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1 INTRODUCTION

The Legal Practitioners Education and Admission Council of South Australia (LPEAC)
welcomes the opportunity to make a submission in response to the Consultation Paper:
Review of Practical Legal Training — April 2026 issued by the Legal Services Council’s
Admissions Committee and the Law Admissions Consultative Committee (LACC).

LPEAC is the statutory admitting authority for South Australia, established under Part 2A
of the Legal Practitioners Act 1981 (SA). Its functions include prescribing and applying the
qualifications for admission to the legal profession, accrediting academic law courses
and practical legal training courses (PLT), and maintaining the integrity of admission
standards in the public interest.

2 SUMMARY OF LPEAC’S POSITION

This submission focuses on matters of principle, regulatory coherence and
implementation risk, rather than responding to each consultation question individually.
Itis framed from the perspective of an admitting authority operating within a non-Uniform
Law jurisdiction. LPEAC’s position does not stem from the fact South Australia is not a
participating Uniform Law jurisdiction; the concerns expressed below arise irrespective
of that status.

LPEAC acknowledges the need for reform to improve the quality, relevance, integrity and
accessibility of legal training whilst maintaining national consistency in admission
requirements. To that end, LPEAC would broadly support a proposal for practical legal
training having the following features:

e a clear and objectively measurable statement of the skills and capabilities that
are required at the point of admission;

e astrong emphasis on applied learning and in-person engagement;



educational integrity and assessment rigour, including by way of an appropriately
designhed supervision framework;

recognition that professional competence develops across the continuum of legal
education, supervised practice and early career experience; and

appropriate incorporation of practical education into undergraduate studies so as
to embed skills earlier and to provide real world context to academic learning.

However, LPEAC does not support the reforms as presently proposed or the proposed

timing for their implementation. In summary:

the proposal has not been developed in conjunction with education experts or the
broader legal sector;

there is a lack of evidence of appropriate design and development, leaving it
unclear how the proposed changes will address current deficiencies and improve
the quality of graduate training;

the lack of pedagogical underpinnings presents a risk that the present model will
be replaced with a model having its own set of problems;

there is a risk that the supervisory component will lack accountability,
consistency and rigor;

the availability of suitably qualified, experienced and willing supervisors in lesser
populated areas appears to be assumed, and yet the foundation for that
assumption is not stated;

there is insufficient delineation between appropriate qualification standards and
the question of cost;

the proposal has potential implication for mutual recognition with unintended
market and regulatory distortions;

the proposed pace of change isill-considered and unnecessary given the need not
only for university courses to be re-designed and appropriately staffed, but for the
redesigned courses to then be re-accredited;

the proposed pace does not accommodate the need for legislative reform. It
presents a risk of transitional chaos affecting students, and potentially affecting
public trust in the new model as a whole.

LPEAC is concerned that the reforms and the proposed pace of change present an

unacceptable risk to the ultimate users of legal services.

LPEAC considers the national significance of the proposal, including the requirement for

legislative change, warrants close consideration by Attorneys-General before further

steps are taken towards adoption and implementation.



3 ISSUES FOR ADMITTING AUTHORITIES

3.1 FITNESS FOR ADMISSION THRESHOLD

Currently, an admitting authority must be satisfied that, at the time of admission, an
applicant is fit to practise and possesses the minimum competencies necessary safely
to enter supervised legal practice. This is currently achieved through confirmation that
the applicant has completed a law course thatis accredited pursuant to the LPEAC Rules
and also a PLT course thatis similarly accredited. Accreditation of these courses in South
Australia occurs by reference to the LACC Prescribed Academic Areas of Knowledge for
law courses and the LACC Competency Standards for Entry-Level Lawyers for PLT
courses (“the LACC standards”). These benchmarks are used to ensure that South
Australian graduates meet the standards required nationally. Conversely, because other
admitting authorities use the same benchmarks to accredit courses, the LPEAC can be
confident that applicants who have obtained their qualifications in other jurisdictions are
appropriately qualified for admission in South Australia.

Further assessment of the applicant’s training occurs at the point that the applicant
seeks to have the restriction of supervised practice lifted from their practising certificate.
This requires assessment by the admitting authority of the appropriateness of the
supervision that has been provided and the length of time that it has been in effect.

LPEAC supports revisiting the current PLT Competency Standards, which are extensive in
their expectations at the point of admission. However, LPEAC emphasises that:

e any new skills schedule adopted in replacement must be evidence based and
remain sufficiently robust to support confidence in admission decisions;
e reductions in pre-admission training must be matched by effective and
enforceable post-admission safeguards; and
e the PALT components must be described with the same degree of specificity as
the requirements set out in the current LACC standards in order to:
o facilitate accreditation of providers;
o allow assessment by the admitting authority of an applicant’s compliance;
and
o enable South Australian graduates to obtain admission in other
jurisdictions and graduates of other jurisdictions to be admitted with
confidence in South Australia.

Failure to do this will endanger the entire mutual recognition framework.

