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Executive summary 
This report examines the impacts of Outcomes-focused Regulation (OFR) on the 
firms that are regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA).  The aim is to 
identify the impacts, to date, of OFR on the regulated community and to set a 
baseline from which future impacts can be measured.    The reasons for these 
changes are explored, as well as identifying evidence of any different impacts on 
specific groups of firms. 

The research is based on a telephone survey of 1,000 solicitors from separate firms.   
Respondents were drawn at random but did not include representatives of Alternative 
Business Structures (ABSs), in-house solicitors and the firms that are classed as 
‘high impact’1.  

OFR was launched in October 2011 and prior to this the SRA carried out a survey 
that included questions on firms' views on this new approach to regulation.   In 2011 
36% of respondents gave a 'favourable' response when asked about their views on 
OFR2.    The survey for this research, carried out one year after OFR's launch, 
repeated this question and found that 50% of respondents felt 'favourable' about 
OFR.   This indicates that firms’ attitudes towards OFR might be shifting towards 
greater levels of favourability as they increase their experience of working with the 
new regime of regulation. 

Figure A:  Favourability towards OFR 

1 'High impact' firms (as categorised by the SRA's Risk Centre) will be covered by future 
research on their experience of OFR and the SRA’s approach supervising these firms.  The 
other groups of respondent were excluded from the dataset for reasons set out in section 3 of 
the main report.  
2 The earlier survey was based on a sample of 800 firms and carried out by CommRes in 
2011 as part of an evaluation of the SRA's activities to raise awareness of OFR.    As a result 
there are some limitations to the extent a direct comparison between the two surveys can be 
made.  
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Changes to activities undertaken to 
comply 

• Overall, respondents indicated a relatively good understanding of the role of 
Compliance Officers for Legal Practice (COLPs) and Compliance Officers for 
Finance and Administration (COFAs).   However, a notable proportion still 
highlighted some uncertainty about their exact responsibilities (including 15% 
of respondents who are themselves the nominated compliance officer for their 
firm).  An incomplete understanding of the responsibilities of COLPs and 
COFAs is consistent with the SRA's experience of administering the 
nomination and approval process for these compliance officer roles3.  

• Respondents estimated that just under a fifth of a COLP or COFA’s time will 
be spent on matters relating to ‘compliance with the SRA’s regulation’ as 
opposed to other fee earning or business activities.   Respondents from larger 
firms tended to estimate a higher proportion of the COLP or COFA’s time 
being required for ‘compliance’.  However, the implication of this finding is 
arguably most significant for smaller businesses and sole practitioners, where 
there is a perception that compliance activities will take up a relatively large 
proportion of the firms overall fee generating capacity4.   

• 58% of firms stated that, other than nominating a COLP or COFA, they have 
made changes to the way they comply as a result of OFR.  40% of firms 
stated that nominating a COLP or COFA was the only change they had made.   

• The main changes reported by firms were the review of existing policies and 
procedures, creation of new policies and undertaking training.   Firms also 
mentioned setting up or improving risk management and quality assurance 
systems.    Many of the changes appear to be one-off actions – for example, 
once a document or manual has been updated there are likely to be limited 
future costs involved.  Firms also stated one-off costs like familiarising 
themselves with the new regulatory regime.   This finding could support the 
view that a significant proportion of increased costs in compliance reported by 
firms are related to the costs of adapting to the change and that recurring 
costs in subsequent years will be lower.   This will need to be tested in future 
research when this baseline is updated.  It is important that the SRA 
acknowledges that one-off costs associated with reviewing compliance and 
making adaptations are significant for some firms. 

3 Around 7% of firms had not started their application by the July 2012 deadline to nominate 
compliance officers.  Furthermore, many of those that did, put forward candidates that did not 
meet the suitability requirements.   As of January 2013 there are 360 firms facing on-going 
action from the SRA, which may include investigation and enforcement action – see SRA 
Board Paper Item 6, Public Session, 23rd January 2013 
4 e.g. 20% of the COLPs time in a two partners firm would have a greater impact than a 
greater proportion of their time in a 50 partner firm. 
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Compliance costs 

• A large proportion of respondents reported significant increases in the amount 
of time and money required to comply with OFR: 

 67% of firms reported more time being required to comply with OFR.  
For most the additional requirement was relatively small (under 20% 
more time estimated as being required) – although some firms did 
report much bigger changes.   Explanations for these changes again 
pointed to a significant proportion of this additional time being 
associated with ‘one-off’ factors such as reading, researching and 
understanding the new regulations, creating new policies and setting 
up new quality assurance systems.   

 As a result of OFR, 76% of firms stated that they have spent money on 
training, 48% of additional administration, 27% on software/ICT and 
20% on consultancy fees.  Larger firms were more likely to have spent 
money to comply with OFR, but many small firms had also done so.  
For example, around 50% of firms with one employee had spent money 
on training.  

• Overall, a significant proportion of firms stated that compliance with OFR 
costs too much time and money.  44% of respondents believed that 
compliance with OFR 'takes up too much time' and 34% felt it 'costs too much 
money'. 

• 85% of respondents ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ with the following statement 
– “Even if you were not required to do so by the SRA, your firm would 
continue what it currently does to comply simply in order to run your firm well 
and look after your clients interests”.  Only 5% ‘disagreed’ or ‘strongly 
disagreed’ with the statement.   This indicates that although many firms view 
compliance costs as high, the vast majority also accept that what they do to 
comply is directly related to the good management of their business and the 
need to look after their clients’ interests. 

Risk management 

• 80% of firms described risk management as part of their day-to-day business 
activities.  This self assessment of risk management capacity is likely to 
include a wide range of different approaches – from more sophisticated 
formal processes to informal consideration of the risks facing a firm’s legal 
and financial activities.   The SRA does not specify a particular approach that 
firms should take, provided that good risk management is carried out in a way 
that is appropriate to the circumstances of each firm.  However, it is important 
to ensure that firms who state that they manage risk as part of their day-to-
day business activities are doing so effectively and are not being complacent 
in their approach. 

• Just under a fifth of respondents stated that they were aware of the need to 
introduce risk management and were looking into this, or, that they were 
setting up or developing their approach to risk management.  This finding is 
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encouraging as these firms appear to be taking a proactive approach to 
improving risk management.   

• Overall, 59% of respondents stated that in the previous twelve months, their 
firm has made changes to the way they identify and manage risk.  A tenth of 
these firms had done so entirely as a result of OFR and a further 73% had 
done so ‘mostly’ or ‘partly’ due to OFR.    

• The types of changes described by firms covered a diverse range of 
approaches - including 'improved procedures' (25%), 'increased checking' 
(20%) and 'reviewing existing policies and procedures' (17%).    It is not 
possible for the SRA to assess the suitability of these approaches based 
purely on survey responses.   Suitability to a particular business will depend 
on many factors, such as how they are applied and the complexity of the 
firm's business model.  However, the descriptions provided give a useful 
baseline of firms application and interpretation of risk management which can 
be assessed against future survey findings.  This will provide an opportunity 
to assess the effectiveness of the SRA's work to increase awareness of risk 
management best practice.  

• In delivering a risk based approach to OFR, the SRA aims to focus its 
resources on the regulated individuals and firms that are most likely to harm 
the interests of consumers of legal services, and to act promptly and 
effectively when risks are identified.   38% of respondents ‘strongly agreed’ or 
‘agreed’ that the SRA focuses its resources on factors that present the 
greatest risk to the public.  17% ‘strongly disagreed’ or ‘disagreed’ with this 
statement.   This finding is more positive than negative, but it indicates that 
more needs to be done to build understanding amongst the legal profession 
of how the SRA manages risk and delivers risk-based OFR.    A key step 
towards this was the publication of the SRA’s Risk Framework and Risk Index 
in December 2012: http://www.sra.org.uk/sra/strategy/risk-
framework/regulatory-risk-framework.page.   Further information will be 
provided to the profession when the SRA publishes a Risk Outlook, due 
summer 2013, which will explain the SRA's view on the greatest risks. 

Interactions with the SRA and perceptions of 
OFR 

• Only 51% of respondents ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that ‘OFR makes it 
clear what outcomes the SRA expects’ to be delivered.   This is a concern as 
a lack of understanding of the outcomes could lead to them not being 
delivered.   This could lead to firms attempting to comply in a way that leads 
them to experience higher costs or firms failing to effectively manage risks to 
themselves or their clients.   It was notable that respondents who felt it took 
too much time and money to comply were also more likely to feel unclear 
about the outcomes to be delivered.   The ban of referral fees for personal 
injury work has been a recent example where many firms have expressed a 
desire for more prescriptive rules5.  However, when firms are free to adopt a 
wide variety of business models and company structures, it would not be 
possible for the SRA to design effective detailed rules beyond those set out in 
government legislation. 

5 http://www.sra.org.uk/sra/consultations/referral-fees-2012.page  
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• 32% of respondents gave a ‘positive’ rating for their overall experience of 
dealing with the SRA – compared to 21% who rated it negatively.    

• Respondents were also asked to rate their experience of a number of 
different aspects of the SRA.   Whereas the majority of respondents were 
able to give an overall response about the SRA as a whole, when asked 
about specific areas of the organisation many respondents were not able to 
give an informed response.  As a result there are varying proportions of ‘don’t 
know’ responses for some areas.   The findings below show the proportions 
of positive and negative ratings for each area where a rating was provided: 

• The findings above show that the Ethics Guidance Helpline was generally 
rated most positively, followed by the respondents experiences of dealing with 
Supervisors and the Call Centre.  The SRA’s online facility, MySRA, was 
rated least positively reflecting its problematic launch which led to users 
experiencing difficulties during the Practising Certificate (PC) renewals 
process in 2011.  The survey was completed prior to the 2012 PC renewals 
exercise, which avoided many of these problems7, and an improved rating 
should be achieved in future years.  

• OFR is intended to lead towards a more constructive relationship between the 
SRA and those it regulates.   The survey revealed that 34% of respondents 
‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that their firm had a constructive relationship with 
the SRA (compared to 15% who rated the relationship negatively).   
Increasing the proportion of firms who feel that a constructive relationship 
exists will be essential to the long-term success of OFR.   Over the twelve 
months since the launch of OFR there was little evidence that firms have 
experienced an improvement in this area.  However, firms that had been 
visited by an SRA supervisor over this period were generally more positive 
than those who had not.   This is encouraging as firms with more direct 
exposure to SRA supervisors working under the new arrangements of OFR 
were more likely to feel a constructive relationship had developed.  As more 
firms gain this direct experience this should contribute to an overall 

6 Respondents were able to state ‘don’t know’ or that they had not had sufficient interactions 
with a specific area of the SRA to be able to provide a rating 
7 SRA Board Paper, Item 5, CEO's Report, 23rd January 2013 

Page 8 of 83 

Figure B:  Ratings of different areas of the SRA  

As a proportion of those that 
provided a rating6… 

…% ‘positive’ …% 
‘negative’ 

Ethics Guidance Helpline* 61% 12% 

Supervisors** 49% 13% 

Call Centre*** 41% 26% 

MySRA / Online services**** 26% 43% 
* N=699, ** N=500, *** N=588, **** N=965    (N= the proportion of valid 
answers, excluding ‘don’t know’ responses) 



improvement in perceptions of a 'constructive working relationship' in future 
years.  

• Approximately 70% of respondents stated that SRA enforcement acts as a 
credible deterrent to non-compliance at their firm.  Those that did not feel 
enforcement acted as a deterrent explained that this was because they would 
‘comply anyway’.  In terms of views on the credibility of enforcement as a 
deterrent to ‘other firms’, a slightly lower proportion (59%) felt that that it 
successfully played this role.   Only 9% gave a response indicating that they 
did not believe that enforcement acted as a credible deterrent to other firms.   
The explanations for this included a perception that the SRA ‘doesn’t do 
anything’ to enforce its regulation and that the SRA ‘focuses its attention on 
the wrong things’. 

Flexibility 

• 55% of respondents did not believe that their firm had made use of the 
greater flexibility offered by OFR since its launch in October 2011.   Only a 
very small proportion felt that had used this flexibility to a great extent.  

• Thinking about the future, over half of firms believed that they would use this 
flexibility to either ‘some’ or a ‘great extent’ – but still 28% stated that they 
‘would not at all’ and 14% ‘did not know’.    

• These findings indicate that firms are not widely positive about making use of 
flexibility offered by OFR.   The main reason given for not doing so was a 
view that the system does not offer any real flexibility or that the outcomes are 
too vague or unclear from them to do so with confidence.   This indicates that 
attention is needed to removing barriers to use of OFR’s flexibility. 
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1 Introduction 
The SRA introduced Outcomes-focused regulation (OFR) in October 2011.   This 
report looks at the impact on the individuals and organisations that the SRA 
regulates.   This provides an opportunity to: 

• Measure the impacts to date of OFR, and 

• Set a baseline from which future changes can be measured.  

This is not a full Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) of OFR because that will require 
additional evidence on impacts for consumers of legal services8.   The findings of this 
report will contribute to the body of evidence that will allow a full CBA to be 
developed in the future9. 

Aim and objectives 

The aims and objective of this report are to: 

• To identify the impacts, to date, of OFR on the regulated community10 

• To set a baseline from which future impacts can be measured 

• To understand why and how these impacts are taking place 

• To understand whether there are different impacts on firms with 
different characteristics - i.e. size, location and BME ownership. 

