
	co
st
s	w
ill
	b
e	
ad
de
d	

to
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
pr
em
iu
m
s,	

ca
us
in
g	
th
em
	to
	b
e	
hi
gh
er
	

th
an
	th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	

ot
he
rw
ise
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
ab
ov
e,
	a
	va
lu
e	

of
	$
44

0	
ha
s	b
ee
n	
ad
op
te
d	
as
	

th
e	
co
st
	o
f	r
ec
ov
er
in
g	
de
bt
.	

In
	th
is	
ca
se
	th
er
e	
w
er
e	
th
re
e	

cr
ed
ito
rs
	a
nd
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	

as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

1,
32

0.

Th
e	
m
iti
ga
tio
n	
of
	h
is	
of
fe
nc
e	

ha
d	
a	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	b
en
efi
t	

to
	A
	in
	th
at
	h
e	
re
ta
in
ed
	

hi
s	l
ic
en
se
.	T
hi
s	m
ea
nt
	h
e	

co
ul
d	
co
nt
in
ue
	w
or
ki
ng
,	

an
d	
so
	co
nt
rib
ut
e	
to
	th
e	

m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
	o
f	h
im
se
lf	
an
d	

hi
s	f
am
ily
,	r
at
he
r	t
ha
n	
liv
in
g	

on
	C
en
tr
el
in
k	
pa
ym
en
ts
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

If	
A	
ha
d	
lo
st
	h
is	
jo
b,
	a
lm
os
t	

ce
rt
ai
nl
y	
an
ot
he
r	p
er
so
n	

w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
ta
ke
n	
th
e	
jo
b,
	

th
er
eb
y	
re
du
ci
ng
	th
e	
ra
nk
s	

of
	th
e	
un
em
pl
oy
ed
,	w
ith
	th
e	

ne
t	e
ffe
ct
	o
n	
em
pl
oy
m
en
t	

ze
ro
.	H
en
ce
	th
is	
be
ne
fit
	is
	

as
se
ss
ed
	a
s	z
er
o.
	

7.
 C

as
e

B	
w
as
	th
e	
su
bj
ec
t	o
f	a
	co
m
m
un
ity
	tr
ea
tm
en
t	

or
de
r	f
ol
lo
w
in
g	
he
r	r
el
ea
se
	a
ft
er
	in
vo
lu
nt
ar
y	

ho
sp
ita
lis
at
io
n	
fo
r	a
	p
sy
ch
ia
tr
ic
	d
iso
rd
er
.	T
he
	

ep
iso
de
	co
in
ci
de
d	
w
ith
	th
e	
br
ea
kd
ow
n	
of
	

he
r	m
ar
ria
ge
.	S
he
	a
pp
ro
ac
he
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
w
ho
	

su
pp
or
te
d	
he
r	i
n	
a	
he
ar
in
g	
w
ith
	th
e	
M
en
ta
l	

H
ea
lth
	R
ev
ie
w
	B
oa
rd
.	H
er
	tr
ea
tm
en
t	p
la
n	

w
as
	re
vi
se
d	
an
d	
ev
en
tu
al
ly
	w
ith
dr
aw
n.
	It
	w
as
	

su
bm
itt
ed
	th
at
	h
er
	o
rig
in
al
	tr
ea
tm
en
t	p
la
n	
w
as
	

ar
riv
ed
	a
t	b
ec
au
se
	u
nd
ue
	re
ga
rd
	w
as
	g
iv
en
	to
	

th
e	
vi
ew
s	o
f	h
er
	e
st
ra
ng
ed
	h
us
ba
nd
	a
nd
	sh
e	

ha
d	
lim
ite
d	
En
gl
ish
.	S
he
	is
	cu
rr
en
tly
	se
ek
in
g	

w
or
k.

It	
is	
pr
ob
ab
le
	th
at
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	e
co
no
m
ic
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	p
eo
pl
e	
w
ith
	

ps
yc
hi
at
ric
	il
ln
es
s	m
an
ag
in
g	
th
ei
r	i
lln
es
s	w
el
l	a
nd
	re
m
ai
ni
ng
	sa
fe
	a
nd
	h
ea
lth
y.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
il

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	id
en
tifi
ed
.

As
	a
rg
ue
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	if
	sh
e	

ob
ta
in
ed
	w
or
k	
it	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	

a	
su
bs
tit
ut
io
n	
in
	th
at
	so
m
e	

ot
he
r	u
ne
m
pl
oy
ed
	p
er
so
n	
di
d	

no
t	o
bt
ai
n	
w
or
k.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	th
e	

im
pl
em
en
ta
tio
n	
of
	th
e	

co
m
m
un
ity
	tr
ea
tm
en
t	

or
de
r	c
om
pa
re
d	
to
	

ca
se
	m
an
ag
em
en
t	a
s	

an
	o
ut
pa
tie
nt
.	S
he
	h
as
	

pr
ev
io
us
ly
	w
or
ke
d	
an
d	

th
e	
st
ig
m
a	
an
d	
sid
e	

ef
fe
ct
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	

th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
	tr
ea
tm
en
t	

or
de
r	m
ay
	h
av
e	
re
du
ce
d	

he
r	c
ha
nc
es
	o
f	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	

em
pl
oy
m
en
t,	
re
su
lti
ng
	in
	h
er
	

ne
ed
in
g	
to
	a
cc
es
s	w
el
fa
re
	

pa
ym
en
ts
.
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8.
 C

as
e

It	
w
as
	a
lle
ge
d	
th
at
	C
	h
ad
	e
nt
er
ed
	th
e	
ho
m
e	
of
	

he
r	f
or
m
er
	p
ar
tn
er
	a
nd
	st
ol
e	
so
m
e	
pe
rs
on
al
	

pr
op
er
ty
.	S
ub
se
qu
en
tly
	b
ot
h	
ob
ta
in
ed
	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
rs
	a
ga
in
st
	e
ac
h	
ot
he
r	w
hi
ch
	

sh
e	
br
ea
ch
ed
	b
y	
se
nd
in
g	
hi
m
	te
xt
	m
es
sa
ge
s.	

Th
e	
CL
C	
re
pr
es
en
te
d	
he
r,	n
eg
ot
ia
tin
g	
th
e	

w
ith
dr
aw
al
	o
f	e
ig
ht
	o
f	t
en
	ch
ar
ge
s,	
w
ith
	th
es
e	

ch
ar
ge
s	r
el
at
ed
	to
	th
e	
al
le
ge
d	
th
ef
t.	
C	
pl
ea
de
d	

gu
ilt
y	
to
	b
re
ac
hi
ng
	th
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	a
nd
	

th
e	
m
ag
ist
ra
te
	o
rd
er
ed
	co
m
m
un
ity
	se
rv
ic
e	

an
d	
a	
go
od
	b
eh
av
io
ur
	b
on
d	
w
ith
	n
o	
co
nv
ic
tio
n	

re
co
rd
ed
.

Th
er
e	
is	
an
	e
co
no
m
ic
	co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	th
ef
t	a
nd
	w
ith
	v
io
le
nc
e,
	a
nd
	h
en
ce
	th
er
e	
is	
an
	

ec
on
om
ic
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	th
e	
la
w
	g
en
er
at
in
g	
a	
pr
ic
e	
fo
r	t
he
ft
	a
nd
	fo
r	v
io
le
nc
e	
in
	

te
rm
s	o
f	s
an
ct
io
ns
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

	C
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	

un
re
pr
es
en
te
d	
at
	th
e	

he
ar
in
g.
	T
he
	p
ro
ce
ss
	o
f	

ne
go
tia
tio
n	
an
d	
pl
ea
di
ng
	

gu
ilt
y	
pr
ob
ab
ly
	le
ad
	to
	

re
du
ce
d	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

an
d	
co
ur
t	c
os
ts
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	

w
ith
	th
e	
m
at
te
r.	T
he
re
	w
as
	

lit
tle
	su
bs
ta
nt
ia
tio
n	
fo
r	

th
e	
ch
ar
ge
s	o
f	t
he
ft
.	T
he
	

w
ith
dr
aw
al
	o
f	t
he
se
	ch
ar
ge
s	

sa
ve
d	
co
ur
t	t
im
e	
an
d	
co
st
s	

an
d	
sh
e	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	

im
pr
op
er
ly
	fo
un
d	
gu
ilt
y	

w
hi
ch
	w
ou
ld
	m
ea
n	
th
e	
le
ga
l	

sy
st
em
	h
ad
	n
ot
	o
pe
ra
te
d	

pr
op
er
ly.
	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Ja
il	
tim
e	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	

av
oi
de
d.
	A
ss
um
in
g	
tw
o	
da
ys
	

ja
il,
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	$
68

0.
	

C	
ha
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly
	w
or
ke
d	
as
	

a	
ch
ild
	ca
re
	w
or
ke
r	a
nd
	a
	

cr
im
in
al
	co
nv
ic
tio
n	
w
ou
ld
	

ha
ve
	b
ee
n	
de
tr
im
en
ta
l	t
o	

an
y	
fu
tu
re
	e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t	

pr
os
pe
ct
s,	
in
cr
ea
sin
g	

he
r	l
ik
el
ih
oo
d	
of
	b
ei
ng
	

de
pe
nd
en
t	o
n	
Ce
nt
re
lin
k	

pa
ym
en
ts
	in
	th
e	
fu
tu
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il	
du
e	
to
	li
ke
ly
	su
bs
tit
ut
io
n	

of
	e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t

9.
 C

as
e

D	
dr
ov
e	
ov
er
	a
	cr
es
t	a
nd
	ca
m
e	
ac
ro
ss
	a
no
th
er
	

ca
r	s
to
pp
ed
	in
	th
e	
ro
ad
w
ay
.	S
he
	w
as
	u
na
bl
e	

to
	st
op
	in
	ti
m
e	
an
d	
st
ru
ck
	th
e	
ot
he
r	c
ar
.	It
	

ap
pe
ar
ed
	th
at
	D
w
as
	se
lf	
in
su
re
d.
	T
he
	in
su
re
r	

of
	th
e	
ot
he
r	c
ar
	so
ug
ht
	to
	re
co
ve
r	t
he
	co
st
s	o
f	

da
m
ag
e	
of
	a
ro
un
d	
$1

0,
00

0.
	T
he
	C
LC
	a
ss
ist
ed
	D
.	

Th
e	
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	w
er
e	
su
ch
	th
at
	th
er
e	
w
as
	

lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
co
nt
rib
ut
or
y	
ne
gl
ig
en
ce
	fr
om
	b
ot
h	

pa
rt
ie
s,	
an
d	
so
	th
e	
in
su
re
r	w
ith
dr
ew
	th
ei
r	c
la
im
.

Th
e	
at
te
m
pt
	b
y	
th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	to
	sh
ift
	th
ei
r	l
ia
bi
lit
y	
to
	a
no
th
er
	p
ar
ty
	co
ns
tit
ut
es
	

m
or
al
	h
az
ar
d,
	in
	th
at
	it
	is
	li
ke
ly
	th
at
	if
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	w
as
	d
ea
lin
g	
w
ith
	a
no
th
er
	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
,	t
he
y	
w
ou
ld
	p
ro
ba
bl
y	
ha
ve
	a
gr
ee
d	
qu
ite
	q
ui
ck
ly
	to
	co
nt
rib
ut
or
y	

ne
gl
ig
en
ce
.	T
he
	re
su
lti
ng
	m
ar
ke
t	d
ist
or
tio
n	
is	
th
at
	th
os
e	
pa
yi
ng
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
ob
ta
in
	th
ei
r	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
m
or
e	
ch
ea
pl
y	
th
an
	w
ou
ld
	o
th
er
w
ise
	b
e	
th
e	
ca
se
	to
	th
e	
ex
te
nt
	th
at
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	

co
m
pa
ny
	is
	a
bl
e	
to
	sh
ift
	th
ei
r	l
ia
bi
lit
y	
to
	o
th
er
s	(
ne
ed
	to
	th
in
k	
ab
ou
t	t
hi
s	s
om
e	
m
or
e)
.	T
he
	

en
fo
rc
em
en
t	o
f	a
n	
ef
fic
ie
nt
	m
ar
ke
t	i
s	i
n	
th
e	
pu
bl
ic
	in
te
re
st
.	A
ga
in
st
	th
is	
m
us
t	b
e	
se
t	t
he
	

m
or
al
	h
az
ar
d	
of
	a
	p
er
so
n	
of
	li
m
ite
d	
m
ea
ns
	d
riv
in
g	
a	
ca
r	o
f	l
itt
le
	va
lu
e	
an
d	
no
t	c
ar
ry
in
g	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
in
	th
e	
an
tic
ip
at
io
n	
th
at
	th
ei
r	e
xp
ec
te
d	
co
st
	in
	th
e	
ca
se
	o
f	a
n	
ac
ci
de
nt
	is
	re
st
ric
te
d	

to
	th
e	
va
lu
e	
of
	th
ei
r	c
ar
.	G
en
er
al
ly
	sp
ea
ki
ng
,	t
he
	b
en
efi
ts
	o
f	h
av
in
g	
in
co
m
e,
	a
ss
et
s	a
nd
	a
	li
ne
	

of
	cr
ed
it	
fa
r	o
ut
w
ei
gh
	th
e	
ad
va
nt
ag
es
	o
f	b
ei
ng
	d
eb
t	p
ro
of
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

If	
th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	

ha
d	
pu
rs
ue
d	
th
e	
cl
ai
m
,	

ad
di
tio
na
l	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

co
st
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
in
cu
rr
ed
,	

bo
th
	in
te
rn
al
ly
	a
nd
	w
ith
in
	

th
e	
co
ur
t	s
ys
te
m
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	a
ss
es
se
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	co
ur
t	

co
st
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
of
	th
e	
or
de
r	

of
	$
33

0,
	a
nd
	th
er
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	

ad
di
tio
na
l	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

co
st
s	t
o	
th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	

co
m
pa
ny
.	T
he
	b
en
efi
t	h
as
	

be
en
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
33

0.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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10
. C

as
e

E	
ha
d	
st
ol
en
	a
	to
ta
l	o
f	$

52
0	
fr
om
	h
er
	e
m
pl
oy
er
	

on
	n
um
er
ou
s.	
Sh
e	
w
as
	u
nd
er
	1
8	
an
d	
ne
ed
ed
	

m
on
ey
	fo
r	a
	m
ed
ic
al
	p
ro
ce
du
re
.	S
he
	d
id
	n
ot
	

us
e	
he
r	o
w
n	
m
on
ey
	a
s	h
er
	p
ar
en
ts
	tr
ac
ke
d	
he
r	

ac
co
un
t	a
nd
	sh
e	
di
d	
no
t	w
an
t	t
he
m
	to
	k
no
w
.	

W
ith
	th
e	
as
sis
ta
nc
e	
of
	th
e	
CL
C,
	sh
e	
ad
m
itt
ed
	

gu
ilt
	a
nd
	m
ad
e	
re
st
itu
tio
n.
	S
he
	w
as
	g
iv
en
	a
	

di
ve
rs
io
n	
or
de
r,	r
eq
ui
rin
g	
a	
$ 1

50
	d
on
at
io
n,
	w
ith
	

no
	co
nv
ic
tio
n	
re
co
rd
ed
.	

By
	o
ne
	v
ie
w
,	t
he
	e
co
no
m
ic
	p
ur
po
se
	o
f	t
he
	cr
im
in
al
	ju
st
ic
e	
sy
st
em
	is
	to
	e
ns
ur
e	
th
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	

co
st
	o
f	c
rim
e	
ex
ce
ed
s	t
he
	e
xp
ec
te
d	
be
ne
fit
	o
f	c
rim
e.
	H
en
ce
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	if
	th
e	
pr
ic
e	

pa
id
	b
y	
E	
w
as
	to
o	
sm
al
l	t
o	
se
rv
e	
as
	a
	d
isi
nc
en
tiv
e	
to
	o
th
er
s,	
m
ea
ni
ng
	th
at
	o
th
er
s	m
ay
	b
e	

m
or
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	co
m
m
it	
sim
ila
r	c
rim
es
	in
	th
e	
fu
tu
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Pr
es
um
ab
ly
	th
e	
pr
ic
e	
pa
id
	b
y	
E	
w
as
	su
ffi
ci
en
t	t
o	
ac
t	a
s	d
isi
nc
en
tiv
e	
to
w
ar
ds
	fu
tu
re
	th
ef
t	b
y	

he
r	a
nd
	b
y	
ot
he
rs
.		T
he
	b
en
efi
t	i
s	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	q
ua
nt
ify
	a
nd
	is
	a
ss
es
se
d	
as
	n
il.
	

If	
th
e	
m
at
te
r	h
ad
	p
ro
gr
es
se
d	

to
	a
	co
nt
es
t,	
it	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	

co
ur
t	c
os
ts
	w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
be
en
	

m
uc
h	
hi
gh
er
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

It	
se
em
s	t
ha
t	c
on
sid
er
ab
le
	

co
ur
t	t
im
e	
ha
d	
go
ne
	to
	th
e	

m
at
te
r,	h
ow
ev
er
	th
er
e	
is
	

lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	so
m
e	

sa
vi
ng
.	A
ga
in
	th
is	
is	
di
ffi
cu
lt	

to
	q
ua
nt
ify
.

If	
a	
cr
im
in
al
	co
nv
ic
tio
n	
w
as
	

re
co
rd
ed
,	E
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
ha
d	

fu
tu
re
	d
iffi
cu
lty
	in
	fi
nd
in
g	

w
or
k	
an
d	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
co
m
e	

a	
w
el
fa
re
	re
ci
pi
en
t.	
Th
er
e	
is	
a	

co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	p
eo
pl
e	

en
te
rin
g	
th
e	
cr
im
in
al
	ju
st
ic
e	

sy
st
em
,	in
cl
ud
in
g	
th
e	
co
st
	o
f	

in
ca
rc
er
at
io
n	
an
d	
th
e	
da
ng
er
	

of
	b
ec
om
in
g	
a	
ha
bi
tu
al
	

cr
im
in
al
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
ab
ov
e,
	

em
pl
oy
m
en
t	i
s	l
ik
el
y	
to
	b
e	

a	
su
bs
tit
ut
io
n	
an
d	
so
	th
e	

be
ne
fit
	is
	a
ss
es
se
d	
as
	ze
ro
.

11
. C

as
e

B	
su
ffe
re
d	
fr
om
	a
	m
en
ta
l	i
lln
es
s	a
nd
	h
ad
	

di
ffi
cu
lty
	m
an
ag
in
g	
he
r	o
w
n	
af
fa
irs
.	S
he
	w
as
	

du
e	
to
	b
e	
di
sc
ha
rg
ed
	fr
om
	h
os
pi
ta
l	a
nd
	w
as
	

in
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	d
iffi
cu
lti
es
.	H
er
	ca
se
	w
or
ke
r	h
ad
	

ap
pl
ie
d	
to
	h
av
e	
an
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
to
r	a
pp
oi
nt
ed
	

to
	a
ss
ist
	w
ith
	B
’s	
af
fa
irs
.	S
he
	p
re
fe
rr
ed
	th
e	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
to
r	t
o	
be
	a
	p
er
so
na
l	f
rie
nd
	ra
th
er
	

th
an
	S
ta
te
	Tr
us
te
es
.	T
he
	C
LC
	fa
ci
lit
at
ed
	th
e	

ex
ec
ut
io
n	
of
	a
	p
ow
er
	o
f	a
tt
or
ne
y	
(w
hi
ch
	is
	le
ss
	

re
st
ric
tiv
e)
	a
nd
	a
rr
an
ge
d	
w
ith
	th
e	
ca
se
	w
or
ke
r	

fo
r	t
he
	V
CA
T	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
fo
r	a
n	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
to
r	t
o	

be
	w
ith
dr
aw
n.

Th
er
e	
is	
an
	e
co
no
m
ic
	b
en
efi
t	t
o	
so
ci
et
y	
if	
pe
op
le
’s	
af
fa
irs
	a
re
	p
ro
pe
rly
	m
an
ag
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	q
ua
nt
ify
	a
nd
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	a
s	z
er
o.

Se
tt
lin
g	
th
e	
m
at
te
r	b
y	

ne
go
tia
tio
n	
re
du
ce
d	

ex
pe
nd
itu
re
	in
	co
nd
uc
tin
g	

th
e	
VC
AT
	d
et
er
m
in
at
io
n,
	

al
be
it	
at
	th
e	
ex
pe
ns
e	
of
	

ad
di
tio
na
l	c
os
ts
	b
y	
th
e	
CL
C.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
ab
ov
e,
	th
e	

co
st
	o
f	a
	V
CA
T	
fin
al
isa
tio
n	
is
	

ab
ou
t	$

43
0

Ad
m
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
by
	a
	fr
ie
nd
	

ra
th
er
	th
an
	th
e	
pu
bl
ic
	tr
us
te
e	

re
du
ce
d	
th
e	
pu
bl
ic
	co
st
	o
f	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
m
ar
ke
dl
y,	

no
tin
g	
th
at
	th
e	
fr
ie
nd
	is
	

lik
el
y	
to
	in
cu
r	s
om
e	
co
st
s	i
n	

ad
m
in
ist
er
in
g	
he
r	a
ffa
irs
.	

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
be
ne
fit
	

in
	e
nc
ou
ra
gi
ng
	so
m
eo
ne
	

to
	re
m
ai
n	
as
	se
lf	
su
ffi
ci
en
t	

as
	p
os
sib
le
	a
nd
	a
vo
id
in
g	

in
st
itu
tio
na
lis
at
io
n.
	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

In
	 2
00

8-
09
,	T
he
	O
ffi
ce
	o
f	

th
e	
Pu
bl
ic
	A
dv
oc
at
e	
sp
en
t	

$2
.6
	m
ill
io
n	
pr
ov
id
in
g	

gu
ar
di
an
sh
ip
	se
rv
ic
es
	to
	6
36
	

cl
ie
nt
s,3

1 	o
r	a
bo
ut
	$
4,
09

0	
pe
r	

cl
ie
nt
	p
er
	ye
ar
.	O
ve
r	a
	tw
en
ty
	

ye
ar
	li
fe
	a
t	7
%
,	t
hi
s	i
s	a
	n
et
	

pr
es
en
t	v
al
ue
	o
f	$

43
,0
00
	fo
r	

on
e	
pe
rs
on
.
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12
. C

as
e

C	
w
as
	fi
gh
tin
g	
w
ith
	a
	fr
ie
nd
	a
nd
	so
ug
ht
	a
n	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r.	T
he
	C
LC
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	th
e	

fr
ie
nd
	to
	si
gn
	a
n	
un
de
rt
ak
in
g,
	w
ith
	T
	h
av
in
g	
th
e	

rig
ht
	to
	re
-in
st
at
e	
th
e	
or
ig
in
al
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
at
	

an
y	
tim
e.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
m
m
un
ity
	co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	v
io
le
nc
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
m
at
te
r	w
as
	m
os
t	l
ik
el
y	

re
so
lv
ed
.	It
	d
id
	n
ot
	p
ro
ce
ed
	

to
	co
ur
t	(
w
ith
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	

co
st
s)
	a
nd
	th
e	
in
st
itu
tio
n	

of
	a
n	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	

m
ay
	h
av
e	
le
d	
to
	e
sc
al
at
io
n	

w
ith
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	so
ci
al
	co
st
s	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	p
ol
ic
e	

in
te
rv
en
tio
ns
	a
nd
	co
ur
t	

he
ar
in
gs
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
ab
ov
e,
	th
e	
co
st
	

of
	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	a
n	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	

or
de
r	(
un
re
pr
es
en
te
d)
	h
as
	

be
en
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
33

0,
	w
ith
	

a	
lik
el
y	
co
st
	o
f	$

3,
35

0	
if	

en
fo
rc
em
en
t	i
s	r
eq
ui
re
d.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

13
. C

as
e

D	
ha
d	
a	
ch
ild
,	E
	w
ho
	is
	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
lly
	

de
la
ye
d	
an
d	
ha
s	a
	se
rie
s	o
f	b
eh
av
io
ur
	p
ro
bl
em
s	

le
ad
in
g	
hi
m
	to
	a
ct
	v
io
le
nt
ly
	a
t	t
im
es
.	F
’s	
or
	th
e	

ne
ig
hb
ou
r’s
	re
sp
on
se
	to
	v
io
le
nc
e	
ou
tb
ur
st
s	

ha
s	b
ee
n	
to
	ca
ll	
th
e	
po
lic
e.
	D
ue
	to
	th
e	
nu
m
be
r	

of
	ca
ll	
ou
ts
	a
nd
	b
ec
au
se
	o
f	c
on
ce
rn
s	f
or
	th
e	

sa
fe
ty
	o
f	t
he
	yo
un
ge
r	c
hi
ld
,	p
ol
ic
e	
so
ug
ht
	a
n	

in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r,	h
ow
ev
er
	F	
w
an
te
d	
Et
o	

st
ay
	a
t	h
om
e.
	T
he
	C
LC
	fa
ci
lit
at
ed
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	

ne
go
tia
tio
ns
	re
su
lti
ng
	in
	E
	p
ro
vi
di
ng
	a
	li
m
ite
d	

un
de
rt
ak
in
g	
an
d	
a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	s
up
po
rt
s	b
ei
ng
	

pu
t	i
n	
pl
ac
e.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
m
m
un
ity
	co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	v
io
le
nc
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
ss
au
lt	
w
as
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
t	$

1,
80

0	
pe
r	a
ss
au
lt	
in
	2
00

1,
32
	o
r	a
bo
ut
	$
2,
40

0	
in
	

to
da
y’s
	d
ol
la
rs
.	T
hi
s	d
oe
s	n
ot
	in
cl
ud
e	
th
e	
co
st
	o
f	p
ol
ic
e,
	co
ur
t	a
ct
io
n	
or
	in
ca
rc
er
at
io
n	
w
ith
	

th
es
e	
co
st
s	e
st
im
at
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	a
ro
un
d	
$3
,3
50
,	g
iv
in
g	
a	
to
ta
l	l
ik
el
y	
co
st
	o
f	$

5,
75

0	
fo
r	a
	

sig
ni
fic
an
t	a
ss
au
lt.

Th
e	
co
ur
t	c
os
ts
	o
f	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	

th
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r	h
av
e	

be
en
	a
vo
id
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
is	
ha
s	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	

pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
s	$

33
0.

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	

sig
ni
fic
an
t	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
t	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	b
ot
h	
th
e	

ga
in
in
g	
an
d	
en
fo
rc
em
en
t	o
f	

th
e	
in
te
rv
en
tio
n	
or
de
r,	s
uc
h	

as
	p
ol
ic
e	
an
d	
co
ur
t	c
os
ts
	

an
d	
th
e	
co
st
	o
f	t
he
	cr
im
in
al
	

ju
st
ic
e	
sy
st
em
	(e
sc
al
at
io
n,
	

in
ca
rc
er
at
io
n)
,	a
nd
	if
	E
	w
er
e	

re
qu
ire
d	
to
	li
ve
	o
ut
sid
e	

th
e	
fa
m
ily
	h
om
e,
	w
ith
	th
is
	

re
qu
iri
ng
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	le
ve
ls	
of
	

su
pp
or
t.	
Th
is	
co
st
	h
as
	b
ee
n	

av
oi
de
d.
	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

In
	 2
01

0	
Di
sa
bi
lit
y	
Se
rv
ic
es
	

in
	th
e	
Vi
ct
or
ia
n	
De
pa
rt
m
en
t	

of
	H
um
an
	S
er
vi
ce
s	p
ro
vi
de
d	

re
sid
en
tia
l	a
cc
om
m
od
at
io
n	

su
pp
or
t	t
o	
5,
20

0	
cl
ie
nt
s	a
t	a
n	

an
nu
al
	co
st
	o
f	$

58
4	
m
ill
io
n,
	

or
	$
11

2,
30

0	
pe
r	c
lie
nt
.	T
hi
s	i
s	

eq
ui
va
le
nt
	to
	$
1.
19
	m
ill
io
n	

in
	N
et
	P
re
se
nt
	V
al
ue
	o
ve
r	2

0	
ye
ar
s	a
t	7
%
.	T
hi
s	w
ou
ld
	n
ee
d	

to
	b
e	
di
sc
ou
nt
ed
	to
	so
m
e	

de
gr
ee
	a
s	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	

se
rv
ic
es
	w
er
e	
en
ga
ge
d.
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14
. C

as
e

F	w
as
	se
rv
ed
	w
ith
	a
	w
ar
ra
nt
	re
la
tin
g	
to
	a
	

re
la
tiv
el
y	
m
in
or
	o
ffe
nc
e,	
in
vo
lv
in
g	
br
ea
ki
ng
	a
	

w
in
do
w
	w
hi
ch
	o
cc
ur
re
d	
m
an
y	
ye
ar
s	p
re
vi
ou
sly
.	

At
	th
at
	ti
m
e	
F’s
	li
fe
	w
as
	in
	so
m
e	
di
sa
rr
ay
	

ho
w
ev
er
	si
nc
e	
th
en
	h
er
	ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	h
av
e	

ch
an
ge
d	
m
ar
ke
dl
y.	
Th
e	
CL
C	
ap
pr
oa
ch
ed
	th
e	

po
lic
e	
to
	d
ro
p	
th
e	
ch
ar
ge
s	b
ut
	th
ey
	co
nt
in
ue
d	
to
	

pr
es
s	t
he
	ch
ar
ge
s.	
Th
e	
m
ag
ist
ra
te
	d
ism
iss
ed
	th
e	

ch
ar
ge
s	s
ub
je
ct
	to
	a
	re
st
itu
tio
n	
or
de
r.

By
	o
ne
	v
ie
w
,	t
he
	e
co
no
m
ic
	p
ur
po
se
	o
f	t
he
	cr
im
in
al
	ju
st
ic
e	
sy
st
em
	is
	to
	e
ns
ur
e	
th
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	

co
st
	o
f	c
rim
e	
ex
ce
ed
s	t
he
	e
xp
ec
te
d	
be
ne
fit
	o
f	c
rim
e.
	H
en
ce
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	if
	th
e	
pr
ic
e	

pa
id
	b
y	
F	w
as
	to
o	
sm
al
l	t
o	
se
rv
e	
as
	a
	d
isi
nc
en
tiv
e	
to
	o
th
er
s,	
m
ea
ni
ng
	th
at
	o
th
er
s	m
ay
	b
e	

m
or
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	co
m
m
it	
sim
ila
r	c
rim
es
	in
	th
e	
fu
tu
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
po
lic
e	
ha
ve
	li
m
ite
d	

re
so
ur
ce
s	a
nd
	it
	is
	in
	th
e	

pu
bl
ic
	in
te
re
st
	fo
r	t
ho
se
	

re
so
ur
ce
s	t
o	
be
	co
m
m
itt
ed
	

w
he
re
	th
ey
	o
bt
ai
n	
th
e	

gr
ea
te
st
	va
lu
e.
	Te
st
	ca
se
s	

su
ch
	a
s	t
hi
s	a
ss
ist
	th
e	
po
lic
e	

in
	n
ot
	co
m
m
itt
in
g	
re
so
ur
ce
s	

pu
rs
ui
ng
	m
at
te
rs
	o
f	l
itt
le
	o
r	

no
	va
lu
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

15
. C

as
e

G
	is
	a
	m
id
dl
e	
ag
ed
	m
an
	w
ith
	a
	p
hy
sic
al
	

di
sa
bi
lit
y.	
O
ve
r	1

0	
ye
ar
s	p
rio
r,	h
is	
fa
th
er
	H
	

ar
ra
ng
ed
	fo
r	S
ta
te
	Tr
us
te
es
	to
	b
e	
ap
po
in
te
d	
as
	

G
’s	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
to
r	a
s	h
e	
w
as
	a
w
ar
e	
th
at
	H
	m
ay
	

no
t	b
e	
ab
le
to
	a
ss
ist
	h
is	
so
n	
as
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
hi
s	

pr
ac
tic
e.
	G
	so
ug
ht
	to
	h
av
e	
th
e	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tio
n	

or
de
r	l
ift
ed
	o
n	
th
e	
ba
sis
	th
at
	it
	w
as
	n
o	
lo
ng
er
	

re
qu
ire
d	
an
d	
w
as
	su
cc
es
sf
ul
.

Th
er
e	
is	
an
	e
co
no
m
ic
	b
en
efi
t	t
o	
so
ci
et
y	
if	
pe
op
le
’s	
af
fa
irs
	a
re
	p
ro
pe
rly
	m
an
ag
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

G
	is
	n
ow
	a
bl
e	
to
	m
an
ag
e	

hi
s	o
w
n	
af
fa
irs
	a
nd
	th
e	
co
st
	

of
	p
ub
lic
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tio
n	

ha
s	b
ee
n	
av
oi
de
d.
	T
he
re
	

is	
a	
se
co
nd
ar
y	
be
ne
fit
	in
	

em
po
w
er
in
g	
so
m
eo
ne
	to
	

m
an
ag
e	
th
ei
r	o
w
n	
af
fa
irs
,	

w
ith
	th
is	
pe
rh
ap
s	b
ei
ng
	a
	

gr
ow
th
	o
pp
or
tu
ni
ty
	fo
r	G
	

in
	m
ak
in
g	
hi
m
	le
ss
	re
lia
nt
	

on
	o
th
er
	so
ci
al
	su
pp
or
ts
	

ge
ne
ra
lly
	in
	h
is	
lif
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

In
	 2
00

8-
09
,	T
he
	O
ffi
ce
	o
f	

th
e	
Pu
bl
ic
	A
dv
oc
at
e	
sp
en
t	

$2
.6
	m
ill
io
n	
pr
ov
id
in
g	

gu
ar
di
an
sh
ip
	se
rv
ic
es
	to
	6
36
	

cl
ie
nt
s,	
or
	a
bo
ut
	$
4,
10

0	
pe
r	

cl
ie
nt
	p
er
	ye
ar
.	O
ve
r	a
	tw
en
ty
	

ye
ar
	li
fe
	a
t	7
%
,	t
hi
s	i
s	a
	n
et
	

pr
es
en
t	v
al
ue
	o
f	$

43
,0
00
	fo
r	

on
e	
pe
rs
on
.
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. C

as
e

H
	h
ad
	p
ai
d	
ch
ild
	su
pp
or
t	f
or
	h
is	
ch
ild
	a
nd
	

w
as
	u
p	
to
	d
at
e	
un
til
	h
e	
w
as
	se
rio
us
ly
	in
ju
re
d	

in
	a
	m
ot
or
	v
eh
ic
le
	a
cc
id
en
t,	
re
su
lti
ng
	in
	H
	

be
in
g	
un
ab
le
	to
	w
or
k.	
Du
e	
to
	h
is	
ch
an
ge
d	

ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s,	
hi
s	o
nl
y	
in
co
m
e	
sin
ce
	th
en
	

ha
s	b
ee
n	
w
el
fa
re
	p
ay
m
en
ts
.	H
e	
ha
s	a
cc
ru
ed
	

a	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	d
eb
t	w
ith
	th
e	
Ch
ild
	S
up
po
rt
	

Ag
en
cy
,	m
uc
h	
of
	w
hi
ch
	w
as
	p
en
al
tie
s,	
an
d	

w
hi
ch
	h
e	
is	
un
ab
le
	to
	p
ay
.	It
	is
	n
ot
ed
	th
at
	if
	

he
	h
ad
	co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
Ch
ild
	S
up
po
rt
	A
ge
nc
y	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
hi
s	c
ha
ng
ed
	ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s,	
it	
is	
lik
el
y	

hi
s	p
ay
m
en
ts
	w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
be
en
	re
du
ce
d	
an
d	
he
	

w
ou
ld
	n
ot
	h
av
e	
be
en
	in
	th
es
e	
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s.	

Th
e	
CL
C	
ap
pl
ie
d	
to
	h
av
e	
th
e	
de
bt
	w
ai
ve
d	
an
d	

w
as
	su
cc
es
sf
ul
.

If	
ch
ild
re
n	
ar
e	
se
en
	a
s	a
	co
m
m
od
ity
	o
f	m
ar
ria
ge
,	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
e	
in
	te
rm
s	

of
	th
e	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	c
hi
ld
re
n	
on
e	
ha
s	r
eq
ui
re
s	b
ot
h	
pa
rt
ie
s	t
o	
pa
y	
th
e	
pr
ic
e	
of
	ch
ild
	re
ar
in
g.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Ze
ro
.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
pu
bl
ic
	co
st
	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	o
ng
oi
ng
	

at
te
m
pt
s	b
y	
th
e	
Ch
ild
	

Su
pp
or
t	A
ge
nc
y	
to
	re
co
ve
r	

th
e	
m
on
ey
	w
hi
ch
	is
	n
o	

lo
ng
er
	b
ei
ng
	in
cu
rr
ed
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
ab
ov
e,
	th
e	
ch
ild
	

su
pp
or
t	a
ge
nc
y	
re
po
rt
s	a
	

co
st
	p
er
	ca
se
	o
f	$

58
5.

Th
er
e	
w
er
e	
po
sit
iv
e	
he
al
th
	

ou
tc
om
es
	fo
r	H
,	a
s	h
e	
ha
s	

cl
in
ic
al
	d
ep
re
ss
io
n	
an
d	

th
e	
st
re
ss
	e
xa
ce
rb
at
ed
	h
is
	

co
nd
iti
on
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il.

17
. C

as
e

I	w
as
	a
	m
ig
ra
nt
	w
ith
	li
m
ite
d	
En
gl
ish
.	H
e	
w
as
	

di
sm
iss
ed
	fr
om
	h
is	
jo
b	
an
d	
ap
pr
oa
ch
ed
	th
e	
CL
C	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
un
fa
ir	
di
sm
iss
al
.	D
ur
in
g	
co
nc
ili
at
io
n,
	

it	
be
ca
m
e	
ap
pa
re
nt
	th
at
	m
uc
h	
of
	th
e	
pr
ob
le
m
	

re
la
te
d	
to
	p
oo
r	c
om
m
un
ic
at
io
n	
ar
isi
ng
	fr
om
	

I’s
	la
ck
	o
f	E
ng
lis
h	
an
d	
th
e	
em
pl
oy
er
’s	
fa
ilu
re
	

to
	re
sp
on
d	
to
	a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
ly
	to
	th
is.
	I	
w
as
	

re
in
st
at
ed
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
al
lo
ca
te
d	
to
	th
ei
r	b
es
t	u
se
.	A
t	t
he
	sa
m
e	
tim
e,
	

la
bo
ur
	la
w
s	m
ay
	n
ot
	b
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	i
ns
of
ar
	a
s	t
he
y	
en
co
ur
ag
e	
re
nt
	se
ek
in
g	
by
	

ce
rt
ai
n	
gr
ou
ps
	in
	so
ci
et
y.	
Al
te
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
th
ey
	m
ay
	b
e	
co
ns
id
er
ed
	a
n	
eq
ui
ty
	m
ea
su
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

I	h
as
	re
ga
in
ed
	h
is	
jo
b	
ra
th
er
	

th
an
	b
ei
ng
	re
lia
nt
	o
n	
w
el
fa
re
	

pa
ym
en
ts
.	H
is	
em
pl
oy
er
	

ha
s	r
et
ai
ne
d	
a	
sk
ill
ed
	a
nd
	

tr
ai
ne
d	
w
or
ke
r.	T
he
	e
m
pl
oy
er
	

re
vi
ew
ed
	it
s	c
om
m
un
ic
at
io
n	

st
ra
te
gy
	w
ith
	it
s	s
ig
ni
fic
an
t	

Su
da
ne
se
	w
or
kf
or
ce
	

w
hi
ch
	is
	li
ke
ly
	to
	le
ad
	to
	

im
pr
ov
ed
	p
ro
du
ct
iv
ity
	o
f	t
he
	

en
te
rp
ris
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
ab
ov
e,
	

lo
ss
	o
f	e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t	i
s	a
	

su
bs
tit
ut
io
n.
	T
he
	e
m
pl
oy
er
	

ha
s	s
av
ed
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	t
ra
in
in
g	

a	
ne
w
	e
m
pl
oy
ee
	b
ut
	th
er
e	
is
	

no
	b
as
is	
on
	w
hi
ch
	to
	a
ss
es
s	

th
is	
be
ne
fit
.
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. C

as
e

J	h
as
	a
n	
in
te
lle
ct
ua
l	d
isa
bi
lit
y.	
H
e	
en
te
re
d	
in
to
	a
	

m
ob
ile
	p
ho
ne
	co
nt
ra
ct
	a
nd
	in
cu
rr
ed
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	

de
bt
	w
hi
ch
	h
e	
w
as
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	p
ay
.	F
ol
lo
w
in
g	

CL
C	
re
pr
es
en
ta
tio
n	
an
d	
co
ns
id
er
at
io
n	
by
	th
e	

Te
le
co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
ns
	O
m
bu
ds
m
an
,	t
he
	d
eb
t	

w
as
	w
ai
ve
d	
by
	th
e	
ph
on
e	
co
m
pa
ny
.	A
t	t
he
	sa
m
e	

tim
e	
an
ot
he
r	p
ar
t	o
f	t
he
	co
m
pa
ny
	p
ur
su
ed
	th
e	

de
bt
	a
nd
	th
is	
to
ok
	so
m
e	
tim
e	
an
d	
ef
fo
rt
	to
	so
rt
	

ou
t.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	w
ith
	d
ef
au
lt	
by
	d
eb
to
rs
	in
	th
at
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	d
ef
au
lt	
is	
ad
de
d	
to
	th
e	
pr
ic
e	

pa
id
	b
y	
ot
he
rs
	a
nd
	co
ns
eq
ue
nt
ly
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	s
er
vi
ce
s	i
s	g
re
at
er
	th
an
	it
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ot
he
rw
ise
.	

