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Revised Practice Direction 27A supplementing the Family Procedure Rules 2010
  
Resolution’s response to the Family Procedure Rule Committee

Resolution’s 6,500 members are family lawyers, mediators, collaborative practitioners, arbitrators and other family justice professionals, committed to a non-adversarial approach to family law and the resolution of family disputes. Resolution members abide by a Code of Practice which emphasises a constructive and collaborative approach to family problems and encourages solutions that take into account the needs of the whole family and the best interests of any children in particular. 

Resolution is committed to developing and promoting best standards in the practice of family law amongst both its members and amongst family lawyers in general.

We also campaign for better laws and better support for families and children undergoing family change.

Responses to consultation questions 

Typeface for accessibility

· Should the PD specify a specific typeface to be used in documents in a bundle (wherever possible) to ensure consistency and accessibility?

No.  It is the strong view of our members that no font should be required, or a default or even preferred. Most firms will have a house style or requirement – all will be clear and readable.  Converting documents for court use seems to us to not be the most essential and necessary use of time.

Accessibility is not one size fits all.  For example, the RNIB recommends sans serif fonts such as Arial but some other disability organisations say that Times New Roman is accessible for people with some disabilities. People choose the typeface that suits their particular needs (e.g. visual or Neuro diverse needs) and they should be able to do so.

Specifying a typeface would not be workable including for LiPs.  And third party documents that may be in a bundle may be in a completely different font all together.

· If so, which typeface should be the default typeface? 

Not applicable.

· Alternatively, do you believe the PD should avoid specifying a typeface for bundle documents altogether? 

Yes.  For the reasons stated above.

General sense check

Are there any ambiguities, inconsistencies, or areas where further clarification is required? 

· 5.2 We note paragraph 7.9 which is helpful and welcome but wonder if 5.2 jars with that as 5.2 seems to apply to all bundles and says only relevant docs should be in the bundle for each hearing? 
We are also still not clear why medical notes/records are not included in the list of documents not to be included unless the court directs otherwise.   Members have told us that bundles don't normally include private medical records in children's cases and necessary records are usually just shared with any medical expert.
· 6.2(b) There is a random end parentheses.
· 6.4(g) Please could it be clarified if the intention is to have a hearing template for all hearings or final hearings only?  We would have thought it should generally apply only for the latter.  Should a time estimate (6.4(g) and an essential reading list (6.4(h)) be limited to hearings that are substantive too?  The same comments would apply to 7.4 in relation to other proceedings.
· 7.2(d) There is a random closing speech mark.
· 7.3 (f) Should any relevant medical records and any police disclosure be in separate sub-paragraphs?
· 11.2.(e) Is there an error here regarding OCR - should it read that documents created directly as electronic text documents must be subject to OCR? For example, if producing medical notes in a bundle, it cannot be provided for them to be subject to OCR.
· 12.1 Please clarify if the court is saying no double sided printing in paper bundles.
· 14.2 We suggest that a requirement for the court to specify on their orders (a) what the bundle must be called (b) where to upload or to email it to and/or (c) if other means have been permitted, what those are, would be invaluable for LiPs and avoid so much confusion.
· 18 Is it intended time estimates apply to all hearings, i.e. for an FDA which the court has already allocated one hour to, would there be a need to comply with all this requirement too?

Does the revised draft PD ensure accessibility and practicality?

· 7.5 and 7.11 If there is a requirement to use the standard template for a case summary/position statement, more than 3 pages is needed. The blank template is already 4 pages long. When completed, the tabulation on the template means that the space is not used well and the document will end up needing more pages to ensure all information is available to the court.
· 7.11 (f), (g) and (h) appear to us to be overly restrictive.
· 13.2 If the bundle has to be filed/served 5 days before a hearing, then additional documents cannot be added. It is just not practical and it means that people will have additional documents as well as the bundle. This does not seem realistic and we would suggest that the bundle being served 2 days before the hearing as a default subject to other specific directions would be better.
In FR proceedings (and this will be exacerbated by a 5 working days requirement rather than 2) the bundles has to be filed well in advance of the preliminary documents deadline.  So you either put placeholder pages in the electronic bundle to make sure your pagination/PDF pages all still match up when the preliminary documents are then slotted in without knowing what length they will be (subject of course to the maximum point) or you are inevitably going to be filing a new bundle with completely new pagination once those preliminary docs are ready. If there is simply a direction for a separate ‘pack of preliminary documents’, this is far more practical. 
· It is impractical that there is no reference to the use of systems like CaseLines. Many judges/judges’ clerks are quite happy to be added to CasLines and the bundle is then updated in real time as documents are added.


For further information please contact: 
Rachel Rogers, Head of Policy: rachel.rogers@resolution.org.uk

Resolution, May 2025  
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