What is OFR? 

OFR concentrates on the high-level principles and outcomes that should drive the 
provision of legal services for consumers11. It replaces a detailed and prescriptive 
rulebook with a targeted, risk-based approach concentrating on the standards of 
service to consumers. There is greater flexibility for firms in how they achieve 
outcomes (standards of service) for clients. 

The SRA encourages firms to identify, manage and mitigate risks to their ability to 
meet the requirements of the Handbook12. This allows the SRA to concentrate on 
those who can't or don't manage these risks.   

8 As well as impacts on consumers it would also require a study of evidence on any effects on 
the wider public interest.  
9 This is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2 
10 Excluding high impact firms covered by relationship management and in-house lawyers - 
see Chapter 3 
11 For more information on OFR, please see:  http://www.sra.org.uk/solicitors/freedom-in-
practice/outcomes-focused-regulation.page 
12 http://www.sra.org.uk/solicitors/handbook/welcome.page  
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Structure of this report 

The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 explains the approach taken to measuring changes and 
impacts resulting from OFR.   This shows how the scope of the study 
was defined and the types of impact that are measurable 

• Section 3 provides a profile of participants in the survey used for this 
research 

• Section  4 examines changes in firm's approach to compliance and 
impacts on costs 

• Section 5 reviews impacts on firms' approaches to risk management 

• Section 6 explores changes in firm's interactions and perceptions of 
the SRA 

• Section 7 looks at firms use of the flexibility offered by OFR 

• Section 8 sets out conclusions and frames the findings using a 
‘maturity model’ which looks at the impacts on firms to date in relation 
to what can be reasonably expected one year on from the launch of 
OFR. 

Annexes provide further details of the research methodology and the questionnaire 
used in the fieldwork. 
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OFR overview 

OFR is... 

• Designed to enable those regulated by the SRA to 
put clients first, where this doesn’t prejudice the 
public interest 

• About achieving the right outcomes for clients  

• Flexible 

• A move away from prescriptive rules wherever this is 
appropriate 

OFR isn't 
• Light-touch regulation 

• A tick-box approach to regulation 

• A "one-size-fits-all" approach to regulation 



2 Scope of impacts to be measured 
When attempting to measure the impact of something as complex as a change in an 
entire system of regulation, it is important to consider exactly what is meant by 'an 
impact'.   This section explains the scope of this study and how decisions were made 
on how this was defined.    This section also explores how the findings of this 
research can be combined with future research to build up a full picture of the costs 
and benefits of OFR.  

Key point summary 

• This report focuses on the impacts on firms regulated by the SRA.  To 
understand the full impact of OFR it will be necessary to fill additional 
evidence gaps on impacts on the public and the SRA's cost base.  

• Defining and measuring impacts on the public is particularly complex as this 
encompasses issues relating to the 'public interest' and other factors 
regaining the views and experiences of consumers.  

• A 'logic model'13 has been used to consider the intended impacts of OFR - 
this provides a useful guide to understanding the scope of impacts on 
regulated firms.   

Filling gaps in evidence - putting the findings of this research into 
context 
This report only covers impacts on the regulated community - i.e. the firms regulated 
by the SRA.   This ignores important changes, in terms of costs and benefits, for the 
public and the SRA itself.    By this, we mean: 

• The SRA - The main issues are changes in the cost base of delivering the 
regulation of legal services.  In the long-term these changes are designed to 
make the SRA more efficient and therefore lead to cost savings.   However, 
quantifying this change is complex as the introduction of OFR has been 
carried out at a time when the SRA has made other significant changes to 
modernise the way it operates.  These include introducing new IT systems 
and moving to a new headquarters where the majority of staff are located at a 
single, city-centre based, office.   These changes support the SRA's ability to 
introduce and deliver OFR, but it would be wrong to claim that they are 
directly part of its cost base as these changes were needed to modernise the 
way that the organisation operates and would have been necessary even 
without the move to OFR.   

• The public - This includes two distinct, but inter-related issues:    

 Changes for consumers of legal services - i.e. people and businesses 
who use, or might need to use, legal services.    

13 A logic model sets out the objectives, inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and intended 
impacts of a policy change. 
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 Changes affecting the public interest - this is distinct from issues directly 
affecting consumers.   Effective regulation of legal services is also vital 
for wider reasons - such as maintaining the 'rule of law' and securing 
'access to justice' for all.   These are important regulatory objectives and 
are required by the Legal Services Act (LSA) 200714. 

Defining and measuring the impacts on the public is highly complex.    It is made 
harder still as OFR was introduced as part of a much wider range of reforms resulting 
from the LSA 2007.  This means that it is very difficult to attribute changes to OFR, 
as opposed to other reforms like the introduction of Alternative Business Structures 
(ABSs) or the creation of the Legal Ombudsman.   The Legal Services Board's (LSB) 
Baseline Report15 on the Market Impacts of the LSA 2007 highlighted data gaps in 
the evidence base on the public’s views and experience of using legal services.     
Future research will need to fill these gaps and consider the extent that changes can 
be attributed to OFR.  

The following diagram summarises how the focus of this study fits alongside the 
other areas where research is needed to compete our understanding of the impacts 
of OFR: 

Figure 2.1:  This study - in context with other areas where further 
research is needed 

14 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2007/29/contents  
15 https://research.legalservicesboard.org.uk/wp-content/media/Impacts-of-the-LSA-2012-
Final-baseline-report.pdf   
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What should the study 
measure? 
Even when the scope of the impact assessment is restricted to firms regulated by the 
SRA there are still complex issues to resolve about what the research can 
realistically measure. 

In any impact assessment it is important to identify all of the relevant impacts.   To 
assist in this, a 'logic model' (Figure 2.2) was used to consider what OFR has actually 
involved and the types of changes this was intended to lead to.     

This is called a logic model as it maps out the flow of changes as follows: 

• The objectives of OFR 

• The resources (inputs) that the SRA has invested 

• The new activities used to deliver OFR 

• The outputs provided by these activities 

• The outcomes OFR is designed to achieve  

• The intended impacts when these outcomes are scaled up across the 
regulated community.    

It should be noted that the impact of OFR will be limited to being a contributing factor 
across most of the examples of impact stated in the logic model.    For example, by 
removing prescriptive regulations OFR will, in time as firms fully adapt, contribute to a 
lower compliance costs.  In a competitive market the benefits of lower compliance 
costs will contribute to benefits for consumers in the form of better value or quality 
legal services.   However, it very unlikely to be possible to actually measure the 
extent of the contribution that is attributable to OFR.   

Page 14 of 83 



Figure 2.2:  Logic Model 
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3 Profile of respondents 
This section sets out demographic profile and other key characteristics of the 
respondents that took part in the research and the firms they represent.   This section 
also outlines considerations made in the project's sampling strategy.  Appendix 1 
sets out further details on the methodology used for the survey fieldwork.  

Key point summary 

• This impact assessment is based on a survey of 1,000 representatives of 
firms in England and Wales.   This accounts for just under 10% of all firms 
regulated by the SRA.  

• The survey focused only on private practice and did not cover in-house 
lawyers, ABSs and firms covered by the SRA's arrangements for supervising 
'high impact' firms.  

• The survey over-sampled respondents who had already received a 
'supervision' visit under OFR.  This was done to allow an indication of whether 
their experiences were any different to other firms. 

• The sampling strategy also boosted responses from BME majority owned 
firms.   This approach was taken to explore whether there is any evidence of 
different impacts being felt by these firms. 

• The sample included firms across all regions of England and Wales.  21% of 
respondents worked for London based firms.  This is slightly lower than the 
proportion of firms actually located in London.  This ‘under-sampling’ allowed 
slightly boosted sub-sample sizes from the regions of England and Wales 
with lower total numbers of law firms.  

• Survey respondents reflected typical characteristics of firms in England and 
Wales.   For example, just over 80%of respondents had no more than four 
partners and 50% had a turnover of less than £500,000. 

• Respondents included firms carrying out work in a diverse range of areas of 
law.   22% stated that their main area of work (by value) was residential 
conveyancing - while 13% stated it as probate and estate administration and 
11% as personal injury. 

Survey sample 

In total 1,000 interviews were carried out with representatives of private practice 
firms.    For the following reasons, it was decided that the certain groups would not 
be included in the survey: 

• Firms involved with the SRA's arrangements for supervision of high 
impact firms - These firms are subject to a separate review of this new 
approach to supervision and the impact of OFR. 
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• In house lawyers – These individuals are being covered by another piece of 
SRA research, which will improve understanding of the work they carry out, 
associated risks and views on compliance with regulation. 

• ABSs - These firms, of which there is currently only a relatively small number, 
will have had extensive dealing with the SRA's authorising systems and may 
not be best placed to provide a representative view about OFR. 

Once these groups were excluded from the sampling process, the remaining 
available population of firms was 10,472.    This means that the sample of 1,000 
represents just under 10% of eligible private practice firms.   

Statistical significance 

The level of statistical significance for this sample size is +/- 3.1% at the 95% 
confidence interval.   This means that if the survey was completed one hundred 
times, on 95 of these occasions the findings would be within plus or minus 3.1% of 
the findings achieved in this survey.  This represents a strong level of statistical 
significance for an impact assessment survey.   More technical details about the 
statistical significance of the sample are included in Annex 1.  

Although a decision was made to exclude some groups of firms, it was also noted 
that there were other key groups which should be targeted by the survey or by further 
research in the future: 

• Firms who have received supervision visits (including thematic, random 
and other supervisory visits) – These firms may have a greater insight into the 
SRA's new ways of working and therefore could provide indications of the 
impacts that could result from OFR when more firms have direct experience.   
In total the survey included 81 respondents from this group of firms (out of a 
database of 416 firms, representing a 19.5% response rate). 

• BME majority firms - The proportion of BME majority owned firms (firms with 
a majority of BME partners) was boosted to allow the survey to explore 
whether there is evidence of disproportional impacts on these firms.   A 
regression analysis was used to identify significant differences in responses 
from representatives of BME majority owned firms.   This is a statistical 
analysis used to find the relationship between variables.  Control variables 
were used to assess if the relationship was ‘true’ and not as a result of other 
variables16 

• Firms that have received enforcement action – These firms will be well 
placed to comment on promptness, clarity and perceived proportionality of 
SRA enforcement under OFR.  As there is not currently a large enough 

16 For example we may find a difference in responses between BME majority and non-
majority owned firms.  However, BME majority ownership is highly correlated with other 
characteristics, most notably size of firm.  The regression analysis allows us to control for 
trends seen across firms with other characteristics.    This allows us to understand more 
clearly whether a relationship is indeed correlated with BME status or whether it is a reflection 
of views of firms with other common characteristics.  The control variables used were female 
majority ownership, BME majority ownership, region summary, number of partners and 
annual turnover (banded). 
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population of firms with this experience it will be appropriate to carry out more 
detailed research on this group of firms in the future.  

Location and size 

The sample included firms located in all regions in England and Wales.    We over-
sampled17 firms in some of the smaller regions, such as the East Midlands, Wales 
and the North East.   This allows more opportunity to explore trends in these regions.  
As a result, we spoke to a slightly lower than representative number of firms in 
London.  Figure 3.1 shows the location of respondents in comparison to the 
proportion of firms recorded as located in each region. 

Figure 3.1:   Location of respondents 

Region Number of % of Actual % of 
respondents to respondents to firms located in 

survey survey this region* 

London 213 21% 28.9% 

South East 119 12% 12.6% 

South West 77 8% 7.3% 

East of England 88 9% 7.2% 

East Midlands 72 7% 5.8% 

West Midlands 71 7% 7.8% 

North East 55 6% 2.9% 

North West 119 12% 12.7% 

Yorkshire & Humber 84 8% 6.9% 

Wales 102 10% 4.9% 

Source:  OFR Impact Survey, Oct 2012.  N=1,000 
*SRA Management Information Dataset 

40% of the survey respondents were representatives of sole practitioner firms and 
41% were from firms with between two and four partners.   This is broadly reflective 
of the large proportion of solicitor firms within these size bands. 

17 I.e. the survey interviewed a larger proportion of respondents in relation to the proportion of 
firms actually located in this region. 
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Figure 3.2:   Respondents by size 

Size band Number of % of Actual % of 
respondents to respondents to firms in this 

survey survey size band* 

Sole practitioner 404 40% 43.9% 

2-4 partners18 407 41% 42.0% 

5-10 partners 127 13% 9.3% 

11+ partners19 62 6% 4.7% 

Source:  OFR Impact Survey, Oct 2012.  N=1,000 
*SRA Management Information Dataset 

Figure 3.3 shows the size of firms by number of employees.   45% of respondents 
were from firms with between two and nine employees, whilst a third had between 
ten and 49 employees.  10% of firms only had one employee, which indicates that 
approximately a quarter of sole practitioners work entirely alone without any 
additional support staff.    The small proportion of large firms (250+ employees) also 
reflects the exclusion from the survey of firms involved in with SRA’s supervision of 
high impact firms. 

Figure 3.3:  Size of firm by number of employees 

A quarter of respondents were from firms with a turnover of less than £150,000 per 
annum.  Another quarter of respondents had turnover of between £150,000 and 
£499,999.  