Th
er
e	
is	
an
	in
he
re
nt
	te
ns
io
n	
be
tw
ee
n	
th
e	
m
or
al
	h
az
ar
d	
as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	p
eo
pl
e	
in
cu
rr
in
g	

de
bt
	th
at
	th
ey
	n
ev
er
	in
te
nd
	to
	re
pa
y,	
th
er
eb
y	
pl
ac
in
g	
a	
co
st
	o
n	
th
e	
re
st
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
,	a
nd
	

m
isr
ep
re
se
nt
at
io
n	
or
	u
nc
on
sc
io
na
bi
lit
y	
by
	sa
le
sm
an
,	w
he
re
by
	p
eo
pl
e	
un
de
re
st
im
at
e	
th
e	

co
st
	o
f	s
er
vi
ce
s	a
nd
	h
en
ce
	co
ns
um
e	
m
or
e	
th
an
	th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	o
th
er
w
ise
.	B
ot
h	
ou
tc
om
es
	a
re
	

in
ef
fic
ie
nt
.	T
he
	q
ue
st
io
n	
th
en
	b
ec
om
es
	w
he
th
er
	th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
e	
is	
be
st
	

ac
hi
ev
ed
	b
y	
pl
ac
in
g	
th
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	w
ith
	th
e	
cr
ed
ito
r	o
r	t
he
	d
eb
to
r.	A
s	a
	so
ci
et
y	
w
e	
ap
pe
ar
	

to
	h
av
e	
ta
ke
n	
a	
sh
ar
ed
	v
ie
w
,	w
ith
	th
e	
cr
ed
ito
r	h
av
in
g	
so
m
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	d
ue
	to
	th
ei
r	

ex
po
su
re
	to
	lo
ss
,	h
en
ce
	le
ad
in
g	
to
	cr
ed
it	
ch
ec
ks
	a
nd
	th
e	
lik
e,
	a
nd
	w
ith
	th
e	
de
bt
or
	h
av
in
g	

so
m
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	d
ue
	to
	th
ei
r	e
xp
os
ur
e	
to
	lo
ss
,	s
uc
h	
as
	lo
ss
	o
f	a
ss
et
s	a
nd
	g
ar
ni
sh
ee
	

or
de
rs
.

Th
e	
ph
on
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
un
la
w
fu
lly
	re
co
ve
re
d	
so
m
e	
or
	a
ll	
of
	th
ei
r	l
os
s	b
y	
ne
go
tia
tin
g	

in
di
vi
du
al
ly
	w
ith
	u
ni
nf
or
m
ed
	d
eb
to
rs
,	t
he
re
by
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geraldton Resource Centre
A	random	sample	of	twenty	cases	and	twenty	advices	were	selected	and	the	economic	
benefits	evaluated.	In	addition,	staff	provided	one	case	evaluated	by	them	as	being	of	high	
value,	and	the	economic	benefits	of	this	case	was	also	estimated.

The	results	of	the	analysis	are	tabulated	below.

Table 32: economic benefits of selected cases

group number tHe lAW tHe proCess externAlities AverAge 
benefit

Random	
Advices 20 $0 $2,860 $600 $173

Random	
Cases 20 $168,000 $8,820 $68,000

$12,241	
($4,241	if	
a	training	
course	with	
an	assessed	
benefit	of	
$160,000	is	
excluded)

Selected	
Cases 1 $224,000 $0 $0 $224,000

Source:	JSA	research	and	analysis

In	2009-10	the	Advocacy	and	Rights	Centre	had	total	expenses	of	around	$520,000.	In	that	
period,	the	centre	had	684	cases	and	2,645	advices.	Using	the	averages	for	the	random	
sample	above,	the	total	benefit	is	estimated	at	$8.8	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	about	17.

A	large	benefit	has	been	associated	with	a	training	session	carried	out	by	the	CLC	for	another	
organisation.	It	is	debatable	as	to	whether	this	benefit	should	be	ascribed	to	the	legal	centre	
rather	than	to	the	other	agency.	Excluding	this	training	session,	the	total	benefit	is	estimated	
at	$3.4	million,	a	cost	benefit	ration	of	over	six.

The	average	cost	over	cases	and	benefits	is	$137,	suggesting	the	cost	benefit	ratio	on	advices	
is	1.3.	As	cases	are	likely	to	take	more	resources	than	advices,	the	economic	return	on	advices	
is	likely	to	be	marginal.

The	major	uncertainty	is	the	degree	to	which	the	benefit	would	not	have	been	achieved	if	the	
Community	Legal	Centre	did	not	exist,	that	is	whether	the	outcome	may	have	been	achieved	
by	other	processes.	However	in	the	worst	case,	the	CLC	would	need	to	be	instrumental	in	one	
in	six	cases	to	break	even,	hence	it	is	likely	that	a	positive	cost	benefit	ratio	is	achieved.	

One	high	value	case	was	identified.	If	the	Community	Legal	Centre	was	instrumental	in	five	
such	outcomes	in	two	years,	this	would	justify	the	cost	of	the	centre.
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ity
.	F
ro
m
	a
n	
al
te
rn
at
e	
pe
rs
pe
ct
iv
e,
	th
er
e	
ca
n	
be
	m
or
al
	

ha
za
rd
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	su
ch
	a
n	
ap
pr
oa
ch
.	If
	th
e	
vi
ct
im
	co
nt
rib
ut
ed
	

to
	th
e	
cr
im
e	
in
	so
m
e	
w
ay
	b
y	
th
ei
r	a
ct
io
ns
,	it
	is
	n
ot
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	fo
r	t
he
m
	to
	b
e	
re
w
ar
de
d	
by
	th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
	a
s	t
hi
s	c
ou
ld
	le
ad
	

to
	th
e	
pe
rv
er
se
	o
ut
co
m
e	
of
	a
n	
in
cr
ea
se
	in
	cr
im
e.
	T
hi
s	r
ep
or
t	a
do
pt
s	

th
e	
un
te
st
ed
	v
ie
w
	th
at
	th
e	
tr
ib
un
al
	a
ss
es
sin
g	
cl
ai
m
s	g
iv
es
	re
ga
rd
	

to
	su
ch
	co
ns
id
er
at
io
ns
,	a
nd
	th
at
	th
e	
pr
ic
e	
pa
id
	to
	th
e	
vi
ct
im
	is
	a
	fa
ir	

as
se
ss
m
en
t	o
f	t
he
	co
st
	to
	th
e	
vi
ct
im
,	d
isc
ou
nt
ed
	fo
r	a
ny
	co
nt
rib
ut
or
y	

ne
gl
ig
en
ce
	o
n	
th
e	
pa
rt
	o
f	t
he
	v
ic
tim
,	n
ot
in
g	
ho
w
ev
er
	th
at
	a
	d
et
ai
le
d	

re
vi
ew
	o
f	a
	v
ic
tim
’s	
co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
sy
st
em
	m
ay
	n
ot
	in
	fa
ct
	fi
nd
	th
is
	

to
	b
e	
th
e	
ca
se
.	In
	th
is	
re
ga
rd
,	v
ic
tim
’s	
co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
is	
co
ns
id
er
ed
	to
	

be
	a
n	
eq
ui
ty
	co
ns
id
er
at
io
n,
	a
nd
,	a
s	s
uc
h	
pr
ob
ab
ly
	p
er
fo
rm
s	a
	li
m
ite
d	

fu
nc
tio
n	
w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	e
co
no
m
ic
	e
ffi
ci
en
cy
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

As
sis
ta
nc
e	
w
ith
	th
e	
pr
op
er
	

pr
ep
ar
at
io
n	
of
	a
pp
lic
at
io
ns
	fo
r	V
ic
tim
’s	

Co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	re
du
ce
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s,	
fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e	
in
	

re
qu
es
tin
g	
ad
di
tio
na
l	i
nf
or
m
at
io
n	
an
d	

in
	re
vi
sit
in
g	
de
ci
sio
ns
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
m
ay
	b
e	
so
m
e	
be
ne
fit
s	

w
ith
	m
on
ey
	p
ro
vi
di
ng
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	

co
un
se
lli
ng
	a
nd
	th
e	
lik
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Ra
nd

om
 sa

m
pl

e 
of

 ca
se

s
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2.
 C

as
e

	D
	w
as
	a
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ist
	in
	th
e	
no
n	
go
ve
rn
m
en
t	s
ch
oo
l	

se
ct
or
.	S
he
	b
ec
am
e	
aw
ar
e	
of
	a
n	
in
st
an
ce
	o
f	a
lle
ge
d	

se
xu
al
	a
bu
se
	b
et
w
ee
n	
a	
m
al
e	
te
ac
he
r	a
nd
	a
	fe
m
al
e	

st
ud
en
t.	
Th
e	
m
at
te
r	w
as
	d
isc
lo
se
d	
to
	th
e	
gi
rl’
s	p
ar
en
ts
	

an
d	
D	
ha
d	
so
m
e	
di
sc
us
sio
ns
	w
ith
	b
ot
h	
th
e	
al
le
ge
d	

vi
ct
im
	a
nd
	th
e	
pe
rp
et
ra
to
r.	T
he
	sc
ho
ol
	sy
st
em
	p
ol
ic
y	

re
qu
ire
d	
di
sc
lo
su
re
	o
f	a
ny
	a
lle
ga
tio
ns
	o
f	s
ex
ua
l	a
bu
se
,	

ho
w
ev
er
	D
,	in
	h
er
	p
ro
fe
ss
io
na
l	j
ud
ge
m
en
t,	
be
lie
ve
d	

th
e	
le
ga
l	r
es
po
ns
ib
ili
ty
	fo
r	d
isc
lo
su
re
	la
y	
w
ith
	th
e	

pa
re
nt
s.	
Th
e	
sc
ho
ol
	b
ec
am
e	
aw
ar
e	
of
	th
e	
al
le
ge
d	

ab
us
e.
	T
he
	a
lle
ge
d	
pe
rp
et
ra
to
r	w
as
	ch
ar
ge
d,
	a
nd
	

w
as
	d
ism
iss
ed
	fr
om
	th
e	
sc
ho
ol
.	D
	w
as
	a
sk
ed
	fo
r	h
er
	

re
sig
na
tio
n	
an
d	
du
ly
	re
sig
ne
d.
	D
	th
en
	to
ok
	a
ct
io
n	

fo
r	u
nf
ai
r	d
ism
iss
al
.	T
he
	sc
ho
ol
	m
ad
e	
a	
co
m
pl
ai
nt
	

of
	u
np
ro
fe
ss
io
na
l	c
on
du
ct
	to
	th
e	
Ps
yc
ho
lo
gy
	B
oa
rd
	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
D’
s	a
ct
io
ns
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
ss
ist
ed
	D
	w
ith
	h
er
	

re
sp
on
se
.	T
he
	b
oa
rd
	fo
un
d	
th
er
e	
w
as
	n
o	
br
ea
ch
	o
f	

th
e	
Ac
t	(
H
ea
lth
	P
ra
ct
iti
on
er
	R
eg
ul
at
io
n	
N
at
io
na
l	L
aw
	

(W
A)
	A
ct
),	
Re
gu
la
tio
ns
	o
r	C
od
e	
of
	E
th
ic
s	a
lth
ou
gh
	

th
er
e	
ha
d	
be
en
	a
	co
nfl
ic
t	b
et
w
ee
n	
pr
of
es
sio
na
l	a
nd
	

or
ga
ni
sa
tio
n	
re
qu
ire
m
en
ts
.	N
o	
fu
rt
he
r	a
ct
io
n	
w
as
	

ta
ke
n.

W
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	th
is	
ca
se
,	t
he
	la
w
	a
nd
	th
e	
pr
of
es
sio
na
l	b
od
y	

ap
pe
ar
ed
	to
	p
la
ce
	th
e	
rig
ht
s	o
f	t
he
	in
di
vi
du
al
	a
bo
ve
	th
e	
rig
ht
s	o
f	t
he
	

or
ga
ni
sa
tio
n.
	Fr
om
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
	p
er
sp
ec
tiv
e,
	th
e	
ap
pr
op
ria
te
	a
ct
io
n	

w
ou
ld
	b
e	
on
e	
th
at
	m
in
im
ise
d	
fu
tu
re
	co
st
s.	
Th
e	
fra
m
ew
or
k	
us
ed
	in
	

th
is	
st
ud
y	
as
su
m
es
	th
at
	th
e	
op
er
at
io
n	
of
	th
e	
la
w
,	t
ha
t	i
s	c
ha
rg
in
g	

pe
op
le
	w
ith
	cr
im
es
,	le
ad
s	t
o	
an
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
e.
	In
	

th
is	
ca
se
	it
	co
ul
d	
be
	a
rg
ue
d	
th
at
	th
e	
ac
tio
ns
	o
f	D
	m
ea
nt
	th
at
	th
e	
la
w
	

di
d	
no
t	o
pe
ra
te
.	U
sin
g	
th
e	
m
od
el
	o
f	c
rim
in
al
	p
un
ish
m
en
t	b
as
ed
	o
n	

m
ak
in
g	
th
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	co
st
	o
f	c
rim
in
al
	a
ct
iv
iti
es
	e
xc
ee
d	
th
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	

be
ne
fit
,	t
he
	o
rg
an
isa
tio
n’
s	p
ol
ic
y	
of
	d
isc
lo
su
re
	w
as
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
co
st
	

ef
fe
ct
iv
e	
w
ith
	p
eo
pl
e	
be
ar
in
g	
th
e	
co
ns
eq
ue
nc
es
	o
f	t
he
ir	
ac
tio
ns
	a
nd
	

th
os
e	
co
ns
eq
ue
nc
es
	b
ei
ng
	se
en
	p
ub
lic
ly.
	T
he
	a
lte
rn
at
iv
e	
st
ra
te
gy
	

co
ul
d	
le
ad
	to
	m
at
te
rs
	b
ei
ng
	co
ve
re
d	
up
	a
nd
	n
o	
pr
ic
e	
be
in
g	
pa
id
	fo
r	

a	
cr
im
e	
co
m
m
itt
ed
.	W
hi
le
	th
e	
m
at
te
rs
	ra
ise
d	
by
	th
e	
ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
st
	

in
	d
ef
en
ce
	o
f	h
er
	a
ct
io
ns
,	s
uc
h	
as
	th
e	
be
st
	in
te
re
st
s	o
f	t
he
	st
ud
en
t	

an
d	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	fo
r	d
isc
lo
su
re
	b
ei
ng
	w
ith
	th
e	
pa
re
nt
s	s
ee
m
	

re
as
on
ab
le
	a
nd
	a
re
	n
ot
	co
nt
ra
ry
	to
	th
e	
la
w
	o
r	t
o	
th
e	
co
de
	o
f	e
th
ic
s,	

th
er
e	
is	
ev
id
en
ce
	th
at
	st
ra
te
gi
es
	re
la
te
d	
to
	in
te
rn
al
	m
an
ag
em
en
t	o
f	

co
m
pl
ai
nt
s	o
f	s
ex
ua
l	a
bu
se
	h
av
e,
	in
	th
e	
pa
st
,	f
os
te
re
d	
an
	in
st
itu
tio
na
l	

cl
im
at
e	
th
at
	fa
ci
lit
at
es
	su
ch
	a
bu
se
.	C
le
ar
ly
	th
e	
or
ga
ni
sa
tio
n	
w
as
	o
f	

th
is	
vi
ew
.	It
	is
	in
te
re
st
in
g	
in
	th
is	
re
ga
rd
	th
at
	th
e	
re
sp
on
se
	fr
om
	th
e	

pr
of
es
sio
na
l	b
od
y	
is	
no
t	a
n	
en
do
rs
em
en
t	o
f	D
’s	
ac
tio
ns
,	b
ut
	ra
th
er
	

st
at
es
	th
e	
ac
tio
ns
	w
er
e	
no
t	c
on
tr
ar
y	
to
	th
e	
Ac
t,	
Re
gu
la
tio
ns
	o
r	C
od
e	
of
	

Et
hi
cs
.	T
hi
s	c
as
e	
se
em
s	t
o	
de
m
on
st
ra
te
	th
e	
im
po
rt
an
ce
	o
f	p
er
sp
ec
tiv
e	

as
,	f
ro
m
	a
	w
ho
le
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
	p
oi
nt
	o
f	v
ie
w
,	t
he
	o
pe
ra
tio
n	
of
	th
e	
le
ga
l	

sy
st
em
	in
	th
e	
re
po
rt
in
g	
of
	cr
im
e	
is	
in
	th
e	
be
st
	in
te
re
st
s	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.	

H
ow
ev
er
	fr
om
	th
e	
vi
ew
	p
oi
nt
	o
f	t
he
	in
di
vi
du
al
,	r
ep
or
tin
g	
of
	th
e	
cr
im
e	

m
ay
	le
ad
	to
	in
cr
ea
se
d	
co
st
s	s
uc
h	
as
	p
ub
lic
	sh
am
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
s	i
de
nt
ifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A	
fin
di
ng
	o
f	p
ro
fe
ss
io
na
l	

m
isc
on
du
ct
	is
	li
ke
ly
	to
	h
av
e	

re
du
ce
d	
D’
s	f
ut
ur
e	
ab
ili
ty
	to
	e
ar
n	

a	
liv
in
g	
as
	a
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ist
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	a
rg
ue
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	su
ch
	lo
ss
	is
	

lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
su
bs
tit
ut
io
n.
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3.
 C

as
e

	E
	o
w
ne
d	
a	
ho
us
e	
an
d	
ot
he
r	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
w
ith
	h
er
	

hu
sb
an
d	
in
	S
ou
th
	A
us
tr
al
ia
.	T
he
y	
ha
d	
be
en
	m
ar
rie
d	

th
re
e	
ye
ar
s	a
nd
	h
ad
	a
	so
n.
	T
he
re
	w
as
	a
n	
al
le
ge
d	

hi
st
or
y	
of
	d
om
es
tic
	v
io
le
nc
e	
an
d	
E	
re
lo
ca
te
d	
w
ith
	

he
r	y
ou
ng
	so
n	
an
d	
te
en
ag
e	
da
ug
ht
er
	to
	W
es
te
rn
	

Au
st
ra
lia
.	H
	w
as
	a
lso
	in
	g
en
er
al
ly
	p
oo
r	h
ea
lth
.	S
he
	

w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	th
e	
CL
C	
by
	a
	se
xu
al
	a
ss
au
lt	
an
d	

fa
m
ily
	v
io
le
nc
e	
su
pp
or
t	s
er
vi
ce
.	S
he
	w
as
	a
ss
ist
ed
	

w
ith
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	m
at
te
rs
	o
ve
r	a
	tw
o	
ye
ar
	p
er
io
d	

re
la
tin
g	
to
	th
e	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	o
f	h
er
	m
ar
ita
l	a
ffa
irs
.	T
he
se
	

in
cl
ud
ed
	a
dv
ic
e	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
a	
su
cc
es
sf
ul
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	

fo
r	a
	V
io
le
nc
e	
Re
st
ra
in
in
g	
O
rd
er
;	a
n	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
fo
r	

ch
ild
	su
pp
or
t	p
ay
m
en
ts
;	a
pp
lic
at
io
ns
	fo
r	l
eg
al
	a
id
	

re
la
te
d	
to
	cu
st
od
y	
iss
ue
s	a
nd
	to
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	

iss
ue
s;	
ob
ta
in
in
g	
pr
io
rit
y	
ho
us
in
g	
an
d	
a	
co
m
pl
ai
nt
	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
a	
br
ea
ch
	o
f	t
he
	V
io
le
nc
e	
Re
st
ra
in
in
g	

O
rd
er
.	L
eg
al
	A
id
	a
pp
lic
at
io
ns
	w
er
e	
co
m
pl
ic
at
ed
	b
y	

ju
ris
di
ct
io
na
l	m
at
te
rs
	b
et
w
ee
n	
th
e	
st
at
es
,	h
ow
ev
er
	

ai
d	
w
as
	o
bt
ai
ne
d	
fo
r	t
he
	cu
st
od
y	
m
at
te
rs
	a
nd
	a
n	

ar
ra
ng
em
en
t	w
as
	b
ro
ke
re
d	
w
ith
	a
	p
riv
at
e	
so
lic
ito
r	t
o	

m
an
ag
e	
he
r	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	w
ith
	p
ay
m
en
t	t
o	
be
	

m
ad
e	
on
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
se
tt
le
m
en
t.	
	

Th
er
e	
ar
e	
a	
ra
ng
e	
of
	m
at
te
rs
	in
	th
is	
ca
se
.	V
io
le
nc
e	
is	
no
t	i
n	
th
e	

ec
on
om
ic
	in
te
re
st
s	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
,	f
or
	e
xa
m
pl
e	
it	
in
cu
rs
	co
st
s	t
hr
ou
gh
	lo
st
	

pr
od
uc
tio
n	
on
	th
e	
pa
rt
	o
f	t
he
	in
ju
re
d	
pe
rs
on
	a
nd
	co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	

w
ith
	m
ed
ic
al
	tr
ea
tm
en
t.	
Fu
rt
he
rm
or
e,
	p
re
ve
nt
io
n	
of
	v
io
le
nc
e	
is
	

lik
el
y	
to
	re
su
lt	
in
	lo
w
er
	co
st
s	t
ha
n	
th
e	
pu
ni
sh
m
en
t	o
f	v
io
le
nc
e	
al
on
e.
	

Ac
co
rd
in
gl
y,	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
an
d	
en
fo
rc
em
en
t	o
f	V
io
le
nc
e	
Re
st
ra
in
in
g	

O
rd
er
s	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	re
su
lt	
in
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
e	
to
	

so
ci
et
y.	

If	
ch
ild
re
n	
ar
e	
se
en
	a
s	a
	co
m
m
od
ity
	o
f	m
ar
ria
ge
,	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
e	
in
	te
rm
s	o
f	t
he
	n
um
be
r	o
f	c
hi
ld
re
n	
on
e	
ha
s	r
eq
ui
re
s	

bo
th
	p
ar
tie
s	t
o	
pa
y	
th
e	
pr
ic
e	
of
	ch
ild
	re
ar
in
g.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	so
ci
al
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	ch
ild
re
n	

gr
ow
in
g	
up
	to
	b
e	
pr
od
uc
tiv
e	
m
em
be
rs
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.	C
on
ve
rs
el
y,	
if	
pe
op
le
	

ha
ve
,	f
or
	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
	o
r	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	p
ro
bl
em
s	f
ro
m
	

po
or
	p
ar
en
tin
g	
or
	p
ar
en
ta
l	c
on
fli
ct
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e,
	th
is	
ca
n	
re
su
lt	
in
	

sig
ni
fic
an
t	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
t	t
hr
ou
gh
	su
ch
	th
in
gs
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	d
ep
en
de
nc
e,
	

cr
im
e	
or
	u
sa
ge
	o
f	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	s
er
vi
ce
s.	
Fo
r	t
he
se
	re
as
on
s	o
ur
	

le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	fa
ci
lit
at
es
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
by
	b
ot
h	
pa
re
nt
s	i
n	
th
e	

ca
se
	o
f	s
ep
ar
at
io
n,
	a
pp
ea
rin
g	
to
	ta
ke
	a
	v
ie
w
	th
at
	h
av
in
g	
ac
ce
ss
	to
	

bo
th
	p
ar
en
ts
	w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	th
e	
be
st
	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	o
ut
co
m
e	
fo
r	t
he
	

ch
ild
,	h
ow
ev
er
	it
	a
lso
	re
co
gn
ise
s	t
ha
t	s
om
et
im
es
	a
cc
es
s	b
y	
pa
re
nt
s	

ca
n	
re
su
lt	
in
	h
ar
m
	to
	th
e	
ch
ild
re
n.
	H
en
ce
	th
e	
le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	h
as
	a
n	

im
po
rt
an
t	r
ol
e	
in
	b
al
an
ci
ng
	b
et
w
ee
n	
th
es
e	
co
ns
id
er
at
io
ns
.	

Re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
br
ea
kd
ow
n,
	se
pa
ra
tio
n	
an
d	
di
vo
rc
e	
ar
e	
a	
fa
ct
	o
f	o
ur
	

so
ci
et
y	
w
ith
	o
ur
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	fa
ci
lit
at
in
g	
se
pa
ra
tio
n.
	Fr
om
	a
n	

ec
on
om
ic
	p
er
sp
ec
tiv
e,
	w
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	h
av
e	
ta
ke
n	
th
e	
vi
ew
	a
s	a
	so
ci
et
y	

th
at
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
fr
om
	n
ot
	li
vi
ng
	in
	a
	h
om
e	
w
he
re
	co
nfl
ic
t	

ex
ist
s	o
r	w
he
re
	p
ar
en
ts
	a
re
	u
nh
ap
py
	e
xc
ee
d	
th
e	
so
ci
al
	co
st
s	o
f	f
am
ily
	

br
ea
kd
ow
n	
su
ch
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	to
	si
ng
le
	p
ar
en
ts
	a
nd
	th
e	

ef
fe
ct
s	o
f	p
ov
er
ty
	o
n	
ch
ild
re
n.
	In
	a
dd
iti
on
,	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	m
ea
su
re
s,	
su
ch
	

as
	sh
ar
in
g	
pr
op
er
ty
	a
nd
	m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
,	a
re
	in
	p
la
ce
	to
	m
in
im
ise
	th
os
e	

so
ci
al
	co
st
s.	

It	
is	
no
te
d	
th
at
	g
en
er
al
ly
	a
cr
os
s	t
he
se
	b
en
efi
ts
,	t
he
	C
LC
	p
la
ye
d	
a	

br
ok
er
in
g	
ro
le
,	e
na
bl
in
g	
E	
to
	ca
rr
y	
ou
t	w
ha
t	f
un
ct
io
ns
	sh
e	
co
ul
d,
	

ob
ta
in
in
g	
a	
le
ga
l	a
id
	g
ra
nt
	w
he
re
	a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
	(i
ts
el
f	a
n	
eq
ui
ty
	co
nc
er
n	

an
d	
pe
rh
ap
s	m
ad
e	
sc
ar
ce
	b
y	
ra
tio
ni
ng
	ra
th
er
	th
an
	b
y	
in
di
vi
du
al
	

pr
ic
e)
	a
nd
	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	p
riv
at
e	
as
sis
ta
nc
e	
w
ith
	th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	se
tt
le
m
en
t,	

th
er
eb
y	
in
te
rn
al
isi
ng
	th
e	
co
st
s	w
ith
	th
e	
pa
rt
ie
s.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
CL
C	
pr
ov
id
ed
	H
	w
ith
	g
ui
da
nc
e	

th
ro
ug
h	
th
e	
le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
,	w
ith
	a
	

pr
ob
ab
le
	re
du
ct
io
n	
in
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

co
st
s,	
fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e	
tim
e	
w
ith
	th
e	
co
ur
t	

re
gi
st
ry
	o
r	w
ith
in
	le
ga
l	a
id
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
is	
be
ne
fit
	is
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	q
ua
nt
ify
	a
nd
	

is	
as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	n
il.

Th
e	
fa
ci
lit
at
io
n	
of
	p
rio
rit
y	

ho
us
in
g	
fo
r	E
	m
ea
nt
	th
at
	co
st
s	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	h
om
el
es
sn
es
s,	

su
ch
	a
s	e
m
er
ge
nc
y	
ho
us
in
g	
an
d	

di
sr
up
tio
n	
of
	sc
ho
ol
in
g	
w
er
e	

m
in
im
ise
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
is	
be
ne
fit
	is
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	q
ua
nt
ify
	

an
d	
is	
as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	n
il.
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4.
 C

as
e

F	w
as
	e
m
pl
oy
ed
	a
s	a
	k
itc
he
n	
ha
nd
	a
t	a
	m
in
e	
sit
e.
	

Sh
e	
cu
t	h
er
	th
um
b	
an
d	
re
ce
iv
ed
	fi
rs
t	a
id
	tr
ea
tm
en
t,	

ho
w
ev
er
	th
e	
in
ju
ry
	w
as
	q
ui
te
	se
ve
re
	a
nd
	th
e	
in
ju
ry
	

ev
en
tu
al
ly
	re
qu
ire
d	
pl
as
tic
	su
rg
er
y	
in
	P
er
th
.	In
	th
e	

m
ea
nt
im
e,
	a
nd
	p
rio
r	t
o	
th
e	
pl
as
tic
	su
rg
er
y,	
sh
e	
ha
d	

ob
ta
in
ed
	o
th
er
	e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t	a
s	a
	fi
rs
t	a
id
	o
ffi
ce
r	o
n	

an
ot
he
r	m
in
e	
sit
e.
	S
he
	w
as
	co
nc
er
ne
d	
th
at
	sh
e	
ha
d	

be
en
	u
nd
er
pa
id
	w
hi
le
	w
or
ki
ng
	a
s	a
	k
itc
he
n	
ha
nd
	

an
d	
th
at
	h
er
	w
or
ke
r’s
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
pa
ym
en
ts
	

ce
as
ed
	w
he
n	
sh
e	
re
sig
ne
d.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	h
er
	

co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
pa
ym
en
ts
	a
pp
ea
re
d	
to
	b
e	
ap
pr
op
ria
te
.	

A	
co
py
	o
f	h
er
	e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t	c
on
tr
ac
t	w
as
	o
bt
ai
ne
d	

fr
om
	h
er
	p
re
vi
ou
s	e
m
pl
oy
er
,	a
nd
	it
	a
pp
ea
re
d	
sh
e	
ha
d	

be
en
	co
rr
ec
tly
	p
ai
d.

It	
is	
in
	th
e	
in
te
re
st
s	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
	th
at
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	b
e	
up
he
ld
	a
nd
	th
at
	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
cl
ai
m
s	b
e	
pr
op
er
ly
	a
dm
in
ist
er
ed
	to
	e
ns
ur
e	
th
at
	ri
sk
	is
	

ap
pr
op
ria
te
ly
	p
ric
ed
.	In
	th
is	
ca
se
	th
is	
ou
tc
om
e	
oc
cu
rr
ed
	co
ns
eq
ue
nt
ly
	

th
er
e	
w
as
	n
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Pr
op
er
	a
dv
ic
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	

m
in
im
ise
d	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	

el
se
w
he
re
,	f
or
	e
xa
m
pl
e	
if	
F	h
ad
	

pu
rs
ue
d	
a	
cl
ai
m
	w
ith
	n
o	
m
er
it.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

5.
 C

as
e	

G
	h
ad
	re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	C
rim
in
al
	In
ju
rie
s	C
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	

Cl
ai
m
.	S
he
	fe
lt	
th
e	
am
ou
nt
	a
ss
es
se
d	
w
as
	in
ad
eq
ua
te
.	

Th
e	
CL
C	
ob
ta
in
ed
	a
	co
py
	o
f	t
he
	A
ss
es
so
r’s
	R
ea
so
ns
	fo
r	

De
ci
sio
n	
an
d	
di
sc
us
se
d	
th
is	
w
ith
	G
.	G
	d
ec
id
ed
	n
ot
	to
	

pr
og
re
ss
	h
er
	cl
ai
m
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Ap
pr
op
ria
te
	a
nd
	ti
m
el
y	
ad
vi
ce
	is
	li
ke
ly
	

to
	h
av
e	
sa
ve
d	
fu
rt
he
r	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

co
st
s	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	a
n	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

ap
pe
al
	a
ga
in
st
	th
e	
de
ci
sio
n.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

re
vi
ew
	h
av
e	
be
en
	e
st
im
at
ed
	e
lse
w
he
re
	

as
	o
f	t
he
	o
rd
er
	o
f	$

35
0.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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6.
 C

as
e	

Th
e	
CL
C	
un
de
rt
oo
k	
a	
su
bm
iss
io
n	
to
	m
od
el
	p
ro
vi
sio
ns
	

re
gu
la
tin
g	
Re
sid
en
tia
l	T
en
an
cy
	D
at
ab
as
es
.	T
he
	p
ro
je
ct
	

di
d	
no
t	p
ro
ce
ed
	d
ue
	to
	re
sig
na
tio
n	
of
	a
	st
af
f	m
em
be
r.	

A	
su
bm
iss
io
n	
w
as
	m
ad
e	
by
	th
e	
N
at
io
na
l	A
ss
oc
ia
tio
n	

of
	C
om
m
un
ity
	Le
ga
l	C
en
tr
es
	o
r	t
he
	N
at
io
na
l	

As
so
ci
at
io
n	
of
	Te
na
nc
y	
O
rg
an
isa
tio
ns
.

Su
ch
	d
at
ab
as
es
	a
re
	su
bj
ec
t	t
o	
ab
us
e	
an
d	
ca
n	
se
rio
us
ly
	li
m
it	
a	
te
na
nt
’s	

ac
ce
ss
	to
	h
ou
sin
g.
	T
he
re
	a
re
	co
st
s	a
nd
	b
en
efi
ts
	o
n	
bo
th
	si
de
s.	
W
he
re
	

te
na
nt
s	h
av
e	
a	
po
or
	h
ist
or
y,	
fu
rt
he
r	d
am
ag
e	
or
	n
on
	p
ay
m
en
t	o
f	r
en
t	

ca
n	
le
ad
	to
	a
n	
in
cr
ea
se
d	
co
st
	to
	so
ci
et
y.	
Re
nt
s	m
ay
	in
cr
ea
se
,	o
r	t
he
	

su
pp
ly
	o
f	r
en
ta
l	a
cc
om
m
od
at
io
n	
m
ay
	d
ec
re
as
e,
	a
s	a
	re
sp
on
se
	to
	

ef
fe
ct
iv
e	
av
er
ag
e	
re
nt
s	b
ei
ng
	lo
w
er
	th
an
	th
e	
ap
pa
re
nt
	m
ar
ke
t	r
at
e.
	

At
	th
e	
sa
m
e	
tim
e,
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	h
om
el
es
sn
es
s,	

su
ch
	a
s	t
he
	co
st
	o
f	e
m
er
ge
nc
y	
ho
us
in
g,
	o
ve
rc
ro
w
di
ng
,	d
isr
up
tio
n	
of
	

sc
ho
ol
in
g,
	in
ab
ili
ty
	to
	co
ok
	m
ea
ls	
an
d	
re
lia
nc
e	
on
	ch
ar
iti
es
	o
r	o
n	
pu
bl
ic
	

in
st
itu
tio
ns
.	T
he
	is
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
a	
co
nc
er
n	
th
at
	te
na
nc
y	
da
ta
	b
as
es
	

un
du
ly
	fa
vo
ur
	th
e	
in
te
re
st
s	o
f	l
an
dl
or
ds
	in
	m
in
im
isi
ng
	co
st
s,	
bu
t	c
an
	

do
	so
	a
t	t
he
	e
xp
en
se
	o
f	g
en
er
at
in
g	
ex
te
rn
al
iti
es
,	t
he
re
by
	in
cr
ea
sin
g	

pu
bl
ic
	co
st
s.	
O
n	
th
is	
ba
sis
,	r
eg
ul
at
io
n	
of
	Te
na
nc
y	
Da
ta
	B
as
es
	w
ou
ld
	

ap
pe
ar
	to
	b
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	t
o	
en
su
re
	a
n	
op
tim
um
	tr
ad
e	
of
f	

be
tw
ee
n	
th
es
e	
tw
o	
ar
ea
s	o
f	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
t	l
ea
di
ng
	to
	a
	m
in
im
isa
tio
n	
of
	

ov
er
al
l	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

7.
 C

as
e

	H
’s	
da
ug
ht
er
	w
as
	te
rm
in
al
ly
	il
l	a
nd
	th
e	
da
ug
ht
er
	

w
ish
ed
	H
	to
	h
av
e	
th
e	
ca
re
	o
f	h
er
	ch
ild
re
n	
du
e	
to
	

co
nc
er
ns
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
ch
ild
re
n’
s	f
at
he
r.	T
he
	C
LC
	

as
sis
te
d	
H
	in
	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	a
	g
ra
nt
	o
f	l
eg
al
	a
id
	w
ith
	

re
ga
rd
	to
	p
ar
en
tin
g	
or
de
rs
.	D
ue
	to
	th
e	
fa
th
er
’s	

im
pr
iso
nm
en
t,	
th
e	
pa
re
nt
in
g	
or
de
rs
	co
ul
d	
no
t	b
e	

fin
al
ise
d,
	a
nd
	th
e	
CL
C	
as
sis
te
d	
H
	w
ith
	a
	fu
rt
he
r	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
fo
r	a
	g
ra
nt
	o
f	l
eg
al
	a
id
	to
	su
pp
or
t	a
n	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
fo
r	a
	V
io
le
nc
e	
Re
st
ra
in
in
g	
O
rd
er
.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	so
ci
al
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	ch
ild
re
n	

gr
ow
in
g	
up
	to
	b
e	
pr
od
uc
tiv
e	
m
em
be
rs
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.	C
on
ve
rs
el
y,	
if	
pe
op
le
	

ha
ve
,	f
or
	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
	o
r	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	p
ro
bl
em
s	f
ro
m
	

po
or
	p
ar
en
tin
g	
or
	p
ar
en
ta
l	c
on
fli
ct
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e,
	th
is	
ca
n	
re
su
lt	
in
	

sig
ni
fic
an
t	s
oc
ia
l	c
os
t	t
hr
ou
gh
	su
ch
	th
in
gs
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	d
ep
en
de
nc
e,
	

cr
im
e	
or
	u
sa
ge
	o
f	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	s
er
vi
ce
s.	
Fo
r	t
he
se
	re
as
on
s	o
ur
	

le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	fa
ci
lit
at
es
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
by
	b
ot
h	
pa
re
nt
s	i
n	
th
e	

ca
se
	o
f	s
ep
ar
at
io
n,
	a
pp
ea
rin
g	
to
	ta
ke
	a
	v
ie
w
	th
at
	h
av
in
g	
ac
ce
ss
	to
	

bo
th
	p
ar
en
ts
	w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	th
e	
be
st
	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	o
ut
co
m
e	
fo
r	t
he
	

ch
ild
,	h
ow
ev
er
	it
	a
lso
	re
co
gn
ise
s	t
ha
t	s
om
et
im
es
	a
cc
es
s	b
y	
pa
re
nt
s	

ca
n	
re
su
lt	
in
	h
ar
m
	to
	th
e	
ch
ild
re
n.
	H
en
ce
	th
e	
le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	h
as
	a
n	

im
po
rt
an
t	r
ol
e	
in
	b
al
an
ci
ng
	b
et
w
ee
n	
th
es
e	
co
ns
id
er
at
io
ns
.	In
	th
is
	

ca
se
,	t
he
	C
LC
	fa
ci
lit
at
ed
	th
is	
pr
oc
es
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
lif
et
im
e	
co
st
	o
f	c
hi
ld
	a
bu
se
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	e
lse
w
he
re
	a
s	

$3
8,
00

0.
	T
he
re
	a
pp
ea
r	t
o	
be
	a
t	l
ea
st
	tw
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
an
d	
so
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	

ta
ke
n	
as
	$
76
,0
00
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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8.
 C

as
e	

Th
e	
CL
C	
as
sis
te
d	
I	i
n	
ob
ta
in
in
g	
hi
s	d
ec
ea
se
d	
w
ife
’s	

su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
by
	co
m
pi
lin
g	
do
cu
m
en
ta
tio
n	
an
d	

pr
ep
ar
in
g	
an
d	
fo
rw
ar
di
ng
	co
rr
es
po
nd
en
ce
	to
	th
e	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
.	T
he
	m
at
te
r	w
as
	fi
na
lis
ed
	w
ith
ou
t	

I	n
ee
di
ng
	to
	a
pp
ly
	fo
r	p
ro
ba
te
.

Th
e	
no
tio
n	
of
	co
ns
um
er
	so
ve
re
ig
nt
y	
(in
	th
e	
ab
se
nc
e	
of
	m
ar
ke
t	f
ai
lu
re
)	

is	
ax
io
m
at
ic
	to
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
es
,	t
ha
t	i
s	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
es
	a
re
	a
bo
ut
	m
ax
im
isi
ng
	u
til
ity
	a
cr
os
s	s
oc
ie
ty
,	a
nd
	

th
is	
is	
be
st
	a
ch
ie
ve
d	
by
	su
m
m
in
g	
in
di
vi
du
al
	tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
de
ci
sio
ns
.	