18 Depending on the type of firm being interviewed, the survey team occasionally used 
different terms, e.g. directors, principals or members 
19 No firms in relationship management were included in the survey sample - or in the 
percentages used to calculate proportions for the overall population.  
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Figure 3.4:  Size of firm by turnover 

Type of work carried out 

Respondents were asked to state the categories of law that they carried out and to 
highlight their main areas of work (by value).   The findings show that a diverse range 
of firms took part in the survey.   Key features of the sample include: 

• Two thirds of respondents carried out at least some of the following activities: 
residential property / conveyancing, probate / estate administration or wills, 
trusts and tax planning. 

• The work categories that were most frequently stated as the firms main type 
of work by value were: 

 Residential property / conveyancing (main area for 22% of firms) 

 Probate / estate administration (13%) 

 Personal injury (11%). 

• Personal injury was a particularly important area of work in the North west, 
with 29% of respondents stating this as the main work category. 
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• Immigration was a significant work type in London, 23% stated it as their main 
area, compared to 7% overall.   Immigration was also a main area of work for 
29% of BME owned firms. 

• Commercial property/conveyancing was a more significant activity for larger 
firms (named as the main work category for a quarter of firms with 11+ 
partners, compared to 6% overall). 

• Firms who have received a supervision visit included a higher proportion of 
businesses carrying out conveyancing.  This reflects the timing of the survey 
following a supervision review of conveyancing practices. 

Figure 3.5:  Work categories 
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Clarification of Figure 3.5 

Work category carried out  = All areas of law carried out by the firm (grey bar) 

Main work category (by value)  = The area of law that accounts for the largest proportion of 
the firms turnover (red bar)  

Diversity 

Figure 3.6 shows the proportion of BME majority owned firms included in the survey 
sample.    BME majority ownership firms were over-sampled to allow a larger 
statistical base for impacts on this group of firms to be assessed.    In particular, this 
is useful for helping to understand whether there are any different or disproportional 
impacts on this group of firms.   

Overall, 23% of firms surveyed had a BME majority of partners, compared to 13% in 
the actual population of firms. 

Figure 3.6:  Respondents by BME majority / non-majority ownership 

Key characteristics of the BME majority firms include: 

• A larger proportion were based in London 

• A larger proportion were sole practitioners or smaller firms (in terms of 
numbers of partners, employees and turnover) 

56% of survey respondents were from firms with a majority of male partners, 
compared to 37% with a majority of females.  13% of firms had an equal number of 
male and female partners. This broadly reflects the actual composition of law firms in 
England and Wales20. 

20 The actual composition shown by the SRA database showed male majority ownership 
(58.7%), female majority ownership (27.3%) and no majority (14.1%) 
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4 Changes in approach to compliance and 
impacts on costs

This section examines changes that firms have made in response to the introduction 
of OFR.   The findings in this chapter also cover impacts on the costs borne by 
business, both in terms of direct costs (e.g. expenditure) and indirect costs (such as 
a time required to comply with OFR). 

Key point summary 

• Overall, respondents indicated a relatively good understanding of the role of 
COLPs and COFAs.   However, a proportion still highlighted some uncertainty 
about their exact responsibilities (including 15% of respondents who are 
themselves the nominated COLP or COFA for their firm).  An incomplete 
understanding of the roles of COLPs and COFAs is consistent with the SRA's 
experience of administering the nomination and approval process for these 
compliance officer roles.  Around 7% of firms did not meet the July 2012 
deadline to nominate compliance officers and many of those that did put 
forward candidates that did not meet the suitability requirements.   As of 
January 2013 there are 360 firms facing on-going action from the SRA, which 
may include investigation and enforcement action21. 

• Respondents estimated that just under a fifth of a COLP or COFA’s time will 
be spent on matters relating to ‘compliance with the SRA’s regulation’ as 
opposed to other fee earning or business activities.   Respondents from larger 
firms tended to estimate a higher proportion of the COLP or COFA’s time 
being required for ‘compliance’.  However, the implication of this finding is 
arguably most significant for smaller businesses and sole practitioners, where 
there is a perception that compliance activities takes up a relatively large 
proportion of the firms overall fee generating capacity.  

• 58% of firms stated that, other than nominating a COLP or COFA, they have 
made changes to the way they comply as a result of OFR.  40% of firms 
stated that nominating a COLP or COFA was the only change they had made.   

• The main changes made by firms were the 'review of existing policies and 
procedures', 'creation of new policies' and 'undertaking training'.   Firms also 
mentioned setting up or improving risk management and quality assurance 
systems.    Many of the changes appear to be one-off actions – for example, 
once a document or manual has been updated there are likely to be limited 
future costs involved.  Firms also stated one-off costs like familiarising 
themselves with the new regulatory regime.   This finding could support the 
view that a significant proportion of increased costs in compliance reported by 
firms are related to the costs of adapting to the change and that recurring 
costs in subsequent years will be lower.   This will need to be tested in future 
research when this baseline is updated.  It is important that the SRA 
acknowledges that one-off costs associated with reviewing compliance and 
making adaptations have been significant for many firms. 

21 SRA Board Paper Item 6, Public Session, 23rd January 2013 
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• A large proportion of respondents reported significant increases in the amount 
of time and money required to comply with OFR: 

 67% of firms reported more time being required to comply with OFR.  
For most the additional requirement was relatively small (under 20% 
more time estimated as being required) – although some firms did 
report much bigger changes.   Explanations for these changes again 
pointed to a significant proportion of this additional time being 
associated with ‘one-off’ factors such as 'reading, researching and 
understanding the new regulations', 'creating new policies' and 'setting 
up new quality assurance systems'. 

 As a result of OFR, 76% of firms stated that they have spent money on 
training, 48% of additional administration, 27% on software/ICT and 
20% on consultancy fees.  Larger firms were more likely to have spent 
money to comply with OFR, but many small firms had also done so.  
For example, around 50% of firms with one employee had spent money 
on training.  

• Overall, a significant proportion of firms stated that compliance with OFR 
costs too much time and money.  44% of respondents stated that compliance 
with OFR takes up too much time and 34% said its costs too much money. 

• 85% of respondents ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ with the following statement 
– “Even if you were not required to do so by the SRA, your firm would 
continue what it currently does to comply simply in order to run your firm well 
and look after your clients interests”.  Only 5% ‘disagreed’ or ‘strongly 
disagreed’ with the statement.   This indicates that although many firms view 
compliance costs as high, the vast majority also accept that what they do to 
comply is directly related to the good management of their business and the 
need to look after their clients’ interests. 

COLP and COFA status 

The respondents to the survey included a large proportion who had taken on the role 
of COLP or COFA. 

COLPs and COFAs play a key role in the SRA's regime of OFR and are instrumental 
in creating a culture of compliance throughout a firm.  These nominated people act 
as a focal point for the identification of risk, and the key point of contact for the SRA 
on compliance matters.   The SRA intends to work with COLPs and COFAs to build a 
closer working between the regulator and those who are regulated22. 

22 For more information on COLPs and COFAs, please see: 
http://www.sra.org.uk/solicitors/freedom-in-practice/ofr/colp-cofa.page  
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Figure 4.1:   Respondents who are COLPs and COFAs 

Size band % of respondents 

49% Both COLP and COFA 

20% Just COLP 

12% Just COFA 

18% Neither 

Source:  OFR Impact Survey, Oct 2012.  N=1,000 

Respondents were asked whether they felt well informed about the role and 
responsibilities of COLPs and COFAs.  Figure 4.2 shows that over 80% of all 
respondents felt 'reasonably' or 'very' well informed.   Positive responses were 
slightly higher amongst actual COLPs and COFAs (85% compared to 78% for those 
not in a compliance role). 

Levels of understanding of the role of COLPs and COFAs did not vary significantly 
between respondents from different types of firm or firms with different diversity 
characteristics (BME or female majority ownership). 

Figure 4.2:  How well informed do you feel about the role and responsibilities 
of COLPs and COFAs? 
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Respondents were also asked to estimate the proportion of a COLP or COFA’s time 
that would be spent on 'compliance with the SRA's regulations', opposed to other fee 
earning or other business activities23. 

7% of respondents were unable to make an estimate, but for those who were able to, 
the average (mean) response was: 

• 18% of a COLP’s time to be spent on compliance 

• 17% of a COFA’s time to be spent on compliance.  

These findings indicate that respondents estimate, on average, that a COLP or 
COFA will spend approximately one day a week on compliance duties.   For smaller 
firms in particular, this is likely to be perceived as a much more significant cost (e.g. 
for a firm with only a small number of fee earners this time requirement will take up a 
greater proportion of the firms overall fee earning capacity). 

Figure 4.3:  Estimation of the proportion of time (of a full time role) that a COLP 
or COFA will spend on compliance (as opposed to other fee earning or 

business activities) 

Size of firm appeared to be the key determining factor in estimates of how much of a 
COLP or COFAs time would be spent on compliance.  For example, the average 
estimates of time for COLPs were: 

• 17% for sole practitioners and firms with 2-4 partners, compared to 29% for 
firms with more than 11 partners 

• 17% for firms with one employee, compared to 40% for firms with more than 
250 

23 Respondents were free to interpret ‘compliance duties in whatever way they felt was 
appropriate. 
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• 17% for firms with turnover less than £1 million, compared to 32% for firms 
with turnover of more than £30 million.  

COLPs and COFAs made a similar estimate of the time that compliance duties would 
take compared with those who were not the compliance officer for their firm.  
Analysis of perceptions of respondents from BME majority owned firms indicated a 
larger proportion estimating that the compliance officer would spend between 26-
50% of their time on ‘compliance duties’ and fewer believed the time requirement 
would fall between 1-25%.   The responses showed24: 

• For COLPs: 

o Overall 10% estimated that the COLP would spend 26-50% of their 
time on ‘compliance duties’.   This answer was given by 18% of BME 
majority owned firms. 

o Overall 78% estimated that the COLP would spend 1-25% of their 
time on ‘compliance duties’.   This answer was given by 69% of BME 
majority owned firms.   

• For COFAs: 

o Overall 9% estimated that the COFA would spend 26-50% of their 
time on ‘compliance duties’.   This answer was given by 14% of BME 
majority owned firms. 

o Overall 80% estimated that the COFA would spend 1-25% of their 
time on ‘compliance duties’.   This answer was given by 74% of BME 
majority owned firms.   

Changes to compliance 
practice 
58% of respondents stated that, other than nominating a COLP and COFA, their 
firms have made changes to the way they comply with SRA regulation as a result of 
OFR.  40% of firms appear to be continuing to approach compliance in exactly the 
same way, with the exception of nominating their COLP or COFA.  

24 It is important to remember that these findings are based on an estimate of future impact 
and not reporting of the actual experience.  
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Figure 4.4:  Has firm made changes to compliance as a result of OFR? (Other 
than nominating COLP and COFA) 

The likelihood to have implemented changes to compliance is linked to the size of 
firms.   Figure 4.5 shows responses by size (in terms of number of employees).    
86% of firms with 250 or more employees had made a change to compliance, 
compared with just 38% of firms with one employee.   This finding is expected as 
larger businesses are more likely to have resources to dedicate to compliance and 
will have a wider range of risks to manage and more complex operations to quality 
assure. 

Figure 4.5:  Changes to compliance as a result of OFR - by size of firm 
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The firms who have made a change to their approach to compliance as a result of 
OFR were asked to indicate what this change involved.    Figure 4.6 demonstrates 
that the most frequently made changes were: 

• To review or assess existing policies and procedures (27%) 

• To create new policies (26%) 

• Training (24%). 

Figure 4.6:  Type of changes made to compliance as a result of OFR  

Figure 4.7 shows the types of changes to compliance did not vary by size of firm as 
much as might be expected.   Firms with different numbers of partners all provided 
the same top three answers (albeit in a different order).    

However, other responses did vary more, with 11+ partner firms stating that they had 
developed a risk register (13%) or set up a risk committee (13%).   Smaller firms 
were more likely to mention changes in documentation and updating their office 
manual.   Many of these changes appear to be one-off actions i.e. once a document 
or manual has been updated there are likely to be limited future costs involved.    
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Figure 4.7:   Top 6 changes (as a result of OFR) by size of firm 

Sole practitioner 2-4 partners 5-10 partners 11+ partners 

Change % Change % Change % Change % 

Reviewed / assessed pre-Creating new policies (e.g. Reviewed / assessed pre-existing Reviewed / assessed pre-29% 29% existing policies and 28% 40% client inception) policies and procedures existing policies and procedures procedures 

Reviewed / assessed pre- 21% Training (e.g. on undertakings) 28% Training (e.g. on undertakings) 27% Training (e.g. on undertakings) 38% existing policies and procedures 

Creating new policies (e.g. client Creating new policies (e.g. Creating new policies (e.g. client Training (e.g. on undertakings) 15% 22% 24% 36% inception) client inception) inception) 

Updating office manual / Updating office manual / New systems for quality 15% New systems for quality assurance 17% 14% 15% handbook handbook assurance 

New systems for quality Increased documentation 14% Updating office manual / handbook 12% 11% Developing a risk register 13% assurance 

Setting up a risk committee / New systems for quality 12% Increased documentation 11% Increased documentation 11% governance arrangements for 13% assurance risk 

Source:  OFR Impact Survey, Oct 2012.  N=577 
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Time required to comply with 
OFR 
Respondents were asked whether, as a result of OFR, there had been a change in 
the amount of time spent on complying with the SRA's regulatory requirements.    

The majority stated that there had been a change towards more time being required 
to comply.   Only one percent believed that they had experienced a reduction in time 
spent on compliance, whilst a quarter of firms stated that OFR had not made a 
difference in this respect.  

Figure 4.8:  Impact of OFR on the amount of time required to comply with SRA 
regulatory requirements 

Time required was correlated with size of firm.  Looking at size by the number of 
legally qualified members of staff, Figure 4.9 demonstrates a progressively larger 
proportion of larger firms stating that OFR required more time to comply with. 
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Figure 4.9:  More time required - by size (in terms of number of legally qualified 
staff) 

40% of firms estimated that OFR had required between 1-10% more time and 22% of 
firms believed OFR had led to them spending 11-20% more time on compliance.  A 
small proportion of firms stated very high levels of increased time spent (in some 
cases up to or over 100%).  

Figure 4.10:  Amount of additional time required (of firms stating that it takes 
more time to comply with OFR) 

The main reason for firms stating that OFR has taken up more time to comply with is 
reading, researching and developing understanding of the new approach to 
regulation.   36% of respondents who had experienced a change in the amount of 
time required to comply gave this as a reason.    
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Respondents also stated a number of other factors related to the related to the 
introduction of the new regulatory regime, rather than costs associated to the regime 
itself.   These include creating new policies (14%) and reviewing / assessing pre-
existing policies and procedures (13%). 

Figure 4.11:  Reasons for a change in the amount of time required to comply 
with OFR 

There were some differences in responses by some groups of firms, but it is not clear 
what conclusions can be drawn from these differences.    Increased documentation 
was stated by 28% of firms in the South West - nearly double the proportion stating 
this across the whole sample (15%). 

Only 4 % of firms with 11 or more partners stated that they had taken time 
developing increased documentation.  However, these larger firms were more likely 
to state 'training' as a reason for increased use of time (26% compared to 14% 
overall). 
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Additional money spent to comply with 
OFR 
Figure 4.12 shows where firms have spent money (in addition to any extra time) in 
order to comply with OFR.    76% of firms stated that money had been spent on 
training, 48% on administration, 27% of software / ICT and 20% on consultancy fees.  
These areas appear to capture the main areas of spending as only 2% of firms stated 
any other types of expenditure.     Only 16% of firms had not spent money in order to 
comply with OFR. 

Figure 4.12:  Money spent to comply with OFR 

There were regional variations in expenditure, although it is difficult to draw clear 
conclusions from these findings: 

• Only 14% stated software/ICT as an area they had spent money on in the 
South west, whereas 34% spent money on this in the North East.  

• Only 35% of firms in the North East stated 'administration', compared to 52% 
in the South East and 51% in Wales and Yorkshire and the Humber 

• Consultancy fees were highlighted by 32% of firms in Yorkshire and the 
Humber, compared with 10% in the East Midlands and 16% in Wales.  

Analysis of responses from BME majority owned firms indicated that these 
businesses were more likely to have spent money software (32% compared to 27% 
overall) and consultancy services (24% compared to 20% overall). 

As expected, across all of these areas, larger firms were the most likely to invest 
financial resources.  Figure 4.13 demonstrates the greater proportion of larger firms 
stating that they had spent money in each of these areas.  
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Figure 4.13:  Money spent to comply with OFR (by size of firm) 

When firms stated they had spent money in order to comply with OFR, they were 
also asked how much money they had spent25.   Figure 4.14 sets out the figures 
provided - as an overall average and for different sizes of firm.  

Figure 4.14:  Average amounts spent to comply with OFR26 

Consultancy Training Administration Software/ ICT fees 

Overall average 
amount spent £2,980 £9,480 £5,670 £4,160 

Sole practitioner £1,280 £3,000 £4,020 £4,090 

2-4 partners £2,140 £9,600 £2,760 £3,140 

5-10 partners £7,710 £22,360 £16,840 £5,600 

11+ partners £11,530 £25,710 £3,540 £5,370 

Source:  OFR Impact Survey, Oct 2012.   Sole practitioners N=280, 2-4 partners N=311, 5-10 
partners N=113, 11 partners + N=53  

25 Estimates were provided where exact amounts were not known 
26 Of firms that spent money on these compliance activities 
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From figure 4.14 it can be seen that some significant amounts of money spent were 
reported by survey respondents.   For example, firms with 5-10 partners stated 
expenditure of £22k on administration27. 

Looking at firms spending money on compliance (figure 4.15), the majority stated that 
the amount spent had increased compared to the previous twelve months.   For 
example, 62% of firms that spent money on training had experienced an increase on 
the previous twelve months, compared to 31% who believed expenditure had 
remained the same.  

Figure 4.15:  Where firms are spending money, how has the amount changed 
compared to the previous twelve months 

Firms’ views on compliance 
costs 
Firms were asked a range of questions to explore whether they felt compliance costs 
were excessive.  The findings provide a mixed picture with wide variety of views put 
forward.  

We asked firms to rank (using a five point scale) the extent they agree with the 
statement that 'complying with OFR takes up too much time'.    The findings are set 
out in figure 4.16, which shows that: 

• 44% of respondents gave a score of 1 or 2 - indicating that they 'strongly 
agreed' or 'agreed' that compliance with OFR 'takes up too much time' 

• 20% gave a score of 4 or 5, indicating that they 'strongly disagreed' or 
'disagreed' that compliance with OFR 'takes up too much time'. 

27 Care should be taken with these averages, particularly for 5-10 partners and 11 partners + 
where the sub-sample sizes are relatively small and therefore average figures are prone to 
distortion by outlying responses.  

Page 36 of 83 



Figure 4.16:  On a scale of 1-5 (where 1 is strongly agree and 5 is strongly 
disagree) to what extent do you agree that 'complying with OFR takes up too 

much time' 

We also asked firms (using the same five point scale) to rank the extent they agree 
with the statement that 'complying with OFR costs too much money'.    Figure 4.17 
shows that that: 

• 34% of respondents gave a score of 1 or 2 - indicating that they 'strongly 
agreed' or 'agreed' that compliance with OFR 'costs too much money' 

• 29% gave a score of 4 or 5, indicating that they 'strongly disagreed' or 
'disagreed' that compliance with OFR 'costs too much money'.  

Figure 4.17:  On a scale of 1-5 (where 1 is strongly agree and 5 is strongly 
disagree) to what extent do you agree that 'complying with OFR costs too 

much money' 
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82% of those who thought it took too much time to comply with OFR also felt it took 
too much money, showing that the two concerns are highly correlated.  In terms of 
responses by different groups of firm, there was no variation by geography and size 
of firm.  

Respondents from BME majority owned firms were more likely to state that 
compliance with OFR ‘costs too much money’.  42% of this group ‘strongly agreed’ or 
‘agreed’ with this statement (compared with 34% overall).  However, there was no 
difference in the responses regarding whether compliance OFR ‘takes too much 
time’. 

Firms’ views on any unnecessary regulatory 
requirements 
Participants in the survey were asked to what extent they agreed with the following 
statement:  

“Even if you were not required to do so by the SRA, your firm would continue 
what it currently does to comply simply in order to run your firm well and look 
after your clients interests” 

As shown in figure 4.18, 85% of respondents either ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ with 
this statement.   This suggests that the majority perceive the SRA’s regulation as 
being consistent with the good management of their firm and in line with looking after 
client’s interests. 

Only 5% of respondents ‘disagreed’ or ‘strongly disagreed’ with this statement and 
10% gave a neutral response.  

Figure 4.18:  To what extent do you agree that even if you were not required to 
do so by the SRA, your firm would continue what it currently does to comply 

simply in order to run your firm well and look after your clients’ interests? 
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To understand more about the types of action firms perceive to be unnecessary, 
respondents were asked: 

“In terms of running your firm well and looking after your clients interests, is there 
anything you do to comply with the SRA's regulation that you would otherwise 
not carry out?”28 

74% of firms stated that there was nothing that they are required to do by the SRA’s 
regulation that they would otherwise not carry out.   This indicates that the majority of 
respondents do not perceive any indirect costs of regulation – i.e. costs above the 
payment of a practising certificate fee.   

Other firms highlighted excessive paperwork and record keeping (9%) or being 
required to have too many formal policies and procedures (5%).  

Figure 4.19:  Actions firms would not otherwise do 

28 This question was asked to all 1,000 respondents and not just those that disagreed with the 
statement show in Figure 4.18.    
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5 Changes in approach to risk management 
As discussed in Chapter 2, effective risk management by firms regulated by the SRA 
is central to the success of OFR.   This section explores approaches to managing 
risk, and changes made.  Firms were asked to assess their current capacity to 
manage risk and describe any changes they have made as a result of OFR. 

Key point summary 

• 80% of firms described risk management as part of their day-to-day business 
activities.  This is a self assessment and respondents are likely to include a 
wide range of different approaches to risk management – from more 
sophisticated formal processes to informal consideration of the risks facing a 
firm’s legal and financial activities.  There may also be a number amongst 
these respondents where risk is not effectively managed at all.  The SRA 
does not specify a particular approach that firms should take, provided that 
good risk management is carried out in a way that is appropriate to the 
circumstances of each firm.  It is important to ensure that firms who state that 
they manage risk as part of their day-to-day business activities are doing so 
effectively and are not complacent in their approach. 

• Just under a fifth of respondents stated that they were aware of the need to 
introduce risk management and were looking into this (3%) or that they were 
setting up or developing their approach to risk management (16%).  This 
finding is encouraging as these firms appear to be taking a proactive 
approach to improving risk management.   

• Overall, 59% of respondents stated that in the previous twelve months, their 
firm has made changes to the way they identify and manage risk.  A tenth of 
these firms had done so entirely as a result of OFR and a further 73% had 
done so ‘mostly’ or ‘partly’ due to OFR. 

• The types of changes introduced include 'improved procedures' (25%), 
'increased checking' (20%) and 'reviewing existing policies and procedures' 
(17%).   It is not possible for the SRA to assess the suitability of these 
approaches based on these survey findings.   Suitability to a particular 
business will depend on many factors, such as how they are applied and the 
complexity of the firm's business model.  However, the descriptions provided 
give a useful baseline of firms’ application and interpretation of risk 
management which can be assessed against future survey findings.  This will 
provide an opportunity to assess the effectiveness of the SRA's work to 
increase awareness of risk management best practice. 

• In delivering a risk based approach to OFR, the SRA aims to focus its 
resources on the regulated individuals and firms that are most likely to harm 
the interests of consumers of legal services, and to act promptly and 
effectively when risks are identified.   38% of respondents ‘strongly agreed’ or 
‘agreed’ that the SRA focuses its resources on factors that present the 
greatest risk to the public.  17% ‘strongly disagreed’ or ‘disagreed’ with this 
statement.   This finding is more positive than negative, but it indicates that 
more needs to be done to build understanding amongst the legal profession 
of how the SRA manages risk and delivers risk-based OFR.    A key step 
towards this was the publication of the SRA’s Risk Framework and Risk Index 
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in December 2012 http://www.sra.org.uk/sra/strategy/risk-
framework/regulatory-risk-framework.page.   Further information will be 
provided to the profession when the SRA publishes a Risk Outlook, due 
summer 2013, which will explain the SRA's view on the greatest risks. 

Current approach to risk 
management 
Respondents were asked to select a statement, from four options, to describe the 
approach that they take towards risk management.   Figure 5.1 shows: 

• Just 1% stated that they do not actively manage risks.  A low level of 
agreement with this option was expected as firms are unlikely to feel 
comfortable highlighting a limited approach to risk management to their 
regulator, albeit in an anonymous survey.  

• Only 3% of firms stated that they were aware of a need to introduce risk 
management and are looking at ways of doing this.   This suggests that most 
firms are improving risk management rather than starting completely from 
scratch.  

• 16% of firms revealed that they were setting up or developing their approach 
to risk management.  Combined with the three percent that selected the 
option which stated they were looking at ways of introducing risk 
management , this indicates that almost one fifth of firms are exploring or 
setting up new ways of managing risk.   This is an encouraging finding as it 
shows that many SRA regulated firms are actively looking at the identification 
and management of risk (although this must also be viewed in the context of 
an anonymous survey for the SRA).  

• 80% of firms felt the statement that best described their firms approach, was 
that ‘risk management is part of your day to day business activities’.   This will 
include a wide range of different styles of risk management.  
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Figure 5.1:  Respondents’ self assessment of risk management capacity 

Changes in approach 

More firms than not, stated that they had made changes to the way they identify and 
manage risk in the twelve months prior to this survey (October 2011 – Oct 2012).    
Larger firms were more likely to have made changes – for example only half of sole 
practitioners stated they had changed the way they manage risk, compared to 76% 
of firms with 11+ partners and 86% of firms with 250+ employees.   However, this 
finding should not be overstated as larger firms are more likely to require more formal 
changes in order to maintain effective risk management over business structures that 
are more likely to be complex.  