U
sin
g	
th
is	
m
od
el
,	t
he
	tr
ad
e	
of
f	b
et
w
ee
n	
co
ns
um
in
g	
on
e’
s	a
ss
et
s	a
nd
	

di
ve
st
in
g	
th
em
	to
	o
ne
’s	
he
irs
	ca
n	
be
	se
en
	a
s	a
	w
ay
	o
f	m
ax
im
isi
ng
	

on
e’
s	u
til
ity
,	w
ith
	th
e	
ul
tim
at
e	
di
ve
st
m
en
t	o
f	a
ss
et
s	r
efl
ec
tin
g	
on
e’
s	

va
lu
es
.	G
iv
in
g	
so
m
et
hi
ng
	a
w
ay
	is
	th
e	
sa
m
e	
as
	sp
en
di
ng
	it
,	a
lth
ou
gh
	it
	

is	
di
ffi
cu
lt	
to
	se
e	
w
ha
t	u
til
ity
	a
	p
er
so
n	
m
ay
	g
et
	fr
om
	so
m
et
hi
ng
	w
he
n	

th
ey
	a
re
	d
ea
d.
	P
er
ha
ps
	th
e	
be
st
	v
ie
w
	is
	th
at
	o
ne
	g
et
s	u
til
ity
	fr
om
	th
e	

pr
om
ise
	o
f	e
xp
en
di
tu
re
.	H
en
ce
	e
ns
ur
in
g	
th
at
	a
ss
et
s	a
re
	d
isb
ur
se
d	
in
	

ac
co
rd
an
ce
	w
ith
	a
	w
ill
	m
ay
	b
e	
se
en
	a
s	a
	w
ay
	o
f	e
ns
ur
in
g	
co
ns
um
er
	

so
ve
re
ig
nt
y	
is	
m
ai
nt
ai
ne
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Be
ca
us
e	
th
e	
m
at
te
r	w
as
	fi
na
lis
ed
,	

th
er
e	
w
as
	n
o	
ne
ed
	to
	in
cu
r	t
he
	co
st
s	o
f	

ob
ta
in
in
g	
pr
ob
at
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
Su
pr
em
e	
Co
ur
t	o
f	W
A	
do
es
	n
ot
	

pr
ov
id
e	
fin
an
ci
al
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
in
	th
ei
r	

An
nu
al
	R
ev
ie
w
.	H
en
ce
	th
e	
Vi
ct
or
ia
n	

co
st
	o
f	$

6,
85

0	
pe
r	fi
na
lis
at
io
n	
ha
s	b
ee
n	

ad
op
te
d	
as
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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 C

as
e

J	s
us
ta
in
ed
	a
	se
rio
us
	w
or
kp
la
ce
	in
ju
ry
	w
hi
le
	w
or
ki
ng
	

as
	a
n	
ap
pr
en
tic
e.
	T
he
	in
ju
ry
	w
as
	p
oo
rly
	m
an
ag
ed
,	

w
ith
	th
e	
em
pl
oy
er
	o
rig
in
al
ly
	cl
ai
m
in
g	
J	w
as
	a
	

su
bc
on
tr
ac
to
r	r
at
he
r	t
ha
n	
an
	e
m
pl
oy
ee
.	T
he
	in
ju
ry
	

oc
cu
rr
ed
	in
	Fe
br
ua
ry
,	h
ow
ev
er
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	w
er
e	

no
t	r
ec
ei
ve
d	
un
til
	O
ct
ob
er
.	A
	tr
ea
tm
en
t	p
ro
gr
am
	

co
m
m
en
ce
d	
an
d	
he
	u
nd
er
w
en
t	s
ur
ge
ry
	in
	Ju
ne
	o
f	t
he
	

fo
llo
w
in
g	
ye
ar
.	J
	w
as
	se
ve
re
ly
	d
ep
re
ss
ed
	a
s	a
	re
su
lt	

of
	th
e	
in
ju
ry
.	T
he
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	th
en
	w
ro
te
	to
	

J	o
ffe
rin
g	
a	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	a
nd
	J	
so
ug
ht
	a
dv
ic
e,
	th
ro
ug
h	

hi
s	f
at
he
r,	a
s	t
o	
w
he
th
er
	to
	a
cc
ep
t	t
he
	o
ffe
r.	T
he
	o
ffe
r	

ap
pe
ar
ed
	q
ui
te
	lo
w
	a
s	J
’s	
fu
tu
re
	e
ar
ni
ng
	ca
pa
ci
ty
	w
as
	

un
ce
rt
ai
n	
fo
llo
w
in
g	
th
e	
in
ju
ry
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
rr
an
ge
d	
fo
r	J
	

to
	b
e	
re
pr
es
en
te
d	
by
	a
	co
m
m
er
ci
al
	fi
rm
	in
	fu
rt
he
rin
g	

th
e	
m
at
te
r	w
ith
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
.	T
he
re
	w
er
e	

a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	c
on
ce
rn
s	w
ith
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
’s	

m
an
ag
em
en
t	o
f	t
he
	ca
se
	w
ith
	so
m
e	
su
gg
es
tio
n	
th
ey
	

m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
tt
em
pt
in
g	
to
	ta
ke
	a
dv
an
ta
ge
	o
f	J
’s	

re
la
tiv
e	
in
ex
pe
rie
nc
e.

In
su
ra
nc
e	
is	
ab
ou
t	t
he
	p
ro
pe
r	a
llo
ca
tio
n	
of
	ri
sk
.	In
	th
e	
ca
se
	o
f	w
or
ke
rs
	

co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n,
	th
e	
pr
in
ci
pl
e	
is	
th
at
	th
e	
em
pl
oy
er
	is
	b
es
t	s
itu
at
ed
	to
	

en
su
re
	a
	sa
fe
	w
or
k	
en
vi
ro
nm
en
t,	
an
d	
th
at
	th
e	
im
po
sit
io
n	
of
	co
st
	o
n	

th
e	
em
pl
oy
er
	th
ro
ug
h	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
pr
em
iu
m
s	w
ill
	e
ns
ur
e	
th
at
	it
	is
	in
	

th
e	
in
te
re
st
s	o
f	t
he
	e
m
pl
oy
er
	to
	p
ro
vi
de
	a
	sa
fe
	w
or
kp
la
ce
	a
t	t
he
	m
os
t	

ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	p
ric
e.
	A
t	t
he
	sa
m
e	
tim
e,
	th
e	
no
tio
n	
of
	in
su
ra
nc
e	

al
lo
w
s	t
he
	sp
re
ad
in
g	
of
	ri
sk
	a
cr
os
s	a
n	
in
du
st
ry
.	F
or
	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	a
n	

in
di
vi
du
al
	e
m
pl
oy
er
	m
ay
	n
ot
	b
e	
pr
ep
ar
ed
	to
	u
nd
er
ta
ke
	a
n	
en
te
rp
ris
e	

if	
th
ey
	w
er
e	
to
	b
e	
fu
lly
	li
ab
le
	fo
r	a
ny
	w
or
kp
la
ce
	in
ju
rie
s	s
uf
fe
re
d	
by
	

th
ei
r	w
or
ke
rs
	a
s	s
uc
h	
in
ju
rie
s	c
ou
ld
	a
lw
ay
s	o
cc
ur
,	a
nd
	m
ay
	n
ot
	b
e	

re
as
on
ab
ly
	p
re
ve
nt
ab
le
	o
r	m
ay
	h
av
e	
an
	e
xp
ec
te
d	
co
st
	th
at
	so
ci
et
y	
is
	

pr
ep
ar
ed
	to
	a
cc
ep
t.	
Fi
na
lly
,	w
or
ke
rs
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
ac
ts
	to
	in
te
rn
al
ise
	

co
st
s.	
In
	th
e	
ab
se
nc
e	
of
	w
or
ke
rs
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n,
	th
e	
em
pl
oy
er
	m
ay
	g
et
	

th
e	
be
ne
fit
s	o
f	a
n	
un
sa
fe
	w
or
kp
la
ce
,	w
hi
le
	th
e	
w
id
er
	so
ci
et
y	
pa
ys
	th
e	

pr
ic
e	
of
	th
e	
un
sa
fe
	w
or
kp
la
ce
.	F
or
	th
es
e	
re
as
on
s	t
he
	p
ro
pe
r	o
pe
ra
tio
n	

of
	th
e	
w
or
ke
rs
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
sy
st
em
	is
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
.

It	
ap
pe
ar
s	t
ha
t	t
he
	e
m
pl
oy
er
	a
nd
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	so
ug
ht
	

to
	ta
ke
	a
dv
an
ta
ge
	o
f	J
’s	
re
la
tiv
e	
le
ve
l	o
f	i
ne
xp
er
ie
nc
e	
to
	o
bt
ai
n	
an
	

ou
tc
om
e	
th
at
	w
as
	in
	th
ei
r	i
nt
er
es
ts
	b
ut
	w
as
	n
ot
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	

ac
ro
ss
	th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
.	If
	th
ey
	h
ad
	a
vo
id
ed
	o
r	r
ed
uc
ed
	th
ei
r	c
os
ts
,	t
he
n	

w
or
ke
rs
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
in
co
rr
ec
tly
	p
ric
ed
,	o
r	a
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y,	

w
ag
es
	w
ou
ld
	n
ee
d	
to
	b
e	
hi
gh
er
	to
	in
cl
ud
e	
th
e	
ris
k	
of
	w
or
ke
rs
	

be
in
g	
ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y	
se
lf	
in
su
re
d	
ag
ai
ns
t	i
nj
ur
y.	
By
	a
rr
an
gi
ng
	fo
r	p
ro
pe
r	

re
pr
es
en
ta
tio
n,
	th
e	
CL
C	
in
cr
ea
se
d	
th
e	
lik
el
ih
oo
d	
th
at
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
re
ac
he
d	
th
ro
ug
h	
th
e	
em
pl
oy
er
	a
nd
	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	p
ro
pe
rly
	p
ay
in
g	
th
ei
r	l
ia
bi
lit
y,	
an
d	
w
ith
	J	
pr
op
er
ly
	

co
m
pe
ns
at
ed
	e
na
bl
in
g	
hi
m
	to
	m
an
ag
e	
hi
s	o
w
n	
af
fa
irs
,	r
at
he
r	t
ha
n	

be
in
g	
fo
rc
ed
	to
	re
ly
	o
n	
w
el
fa
re
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	a
nd
	th
e	
lik
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
	b
en
efi
t	i
n	
th
is	
ca
se
	is
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	e
st
im
at
e	
as
	a
ny
	

ec
on
om
ic
	b
en
efi
t	f
ro
m
	th
e	
pr
op
er
	in
te
rn
al
isa
tio
n	
of
	co
st
s	a
ris
in
g	

fr
om
	a
	si
ng
le
	ca
se
	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l.	W
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	p
ay
m
en
t	

of
	W
or
ke
rs
	C
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	
in
	a
	p
ar
tic
ul
ar
	ca
se
,	s
uc
h	
pa
ym
en
t	i
s	

ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y	
a	
tr
an
sf
er
	a
nd
	is
	b
es
t	s
ee
n	
as
	a
	re
di
st
rib
ut
io
n	
of
	b
en
efi
ts
	

fr
om
	th
os
e	
w
ho
	e
ith
er
	d
o	
no
t	e
xp
er
ie
nc
e	
in
du
st
ria
l	i
nj
ur
ie
s	o
r	w
ho
	

ta
ke
	a
dv
an
ta
ge
	o
f	l
ow
er
	p
ric
ed
	g
oo
ds
	a
nd
	se
rv
ic
es
	fr
om
	lo
w
er
	

le
ve
ls	
of
	w
or
kp
la
ce
	sa
fe
ty
.	T
he
	co
st
	o
f	w
or
kp
la
ce
	in
ju
ry
	in
	A
us
tr
al
ia
	

w
as
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
t	$

38
	b
ill
io
n	
in
	2
00

5-
06
.35
	T
hi
s	w
as
	a
ro
un
d	
3.
8%
	o
f	

Au
st
ra
lia
n	
G
DP
	fo
r	t
he
	p
er
io
d.

36
	A
t	t
he
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	p
oi
nt
,	

it	
is	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	th
at
	to
	sa
ve
	$
1	
in
	w
or
kp
la
ce
	in
ju
ry
	w
ou
ld
	re
qu
ire
	th
e	

ex
pe
nd
itu
re
	o
f	m
or
e	
th
an
	$
1	
in
	w
or
kp
la
ce
	p
ro
te
ct
io
n,
	so
	th
at
	so
ci
et
y	

as
	a
	w
ho
le
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
w
or
se
	o
ff	
by
	p
ro
vi
di
ng
	a
	h
ig
he
r	l
ev
el
	o
f	s
af
et
y	

th
en
	cu
rr
en
tly
	e
xi
st
s.	
At
	th
e	
sa
m
e	
tim
e,
	a
	m
ar
ke
t	w
ill
	o
nl
y	
re
ac
h	

th
is	
po
in
t	i
f	c
os
ts
	a
re
	fu
lly
	in
te
rn
al
ise
d	
an
d	
so
	th
er
e	
is	
an
	im
po
rt
an
t	

ec
on
om
ic
	fu
nc
tio
n	
in
	e
ns
ur
in
g	
th
at
	co
st
s	a
re
	p
ro
pe
rly
	in
te
rn
al
ise
d.
	

In
	th
is	
ca
se
	th
e	
CL
C	
ha
s	f
ac
ili
ta
te
d	
th
is	
fu
nc
tio
n,
	b
ut
	th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
	

be
ne
fit
	is
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	e
st
im
at
e	
du
e	
to
	th
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l	n
at
ur
e	
of
	th
e	

im
pa
ct
	o
f	a
	si
ng
le
	in
ci
de
nt
.	

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il
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10
. C

as
e	

K	
ap
pr
oa
ch
ed
	th
e	
CL
C	
a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	t
im
es
	o
ve
r	a
	se
ve
n	

ye
ar
	p
er
io
d	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
a	
Cr
im
in
al
	In
ju
ry
	C
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	

cl
ai
m
	re
la
tin
g	
to
	in
ju
rie
s	a
nd
	se
xu
al
	a
bu
se
	sh
e	

su
ffe
re
d	
as
	a
	fo
st
er
	ch
ild
	w
hi
le
	u
nd
er
	th
e	
ca
re
	o
f	D
CP
.	

K	
w
as
	it
in
er
an
t,	
an
d	
w
as
	in
	a
nd
	o
ut
	o
f	p
ris
on
	a
nd
	

w
om
en
’s	
re
fu
ge
s	m
ak
in
g	
re
gu
la
r	c
on
ta
ct
	d
iffi
cu
lt.
	

Th
er
e	
w
as
	n
o	
re
co
rd
	o
f	c
rim
in
al
	p
ro
ce
ed
in
gs
	re
la
te
d	

to
	th
e	
al
le
ge
d	
ab
us
e,
	a
nd
	K
	d
id
	n
ot
	si
gn
	a
nd
	re
tu
rn
	a
	

fo
rm
	re
qu
es
tin
g	
he
r	m
ed
ic
al
	re
co
rd
s.	
Th
e	
m
at
te
r	d
id
	

no
t	p
ro
gr
es
s	f
ur
th
er
.

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	su
ch
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
tr
an
sf
er
	in
	

re
sp
on
se
	to
	e
qu
ity
	co
ns
id
er
at
io
ns
	ra
th
er
	th
an
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	

in
	a
nd
	o
f	i
ts
el
f.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

It	
ap
pe
ar
s	t
he
re
	w
as
	in
su
ffi
ci
en
t	b
as
is
	

to
	p
ro
gr
es
s	a
	cl
ai
m
.	B
y	
ad
vi
sin
g	
K	
of
	

th
e	
re
qu
ire
m
en
ts
	to
	su
bs
ta
nt
ia
te
	

a	
cl
ai
m
,	t
he
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
	o
f	

as
se
ss
in
g	
a	
cl
ai
m
	th
at
	m
ay
	la
ck
	m
er
it	

w
as
	a
vo
id
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
re
vi
ew
	h
as
	

be
en
	e
st
im
at
ed
	e
lse
w
he
re
	a
t	a
ro
un
d	

$3
50
.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

11
. C

as
e

	L	
co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
in
	fi
na
lis
in
g	
he
r	d
ec
ea
se
d	

hu
sb
an
d’
s	e
st
at
e.
	T
he
	C
LC
	a
dv
ise
d	
he
r	t
ha
t	

su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
pa
ym
en
ts
	w
er
e	
no
t	p
ar
t	o
f	t
he
	

es
ta
te
,	b
ut
	ra
th
er
	w
er
e	
to
	b
e	
pa
id
	to
	h
er
	a
s	a
	

be
ne
fic
ia
ry
.	T
he
y	
as
sis
te
d	
he
r	w
ith
	co
rr
es
po
nd
en
ce
	

an
d	
ne
go
tia
tio
ns
	w
ith
	th
e	
th
re
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ni
es
	

an
d	
sh
e	
re
ce
iv
ed
	th
e	
va
rio
us
	su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	

pa
ym
en
ts
.	T
he
	e
st
at
e	
w
as
	in
so
lv
en
t	a
nd
	th
ey
	

pr
ep
ar
ed
	co
rr
es
po
nd
en
ce
	to
	va
rio
us
	cr
ed
ito
rs
	

ad
vi
sin
g	
of
	th
is.
	U
nd
er
	W
A	
la
w
,	f
un
er
al
	e
xp
en
se
s	h
av
e	

pr
io
rit
y	
in
	se
tt
lin
g	
th
e	
es
ta
te
,	c
on
se
qu
en
tly
	L	
co
ul
d	

re
ce
iv
e	
th
e	
on
ly
	a
ss
et
	o
f	t
he
	e
st
at
e,
	a
	re
fu
nd
	ch
eq
ue
	

fr
om
	th
e	
Au
st
ra
lia
n	
Ta
xa
tio
n	
O
ffi
ce
,	a
s	a
	p
ar
tia
l	o
ffs
et
	

fo
r	f
un
er
al
	e
xp
en
se
s	s
he
	h
ad
	in
cu
rr
ed
.

W
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y,	
th
er
e	
ar
e	
a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	a
re
as
	o
f	e
co
no
m
ic
	

co
ns
id
er
at
io
n.
	If
	p
eo
pl
e	
un
de
rt
ak
e	
co
ns
um
pt
io
n	
an
d	
th
en
	d
ef
au
lt	

on
	th
ei
r	d
eb
t,	
th
e	
ef
fe
ct
	w
ill
	b
e	
to
	in
cr
ea
se
	th
e	
pr
ic
e	
of
	cr
ed
it,
	e
ith
er
	

th
ro
ug
h	
hi
gh
er
	in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s	o
r	h
ig
he
r	p
ric
es
	fo
r	g
oo
ds
.	H
en
ce
	it
	is
	

ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	t
o	
en
su
re
	p
eo
pl
e	
ar
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	fo
r	d
eb
ts
	th
ey
	

in
cu
r.	A
t	t
he
	sa
m
e	
tim
e,
	ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	c
an
	o
cc
ur
	w
he
re
	so
m
eo
ne
	

is	
un
ab
le
	to
	p
ay
	th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
.	L
aw
s	a
ro
un
d	
ba
nk
ru
pt
cy
	th
en
	se
em
	to
	

ha
ve
	tw
o	
ef
fe
ct
s.	
Fi
rs
tly
,	t
he
	p
ro
ce
ss
	o
f	w
in
di
ng
	u
p	
as
se
ts
	a
s	a
	g
ro
up
	

an
d	
pa
yi
ng
	e
ac
h	
cr
ed
ito
r	a
	sh
ar
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	re
du
ce
	tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
s	

sig
ni
fic
an
tly
	co
m
pa
re
d	
to
	e
ac
h	
cr
ed
ito
r	i
nd
iv
id
ua
lly
	su
in
g	
th
e	
de
bt
or
	

an
d	
th
en
	a
tt
em
pt
in
g	
to
	co
lle
ct
	th
ei
r	d
eb
t.	
Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	t
he
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y	

is	
sp
re
ad
	a
cr
os
s	a
ll	
de
bt
or
s,	
no
tin
g	
th
at
	se
cu
re
d	
cr
ed
ito
rs
	h
av
e	
pr
io
rit
y,	

w
hi
ch
	h
as
	th
e	
ef
fe
ct
	o
f	s
pr
ea
di
ng
	ri
sk
.	S
ec
on
dl
y,	
co
m
pa
re
d	
to
	th
e	

al
te
rn
at
iv
e,
	sa
y	
de
bt
or
s	p
ris
on
,	e
xt
er
na
lit
ie
s	a
re
	a
vo
id
ed
	in
	th
e	
se
ns
e	

th
at
	th
e	
pe
rs
on
	ca
n	
co
nt
in
ue
	to
	w
or
k	
if	
th
ey
	h
av
e	
em
pl
oy
m
en
t	a
nd
	

m
ay
	co
nt
rib
ut
e	
to
	th
e	
w
ea
lth
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.

In
	th
is	
co
nt
ex
t,	
th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
	e
ffi
ci
en
cy
	o
f	s
up
er
an
nu
at
io
n	
go
in
g	
to
	

be
ne
fic
ia
rie
s	o
r	d
ep
en
de
nt
s	r
at
he
r	t
ha
n	
to
	th
e	
es
ta
te
	is
	n
ot
	cl
ea
r.	I
t	i
s	

al
so
	n
ot
	cl
ea
r	w
hy
	fu
ne
ra
l	e
xp
en
se
s	a
re
	tr
ea
te
d	
sim
ila
r	t
o	
a	
se
cu
re
d	

cr
ed
ito
r	u
nd
er
	W
es
te
rn
	A
us
tr
al
ia
n	
La
w
.	S
uc
h	
m
at
te
rs
	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	

eq
ui
ty
	co
ns
id
er
at
io
ns
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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.  C

as
e

Th
e	
CL
C	
co
nd
uc
te
d	
a	
DI
T	
ac
cr
ed
ite
d	
m
ed
ia
tio
n	

co
ur
se
	to
	T
he
	D
ep
ar
tm
en
t	o
f	C
or
re
ct
iv
e	
Se
rv
ic
es
	

(D
oC
S)
	fo
r	A
bo
rig
in
al
	C
om
m
un
ity
	M
ed
ia
to
rs
.	F
ou
r	

pe
op
le
	re
ce
iv
ed
	tr
ai
ni
ng
.	T
he
	p
ur
po
se
	w
as
	to
	a
vo
id
	

ab
or
ig
in
al
	co
m
m
un
ity
	v
io
le
nc
e	
(fa
m
ily
	fe
ud
in
g)
.	D
oC
S	

ha
s	a
	p
ro
gr
am
	o
f	e
ng
ag
in
g	
re
sp
ec
te
d	
ab
or
ig
in
al
	

co
m
m
un
ity
	m
em
be
rs
	to
	a
ct
	a
s	m
ed
ia
to
rs
	w
he
n	

vi
ol
en
ce
	e
ru
pt
s	t
o	
av
oi
d	
vi
ol
en
ce
	a
nd
	e
sc
al
at
io
n.
	C
os
ts
	

of
	v
io
le
nc
e	
in
cl
ud
e	
as
sa
ul
ts
,	in
ju
rie
s,	
cr
im
in
al
	ju
st
ic
e,
	

pr
op
er
ty
	d
am
ag
e	
in
cl
ud
in
g	
by
st
an
de
rs
	a
nd
	d
am
ag
e	

to
	p
ub
lic
	h
ou
sin
g.

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
sa
vi
ng
s	i
n	
co
ur
t	

tim
e	
an
d	
po
lic
e	
ac
tio
n	
fr
om
	e
ar
ly
	

m
ed
ia
tio
n	
of
	d
isp
ut
es
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	p
ol
ic
e	
ac
tio
n,
	co
ur
t	a
ct
io
n	

an
d	
in
ca
rc
er
at
io
n	
as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	o
ne
	

as
sa
ul
t	h
as
	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	

at
	$
3,
35

0.
	T
he
	b
en
efi
t	i
s	l
ik
el
y	
to
	

de
pe
nd
	h
ea
vi
ly
	o
n	
ou
tc
om
e	
an
d	
th
er
e	

is	
no
	d
at
a	
on
	w
hi
ch
	to
	fo
rm
	a
	v
ie
w
.	

As
su
m
in
g	
th
at
	e
ac
h	
m
ed
ia
to
r	h
as
	o
ne
	

su
cc
es
sf
ul
	o
ut
co
m
e	
pe
r	y
ea
r	o
ve
r	a
	te
n	

ye
ar
	p
er
io
d,
	th
e	
va
lu
e	
of
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	a
t	

7%
	is
	$
23
,0
00
	o
ve
r	f
ou
r	m
ed
ia
to
rs
,	o
r	

$9
2,
00

0.

It	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	p
ro
pe
rly
	tr
ai
ne
d	

m
ed
ia
to
rs
	ca
n	
re
du
ce
	co
st
s	i
n	
th
e	

le
ga
l	a
nd
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	s
ys
te
m
s	

by
	re
so
lv
in
g	
di
sp
ut
es
	a
t	a
n	

ea
rly
	st
ag
e	
an
d	
he
nc
e	
th
er
e	
ar
e	

lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	s
av
in
gs
	in
	

ex
te
rn
al
iti
es
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
ts

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
ss
au
lt	
ha
s	b
ee
n	

as
se
ss
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	$

2,
40

0.
	

Ag
ai
n	
as
su
m
in
g	
ea
ch
	m
ed
ia
to
r	

ha
s	o
ne
	su
cc
es
sf
ul
	o
ut
co
m
e	

pe
r	y
ea
r	o
ve
r	a
	te
n	
ye
ar
	p
er
io
d,
	

th
e	
va
lu
e	
of
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	a
t	7
%
	is
	

$1
7,
00

0	
ov
er
	fo
ur
	m
ed
ia
to
rs
,	o
r	

$6
8,
00

0.

13
. C

as
e	

M
’s	
fr
ie
nd
	h
ad
	a
gr
ee
d	
to
	p
ro
vi
de
	M
	w
ith
	a
n	
in
te
re
st
	

fr
ee
	lo
an
	o
f	$

10
,0
00
	to
	b
e	
re
pa
id
	a
t	$

20
	p
er
	w
ee
k	
an
d	

as
ke
d	
M
	to
	si
gn
	a
	st
an
da
rd
	fo
rm
	o
f	l
oa
n	
ag
re
em
en
t	

co
ve
rin
g	
th
e	
lo
an
.	T
he
	C
LC
	re
vi
ew
ed
	th
e	
lo
an
	

ag
re
em
en
t	f
or
	M
	a
nd
	p
ro
po
se
d	
so
m
e	
am
en
dm
en
ts
,	

a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	w
hi
ch
	w
er
e	
ag
re
ed
	to
	b
y	
th
e	
le
nd
er
.	T
he
	

ag
re
em
en
t	w
as
	th
en
	si
gn
ed
	b
y	
bo
th
	p
ar
tie
s.

Th
e	
ba
sic
	e
co
no
m
ic
	p
ur
po
se
	o
f	c
on
tr
ac
ts
	is
	to
	e
ns
ur
e	
th
at
	e
xc
ha
ng
es
	

ar
e	
ho
no
ur
ed
	w
he
n	
th
ey
	d
o	
no
t	o
cc
ur
	si
m
ul
ta
ne
ou
sly
.	A
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y,	

if	
co
nt
ra
ct
	la
w
	d
id
	n
ot
	e
xi
st
,	p
ar
tie
s	t
o	
a	
tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
w
ou
ld
	n
ee
d	
to
	

bu
ild
	a
	su
rc
ha
rg
e	
in
to
	th
e	
pr
ic
e	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
to
	a
llo
w
	fo
r	t
he
	a
ve
ra
ge
	

pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
	o
f	d
ef
au
lt.
	Fi
na
lly
,	c
on
tr
ac
ts
	a
llo
ca
te
	ri
sk
	a
nd
	re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
,	

so
	e
ac
h	
pa
rt
y	
is	
cl
ea
r	o
n	
th
ei
r	r
el
at
iv
e	
po
sit
io
n.
	If
	M
	h
ad
	si
gn
ed
	

th
e	
or
ig
in
al
	co
nt
ra
ct
,	h
e	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	ta
ke
n	
ad
va
nt
ag
e	
of
	so
m
e	

tim
e	
in
	th
e	
fu
tu
re
,	a
nd
	h
en
ce
	p
ai
d	
m
or
e	
th
an
	e
xp
ec
te
d.
	T
he
	ca
se
	is
	

co
m
pl
ic
at
ed
	b
y	
th
e	
fa
ct
	th
at
	th
e	
lo
an
	w
as
	in
te
re
st
	fr
ee
	a
nd
	b
et
w
ee
n	

fr
ie
nd
s,	
ho
w
ev
er
	it
	co
ul
d	
be
	th
at
	a
t	s
om
e	
tim
e	
th
e	
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
so
ur
ed
	

an
d	
th
e	
le
nd
er
	th
en
	u
se
d	
th
e	
co
nt
ra
ct
	to
	h
is	
ad
va
nt
ag
e.
	S
im
ila
rly
,	if
	

th
er
e	
w
as
	n
o	
co
nt
ra
ct
	a
nd
	A
	d
ef
au
lte
d,
	th
e	
le
nd
er
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
ha
d	
lit
tle
	

re
co
ur
se
	to
	re
co
ve
r	h
is	
m
on
ey
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

W
hi
le
	th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
be
ne
fit
,	a
ny
	b
en
efi
t	a
sc
rib
ed
	to
	a
	

pa
rt
ic
ul
ar
	ca
se
	is
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l	a
s	i
t	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	in
	a
	

pr
op
er
ly
	fu
nc
tio
ni
ng
	sy
st
em
	th
at
	th
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l	c
os
ts
	a
re
	e
qu
al
	to
	th
e	

m
ar
gi
na
l	b
en
efi
ts
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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. C

as
e	

N
	w
as
	a
	p
ar
t	a
bo
rig
in
al
	ch
ild
	w
ho
	w
as
	ta
ke
n	
fr
om
	h
is
	

m
ot
he
r,	a
nd
,	a
lo
ng
	w
ith
	h
is	
br
ot
he
r,	p
la
ce
d	
un
de
r	t
he
	

gu
ar
di
an
sh
ip
	o
f	a
	M
r	W
hi
te
.	T
he
	tw
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
w
or
ke
d	

as
	u
np
ai
d	
ag
ric
ul
tu
ra
l	l
ab
ou
re
rs
	u
nt
il	
19

58
	w
he
n	

th
e	
m
at
te
r	c
am
e	
to
	th
e	
at
te
nt
io
n	
of
	D
ep
ar
tm
en
ta
l	

W
el
fa
re
	O
ffi
ce
rs
.	T
he
	b
oy
s	r
ec
ei
ve
d	
no
	sc
ho
ol
in
g	
an
d	

N
	is
	il
lit
er
at
e.
	T
he
	C
LC
	a
ss
ist
ed
	N
	w
ith
	h
is	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	

fo
r	c
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	
un
de
r	t
he
	R
ed
re
ss
	S
ch
em
e	
se
t	u
p	

by
	th
e	W
A	
go
ve
rn
m
en
t	t
o	
in
	 2
00

8	
to
	a
ck
no
w
le
dg
e	

an
d	
ap
ol
og
ise
	to
	a
du
lts
,	w
ho
	a
s	c
hi
ld
re
n,
	w
er
e	
ab
us
ed
	

an
d/
or
	n
eg
le
ct
ed
	w
hi
le
	th
ey
	w
er
e	
in
	th
e	
ca
re
	o
f	t
he
	

St
at
e.
	R
ed
re
ss
	a
lso
	p
ro
vi
de
s	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
su
pp
or
t	a
nd
	

co
un
se
lli
ng
	se
rv
ic
es
	a
nd
,	f
or
	e
lig
ib
le
	a
pp
lic
an
ts
,	a
n	
ex
-

gr
at
ia
	p
ay
m
en
t	o
f	b
et
w
ee
n	
$5
,0
00
	a
nd
	$
45
,0
00
.	

Th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
	p
ur
po
se
	o
f	t
he
	p
ay
m
en
t	i
s	n
ot
	e
vi
de
nt
,	a
s	p
ay
m
en
t	

un
de
r	t
he
	sc
he
m
e	
w
as
	e
x-
gr
at
ia
.	T
he
re
	is
	n
o	
ac
ce
pt
an
ce
	o
f	n
eg
lig
en
ce
	

on
	th
e	
pa
rt
	o
f	g
ov
er
nm
en
t,	
an
d	
th
e	
pa
ym
en
t	i
s	n
ot
	a
ss
es
se
d	
in
	te
rm
s	

of
	d
am
ag
es
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

So
m
e	
of
	th
es
e	
cl
ie
nt
s	c
ou
ld
	h
av
e	

br
ou
gh
t	n
eg
lig
en
ce
	cl
ai
m
s	a
ga
in
st
	th
e	

go
ve
rn
m
en
t	s
o	
th
e	
re
dr
es
s	s
ch
em
e	
w
as
	

pr
ob
ab
ly
	co
st
	e
ffe
ct
iv
e.
	A
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
it	

w
as
	a
	st
re
am
lin
ed
	p
ro
ce
ss
	fo
r	s
et
tli
ng
	

a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	m
at
te
rs
	o
ut
	o
f	c
ou
rt
.	It
	is
	

no
t	c
le
ar
	th
at
	e
ith
er
	o
f	t
he
se
	b
en
efi
ts
	

ca
n	
be
	a
sc
rib
ed
	to
	th
is	
ca
se
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

15
. C

as
e	

O
’s	
bi
ol
og
ic
al
	fa
th
er
	w
as
	re
ce
nt
ly
	d
ec
ea
se
d.
	H
is
	

bi
ol
og
ic
al
	fa
th
er
	h
ad
	tw
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
fr
om
	a
	m
or
e	
re
ce
nt
	

re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
an
d	
on
e	
of
	th
es
e	
ch
ild
re
n	
ha
d	
ad
ve
rt
ise
d	

he
r	i
nt
en
tio
n	
to
	a
pp
ly
	fo
r	L
et
te
rs
	o
f	A
dm
in
ist
ra
tio
n	

ov
er
	th
e	
fa
th
er
’s	
es
ta
te
.	O
	u
nd
er
st
oo
d	
he
	w
as
	n
ot
	

na
m
ed
	a
s	a
	b
en
efi
ci
ar
y	
in
	h
is	
fa
th
er
’s	
w
ill
.	T
he
	C
LC
	

as
sis
te
d	
O
	in
	p
re
pa
ra
tio
n	
an
d	
su
bm
iss
io
n	
of
	a
	ca
ve
at
	

ag
ai
ns
t	t
he
	m
ak
in
g	
of
	a
	g
ra
nt
	o
r	r
es
ea
l	i
n	
th
e	
es
ta
te
,	

an
d	
as
sis
te
d	
O
	in
	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	p
ro
	b
on
o	
as
sis
ta
nc
e	
fr
om
	

th
e	
N
T	
La
w
	S
oc
ie
ty
	w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	h
is	
cl
ai
m
.

Th
er
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	b
e	
so
m
e	
ca
se
s	w
he
re
	o
ve
rr
id
in
g	
th
e	
in
te
nt
io
ns
	o
f	a
	

pe
rs
on
’s	
w
ill
	m
ig
ht
	b
e	
ju
st
ifi
ed
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly.
	T
he
se
	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	

ar
ea
s	w
he
re
	th
e	
pe
rs
on
’s	
es
ta
te
	in
cl
ud
es
	a
ss
et
s	t
ha
t	a
no
th
er
	p
er
so
n	

m
ay
	h
av
e	
co
nt
rib
ut
ed
	to
	in
	o
ne
	w
ay
	a
nd
	a
no
th
er
,	a
nd
	so
	if
	th
e	
as
se
ts
	

ar
e	
le
ft
	to
	a
	th
ird
	p
er
so
n,
	th
e	
se
co
nd
	p
er
so
n	
ha
s	p
ai
d	
fo
r	s
om
et
hi
ng
	

an
d	
no
t	r
ec
ei
ve
d	
a	
be
ne
fit
.	A
s	a
n	
ex
am
pl
e,
	a
	p
er
so
n’
s	s
po
us
e	
m
ay
	b
e	

le
ft
	o
ut
	o
f	t
he
ir	
w
ill
	h
ow
ev
er
	th
e	
as
se
ts
	o
f	t
he
ir	
es
ta
te
	m
ay
	in
cl
ud
e	
a	

sig
ni
fic
an
t	c
on
tr
ib
ut
io
n	
fr
om
	th
e	
ef
fo
rt
s	o
f	t
he
ir	
sp
ou
se
.	P
re
su
m
ab
ly
	

th
er
e	
is	
a	
tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	co
nt
in
ua
lly
	ca
lc
ul
at
in
g	

an
d	
pr
ot
ec
tin
g	
ea
ch
	p
er
so
n’
s	s
ha
re
	o
f	t
he
	a
ss
et
s	o
f	a
	m
ar
ria
ge
,	o
r	

al
te
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
a	
co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	e
ac
h	
pe
rs
on
	m
ai
nt
ai
ni
ng
	th
ei
r	

pe
rs
on
al
	a
ss
et
s	a
nd
	a
ffa
irs
.	If
	th
e	
la
w
	o
ve
rr
id
es
	a
	w
ill
	in
	su
ch
	ca
se
s,	

pa
rt
ne
rs
	to
	a
	m
ar
ria
ge
	w
ill
	n
ot
	fe
el
	co
m
pe
lle
d	
to
	in
cu
r	s
uc
h	
co
st
s.	

Su
ch
	co
ns
id
er
at
io
ns
	d
o	
no
t	a
pp
ea
r	t
o	
be
	a
pp
lic
ab
le
	in
	th
is	
ca
se
	a
s	O
	

ha
d	
ha
d	
lit
tle
	o
r	n
o	
co
nt
ac
t	w
ith
	h
is	
bi
ol
og
ic
al
	fa
th
er
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

16
. C

as
e	

P	
liv
ed
	w
ith
	h
er
	p
ar
tn
er
	fr
om
	th
e	
ag
e	
of
	1
3	
un
til
	th
e	

ag
e	
of
	1
9.
	D
ur
in
g	
th
at
	ti
m
e	
sh
e	
ha
d	
tw
o	
ch
ild
re
n,
	

on
e	
at
	th
e	
ag
e	
of
	1
4	
an
d	
on
e	
at
	th
e	
ag
e	
of
	1
7.
	S
he
	

w
as
	su
bj
ec
te
d	
to
	d
om
es
tic
	v
io
le
nc
e	
on
	a
	n
um
be
r	o
f	

oc
ca
sio
ns
,	s
uf
fe
rin
g	
in
ju
rie
s	i
nc
lu
di
ng
	b
ru
isi
ng
	a
nd
	

br
ok
en
	b
on
es
.	In
	2
00

1	
th
e	
pa
rt
ne
r	w
as
	fo
un
d	
gu
ilt
y	

of
	a
n	
as
sa
ul
t	o
n	
he
r	a
nd
	w
as
	ja
ile
d.
	P
	re
lo
ca
te
d	
an
d	

is	
liv
in
g	
w
ith
	h
er
	m
ot
he
r.	A
s	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	th
e	
hi
st
or
y	
of
	

vi
ol
en
ce
,	P
’s	
sc
ho
ol
in
g	
w
as
	in
te
rr
up
te
d.
	O
n	
a	
nu
m
be
r	

of
	o
cc
as
io
ns
	sh
e	
ob
ta
in
ed
	e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t,	
bu
t	h
ad
	to
	

le
av
e	
he
r	j
ob
	b
ec
au
se
	o
f	c
on
tin
ui
ng
	v
io
le
nc
e	
fr
om
	h
er
	

pa
rt
ne
r.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
ss
ist
ed
	P
	w
ith
	a
	su
cc
es
sf
ul
	a
pp
lic
an
t	

fo
r	C
rim
in
al
	In
ju
ry
	C
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	
an
d	
sh
e	
ob
ta
in
ed
	

$1
9,
00

0.

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	v
ic
tim
’s	
co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
an
	e
qu
ity
	

co
ns
id
er
at
io
n,
	a
nd
,	a
s	s
uc
h	
pr
ob
ab
ly
	p
er
fo
rm
s	a
	li
m
ite
d	
fu
nc
tio
n	
w
ith
	

re
ga
rd
	to
	e
co
no
m
ic
	e
ffi
ci
en
cy
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

As
sis
ta
nc
e	
w
ith
	th
e	
pr
op
er
	

pr
ep
ar
at
io
n	
of
	a
pp
lic
at
io
ns
	fo
r	V
ic
tim
’s	

Co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	re
du
ce
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s,	
fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e	
in
	

re
qu
es
tin
g	
ad
di
tio
na
l	i
nf
or
m
at
io
n	
an
d	

in
	re
vi
sit
in
g	
de
ci
sio
ns
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
su
m
in
g	
20
%
	sa
vi
ng
	fo
r	a
	

se
lf	
re
pr
es
en
te
d	
lit
ig
an
t	o
n	
an
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
	o
f	$

35
0,
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	

is	
as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

70
.