Figure 5.2:  Changes to risk management in the past twelve months 
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Respondents highlighted a diverse range of changes made to the identification and 
management of risk.  Some identified process and procedure-based changes whilst 
others pointed to more specific changes, such as training courses or creating a risk 
register.   Some examples might not be considered to be true risk management at all 
– such as ‘checking everything’ – which was stated by 20% of respondents who had 
made a change to risk management since OFR was introduced.  The types of 
changes stated by firms are set out below: 

• Improved risk management procedures (25%) 

• Check everything (20%) 

• Reviewed existing policies and procedures (17%) 

• Increased documentation (13%) 

• Increased staff training / awareness (12%) 

• Improve communication between staff (7%) 

• Improved / introduced new software / IT (6%) 

• Use of LEXCEL (6%) 

• Implemented a risk register (5%) 

• Update manual / office handbook (4%) 

• Appointing additional staff /consultant (2%). 

Figure 5.3 shows that when asked about the reason for making these changes, 83% 
of firms attributed at least some influence to OFR.  52% of respondents stated that it 
was ‘partly due to OFR’, which indicates that other business factors may have also 
influenced their decision to improve risk management.  10% of firms stated that these 
changes were entirely due to OFR. 

Figure 5.3:  Extent changes to risk management were influenced by OFR 
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Views of SRA's management of 
risks 
An important aspect of OFR is the SRA’s ability to focus its resources and attention 
on matters that present the greatest risk to the public.   To explore perceptions of our 
effectiveness the survey asked firms for their opinion on the extent they believed this 
is being achieved.   The findings were mixed – with over a third of firms neither 
agreeing nor disagreeing that the SRA focuses its resources on factors that present 
the greatest risks to the public.  A further 10% were not able to give a response to 
this question. 

This indicates that the SRA needs to be more effective at informing the profession on 
how we regulate as a risk based OFR regulator.   It is likely that this will be assisted 
by the publication of the SRA’s Risk Framework and Risk Index29 in December 
201230. 

Analysis of respondents from BME majority owned firms indicated a slightly higher 
degree of confidence in the SRA’s ability to focus resources on the right risks.  52% 
of this group of respondents ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that the SRA focuses its 
resources on factors that present the greatest risks to the public. 

Figure 5.4:  To what extent would you agree that the SRA focuses its resources 
on factors that present the greatest risks to the public? 

29 http://www.sra.org.uk/sra/strategy/risk-framework/regulatory-risk-framework.page  
30 Which took place after the field work was completed for this report 
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6 Perceptions of the SRA and OFR 
This section covers a range of issues relating to respondents' perceptions and 
experience of dealing with the SRA and OFR.  This includes important factors, such 
as the extent to which the ‘outcomes’ are clear and views on the credibility of SRA 
enforcement as a deterrent to non-compliance for firms.   

Key point summary 

• Only 51% of respondents ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that ‘OFR makes it 
clear what outcomes the SRA expects’ to be delivered.   This is a concern as 
a lack of understanding of the outcomes could lead to them not being 
delivered.   This could result in firms attempting to comply in a way that 
contributes to them experiencing higher costs or firms failing to effectively 
manage risks to themselves and their clients. 

• It was notable that respondents who felt it took too much time and money to 
comply were also more likely to feel unclear about the outcomes to be 
delivered. 

• 32% of respondents gave a ‘positive’ rating for their overall experience of 
dealing with the SRA – compared to 21% who rated it negatively. 

• Respondents were also asked to rate their experience of a number of 
different aspects of the SRA.   Whereas the majority of respondents were 
able to give an overall response about the SRA as a whole, when asked 
about specific areas of the organisation many respondents were not able to 
give an informed response.  As a result there are varying proportions of ‘don’t 
know’ responses for some areas.   The findings below show the proportions 
of positive and negative ratings for each area where a score was provided: 

• The findings above show that the Ethics Guidance Helpline was generally 
rated most positively, followed by the respondents’ experiences of dealing 
with Supervisors and the Call Centre.  The SRA’s online facility, MySRA was 
rated least positively reflecting its problematic launch and Practising 
Certificate (PC) renewals process in 2011.  The survey was completed prior 
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As a proportion of those that 
provided a rating… 

…% ‘positive’ …% ‘negative’ 

Ethics Guidance Helpline* 61% 12% 

Supervisors** 49% 13% 

Call Centre*** 41% 26% 

MySRA / Online services**** 26% 43% 
* N=699, ** N=500, *** N=588, **** N=965    (N= the proportion of valid answers, 
excluding ‘don’t know’ responses) 



to the 2012 PC renewals exercise, which avoided many of these problems31, 
and an improved rating should be achieved in future years. 

• OFR is intended to lead towards a more constructive relationship between the 
SRA and those it regulates.   The survey revealed that 34% of respondents 
‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that their firm had a constructive relationship with 
the SRA (compared to 15% who rated the relationship negatively).   
Increasing the proportion of firms who feel that a constructive relationship 
exists will be essential to the long-term success of OFR.   Over the twelve 
months since the launch of OFR there was little evidence that firms have 
experienced an improvement in this area.  However, firms that had been 
visited by an SRA supervisor over this period were generally more positive 
than those who had not.   This is encouraging as firms with more direct 
exposure to SRA supervisors working under the new arrangements of OFR 
were more likely to feel a constructive relationship had developed.  

• Approximately 70% of respondents stated that SRA enforcement acts as a 
credible deterrent to non-compliance at their firm.  Those that did not feel 
enforcement acted as a deterrent explained that this was because they would 
‘comply anyway’.  In terms of views on the credibility of enforcement as a 
deterrent to ‘other firms’, a slightly lower proportion (59%), felt that that it 
successfully played this role.   Only 9% gave a response indicating that they 
did not believe that enforcement acted as a credible deterrent.   The 
explanations for this included a perception that the SRA ‘doesn’t do anything’ 
to enforce regulation and that the SRA ‘focuses its attention on the wrong 
things’. 

Understanding of the 
outcomes 
The logic model set out in Chapter 2 demonstrates that a key factor for the success 
of OFR is the clarity of the outcomes that are expected of firms and that these are 
well understood.  Figure 6.1 shows responses to a question designed to test this 
understanding.  The findings show that just over half of the respondents agreed that 
the SRA makes it clear what outcomes it expects to be delivered for clients. This 
indicates that more needs to be done to make sure that firms are clear about exactly 
what is meant by the ‘outcomes’ in Outcomes-focused Regulation.   

31 SRA Board Paper, Item 5, CEO's Report, 23rd January 2013 
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Figure 6.1:  To what extent do you agree that OFR makes it clear what 
outcomes the SRA expects you to deliver for your clients? 

Analysis by groups of respondent showed that smaller firms felt the outcomes were 
clearer.  Another notable difference is the correlation between respondents who feel 
that outcomes are not clear and those that believe that it costs too much time and 
money to comply: 

• Of those who felt it took too much time to comply with OFR, 44% felt the 
outcomes were clear.   Among those who did not believe it takes too much 
time, 64% felt the outcomes were clear. 

• Of those who felt it costs too much money to comply with OFR, 42% felt the 
outcomes were clear.   Among those who did not believe it costs too much 
money, 62% felt the outcomes were clear. 

There is a risk of drawing a seemingly obvious conclusion here – that those who felt 
negative about OFR were more likely to give negative responses across a wide 
range of questions about it.  However, it is also sensible to conclude that by 
improving firms understanding of the outcomes, it is likely that perceptions of costs 
being too high will be reduced.   It is important that provision of information and 
awareness building about OFR continues as firms become more familiar with the 
new system of regulation. 

Analysis by respondents from BME majority-owned firms revealed a higher degree of 
confidence reported by this group.   64% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that OFR 
makes it clear what outcomes the SRA expects to be delivered for clients (compared 
with 51% overall). 
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Building a constructive working 
relationship 
OFR also requires the development of a more constructive working relationship 
between the SRA and those it regulates.   The findings in figure 6.2 show the ratings 
given by respondents of their experience of the SRA overall as well as in a number of 
specific areas. 

Figure 6.2:  Rating of experience of dealing with SRA overall and in terms of 
different functions 

Findings shown in figure 6.2 include: 

• SRA overall – The majority of respondents gave a rating of the SRA based on 
their overall experience of dealing with the organisation (ie very few 
respondents stated ‘don’t know / no interaction).  The most frequently 
provided score was three out of five, although slightly more respondents gave 
a positive than a negative score (resulting in an average score of 2.9 – where 
one is the most positive score and five is the most negative).  

• Call Centre – Nearly 60% of respondents were able to give a rating of the Call 
Centre and more gave a positive score (one or two) than a negative score 
(four or five). 

• Ethics Guidance Helpline – Over 75% of respondents gave a rating of this, 
which demonstrates that it is a well used service.  Ratings were also very 

Page 48 of 83 



positive and more than half of those that gave a rating provided a positive 
score.  

• Supervisors – The SRA supervision function is relatively new, which explains 
why a lower proportion of respondents (just over half) were unable to give a 
rating or stated that they had no interaction with a supervisor.   However, the 
ratings provided were generally favourable, with only 7% giving a negative 
score and 24% giving a positive rating.  

• MySRA / on-line services – This aspect of the SRA received the most 
negative responses.   42% of respondents gave a negative rating. 

Analysis by respondents from BME majority-owned firms showed a significant 
difference in four of these areas.   These respondents provided more positive ratings 
of the SRA overall (47% positive), the call centre (46% positive), on-line services 
(38% positive) and SRA supervisors (34% positive). 

Figure 6.3 shows perceptions about whether respondents felt they had a constructive 
relationship with the SRA.   Overall 34% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that this was 
the case.    From the SRA’s point of view it is encouraging that more respondents 
seem to view the relationship as constructive rather than unconstructive.    However, 
figure 6.3 also suggests that there is still a significant challenge to build a stronger 
and more mature relationship with firms in years to come.  

Figure 6.3:  To what extent do you agree that there is a constructive 
working relationship between your firm and the SRA? 

43% of firms in the West Midlands strongly agreed / agreed that they have a 
constructive working relationship with the SRA, compared with 25% in the North East 
and 27% in the East of England.   It is hard to draw clear conclusions from these 
geographical variations, although they do highlight the need to ensure that 
engagement with firms is consistent right across England and Wales.  
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48% of firms who have received a supervision visit under OFR stated that they have 
a constructive working relationship with the SRA.   This is much higher than those 
firms who have not yet received a supervision visit since OFR was launched (30%).   
This is a positive finding as it suggests that firms who have had more direct 
experience of the SRA’s new way of regulating feel more positive about it.      

49% of BME majority-owned firms stated that they had a constructive working 
relationship, compared with 30% of non-BME owned firms.   This finding provides 
some encouragement that the SRA is having some success with its activities to 
maintain positive engagement with BME-owned firms. There were no differences in 
the responses of female majority-owned firms and firms with a male majority 
ownership.  

Figure 6.4 shows views of any changes that have taken place in the past twelve 
months in terms of a constructive relationship with the SRA.   This shows that the 
majority of firms did not believe there had been any change, and only very marginally 
more stated that the relationship had was more constructive, rather than less 
constructive (12% to 8%).   21% of firms that had received supervision visits stated 
that the relationship had become more constructive, as did 20% of BME-owned firms.  

Figure 6.4:  Change in ‘constructive working relationship’ between the 
firm and the SRA in past twelve months

Figure 6.5 shows views on the extent that respondents felt that their interactions with 
an SRA supervisor made an impact on any change in their working relationship with 
their regulator.   The top bar shows responses for those who felt the relationship had 
become less constructive, whilst the bottom bar shows the views of those that felt it 
had become more constructive.  

The findings that where the relationship had improved, 53% indicated that their 
interactions with the supervisor played a significant part in this.    A smaller proportion 
stated that their interactions with an SRA supervisor was a significant factor when the 
relationship had become less constructive.  
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Figure 6.5:  To what extent do you agree that your interactions with an 
SRA supervisor contributed to this change 

Perception of enforcement 

Although there have yet to be a significant number of enforcement actions taken 
against non-complaint firms, the perception of SRA enforcement as a credible 
deterrent is still an important feature of OFR.    

The results in figure 6.6 show the responses of firms to two questions: 

• To what extent do you agree that SRA enforcements acts as a credible 
deterrent to non-compliance for your firm? 

• To what extent do you agree that SRA enforcements acts as a credible 
deterrent to non-compliance for other firms? 

The findings show that nearly 70% of respondents claimed that SRA enforcement 
acts as a credible deterrent to non-compliance for their firm.  Those that did not feel 
enforcement acted as a deterrent explained that this was because they ‘comply 
anyway’.   

In terms of views on the credibility of enforcement as a deterrent to other firms, a 
slightly lower proportion (59%), felt that that it successfully played this role.   Only 9% 
gave a response indicating that they did not believe that enforcement acted as a 
credible deterrent.   The explanations for this included a perception that the SRA 
‘doesn’t do anything’ to enforce regulation and that the SRA ‘focuses its attention on 
the wrong things’.  
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Figure 6.6:  Views of SRA enforcement as a credible deterrent to non-
compliance 
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7 Flexibility 
A key feature of OFR is the replacement of many prescriptive rules with outcomes 
and principles.   There is greater flexibility for firms in how they achieve these 
outcomes for their clients.   This chapter reviews the extent this flexibility is actually 
understood and used. 

Key point summary 

• 55% of respondents did not believe that their firm had made use of the 
greater flexibility offered by OFR since its launch in October 2011.   Only a 
very small proportion felt that had used this flexibility to any great extent.  

• Thinking about the future, over half of firms believed that they would use this 
flexibility to either ‘some’ or ‘great extent’ – but still 28% stated that they 
‘would not at all’ and 14% ‘did not know’.    

• These findings do indicate that firms are not enthusiastic about making use of 
flexibility offered by OFR.   The main reason given for not doing so was a 
view that the system does not offer any real flexibility or that the outcomes are 
too vague or unclear from them to do so with confidence.   This indicates that 
more should be done by the SRA to improve understanding of the benefits of 
OFR in terms of flexibility. 

Use of flexibility 

One of the intended benefits of OFR is to reduce unnecessary costs to firms by 
removing prescriptive rules with more flexible principles (and outcomes).  This should 
mean that firms no longer need to comply with a long list of rules, provided that they 
ensure that they achieve the required outcomes for their clients and act in a way that 
is consistent with the ten regulatory principles.   If this flexibility is not actually used in 
practice, then it is possible that firms will not achieve the potential benefits that OFR 
offers. 

Figure 7.1 shows that very few firms are taking full advantage of the flexibility that is 
offered by OFR.   Only 3% of firms stated that they are taking advantage of the 
flexibility offered by OFR ‘to a great extent’, compared to 55% who stated that they 
are not using this flexibility at all.  

This finding is unsurprising given that OFR was only launched twelve months prior to 
this survey.    However, this does still indicate that some factors might be holding 
firms back from taking a new approach to compliance.    

Figure 7.2 shows that more firms do intend to make more use of this flexibility in the 
future.  Although only 8% believed they would do so to a ‘great extent’, a further 49% 
stated that they would to 'some extent'.   However, 28% of firms indicated no 
intention of using this flexibility and 14% gave a ‘don’t know’ response.   These 
findings suggest that the SRA needs to do more to encourage firms to consider and 
understand the ways that they can adapt their approach to compliance so that they 
can benefit from greater efficiency by reducing any unnecessary costs.  
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Figure 7.1:  To what extent has your firm Figure 7.2:  To what extent will your firm 
already taken advantage of the greater take advantage of the greater flexibility 

flexibility offered by OFR? offered by OFR in the future? 

BME majority-owned firms had taken a more flexible approach – 7% of these firms 
stated that they had made ‘great’ use of this flexibility, compared to just 1% of non-
BME-owned firms.   This finding warrants further exploration to understand why BME 
firms show such a greater willingness and capacity to adapt the way that they comply 
with OFR.    

BME-owned businesses also indicated a greater intention to make use of the 
flexibility offered by OFR in the future (17% of these respondents stated that they 
would take advantage of this flexibility to a ‘great extent’ in the future, whilst an 
additional 57% said that they would to ‘some extent). 

Barriers to using 
flexibility 
The firms that stated that they had not, and did not intend to, take advantage of the 
flexibility offered by OFR were asked the reasons for this position.  Their responses 
are shown in Figure 7.3.   This shows that: 

• 23% did not believe that OFR actually offers any real flexibility and therefore 
could not take advantage of it even if they wanted to 

• 23% stated that they are already compliant and were therefore reluctant to 
make any changes 

• 14% admitted that they did not understand how they could take advantage of 
any flexibility that exists within OFR 

• 9% did not understand the outcomes, and a further 5% felt they are 'too 
ambiguous' to be easily interpreted as a more flexible opportunity.  
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Figure 7.3:  Reasons why firms are not intending on taking advantage of 
OFR's flexibility 

Firms that had already, or planned to, make changes to the way they comply were 
asked how this flexibility was being / would be used.   The responses are set out in 
Figure 7.4 - clear trends within these answers are more difficult to identify, although 
notable comments include:   

• 13% stated that they were using the flexibility of OFR to be more flexible in 
the way they meet the needs of their clients 

• 13% highlighted changes already made or planned to their business 
structure. 

Figure 7.4:  How firms have taken advantage of OFR’s flexibility 
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8 Conclusions 
This section sets out the main findings of this research and uses a 'maturity model' to 
put the findings into context of what is realistic to expect one year on from the launch 
of OFR. 

Overall favourability 

The final question in the survey asked firms to comment in general terms about their 
‘overall favourability towards OFR’.   The responses showed that 50% indicated a 
relatively high level of favourability.   16% of responses indicated that they were not 
favourable towards OFR. 

These findings can be compared to the responses to the same question when it was 
asked in August 2011 – prior to the launch of OFR as part of research to assess the 
effectiveness of the SRA’s awareness raising campaign for OFR32.   In 2011, only 
36% of respondents were relatively more favourable, and unsurprisingly a greater 
proportion ‘did not know’ – probably as they were yet to have any direct experience 
to form an opinion. 

These results are encouraging as it shows that there has been a move towards an 
increased level of favourability towards OFR as an overall approach to regulation.   
However, there are still an equal proportion of respondents who were undecided or 
unfavourable towards the new system of regulation.   This suggests that promotion, 
awareness-building and education need to be an on-going process if OFR is to 
become fully embedded as a widely accepted system for regulating legal services. 

Figure 8.1:  Favourability towards OFR 

32 This survey was completed by 800 firms – half of which were selected at random and the 
other half were drawn from a database of attendees of SRA events and webinars.  
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Summary of impacts 

Key headlines from the research include: 

• The responsibilities of COLPs and COFAs were generally well understood, 
however some respondents still indicated uncertainty over the exact roles of 
COLPs and COFAs, including some respondents who hold a compliance 
officer role at the firm where they work. 

• In 40% of firms, nominating a COLP or COFA was viewed as the only change 
that had been made as a result of OFR.  Firms that had made other changes 
frequently highlighted reviewing or creating new policies and procedures or 
undertaking training.    

• 67% of firms stated that it had taken more time to comply with OFR - although 
many of the activities that had required this time could be characterised as 
'one-off' costs, such as familiarisation with the new system of regulation or 
updating quality assurance systems. 

• 44% of respondents indicated that OFR takes 'too much time' and 34% felt it 
'costs too much money'.   Despite this, 85% agreed that even if they were not 
required to do so by the SRA their firm would continue to do what it currently 
does to comply in order to run the firm well and look after their clients’ 
interests. 

• A fifth of firms recognised a need to improve risk management at their firm, or 
were currently doing so.   Although this needs to be taken in the context of a 
survey for the SRA where some respondents may say what they think their 
regulator wants to hear, this is nonetheless encouraging as it indicates that 
many firms are being proactive in their approach to improving risk 
management.  59% of respondents stated that their firm has made changes in 
the past twelve months to the way they manage risk - and most of whom had 
done so at least in some part as a result of OFR.  

• Only half of respondents felt that OFR makes it clear what outcomes the SRA 
expects them to deliver for their clients.  This highlights a potential risk that 
uncertainty by firms might lead to them not being able to comply in the most 
efficient way, or at worst might lead to unintentional non-compliance.  

• Just over a third of firms agreed that there is a 'constructive working 
relationship' between their firm and the SRA.   There was little evidence of 
this having improved since the launch of OFR; however respondents whose 
firm had been visited by an SRA supervisor in the past year were more likely 
to feel that a positive relationship exists.   This is positive as it indicates that if 
this continues, the way firms are supervised under OFR should lead to more 
widespread constructive working relationships between the SRA and the 
profession.  

• A high proportion of firms viewed SRA enforcement as a credible deterrent to 
non-compliance at their firm - and the majority of those who felt this was not 
the case did so because they said they would 'comply anyway'.   Slightly 
fewer firms were confident that SRA enforcement was a credible deterrent to 
other firms, with the main concerns being that the SRA does not do anything 
or focuses its attention on the wrong things.  
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Impacts by diversity group 

The survey findings provide an opportunity to explore differences in the experience of 
OFR and perceptions of the SRA by groups of respondent or firms with shared 
characteristics.   Of particular interest are findings relating to firms majority owned by 
BME majority owned firms.  

59% of respondents from BME majority owned firms33 stated that they were 
'favourable' towards OFR, which is slightly higher than the overall response from all 
one thousand participants.   However, responses concerning compliance costs 
indicated that this group might feel that they experience a greater impact or believe 
that there will be a greater impact in the future.  For example, respondents from 
BME- majority owned firms tended to: 

• Estimate that compliance officers will need to spend a greater proportion of 
their time on ‘compliance duties’ as opposed to other fee earning or business 
activities.  

• Have spent money on software or consultancy services as a result of OFR 
(but not on administration or training activities). 

• Be more likely to view OFR as ‘costing too much money’ (but no more likely 
to state that it takes ‘too much time’). 

Despite these notable differences, respondents from BME majority-owned firms also 
provided more positive than average views in a number of areas. 

• 52% (compared to 38% overall) felt that the SRA focuses its resources on the 
risks that present the greatest risks to the public. 

• 64% (compared with 51% overall) believed that OFR makes it clear what 
outcomes the SRA expects firms to deliver for their clients. 

• 49% (compared with 34% overall) believed that there is a constructive 
working relationship between their firm and the SRA. 

• A larger proportion of BME majority-owned firms had made use of the 
flexibility offered by OFR. 

Impacts in terms of OFR 
maturity 
As this survey was carried out just one year after the launch of OFR, firms are still at 
a relatively early stage of getting used to this new approach to regulation.  It would be 
unrealistic to expect OFR to already have achieved the intended outcomes and 
impacts that are outlined in Figure 2.2 (the logic model).  Therefore, it is appropriate 
to look at the impacts to date in the context of a 'maturity model'.   A maturity model 
recognises that the intended impacts of OFR could not happen immediately and will 
take time as firms’ capacity and understanding increases.  

The maturity model also allows an assessment of the gaps between 'where firms are' 
and where 'they should be'.  This provides a useful guide to the issues that should be 

33 Which is different to BME respondents 
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targeted by the SRA for further attention.    Figure 8.2 shows an outline of this 
maturity model, defining five levels of maturity from 'Foundation' (Level 1) to 
'Optimised' (Level 5). 

At the ‘foundation’ level firms have varying levels of awareness and are expected to 
be resistant to the idea of change.   Capacity improves at the ‘emerging’ level, with 
improved understanding and adaptations being made.   At the ‘established’ level 
firms will begin to demonstrate more ‘OFR behaviours’ and begin to see OFR as 
more of an opportunity than a threat.   At higher levels of capacity firms will begin to 
realise more of these opportunities. 

Figure 8.2:  OFR maturity model – outline of different levels of maturity 

To allow an overall assessment of impacts of OFR to date against this maturity 
model, groups of findings from the survey can be organised into themes: 

1. Understanding of OFR and the outcomes 

2. Identification and management of risk 

3. Constructive relationship between firms and the SRA 

4. Understanding and use of flexibility 

5. Credibility of deterrent to non-compliance. 

Figure 8.4 sets out each theme of impacts and describes expectations of firms 
maturity and evidence of actual capacity.   Figure 8.3, below, presents a summary: 
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Figure 8.3:  Maturity model - Summary diagram 
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Figure 8.4:  Evidence of maturity 

Expected level Actual level

Level Explanation Level Explanation 

2 The SRA undertook extensive promotion 1 Findings from the survey indicated that 1. Understanding of 
and awareness-raising activities prior to many firms found the outcomes unclear or OFR and the Emerging Foundation the launch of OFR.   It has also held a vague.   A smaller proportion also felt outcomes 
number of webinars and presentations to uncertain about the role of COLPs and 
explain how OFR works.   These events COFAs - including some who actually hold (Under 
were designed to build firms’ this position.  This indicates that this is an achieved) 
understanding of OFR and the outcomes.  area where more work is needed to build 

firms’ awareness and understanding of the 
outcomes 

2 Risk management is a fundamental 2 59% of firms stated that they had made a 2. Identification and 
aspect of OFR.   Firms have always had change in the past twelve months to the management of Emerging Emerging to manage risk and therefore they should way they manage risk.   A fifth also risk 
not be starting from scratch.  The SRA indicated that they were aware of the need 
published its Risk Framework and Index in to improve risk management or were in the (On track) 
December 2012 and this will provide a process of doing so.  This indicates that 
basis for more established risk firms are being proactive in this area and 
management in the future.  already recognise it as important.   

However, firms self-assessment also 
indicated that many saw risk management 
as a part of their day-to-day activities.   
More work is needed from the SRA to build 
firms’ awareness of best practice in risk 
management to reduce the risk of 
complacency. 
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Figure 8.4:  Evidence of maturity 

Expected level Actual level

Level Explanation Level Explanation 

2 In developing OFR, the SRA recognised 2 Individual areas of the SRA were rated 3. Constructive 
that it needed to develop a far more relatively highly - e.g. Ethics Guidance relationship Emerging Emerging constructive working relationship with Helpline (61% positive), supervisors (49%) between firms and 
those it regulates.   This will take time and and the call centre (41%).  However, only the SRA 
is part of a wider culture change within 34% currently agreed that a 'constructive (On track) 
both the SRA and legal firms. working relationship' exists with the SRA 

and their firm.   More work is needed to 
establish more widespread confidence in 
the constructive relationship between the 
SRA and firms it regulates.  