It	
is	
no
t	c
le
ar
	th
at
	th
e	
m
on
ey
	h
as
	

ha
d	
a	
pa
rt
ic
ul
ar
	im
pa
ct
	o
n	
J’s
	

lif
e	
or
	h
as
	o
ffs
et
	th
e	
da
m
ag
e	
sh
e	

ha
s	s
uf
fe
re
d	
to
	a
ny
	e
xt
en
t.	
Sh
e	

re
po
rt
ed
	in
	fo
llo
w
	u
p	
th
at
	th
e	

m
on
ey
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
sp
en
t	a
nd
	sh
e	
is
	

fe
el
in
g	
de
pr
es
se
d.
	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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. C

as
e	

Q
’s	
ch
ild
	R
	w
as
	in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	a
n	
al
le
ge
d	
m
ish
an
dl
in
g	
of
	

in
ci
de
nt
s	i
nv
ol
vi
ng
	a
ss
au
lt	
an
d	
bu
lly
in
g	
at
	th
e	
ch
ild
’s	

H
ig
h	
Sc
ho
ol
.	T
he
	C
LC
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
Q
	w
ith
	w
rit
te
n	
ad
vi
ce
	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
re
qu
ire
m
en
ts
	to
	m
ak
e	
a	
su
cc
es
sf
ul
	

cl
ai
m
	fo
r	p
er
so
na
l	i
nj
ur
ie
s	c
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	
in
vo
lv
in
g	

de
m
on
st
ra
tio
n	
of
	n
eg
lig
en
ce
	a
nd
	e
st
ab
lis
hi
ng
	a
	

qu
an
tu
m
	(o
r	a
m
ou
nt
)	o
f	c
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	
th
at
	R
	w
ou
ld
	

be
	e
nt
itl
ed
	to
	re
ce
iv
e.
	T
he
se
	in
cl
ud
ed
	p
ai
n,
	su
ffe
rin
g	

an
d	
lo
ss
	o
f	e
nj
oy
m
en
t	i
n	
lif
e;
	m
ed
ic
al
	e
xp
en
se
s;	
tr
av
el
	

ex
pe
ns
es
;	a
nd
	g
ra
tu
ito
us
	se
rv
ic
es
	re
ce
iv
ed
.	

Th
e	
at
tr
ib
ut
io
n	
of
	n
eg
lig
en
ce
	a
dd
re
ss
es
	m
ar
ke
t	f
ai
lu
re
	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	

ex
te
rn
al
iti
es
,	w
he
re
by
	o
ne
	p
ar
ty
	re
ce
iv
es
	a
	b
en
efi
t	i
n	
so
m
e	
w
ay
,	b
ut
	

th
e	
co
st
	is
	p
ai
d	
by
	o
th
er
s.	
Al
te
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
th
er
e	
m
ay
	b
e	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	

fr
om
	e
xt
er
na
lit
ie
s	a
nd
	n
o	
be
ne
fit
,	h
ow
ev
er
	b
y	
th
e	
Co
as
e	
th
eo
re
m
,	t
he
	

at
tr
ib
ut
io
n	
of
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
rig
ht
s	(
in
	th
is	
ca
se
	o
w
ne
rs
hi
p	
of
	th
e	
pr
ob
le
m
)	

w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
e.
	Fo
r	e
ffe
ct
iv
en
es
s,	
it	
is
	

im
po
rt
an
t	t
ha
t	t
he
	re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	b
e	
pl
ac
ed
	w
ith
	th
e	
pa
rt
y	
be
st
	a
bl
e	

to
	m
an
ag
e	
it.
	H
en
ce
	th
e	
at
tr
ib
ut
io
n	
of
	n
eg
lig
en
ce
	in
	ca
se
s	o
f	b
ul
ly
in
g	

an
d	
th
e	
lik
e	
w
ill
	e
ns
ur
e	
th
at
	th
e	
sc
ho
ol
	w
ill
	a
llo
ca
te
	re
so
ur
ce
s	t
o	

m
an
ag
e	
su
ch
	p
ro
bl
em
s,	
an
d	
th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
	w
ill
	b
e	
sa
ve
d	
a	
ra
ng
e	
of
	

ot
he
r	c
os
ts
,	s
uc
h	
as
	co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	in
ju
ry
,	d
ep
re
ss
io
n	
or
	th
e	
lik
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Q
	re
ce
iv
ed
	ti
m
el
y	
ad
vi
ce
,	w
as
	m
ad
e	

aw
ar
e	
of
	th
e	
ap
pr
op
ria
te
	p
ro
ce
ss
	

an
d	
w
as
	a
bl
e	
to
	fo
rm
	a
	v
ie
w
	a
s	t
o	

w
he
th
er
	o
r	n
ot
	to
	p
ro
gr
es
s	a
	cl
ai
m
.	If
,	

as
	a
pp
ea
rs
	to
	b
e	
th
e	
ca
se
,	s
he
	d
ec
id
ed
	

he
r	c
as
e	
ha
d	
in
su
ffi
ci
en
t	m
er
it,
	th
en
	

th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	

sa
vi
ng
	o
f	t
ra
ns
ac
tio
n	
co
st
s	i
nc
lu
di
ng
	

co
rr
es
po
nd
en
ce
,	in
qu
iri
es
	a
nd
	co
ur
t	

tim
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	th
e	
co
st
	

of
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
re
vi
ew
	h
as
	b
ee
n	

as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

35
0.

N
on
e	
id
en
tifi
ed
.

As
se
ss
m
en
t	o
f	b
en
efi
t

N
il

18
. C

as
e	

S	
jo
in
tly
	re
nt
ed
	a
	re
sid
en
tia
l	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
w
ith
	h
er
	

pa
rt
ne
r	f
or
	tw
o	
ye
ar
s.	
Th
e	
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
br
ok
e	
do
w
n,
	S
	

co
ul
d	
no
	lo
ng
er
	a
ffo
rd
	th
e	
re
nt
	a
nd
	d
ec
id
ed
	to
	m
ov
e	

ou
t.	
Th
e	
re
al
	e
st
at
e	
ag
en
t,	
on
	b
eh
al
f	o
f	t
he
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	

ow
ne
r,	c
la
im
ed
	th
at
	th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	w
as
	n
ot
	le
ft
	in
	th
e	

sa
m
e	
co
nd
iti
on
	th
at
	th
e	
te
na
nt
	fo
un
d	
it	
an
d	
m
ad
e	
a	

cl
ai
m
	to
	th
e	
Lo
ca
l	C
ou
rt
	fo
r	a
n	
or
de
r	t
ha
t	S
	m
ak
e	
al
l	

pa
ym
en
t	f
or
	a
ll	
re
pa
irs
,	w
at
er
	a
cc
ou
nt
s	a
nd
	u
np
ai
d	

re
nt
.	T
he
	C
LC
	w
ro
te
	le
tt
er
s	o
n	
be
ha
lf	
of
	S
	to
	th
e	
re
al
	

es
ta
te
	a
ge
nt
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
he
r	p
os
iti
on
	a
ga
in
st
	th
e	
cl
ai
m
.	

S	
m
ad
e	
an
d	
pa
id
	fo
r	m
an
y	
of
	th
e	
re
pa
irs
,	b
ut
	d
isp
ut
ed
	

ot
he
rs
.	T
he
	p
ar
tie
s	c
ou
ld
	n
ot
	co
m
e	
to
	a
	co
m
pr
om
ise
	

w
ith
	th
e	
co
ur
t	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
an
d	
th
e	
co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	

w
ith
	th
e	
or
de
r.	T
he
	m
at
te
r	w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	th
e	

M
ag
ist
ra
te
s	C
ou
rt
	a
nd
	a
dj
ud
ic
at
ed
.	

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
ar
tie
s	t
o	
be
ar
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	t
he
ir	
ac
tio
ns
	

so
	th
at
	p
ric
es
	a
re
	n
ot
	d
ist
or
te
d	
th
er
eb
y	
in
cu
rr
in
g	
an
	e
co
no
m
ic
	co
st
	

th
ro
ug
h	
ei
th
er
	re
du
ce
d	
co
ns
um
pt
io
n	
or
	e
xc
es
siv
e	
su
pp
ly.
	In
	th
e	
ca
se
	

of
	te
na
nc
y	
la
w
,	t
he
	co
st
	o
f	d
am
ag
e	
to
	th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	is
	p
la
ce
d	
w
ith
	

th
e	
te
na
nt
	a
s	t
he
y	
ar
e	
in
	th
e	
be
st
	p
os
iti
on
	to
	co
nt
ro
l	d
am
ag
e.
	If
	it
	

la
y	
w
ith
	th
e	
la
nd
lo
rd
,	r
en
ts
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ge
ne
ra
lly
	m
uc
h	
hi
gh
er
	th
an
	

ot
he
rw
ise
,	a
s	t
he
y	
w
ou
ld
	in
cl
ud
e	
an
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	a
m
ou
nt
	to
	co
ve
r	

lik
el
y	
da
m
ag
e	
or
	u
np
ai
d	
re
nt
	a
nd
	fe
w
er
	p
ro
pe
rt
ie
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
of
fe
re
d	

fo
r	r
en
t.	
At
	th
e	
sa
m
e	
tim
e,
	if
	la
nd
lo
rd
s	a
rb
itr
ar
ily
	se
iz
ed
	b
on
ds
,	t
he
	

re
nt
	p
ai
d	
w
ou
ld
	a
ct
ua
lly
	b
e	
hi
gh
er
	th
an
	th
at
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d,
	a
nd
	p
eo
pl
e	

w
ou
ld
	re
nt
	fe
w
er
	p
ro
pe
rt
ie
s	t
ha
n	
th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	o
th
er
w
ise
.	H
er
	re
nt
	w
as
	

$1
80
	p
er
	w
ee
k	
ov
er
	a
	tw
o	
ye
ar
	te
na
nc
y	
an
d	
th
e	
di
sp
ut
ed
	a
m
ou
nt
	fo
r	

da
m
ag
es
	w
as
	$
3,
50

0.
	T
he
	a
ss
ist
an
ce
	o
f	t
he
	C
LC
	a
llo
w
ed
	S
	to
	p
ro
pe
rly
	

pr
ep
ar
e	
he
r	c
as
e	
an
d	
pr
ov
id
e	
ap
pr
op
ria
te
	d
oc
um
en
ta
tio
n	
to
	m
ax
im
ise
	

th
e	
lik
el
ih
oo
d	
of
	th
e	
co
st
s	o
f	d
am
ag
e	
be
in
g	
pr
op
er
ly
	a
pp
or
tio
ne
d	

be
tw
ee
n	
th
e	
ow
ne
r	a
nd
	th
e	
te
na
nt
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	in
	a
	p
ro
pe
rly
	fu
nc
tio
ni
ng
	sy
st
em
	th
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l	

co
st
	o
f	l
an
dl
or
ds
	in
co
rr
ec
tly
	se
iz
in
g	
bo
nd
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	to
	b
e	

eq
ua
l	t
o	
th
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l	c
os
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	a
n	
in
cr
ea
sin
g	
le
ve
l	o
f	p
ro
of
.	

H
en
ce
,	w
hi
le
	su
ch
	ca
se
s	a
re
	va
lu
ab
le
,	t
he
	b
en
efi
t	o
f	a
n	
in
di
vi
du
al
	ca
se
	

is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
lo
w

As
sis
ta
nc
e	
pr
ob
ab
ly
	re
du
ce
d	
co
st
s	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	se
lf	
re
pr
es
en
te
d	

lit
ig
an
ts
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
su
m
in
g	
an
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
re
vi
ew
	

co
st
	o
f	$

35
0,
	th
e	
sa
vi
ng
	fr
om
	a
	se
lf	

re
pr
es
en
te
d	
lit
ig
an
t	i
s	$

70
,	a
lth
ou
gh
	

th
e	
ac
tio
n	
of
	th
e	
CL
C	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	

on
ly
	o
ffs
et
	so
m
e	
of
	th
is	
co
st
.	

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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. C

as
e	

T	
m
ai
nt
ai
ne
d	
a	
te
na
nc
y	
fo
r	s
ev
en
	ye
ar
s.	
Th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	

w
as
	so
ld
	a
nd
	T
’s	
te
na
nc
y	
te
rm
in
at
ed
.	T
	re
qu
es
te
d	

as
sis
ta
nc
e	
fr
om
	th
e	
CL
C	
to
	re
cl
ai
m
	a
	p
or
tio
n	
of
	h
er
	

re
nt
al
	b
on
d	
di
sp
ut
ed
	w
ith
	th
e	
ne
w
	o
w
ne
r.	T
he
	C
LC
	

ac
te
d	
on
	b
eh
al
f	o
f	T
	to
	re
qu
es
t	c
op
y	
of
	B
on
d	
Di
sp
os
al
	

Fo
rm
	fr
om
	B
on
d	
Ad
m
in
ist
ra
to
r	a
t	t
he
	D
ep
ar
tm
en
t	o
f	

Co
m
m
er
ce
,	w
hi
ch
	sh
ow
ed
	th
at
	T
	a
llo
w
ed
	th
e	
bo
nd
	

to
	b
e	
tr
an
sf
er
re
d	
to
	th
e	
ne
w
	o
w
ne
r.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
ct
ed
	o
n	

be
ha
lf	
of
	T
	to
	re
qu
es
t	a
	co
py
	o
f	r
en
ta
l	p
ay
m
en
ts
	p
ai
d	

du
rin
g	
th
e	
te
na
nc
y	
to
	th
e	
ne
w
	o
w
ne
r.	T
he
se
	re
co
rd
s	

sh
ow
ed
	th
at
	o
ut
st
an
di
ng
	re
nt
	w
as
	o
w
ed
.	T
he
	n
ew
	

ow
ne
r	a
gr
ee
d	
to
	re
fu
nd
	th
e	
bo
nd
	if
	T
	co
ul
d	
pr
od
uc
e	

ba
nk
	st
at
em
en
ts
	to
	sh
ow
	th
at
	th
e	
re
nt
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
pa
id
.

Th
e	
ba
sic
	e
co
no
m
ic
	p
ur
po
se
	o
f	c
on
tr
ac
ts
	is
	to
	e
ns
ur
e	
th
at
	e
xc
ha
ng
es
	

ar
e	
ho
no
ur
ed
	w
he
n	
th
ey
	d
o	
no
t	o
cc
ur
	si
m
ul
ta
ne
ou
sly
.	A
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y,	

if	
co
nt
ra
ct
	la
w
	d
id
	n
ot
	e
xi
st
,	p
ar
tie
s	t
o	
a	
tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
w
ou
ld
	n
ee
d	
to
	

bu
ild
	a
	su
rc
ha
rg
e	
in
to
	th
e	
pr
ic
e	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
to
	a
llo
w
	fo
r	t
he
	a
ve
ra
ge
	

pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
	o
f	d
ef
au
lt.
	Fi
na
lly
,	c
on
tr
ac
ts
	a
llo
ca
te
	ri
sk
	a
nd
	re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
,	

so
	e
ac
h	
pa
rt
y	
is	
cl
ea
r	o
n	
th
ei
r	r
el
at
iv
e	
po
sit
io
n.
	In
	th
is	
ca
se
	it
	a
pp
ea
rs
	

th
at
	th
e	
pa
rt
ie
s	a
ct
ed
	in
	a
cc
or
da
nc
e	
w
ith
	th
e	
co
nt
ra
ct
	a
nd
	th
e	
tr
ue
	

pr
ic
e	
w
as
	p
ai
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il.

A	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	w
as
	

ob
ta
in
ed
,	t
he
re
by
	sa
vi
ng
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	a
nd
	co
ur
t	c
os
ts
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	r
ev
ie
w
,	b
as
ed
	o
n	
VC
AT
	d
at
a,
	

is	
as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

43
0

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

20
. C

as
e	

U
	so
ug
ht
	to
	m
ak
e	
a	
Cr
im
in
al
	In
ju
rie
s	C
la
im
	fo
r	a
	

nu
m
be
r	o
f	o
ffe
nc
es
	b
y	
m
ul
tip
le
	p
er
pe
tr
at
or
s.	
Th
e	
CL
C	

ac
te
d	
on
	b
eh
al
f	o
f	t
he
	cl
ie
nt
	to
	re
qu
es
t	i
nf
or
m
at
io
n	

fo
r	e
ac
h	
of
	th
e	
of
fe
nc
es
	fr
om
	m
ul
tip
le
	a
ge
nc
ie
s	

in
cl
ud
in
g	
th
e	
De
pa
rt
m
en
t	f
or
	P
ub
lic
	P
ro
se
cu
tio
n,
	

Di
st
ric
t	C
ou
rt
	H
ou
se
,	G
er
al
dt
on
	C
ou
rt
	H
ou
se
,	

G
er
al
dt
on
	P
ol
ic
e	
St
at
io
n,
	G
er
al
dt
on
	R
eg
io
na
l	H
os
pi
ta
l,	

Ca
rn
ar
vo
n	
Co
ur
t	H
ou
se
,	V
ic
tim
s	S
up
po
rt
	S
er
vi
ce
	w
ith
	

Ce
nt
ac
ar
e.
	Li
m
ite
d	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
w
as
	re
ce
iv
ed
	fr
om
	th
e	

le
tt
er
s	s
en
t.	
Th
e	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
w
as
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
se
d.

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	v
ic
tim
’s	
co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
an
	e
qu
ity
	

co
ns
id
er
at
io
n,
	a
nd
,	a
s	s
uc
h	
pr
ob
ab
ly
	p
er
fo
rm
s	a
	li
m
ite
d	
fu
nc
tio
n	
w
ith
	

re
ga
rd
	to
	e
co
no
m
ic
	e
ffi
ci
en
cy
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

It	
is	
pr
ob
ab
le
	th
at
	a
n	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
w
ith
	

lim
ite
d	
m
er
it	
w
as
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
se
d,
	

th
er
eb
y	
sa
vi
ng
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	th
e	
cl
ai
m
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

It	
is	
lik
el
y	
an
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
	

es
tim
at
ed
	a
t	a
ro
un
d	
$ 3

50
	h
as
	b
ee
n	

sa
ve
d

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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V	
ha
d	
be
en
	ch
ar
ge
d	
w
ith
	a
	n
um
be
r	o
f	s
ex
ua
l	

of
fe
nc
es
	re
la
te
d	
to
	ch
ild
re
n.
	H
e	
is	
m
en
ta
lly
	

im
pa
ire
d	
an
d	
so
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
fo
un
d	
un
fit
	to
	p
le
ad
	

to
	th
e	
ch
ar
ge
s.	
Co
ns
eq
ue
nt
ly,
	h
e	
w
as
	d
et
ai
ne
d	

un
de
r	t
he
	C
rim
in
al
	La
w
	(M
en
ta
lly
	Im
pa
ire
d	

De
fe
nd
an
ts
)	A
ct
	in
	2
00

3.
	A
	re
le
as
e	
pl
an
	w
as
	

pr
ep
ar
ed
	in
	2
00

5	
w
ith
	th
e	
as
sis
ta
nc
e	
of
	th
e	

CL
C	
an
d	
a	
pr
e-
re
le
as
e	
pr
og
ra
m
	a
gr
ee
d	
by
	th
e	

re
vi
ew
	b
oa
rd
	in
	 2
00

6.
	T
he
	p
ro
gr
es
s	o
f	t
ha
t	p
re
	

re
le
as
e	
pr
og
ra
m
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
slo
w
,	p
rin
ci
pa
lly
	

re
la
te
d	
to
	fi
nd
in
g	
pe
op
le
	a
nd
	se
rv
ic
es
	to
	p
ro
vi
de
	

th
e	
ne
ce
ss
ar
y	
su
pp
or
ts
	to
	V
.	In
	2
01

1,
	V
	h
ad
	n
ot
	

ye
t	b
ee
n	
re
le
as
ed
	a
nd
	h
as
	e
ffe
ct
iv
el
y	
be
en
	h
el
d	

in
	ja
il	
w
ith
ou
t	t
ria
l	f
or
	te
n	
ye
ar
s.	
Du
rin
g	
th
at
	

pe
rio
d,
	th
e	
CL
C	
ha
s	c
on
tin
ue
d	
to
	a
dv
oc
at
e	
on
	

V’
s	b
eh
al
f,	i
nc
lu
di
ng
	e
ns
ur
in
g	
th
at
	h
e	
re
ce
iv
ed
	

al
l	d
oc
um
en
ta
tio
n	
re
la
te
d	
to
	ca
se
	re
vi
ew
	a
nd
	

on
go
in
g	
br
ok
er
ag
e	
w
ith
	su
pp
or
t	s
er
vi
ce
s.	

Th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
	v
ie
w
	o
f	c
rim
in
al
	la
w
	is
	th
at
	th
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	p
ric
e	
of
	cr
im
e	
(th
e	
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
	o
f	

co
nv
ic
tio
n	
m
ul
tip
lie
d	
by
	th
e	
pe
na
lty
)	e
xc
ee
ds
	th
e	
ex
pe
ct
ed
	b
en
efi
ts
.	T
he
re
	a
re
	a
	n
um
be
r	o
f	

ca
ve
at
s	a
ro
un
d	
th
is.
	Fi
rs
tly
,	t
he
re
	is
	a
n	
ar
gu
m
en
t	t
ha
t	p
un
ish
m
en
t	s
ho
ul
d	
be
	g
ra
du
at
ed
,	a
s	

ot
he
rw
ise
	th
er
e	
is	
no
	in
ce
nt
iv
e	
no
t	t
o	
co
m
m
it	
a	
m
or
e	
se
rio
us
	cr
im
e,
	a
s	t
he
	se
rio
us
	cr
im
e	
w
ill
	

at
tr
ac
t	t
he
	sa
m
e	
pu
ni
sh
m
en
t	a
s	t
he
	le
ss
	se
rio
us
	cr
im
e.
	S
ec
on
dl
y,	
th
er
e	
is	
a	
pu
bl
ic
	co
st
	o
f	l
aw
	

en
fo
rc
em
en
t	a
nd
	p
un
ish
m
en
t,	
so
	th
at
	a
s	l
ev
el
s	o
f	c
rim
e	
en
fo
rc
em
en
t	a
nd
	p
un
ish
m
en
t	g
o	
up
,	t
he
	

m
ar
gi
na
l	p
ub
lic
	co
st
	w
ill
	e
ve
nt
ua
lly
	e
xc
ee
d	
th
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l	p
ub
lic
	b
en
efi
t	o
f	t
he
	in
cr
ea
se
d	
le
ve
l	o
f	

en
fo
rc
em
en
t	a
nd
	p
un
ish
m
en
t.	
So
m
e	
of
	th
os
e	
pu
bl
ic
	co
st
s	i
nc
lu
de
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	i
nc
ar
ce
ra
tio
n,
	lo
ss
	

of
	p
ro
du
ct
iv
ity
	fr
om
	im
pr
iso
ne
d	
pe
op
le
	a
nd
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	m
ai
nt
ai
ni
ng
	a
	p
ol
ic
e	
fo
rc
e	
an
d	
ju
di
ci
al
	

sy
st
em
.	H
en
ce
	it
	co
ul
d	
be
	e
xp
ec
te
d	
th
at
	th
er
e	
w
ill
	b
e	
an
	o
pt
im
um
	le
ve
l	o
f	p
un
ish
m
en
t	a
cr
os
s	

a	
ra
ng
e	
of
	cr
im
es
.	T
hi
rd
ly,
	w
e	
ac
ce
pt
	th
at
	th
er
e	
w
ill
	b
e	
so
m
e	
pu
bl
ic
	co
st
	o
f	c
rim
e	
as
	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	

a	
de
ci
sio
n	
to
	se
le
ct
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	o
pt
im
um
	le
ve
l	o
f	c
rim
e	
en
fo
rc
em
en
t	a
nd
	p
un
ish
m
en
t	a
nd
	

th
at
	th
at
	co
st
	w
ill
	b
e	
di
ffe
re
nt
ia
lly
	d
ist
rib
ut
ed
,	t
ha
t	i
s	i
t	w
ill
	b
e	
bo
rn
e	
by
	v
ic
tim
s	o
f	c
rim
e.

W
ith
	re
sp
ec
t	t
o	
th
is	
ca
se
	th
er
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	b
e	
a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	m
at
te
rs
	w
hi
ch
	d
o	
no
t	r
efl
ec
t	a
n	

ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	o
pt
im
um
	o
ut
co
m
e.
	B
y	
on
e	
vi
ew
,	t
he
	p
rim
ar
y	
pu
rp
os
e	
of
	th
e	
pr
ov
isi
on
s	o
f	t
he
	A
ct
	is
	

to
	p
ro
te
ct
	a
	m
en
ta
lly
	im
pa
ire
d	
pe
rs
on
	fr
om
	a
n	
un
fa
ir	
tr
ia
l.	H
ow
ev
er
	in
	th
is	
ca
se
	th
er
e	
ha
s	fi
rs
tly
	

be
en
	n
o	
tr
ia
l,	f
ai
r	o
r	u
nf
ai
r,	a
nd
	se
co
nd
ly
	if
	th
er
e	
ha
d	
be
en
	a
	tr
ia
l	a
nd
	th
e	
al
le
ga
tio
ns
	w
er
e	
fo
un
d	

pr
ov
en
,	t
he
	se
nt
en
ce
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	fi
ve
	ye
ar
s.	
H
en
ce
	th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	p
un
ish
m
en
t	

is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	e
xc
ee
de
d,
	p
ar
tic
ul
ar
ly
	if
	th
e	
m
at
te
r	w
en
t	t
o	
co
ur
t	a
nd
	M
	w
as
	n
ot
	fo
un
d	

gu
ilt
y.	
Th
is	
ha
s	a
	n
um
be
r	o
f	e
ffe
ct
s	w
ith
	re
sp
ec
t	t
o	
co
m
m
un
ity
	co
st
s	a
nd
	th
e	
m
at
te
rs
	d
isc
us
se
d	

pr
ev
io
us
ly.

Th
e	
pr
in
ci
pl
e	
of
	g
ra
du
at
ed
	p
un
ish
m
en
t	h
as
	b
ee
n	
ex
ce
ed
ed
,	a
s	b
y	
on
e	
vi
ew
,	if
	o
ne
	w
as
	m
en
ta
lly
	

im
pa
ire
d	
an
d	
co
m
m
itt
ed
	a
	se
xu
al
	o
ffe
nc
e,
	o
ne
	m
ig
ht
	d
ec
id
e	
to
	th
en
	g
o	
on
	a
	ra
m
pa
ge
	o
f	s
ex
ua
l	

of
fe
nc
es
	a
s	t
he
	p
un
ish
m
en
t	w
ou
ld
	n
ot
	in
cr
ea
se
.

A	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	co
st
	o
f	i
nc
ar
ce
ra
tio
n	
ha
s	b
ee
n	
in
cu
rr
ed
,	w
ith
	th
e	
pu
bl
ic
	su
pp
or
tin
g	
M
	in
	p
ris
on
	

ov
er
	a
	p
er
io
d	
of
	te
n	
ye
ar
s.	
Fu
rt
he
rm
or
e,
	h
e	
is	
un
de
rs
to
od
	to
	b
e	
ca
pa
bl
e	
of
	w
or
ki
ng
,	a
nd
	so
	so
ci
et
y	

ha
s	l
os
t	w
ha
te
ve
r	p
ro
du
ct
iv
e	
ou
tp
ut
	h
e	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
pr
od
uc
ed
	in
	th
e	
pe
rio
d.

W
hi
le
	it
	m
ig
ht
	b
e	
ar
gu
ed
	th
at
	h
is	
co
nt
in
ue
d	
in
ca
rc
er
at
io
n	
w
ill
	p
re
ve
nt
	th
e	
po
ss
ib
ili
ty
	o
f	a
ny
	

fu
rt
he
r	c
rim
e,
	th
is	
is	
at
	o
dd
s	w
ith
	o
ur
	sy
st
em
	o
f	j
us
tic
e,
	w
hi
ch
	fr
om
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
	p
oi
nt
	o
f	v
ie
w
,	

ap
pe
ar
s	t
o	
ac
ce
pt
	a
n	
op
tim
al
	le
ve
l	o
f	f
ai
lu
re
.

H
en
ce
	a
ct
io
n	
by
	th
e	
CL
C	
th
at
	re
su
lts
	in
	a
n	
ou
tc
om
e	
th
at
	a
lig
ns
	w
ith
	th
is	
vi
ew
	o
f	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
co
st
	e
ffe
ct
iv
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	i
nc
ar
ce
ra
tio
n	
ha
s	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	$

34
0	
pe
r	d
ay
,	o
r	$

12
4,
00

0	
pe
r	y
ea
r.	

O
th
er
	co
st
s	i
nc
lu
de
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	o
ng
oi
ng
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
re
vi
ew
.	U
sin
g	
th
e	
nu
m
be
rs
	a
bo
ve
,	a
nd
	if
	

fiv
e	
ye
ar
s	i
s	t
ak
en
	to
	b
e	
th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	s
en
te
nc
e,
	th
e	
co
st
	to
	th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
	fr
om
	th
e	

co
nt
in
ue
d	
de
te
nt
io
n	
ha
s	b
ee
n	
$6

20
,0
00
.	W
hi
le
	d
iffi
cu
lt	
to
	e
st
im
at
e	
th
e	
im
pa
ct
	w
ith
	re
sp
ec
t	t
o	

tim
e,
	if
	th
e	
CL
C	
ac
tio
n	
br
ou
gh
t	f
or
w
ar
d	
hi
s	r
el
ea
se
	b
y	
tw
o	
ye
ar
s,	
th
e	
sa
vi
ng
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
(a
s	P
re
se
nt
	

Va
lu
e	
at
	7
%
)	$
22

4,
00

0.

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A 
st
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te
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e
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1.
 A

dv
ic

e	

W
	h
ad
	re
ce
nt
ly
	b
ee
n	
re
tr
en
ch
ed
.	H
e	
w
as
	su
ffe
rin
g	
fr
om
	se
ve
re
	

Pa
rk
in
so
n’
s	D
ise
as
e	
an
d	
re
qu
ire
d	
as
sis
ta
nc
e	
in
	fi
lli
ng
	o
ut
	a
	cl
ai
m
	

fo
rm
	u
nd
er
	h
is	
U
ne
m
pl
oy
m
en
t	P
ro
te
ct
io
n	
Po
lic
y	
in
	re
la
tio
n	
to
	

hi
s	c
re
di
t	c
ar
d	
de
bt
.

If	
th
e	
co
nt
ra
ct
	w
as
	n
ot
	h
on
ou
re
d,
	th
er
e	
w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
n	

ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	in
ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
e	
in
	th
at
	W
	h
ad
	p
ai
d	
to
o	
hi
gh
	a
	

pr
ic
e	
fo
r	s
om
et
hi
ng
	a
nd
	h
en
ce
	co
ns
um
ed
	m
or
e	
th
an
	a
n	
op
tim
al
	

am
ou
nt
	o
r	a
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
to
o	
m
uc
h	
of
	th
e	
pr
od
uc
t	w
as
	su
pp
lie
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

2.
 A

dv
ic

e

X	
ha
s	r
ec
en
tly
	se
pa
ra
te
d	
fr
om
	h
is	
w
ife
	a
nd
	is
	ca
rin
g	
fo
r	t
he
ir	

tw
o	
ch
ild
re
n.
	H
is	
w
ife
	h
as
	a
	p
ro
bl
em
	w
ith
	a
lco
ho
l	a
bu
se
.	T
he
	

CL
C	
pr
ov
id
ed
	h
im
	w
ith
	a
dv
ic
e	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
pr
op
er
ty
	se
tt
le
m
en
t	

pr
oc
ed
ur
es
	in
cl
ud
in
g	
an
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
pa
ck
,	c
us
to
dy
	m
at
te
rs
	

in
cl
ud
in
g	
an
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
pa
ck
	a
nd
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
on
	h
ow
	to
	a
cc
es
s	

a	
pr
iv
at
e	
la
w
ye
r.

If	
ch
ild
re
n	
ar
e	
se
en
	a
s	a
	co
m
m
od
ity
	o
f	m
ar
ria
ge
,	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
e	
in
	te
rm
s	o
f	t
he
	n
um
be
r	o
f	c
hi
ld
re
n	
on
e	
ha
s	

re
qu
ire
s	b
ot
h	
pa
rt
ie
s	t
o	
pa
y	
th
e	
pr
ic
e	
of
	ch
ild
	re
ar
in
g.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	so
ci
al
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	ch
ild
re
n	

gr
ow
in
g	
up
	to
	b
e	
pr
od
uc
tiv
e	
m
em
be
rs
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.	C
on
ve
rs
el
y,	
if	

pe
op
le
	h
av
e,
	fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
	o
r	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	p
ro
bl
em
s	

fr
om
	p
oo
r	p
ar
en
tin
g	
or
	p
ar
en
ta
l	c
on
fli
ct
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e,
	th
is	
ca
n	

re
su
lt	
in
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	so
ci
al
	co
st
	th
ro
ug
h	
su
ch
	th
in
gs
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	

de
pe
nd
en
ce
,	c
rim
e	
or
	u
sa
ge
	o
f	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	s
er
vi
ce
s.	
Fo
r	

th
es
e	
re
as
on
s	o
ur
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	fa
ci
lit
at
es
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
by
	b
ot
h	

pa
re
nt
s	i
n	
th
e	
ca
se
	o
f	s
ep
ar
at
io
n,
	a
pp
ea
rin
g	
to
	ta
ke
	a
	v
ie
w
	th
at
	

ha
vi
ng
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
bo
th
	p
ar
en
ts
	w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	th
e	
be
st
	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	

ou
tc
om
e	
fo
r	t
he
	ch
ild
,	h
ow
ev
er
	it
	a
lso
	re
co
gn
ise
s	t
ha
t	s
om
et
im
es
	

ac
ce
ss
	b
y	
pa
re
nt
s	c
an
	re
su
lt	
in
	h
ar
m
	to
	th
e	
ch
ild
re
n.
	H
en
ce
	th
e	

le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	h
as
	a
n	
im
po
rt
an
t	r
ol
e	
in
	b
al
an
ci
ng
	b
et
w
ee
n	
th
es
e	

co
ns
id
er
at
io
ns
.	

Re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
br
ea
kd
ow
n,
	se
pa
ra
tio
n	
an
d	
di
vo
rc
e	
ar
e	
a	
fa
ct
	o
f	

ou
r	s
oc
ie
ty
	w
ith
	o
ur
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	fa
ci
lit
at
in
g	
se
pa
ra
tio
n.
	Fr
om
	

an
	e
co
no
m
ic
	p
er
sp
ec
tiv
e,
	w
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	h
av
e	
ta
ke
n	
th
e	
vi
ew
	a
s	

a	
so
ci
et
y	
th
at
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
fr
om
	n
ot
	li
vi
ng
	in
	a
	h
om
e	

w
he
re
	co
nfl
ic
t	e
xi
st
s	o
r	w
he
re
	p
ar
en
ts
	a
re
	u
nh
ap
py
	e
xc
ee
d	
th
e	

so
ci
al
	co
st
s	o
f	f
am
ily
	b
re
ak
do
w
n	
su
ch
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	to
	

sin
gl
e	
pa
re
nt
s	a
nd
	th
e	
ef
fe
ct
s	o
f	p
ov
er
ty
	o
n	
ch
ild
re
n.
	In
	a
dd
iti
on
,	a
	

ra
ng
e	
of
	m
ea
su
re
s,	
su
ch
	a
s	s
ha
rin
g	
pr
op
er
ty
	a
nd
	m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
,	a
re
	

in
	p
la
ce
	to
	m
in
im
ise
	th
os
e	
so
ci
al
	co
st
s.	

X	
re
ce
iv
ed
	cl
ea
r	d
ire
ct
io
ns
	o
n	
ho
w
	

to
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
	th
e	
le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	a
nd
	to
	

ac
ce
ss
	a
	p
riv
at
e	
la
w
ye
r,	a
nd
	th
is	
is
	

lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
le
d	
to
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

sa
vi
ng
s,	
bo
th
	in
	h
is	
ow
n	
tim
e	
an
d	
in
	

tim
e	
ta
ke
n	
in
	co
ur
ts
	a
nd
	tr
ib
un
al
s.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

In
	 2
01

0,
	th
e	
Fa
m
ily
	C
ou
rt
	o
f	W
es
te
rn
	

Au
st
ra
lia
	re
po
rt
ed
	1
2,
88

7	
fin
al
isa
tio
ns
	

ag
ai
ns
t	e
xp
en
di
tu
re
	o
f	$

20
.0
	m
ill
io
n,

37
	

or
	$
1,
55

2	
pe
r	fi
na
lis
at
io
n.
	U
sin
g	
th
e	

fig
ur
e	
of
	2
0%
	fo
r	t
he
	co
st
	im
po
st
	fr
om
	

a	
lit
ig
an
t	i
n	
pe
rs
on
,	t
he
	a
dv
ic
e	
fr
om
	th
e	

CL
C	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
sa
ve
d	
$3

10
	co
m
pa
re
d	

to
	th
e	
pe
rs
on
	b
ei
ng
	a
n	
un
re
pr
es
en
te
d	

lit
ig
an
t.

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

3.
 A

dv
ic

e

Y	
ha
d	
bo
ug
ht
	a
	ca
r	f
or
	ca
sh
	fr
om
	h
er
	p
re
vi
ou
s	p
ar
tn
er
	fo
llo
w
in
g	

th
e	
br
ea
kd
ow
n	
of
	th
e	
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p.
	T
he
	re
gi
st
ra
tio
n	
on
	th
e	

ca
r	w
as
	d
ue
	h
ow
ev
er
	th
e	
pr
ev
io
us
	p
ar
tn
er
	h
ad
	n
ot
	si
gn
ed
	

th
e	
re
gi
st
ra
tio
n	
tr
an
sf
er
	p
ap
er
s	s
o	
S	
w
as
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	p
ay
	th
e	

re
gi
st
ra
tio
n.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	co
nt
ac
t	t
he
	R
TA
,	a
dv
ise
	th
em
	o
f	

th
e	
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	a
nd
	se
ek
	th
ei
r	a
dv
ic
e.