1 Firms do not have to make use of the 1 To date only a small proportion of firms had 4. Understanding and 
flexibility offered by OFR - but for many it used the flexibility provided by OFR use of flexibility Foundation Foundation will provide an opportunity to be more although more felt that they would make 
efficient in the way they comply. Firms use of it in the future.  Many respondents 
may need time to build their confidence in indicated no intention of making use of the (On track) 
the way OFR works and how it is being flexibility offered by OFR.   
applied by the SRA.   For example, many This appears to be an aspect of OFR which firms appear to be reluctant to change the is not viewed by firms as offering them the way they approach compliance because opportunities that were envisaged when of concern about ‘being caught out’ if they OFR was introduced.  interpret the outcomes in a different way 
to the SRA.  
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Figure 8.4:  Evidence of maturity 

Expected level Actual level

Level Explanation Level Explanation 

3 The SRA has a clear enforcement 3 Responses indicated that enforcement was 5. Credibility of 
strategy - which is based on focusing viewed as a credible deterrent to their firm.   deterrent to non- Established Established resources on issues that pose the However, findings indicated slightly lower compliance 
greatest risk to consumers and the public.  confidence in its effectiveness as a 
This should maintain a strong-deterrent to deterrent to other firms.  (On track) 
non-compliance.  

Although the SRA’s approach to 
enforcement has not changed 
significantly, there has not yet been a 
large enough caseload of enforcement 
actions under OFR for firms to fully 
observe how it is being applied in practice.  
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Annex 1  Technical methodology34 

Overview 

IFF Research Ltd was commissioned to carry out the fieldwork for this study.   To 
address the research objectives, a total of 1,000 interviews with SRA-regulated 
private practice firms were conducted using Computer Assisted Telephone 
Interviewing (CATI).  The survey lasted approximately 20 minutes in duration.  

Interviews were conducted with individuals able to talk about the firm’s approach to 
regulation and compliance – in the majority of cases this was the COLP (Compliance 
Officer for Legal Practice) or COFA (Compliance Officer for Financial Administration). 
In the first instance, interviewers requested to speak to the individual named in the 
sample database – however, in the event that this individual was unavailable, 
interviewers could be referred to an alternative contact within the same practice if 
they were deemed better positioned to speak about OFR.  

The survey questionnaire was drafted by the SRA and refined in close collaboration 
with IFF. The final (post-pilot) questionnaire used for the survey can be found in 
Annex 2.  

Fieldwork  

In advance of fieldwork, the SRA informed firms of the research via the SRA 
Updateemail newsletter which explained the purpose of, and background to, the 
project.  

Pilot 
Prior to the main fieldwork stage, a pilot exercise was conducted on 4th and 5th of 
October 2012. A total of 21 interviews were completed in order to verify whether or 
not questions made sense to respondents on the basis of the relevance and 
intelligibility of their responses35. It also provided an opportunity to understand 
whether there was any reluctance to answer particular questions and to monitor 
question length.  

Over the course of the pilot, interviews were monitored by members of the IFF 
research and quality control team. The research team also held a debrief discussion 
with the telephone interviewers at the end of each interviewing shift.  

On the basis of this feedback, IFF submitted a short report to the SRA 
recommending minor changes for refining and enhancing the questionnaire. After 
discussion with the SRA it was agreed that some small amendments should be made 
to the questionnaire prior to the commencement of the main fieldwork stage.  

Given the limited extent of the changes to the questionnaire, it was possible to 
incorporate the pilot interviews within the main data set. 

34 Based on Technical Report from IFF Research Ltd 
35 All interviewers taking part in the pilot were fully briefed by the executive research team 

Page 64 of 83 



Main stage fieldwork 
For the main stage of fieldwork a total of 979 CATI interviews were conducted 
between Monday 8 October 2012 and Friday 26 October 2012 (making a combined 
total of 1,000 completed interviews).  In the event that further information or 
assurance about the bona fides of the project was required, a reassurance email was 
sent to the appropriate person(s). 

Sampling 

Sampling was based on a database of 9,726 regulated firms in England and Wales.  
This database did not include:  

• Firms involved with relationship management / supervision of high impact 
firms – as these firms are subject to a separate review 

• In house lawyers – as these individuals are the subject of another piece of 
SRA research 

• Alternative Business (ABS) – as they will have had significant involvement 
with Authorisation and this is likely to override their views on OFR.  

Quotas 
A sample of 5,912 records was drawn. Figure A1.1 shows the number of records 
sampled within each sub-group and the profile of completed interviews. Larger firms 
(those with 11+ partners), firms with majority BME ownership, supervised firms and 
firms outside London were over-sampled to ensure sufficiently robust sample sizes 
for sub-group analysis.  

In order to facilitate comparison of responses by key sub-groups, quotas were 
imposed by region, number of partners and whether the firm has BME majority 
ownership.  While no quotas were imposed for firms which had received supervisory 
visits and those that had not, the incidence of these sub-groups was monitored 
closely throughout fieldwork.  
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Figure A1.1:  Sampling approach and profile of achieved interviews 

Stratum 
Sampled 

for 
fieldwork 

Proportion 
(%) 

Interviews 
achieved 

Proportion 
(%) 

Region 

London, South East, South West 2,400 41% 409 41% 

East of England, East Midlands, West 
Midlands 1,500 25% 231 23% 

North East, North West, Yorkshire and 
the Humber 1,500 25% 258 26% 

Wales 512 9% 102 10% 



Margin of error  

A base size of 1,000 means that as a worst case scenario, findings are accurate to 
within +/- 3.1 percentage points at the 95% confidence level. By this we mean that if 
50% of our sample of 1,000 agreed with a statement in the questionnaire, we can be 
95% confident (ie in 19 times out of 20) that the response from all regulated firms 
would lie between 46.9% and 53.1%.  

Measuring a margin of error at 50% is referred to as a ‘worst case scenario’, as the 
margin of error decreases the closer results approach 0% or 100% (ie where greater 
agreement in the sample occurs).  Figure A1.2 shows the margin of error calculations 
of a sample of respondents, to demonstrate how it can change by response and sub 
group size.  It also demonstrates how the margin of error decreases as opinion 
converges. 
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Number of Partners 

1 (sole practitioner) 2,400 41% 404 40% 

2 - 4 2,400 41% 407 41% 

5 - 10 766 13% 127 13% 

11 – 80 346 6% 62 6% 

BME Majority Ownership 

BME Majority 1,380 23% 227 23% 

Non BME majority 4,532 773 77% 

Supervision Type 

Supervision 286 5% 81 8% 

Non-supervision 5,626 95% 919 91% 

Total 5,912 100% 1,000 100% 

Figure A1.2:  Margins of error at the 95% confidence level 

Number of 
interviews 

Margin of error at 
50% 

Margin of error at 
70%/30% 

Margin of error at 
90%/10% 

1,000 +/- 3.1% +/- 2.8% +/- 1.9% 

674 +/- 3.8% +/- 3.3% +/- 2.3% 

500 +/- 4.4% +/- 4.0% +/- 2.6% 

400 +/- 4.9% +/- 4.5% +/- 2.9% 

200 +/- 6.9% +/- 6.4% +/- 4.2% 

150 +/- 8.0% +/- 7.3% +/- 4.8% 

100 +/- 9.8% +/- 9.0% +/- 5.9% 



Annex 2  Questionnaire 

Private & Confidential J5173  

Outcomes Focused Regulation Telephone 

QUOTA TARGETS 
REGION: 

London 
South East REGION SUMMARY QUOTA =1 400 
South West 
East of England 
East Midlands REGION SUMMARY QUOTA =2 250 
West Midlands 
North East 
North West REGION SUMMARY QUOTA = 3 250 
Yorkshire & Humberside 
Wales REGION SUMMARY QUOTA = 4 100 

SIZE (PARTNERS) 
1 (sole practitioner) SIZE SUMMARY QUOTA=1 400 
2 – 4 SIZE SUMMARY QUOTA=2 400 
5 – 10 SIZE SUMMARY QUOTA=3 125 
11 – 25 
26 – 80 SIZE SUMMARY QUOTA=4 75 
81+ 

BME 
SAMPLE VARIABLE MAJETH =1 OR 

BME Majority A3>A2 ORA3> SAMPLE VARIABLE 250 
NUMPARTNERS 

Not BME Majority IF NOT BME QUOTA=1 750 
SUPERVISION (monitoring quota) 

Supervision visit SUPERVISIONTYPE=1/2/3/4  
Not had Supervision visit SUPERVISIONTYPE BLANK  

S Screener 
ASK TELEPHONIST 

S1 Good morning/afternoon. My name is NAME and I'm calling from IFF Research. Please can I 
speak to NAME? 
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Transferred 1 CONTINUE 

Hard appointment 2 
MAKE APPOINTMENT 

Soft Appointment 3 

Refusal 4 CLOSE 

Refusal – company policy 5 



ASK ALL 
S2 Good morning / afternoon, my name is NAME, calling from IFF Research, an independent 

market research company.  We’re conducting a survey on behalf of the Solicitors Regulation 
Authority (SRA). 
The aim of the survey is to help the SRA understand the impact of Outcomes Focused
Regulation (OFR) which was introduced in October 2011. We’re keen to hear how OFR has 
impacted on the way your firm operates and any changes you’ve had to make over the last 
12 months. 
IF NECESSARY: The overall purpose of the survey is to assess the effectiveness and impact of
OFR and the SRA’s approach, not to measure the performance of your firm. The results of the 
survey will play a valuable role in helping to refine the SRA’s approach to OFR and to aid their 
understanding of the impact of the regulations on legal practices. All your responses will be 
anonymous, your participation is confidential and results will be reported at an aggregated 
level.  
The survey takes no longer than 20 minutes. We are looking to speak to someone well
positioned to talk about your firm’s approach to regulation and compliance. Are you the 
person best positioned to take part? Would you have time to take part now? 
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Refusal – Taken part in recent survey 6 

Nobody at site able to answer questions 7 

Not available in deadline 8 

Engaged 9 

Fax Line 10 

No reply / Answer phone 11 

Residential Number 12 

Dead line 13 

Company closed 14 

Continue 15 CONTINUE 

Referred to someone else at establishment 

NAME_____________________________ 

JOB TITLE_________________________ 

16 TRANSFER AND RE-INTRODUCE 

Hard appointment 17 
MAKE APPOINTMENT 

Soft appointment 18 

Refusal 19 
THANK AND CLOSE 

Refusal – company policy 20 



REASSURANCES TO USE IF NECESSARY 
The interview will take around 20 minutes to complete. 
Please note that all data will be reported in aggregate form and your answers will not be reported to our client in 
any way that would allow you to be identified. 
If respondent wishes to confirm validity of survey or get more information about aims and objectives, they can call: 

• MRS: Market Research Society on 0500396999 
• IFF: Name/contact number 
• SRA: Name/contact number 

A Profile 
IF REGION NOT KNOWN FROM SAMPLE 

A1 In which county is your firm or practice located? 
PROMPT AS NECESSARY. SINGLE CODE. 
INTERVIEWER: CODE TO WIDER REGION. 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: IF FIRM HAS MULTIPLE BRANCHES/ SITES – RECORD LOCATION OF HEAD 
OFFICE. 

London 1 

South East 2 REGION SUMMARY QUOTA =1 

South West 3 

East of England 4 

East Midlands 5 REGION SUMMARY QUOTA =2 

West Midlands 6 

North East 7 

North West 8 REGION SUMMARY QUOTA = 3 

Yorkshire & Humberside 9 

Wales 10 REGION SUMMARY QUOTA = 4 

IF NUMBER OF PARTNERS NOT KNOWN FROM SAMPLE 
A2 How many partners (or directors/ principals/ members) does your firm or practice have? 

WRITE IN 
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Refusal – taken part in recent survey 21 

Not available in deadline 22 



1.1  IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

1 (sole practitioner) 1 SIZE SUMMARY QUOTA=1 

2 – 4 2 SIZE SUMMARY QUOTA=2 

5 – 10 3 SIZE SUMMARY QUOTA=3 

11 – 25 4 

1.1 26 – 80 5 SIZE SUMMARY QUOTA=4 

81+ 6 

IF MAJORITY ETHNICITY = UNKNOWN ON SAMPLE  
A4 How many of your firm or practice’s partners (or directors/ principals/ members) are from a 

black or ethnic minority group? 

WRITE IN 

IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

1  1 

2 – 4 2 

5 – 10 3 

11 - 25 4 

26 – 80 5 

81+ 6 

Don’t Know 7 

DP SET DUMMY QUOTA: BME 
SAMPLE VARIABLE MAJETH =1 
OR 
A3>A2 BME QUOTA=1 (BME MAJORITY) 
OR 
A3> SAMPLE VARIABLE NUMPARTNERS 

IF NOT BME QUOTA=1 BME QUOTA=2 (NOT BME MAJORITY) 

IF MAJORITY GENDER = UNKNOWN ON SAMPLE  
A5 How many of your firm or practice’s partners (or directors/ principals/ members) are 

women? 

WRITE IN 

IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

1  1 

2 – 4 2 
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5 – 10 3 

11 - 25 4 

26 – 80 5 

81+ 6 

Don’t Know 7 

ASK ALL 
A6 How many employees does your firm or practice have (including partners, directors, 

principals or members)? 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: INCLUDE PART TIME AND FULL TIME. 

WRITE IN 

IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

1  1 

2 - 9 2 

10 - 49 4 

50 - 249 5 

250+ 6 

Don’t Know 7 

IF PC, REL, RFL, EEL COUNT = UNKNOWN ON SAMPLE  
A7 How many of your employees are Practising Certificate (PC) holders, Registered Foreign 

Lawyers (RFL), European Environmental Lawyers (EEL) or Registered European lawyers (REL)? 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: INCLUDE PART TIME AND FULL TIME. 