Th
er
e	
ar
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	e
co
no
m
ic
	b
en
efi
ts
	fr
om
	v
eh
ic
le
	

re
gi
st
ra
tio
n	
in
cl
ud
in
g	
th
e	
ab
ili
ty
	to
	tr
ac
e	
ow
ne
rs
hi
p	
w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	

tr
af
fic
	in
fr
in
ge
m
en
ts
,	in
su
ra
nc
e	
an
d	
th
e	
lik
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	so
m
e	

sa
vi
ng
	o
f	Y
’s	
tim
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Ra
nd

om
 S

am
pl

e 
of

 A
dv

ic
es



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-���-

de
tA

il
s

tH
e 

lA
W

tH
e 

pr
o

Ce
ss

ex
te

rn
Al

it
ie

s

4.
 A

dv
ic

e	

A	
H
U
G
S	
(h
ar
ds
hi
p	
ut
ili
ty
	g
ra
nt
s	s
ch
em
e)
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
w
as
	m
ad
e	

to
	e
na
bl
e	
Z	
to
	p
ay
	h
er
	g
as
	b
ill
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
	a
s	t
hi
s	i
s	a
	tr
an
sf
er
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A	
co
rr
ec
t	a
ss
es
sm
en
t	a
nd
	p
ro
pe
rly
	

fil
le
d	
ou
t	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	re
su
lt	

in
	so
m
e	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
sa
vi
ng
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Si
m
ila
r	b
en
efi
ts
	h
av
e	
pr
ev
io
us
ly
	b
ee
n	

as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

70

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

5.
 A

dv
ic

e	

A	
ha
d	
bo
ug
ht
	it
em
s	c
os
tin
g	
$1
,8
45
	o
n	
a	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	w
ith
	a
	4
0	

m
on
th
	in
te
re
st
	fr
ee
	p
er
io
d.
	H
e	
ha
d	
m
ad
e	
m
in
im
um
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	

bu
t	w
he
n	
th
e	
in
te
re
st
	fr
ee
	p
er
io
d	
en
de
d,
	th
e	
pa
ym
en
t	w
as
	

in
su
ffi
ci
en
t	t
o	
co
ve
r	t
he
	in
te
re
st
	o
f	2

9.
49
%
	p
er
	a
nn
um
.	H
is
	

cu
rr
en
t	d
eb
t	w
as
	$
42

94
.2
0.
	H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	th
e	
m
in
im
um
	

pa
ym
en
t	w
as
	in
su
ffi
ci
en
t	t
o	
co
ve
r	t
he
	in
te
re
st
	a
nd
	th
at
	la
te
	

pa
ym
en
t	i
nc
ur
s	a
dd
iti
on
al
	co
st
s.	
A	
de
ci
de
d	
to
	co
nt
in
ue
	p
ay
in
g	

th
e	
m
in
im
um
	a
m
ou
nt
.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	w
ith
	lo
an
	d
ef
au
lt	
in
	th
at
	p
ar
t	o
f	t
he
	

in
te
re
st
	ra
te
	p
ai
d	
by
	so
ci
et
y	
in
	g
en
er
al
	w
he
n	
bo
rr
ow
in
g	
in
cl
ud
es
	

a	
co
m
po
ne
nt
	fo
r	d
ef
au
lt.
	T
he
	co
ns
eq
ue
nc
e	
of
	d
ef
au
lt	
th
en
	

is	
th
at
	p
eo
pl
e	
pa
y	
m
or
e	
fo
r	l
oa
ns
	th
en
	th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	if
	d
ef
au
lt	

ne
ve
r	o
cc
ur
re
d.
	T
he
re
	is
	a
n	
in
he
re
nt
	te
ns
io
n	
be
tw
ee
n	
th
e	
m
or
al
	

ha
za
rd
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	p
eo
pl
e	
in
cu
rr
in
g	
de
bt
	th
at
	th
ey
	n
ev
er
	

in
te
nd
	to
	re
pa
y,	
th
er
eb
y	
pl
ac
in
g	
a	
co
st
	o
n	
th
e	
re
st
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
,	a
nd
	

m
isr
ep
re
se
nt
at
io
n	
by
	le
nd
er
s,	
w
he
re
by
	p
eo
pl
e	
un
de
re
st
im
at
e	
th
e	

co
st
	o
f	l
oa
ns
	a
nd
	h
en
ce
	co
ns
um
e	
m
or
e	
cr
ed
it	
th
an
	th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	

ot
he
rw
ise
.	B
ot
h	
ou
tc
om
es
	a
re
	in
ef
fic
ie
nt
.	T
he
	q
ue
st
io
n	
th
en
	

be
co
m
es
	w
he
th
er
	th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
e	
is	
be
st
	

ac
hi
ev
ed
	b
y	
pl
ac
in
g	
th
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	w
ith
	th
e	
bo
rr
ow
er
	o
r	t
he
	

le
nd
er
.	A
s	a
	so
ci
et
y	
w
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	h
av
e	
ta
ke
n	
a	
sh
ar
ed
	v
ie
w
,	w
ith
	

th
e	
le
nd
er
	h
av
in
g	
so
m
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	d
ue
	to
	th
ei
r	e
xp
os
ur
e	
to
	lo
ss
,	

he
nc
e	
le
ad
in
g	
to
	cr
ed
it	
ch
ec
ks
	a
nd
	th
e	
lik
e,
	a
nd
	w
ith
	th
e	
bo
rr
ow
er
	

ha
vi
ng
	so
m
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	d
ue
	to
	th
ei
r	e
xp
os
ur
e	
to
	lo
ss
,	s
uc
h	
as
	

lo
ss
	o
f	a
ss
et
s	a
nd
	g
ar
ni
sh
ee
	o
rd
er
s.

H
ow
ev
er
	in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s	a
re
	h
ig
hl
y	
di
ffe
re
nt
ia
te
d,
	a
nd
	b
y	
th
is
	

vi
ew
	re
fle
ct
	th
e	
le
nd
er
s	a
ss
es
sm
en
t	o
f	t
he
	ri
sk
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	a
	

pa
rt
ic
ul
ar
	b
or
ro
w
er
.	B
y	
th
is	
vi
ew
,	in
	a
	p
ro
pe
rly
	o
pe
ra
tin
g	
m
ar
ke
t,	

ea
ch
	p
er
so
n	
w
ou
ld
	p
ay
	a
	p
re
m
iu
m
	e
qu
al
	to
	th
ei
r	p
ro
ba
bi
lit
y	
of
	

de
fa
ul
t,	
an
d	
in
	th
is	
w
ay
	h
ig
he
r	i
nt
er
es
t	r
at
es
	ca
n	
be
	se
en
	a
s	a
	fo
rm
	

of
	in
su
ra
nc
e.
	C
on
su
m
er
	p
ro
te
ct
io
n	
le
gi
sla
tio
n	
is	
th
en
	se
en
	a
s	a
n	

eq
ui
ty
	m
ea
su
re
	ra
th
er
	th
an
	a
n	
ef
fic
ie
nc
y	
m
ea
su
re
.

It	
is	
no
t	c
le
ar
	th
at
	h
is	
de
ci
sio
n	
to
	k
ee
p	
pa
yi
ng
	th
e	
m
in
im
um
	

am
ou
nt
	w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	th
e	
be
st
	o
ut
co
m
e.
	If
	th
e	
cr
ed
ito
rs
	to
ok
	a
ct
io
n	
to
	

re
co
ve
r	t
he
	d
eb
t,	
hi
s	c
irc
um
st
an
ce
s	a
re
	su
ch
	th
at
	it
	is
	li
ke
ly
	th
e	
co
st
	

of
	re
co
ve
ry
	w
ou
ld
	g
re
at
ly
	e
xc
ee
d	
an
y	
m
on
ey
	th
ey
	co
ul
d	
la
w
fu
lly
	

re
co
ve
r.	T
hi
s	w
ou
ld
	p
la
ce
	th
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	w
ith
	th
e	
le
nd
er
,	a
nd
	

th
ey
	a
re
	th
e	
pa
rt
y	
m
os
t	a
bl
e	
to
	ta
ke
	a
ct
io
n	
to
	e
ns
ur
e	
an
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	

ou
tc
om
e	
by
	n
ot
	re
ck
le
ss
ly
	le
nd
in
g	
m
on
ey
	to
	p
eo
pl
e	
w
ho
	a
re
	u
na
bl
e	

to
	p
ay
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A	
is	
an
	a
ge
d	
pe
ns
io
ne
r	

w
ith
	n
o	
as
se
ts
	a
nd
	li
vi
ng
	

in
	so
ci
al
	h
ou
sin
g.
	H
is
	

in
co
m
e	
go
es
	to
	re
nt
al
,	

fo
od
	a
nd
	u
til
iti
es
.	H
is
	

at
te
m
pt
s	t
o	
pa
y	
of
f	t
he
	

de
bt
	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	re
su
lt	

in
	co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	

to
	h
im
	a
nd
	re
lia
nc
e	
on
	

w
id
er
	so
ci
al
	se
rv
ic
es
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

An
y	
co
st
s	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	

be
	a
	tr
an
sf
er
	a
nd
	so
	a
re
	

as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	z
er
o.
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6.
 A

dv
ic

e

B	
ha
d	
re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	re
nt
al
	in
cr
ea
se
	o
n	
he
r	H
om
es
W
es
t	h
om
e.
	S
he
	

w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	th
e	
re
nt
	h
ad
	in
cr
ea
se
d	
as
	sh
e	
ha
d	
he
r	g
ra
nd
so
n	

an
d	
gr
ea
t	g
ra
nd
so
n	
liv
in
g	
w
ith
	h
er
.	S
he
	h
ad
	so
m
e	
co
nc
er
ns
	w
ith
	

re
ga
rd
	to
	m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
	a
nd
	re
pa
irs
	th
at
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
ca
rr
ie
d	
ou
t	o
n	

he
r	p
ro
pe
rt
y.	
Th
e	
CL
C	
co
nt
ac
te
d	
H
om
es
W
es
t	o
n	
he
r	b
eh
al
f	t
o	

re
qu
es
t	m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il	

7.
 A

dv
ic

e

C	
w
as
	a
	d
isa
bi
lit
y	
pe
ns
io
ne
r.	H
e	
w
as
	o
ne
	w
ee
k	
be
hi
nd
	in
	h
is	
re
nt
	

an
d	
ha
d	
ar
re
ar
s	w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	a
cc
ou
nt
s,	
ow
in
g	
$5

15
	in
	to
ta
l.	

Th
e	
CL
C	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
w
ith
	th
e	
Re
al
	E
st
at
e	
Ag
en
t	f
or
	C
	to
	p
ay
	a
n	

ex
tr
a	
$6

0	
pe
r	f
or
tn
ig
ht
	a
nd
	a
rr
an
ge
d	
w
ith
	C
en
tr
el
in
k	
to
	ta
ke
	a
n	

ad
di
tio
na
l	a
m
ou
nt
	fr
om
	h
is	
pa
ym
en
ts
	u
nt
il	
th
e	
de
bt
	w
as
	p
ai
d	

of
f.

Ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
es
	a
re
	a
ch
ie
ve
d	
by
	p
eo
pl
e	
pa
yi
ng
	

th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
	a
nd
	fo
r	c
on
tr
ac
ts
	to
	b
e	
en
fo
rc
ed
.	T
hi
s	w
as
	a
ch
ie
ve
d	
in
	

th
is	
ca
se
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
pr
oc
es
s	i
s	l
ik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	

sa
ve
d	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	t
ra
ns
ac
tio
n	
co
st
s	

on
	th
e	
pa
rt
	o
f	t
he
	la
nd
lo
rd
,	in
cl
ud
in
g	

re
co
ve
ry
	th
ro
ug
h	
th
e	
co
ur
ts
	a
nd
	

po
ss
ib
le
	lo
st
	re
nt
al
	in
co
m
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
re
vi
ew
,	s
uc
h	
as
	b
y	
th
e	

re
nt
al
	tr
ib
un
al
,	h
as
	b
ee
n	
es
tim
at
ed
	

el
se
w
he
re
	a
t	$

43
0.

If	
C	
w
as
	e
vi
ct
ed
,	h
e	

m
ay
	h
av
e	
ha
d	
di
ffi
cu
lty
	

fin
di
ng
	a
no
th
er
	te
na
nc
y,	

le
ad
in
g	
to
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	

co
st
s	s
uc
h	
as
	e
m
er
ge
nc
y	

ho
us
in
g	
an
d	
re
lo
ca
tio
n	

fe
es
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Em
er
ge
nc
y	
an
d	
so
ci
al
	

ho
us
in
g	
is	
a	
tr
an
sf
er
	a
nd
	

so
	is
	n
ot
	tr
ea
te
d	
as
	a
	

co
st
.	T
yp
ic
al
	re
m
ov
al
ist
	

fe
es
	a
re
	a
ro
un
d	
$ 6

00
	fo
r	

a	
lo
ca
l	m
ov
e	
in
vo
lv
in
g	

lim
ite
d	
fu
rn
itu
re
	a
nd
	

w
ith
	p
ac
ki
ng
	d
on
e	
by
	th
e	

te
na
nt
	a
nd
	th
is	
is	
ta
ke
n	

as
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
.38

8.
 A

dv
ic

e

	D
	h
as
	co
ns
en
t	o
rd
er
s	i
n	
pl
ac
e	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
ac
ce
ss
	a
rr
an
ge
m
en
ts
	

w
ith
	h
er
	p
re
vi
ou
s	p
ar
tn
er
,	E
,	t
o	
he
r	t
w
o	
ch
ild
re
n.
	D
ue
	to
	la
ck
	o
f	

co
m
pl
ia
nc
e	
by
	E
	a
nd
	ch
an
ge
d	
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	o
n	
th
e	
pa
rt
	o
f	E
	sh
e	

w
ish
es
	to
	ch
an
ge
	th
e	
co
ns
en
t	o
rd
er
s.	
Sh
e	
ha
s	t
rie
d	
to
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
	

pr
iv
at
el
y	
w
ith
	E
	b
ut
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
un
su
cc
es
sf
ul
.	T
he
	C
LC
	su
gg
es
te
d	

th
e	
be
st
	a
pp
ro
ac
h	
m
ay
	b
e	
to
	h
av
e	
an
	in
de
pe
nd
en
t	t
hi
rd
	p
ar
ty
	

dr
aw
	u
p	
pa
re
nt
in
g	
pl
an
	a
nd
	re
fe
rr
ed
	h
er
	to
	Fa
m
ily
	D
isp
ut
e	

Re
so
lu
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
e.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	so
ci
al
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	ch
ild
re
n	

gr
ow
in
g	
up
	to
	b
e	
pr
od
uc
tiv
e	
m
em
be
rs
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.	C
on
ve
rs
el
y,	
if	

pe
op
le
	h
av
e,
	fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
	o
r	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	p
ro
bl
em
s	

fr
om
	p
oo
r	p
ar
en
tin
g	
or
	p
ar
en
ta
l	c
on
fli
ct
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e,
	th
is	
ca
n	

re
su
lt	
in
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	so
ci
al
	co
st
	th
ro
ug
h	
su
ch
	th
in
gs
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	

de
pe
nd
en
ce
,	c
rim
e	
or
	u
sa
ge
	o
f	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	s
er
vi
ce
s.	
Fo
r	

th
es
e	
re
as
on
s	o
ur
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	fa
ci
lit
at
es
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
by
	b
ot
h	

pa
re
nt
s	i
n	
th
e	
ca
se
	o
f	s
ep
ar
at
io
n,
	a
pp
ea
rin
g	
to
	ta
ke
	a
	v
ie
w
	th
at
	

ha
vi
ng
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
bo
th
	p
ar
en
ts
	w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	th
e	
be
st
	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	

ou
tc
om
e	
fo
r	t
he
	ch
ild
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A	
m
ed
ia
te
d	
pr
oc
es
s	w
ill
	re
du
ce
	co
ur
t	

tim
e	
in
	D
	p
ur
su
in
g	
ac
tio
n	
fo
r	a
	b
re
ac
h	

of
	co
ns
en
t	o
rd
er
s	a
nd
	va
ry
in
g	
co
ns
en
t	

or
de
rs
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
	fi
na
lis
at
io
n	
in
	th
e	

W
A	
Fa
m
ily
	C
ou
rt
	is
	e
st
im
at
ed
	a
t	

$1
,5
52
	n
ot
in
g	
th
is	
is	
an
	a
ve
ra
ge
	

co
st
.	M
ed
ia
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	a
re
	fu
nd
ed
	

by
	FA
SC
H
IA
	b
ut
	n
o	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
is
	

av
ai
la
bl
e	
on
	fu
nd
in
g	
or
	o
ut
co
m
es
	in
	

th
ei
r	a
nn
ua
l	r
ep
or
t.	
Co
ns
eq
ue
nt
ly
	th
is
	

be
ne
fit
	ca
nn
ot
	b
e	
es
tim
at
ed
.	

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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9.
 A

dv
ic

e

	F	
ha
d	
se
pa
ra
te
d	
fr
om
	h
er
	h
us
ba
nd
.	S
he
	so
ug
ht
	a
dv
ic
e	
re
ga
rd
in
g	

pr
op
er
ty
	se
tt
le
m
en
t	a
nd
	cu
st
od
y	
fu
rt
he
r	t
o	
ad
vi
ce
	sh
e	
ha
d	

ob
ta
in
ed
	fr
om
	Le
ga
l	A
id
.	T
he
	Fa
m
ily
	La
w
	A
dv
ic
e	
sh
ee
t	a
nd
	

Pr
op
er
ty
	S
et
tle
m
en
t	A
dv
ic
e	
Ch
ec
kl
ist
	w
er
e	
re
vi
ew
ed
	w
ith
	h
er
,	

an
d	
a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	o
th
er
	m
at
te
rs
	d
isc
us
se
d.
	It
	a
pp
ea
re
d	
sh
e	
ha
d	

pr
ep
ar
ed
	a
	d
ra
ft
	le
tt
er
	to
	h
er
	h
us
ba
nd
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
cu
st
od
y	
an
d	

pr
op
er
ty
	se
tt
le
m
en
t	h
ow
ev
er
	th
e	
le
tt
er
	w
as
	n
ot
	d
isc
us
se
d	

an
d	
it	
se
em
ed
	sh
e	
m
ig
ht
	re
co
ns
id
er
	th
e	
co
nt
en
t	i
n	
th
e	
lig
ht
	o
f	

di
sc
us
sio
ns
.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	so
ci
al
	b
en
efi
t	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	ch
ild
re
n	

gr
ow
in
g	
up
	to
	b
e	
pr
od
uc
tiv
e	
m
em
be
rs
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
.	C
on
ve
rs
el
y,	
if	

pe
op
le
	h
av
e,
	fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e,
	p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
	o
r	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	p
ro
bl
em
s	

fr
om
	p
oo
r	p
ar
en
tin
g	
or
	p
ar
en
ta
l	c
on
fli
ct
	in
	th
e	
ho
m
e,
	th
is	
ca
n	

re
su
lt	
in
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	so
ci
al
	co
st
	th
ro
ug
h	
su
ch
	th
in
gs
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	

de
pe
nd
en
ce
,	c
rim
e	
or
	u
sa
ge
	o
f	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	su
pp
or
t	s
er
vi
ce
s.	
Fo
r	

th
es
e	
re
as
on
s	o
ur
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	fa
ci
lit
at
es
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
by
	b
ot
h	

pa
re
nt
s	i
n	
th
e	
ca
se
	o
f	s
ep
ar
at
io
n,
	a
pp
ea
rin
g	
to
	ta
ke
	a
	v
ie
w
	th
at
	

ha
vi
ng
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
bo
th
	p
ar
en
ts
	w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	th
e	
be
st
	d
ev
el
op
m
en
ta
l	

ou
tc
om
e	
fo
r	t
he
	ch
ild
.	

Re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
br
ea
kd
ow
n,
	se
pa
ra
tio
n	
an
d	
di
vo
rc
e	
ar
e	
a	
fa
ct
	o
f	

ou
r	s
oc
ie
ty
	w
ith
	o
ur
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	fa
ci
lit
at
in
g	
se
pa
ra
tio
n.
	Fr
om
	

an
	e
co
no
m
ic
	p
er
sp
ec
tiv
e,
	w
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	h
av
e	
ta
ke
n	
th
e	
vi
ew
	a
s	

a	
so
ci
et
y	
th
at
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
s	t
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
fr
om
	n
ot
	li
vi
ng
	in
	a
	h
om
e	

w
he
re
	co
nfl
ic
t	e
xi
st
s	o
r	w
he
re
	p
ar
en
ts
	a
re
	u
nh
ap
py
	e
xc
ee
d	
th
e	

so
ci
al
	co
st
s	o
f	f
am
ily
	b
re
ak
do
w
n	
su
ch
	a
s	w
el
fa
re
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	to
	

sin
gl
e	
pa
re
nt
s	a
nd
	th
e	
ef
fe
ct
s	o
f	p
ov
er
ty
	o
n	
ch
ild
re
n.
	In
	a
dd
iti
on
,	a
	

ra
ng
e	
of
	m
ea
su
re
s,	
su
ch
	a
s	s
ha
rin
g	
pr
op
er
ty
	a
nd
	m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
,	a
re
	

in
	p
la
ce
	to
	m
in
im
ise
	th
os
e	
so
ci
al
	co
st
s.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

It	
ap
pe
ar
ed
	th
at
	F	
w
as
	se
ek
in
g	
a	

se
co
nd
	o
pi
ni
on
.	It
	m
ay
	b
e	
th
at
	p
ro
pe
r	

ad
vi
ce
	w
ill
	le
ad
	to
	a
	re
du
ct
io
n	
in
	

di
sp
ut
e	
in
	fi
na
lis
in
g	
th
e	
se
pa
ra
tio
n	

ar
isi
ng
	fr
om
	u
nr
ea
lis
tic
	e
xp
ec
ta
tio
ns
	

on
	th
e	
pa
rt
	o
f	F
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
is	
is	
di
ffi
cu
lt	
to
	a
ss
es
s,	
as
	th
e	

av
ai
la
bl
e	
da
ta
	d
oe
s	n
ot
	a
llo
w
	

di
sc
rim
in
at
io
n	
be
tw
ee
n	
le
ve
ls	
of
	

di
sp
ut
e.

Lit
ig
io
us
	d
isp
ut
es
	

ar
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	le
ad
	to
	

co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	fa
m
ily
	

re
so
ur
ce
s	b
ei
ng
	

ex
pe
nd
ed
	o
n	
le
ga
l	c
os
ts
,	

th
er
eb
y	
in
cr
ea
sin
g	
th
e	

lik
el
ih
oo
d	
th
at
	p
eo
pl
e	

m
ay
	n
ee
d	
to
	d
ep
en
d	
on
	

th
e	
w
el
fa
re
	sy
st
em
,	f
or
	

ex
am
pl
e	
pu
bl
ic
	h
ou
sin
g,
	

ho
w
ev
er
	su
ch
	co
st
s	a
re
	

tr
an
sf
er
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il.

10
. A

dv
ic

e	

G
	w
as
	co
nc
er
ne
d	
sh
e	
w
as
	a
bo
ut
	to
	re
ce
iv
e	
an
	e
vi
ct
io
n	
no
tic
e	

fr
om
	D
oH
	a
nd
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
ca
lle
d	
to
	a
	m
ee
tin
g	
at
	th
ei
r	o
ffi
ce
.	S
he
	

ha
d	
pu
t	b
ac
k	
a	
pr
op
er
ty
	in
sp
ec
tio
n	
du
e	
to
	a
tt
en
di
ng
	a
	fu
ne
ra
l	

in
	P
er
th
.	D
ur
in
g	
th
at
	ti
m
e	
th
e	
po
lic
e	
ra
id
ed
	h
er
	h
om
e	
an
d	
fo
un
d	

he
r	s
on
	in
	p
os
se
ss
io
n	
of
	st
ol
en
	g
oo
ds
.	S
he
	cu
rr
en
tly
	h
as
	a
	n
ot
ic
e	

to
	cl
ea
n	
up
	h
er
	ya
rd
	a
nd
	in
te
nd
ed
	to
	d
o	
th
at
	n
ex
t	w
ee
k	
bu
t	i
t	

w
as
	li
ke
ly
	to
	p
ut
	h
er
	in
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	h
ar
ds
hi
p.
	G
	w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	th
e	

se
rv
ic
e’
s	i
nd
ig
en
ou
s	t
en
an
cy
	a
dv
oc
at
e.
	D
oH
	w
as
	co
nt
ac
te
d	
an
d	

ad
vi
se
d	
th
at
	G
	w
ou
ld
	n
ot
	a
tt
en
d	
a	
m
ee
tin
g	
un
til
	sh
e	
ha
d	
m
et
	

w
ith
	th
e	
te
na
nc
y	
ad
vo
ca
te
.	A
	fo
od
	vo
uc
he
r	w
as
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
to
	G
.

It	
is	
im
po
rt
an
t	f
or
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
es
	th
at
	p
eo
pl
e	
be
ar
	

th
e	
co
ns
eq
ue
nc
es
	o
f	t
he
ir	
de
ci
sio
ns
.	In
	th
is	
ca
se
,	t
he
re
	is
	a
	ri
sk
	to
	

th
e	
la
nd
lo
rd
	fr
om
	p
oo
r	m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
	o
r	d
am
ag
e	
to
	th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
.	

H
en
ce
	re
gu
la
r	i
ns
pe
ct
io
ns
	a
re
	a
llo
w
ab
le
,	t
ra
de
d	
of
f	a
ga
in
st
	th
e	

te
na
nt
’s	
in
te
re
st
	in
	q
ui
te
	e
nj
oy
m
en
t,	
as
	a
n	
ov
er
ze
al
ou
s	l
an
dl
or
d	

m
ig
ht
	e
ffe
ct
iv
el
y	
in
cr
ea
se
	th
e	
re
nt
	p
ai
d	
(fo
r	e
xa
m
pl
e	
by
	w
as
tin
g	
th
e	

te
na
nt
s	t
im
e)
	o
r	a
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y	
re
du
ce
	th
e	
am
en
ity
	o
f	t
he
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
to
	

th
e	
te
na
nt
.	T
hi
s	r
ep
or
t	a
ss
um
es
	th
at
	p
os
iti
on
	o
f	t
he
	la
w
	re
fle
ct
s	t
he
	

op
tim
um
	tr
ad
e	
of
f	b
et
w
ee
n	
th
es
e	
tw
o	
co
m
pe
tin
g	
in
te
re
st
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

If	
G
	w
as
	e
vi
ct
ed
	it
	co
ul
d	

re
su
lt	
in
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	

pr
ob
le
m
s	f
or
	h
er
	a
nd
	fo
r	

he
r	s
on
,	in
cl
ud
in
g	
sh
ar
in
g	

ho
us
in
g	
w
ith
	o
th
er
s	o
r	

ho
m
el
es
sn
es
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il.
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11
. A

dv
ic

e	

H
	w
as
	fi
na
lis
in
g	
he
r	d
iv
or
ce
	fr
om
	h
er
	h
us
ba
nd
.	S
he
	w
as
	p
re
gn
an
t	

an
d	
in
te
nd
ed
	to
	re
m
ar
ry
	a
nd
	re
lo
ca
te
	to
	th
e	
U
SA
	w
ith
	h
er
	

ot
he
r	t
hr
ee
	ch
ild
re
n.
	S
he
	h
as
	so
ld
	h
er
	h
ou
se
	a
nd
	h
as
	n
o	
w
he
re
	

el
se
	to
	li
ve
.	D
ue
	to
	h
er
	p
re
gn
an
cy
,	it
	w
as
	a
lso
	im
po
rt
an
t	t
ha
t	

he
r	d
iv
or
ce
	b
e	
fin
al
ise
d	
w
ith
in
	tw
o	
m
on
th
s	s
o	
th
at
	sh
e	
co
ul
d	

re
m
ar
ry
	a
nd
	re
lo
ca
te
.	H
er
	h
us
ba
nd
	is
	cu
rr
en
tly
	n
ot
	co
nt
ac
ta
bl
e.
	

Sh
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	th
er
e	
ar
e	
a	
ra
ng
e	
of
	p
ro
ce
du
ra
l	m
at
te
rs
	

th
at
	n
ee
d	
to
	b
e	
de
al
t	w
ith
,	in
cl
ud
in
g	
th
e	
ne
ed
	fo
r	h
er
	h
us
ba
nd
’s	

ag
re
em
en
t,	
or
	a
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y	
a	
re
lo
ca
tio
n	
or
de
r	f
ro
m
	th
e	
co
ur
t,	

if	
sh
e	
w
ish
es
	to
	re
lo
ca
te
	th
e	
ch
ild
re
n	
ov
er
se
as
.	S
im
ila
rly
,	t
he
	

di
vo
rc
e	
ne
ed
s	t
o	
be
	fi
na
lis
ed
	if
	sh
e	
w
ish
ed
	to
	re
m
ar
ry
.	T
he
	Fa
m
ily
	

Co
ur
t	w
as
	co
nt
ac
te
d	
an
d	
th
e	
ne
xt
	a
va
ila
bl
e	
co
ur
t	d
at
es
	a
nd
	

ci
rc
ui
t	d
at
es
	w
er
e	
ar
ou
nd
	th
re
e	
m
on
th
s	a
w
ay
.	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	

th
at
	sh
e	
w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
to
	d
em
on
st
ra
te
	u
rg
en
cy
	to
	b
rin
g	
m
at
te
rs
	

fo
rw
ar
d,
	h
ow
ev
er
	se
rv
ic
e,
	o
r	s
ub
st
itu
te
d	
se
rv
ic
e	
w
ill
	b
e	
re
qu
ire
d	

to
	h
er
	h
us
ba
nd
.

Th
is	
re
po
rt
	a
ss
um
es
	th
at
	o
ne
	o
f	t
he
	fu
nc
tio
ns
	o
f	t
he
	co
rr
ec
t	

op
er
at
io
n	
of
	th
e	
la
w
	is
	to
	p
ro
vi
de
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
es
.	

Co
nv
er
se
ly,
	if
	th
e	
la
w
	d
oe
s	n
ot
	o
pe
ra
te
	co
rr
ec
tly
,	f
or
	e
xa
m
pl
e	
by
	

m
ak
in
g	
an
	in
co
rr
ec
t	d
ec
isi
on
,	a
	so
ci
al
	co
st
	is
	in
cu
rr
ed
.	It
	w
ou
ld
	

se
em
	a
xi
om
at
ic
	th
at
	th
e	
le
ss
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
is	
av
ai
la
bl
e,
	th
e	
m
or
e	

lik
el
y	
it	
is	
th
at
	a
n	
in
co
rr
ec
t	d
ec
isi
on
	w
ill
	b
e	
m
ad
e	
an
d	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	

in
cu
rr
ed
.	In
	th
e	
cu
rr
en
t	c
as
e	
su
ch
	so
ci
al
	co
st
s	m
ig
ht
	in
cl
ud
e	
th
e	
le
ss
	

th
an
	o
pt
im
um
	d
ev
el
op
m
en
t	o
f	t
he
	ch
ild
re
n	
du
e	
to
	la
ck
	o
f	c
on
ta
ct
	

w
ith
	th
ei
r	b
io
lo
gi
ca
l	f
at
he
r.	T
he
	la
w
	a
pp
ea
rs
	to
	o
pe
ra
te
	in
	th
is	
w
ay
,	

gi
vi
ng
	b
ot
h	
pa
rt
ie
s	t
o	
a	
di
sp
ut
e	
th
e	
ch
an
ce
	to
	b
e	
he
ar
d.
	T
he
	la
w
	

al
so
	re
co
gn
ise
s	t
ha
t	t
he
	co
st
	o
f	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	e
vi
de
nc
e	
ne
ed
s	t
o	
be
	

lim
ite
d,
	th
at
	is
	th
er
e	
ar
e	
di
m
in
ish
in
g	
re
tu
rn
s	a
nd
	e
ve
nt
ua
lly
	th
e	

co
st
	o
f	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	e
vi
de
nc
e	
w
ill
	e
xc
ee
d	
th
e	
be
ne
fit
	fr
om
	

th
e	
in
cr
ea
se
	in
	ce
rt
ai
nt
y,	
or
	th
at
	n
o	
de
ci
sio
n	
or
	a
	d
el
ay
ed
	d
ec
isi
on
	

m
ay
	a
lso
	re
su
lt	
in
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	in
ef
fic
ie
nt
	o
ut
co
m
e,
	a
nd
	th
e	

lo
ng
er
	th
e	
de
la
y,	
th
e	
gr
ea
te
r	t
he
	im
pa
ct
.

W
hi
le
	H
	a
pp
ea
rs
	to
	in
cu
r	a
	co
st
	fr
om
	th
e	
de
la
y	
in
	h
ou
sin
g	
co
st
s	a
nd
	

re
lo
ca
tio
n	
co
st
s,	
an
	in
co
rr
ec
t	d
ec
isi
on
	m
ay
	a
lso
	le
ad
	to
	a
	so
ci
al
	co
st
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

 1
2.

 A
dv

ic
e

I	h
ad
	a
pp
lie
d	
fo
r	a
	d
isa
bi
lit
y	
su
pp
or
t	p
en
sio
n	
ci
tin
g	
de
pr
es
sio
n	

an
d	
an
xi
et
y.	
Th
e	
CL
C	
co
nt
ac
te
d	
Ce
nt
re
lin
k	
an
d	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	

th
at
	I’s
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
ha
d	
be
en
	re
je
ct
ed
	a
s	a
	m
ed
ic
al
	a
ss
es
sm
en
t	

sa
id
	th
e	
co
nd
iti
on
	w
as
	n
ot
	p
er
m
an
en
t	a
nd
	sh
e	
w
as
	a
ss
es
se
d	

as
	ca
pa
bl
e	
of
	w
or
ki
ng
	1
5	
ho
ur
s	p
er
	w
ee
k.	
I’s
	ca
se
w
or
ke
r	w
as
	

co
nt
ac
te
d	
an
d	
un
de
rt
oo
k	
to
	a
rr
an
ge
	a
	p
sy
ch
ia
tr
ic
	a
ss
es
sm
en
t.

Th
e	
m
aj
or
	d
iff
er
en
ce
s	b
et
w
ee
n	
a	
di
sa
bi
lit
y	
su
pp
or
t	p
en
sio
n	
an
d	

un
em
pl
oy
m
en
t	b
en
efi
ts
	is
	th
at
	th
e	
la
tt
er
	re
qu
ire
s	t
he
	re
ci
pi
en
t	

to
	b
e	
ac
tiv
el
y	
se
ek
in
g	
w
or
k	
an
d	
un
em
pl
oy
m
en
t	b
en
efi
ts
	a
re
	

ar
ou
nd
	$
10

0	
pe
r	w
ee
k	
le
ss
.	W
hi
le
	u
ne
m
pl
oy
m
en
t	b
en
efi
ts
	a
re
	a
	

tr
an
sf
er
	a
nd
	so
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	n
eu
tr
al
	e
xc
ep
t	t
o	
th
e	
ex
te
nt
	th
at
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	a
re
	in
cu
rr
ed
,	t
he
re
	is
	a
	co
st
	to
	so
ci
et
y	
fr
om
	

a	
pe
rs
on
’s	
lo
st
	p
ro
du
ct
iv
ity
	w
he
n	
th
ey
	a
re
	n
ot
	in
	th
e	
w
or
kf
or
ce
,	

ho
w
ev
er
	su
ch
	b
en
efi
t	i
s	d
ep
en
de
nt
	o
n	
th
e	
un
em
pl
oy
m
en
t	r
at
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il	

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

13
. A

dv
ic

e

J	w
as
	fi
na
lis
in
g	
he
r	d
iv
or
ce
	fr
om
	h
er
	h
us
ba
nd
.	S
he
	cu
rr
en
tly
	h
ad
	

so
lic
ito
rs
	re
pr
es
en
tin
g	
he
r	w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	cu
st
od
y	
m
at
te
rs
	u
nd
er
	

a	
gr
an
t	f
ro
m
	le
ga
l	a
id
.	T
he
y	
ha
d	
ad
vi
se
d	
he
r	t
o	
ap
pl
y	
fo
r	a
no
th
er
	

gr
an
t	w
ith
	re
sp
ec
t	t
o	
pr
op
er
ty
	se
tt
le
m
en
t.	
Th
e	
CL
C	
as
sis
te
d	

he
r	w
ith
	p
re
pa
ra
tio
n	
of
	h
er
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
an
d	
ga
ve
	h
er
	a
dv
ic
e	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
Al
te
rn
at
iv
e	
Di
sp
ut
e	
Re
so
lu
tio
n.

Bo
th
	p
ar
tie
s	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	h
av
e	
co
nt
rib
ut
ed
	to
	th
e	
as
se
ts
	o
f	a
	

m
ar
ria
ge
,	h
ow
ev
er
	o
ne
	p
ar
ty
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
co
nt
rib
ut
ed
	e
ar
ni
ng
s	

w
ith
	th
e	
ot
he
r	p
ar
ty
	fa
ci
lit
at
in
g	
th
ei
r	a
bi
lit
y	
to
	e
ar
n.
	E
ffe
ct
iv
el
y	

ec
on
om
ic
	e
ffi
ci
en
cy
	is
	e
xp
ec
te
d	
w
he
n	
pe
op
le
	re
ce
iv
e	
th
e	
be
ne
fit
s	

of
	th
ei
r	l
ab
ou
r.	C
on
se
qu
en
tly
,	d
iv
or
ce
	ty
pi
ca
lly
	in
vo
lv
es
	a
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	

se
tt
le
m
en
t.	
A	
pr
op
er
	e
ng
ag
em
en
t	o
f	t
he
	le
ga
l	s
ys
te
m
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	

ex
pe
ct
ed
	to
	le
ad
	to
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

It	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	a
	co
rr
ec
t	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	

sa
ve
d	
so
m
e	
ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	

el
se
w
he
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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14
. A

dv
ic

e	

K	
w
ish
ed
	to
	ch
an
ge
	h
er
	e
ld
es
t	s
on
’s	
su
rn
am
e	
to
	in
cl
ud
e	
he
r	

cu
rr
en
t	f
am
ily
	n
am
e	
hy
ph
en
at
ed
	w
ith
	h
is	
su
rn
am
e.
	S
he
	w
as
	

ad
vi
se
d	
th
at
	sh
e	
w
ou
ld
	n
ee
d	
to
	se
ek
	h
er
	p
re
vi
ou
s	p
ar
tn
er
’s	

ag
re
em
en
t,	
or
	a
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
if	
sh
e	
so
ug
ht
	a
n	
or
de
r	f
ro
m
	th
e	

fa
m
ily
	co
ur
t,	
sh
e	
w
ou
ld
	n
ee
d	
to
	d
em
on
st
ra
te
	th
at
	sh
e	
ha
d	
ta
ke
n	

al
l	r
ea
so
na
bl
e	
st
ep
s	t
o	
ob
ta
in
	h
is	
ag
re
em
en
t.	
Sh
e	
w
as
	p
ro
vi
de
d	

w
ith
	a
	Le
ga
l	A
id
	fa
ct
	sh
ee
t	r
eg
ar
di
ng
	ch
an
gi
ng
	a
	ch
ild
’s	
na
m
e.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

If	
K	
ha
d	
ap
pl
ie
d	
fo
r	c
ou
rt
	o
rd
er
s,	
it	
is
	

lik
el
y	
he
r	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
re
je
ct
ed
	

w
ith
	so
m
e	
ad
di
tio
na
l	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	

co
st
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
	fa
m
ily
	co
ur
t	fi
na
lis
at
io
n	

ha
s	b
ee
n	
es
tim
at
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	

$1
,5
50
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

15
. A

dv
ic

e

L	i
s	a
	si
ng
le
	p
ar
en
t	w
ith
	tw
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
an
d	
in
	re
ce
ip
t	o
f	a
	

pa
re
nt
in
g	
pa
ym
en
t.	
Sh
e	
ha
s	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	d
eb
ts
	a
m
ou
nt
in
g	
to
	

ar
ou
nd
	$
12
,0
00
	w
ith
	b
ot
h	
a	
ba
nk
	a
nd
	w
ith
	a
	fi
na
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	

an
d	
sh
e	
is	
un
ab
le
	to
	se
rv
ic
e	
th
es
e	
de
bt
s.	
H
er
	a
ss
et
s	c
on
sis
t	o
f	a
	

ca
r	v
al
ue
d	
at
	a
ro
un
d	
$5
,0
00
.	S
he
	h
as
	tr
ie
d	
to
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
	w
ith
	th
e	

ba
nk
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
a	
pa
ym
en
t	p
la
n	
bu
t	t
he
y	
w
er
e	
no
t	r
es
po
ns
iv
e.
	

Sh
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	lo
an
	co
ns
ol
id
at
io
n	
w
as
	u
nl
ik
el
y	
to
	b
e	

an
	o
pt
io
n,
	a
s	s
he
	h
ad
	n
o	
in
co
m
e	
ot
he
r	t
ha
n	
he
r	p
en
sio
n.
	H
er
	

al
te
rn
at
iv
e	
w
as
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y.	

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
so
ci
al
	co
st
	w
ith
	lo
an
	d
ef
au
lt	
in
	th
at
	p
ar
t	o
f	t
he
	

in
te
re
st
	ra
te
	p
ai
d	
by
	so
ci
et
y	
in
	g
en
er
al
	w
he
n	
bo
rr
ow
in
g	
in
cl
ud
es
	

a	
co
m
po
ne
nt
	fo
r	d
ef
au
lt.
	T
he
	co
ns
eq
ue
nc
e	
of
	d
ef
au
lt	
th
en
	

is	
th
at
	p
eo
pl
e	
pa
y	
m
or
e	
fo
r	l
oa
ns
	th
en
	th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	if
	d
ef
au
lt	

ne
ve
r	o
cc
ur
re
d.
	T
he
re
	is
	a
n	
in
he
re
nt
	te
ns
io
n	
be
tw
ee
n	
th
e	
m
or
al
	

ha
za
rd
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	p
eo
pl
e	
in
cu
rr
in
g	
de
bt
	th
at
	th
ey
	n
ev
er
	

in
te
nd
	to
	re
pa
y,	
th
er
eb
y	
pl
ac
in
g	
a	
co
st
	o
n	
th
e	
re
st
	o
f	s
oc
ie
ty
,	a
nd
	

m
isr
ep
re
se
nt
at
io
n	
by
	le
nd
er
s,	
w
he
re
by
	p
eo
pl
e	
un
de
re
st
im
at
e	
th
e	

co
st
	o
f	l
oa
ns
	a
nd
	h
en
ce
	co
ns
um
e	
m
or
e	
cr
ed
it	
th
an
	th
ey
	w
ou
ld
	

ot
he
rw
ise
.	B
ot
h	
ou
tc
om
es
	a
re
	in
ef
fic
ie
nt
.	T
he
	q
ue
st
io
n	
th
en
	

be
co
m
es
	w
he
th
er
	th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	o
ut
co
m
e	
is	
be
st
	

ac
hi
ev
ed
	b
y	
pl
ac
in
g	
th
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	w
ith
	th
e	
bo
rr
ow
er
	o
r	t
he
	

le
nd
er
.	A
s	a
	so
ci
et
y	
w
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	h
av
e	
ta
ke
n	
a	
sh
ar
ed
	v
ie
w
,	w
ith
	

th
e	
le
nd
er
	h
av
in
g	
so
m
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	d
ue
	to
	th
ei
r	e
xp
os
ur
e	
to
	lo
ss
,	

he
nc
e	
le
ad
in
g	
to
	cr
ed
it	
ch
ec
ks
	a
nd
	th
e	
lik
e,
	a
nd
	w
ith
	th
e	
bo
rr
ow
er
	

ha
vi
ng
	so
m
e	
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
	d
ue
	to
	th
ei
r	e
xp
os
ur
e	
to
	lo
ss
,	s
uc
h	
as
	

lo
ss
	o
f	a
ss
et
s	a
nd
	g
ar
ni
sh
ee
	o
rd
er
s.

In
	th
is	
ca
se
	it
	se
em
s	s
om
ew
ha
t	s
ur
pr
isi
ng
	th
at
	th
e	
ba
nk
	w
as
	n
ot
	

pr
ep
ar
ed
	to
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
.	It
	is
	li
ke
ly
	th
at
	th
e	
fin
an
ce
	co
m
pa
ny
	h
ad
	

a	
lie
n	
ov
er
	h
er
	o
nl
y	
as
se
t,	
th
e	
ca
r,	s
o	
th
er
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
no
	a
ss
et
s	

fo
r	t
he
	b
an
k	
to
	g
et
	a
cc
es
s	t
o.
	If
	sh
e	
de
fa
ul
te
d	
on
	p
ay
m
en
t,	
he
r	

ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	a
re
	su
ch
	th
at
	a
ny
	re
pa
ym
en
t	o
rd
er
s	r
ec
ei
ve
d	
w
ou
ld
	

be
	m
uc
h	
le
ss
	th
an
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	p
ur
su
in
g	
th
e	
cl
ai
m
	a
ga
in
st
	h
er
,	a
nd
	

in
	a
ny
	e
ve
nt
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
sim
ila
r	t
o	
an
y	
ar
ra
ng
em
en
t	t
he
y	

co
ul
d	
ne
go
tia
te
	w
ith
	h
er
.	

Fr
om
	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
	p
er
sp
ec
tiv
e,
	e
co
no
m
ic
	e
ffi
ci
en
cy
	w
ou
ld
	a
pp
ea
r	

to
	b
e	
be
st
	a
ch
ie
ve
d	
by
	h
av
in
g	
th
e	
ba
nk
	b
ea
r	t
he
	e
xp
en
se
	o
f	

re
ck
le
ss
ly
	le
nd
in
g	
m
on
ey
	to
	so
m
eo
ne
	w
ho
	la
ck
s	t
he
	a
bi
lit
y	
to
	re
pa
y.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

If	
th
e	
ba
nk
	ch
as
ed
	d
eb
ts
,	t
he
y	
w
ou
ld
	

be
	u
nl
ik
el
y	
to
	re
co
ve
r	t
he
ir	
m
on
ey
.	

N
eg
ot
ia
tio
n	
w
ou
ld
	se
em
	to
	b
e	

w
ar
ra
nt
ed
	a
nd
	it
	is
	n
ot
	cl
ea
r	w
hy
	th
e	

ba
nk
	d
id
	n
ot
	d
o	
so
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Lo
ss
	o
f	h
er
	ca
r	i
s	l
ik
el
y	
to
	

ha
ve
	a
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	im
pa
ct
	

on
	h
er
,	b
ut
	it
	m
ay
	b
e	
th
at
	

sh
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
be
tt
er
	o
ff	

w
ith
ou
t	i
t	a
s	t
he
	co
st
	o
f	

re
pa
ym
en
ts
	a
nd
	ru
nn
in
g	

co
st
s	m
ig
ht
	e
as
ily
	e
xc
ee
d	

th
e	
co
st
	o
f	u
sin
g	
pu
bl
ic
	

tr
an
sp
or
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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16
. A

dv
ic

e	

M
’s	
de
	fa
ct
o	
pa
rt
ne
r	p
as
se
d	
aw
ay
	fr
om
	n
at
ur
al
	ca
us
es
	a
nd
	d
ie
d	

in
te
st
at
e.
	T
he
	d
ec
ea
se
d	
ha
d	
a	
su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
po
lic
y	
w
or
th
	

$2
3,
00

0	
of
	w
hi
ch
	th
e	
cl
ie
nt
	w
as
	n
am
ed
	a
s	t
he
	so
le
	b
en
efi
ci
ar
y.	

Th
e	
de
at
h	
ce
rt
ifi
ca
te
	a
lso
	li
st
ed
	tw
o	
ch
ild
re
n	
as
	b
en
efi
ci
ar
ie
s	o
f	

th
e	
es
ta
te
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
e	
cl
ie
nt
	th
at
	th
ey
	w
er
e	
en
tit
le
d	
to
	

cl
ai
m
	o
n	
th
e	
su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
po
lic
y,	
al
th
ou
gh
	th
e	
tr
us
te
e	
ca
n	

m
ak
e	
a	
di
sc
re
tio
na
ry
	d
ec
isi
on
	if
	th
er
e	
ar
e	
ot
he
r	p
ar
tie
s	w
ith
	a
n	

in
te
re
st
	in
	th
e	
es
ta
te
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
e	
cl
ie
nt
	w
ou
ld
	re
qu
ire
	

le
tt
er
s	o
f	A
dm
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
fr
om
	th
e	
su
pr
em
e	
co
ur
t	i
n	
Pe
rt
h	
an
d	

w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
to
	sa
tis
fy
	re
qu
ire
m
en
ts
	to
	d
em
on
st
ra
te
	th
ei
r	d
e	

fa
ct
o	
m
ar
ria
ge
,	in
cl
ud
in
g	
ob
ta
in
in
g	
St
at
	D
ec
s	f
ro
m
	fr
ie
nd
s	a
nd
	

fa
m
ily
	to
	su
pp
or
t	h
er
	cl
ai
m
.

Th
e	
ru
le
	w
he
n	
pe
op
le
	d
o	
no
t	m
ak
e	
a	
w
ill
	se
em
s	t
o	
be
	to
	le
av
e	
th
e	

es
ta
te
	to
	cl
os
e	
fa
m
ily
	m
em
be
rs
.	T
he
	e
co
no
m
ic
	ju
st
ifi
ca
tio
n	
m
ay
	b
e	

th
at
	w
he
re
	th
e	
pe
rs
on
’s	
es
ta
te
	in
cl
ud
es
	a
ss
et
s	t
ha
t	a
no
th
er
	p
er
so
n	

m
ay
	h
av
e	
co
nt
rib
ut
ed
	to
	in
	o
ne
	w
ay
	a
nd
	a
no
th
er
,	a
nd
	if
	th
e	
as
se
ts
	

ar
e	
le
ft
	to
	a
	th
ird
	p
er
so
n,
	th
e	
se
co
nd
	p
er
so
n	
ha
s	p
ai
d	
fo
r	s
om
et
hi
ng
	

an
d	
no
t	r
ec
ei
ve
d	
a	
be
ne
fit
.	A
s	a
n	
ex
am
pl
e,
	a
	p
er
so
n’
s	s
po
us
e	
m
ay
	

be
	le
ft
	o
ut
	o
f	t
he
ir	
w
ill
	h
ow
ev
er
	th
e	
as
se
ts
	o
f	t
he
ir	
es
ta
te
	m
ay
	

in
cl
ud
e	
a	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	c
on
tr
ib
ut
io
n	
fr
om
	th
e	
ef
fo
rt
s	o
f	t
he
ir	
sp
ou
se
.	

Pr
es
um
ab
ly
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	co
nt
in
ua
lly
	

ca
lc
ul
at
in
g	
an
d	
pr
ot
ec
tin
g	
ea
ch
	p
er
so
n’
s	s
ha
re
	o
f	t
he
	a
ss
et
s	o
f	

a	
m
ar
ria
ge
,	o
r	a
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
a	
co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	e
ac
h	
pe
rs
on
	

m
ai
nt
ai
ni
ng
	th
ei
r	p
er
so
na
l	a
ss
et
s	a
nd
	a
ffa
irs
.	If
	th
e	
la
w
	o
ve
rr
id
es
	

a	
w
ill
	in
	su
ch
	ca
se
s,	
pa
rt
ne
rs
	to
	a
	m
ar
ria
ge
	w
ill
	n
ot
	fe
el
	co
m
pe
lle
d	

to
	in
cu
r	s
uc
h	
co
st
s.	
Ex
te
nd
in
g	
th
is	
ap
pr
oa
ch
,	it
	m
ay
	b
e	
th
at
	th
os
e	

cl
os
es
t	t
o	
th
e	
pe
rs
on
	a
re
	m
os
t	l
ik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
co
nt
rib
ut
ed
	in
	so
m
e	

w
ay
	to
	th
e	
as
se
ts
	o
f	t
he
	e
st
at
e.
	O
n	
th
is	
ba
sis
,	if
	Y
	h
ad
	co
nt
rib
ut
ed
	to
	

th
e	
as
se
ts
	o
f	t
he
	e
st
at
e,
	it
	is
	n
ot
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	h
er
	to
	b
e	

de
pr
iv
ed
	o
f	h
er
	sh
ar
e	
of
	th
os
e	
as
se
ts
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

17
. A

dv
ic

e

N
	h
ad
	co
un
se
lle
d	
a	
co
up
le
,	b
ot
h	
in
di
vi
du
al
ly
	a
nd
	se
pa
ra
te
ly,
	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
ei
r	r
el
at
io
ns
hi
p.
	D
ur
in
g	
co
un
se
lli
ng
	th
e	
hu
sb
an
d	

ha
d	
m
ad
e	
ad
m
iss
io
ns
	to
	N
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
a	
se
xu
al
	a
ss
au
lt	
al
le
ge
d	

by
	th
e	
w
ife
.	T
he
	w
ife
	h
ad
	re
fe
rr
ed
	th
e	
m
at
te
r	t
o	
th
e	
po
lic
e	
an
d	

w
ish
ed
	N
	to
	p
ro
vi
de
	e
vi
de
nc
e	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
se
ss
io
ns
	w
ith
	th
e	

hu
sb
an
d.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	th
e	
hu
sb
an
d’
s	p
er
m
iss
io
n	
w
ou
ld
	

be
	re
qu
ire
d	
to
	re
le
as
e	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
se
ss
io
n.
	If
	th
e	

po
lic
e	
re
qu
es
te
d	
th
e	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n,
	sh
e	
sh
ou
ld
	a
sk
	th
em
	to
	a
dv
ise
	

th
ei
r	a
ut
ho
rit
y	
fo
r	r
eq
ue
st
in
g	
th
e	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n.

Th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
	b
en
efi
t	o
f	c
lie
nt
	co
nfi
de
nt
ia
lit
y	
pr
in
ci
pl
es
	w
ou
ld
	

ap
pe
ar
	to
	b
e	
th
at
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
s	o
f	f
ul
l	i
nf
or
m
at
io
n	
in
	tr
ea
tin
g	
or
	

as
sis
tin
g	
so
m
eo
ne
	in
	g
en
er
al
	o
ut
w
ei
gh
	th
e	
co
st
s	o
f	w
ith
ho
ld
in
g	

th
at
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n.
	In
	th
is	
re
sp
ec
t,	
th
er
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	b
e	
ca
te
go
rie
s	

w
he
re
	th
e	
pu
bl
ic
	g
oo
d	
ou
tw
ei
gh
s	t
he
	p
riv
at
e	
go
od
,	f
or
	e
xa
m
pl
e	

w
he
n	
re
ve
al
in
g	
a	
co
nfi
de
nt
ia
l	t
ra
ns
m
iss
io
n	
m
ig
ht
	p
ro
te
ct
	o
th
er
s	

fr
om
	im
m
ed
ia
te
	d
an
ge
r.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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. A

dv
ic

e

O
’s	
hu
sb
an
d	
pa
ss
ed
	a
w
ay
.	H
is	
w
ill
	m
ad
e	
be
qu
es
ts
	to
	h
is	
so
n	

an
d	
da
ug
ht
er
,	w
ith
	O
	re
ce
iv
in
g	
th
e	
ba
la
nc
e	
of
	th
e	
as
se
ts
.	H
er
	

st
ep
-s
on
	h
as
	m
ad
e	
a	
cl
ai
m
	o
n	
th
e	
su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
cl
ai
m
	w
or
th
	

$6
5,
94

9.
14
,	a
lth
ou
gh
	th
e	
cl
ie
nt
	a
nd
	d
au
gh
te
r	a
re
	li
st
ed
	a
s	t
he
	

so
le
	b
en
efi
ci
ar
ie
s,	
an
d,
	a
cc
or
di
ng
	to
	O
,	t
he
	re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
be
tw
ee
n	

he
r	h
us
ba
nd
	a
nd
	h
is	
so
n	
ha
d	
br
ok
en
	d
ow
n.
	T
he
	ca
se
	h
ad
	a
	n
on
-

bi
nd
in
g	
de
at
h	
no
m
in
at
io
n,
	th
us
	th
e	
tr
us
te
e	
ha
d	
di
sc
re
tio
na
ry
	

po
w
er
s	r
eg
ar
di
ng
	th
e	
w
ish
es
	o
f	t
he
	d
ec
ea
se
d.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	

th
at
	th
e	
so
n	
co
ul
d	
m
ak
e	
a	
cl
ai
m
,	a
nd
	th
at
	it
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
in
	h
er
	b
es
t	

in
te
re
st
	to
	b
e	
pa
rt
y	
to
	th
e	
co
m
pl
ai
nt
	in
	o
rd
er
	to
	h
av
e	
a	
vo
ic
e	
at
	

th
e	
tr
ib
un
al
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
he
r	h
us
ba
nd
’s	
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p	
w
ith
	h
is	
so
n.

Th
er
e	
ap
pe
ar
	to
	b
e	
so
m
e	
ca
se
s	w
he
re
	o
ve
rr
id
in
g	
a	
de
ce
as
ed
	

pe
rs
on
’s	
in
te
nt
io
ns
	m
ig
ht
	b
e	
ju
st
ifi
ed
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly.
	T
he
se
	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	

to
	b
e	
ar
ea
s	w
he
re
	th
e	
pe
rs
on
’s	
es
ta
te
	in
cl
ud
es
	a
ss
et
s	t
ha
t	a
no
th
er
	

pe
rs
on
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
co
nt
rib
ut
ed
	to
	in
	o
ne
	w
ay
	a
nd
	a
no
th
er
,	a
nd
	so
	if
	

th
e	
as
se
ts
	a
re
	le
ft
	to
	a
	th
ird
	p
er
so
n,
	th
e	
se
co
nd
	p
er
so
n	
ha
s	p
ai
d	
fo
r	

so
m
et
hi
ng
	a
nd
	n
ot
	re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	b
en
efi
t.	
As
	a
n	
ex
am
pl
e,
	a
	p
er
so
n’
s	

sp
ou
se
	m
ay
	b
e	
le
ft
	o
ut
	o
f	t
he
ir	
w
ill
	h
ow
ev
er
	th
e	
as
se
ts
	o
f	t
he
ir	

es
ta
te
	m
ay
	in
cl
ud
e	
a	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	c
on
tr
ib
ut
io
n	
fr
om
	th
e	
ef
fo
rt
s	o
f	

th
ei
r	s
po
us
e.
	P
re
su
m
ab
ly
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	

co
nt
in
ua
lly
	ca
lc
ul
at
in
g	
an
d	
pr
ot
ec
tin
g	
ea
ch
	p
er
so
n’
s	s
ha
re
	o
f	t
he
	

as
se
ts
	o
f	a
	m
ar
ria
ge
,	o
r	a
lte
rn
at
iv
el
y,	
a	
co
st
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	e
ac
h	

pe
rs
on
	m
ai
nt
ai
ni
ng
	th
ei
r	p
er
so
na
l	a
ss
et
s	a
nd
	a
ffa
irs
.	If
	th
e	
la
w
	

ov
er
rid
es
	a
	w
ill
	in
	su
ch
	ca
se
s,	
pa
rt
ne
rs
	to
	a
	m
ar
ria
ge
	w
ill
	n
ot
	fe
el
	

co
m
pe
lle
d	
to
	in
cu
r	s
uc
h	
co
st
s.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

19
. A

dv
ic

e

P	
w
as
	re
nt
in
g	
a	
pr
op
er
ty
	w
hi
ch
	w
as
	co
nd
em
ne
d	
du
e	
to
	fa
ul
ty
	

el
ec
tr
ic
al
	w
or
k.	
H
e	
th
en
	h
ad
	to
	re
lo
ca
te
.	H
e	
w
as
	o
f	t
he
	v
ie
w
	th
at
	

he
	h
ad
	su
ffe
re
d	
st
re
ss
	a
nd
	m
en
ta
l	s
tr
ai
n	
fr
om
	li
vi
ng
	in
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	

fo
r	a
pp
ro
xi
m
at
el
y	
six
	m
on
th
s	i
n	
da
ng
er
ou
s	c
on
di
tio
ns
	a
nd
	w
as
	

fo
rc
ed
	to
	m
ov
e	
w
ith
	sh
or
t	n
ot
ic
e.
	H
e	
w
as
	th
en
	se
pa
ra
te
d	
fr
om
	

hi
s	s
on
	fo
r	m
an
y	
w
ee
ks
	u
nt
il	
ap
pr
op
ria
te
	a
cc
om
m
od
at
io
n	
fo
un
d.
	

H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
er
e	
w
as
	li
tt
le
	b
as
is	
on
	w
hi
ch
	to
	p
ro
gr
es
s	h
is
	

cl
ai
m
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
sa
vi
ng
	in
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
an
d	
co
ur
t	t
im
e	
fr
om
	a
	

pe
rs
on
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
sin
g	
a	
cl
ai
m
	w
ith
	

lit
tle
	m
er
it.
	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Tr
ib
un
al
	co
st
s	h
av
e	
be
en
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	

as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

43
0.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

20
. A

dv
ic

e

Q
	w
as
	a
ss
au
lte
d	
by
	h
er
	e
x-
pa
rt
ne
r	a
nd
	h
er
	e
x-
pa
rt
ne
r’s
	cu
rr
en
t	

pa
rt
ne
r.	S
he
	su
ffe
re
d	
sig
ni
fic
an
t	i
nj
ur
ie
s	f
ro
m
	th
e	
as
sa
ul
t	

in
cl
ud
in
g	
br
ok
en
	a
rm
	re
qu
iri
ng
	m
ul
tip
le
	p
la
te
s	t
o	
be
	in
se
rt
ed
,	

m
ul
tip
le
	b
ro
ke
n	
rib
s,	
st
ab
bi
ng
	w
ou
nd
	to
	th
e	
le
g,
	a
	fr
ac
tu
re
d	

ch
ee
k	
re
qu
iri
ng
	p
la
st
ic
	su
rg
er
y,	
a	
da
m
ag
ed
	e
ye
	so
ck
et
	a
nd
	

ot
he
r	h
ea
d	
in
ju
rie
s.	
Sh
e	
is	
cu
rr
en
tly
	in
	th
e	W
om
en
’s	
Re
fu
ge
	fo
r	

he
r	p
er
so
na
l	s
af
et
y	
an
d	
is	
se
pa
ra
te
d	
fr
om
	h
er
	ch
ild
re
n.
	T
he
	C
LC
	

pr
ov
id
ed
	th
e	
cl
ie
nt
	w
ith
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
pr
oc
es
s	o
f	

m
ak
in
g	
a	
cl
ai
m
	fo
r	C
rim
in
al
	In
ju
rie
s	C
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	
an
d	
th
e	

ne
ce
ss
ar
y	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
th
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Consumer Credit legal Centre
A	random	sample	of	twenty	cases	and	twenty	advices	were	selected	and	the	economic	
benefits	evaluated.	In	addition,	staff	provided	cases	evaluated	by	them	as	being	of	high	value.	
Typically	the	economic	benefits	of	these	cases	were	similar	to	those	in	the	random	sample	of	
cases,	consequently	these	were	not	evaluated.

The	results	of	the	analysis	are	tabulated	below.

Table 33: economic benefits of selected cases

group number tHe lAW tHe proCess externAlities AverAge 
benefit

Random	Advices 20 $0 $54,047 $17,850 $3,595

Random	Cases 20 $0 $11,670 $35,910 $2,379

Source:	JSA	research	and	analysis

In	2009-10	the	Consumer	Credit	Legal	Centre	had	total	expenses	of	around	$1,378,000.	In	
that	period,	the	centre	had	619	cases	and	12,410	advices.	Using	the	averages	for	the	random	
sample	above,	the	total	benefit	is	estimated	at	$46.1	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	around	33.

The	major	uncertainty	is	the	degree	to	which	the	benefit	would	not	have	been	achieved	
if	the	Community	Legal	Centre	did	not	exist,	that	is	whether	the	outcome	may	have	been	
achieved	by	other	processes.	However	there	is	considerable	comfort	in	the	high	cost	benefit	
ratio,	suggesting	that	if	only	one	in	thirty	outcomes	was	attributable	to	the	Community	Legal	
Centre,	costs	would	still	exceed	benefits.	

No	particular	high	value	cases	were	identified,	however	there	is	a	benefit	associated	with	
most	matters,	the	average	benefit	is	quite	high,	and	a	very	large	number	of	advices	are	
processed.	Of	particular	interest,	particularly	with	regard	to	mortgage	dispute,	the	earlier	
the	centre	was	involved	particularly	prior	to	legal	action,	the	greater	the	benefit.	The	overall	
impression	is	that	the	centre	deals	with	a	range	of	people	and	matters	and	does	this	in	a	very	
efficient	way,	particularly	not	wasting	people’s	time	and	the	centre’s	resources	where	there	is	
no	case,	and	strategically	following	through	on	selected	matters	for	a	range	of	reasons.	This	is	
an	effective	use	of	community	resources	and	is	reflected	in	the	high	benefit	cost	ratio.

The	economic	benefits	of	the	proper	process	of	the	law	with	respect	to	contracts	are	difficult	
to	determine.	

The	economic	benefit	of	contract	law	largely	comes	from	allowing	people	to	conduct	
transactions	over	time	by	making	sure	that	customers	get	what	they	pay	for,	and	suppliers	
provide	no	more	than	they	have	been	paid	for,	that	is	that	prices	reflect	accurately	reflect	
services.		The	economic	costs	if	society	didn’t	have	a	proper	regulatory	system	around	
contracts	could	be	enormous,	but	because	society	does	have	such	a	system,	it	(probably)	
functions	at	a	level	where	costs	just	equal	benefits.		It	is	expected	that	on	average,	the	
marginal	costs	of	pursuing	a	claim	would	be	equal	to	the	marginal	benefits	however	this	will	
not	always	be	the	case,	particularly	where	there	is	asymmetric	information.	The	Consumer	
Credit	Legal	Centre	performs	an	important	function	in	this	regard,	by	providing	expert	advice	
at	low	cost	to	offset	the	high	cost	to	individuals	in	obtaining	sufficient	information	to	reach	
an	informed	view.	Insurance	companies	and	financiers	are	dealing	with	claims	and	the	courts	
all	the	time,	and	so	would	be	much	more	likely	to	know	the	law	than	an	individual	who	may	
have	one	or	two	matters	in	a	lifetime.	This	provides	an	opportunity	for	moral	hazard,	where	
a	company	may	reject	a	claim	without	appropriate	support,	but	taking	advantage	of	the	
customer’s	lack	of	sophistication.	This	benefit	is	best	assessed	in	terms	of	willingness	to	pay,	
that	is	what	price	is	the	community	prepared	to	pay	to	have	access	to	good	legal	advice	at	no	
cost.

By	way	of	example,	the	cost	of	the	centre	per	advice	is	$111.	This	may	represent	good	value	
in	terms	of	the	community’s	willingness	to	pay,	as	a	“flag	fall”	with	a	private	solicitor	is	likely	
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to	be	around	$300,	and	the	centre	has	a	very	high	level	of	expertise	as	they	deal	with	these	
matters	all	the	time.	On	a	per	capita	basis	and	taking	the	adult	population	of	NSW	as	4.9	
million,57	the	cost	of	the	centre	per	adult	is	$0.30	per	year.	In	this	regard,	even	though	the	
average	benefit	associated	with	cases	is	about	half	the	benefit	associated	with	advices,	the	
cases	probably	serve	a	training	or	currency	purpose,	ensuring	that	solicitors	in	the	centre	are	
up	to	date	with	the	law.	More	importantly,	there	is	an	additional	benefit	arising	from	case	
work	as	matters	can	often	be	settled	quickly	as	creditors	and	insurers	know	that	the	CLC	is	
prepared	to	run	cases	through	court	or	external	dispute	resolution	and	are	therefore	more	
inclined	to	settle	than	if	the	CLC	offered	advice	only	with	no	opportunity	to	engage	the	legal	
system.

57	 	ABS	Census	2006
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	h
im
se
lf.
	

As
se
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m
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t o

f b
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t

N
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4.
 C

as
e	

D	
w
as
	in
	d
ef
au
lt	
on
	a
	m
or
tg
ag
e	
an
d	
ha
d	
be
en
	is
su
ed
	w
ith
	a
	

po
ss
es
sio
n	
no
tic
e.
	T
he
	C
LC
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
pa
ym
en
t	t
er
m
s	w
ith
	

th
e	
le
nd
er
	to
	a
dd
re
ss
	th
e	
ar
re
ar
s.

Th
e	
pr
op
er
	o
pe
ra
tio
n	
of
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	i
s	i
m
po
rt
an
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed

Th
e	
CL
C	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
re
du
ce
d	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	

m
or
tg
ag
e	
de
fa
ul
t,	
su
ch
	a
s	a
pp
ea
lin
g	
to
	th
e	

FO
S,	
ho
w
ev
er
	e
xp
en
se
s	o
f	a
ro
un
d	
$ 6
,0
00
	

ha
d	
be
en
	in
cu
rr
ed
	in
	co
ur
t	a
nd
	le
ga
l	c
os
ts
	to
	

ge
ne
ra
te
	th
e	
po
ss
es
sio
n	
no
tic
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
cl
ie
nt
	w
ou
ld
	p
ro
ba
bl
y	

ha
ve
	b
ee
n	
so
m
ew
ha
t	w
or
se
	

of
f	i
f	s
he
	h
ad
	lo
st
	h
er
	h
om
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

A	
m
or
tg
ag
ee
	sa
le
	is
	li
ke
ly
	

to
	in
vo
lv
e	
a	
ra
ng
e	
of
	co
st
s	

w
hi
ch
	w
er
e	
av
oi
de
d.
	

Th
es
e	
in
cl
ud
e	
ag
en
ts
	

an
d	
au
ct
io
ne
er
s	c
os
ts
.	In
	

De
ce
m
be
r	 2

01
0,
	th
e	
m
ed
ia
n	

sa
le
s	p
ric
e	
fo
r	a
	h
ou
se
	in
	

N
SW
	w
as
	$
44

0,
00

0.
41
	Ty
pi
ca
l	

ag
en
ts
	fe
es
	in
	N
SW
	a
re
	2
.5
%
,	

gi
vi
ng
	a
	co
st
	o
f	$

11
,0
00
	fo
r	

a	
m
ed
ia
n	
pr
ic
ed
	d
w
el
lin
g.

42
	

Th
is	
is	
ta
ke
n	
as
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
.

5.
 C

as
e

	E
	w
as
	a
	fi
ft
y	
ye
ar
	o
ld
	il
lit
er
at
e	
m
an
	w
ho
	h
ad
	su
ffe
re
d	
th
re
e	

he
ar
t	a
tt
ac
ks
	a
nd
	co
ul
d	
no
	lo
ng
er
	w
or
k	
as
	a
	cl
ea
ne
r	a
nd
	w
as
	

re
ce
iv
in
g	
th
e	
Di
sa
bi
lit
y	
Su
pp
or
t	P
en
sio
n.
	H
e	
co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	

CL
C	
as
	h
e	
w
as
	in
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	h
ar
ds
hi
p	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
a	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	

de
bt
	w
hi
ch
	h
e	
w
as
	h
av
in
g	
di
ffi
cu
lty
	re
pa
yi
ng
.	A
	re
pa
ym
en
t	

pl
an
	w
as
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	th
e	
cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	co
m
pa
ny
.	T
he
	

CL
C	
re
se
ar
ch
ed
	h
is	
su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
an
d	
di
sc
ov
er
ed
	h
e	
ha
d	

ei
gh
t	s
ep
ar
at
e	
po
lic
ie
s,	
th
re
e	
of
	w
hi
ch
	h
ad
	co
ve
r	f
or
	To
ta
l	

an
d	
Pe
rm
an
en
t	D
isa
bi
lit
y	
(T
PD
).	T
he
	C
LC
	a
ss
ist
ed
	W
	w
ith
	

th
e	
va
rio
us
	a
pp
lic
at
io
ns
	a
nd
	p
ro
vi
sio
n	
of
	su
bs
ta
nt
ia
tin
g	

do
cu
m
en
ta
tio
n	
re
qu
ire
d	
to
	m
ak
e	
TP
D	
cl
ai
m
s.	
H
e	
ne
go
tia
te
d	

w
ith
	d
oc
to
rs
	to
	p
ay
	th
em
	fo
llo
w
in
g	
hi
s	p
ay
ou
t.	
H
e	

su
bs
eq
ue
nt
ly
	re
ce
iv
ed
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	fo
r	a
ro
un
d	
$1

30
,0
00
.

Th
e	
la
w
	w
or
ke
d	
in
	th
is	
ca
se
	a
nd
	W
	re
ce
iv
ed
	h
is	
en
tit
le
m
en
t.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	b
en
efi
ts
	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
m
ar
gi
na
l	

w
ith
	re
sp
ec
t	t
o	
co
st
s.	
Be
ne
fit
	n
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

W
	w
as
	d
ep
re
ss
ed
	a
s	a
	re
su
lt	

of
	h
is	
fin
an
ci
al
	si
tu
at
io
n	
an
d	

th
is	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
ha
d	
a	
co
st
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

6.
 C

as
e

	F	
ha
d	
10
	u
ns
ec
ur
ed
	lo
an
s	w
ith
	p
ay
da
y	
le
nd
er
s.	
H
e	
ha
d	
no
	

as
se
ts
.	O
ne
	le
nd
er
	w
en
t	t
o	
co
ur
t	t
o	
re
co
ve
r	t
he
	d
eb
t.	
Th
e	
CL
C	

ne
go
tia
te
d	
a	
re
pa
ym
en
t	s
ch
em
e	
w
ith
	th
e	
le
nd
er
	a
nd
	th
is
	

w
as
	a
gr
ee
d	
to
	a
t	a
	p
re
	tr
ia
l	r
ev
ie
w
.	T
he
	le
nd
er
	h
ad
	le
nt
	th
e	

m
on
ey
	to
	F	
ov
er
	th
e	
in
te
rn
et
	a
nd
	th
er
e	
w
er
e	
a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	

irr
eg
ul
ar
iti
es
	w
hi
ch
	th
e	
CL
C	
ad
vi
se
d	
to
	A
SI
C.
	T
he
se
	in
cl
ud
ed
	

th
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	n
ot
	b
ei
ng
	re
gi
st
er
ed
	w
ith
	A
SI
C,
	h
av
in
g	
a	
cr
ed
it	

lic
en
ce
	o
r	b
ei
ng
	a
	m
em
be
r	o
f	a
n	
ex
te
rn
al
	d
isp
ut
e	
re
so
lu
tio
n	

sc
he
m
e.
	T
he
	C
LC
	u
se
d	
th
is	
ca
se
,	a
nd
	o
th
er
s,	
as
	a
	b
as
is	
fo
r	

lo
bb
yi
ng
	fo
r	c
ha
ng
es
	to
	le
gi
sla
tio
n	
to
	a
dd
re
ss
	p
ro
bl
em
s	w
ith
	

pa
yd
ay
	le
nd
in
g	
in
cl
ud
in
g	
in
de
pe
nd
en
t	d
isp
ut
e	
re
so
lu
tio
n,
	

lic
en
sin
g,
	re
sp
on
sib
le
	le
nd
in
g	
pr
ac
tic
es
	a
nd
	a
n	
in
te
re
st
	

ra
te
	ca
p.
	T
he
	fi
rs
t	t
hr
ee
	h
av
e	
no
w
	b
ee
n	
ad
dr
es
se
d	
th
ro
ug
h	

le
gi
sla
tiv
e	
ch
an
ge
s.

Va
ria
tio
n	
in
	in
te
re
st
	ra
te
s	i
s	a
n	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	

ou
tc
om
e	
w
ith
	e
ac
h	
bo
rr
ow
er
	p
ay
in
g	
an
	in
te
re
st
	ra
te
	

co
m
m
en
su
ra
te
	w
ith
	h
is	
lik
el
y	
le
ve
l	o
f	d
ef
au
lt.
	G
ov
er
nm
en
t	

re
gu
la
tio
n	
of
	le
nd
in
g	
is	
m
os
t	l
ik
el
y	
an
	e
qu
ity
	m
ea
su
re
,	o
r	

pe
rh
ap
s	i
nt
en
de
d	
to
	a
vo
id
	m
ar
ke
t	f
ai
lu
re
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	

as
ym
m
et
ric
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
w
he
re
by
	le
nd
er
s	k
no
w
	m
or
e	
ab
ou
t	

th
e	
tr
ue
	co
st
	th
an
	b
or
ro
w
er
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	i
s	a
	b
et
te
r	o
ut
co
m
e	

th
an
	o
ne
	th
ro
ug
h	
th
e	
co
ur
ts
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t.

N
o	
bu
dg
et
ar
y	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
is	
av
ai
la
bl
e	

fo
r	t
he
	N
SW
	Lo
ca
l	C
ou
rt
.	T
he
	co
st
	o
f	a
n	

un
re
pr
es
en
te
d	
m
at
te
r	i
n	
th
e	
Vi
ct
or
ia
n	

M
ag
ist
ra
te
s	C
ou
rt
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
pr
ev
io
us
ly
	

as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

33
0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.
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7.
 C

as
e

G
	h
ad
	p
ur
ch
as
ed
	a
	m
at
hs
	le
ar
ni
ng
	p
ro
gr
am
	o
n	
hi
re
	p
ur
ch
as
e	

fr
om
	a
	d
oo
r	t
o	
do
or
	sa
le
sm
an
	in
	a
nt
ic
ip
at
io
n	
th
at
	th
er
e	

w
ou
ld
	b
e	
an
	im
pr
ov
em
en
t	i
n	
he
r	c
hi
ld
re
n’
s	g
ra
de
s.	
Th
e	

co
m
pu
te
r	a
nd
	p
ro
gr
am
	su
pp
lie
d	
st
op
pe
d	
w
or
ki
ng
	a
ft
er
	so
m
e	

m
on
th
s	a
nd
	w
er
e	
no
t	r
ep
ai
re
d	
by
	th
e	
su
pp
lie
r.	T
he
	d
eb
t	w
as
	

su
bs
eq
ue
nt
ly
	so
ld
	to
	a
	d
eb
t	c
ol
le
ct
io
n	
ag
en
cy
	w
ho
	o
bt
ai
ne
d	

ju
dg
em
en
t	f
or
	$
10
,0
00
	a
nd
	a
n	
or
de
r	t
o	
ha
ve
	G
’s	
ho
us
e	
so
ld
	

to
	re
co
ve
r	t
he
	d
eb
t.	
G
	w
as
	o
n	
Ce
nt
re
lin
k	
pa
ym
en
ts
	a
nd
	

w
as
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	re
pa
y	
th
e	
de
bt
.	T
he
	C
LC
	w
as
	su
cc
es
sf
ul
	in
	

ap
pl
yi
ng
	to
	se
t	a
sid
e	
th
e	
ju
dg
em
en
t	o
n	
th
e	
gr
ou
nd
s	t
ha
t	

G
	w
as
	d
isa
dv
an
ta
ge
d	
du
e	
to
	h
er
	la
ck
	o
f	u
nd
er
st
an
di
ng
	

an
d	
lit
er
ac
y	
an
d	
as
	sh
e	
ha
d	
no
t	o
bt
ai
ne
d,
	o
r	i
nd
ee
d	
ha
d	

no
t	b
ee
n	
co
un
se
lle
d	
to
	o
bt
ai
n,
	le
ga
l	a
dv
ic
e.
	T
he
	C
LC
	th
en
	

ne
go
tia
te
d	
w
ith
	th
e	
de
bt
	co
lle
ct
io
n	
ag
en
cy
	a
nd
	th
ey
	a
gr
ee
d	

no
t	t
o	
pu
rs
ue
	th
e	
de
bt
,	p
ro
ba
bl
y	
be
ca
us
e	
of
	co
nc
er
ns
	ra
ise
d	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
or
ig
in
al
	co
nt
ra
ct
	a
nd
	th
e	
hi
gh
	p
re
ss
ur
e	
sa
le
s	

ta
ct
ic
s	u
se
d.

Co
ns
um
er
	La
w
	is
	m
os
t	l
ik
el
y	
an
	e
qu
ity
	m
ea
su
re
,	o
r	

pe
rh
ap
s	i
nt
en
de
d	
to
	a
vo
id
	m
ar
ke
t	f
ai
lu
re
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	

as
ym
m
et
ric
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
w
he
re
by
	le
nd
er
s/
su
pp
lie
rs
	k
no
w
	

m
or
e	
ab
ou
t	t
he
	tr
ue
	co
st
	th
an
	b
or
ro
w
er
s.

A	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	i
s	a
	b
et
te
r	o
ut
co
m
e.
	

Th
e	
al
te
rn
at
iv
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
th
e	
co
st
s	o
f	

en
fo
rc
em
en
t	i
nc
lu
di
ng
	tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
s

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
is	
ha
s	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	$

6,
85

0	
in
	

co
ur
t	a
nd
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	c
os
ts
	a
nd
	$
11
,0
00
	in
	

ag
en
ts
	fe
es
,	g
iv
in
g	
a	
to
ta
l	b
en
efi
t	o
f	$

17
,8
50
.

.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

8.
 C

as
e

	H
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	a
	w
or
kp
la
ce
	a
cc
id
en
t	a
nd
	w
as
	

re
ce
iv
in
g	
w
or
ke
rs
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n.
	A
s	a
	re
su
lt	
he
	w
as
	b
eh
in
d	

in
	h
is	
m
or
tg
ag
e	
pa
ym
en
ts
	a
nd
	w
as
	is
su
ed
	w
ith
	a
	d
ef
au
lt	

no
tic
e.
	H
e	
ha
d	
ac
ce
ss
ed
	h
is	
su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
in
	o
rd
er
	to
	p
ay
	

of
f	a
rr
ea
rs
	a
nd
	e
xp
ec
te
d	
to
	re
ce
iv
e	
a	
lu
m
p	
su
m
	w
or
ke
rs
	

co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
pa
ym
en
t	i
n	
th
e	
fu
tu
re
	w
hi
ch
	h
e	
w
ou
ld
	u
se
	to
	

re
du
ce
	h
is	
ho
m
e	
lo
an
.	H
e	
ha
d	
as
ke
d	
th
e	
ba
nk
	fo
r	a
dd
iti
on
al
	

ha
rd
sh
ip
	re
lie
f	b
ut
	th
e	
ba
nk
	re
fu
se
d	
on
	th
e	
gr
ou
nd
s	t
ha
t	

hi
s	c
irc
um
st
an
ce
s	w
er
e	
un
lik
el
y	
to
	ch
an
ge
.	T
he
	m
at
te
r	w
as
	

re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	th
e	
Fi
na
nc
ia
l	O
m
bu
ds
m
an
	S
er
vi
ce
	a
nd
	w
as
	

pu
rs
ue
d	
by
	th
e	
cl
ie
nt
.

Th
er
e	
is	
a	
ec
on
om
ic
	b
en
efi
t	i
n	
th
e	
pr
op
er
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	o
f	

co
nt
ra
ct
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

9.
 C

as
e

	I	
w
as
	a
	7
9	
ye
ar
	o
ld
	n
on
	E
ng
lis
h	
sp
ea
ke
r	w
ith
	sl
ig
ht
	d
em
en
tia
.	