WRITE IN 

1.1  IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

1  1 

2 - 9 2 

10 - 49 4 

50 - 249 5 

250+ 6 

Don’t Know 7 
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ASK ALL 
A9 To the nearest £10,000 what was your firm or practice’s last recorded annual turnover? 

WRITE IN 

IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

£0 - £19,999  

£20,000 - £149,999  

£150,000 - £499,999  

£500,000 - £999,999  

£1,000,000 - £2,999,999  

£3,000,000 - £9,999,999  

£10,000,000 - £29,999,999  

£30,000,000 - £69,999,999  

£70,000,000 -£149,999,999  

£150,000,000 - £9,999,999,999 

Don’t Know 

A10 I’m going to read out a list of areas of the law which the SRA use to classify firms’ activities. 
Which of the following activities does your firm carry out? 
READ OUT. MULTI CODE. 
IF ONE OPTION ONLY SELECTED AT A8 GO TO B1 
IF MORE THAN THREE OPTIONS SELECTED AT A8 

A8A  Which would you say are the top three by turnover? 
READ OUT. CODE THREE ONLY. 
DP NOTE: ONLY DISPLAY OPTIONS SELECTED AT A8 
IF TWO OR MORE OPTIONS SELECTED AT A8 

A8B  Which of these is the top activity by turnover? 
PROMPT IF NECESSARY. SINGLE CODE. 
DP NOTE: ONLY DISPLAY OPTIONS SELECTED AT A8A OR A8 IF PRECISELY 2 OR 3 OPTIONS 
SELECTED. 
IF THREE OR MORE OPTIONS SELECTED AT A8 

A8C  And which is top out of the remaining two? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 
DP NOTE ONLY SHOW TWO OPTIONS NOT SELECTED AT A8B 

Criminal  

Personal Injury 

Wills, Trusts and Tax Planning 

Probate and Estate Administration  
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Residential property/ conveyancing 

Commercial property/ conveyancing 

Planning 

Landlord and/ or Tenant 

Children 

Family and Matrimonial 

Family - Other 

Employment 

Immigration  

Consumer  

Intellectual Property 

Commercial Corporate in respect of Listed Companies 

Commercial Corporate in respect of Non Listed Companies 

Bankruptcy Insolvency 

Discrimination, Civil Liberties and Human Rights  

Mental Health 

Social Welfare 

FSA regulated Financial Advice  

SRA regulated Financial Advice  

Litigation - not related to any of the above 

Non Litigation - not related to any of the above 

Arbitration and Dispute Resolution  

Public Administration Law 

Debt Collection  

Other (write in) 
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Don’t know 

B Resources used for compliance 
ASK ALL 

B1 The SRA requires regulated firms to nominate a Compliance Officer for Legal Practice (COLP) 
and a Compliance Officer for Financial Administration (COFA). Are you the... 
READ OUT. MULTI CODE. 

COLP 1 

COFA 2 

Neither 3 

Don’t know 4 

B2 How well informed do you feel about the role and responsibilities of COLPs and COFAs? 

Very 

Reasonably 

To some extent 

Not at all

B3 What proportion of the COLP's time do you anticipate being spent on compliance with SRA’s 
regulations (opposed to fee earning and other business activities)? 

WRITE IN 

IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

0% 

1 – 25% 

25% - 50% 

50% - 75% 

75% - 100% 

Don’t Know 
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B4 What proportion of the COFA's time do you anticipate being spent on compliance with SRA’s 
regulations (opposed to fee earning or other business activities)? 

WRITE IN 

IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

0% 

1 – 25% 

25% - 50% 

50% - 75% 

75% - 100% 

Don’t Know 

B5 Other than nominating a COLP and COFA, has your firm made any changes to the way you 
comply with SRA regulation as a result of OFR?   

IF B5=1 (HAVE MADE ANY CHANGES AS A RESULT OF OFR) 
B6 What did the main changes involve? 

DO NOT READ OUT. CODE ALL THAT APPLY. 

Appointing a risk manager 

Developing a risk register 

Setting up a risk committee / governance arrangements for risk 

Creating new policies (e.g. client inception) 

Training (e.g. on undertakings) 

Providing staff with information on OFR - newsletters, seminars, etc 

New methods of delivering services (e.g. online services) 

New ICT systems 

New systems for quality assurance 

Other (write in) 

Don’t know 
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Y 1 

No 2 

Haven’t nominated COLP or COFA 3 

Don’t know 4 



ASK ALL 
B7 As a result of OFR, has there been a change in the amount of time that your firm spends on 

complying with the SRA’s regulatory requirements? (please select one answer only) 

Yes - more time required  
ASK B8 

Yes - less time required  

No change 
GO TO B10 

Don’t know / too early to say 

IF B7=1/2 
B8 Can you estimate a percentage change in the level of time required to comply with OFR? 

WRITE IN 

IF DON’T KNOW EXACT NUMBER – PROMPT WITH RANGES 

1% - 10% 

11% - 20% 

21% - 30% 

31% - 40% 

41% - 50% 

51% - 60% 

61% - 70% 

71% - 80% 

81% - 90% 

91% - 100% 

More than 100% 

Don’t Know 

B9 Can you briefly describe the main reasons why there has been a change in the amount of 
time required to comply with OFR? 
DO NOT READ OUT. CODE ALL THAT APPLY. 

Appointing a risk manager 

Developing a risk register 

Setting up a risk committee / governance arrangements for risk 

Creating new policies (e.g. client inception) 

Page 76 of 83 



Training (e.g. on undertakings) 

Providing staff with information on OFR - newsletters, seminars, etc 

Setting up new methods of delivering services (e.g. online services) 

Setting up new ICT systems 

Setting up new systems for quality assurance 

Reading, researching and/ or understanding the new regulations 

Other (write in) 

Don’t know 

ASK ALL 
B10 In addition to time, has your firm spent money on any of the following to comply with OFR? 

READ OUT. MULTICODE. 

Training 

Consultancy fees 

Software /ICT 

Administration 

Another expense associated with complying with OFR (SPECIFY) 

DO NOT READ OUT: None of these 

DO NOT READ OUT: Don’t know 

FOR ALL OF B10 1 TO 5 MENTIONED. 
ASK AS A B11 TO B12 LOOP. 

B11 Approximately how much did your firm spend on [B10 CODE]? 

WRITE IN 

B12 And compared with the previous 12 months, has the amount spent on [B10 CODE] increased, 
decreased or stayed about the same? 
SINGLE CODE ONLY. 

Increased 

Decreased 

Stayed the same 

Don’t know 
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ASK ALL 
B14 To what extent to you agree with the following statements on a scale of 1 to 5 where one is 

strongly agree and 5 is strongly disagree...? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Strongly Strongly DK agree  disagree 
a. Complying with OFR takes up too 

1 2 3 4 5 6 much time? 
b. Complying with OFR costs too much 

1 2 3 4 5 6 money? 
B15 To what extent do you agree with this statement: Even if you were not required to do so by 

the SRA, your firm would continue what it currently does to comply simply in order to run 
your firm well and look after your clients interests…Do you... 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Agree strongly 

Agree 

Neither agree nor disagree 

Disagree 

Disagree strongly 

Don’t know 

B16 In terms of running your firm well and looking after your clients interests, is there anything 
you do to comply with the SRA’s regulation that you would otherwise not carry out? 

WRITE IN 

C Views of OFR 
C1 Which of the following statements best describes your firm’s approach to risk identification 

and management? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

You don't actively manage risks / you don’t believe your firm will benefit from risk 
management 
You are aware you need to introduce risk management and are looking into ways of 
doing this 
You are setting up or developing your approach to risk management 

Risk management is part of your day to day business activities 

DO NOT READ OUT: None of these (SPECIFY) 
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C2 In the past 12 months, have you made any changes to the way your firm identifies and 
manages risks?   

IF C2=1 (HAVE MADE CHANGES TO THE WAY THE FIRM IDENTIFIES RISKS) 
C3 Please can you outline the main changes you have made? 

WRITE IN 

C4 To what extent were these changes influenced by OFR? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Entirely due to OFR 

Mostly due to OFR 

Partly due to OFR 

Not due to OFR 

ASK ALL 
C5 To what extent would you agree that the SRA focuses its resources on factors that present 

the greatest risks to the public? Would you...? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Agree strongly 

Agree 

Neither agree nor disagree 

Disagree 

Disagree strongly 

Don’t know 

ASK ALL 
C6 To what extent do you agree that OFR makes it clear what outcomes the SRA expects you to 

deliver for your clients? Would you...? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Agree strongly 

Agree 

Neither agree nor disagree 

Disagree 
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Yes 

No 

Don’t know 



Disagree strongly 

Don’t know 

ASK ALL 
C7 On a scale of 1-5 (where 1 is very positive and 5 very negative), how would you rate your 

experience of dealing with the SRA in terms of: 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Very      Very DK / no 
positive negative interaction 

a. MySRA (on-line 
1 2 3 4 5 6 services) 

b. SRA Supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 6 

c. Ethics Guidance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Helpline 

d. Call centre 1 2 3 4 5 6 

e. The SRA overall 1 2 3 4 5 6 

ASK ALL 
C8 To what extent do you agree that there is a constructive working relationship between your 

firm and the SRA? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Agree strongly 

Agree 

Neither agree nor disagree 

Disagree 

Disagree strongly 

Don’t know / no interaction with SRA 

ASK ALL 
C9 Over the last 12 months, has the working relationship between your firm and the SRA... 

READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Become more constructive 

Become less constructive 

Stayed the same 

Don’t know / no interaction 

IF C9=1/2 (RELATIONSHIP MORE OR LESS CONSTRUCTIVE) 
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C10 To what extent do you agree with this statement:  My interactions with an SRA supervisor 
contributed to this change? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Agree strongly 

Agree 

Neither agree nor disagree 

Disagree 

Disagree strongly 

Don’t know / no interaction with SRA 

ASK ALL 
C11 To what extent has your firm already taken advantage of the greater flexibility offered by 

OFR?  
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

GO TO C14 To a great extent 1 

To some extent 2 

Not at all 3 ASK C12 

Don't know 4 

IF C11=2/3/4 (THOSE WHO HAVE NOT TAKEN ADVANTAGE OF GREATER FLEXIBILITY TO A 
GREAT EXTENT) 

C12 To what extent will your firm take advantage of the greater flexibility offered by OFR in the 
future?  
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

To a great extent 1 
GO TO C14 

To some extent 2 

Not at all 3 
ASK C13 

Don't know 4 

IF C12=3/4 (HAVE NOT OR WILL NOT TAKE ADVANTAGE OF FLEXIBILITY OR DK) 
C13 Why do you say that your firm won’t take advantage of this? 

DO NOT READ OUT. CODE ALL THAT APPLY. 

Don't believe OFR is more flexible 

We don't have time  

It would cost too much 

We are already compliant 
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Don't understand how we could take advantage of greater flexibility 

Don't understand OFR / the outcomes 

Other (write in) 

Don’t know 

IF C11=1/2 OR C12=1/2 (HAVE OR WILL TAKE ADVANTAGE) 
C14 How are you or will you take advantage of this greater flexibility? 

DO NOT READ OUT. CODE ALL THAT APPLY. 

To reduce costs 

To introduce new services 

To change our business structure 

To be more innovative in the ways you meet the needs of your clients  

Other (write in) 

Don’t know 

ASK ALL 
C15 To what extent to you agree with the following statements. On a scale of 1 to 5 where one is 

strongly agree and 5 is strongly disagree...? 
READ OUT. CODE ALL THAT APPLY. 

Strongly Strongly DK agree  disagree 
a. SRA enforcement acts as a credible 

deterrent to non-compliance for your 1 2 3 4 5 6 
firm?   

b. SRA enforcement acts as a credible 
deterrent to non-compliance for other 1 2 3 4 5 6 
firms?   

DP NOTE: C16 TO FOLLOW IMMEDIATELY AFTER C15A & C17 AFTER C15B 
IF C15A = 4/5  

C16 Why do you say that you disagree? 
ALL WHO ANSWER C15B = 4/5 

C17 Why do you say that you disagree? 
DO NOT READ OUT. CODE ALL THAT APPLY 

Because they always comply 

Non-compliance is difficult to detect 

Penalties / sanctions are not strong enough 

Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal (SDT) takes too long 

The SRA focus attention on the wrong things 
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Other (write in)  

C18 ASK ALL Overall, how favourable are you towards Outcomes Focused Regulation (OFR). 
Would you say you are...? 
READ OUT. SINGLE CODE. 

Very favourable 

Quite favourable 

Neither favourable or unfavourable 

Quite unfavourable 

Very unfavourable 

Don’t know 

C19 Lastly, do you have any comments you’d like to make about OFR? 

WRITE IN 

D Recontact 
ASK ALL 

D1 Thank you for your time. The SRA or IFF Research may need to get in touch with you again for 
quality control purposes. Would it be ok for the SRA or IFF to get in touch again? 

§ 

§ Finally I would just like to confirm that this survey has been carried out under IFF 
instructions and within the rules of the MRS Code of Conduct. Thank you very 
much for your help today. 

Page 83 of 83 

Yes 

No 

THANK RESPONDENT AND CLOSE INTERVIEW 