H
e	
ha
d	
a	
ca
r	c
ra
sh
	a
nd
	m
ad
e	
a	
su
cc
es
sf
ul
	cl
ai
m
	a
ga
in
st
	h
is
	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
.	O
n	
fu
rt
he
r	i
nv
es
tig
at
io
n,
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	

co
m
pa
ny
	co
nc
lu
de
d	
th
e	
cl
ai
m
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	fr
au
du
le
nt
,	

as
	M
	h
ad
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
a	
di
ffe
re
nt
	a
cc
ou
nt
	o
f	e
ve
nt
s	t
o	
an
	

in
ve
st
ig
at
or
.	T
he
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	so
ug
ht
	to
	re
co
ve
r	t
he
	

m
on
ey
	p
ai
d	
fo
r	r
ep
ai
rs
	a
nd
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	i
nv
es
tig
at
io
ns
.	T
he
	C
LC
	

re
fe
rr
ed
	th
e	
m
at
te
r	t
o	
th
e	
Fi
na
nc
ia
l	O
m
bu
ds
m
an
	S
er
vi
ce
	a
nd
,	

su
bs
eq
ue
nt
	to
	C
CL
C	
m
ak
in
g	
su
bm
iss
io
ns
	o
n	
be
ha
lf	
of
	I,	
th
e	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	d
ro
pp
ed
	th
ei
r	c
la
im
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	p
ro
pe
rly
	

en
fo
rc
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed

Co
st
s	o
f	r
ec
ov
er
y	
th
ro
ug
h	
th
e	
Co
ur
ts
	h
av
e	

be
en
	a
vo
id
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
es
e	
co
st
s	h
av
e	
be
en
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	

$3
30
	fo
r	t
he
	m
ag
ist
ra
te
s	c
ou
rt
	a
nd
	$
21

3	
fo
r	

th
e	
Sh
er
iff
’s	
O
ffi
ce
,	g
iv
in
g	
a	
be
ne
fit
	o
f	$

54
0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m
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t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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10
. C

as
e	

O
w
in
g	
to
	a
	ch
ro
ni
c	i
lln
es
s,	
J	w
as
	n
o	
lo
ng
er
	a
bl
e	
to
	w
or
k.	
Sh
e	

w
as
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	p
ay
	h
er
	m
or
tg
ag
e	
re
pa
ym
en
ts
,	a
nd
	d
ue
	to
	a
	

dr
op
	in
	va
lu
e	
of
	h
er
	h
om
e,
	th
er
e	
w
as
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
a	
m
or
tg
ag
e	

sh
or
tf
al
l.	J
	a
pp
ro
ac
he
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
fo
r	a
dv
ic
e	
re
ga
rd
in
g	

ac
ce
ss
in
g	
he
r	s
up
er
an
nu
at
io
n	
an
d	
m
ak
in
g	
a	
to
ta
l	a
nd
	

pe
rm
an
en
t	d
isa
bi
lit
y	
cl
ai
m
.	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
if	
sh
e	
ac
ce
ss
ed
	

he
r	s
up
er
an
nu
at
io
n	
an
d	
m
ad
e	
th
e	
cl
ai
m
,	t
he
	m
on
ey
	co
ul
d	

be
	a
cc
es
se
d	
by
	h
er
	cr
ed
ito
rs
	in
	th
e	
ev
en
t	o
f	b
an
kr
up
tc
y,	

ho
w
ev
er
	if
	sh
e	
ac
ce
ss
ed
	su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
af
te
r	b
an
kr
up
tc
y	

th
e	
m
on
ey
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
pr
ot
ec
te
d.
	S
he
	d
ec
id
ed
	to
	a
cc
es
s	h
er
	

su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
to
	a
ss
ist
	w
ith
	h
er
	li
vi
ng
	e
xp
en
se
s	w
hi
le
	sh
e	

fin
al
ise
d	
he
r	m
or
tg
ag
e	
th
ro
ug
h	
sa
le
	o
f	h
er
	h
ou
se
.	C
CL
C	
di
d	

no
t	a
ss
ist
	w
ith
	th
is	
pr
oc
es
s	b
ut
	g
av
e	
he
r	t
he
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
sh
e	

ne
ed
ed
.

Th
e	
ec
on
om
ic
	p
ur
po
se
	o
f	m
ak
in
g	
su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n	
im
m
un
e	

fr
om
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y	
is	
no
t	c
le
ar
,	h
ow
ev
er
	it
	m
ay
	b
e	
a	
w
ay
	

of
	sh
ift
in
g	
th
e	
co
st
	o
f	r
et
ire
m
en
t	f
ro
m
	g
ov
er
nm
en
t	(
vi
a	

pe
ns
io
ns
)	t
o	
cr
ed
ito
rs
	(v
ia
	p
ro
te
ct
in
g	
su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n)
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

11
. C

as
e	

K’
s	h
us
ba
nd
	h
ad
	re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	d
ef
au
lt	
no
tic
e	
fr
om
	h
is	
cr
ed
it	

ca
rd
	p
ro
vi
de
r	w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	b
ei
ng
	b
eh
in
d	
in
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	a
nd
	

ap
pr
oa
ch
ed
	th
e	
CL
C	
to
	p
ro
vi
de
	a
dv
ic
e.
	H
er
	h
us
ba
nd
	h
ad
	

be
en
	il
l	t
w
o	
ye
ar
s	e
ar
lie
r	a
nd
	h
ad
	re
ce
iv
ed
	n
o	
in
co
m
e	
fo
r	

th
re
e	
m
on
th
s.	
H
e	
ha
d	
re
ce
nt
ly
	lo
st
	h
is	
jo
b	
an
d	
ha
d	
be
en
	

re
em
pl
oy
ed
	a
t	a
	lo
w
er
	in
co
m
e.
	H
e	
w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	a
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	

co
un
se
llo
r.	T
he
	se
rv
ic
e	
as
se
ss
ed
	K
’s	
fin
an
ci
al
	p
os
iti
on
	a
nd
	

co
nc
lu
de
d	
sh
e	
an
d	
he
r	h
us
ba
nd
	w
er
e	
in
so
lv
en
t	a
s	t
he
y	

co
ul
d	
no
t	p
ay
	th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
	a
s	t
he
y	
fe
ll	
du
e	
an
d	
th
ei
r	a
ss
et
s	

w
er
e	
sim
ila
r	t
o	
th
ei
r	l
ia
bi
lit
ie
s.	
Th
ey
	h
ad
	a
ro
un
d	
15
	cr
ed
ito
rs
.	

Th
ey
	w
er
e	
fu
rt
he
r	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	a
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
w
as
	

un
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
su
cc
es
sf
ul
	a
s	t
he
re
	w
as
	li
tt
le
	e
vi
de
nc
e	
th
at
	

th
ei
r	c
irc
um
st
an
ce
s	w
er
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	ch
an
ge
	fo
r	t
he
	b
et
te
r	

in
	th
e	
fo
re
se
ea
bl
e	
fu
tu
re
.	K
	w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	a
	fa
ce
-t
o-
fa
ce
	

fin
an
ci
al
	co
un
se
lli
ng
	se
rv
ic
e	
to
	a
ss
ist
	in
	n
eg
ot
ia
tin
g	
pa
ym
en
t	

ar
ra
ng
em
en
ts
	a
nd
	to
	e
xp
lo
re
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	t
ha
t	p
eo
pl
e	
be
	h
el
d	
lia
bl
e	
fo
r	t
he
ir	

de
bt
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed

It	
w
as
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
be
tt
er
	to
	p
ro
gr
es
s	

ba
nk
ru
pt
cy
	th
an
	to
	d
el
ay
	th
e	
in
ev
ita
bl
e.
	If
	

th
e	
co
up
le
	d
id
	n
ot
	g
o	
ba
nk
ru
pt
,	t
he
	va
rio
us
	

cr
ed
ito
rs
	w
ou
ld
	p
ur
su
e	
th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
	se
pa
ra
te
ly
	

at
	co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	co
st
	a
nd
	w
ith
	n
o	
lik
el
y	
re
tu
rn
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

$5
40
	(e
st
im
at
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
)	m
ul
tip
lie
d	
by
	1
5	

cr
ed
ito
rs
	g
iv
es
	a
	to
ta
l	b
en
efi
t	o
f	$

8,
10

0.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il.

12
. C

as
e	

L	w
as
	n
o	
lo
ng
er
	w
or
ki
ng
	a
nd
	w
as
	in
	re
ce
ip
t	o
f	a
	ca
re
r’s
	

pe
ns
io
n.
	S
he
	w
as
	in
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	d
iffi
cu
lti
es
.	H
er
	le
nd
er
	h
ad
	

fo
re
cl
os
ed
	o
n	
he
r	l
oa
n	
an
d	
he
r	h
ou
se
	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
so
ld
	w
ith
	a
	

sh
or
tf
al
l.	S
he
	h
ad
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	o
th
er
	d
eb
ts
	a
nd
	o
ne
	cr
ed
ito
r	

ha
d	
se
rv
ed
	h
er
	w
ith
	a
	st
at
em
en
t	o
f	c
la
im
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
dv
ise
d	

sh
e	
ha
d	
lit
tle
	b
as
is	
fo
r	a
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	
va
ria
tio
n	
or
	o
th
er
	cl
ai
m
s	

ag
ai
ns
t	h
er
	le
nd
er
s.	
L	d
ec
id
ed
	to
	a
pp
ly
	fo
r	b
an
kr
up
tc
y.	
As
	

a	
re
su
lt	
of
	in
ve
st
ig
at
io
ns
	ca
rr
ie
d	
ou
t	a
s	p
ar
t	o
f	t
he
	ca
se
,	

th
e	
CL
C	
fo
un
d	
th
at
	a
	re
pr
es
en
ta
tiv
e	
of
	o
ne
	o
rg
an
isa
tio
n,
	a
	

m
aj
or
	le
nd
er
,	p
ro
vi
de
d	
m
isl
ea
di
ng
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n.
	In
	a
dd
iti
on
,	

th
e	
co
nt
ac
t	d
et
ai
ls	
fo
r	t
he
	o
rg
an
isa
tio
n	
on
	th
e	
Fi
na
nc
ia
l	

O
m
bu
ds
m
an
	S
er
vi
ce
	w
er
e	
ou
t	o
f	d
at
e.
	A
s	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	a
	

co
m
pl
ai
nt
	b
y	
th
e	
CL
C,
	th
e	
le
nd
er
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
fu
rt
he
r	t
ra
in
in
g	
fo
r	

st
af
f	a
nd
	u
pd
at
ed
	it
s	d
et
ai
ls.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	

fo
r	t
he
ir	
de
bt
s,	
ho
w
ev
er
	th
er
e	
is	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	e
xp
en
se
	in
	

pu
rs
ui
ng
	d
eb
t,	
es
pe
ci
al
ly
	w
he
re
	th
er
e	
ar
e	
no
	a
ss
et
s.	
H
en
ce
	

th
e	
la
w
	fa
ci
lit
at
es
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

Ti
m
el
y	
ad
vi
ce
	to
	se
ek
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	

sa
ve
	tr
an
sa
ct
io
n	
co
st
s	a
s	t
he
	va
rio
us
	cr
ed
ito
rs
	

ch
as
e	
up
	th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
	in
di
vi
du
al
ly
	a
nd
	

ev
en
tu
al
ly
	se
ek
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y	
or
	g
et
	p
ay
m
en
t	

or
de
rs
	th
at
	a
re
	u
ne
nf
or
ce
ab
le
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	c
re
di
to
rs
	is
	n
ot
	k
no
w
n,
	b
ut
	

as
su
m
in
g	
tw
o,
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
	is
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
54

0	
tim
es
	2
,	o
r	$

1,
08

0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.
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13
. C

as
e	

M
’s	
ho
m
e	
ha
d	
be
en
	d
am
ag
ed
	in
	fl
oo
ds
.	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	

by
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	th
at
	d
am
ag
e	
fr
om
	fl
oo
di
ng
	w
as
	

no
t	c
ov
er
ed
	b
y	
he
r	p
ol
ic
y	
an
d	
th
at
	th
ey
	w
er
e	
aw
ai
tin
g	
a	

hy
dr
ol
og
y	
re
po
rt
	p
rio
r	t
o	
fin
al
isi
ng
	h
er
	cl
ai
m
.	T
he
	m
at
te
r	w
as
	

ta
ke
n	
ov
er
	b
y	
Le
ga
l	A
id
	Q
ue
en
sla
nd
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	e
nf
or
ce
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

Th
e	
CL
C	
w
as
	in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	th
es
e	
m
at
te
rs
	to
	

as
sis
t	L
eg
al
	A
id
	Q
ue
en
sla
nd
	w
ith
	a
	la
rg
e	
ca
se
	

lo
ad
	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	fl
oo
di
ng
.

As
se
ss
m
en
t	o
f	b
en
efi
t

N
il

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

14
. C

as
e

N
	h
ad
	m
ad
e	
a	
cl
ai
m
	a
ga
in
st
	h
is	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
as
	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	fl
oo
d	

da
m
ag
e	
to
	h
is	
ho
m
e.
	N
	w
as
	co
nc
er
ne
d	
ab
ou
t	t
he
	p
ro
gr
es
s	

of
	h
is	
cl
ai
m
.	T
he
	C
LC
	co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	

an
d	
re
m
in
de
d	
th
em
	o
f	t
he
ir	
ob
lig
at
io
ns
	u
nd
er
	th
e	
G
en
er
al
	

In
su
ra
nc
e	
Co
de
	o
f	P
ra
ct
ic
e	
to
	p
ro
vi
de
	ti
m
el
y	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n.
	N
	

re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	co
m
pa
ss
io
na
te
	p
ay
m
en
t	f
ro
m
	th
e	
in
su
re
r	w
hi
ch
	

w
as
	in
	li
ne
	w
ith
	w
ha
t	h
e	
be
lie
ve
d	
hi
s	e
nt
itl
em
en
t	t
o	
be
.	

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	e
nf
or
ce
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

N
il

15
. C

as
e	

O
’s	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
cl
ai
m
	fo
r	h
er
	st
ol
en
	a
nd
	d
am
ag
ed
	ca
r	h
ad
	b
ee
n	

re
je
ct
ed
	b
y	
th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	a
s	i
nv
es
tig
at
io
ns
	re
ve
al
ed
	

a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	i
nc
on
sis
te
nc
ie
s	w
hi
ch
	le
d	
th
em
	to
	su
sp
ec
t	f
ra
ud
.	

Th
e	
CL
C	
ad
vi
se
d	
he
r	o
f	a
	n
um
be
r	o
f	a
re
as
	w
he
re
	sh
e	
m
ay
	b
e	

in
	b
re
ac
h	
of
	th
e	
In
su
ra
nc
e	
Co
nt
ra
ct
s	A
ct
	1
98

4	
an
d	
co
nfi
rm
ed
	

th
e	
le
ga
l	b
as
is	
of
	th
e	
in
su
re
rs
	a
ct
io
ns
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	p
ro
pe
rly
	

en
fo
rc
ed
	a
nd
	th
at
	m
or
al
	h
az
ar
d	
is	
av
oi
de
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed

Co
ur
t	a
ct
io
n	
m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
vo
id
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
se
ss
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
t	$

54
0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

16
. C

as
e	

P	
be
lie
ve
d	
th
at
	h
e	
w
as
	in
co
rr
ec
tly
	li
st
ed
	a
s	d
ef
au
lti
ng
	w
ith
	

a	
cr
ed
it	
ag
en
cy
.	U
po
n	
re
vi
ew
	o
f	d
oc
um
en
ts
	th
e	
CL
C	
ad
vi
se
d	

hi
m
	th
at
	th
e	
de
fa
ul
t	l
ist
in
g	
ap
pe
ar
ed
	to
	b
e	
ap
pr
op
ria
te
	a
nd
	

th
at
	a
ct
io
n	
by
	th
e	
cr
ed
ito
r	t
o	
re
co
ve
r	t
he
	u
np
ai
d	
de
bt
	w
ou
ld
	

al
so
	a
pp
ea
r	t
o	
be
	su
pp
or
te
d.

Cr
ed
it	
lis
tin
gs
	a
re
	im
po
rt
an
t	a
s	t
he
y	
pr
ov
id
e	
in
fo
rm
at
io
n	

to
	in
fo
rm
	th
e	
pr
op
er
	a
llo
ca
tio
n	
of
	ri
sk
,	it
se
lf	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	

ef
fic
ie
nt
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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17
. C

as
e

Q
	h
ad
	m
ad
e	
a	
cl
ai
m
	fo
r	s
to
rm
	d
am
ag
e	
to
	h
er
	h
om
e	
w
ith
	

he
r	i
ns
ur
er
.	T
he
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	a
ss
es
se
d	
th
e	
da
m
ag
e	

cl
ai
m
ed
	a
s	b
ei
ng
	lo
ng
	te
rm
	d
am
ag
e	
as
	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	p
oo
r	

bu
ild
in
g	
pr
ac
tic
es
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
dv
ise
d	
he
r	o
f	t
he
	co
nt
ra
ct
ua
l	

ba
sis
	fo
r	t
he
	in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
’s	
de
ci
sio
n	
an
d	
ad
vi
se
d	
he
r	

w
ha
t	a
ct
io
n	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
re
qu
ire
d	
to
	su
bs
ta
nt
ia
te
	h
er
	cl
ai
m
.	T
he
	

m
at
te
r	w
as
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
se
d.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	p
ro
pe
rly
	

en
fo
rc
ed
	a
nd
	th
at
	m
or
al
	h
az
ar
d	
is	
av
oi
de
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

Th
e	
CL
C	
ad
vi
ce
	a
vo
id
ed
	co
rr
es
po
nd
en
ce
	a
nd
	a
	

ra
ng
e	
of
	a
dm
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
co
st
s	w
ith
	in
su
re
r	a
nd
	

po
ss
ib
le
	co
st
s	o
f	m
ed
ia
tio
n	
or
	co
ur
t	a
ct
io
n.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
33

0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

18
. C

as
e	

R	
ha
d	
su
ffe
re
d	
a	
w
or
kp
la
ce
	in
ju
ry
	th
at
	le
ft
	h
im
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	

w
or
k.	
H
e	
w
as
	re
ce
iv
in
g	
th
e	
Di
sa
bi
lit
y	
Su
pp
or
t	P
en
sio
n	
an
d	

w
as
	a
w
ai
tin
g	
a	
w
or
ke
rs
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
se
tt
le
m
en
t.	
H
e	
ha
d	

re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	d
ef
au
lt	
no
tic
e	
on
	a
	m
or
tg
ag
e	
fo
r	a
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
ow
ne
d	

by
	h
im
.	T
he
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
ha
d	
be
en
	o
ffe
re
d	
fo
r	s
al
e	
bu
t	p
ric
es
	

of
fe
re
d	
w
er
e	
no
t	s
uf
fic
ie
nt
	to
	p
ay
	o
ff	
th
e	
ou
ts
ta
nd
in
g	
de
bt
.	

H
is	
ha
rd
sh
ip
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
ha
d	
be
en
	re
je
ct
ed
	a
s	t
he
	le
nd
er
	

w
as
	o
f	t
he
	v
ie
w
	th
at
	h
is	
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	w
er
e	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	

pe
rm
an
en
t.	
A	
va
ria
tio
n	
to
	p
ay
m
en
t	t
er
m
s	w
as
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
d	
to
	

pr
ov
id
e	
ad
di
tio
na
l	t
im
e	
fo
r	R
	to
	se
ll	
hi
s	h
om
e.
	D
ue
	to
	a
	fa
ilu
re
	

to
	se
ll	
th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	a
nd
	d
iffi
cu
lty
	in
	se
rv
ic
in
g	
a	
nu
m
be
r	o
f	

ot
he
r	d
eb
ts
,	R
	d
ec
id
ed
	to
	h
an
d	
ov
er
	va
ca
nt
	p
os
se
ss
io
n	
to
	th
e	

le
nd
er
	a
nd
	th
en
	fi
le
	fo
r	b
an
kr
up
tc
y.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	

fo
r	t
he
ir	
de
bt
s,	
ho
w
ev
er
	th
er
e	
ca
n	
be
	co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
ex
pe
ns
e	
pu
rs
ui
ng
	d
eb
ts
	w
he
re
	th
er
e	
ar
e	
no
	

as
se
ts
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

Vo
lu
nt
ar
y	
ha
nd
ov
er
	p
ro
ba
bl
y	
re
du
ce
d	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
co
st
s	t
o	
so
m
e	
ex
te
nt
,	

ho
w
ev
er
	th
is	
w
as
	m
os
t	l
ik
el
y	
of
fs
et
	b
y	
ot
he
r	

ne
go
tia
tio
ns
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

19
. C

as
e

S	
an
d	
hi
s	p
ar
tn
er
	h
ad
	re
nt
ed
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	h
ou
se
ho
ld
	fu
rn
itu
re
	

fr
om
	a
	su
pp
lie
r.	T
he
y	
w
er
e	
re
ce
iv
in
g	
Ce
nt
re
lin
k	
pa
ym
en
ts
.	

Du
e	
to
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	d
iffi
cu
lti
es
,	t
he
y	
te
rm
in
at
ed
	th
e	
le
as
e	

ag
re
em
en
t	a
nd
	w
er
e	
re
qu
ire
d	
to
	p
ay
	a
n	
ou
ts
ta
nd
in
g	

am
ou
nt
	o
f	$

29
0,
	o
r	i
f	n
ot
	p
ai
d,
	to
ta
l	c
os
ts
	o
f	$

82
5.
	T
he
re
	w
as
	

so
m
e	
ev
id
en
ce
	th
at
	th
e	
su
pp
lie
r	m
ay
	h
av
e	
en
te
re
d	
in
to
	a
n	

un
su
ita
bl
e	
le
as
e	
co
nt
ra
ct
	a
s	i
t	w
as
	li
ke
ly
	th
e	
le
as
e	
pa
ym
en
ts
	

w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
in
vo
lv
ed
	su
bs
ta
nt
ia
l	h
ar
ds
hi
p.
	S
	d
id
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
s	

th
e	
m
at
te
r.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
lia
bl
e	
fo
r	t
he
ir	

de
bt
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

20
. C

as
e	

T	
ha
d	
re
sig
ne
d	
fr
om
	h
er
	p
re
vi
ou
s	j
ob
	a
s	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	p
er
so
na
l	

st
re
ss
.	S
he
	h
ad
	fa
lle
n	
be
hi
nd
	in
	h
er
	lo
an
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	a
nd
	h
er
	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
fo
r	a
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	
va
ria
tio
n	
ha
d	
be
en
	d
ec
lin
ed
.	S
he
	

w
as
	e
xp
ec
tin
g	
to
	re
co
m
m
en
ce
	w
or
k	
so
on
	w
ith
	a
	d
iff
er
en
t	

em
pl
oy
er
,	a
nd
	a
pp
ea
le
d	
to
	th
e	
Fi
na
nc
ia
l	O
m
bu
ds
m
an
	S
er
vi
ce
.	

A	
m
ed
ia
tio
n	
se
tt
le
m
en
t	w
as
	re
ac
he
d	
ho
w
ev
er
	T
	d
ec
id
ed
	n
ot
	

to
	a
cc
ep
t	t
ha
t	s
et
tle
m
en
t	a
nd
	d
ec
id
ed
	to
	se
ek
	le
ga
l	a
dv
ic
e	

el
se
w
he
re
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
se
tt
le
m
en
t.

Th
e	
pr
oc
es
s	w
or
ke
d	
bu
t	i
t	a
pp
ea
re
d	
th
at
	sh
e	
w
as
	u
nh
ap
py
	

w
ith
	th
e	
ou
tc
om
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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1.
 A

dv
ic

e

A	
is	
on
	w
or
ke
rs
	co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
an
d	
ha
d	
re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	d
ef
au
lt	

no
tic
e	
fr
om
	h
is	
ho
m
e	
lo
an
	le
nd
er
.	H
e	
ha
d	
be
en
	a
dv
ise
d	
by
	th
e	

ba
nk
	to
	co
nv
er
t	h
is	
lo
an
	to
	fi
xe
d	
in
te
re
st
,	b
ut
	w
as
	n
ot
	a
bl
e	
to
	

pa
y	
th
e	
hi
gh
er
	p
ay
m
en
ts
	a
nd
	so
	w
as
	is
su
ed
	a
	d
ef
au
lt	
no
tic
e.
	

H
e	
ch
an
ge
d	
ba
ck
	to
	a
	va
ria
bl
e	
lo
an
	b
ut
	w
as
	re
qu
ire
d	
to
	p
ay
	

a	
br
ea
k	
fe
e.
	T
he
	b
an
k	
di
d	
no
t	a
dv
ise
	h
im
	o
f	t
he
	o
pt
io
n	
of
	a
	

ha
rd
sh
ip
	va
ria
tio
n	
w
he
n	
th
ey
	su
gg
es
te
d	
he
	fi
x	
th
e	
in
te
re
st
	

ra
te
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
e	
cl
ie
nt
	to
	lo
dg
e	
in
	FO
S	
an
d	
w
ha
t	

to
	a
rg
ue
	o
ve
r	a
	se
rie
s	o
f	t
el
ep
ho
ne
	a
dv
ic
es
.	T
he
	cl
ie
nt
	w
as
	

su
cc
es
sf
ul
	in
	h
av
in
g	
th
e	
br
ea
k	
fe
e	
re
fu
nd
ed
.	T
he
	li
ke
ly
	b
as
is	
of
	

th
e	
ba
nk
’s	
de
ci
sio
n	
w
as
	th
ei
r	f
ai
lu
re
	to
	a
dv
ise
	A
	o
f	t
he
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	

va
ria
tio
n	
op
tio
n.

Co
ns
um
er
	La
w
	is
	m
os
t	l
ik
el
y	
an
	e
qu
ity
	m
ea
su
re
,	o
r	

pe
rh
ap
s	i
nt
en
de
d	
to
	a
vo
id
	m
ar
ke
t	f
ai
lu
re
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	

w
ith
	a
sy
m
m
et
ric
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
w
he
re
by
	le
nd
er
s	k
no
w
	

m
or
e	
ab
ou
t	t
he
	tr
ue
	co
st
	th
an
	b
or
ro
w
er
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
w
as
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	e
xp
en
se
	

as
so
ci
at
ed
	w
ith
	d
ef
au
lt	
an
d	
en
fo
rc
em
en
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

As
se
ss
ed
	a
s	e
xt
er
na
lit
y.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
is	
ha
s	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	

pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
t	$

6,
85

0	
in
	co
ur
t	

an
d	
en
fo
rc
em
en
t	c
os
ts
	a
nd
	

$1
1,
00

0	
in
	a
ge
nt
s	f
ee
s,	
gi
vi
ng
	a
	

to
ta
l	b
en
efi
t	o
f	$

17
,8
50
.

2.
 A

dv
ic

e	

B	
ow
ne
d	
a	
re
nt
al
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
w
hi
ch
	h
ad
	b
ur
nt
	d
ow
n	
w
hi
le
	

un
oc
cu
pi
ed
.	T
he
	in
su
re
r	r
ef
us
ed
	th
e	
cl
ai
m
	o
n	
th
e	
ba
sis
	th
at
	th
e	

pr
op
er
ty
	w
as
	n
ot
	st
ru
ct
ur
al
ly
	so
un
d.
	Fo
llo
w
in
g	
ad
vi
ce
	fr
om
	th
e	

CL
C,
	B
	a
rg
ue
d	
th
at
	B
	h
ad
	m
et
	h
er
	d
ut
y	
of
	u
tm
os
t	g
oo
d	
fa
ith
	a
s	

B	
ha
d	
re
gu
la
rly
	m
ai
nt
ai
ne
d	
th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	a
nd
	w
as
	n
ot
	a
w
ar
e	

of
	p
ro
bl
em
s	w
ith
	se
cu
rit
y	
at
	th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
.	T
he
	in
su
re
r	o
ffe
re
d	

$5
0,
00

0	
in
	se
tt
le
m
en
t	a
ga
in
st
	h
er
	cl
ai
m
	o
f	$

70
,0
00
	w
hi
ch
	sh
e	

ac
ce
pt
ed
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	e
nf
or
ce
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

In
	a
	p
ro
pe
rly
	o
pe
ra
tin
g	
sy
st
em
,	m
ar
gi
na
l	c
os
ts
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	

ex
pe
ct
ed
	to
	e
qu
al
	m
ar
gi
na
l	b
en
efi
ts
,	c
on
se
qu
en
tly
	th
e	

be
ne
fit
	is
	n
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

If	
th
e	
m
at
te
r	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
pu
rs
ue
d	
th
ro
ug
h	

th
e	
co
ur
ts
	th
er
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
a	
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
co
st
.

As
se

ss
em

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Co
ur
t	a
nd
	re
co
ve
ry
	co
st
s	h
av
e	
be
en
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	

as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

6,
85

0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

3.
 A

dv
ic

e

	C
	h
ad
	m
ul
tip
le
	d
eb
ts
	in
cl
ud
in
g	
a	
$9

0,
00

0	
sh
or
tf
al
l	o
n	
a	

pr
op
er
ty
	h
e	
ha
d	
so
ld
.	H
is	
w
ife
	h
as
	st
op
pe
d	
w
or
ki
ng
	d
ue
	to
	

m
ed
ic
al
	p
ro
bl
em
s	a
nd
	th
ey
	a
re
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	se
rv
ic
e	
th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
.	

Th
er
e	
w
as
	n
o	
eq
ui
ty
	in
	tw
o	
ot
he
r	p
ro
pe
rt
ie
s	h
e	
ow
ne
d	
du
e	
to
	

a	
po
or
	h
ou
sin
g	
m
ar
ke
t.	
H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
,	c
on
sid
er
in
g	
hi
s	

ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s,	
av
oi
di
ng
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y	
w
as
	u
nl
ik
el
y	
an
d	
he
	sh
ou
ld
	

co
ns
id
er
	e
ar
ly
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y	
ra
th
er
	th
an
	d
ra
w
in
g	
do
w
n	
su
pe
r,	a
s	

th
is	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
pr
ot
ec
te
d	
fr
om
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	

fo
r	t
he
ir	
de
bt
s,	
ho
w
ev
er
	th
er
e	
ca
n	
be
	co
ns
id
er
ab
le
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
ex
pe
ns
e	
pu
rs
ui
ng
	d
eb
ts
	w
he
re
	th
er
e	
ar
e	

no
	a
ss
et
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
ts

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

Vo
lu
nt
ar
y	
ba
nk
ru
pt
cy
	m
ay
	b
e	
a	
lo
w
	co
st
	

op
tio
n	
al
l	a
ro
un
d,
	a
s	c
ou
rt
	a
ct
io
n	
is	
av
oi
de
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
is	
be
ne
fit
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	

$6
,8
50
.	A
cr
os
s	t
w
o	
pr
op
er
tie
s,	
th
is	
is	
a	
be
ne
fit
	

of
	$
13
,7
00
.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

4.
 A

dv
ic

e

D	
ha
d	
gu
ar
an
te
ed
	a
	lo
an
	fo
r	a
no
th
er
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
w
ith
	h
er
	

ho
m
e.
	T
he
	o
th
er
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
w
as
	o
cc
up
ie
d	
by
	h
er
	so
n	
an
d	
in
	h
er
	

hu
sb
an
d’
s,	
so
n’
s	a
nd
	h
er
	n
am
e.
	T
he
	so
n	
de
fa
ul
te
d	
on
	p
ay
m
en
t	

an
d	
th
e	
le
nd
er
	o
bt
ai
ne
d	
po
ss
es
sio
n	
of
	th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	b
ut
	h
as
	

be
en
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	se
ll	
it.
	S
he
	w
ish
ed
	to
	re
fin
an
ce
	a
nd
	su
bd
iv
id
e	

he
r	h
om
e	
bu
t	i
s	u
na
bl
e	
to
	d
o	
th
at
	b
ec
au
se
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
ca
ve
at
	

on
	th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	a
ris
in
g	
fr
om
	th
e	
gu
ar
an
te
e.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	

th
at
	th
e	
ac
tio
ns
	o
f	t
he
	b
an
k	
ap
pe
ar
ed
	to
	b
e	
w
ith
in
	th
ei
r	r
ig
ht
s	

(g
iv
en
	h
er
	in
st
ru
ct
io
ns
)	b
ut
	sh
e	
w
as
	a
lso
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	a
	p
riv
at
e	

so
lic
ito
r	f
or
	fu
rt
he
r	a
ss
ist
an
ce
	sh
ou
ld
	sh
e	
w
ish
	to
	p
ur
su
e	
th
e	

m
at
te
r	f
ur
th
er
,	o
r	t
ry
	to
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
	w
ith
	th
e	
ba
nk
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	p
ro
pe
rly
	

en
fo
rc
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Ra
nd

om
 sa

m
pl

e 
of

 A
dv

ic
es
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5.
 A

dv
ic

e	

E	
w
as
	in
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	d
iffi
cu
lti
es
	o
ve
r	u
np
ai
d	
ra
te
s	a
nd
	lo
an
	

re
pa
ym
en
ts
.	H
e	
ha
d	
no
	e
qu
ity
	in
	e
ith
er
	h
is	
ho
m
e	
or
	h
is
	

in
ve
st
m
en
t	p
ro
pe
rt
y.	
H
is	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
fo
r	h
ar
ds
hi
p	
pr
ov
isi
on
s	

w
as
	re
fu
se
d	
as
	th
er
e	
w
as
	n
o	
lik
el
ih
oo
d	
th
at
	h
is	
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	

w
ou
ld
	ch
an
ge
.	H
e	
ha
s	m
ad
e	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
to
	p
ay
	b
y	
in
st
al
m
en
ts
,	

ta
ke
n	
m
at
te
rs
	to
	th
e	
Fi
na
nc
ia
l	S
er
vi
ce
s	O
m
bu
ds
m
an
	a
nd
	

di
sc
us
se
d	
ba
nk
ru
pt
cy
	o
pt
io
ns
	w
ith
	th
e	
CL
C.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

6.
 A

dv
ic

e	

F	w
as
	p
ur
su
ed
	b
y	
a	
po
lic
e	
ca
r	w
hi
le
	sp
ee
di
ng
.	T
he
	p
ol
ic
e	
ca
r	

st
ru
ck
	h
im
,	in
cu
rr
in
g	
da
m
ag
e.
	T
he
	in
su
re
r	h
as
	so
ug
ht
	to
	

re
co
ve
r	t
he
	m
on
ey
	fr
om
	h
im
.	H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	h
e	
w
as
	li
ke
ly
	

to
	b
e	
lia
bl
e	
fo
r	t
he
	m
on
ey
,	t
ha
t	h
e	
sh
ou
ld
	m
ak
e	
an
	o
ffe
r	t
o	

se
tt
le
	a
nd
	o
f	t
he
	st
ep
s	h
e	
sh
ou
ld
	ta
ke
	if
	h
e	
w
ish
es
	to
	d
isp
ut
e	

th
e	
qu
an
tu
m
	o
f	t
he
	d
am
ag
e.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
lia
bl
e	
fo
r	

th
ei
r	o
w
n	
ne
gl
ig
en
ce
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

It	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	co
ur
t	r
ec
ov
er
y	
ac
tio
n	
ha
s	b
ee
n	

av
oi
de
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
54

0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

7.
 A

dv
ic

e

G
	w
as
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	w
or
k	
du
e	
to
	m
ed
ic
al
	p
ro
bl
em
s.	
Sh
e	
w
as
	

un
ab
le
	to
	p
ay
	h
er
	cr
ed
it	
ca
rd
	d
eb
ts
.	S
he
	h
ad
	so
ug
ht
	a
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	

co
nc
es
sio
n	
ho
w
ev
er
	sh
e	
w
as
	re
fu
se
d	
as
	h
er
	p
ro
bl
em
	w
as
	lo
ng
	

te
rm
.	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	re
fe
r	t
he
	m
at
te
r	t
o	
in
de
pe
nd
en
t	

di
sp
ut
e	
re
so
lu
tio
n	
an
d	
to
	m
ak
e	
a	
cl
ai
m
	a
ga
in
st
	h
er
	in
co
m
e	

pr
ot
ec
tio
n	
po
lic
y	
at
ta
ch
ed
	to
	h
er
	su
pe
ra
nn
ua
tio
n.
	S
he
	w
as
	

al
so
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	a
	fa
ce
-t
o-
fa
ce
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	c
ou
ns
el
lin
g	
se
rv
ic
e	
fo
r	

fu
rt
he
r	a
ss
ist
an
ce
.	

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	

fo
r	t
he
ir	
de
bt
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

8.
 A

dv
ic

e	

H
	w
as
	in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	a
	ca
r	c
ra
sh
	a
nd
	h
as
	n
ot
	w
or
ke
d	
sin
ce
.	H
e	
is
	

on
	th
e	
Di
sa
bi
lit
y	
Su
pp
or
t	P
en
sio
n.
	H
e	
ha
s	r
ec
ei
ve
d	
a	
ju
dg
em
en
t	

ag
ai
ns
t	t
he
	o
th
er
	si
de
’s	
in
su
re
r,	h
ow
ev
er
	th
e	
in
su
re
r	h
as
	

ap
pl
ie
d	
fo
r	a
n	
in
ju
nc
tio
n	
ag
ai
ns
t	e
nf
or
ci
ng
	th
e	
ju
dg
em
en
t.	
H
e	

ha
s	e
ng
ag
ed
	in
	in
de
pe
nd
en
t	d
isp
ut
e	
re
so
lu
tio
n	
w
ith
	a
no
th
er
	

cr
ed
ito
r	a
nd
	th
ey
	h
av
e	
of
fe
re
d	
to
	a
cc
ep
t	a
n	
irr
ev
oc
ab
le
	o
rd
er
	

gu
ar
an
te
ei
ng
	p
ay
m
en
t	f
ro
m
	th
e	
ca
r	c
ra
sh
	p
ay
m
en
t.	
H
e	
w
as
	

ad
vi
se
d	
to
	se
rio
us
ly
	co
ns
id
er
	th
e	
of
fe
r	s
ub
je
ct
	to
	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	

fu
rt
he
r	a
dv
ic
e	
fr
om
	h
is	
co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
so
lic
ito
r	r
eg
ar
di
ng
	th
e	

qu
an
tu
m
	o
f	t
he
	ca
r	c
ra
sh
	se
tt
le
m
en
t	a
nd
	th
e	
lik
el
ih
oo
d	
of
	th
e	

in
ju
nc
tio
n	
be
in
g	
su
st
ai
ne
d.
	H
e	
w
as
	a
lso
	g
iv
en
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	

ab
ou
t	f
ac
e	
to
	fa
ce
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	c
ou
ns
el
lin
g	
an
d	
ba
nk
ru
pt
cy
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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9.
 A

dv
ic

e

	I	
co
nt
ac
te
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
an
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	m
at
te
r	i
n	

Q
ue
en
sla
nd
.	T
he
	C
LC
	w
as
	u
na
bl
e	
to
	a
dv
ise
	a
nd
	h
e	
w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	

to
	Q
ue
en
sla
nd
	Le
ga
l	A
id
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

10
. A

dv
ic

e	

J	h
ad
	lo
st
	h
er
	jo
b	
an
d	
w
as
	in
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	h
ar
ds
hi
p.
	S
he
	h
ad
	

co
ns
ol
id
at
ed
	h
er
	d
eb
t	a
nd
,	o
n	
th
e	
ad
vi
ce
	o
f	t
he
	C
LC
,	h
ad
	

su
cc
es
sf
ul
ly
	so
ug
ht
	a
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	
va
ria
tio
n.
	H
ow
ev
er
	a
t	t
he
	e
nd
	

of
	th
e	
ha
rd
sh
ip
	p
er
io
d,
	h
er
	ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s	h
ad
	d
et
er
io
ra
te
d	

fu
rt
he
r	d
ue
	to
	il
l	h
ea
lth
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
dv
ise
d	
ag
ai
ns
t	r
efi
na
nc
in
g	

w
ith
	a
	h
ig
h	
co
st
	le
nd
er
	a
nd
	re
co
m
m
en
de
d	
th
at
	sh
e	
pu
t	

he
r	h
om
e	
on
	th
e	
m
ar
ke
t	a
s	i
t	a
pp
ea
re
d	
in
ev
ita
bl
e	
th
at
	sh
e	

w
ou
ld
	lo
se
	th
e	
ho
m
e.
	B
y	
se
lli
ng
	it
	h
er
se
lf,
	sh
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	

lik
el
y	
to
	m
ax
im
ise
	h
er
	re
tu
rn
	a
nd
	m
in
im
ise
	le
ga
l	c
os
ts
.	J
	d
id
	

no
t	p
ro
gr
es
s	t
he
	m
at
te
r	a
nd
	w
as
	th
en
	is
su
ed
	w
ith
	a
	d
ef
au
lt	

no
tic
e.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
w
ha
t	s
te
ps
	sh
e	
w
as
	re
qu
ire
d	
to
	ta
ke
	

in
	re
sp
on
se
	to
	th
e	
de
fa
ul
t	n
ot
ic
e	
an
d	
w
as
	co
un
se
lle
d	
to
	

m
ak
e	
so
m
e	
de
ci
sio
ns
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
he
r	f
ut
ur
e	
co
m
pa
re
d	
to
	th
e	

al
te
rn
at
iv
e	
of
	b
ei
ng
	o
ve
rt
ak
en
	b
y	
ev
en
ts
.	

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

11
. A

dv
ic

e	

K	
ha
s	e
nt
er
ed
	in
to
	vo
lu
nt
ar
y	
ba
nk
ru
pt
cy
	o
ve
r	a
	d
eb
t	o
f	

$8
0,
00

0.
	To
	a
vo
id
	lo
sin
g	
hi
s	h
om
e,
	h
e	
w
an
te
d	
to
	n
eg
ot
ia
te
	

w
ith
	th
e	
tr
us
te
e	
to
	a
cc
ep
t	$

35
,0
00
	p
ut
	u
p	
by
	fa
m
ily
	m
em
be
rs
	

an
d	
an
nu
l	t
he
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y.	
H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	h
e	
sh
ou
ld
	

de
m
on
st
ra
te
	to
	th
e	
tr
us
te
e	
w
hy
	th
e	
tr
us
te
e	
an
d	
cr
ed
ito
rs
	w
ill
	

be
	b
et
te
r	o
ff	
ac
ce
pt
in
g	
hi
s	o
ffe
r	t
ha
n	
by
	se
lli
ng
	h
is	
ho
m
e.
	It
	is
	

lik
el
y	
th
e	
re
tu
rn
	o
n	
sa
le
	o
f	t
he
	h
om
e	
w
ill
	b
e	
ar
ou
nd
	$
35
,0
00
	

ho
w
ev
er
	th
er
e	
w
ill
	b
e	
ot
he
r	c
os
ts
	a
ss
oc
ia
te
d	
w
ith
	re
co
ve
rin
g	

th
is	
am
ou
nt
.

It	
ap
pe
ar
s	h
e	
ha
s	c
al
cu
la
te
d	
th
e	
m
in
im
um
	h
e	
ca
n	
of
fe
r	

th
e	
tr
us
te
e	
to
	re
ta
in
	h
is	
ho
m
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

A	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
pr
oc
es
s	i
s	l
ik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
go
od
	

ou
tc
om
e	
ho
w
ev
er
	in
	th
is	
ca
se
	th
e	
ou
tc
om
e	
is
	

un
kn
ow
n.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

12
. A

dv
ic

e	

L	h
as
	b
ee
n	
re
ce
nt
ly
	p
ur
su
ed
	b
y	
a	
de
bt
	co
lle
ct
io
n	
ag
en
cy
	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
a	
de
bt
	d
at
in
g	
to
	so
m
e	
ye
ar
s	a
go
.	T
he
	tw
el
ve
	ye
ar
	

pe
rio
d	
to
	e
nf
or
ce
	th
e	
de
bt
	p
ur
su
an
t	t
o	
a	
ju
dg
m
en
t	e
xp
ire
s	

so
on
.	L
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	co
nfi
rm
	w
he
th
er
	th
er
e	
w
as
	a
	ju
dg
em
en
t	

re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
de
bt
.	If
	n
ot
	h
e	
sh
ou
ld
	lo
dg
e	
an
	a
pp
ea
l	w
ith
	th
e	

Fi
na
nc
ia
l	O
m
bu
ds
m
an
	S
er
vi
ce
	a
rg
ui
ng
	th
at
	th
e	
de
bt
	is
	st
at
ut
e	

ba
rr
ed
.	If
	th
er
e	
is	
a	
ju
dg
em
en
t,	
th
e	
cr
ed
ito
r	c
an
	a
pp
ly
	fo
r	a
n	

ex
te
ns
io
n	
of
	ti
m
e	
to
	e
nf
or
ce
	th
e	
de
bt
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	

fo
r	p
ay
in
g	
th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
.	T
he
	e
co
no
m
ic
	b
en
efi
ts
	o
f	

lim
ita
tio
ns
	o
n	
tim
e	
ar
e	
no
t	c
le
ar
,	h
ow
ev
er
	it
	m
ay
	

re
la
te
	to
	th
e	
ex
te
nd
ed
	co
st
s	i
n	
de
al
in
g	
w
ith
	m
at
te
rs
	

th
at
	a
re
	m
an
y	
ye
ar
s	o
ld
	a
nd
	th
e	
di
ffi
cu
lty
	in
	o
bt
ai
ni
ng
	

in
fo
rm
at
io
n.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il
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13
. A

dv
ic

e	

M
	w
as
	w
or
ki
ng
	in
	A
us
tr
al
ia
	b
ut
	in
te
nd
ed
	to
	re
tu
rn
	o
ve
rs
ea
s	

so
on
.	S
he
	w
as
	in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	a
	m
ot
or
	v
eh
ic
le
	a
cc
id
en
t	w
he
re
	sh
e	

w
as
	a
t	f
au
lt.
	S
he
	w
as
	u
ni
ns
ur
ed
	a
nd
	th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	

so
ug
ht
	th
e	
co
st
	o
f	r
ep
ai
rs
	to
	th
e	
ot
he
r	v
eh
ic
le
.	M
	ca
nv
as
se
d	
a	

ra
ng
e	
of
	o
pt
io
ns
	in
cl
ud
in
g	
le
av
in
g	
th
e	
co
un
tr
y	
w
ith
ou
t	p
ay
in
g	

th
e	
de
bt
.	O
n	
th
e	
ad
vi
ce
	o
f	t
he
	C
LC
	sh
e	
m
ad
e	
an
	o
ffe
r	t
o	
th
e	

in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	w
hi
ch
	w
as
	a
cc
ep
te
d.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	p
ay
	th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
ot
	q
ua
nt
ifi
ed
.

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
	sa
vi
ng
	in
	

re
co
ve
ry
	co
st
s	b
y	
th
e	
in
su
ra
nc
e	
co
m
pa
ny
	

in
cl
ud
in
g	
co
ur
t	t
im
e.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

Th
e	
co
st
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	

$5
40
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t 

N
il

14
. A

dv
ic

e	

N
	w
as
	o
ut
	o
f	w
or
k	
an
d	
ha
d	
ac
cr
ue
d	
$2

5,
00

0	
in
	a
rr
ea
rs
	o
n	

hi
s	m
or
tg
ag
e	
th
ro
ug
h	
en
te
rin
g	
in
to
	h
ar
ds
hi
p	
ar
ra
ng
em
en
ts
.	

H
e	
ha
d	
sin
ce
	re
tu
rn
ed
	to
	w
or
k	
an
d	
th
e	
le
nd
er
	w
as
	se
ek
in
g	

pa
ym
en
t	o
f	t
he
	a
rr
ea
rs
.	H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
hi
s	o
pt
io
ns
	w
er
e	
to
	

ca
pi
ta
lis
e	
th
e	
ar
re
ar
s	w
ith
	th
e	
ag
re
em
en
t	o
f	t
he
	le
nd
er
	o
r	s
el
l	

hi
s	h
om
e	
to
	p
ay
	o
ff	
hi
s	d
eb
t.	
H
e	
w
as
	a
lso
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	lo
dg
e	
a	

co
m
pl
ai
nt
	w
ith
	th
e	
Fi
na
nc
ia
l	O
m
bu
ds
m
an
	S
er
vi
ce
	in
	th
e	
ev
en
t	

th
at
	th
e	
le
nd
er
	is
su
ed
	a
	st
at
em
en
t	o
f	c
la
im
	b
ef
or
e	
a	
so
lu
tio
n	

co
ul
d	
be
	n
eg
ot
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Marrickville legal Centre
A	random	sample	of	twenty	cases	and	twenty	advices	were	selected	and	the	economic	
benefits	evaluated.	In	addition,	staff	provided	cases	evaluated	by	them	as	being	of	high	value,	
however	the	economic	benefits	of	these	cases	were	similar	to	those	in	the	random	sample	of	
cases,	consequently	these	were	not	evaluated.

The	results	of	the	analysis	are	tabulated	below.

Table 34: economic benefits of selected cases

group number tHe lAW tHe proCess externAlities AverAge 
benefit

Random	Advices 20 $0 $4,490 $6,850 $567

Random	Cases 20 $0 $6,168 $1,140 $365

Source:	JSA	research	and	analysis

In	2009-10	Marrickville	Legal	Centre	had	total	expenses	of	around	$877,000.	In	that	period,	
the	centre	had	425	cases	and	5,328	advices.	Using	the	averages	for	the	random	sample	above,	
the	total	benefit	is	estimated	at	$3.2	million,	a	cost	benefit	ratio	of	around	4,	and	sufficiently	
high	to	justify	the	expenditure	on	the	centre.	

The	major	uncertainty	is	the	degree	to	which	the	benefit	would	not	have	been	achieved	if	the	
Community	Legal	Centre	did	not	exist,	that	is	whether	the	outcome	may	have	been	achieved	
by	other	processes.	If	one	in	four	outcomes	was	attributable	to	the	Community	Legal	Centre,	
costs	would	still	exceed	benefits.	
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re
pr

es
en

te
d 

lit
ig

an
t, 

i.e
. $
33

0.

Th
e 

da
m

p 
co

nd
iti

on
s 

ap
pe

ar
 to

 h
av

e 
ha

d 
so

m
e 

im
pa

ct
 o

n 
N

s h
ea

lth
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Di
ffi

cu
lt 

to
 a

ss
es

s a
nd

 
ta

ke
n 

as
 n

il.

13
. C

as
e

M
 h

ad
 b

ee
n 

liv
in

g 
in

 a
 si

tu
at

io
n 

of
 d

om
es

tic
 v

io
le

nc
e 

fo
r 3

0 
ye

ar
s. 

Sh
e 

ha
d 

re
ce

nt
ly

 o
bt

ai
ne

d 
an

 A
VO

 w
hi

ch
 h

ad
 b

ee
n 

br
ea

ch
ed

 b
y 

he
r h

us
ba

nd
. T

he
 C

LC
 a

ss
ist

ed
 h

er
 w

ith
 in

iti
al

 
pr

ep
ar

at
io

n 
of

 a
n 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n 

fo
r v

ic
tim

’s 
co

m
pe

ns
at

io
n.

 T
he

 
m

at
te

r w
as

 re
fe

rr
ed

 to
 th

e 
pr

o 
bo

no
 se

ct
io

n 
of

 a
 la

rg
e 

le
ga

l 
fir

m
.

As
 d

isc
us

se
d 

pr
ev

io
us

ly,
 V

ic
tim

’s 
co

m
pe

ns
at

io
n 

ap
pe

ar
s t

o 
be

 a
n 

eq
ui

ty
 m

ea
su

re
.

N
o 

be
ne

fit
. 

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o 

be
ne

fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

14
. C

as
e 

N
 a

nd
 h

er
 h

us
ba

nd
 h

ad
 b

or
ro

w
ed

 m
on

ey
 to

 in
ve

st
 in

 a
 

tim
be

r p
la

nt
at

io
n 

sc
he

m
e.

 T
he

 sc
he

m
e 

w
as

 fr
au

du
le

nt
 a

nd
 

th
e 

co
m

pa
ny

 w
en

t b
an

kr
up

t. 
Th

e 
cr

ed
ito

rs
 o

f t
he

 co
m

pa
ny

 
ob

ta
in

ed
 a

 ju
dg

em
en

t a
ga

in
st

 N
 a

nd
 h

er
 h

us
ba

nd
, h

ow
ev

er
 

th
ey

 h
ad

 n
o 

as
se

ts
 a

nd
 li

tt
le

 in
co

m
e.

 T
he

y 
w

er
e 

ad
vi

se
d 

th
ey

 
m

ay
 h

av
e 

a 
ca

se
 a

ga
in

st
 th

e 
co

m
pa

ny
 fo

r b
re

ac
he

s o
f t

he
 tr

ad
e 

pr
ac

tic
es

 a
ct

, a
nd

 th
is 

cl
ai

m
 co

ul
d 

be
 o

ffs
et

 a
ga

in
st

 th
e 

de
bt

. 
Th

e 
co

up
le

 d
ec

id
ed

 to
 g

o 
in

to
 vo

lu
nt

ar
y 

ba
nk

ru
pt

cy
, a

s t
he

y 
ha

d 
no

 si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 a

ss
et

s o
r i

nc
om

e.

It 
is 

ec
on

om
ic

al
ly

 e
ffi

ci
en

t f
or

 p
eo

pl
e 

to
 b

e 
re

sp
on

sib
le

 
fo

r t
he

ir 
de

bt
s, 

ho
w

ev
er

 it
 is

 n
ot

 e
co

no
m

ic
al

ly
 e

ffi
ci

en
t f

or
 

pe
op

le
 to

 b
e 

re
w

ar
de

d 
fo

r t
he

 p
ro

ce
ed

s o
f c

rim
e.

N
o 

be
ne

fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Re
co

ve
ry

 a
nd

 e
nf

or
ce

m
en

t 
ac

tio
n 

w
as

 a
vo

id
ed

.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Si
m

ila
r b

en
efi

ts
 h

av
e 

be
en

 
as

se
ss

ed
 e

lse
w

he
re

 a
t 

$5
40

.



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-���-

de
tA

il
s

tH
e 

lA
W

tH
e 

pr
o

Ce
ss

ex
te

rn
Al

it
ie

s

15
. C

as
e

O
	w
as
	a
	h
om
el
es
s	p
er
so
n	
as
	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	lo
sin
g	
he
r	j
ob
	d
ue
	to
	

in
ju
ry
	a
nd
	li
vi
ng
	in
	a
	ca
r.	H
er
	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
fo
r	p
rio
rit
y	
ho
us
in
g	

w
ith
	th
e	
De
pa
rt
m
en
t	o
f	H
ou
sin
g	
w
as
	d
en
ie
d	
as
	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
er
ro
rs
.	F
ol
lo
w
in
g	
a	
re
vi
ew
,	s
he
	w
as
	g
ra
nt
ed
	

pr
io
rit
y	
st
at
us
	a
nd
	a
pp
ro
ve
d	
fo
r	t
he
	S
pe
ci
al
	A
ss
ist
an
ce
	S
ub
sid
y,	

su
bs
id
isi
ng
	h
er
	a
cc
om
m
od
at
io
n	
in
	th
e	
pr
iv
at
e	
ho
us
in
g	
m
ar
ke
t.	
	

As
	d
isc
us
se
d	
pr
ev
io
us
ly,
	p
ub
lic
	h
ou
sin
g	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
an
	

eq
ui
ty
	m
ea
su
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
CL
C	
ap
pe
ar
s	t
o	
ha
ve
	a
ct
ed
	a
s	a
n	
in
fo
rm
al
	

om
bu
ds
m
an
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
N
SW
	O
m
bu
ds
m
an
	re
ce
iv
ed
	 3
2,
50

9	
co
m
pl
ai
nt
s	a
nd
	n
ot
ifi
ca
tio
ns
	in
	2
00

9-
10
,44
	w
ith
	

a	
to
ta
l	e
xp
en
di
tu
re
	o
f	$

21
.1
	m
ill
io
n.

45
	T
hi
s	i
s	a
	

co
st
	p
er
	co
m
pl
ai
nt
	o
f	$

64
9	
an
d	
th
is	
is	
ta
ke
n	
as
	

th
e	
be
ne
fit
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

16
. C

as
e	

P	
ha
d	
a	
sm
al
l	b
us
in
es
s	o
rg
an
isi
ng
	sw
in
ge
r’s
	fu
nc
tio
ns
.	H
e	

co
nt
ra
ct
ed
	w
ith
	a
	w
eb
	d
es
ig
ne
r	t
o	
pr
ov
id
e	
a	
w
eb
	si
te
	fo
r	h
is
	

bu
sin
es
s.	
Th
e	
w
eb
	si
te
	w
as
	d
ef
ec
tiv
e	
in
	a
	n
um
be
r	o
f	w
ay
s	a
nd
	

he
	h
el
d	
th
e	
de
sig
ne
r	r
es
po
ns
ib
le
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
dv
ise
d	
hi
m
	th
at
	

he
	h
ad
	li
m
ite
d	
ch
an
ce
	o
f	s
uc
ce
ss
	in
	th
e	
CT
TT
	d
ue
	to
	la
ck
	o
f	

ce
rt
ai
nt
y	
ar
ou
nd
	th
e	
co
nt
ra
ct
ua
l	a
rr
an
ge
m
en
t,	
ho
w
ev
er
	h
e	

pr
og
re
ss
ed
	th
e	
m
at
te
r	s
ee
ki
ng
	$
30
,0
00
,	t
he
	co
st
	o
f	a
	w
eb
sit
e	

w
ith
	co
m
pl
et
e	
fu
nc
tio
na
lit
y.	
In
	co
nc
ili
at
io
n,
	h
e	
ac
ce
pt
ed
	$
1,
00

0	
in
	se
tt
le
m
en
t.	
	

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	p
ro
pe
rly
	

ad
m
in
ist
er
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Ad
di
tio
na
l	c
os
ts
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	in
cu
rr
ed
	if
	th
e	

m
at
te
r	p
ro
gr
es
se
d	
to
	co
ur
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Si
m
ila
r	b
en
efi
ts
	h
av
e	
be
en
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
ss
es
se
d	

at
	$
33

0.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

17
. C

as
e	

Q
	a
pp
ro
ac
he
d	
th
e	
CL
C	
fo
r	a
dv
ic
e	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
ob
ta
in
in
g	

vi
ct
im
’s	
co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
fo
r	a
	cl
ai
m
ed
	a
ss
au
lt,
	p
ay
in
g	
of
f	

ou
ts
ta
nd
in
g	
fin
es
	w
ith
	a
	W
or
k	
an
d	
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t	O
rd
er
	a
nd
	

po
ss
ib
le
	d
isc
rim
in
at
io
n	
w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	h
is	
cr
im
in
al
	re
co
rd
.	

An
	FO
I	a
pp
lic
at
io
n	
w
as
	p
re
pa
re
d	
an
d	
on
	th
e	
ba
sis
	o
f	t
ha
t	F
O
I	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	th
er
e	
w
as
	li
tt
le
	su
pp
or
t	f
or
	h
is
	

vi
ct
im
’s	
co
m
pe
ns
at
io
n	
cl
ai
m
.	H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
of
	th
e	
ap
pr
op
ria
te
	

av
en
ue
s	w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	w
or
ki
ng
	o
ff	
fin
es
	a
nd
	p
ro
gr
es
sin
g	

di
sc
rim
in
at
io
n	
cl
ai
m
s.	

Vi
ct
im
s	c
om
pe
ns
at
io
n	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
an
	e
qu
ity
	m
ea
su
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
	sa
vi
ng
	in
	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tiv
e	
re
vi
ew
	fr
om
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
sin
g	
hi
s	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n.
	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
35

0.
	

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

18
. C

as
e	

R	
ha
d	
be
en
	e
m
pl
oy
ed
	a
t	a
	h
ot
el
	o
n	
a	
ca
su
al
	b
as
is	
as
	a
	b
ar
	

at
te
nd
an
t	a
nd
	o
th
er
	d
ut
ie
s	f
or
	o
ve
r	n
in
e	
ye
ar
s.	
Th
e	
ho
te
l	w
as
	

pu
rc
ha
se
d	
by
	n
ew
	o
w
ne
rs
,	a
nd
	a
ft
er
	si
x	
m
on
th
s	s
he
	w
as
	to
ld
	

th
at
	th
er
e	
w
er
e	
no
	sh
ift
s	a
va
ila
bl
e	
to
	h
er
.	S
he
	su
bs
eq
ue
nt
ly
	

fo
un
d	
al
te
rn
at
iv
e	
w
or
k.	
Th
e	
CL
C	
as
sis
te
d	
he
r	w
ith
	re
fe
rr
in
g	

th
e	
m
at
te
r	t
o	
Fa
ir	
W
or
k	
Au
st
ra
lia
	a
nd
	in
	n
eg
ot
ia
tio
ns
	w
ith
	h
er
	

pr
ev
io
us
	e
m
pl
oy
er
.	T
he
	m
at
te
r	w
as
	se
tt
le
d	
fo
r	$

3,
00

0	
w
ith
	n
o	

ad
m
iss
io
n	
of
	g
ui
lt	
by
	th
e	
pr
ev
io
us
	e
m
pl
oy
er
.	

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	e
nf
or
ce
d,
	

ho
w
ev
er
	la
bo
ur
	la
w
s	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
an
	e
qu
ity
	m
ea
su
re
	

ra
th
er
	th
an
	a
n	
ef
fic
ie
nc
y	
m
ea
su
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A	
ne
go
tia
te
d	
ou
tc
om
e	
le
d	
to
	re
du
ce
d	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
co
st
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

In
	 2
00

9-
10
.	F
ai
r	W
or
k	
Au
st
ra
lia
	h
ad
	4
2,
51

6	
m
at
te
rs
,	w
ith
	a
	to
ta
l	e
xp
en
di
tu
re
	o
f	$

66
.7
	

m
ill
io
n,
	o
r	$

1,
56

9	
pe
r	m
at
te
r.	T
hi
s	i
s	t
ak
en
	

as
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
,	a
lth
ou
gh
	it
	is
	n
ot
ed
	th
at
	th
e	

m
at
te
r	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	Fa
ir	
W
or
k	
Au
st
ra
lia
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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19
. C

as
e	

S	
w
as
	a
	tr
ai
ne
e	
te
ac
he
r.	D
ue
	to
	a
n	
ad
ve
rs
e	
re
po
rt
,	h
e	
fa
ile
d	
hi
s	

fin
al
	p
ra
ct
ic
al
	tr
ai
ni
ng
	w
hi
ch
	m
ea
nt
	h
e	
co
ul
d	
no
t	c
om
pl
et
e	
hi
s	

de
gr
ee
.	T
he
	C
LC
	a
ss
ist
ed
	h
im
	in
	p
re
pa
ra
tio
n	
of
	a
	ca
se
	b
ef
or
e	
th
e	

un
iv
er
sit
y	
as
se
ss
m
en
t	c
om
m
itt
ee
.	H
e	
w
as
	e
xc
lu
de
d	
fr
om
	th
e	

un
iv
er
sit
y	
fo
r	o
ne
	ye
ar
,	a
llo
w
in
g	
hi
m
	to
	re
-e
nr
ol
	th
e	
fo
llo
w
in
g	

ye
ar
.	

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

20
. C

as
e

T	
ha
d	
a	
m
en
ta
l	i
lln
es
s	a
nd
	w
as
	in
	a
	D
ep
ar
tm
en
t	o
f	H
ou
sin
g	

dw
el
lin
g.
	T
he
	D
ep
ar
tm
en
t	r
ec
ei
ve
d	
al
le
ga
tio
ns
	o
f	f
ra
ud
	

cl
ai
m
in
g	
th
at
	T
	h
ad
	su
bl
et
	th
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	to
	o
th
er
s.	
Th
e	
CL
C	

as
sis
te
d	
T	
in
	p
re
pa
rin
g	
a	
le
tt
er
	w
ith
	su
pp
or
tin
g	
do
cu
m
en
ta
tio
n	

re
fu
tin
g	
th
e	
al
le
ga
tio
ns
.	T
he
	m
at
te
r	w
as
	n
ot
	p
ro
gr
es
se
d.
	

As
	n
ot
ed
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
,	p
ub
lic
	h
ou
sin
g	
is	
an
	e
qu
ity
,	r
at
he
r	

th
an
	a
n	
ef
fic
ie
nc
y,	
m
ea
su
re
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

A	
CT
TT
	m
at
te
r	a
pp
ea
rs
	to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
vo
id
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
be
ne
fit
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	

$4
30
.

M
	co
ul
d	
ha
ve
	lo
st
	h
is	
ho
m
e	

an
d	
as
so
ci
at
ed
	su
pp
or
t	

ne
tw
or
ks
.	

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Re
m
ov
al
ist
	co
st
s	h
av
e	

be
en
	a
ss
es
se
d	
el
se
w
he
re
	

at
	$
60

0.



Economic cost BEnEfit AnAlysis of community lEgAl cEntrEs

-���-

de
tA

il
s

tH
e 

lA
W

tH
e 

pr
o

Ce
ss

ex
te

rn
Al

it
ie

s

1.
 A

dv
ic

e

A	
w
as
	se
pa
ra
te
d	
fr
om
	h
is	
w
ife
.	H
e	
w
an
te
d	
to
	fi
na
lis
e	
ac
ce
ss
	

ar
ra
ng
em
en
ts
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
hi
s	s
on
.	H
is	
w
ife
	h
ad
	n
ot
	a
tt
en
de
d	

m
ed
ia
tio
n.
	H
e	
re
qu
ire
d	
as
sis
ta
nc
e	
in
	d
ra
ft
in
g	
pa
re
nt
in
g	
or
de
rs
	

w
hi
ch
	w
as
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
by
	th
e	
CL
C.
	T
he
y	
al
so
	g
av
e	
hi
m
	a
dv
ic
e	
an
d	

in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
re
ga
rd
in
g	
th
e	
pr
oc
es
s	t
o	
be
	fo
llo
w
ed
.

As
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	d
isc
us
se
d,
	it
	is
	e
co
no
m
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	

ac
ce
ss
	a
rr
an
ge
m
en
ts
	to
	b
e	
in
	th
e	
be
st
	in
te
re
st
s	o
f	t
he
	

ch
ild
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
a	
sm
al
l	b
en
efi
t	i
n	
ha
vi
ng
	th
e	
or
de
rs
	

dr
af
te
d	
pr
op
er
ly
	a
nd
	fr
om
	u
nd
er
st
an
di
ng
	th
e	

pr
oc
es
s.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Si
m
ila
r	b
en
efi
ts
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	a
ro
un
d	

$7
0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

2.
 A

dv
ic

e

B	
ha
d	
a	
ga
m
bl
in
g	
pr
ob
le
m
	a
nd
	h
ad
	b
or
ro
w
ed
	a
ro
un
d	
$7

0,
00

0	
fr
om
	a
	ra
ng
e	
of
	cr
ed
ito
rs
	su
ch
	a
s	c
re
di
t	c
ar
d	
pr
ov
id
er
s	a
nd
	

ba
nk
s.	
H
e	
di
d	
no
t	w
ish
	to
	g
o	
in
to
	b
an
kr
up
tc
y	
an
d	
ha
d	
ar
ra
ng
ed
	

to
	se
ll	
a	
ho
us
e	
he
	co
-o
w
ne
d	
w
ith
	h
is	
br
ot
he
r.	H
e	
w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	

to
	a
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	c
ou
ns
el
lo
r	t
o	
w
or
k	
ou
t	h
is	
as
se
ts
	a
nd
	a
bi
lit
y	
to
	

pa
y	
an
d	
to
	d
ev
el
op
	a
	fi
na
nc
ia
l	p
la
n,
	in
cl
ud
in
g	
pr
io
rit
isi
ng
	h
is
	

de
bt
s	a
nd
	to
	p
rio
rit
ise
	cl
ai
m
s,	
in
cl
ud
in
g	
se
ek
in
g	
tim
e	
to
	p
ay
	a
nd
	

pa
ym
en
t	b
y	
in
st
al
m
en
ts
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	fo
r	

th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

It	
is	
lik
el
y	
th
at
	p
la
nn
in
g	
on
	h
is	
pa
rt
	w
ill
	sa
ve
	

th
e	
co
st
	o
f	r
ec
ov
er
y	
ac
tio
n	
by
	h
is	
cr
ed
ito
rs
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Si
m
ila
r	m
at
te
rs
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
54

0	
pe
r	

cr
ed
ito
r.	A
ss
um
in
g	
fiv
e	
cr
ed
ito
rs
,	t
hi
s	w
ou
ld
	b
e	

a	
be
ne
fit
	o
f	$

2,
70

0.

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
so
m
e	

co
st
	sa
vi
ng
s	f
ro
m
	vo
lu
nt
ar
y	

sa
le
	o
f	t
he
	p
ro
pe
rt
y.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	

$6
,8
50
.

3.
 A

dv
ic

e

C	
ha
d	
w
or
ke
d	
fo
r	t
w
o	
da
ys
	fo
r	D
ep
ar
tm
en
t	o
f	C
or
re
ct
iv
e	

Se
rv
ic
es
	u
nd
er
	a
	la
bo
ur
	h
ire
	a
ge
nc
y.	
H
e	
w
as
	d
ism
iss
ed
	d
ue
	to
	

a	
po
or
	re
fe
re
nc
e	
ch
ec
k	
an
d	
w
as
	n
ot
	p
ai
d	
fo
r	t
he
	d
ay
s	h
e	
ha
d	

w
or
ke
d.
	H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
as
	to
	th
e	
pr
oc
es
s	t
o	
be
	fo
llo
w
ed
	to
	

re
co
ve
r	t
he
	lo
st
	w
ag
es
,	fi
rs
t	t
hr
ou
gh
	th
e	
fa
ir	
w
or
k	
om
bu
ds
m
an
,	

an
d	
th
en
	b
y	
de
bt
	re
co
ve
ry
	in
	th
e	
lo
ca
l	c
ou
rt
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	co
nt
ra
ct
s	t
o	
be
	e
nf
or
ce
d,
	

ho
w
ev
er
	la
bo
ur
	la
w
s	a
re
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
an
	e
qu
ity
	m
ea
su
re
	

ra
th
er
	th
an
	a
n	
ef
fic
ie
nc
y	
m
ea
su
re
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

4.
 A

dv
ic

e

D	
ha
d	
re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	n
ot
ic
e	
to
	a
tt
en
d	
co
ur
t	r
eg
ar
di
ng
	a
n	
un
pa
id
	

tr
af
fic
	fi
ne
.	T
he
	C
LC
	re
vi
ew
ed
	th
ei
r	fi
ne
s	c
he
ck
lis
t	w
ith
	D
	

an
d	
ad
vi
se
d	
he
r	o
f	t
he
	li
m
ite
d	
lik
el
ih
oo
d	
of
	su
cc
es
s	a
nd
	th
e	

ad
di
tio
na
l	c
ou
rt
	co
st
s	l
ik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
in
cu
rr
ed
.	D
	d
ec
id
ed
	to
	p
ay
	th
e	

fin
e.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	fo
r	

th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
	a
nd
	fo
r	t
he
ir	
ow
n	
ne
gl
ig
en
ce
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
	sa
vi
ng
	in
	co
ur
t	

tim
e	
an
d	
in
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	c
os
ts
.	T
he
se
	h
av
e	

be
en
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
54

0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

5.
 A

dv
ic

e

E	
w
as
	re
qu
ire
d	
to
	a
tt
en
d	
a	
di
sc
ip
lin
ar
y	
in
te
rv
ie
w
	w
ith
	h
is
	

em
pl
oy
er
	re
la
tin
g	
to
	a
	n
um
be
r	o
f	m
at
te
rs
.		H
is	
un
io
n	
is
	

re
pr
es
en
tin
g	
hi
m
.	H
e	
so
ug
ht
	th
e	
CL
C’
s	a
ss
ist
an
ce
	in
	a
lso
	

re
pr
es
en
tin
g	
hi
m
	a
nd
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
ey
	w
er
e	
un
ab
le
	to
	h
el
p.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Ra
nd

om
 sa

m
pl

e 
of

 A
dv

ic
es
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6.
 A

dv
ic

e

F	h
ad
	re
ce
iv
ed
	a
	n
ot
ic
e	
to
	a
tt
en
d	
co
ur
t	r
eg
ar
di
ng
	u
np
ai
d	
tr
af
fic
	

fin
es
.	T
he
	C
LC
	re
vi
ew
ed
	th
ei
r	fi
ne
s	c
he
ck
lis
t	w
ith
	A
	a
nd
	a
dv
ise
d	

hi
m
	o
f	t
he
	li
m
ite
d	
lik
el
ih
oo
d	
of
	su
cc
es
s	a
nd
	th
e	
ad
di
tio
na
l	c
ou
rt
	

co
st
s	l
ik
el
y	
to
	b
e	
in
cu
rr
ed
.	F
	d
ec
id
ed
	to
	p
ay
	th
e	
fin
es
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
e	
re
sp
on
sib
le
	fo
r	

th
ei
r	d
eb
ts
	a
nd
	fo
r	t
he
ir	
ow
n	
ne
gl
ig
en
ce
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
is	
lik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
be
en
	a
	sa
vi
ng
	in
	co
ur
t	

tim
e	
an
d	
in
	e
nf
or
ce
m
en
t	c
os
ts
.	T
he
se
	h
av
e	

be
en
	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	a
ss
es
se
d	
at
	$
54

0.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

7.
 A

dv
ic

e

G
	h
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	a
	co
m
pl
ai
nt
	a
ga
in
st
	o
th
er
	m
em
be
rs
	o
f	h
er
	st
ra
ta
	

sc
he
m
e	
to
	th
e	
CT
TT
.	S
he
	w
as
	a
ss
es
se
d	
as
	b
ei
ng
	co
m
pe
te
nt
	to
	

re
pr
es
en
t	h
er
se
lf	
as
	sh
e	
ha
s	p
re
vi
ou
sly
	d
on
e	
so
	su
cc
es
sf
ul
ly,
	a
nd
	

w
as
	g
iv
en
	a
dv
ic
e	
ab
ou
t	b
ei
ng
	cl
ea
r	r
eg
ar
di
ng
	th
e	
iss
ue
s	a
nd
	

co
m
pr
om
isi
ng
	w
ith
	re
as
on
ab
le
	su
gg
es
tio
ns
.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

8.
 A

dv
ic

e

H
	so
ug
ht
	to
	h
av
e	
pa
re
nt
in
g	
or
de
rs
	w
ith
	h
er
	e
x-
hu
sb
an
d	

re
vi
se
d.
	S
he
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	sh
e	
m
us
t	fi
rs
t	t
ry
	fa
m
ily
	d
isp
ut
e	

re
so
lu
tio
n	
an
d	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
of
	th
e	
pr
oc
es
s.	
Sh
e	
w
as
	fu
rt
he
r	

ad
vi
se
d	
th
at
	sh
e	
w
ou
ld
	q
ua
lif
y	
fo
r	l
eg
al
	a
id
	a
nd
	w
as
	re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	

he
r	p
re
vi
ou
s	s
ol
ic
ito
r.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	th
e	
la
w
	to
	a
ct
	in
	th
e	
be
st
	

in
te
re
st
s	o
f	t
he
	ch
ild
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
er
e	
w
as
	li
ke
ly
	to
	b
e	
a	
be
ne
fit
	in
	re
du
ce
d	

ad
m
in
ist
ra
tio
n	
tim
e	
fr
om
	H
	u
nd
er
st
an
di
ng
	th
e	

pr
oc
es
s	t
o	
be
	fo
llo
w
ed
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

9.
 A

dv
ic

e

I	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
bu
lli
ed
	a
nd
	h
ar
as
se
d	
by
	a
	co
-w
or
ke
r	o
ve
r	a
	tw
o	
ye
ar
	

pe
rio
d	
cu
lm
in
at
in
g	
in
	h
er
	b
ei
ng
	a
ss
au
lte
d.
	T
he
	m
at
te
r	w
as
	

re
fe
rr
ed
	to
	th
e	
po
lic
e	
w
ho
	re
co
m
m
en
de
d	
an
	A
VO
.	T
he
	co
-w
or
ke
r	

ha
s	b
ee
n	
su
sp
en
de
d	
an
d	
sh
e	
is	
co
nc
er
ne
d	
w
ha
t	w
ill
	h
ap
pe
n	
if	

th
e	
co
-w
or
ke
r	r
et
ur
ns
	to
	w
or
k.	
Sh
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
to
	re
po
rt
	th
e	

m
at
te
r	t
o	
he
r	e
m
pl
oy
er
	a
nd
	p
ro
gr
es
s	t
he
	A
VO
.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	e
m
pl
oy
er
s	t
o	
be
ar
	th
e	
co
st
	

of
	p
ro
vi
di
ng
	a
	sa
fe
	w
or
kp
la
ce
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

10
. A

dv
ic

e	

J’s
	d
au
gh
te
r,	s
on
-in
-la
w
	a
nd
	ch
ild
re
n	
w
er
e	
liv
in
g	
w
ith
	h
er
	a
nd
	

he
r	h
us
ba
nd
.	A
s	a
	re
su
lt	
of
	a
n	
al
te
rc
at
io
n,
	th
e	
so
n-
in
-la
w
	h
ad
	

as
sa
ul
te
d	
J	a
nd
	J	
ha
d	
ap
pl
ie
d	
fo
r	a
n	
AV
O.
	T
he
	so
n-
in
-la
w
	w
as
	

no
	lo
ng
er
	li
vi
ng
	w
ith
	h
er
.	It
	a
pp
ea
re
d	
th
at
	J	
ha
d	
ar
ra
ng
ed
	th
e	

m
ee
tin
g	
w
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	co
nc
er
ns
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
DV
	a
ga
in
st
	h
er
	

da
ug
ht
er
,	h
ow
ev
er
	th
e	
sit
ua
tio
n	
w
as
	co
m
pl
ex
	a
nd
	th
e	
da
ug
ht
er
	

ha
d	
no
t	m
ad
e	
an
y	
re
po
rt
	to
	p
ol
ic
e	
an
d	
w
as
	re
lu
ct
an
t	t
o	
di
sc
us
s	

th
e	
m
at
te
r.

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il
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11
. A

dv
ic

e	

K	
w
as
	su
pe
rv
isi
ng
	a
	le
ar
ne
r	d
riv
er
,	L
,	w
ho
	co
m
m
itt
ed
	a
	tr
af
fic
	

of
fe
nc
e.
	L	
ob
ta
in
ed
	h
er
	li
ce
ns
e	
bu
t	t
he
	p
oi
nt
s	f
ro
m
	th
e	
of
fe
nc
e	

m
ea
nt
	h
er
	li
ce
ns
e	
w
as
	su
sp
en
de
d.
	K
	w
an
te
d	
to
	k
no
w
	if
	th
e	

po
in
ts
	co
ul
d	
be
	tr
an
sf
er
re
d	
to
	h
is	
lic
en
se
	a
s	h
e	
w
as
	su
pe
rv
isi
ng
	

J.	
H
e	
w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	th
ey
	co
ul
d	
bo
th
	h
av
e	
be
en
	fi
ne
d,
	a
nd
	if
	

L	w
an
te
d	
to
	a
pp
ea
l	t
he
	m
at
te
r,	s
he
	w
ou
ld
	n
ee
d	
to
	a
tt
en
d	
co
ur
t	

an
d	
as
k	
th
e	
m
ag
ist
ra
te
	n
ot
	to
	re
co
rd
	th
e	
po
in
ts
	h
ow
ev
er
	th
e	

m
ag
ist
ra
te
	is
	u
nl
ik
el
y	
to
	v
ie
w
	th
e	
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
fa
vo
ur
ab
ly.
	

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	p
eo
pl
e	
to
	b
ea
r	t
he
	

co
ns
eq
ue
nc
es
	o
f	t
he
ir	
ow
n	
ne
gl
ig
en
ce
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
n	
ap
pe
al
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
sa
ve
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

A	
m
ag
ist
ra
te
s	c
ou
rt
	h
ea
rin
g	
fo
r	a
	se
lf-

re
pr
es
en
te
d	
lit
ig
an
t	h
as
	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	a
t	$

32
0.

N
o	
be
ne
fit
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

12
. A

dv
ic

e	

M
	h
ad
	re
sig
ne
d	
hi
s	j
ob
	a
s	h
e	
co
ns
id
er
ed
	h
e	
w
as
	b
ei
ng
	b
ul
lie
d	

an
d	
ha
ra
ss
ed
.	T
he
	m
at
te
r	h
ad
	b
ee
n	
in
ve
st
ig
at
ed
	b
y	W
or
kc
ov
er
	

an
d	
th
ey
	fo
un
d	
no
	a
ct
io
n	
co
ul
d	
be
	ta
ke
n	
ag
ai
ns
t	t
he
	e
m
pl
oy
er
.	

M
	w
as
	a
dv
ise
d	
th
at
	h
e	
w
as
	u
nl
ik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
a	
co
ur
se
	o
f	a
ct
io
n	

an
d	
a	
di
sc
rim
in
at
io
n	
cl
ai
m
	w
as
	u
nl
ik
el
y	
to
	h
av
e	
an
y	
m
er
it.

It	
is	
ec
on
om
ic
al
ly
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	f
or
	e
m
pl
oy
er
s	t
o	
pr
ov
id
e	
a	
sa
fe
	

w
or
kp
la
ce
.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
n	
ap
pe
al
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
av
oi
de
d.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

Th
e	
co
st
	o
f	a
	m
ag
ist
ra
te
s	h
ea
rin
g	
by
	a
	se
lf	

re
pr
es
en
te
d	
lit
ig
an
t	h
as
	b
ee
n	
as
se
ss
ed
	

pr
ev
io
us
ly
	a
t	$

32
0.
	

N
o	
ap
pa
re
nt
	b
en
efi
t.

As
se

ss
m

en
t o

f b
en

efi
t

N
il

13
. A

dv
ic

e	

N
	w
as
	ri
di
ng
	a
n	
un
re
gi
st
er
ed
	m
ot
or
	sc
oo
te
r	w
he
n	
he
	n
ot
ic
ed
	

po
lic
e	
be
hi
nd
	h
im
.	H
e	
pa
rk
ed
	th
e	
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