The proposed model will require a complete reworking of the way in which admitting
authorities assess applicants’ eligibility for admission and the lifting of post-admission
restrictions. The nature of admission prior to the completion of PALT may need to be
reformulated, so that it is more akin to provisional admission: that is, admission subject



to the completion of the PALT component rather than simply the issue of a practising
certificate subject to a supervision requirement.

3.2 ACCOUNTABILITY AND RISK TRANSFER

Under the proposed model, a substantial portion of professional capability development
would occur after admission. Nonetheless, itis expected that this would be administered
by the admitting authority.

The proposed model assumes the existence of a group of capable, competent and willing
supervising practitioners. The evidentiary foundation for that assumption is presently
unclear. Indeed, the LPEAC has, for some time, had concerns about the quality of
supervision generally (while noting that in many instances it is excellent). In particular,
since the increase in working from home arrangements during the Covid pandemic, the
LPEAC has become aware, anecdotally, of push back from both supervisors and newly
admitted practitioners as to face-to-face, “hands on” supervision. The proposed model
looks to increase the role of the supervisor, in the absence of any evidence of willingness
and capability on the part of those supervisors. This clearly gives rise to a risk that
systemic weaknesses in post-admission training or supervision will impact adversely on
practitioner capability and will undermine public confidence in in the profession.

The proposed model lacks a singular objective: a national competency standard as a
gateway to practice, that can be implemented consistently and confidently across all
Australian jurisdictions.

4 PRACTICAL LEGAL TRAINING REFORM

4.1 DURATION AND STRUCTURE OF PLT

LPEAC supports reconsideration of PLT duration and content. Evidence as to how best
to support the acquisition of core competencies for early stage lawyers should be
obtained and explored.

LPEAC notes:

e a four-week minimum in person course represents a significant departure from
existing models and will require careful quality assurance and evidence based
assessment;

e a shorter course will increase the importance of rigorous, non-formulaic
assessment which requires careful development and understanding of how it will
be operationally achieved;

¢ adetailed and comprehensive curriculum for post-admission training will need to
be formulated before the existing PLT model is replaced, along with the
accreditation of recognised providers; and



e providers operating in multiple jurisdictions will require clear and consistent
accreditation standards.

LPEAC would support reform provided that national PLT standards are amended in a way
that preserves educational integrity and provides admitting authorities with clear
benchmarks. Those features are missing from the present proposal and there is no basis
for thinking they can be developed in the suggested timeframe.

4.2 IN-PERSON DELIVERY

LPEAC supports in-person PLT delivery, reflecting evidence that applied skills and
professional identity formation are best developed through direct engagement.

At the same time, LPEAC emphasises the need for:

o carefully defined exceptions for regional, remote and equity-affected candidates
especially in smaller jurisdictions; and

e clarity around the criteria for exemptions.

5 WORKPLACE EXPERIENCE

LPEAC supports retention of a minimum workplace experience requirement and agrees
that this component is generally a positively regarded aspect of PLT.

Proposals to:
¢ permitworkplace experience during law degrees; and
¢ strengthen task specification and supervision requirements,

will require careful regulation to ensure consistency, evidentiary integrity and fairness
across diverse practice settings.

Thiswillinclude the need to ensure necessary skills are capable of being met at an earlier
stage in the degree and that prior periods of employment are appropriately supervised
and sufficiently “law” focussed, rather than being simply administrative roles so as to
meet the required standards for PLT workplace experience and thus suitability for
admission.

From an admitting authority perspective, it is essential that certification of workplace
experience remains meaningful and not purely administrative and widely accessible so
that legal practitioners reflect the diversity of the community.

6 POST-ADMISSION LEGAL TRAINING (PALT)

LPEAC recognises the policy case for structured post-admission training aligned with a
lawyer’s actual area of practice.



However:

1. PALT can only be effective if it is subject to clear approval and assessment
standards and enforceable through practising certificate conditions.

2. Significant care will be needed to manage transitional cohorts and to avoid unfair
or confusing overlapping obligations.

The PALT concept should be further developed but its success will be dependent on
strong, consistent post-admission regulation nationally; it should not be a substitute for
effective training in the pre-admission period.

Consideration should be given to whether appropriate breadth of graduate skill is
achievable with the PALT practice-area specific focus.

7 SUPERVISION OF EARLY CAREER LAWYERS

LPEAC supports proposals to improve guidance and support for supervisors of early
career lawyers.

Where pre-admission training is reduced, supervision becomes a critical safeguard for
consumers, courts and the profession. LPEAC supports nationally consistent and
coordinated guidance, training and resources for supervisors and supervisees.

The proposal does not give adequate consideration to supervision standards including
issues such as the need to mandate minimum training requirements and/or implement
mandatory CPD for supervising practitioners, recognising the need to balance
consistency in quality of supervision against barriers to supervision diversity including as
a consequence of cost increases for supervising practitioners. Consideration may need
to be given to the potential consequences of failures in adequate supervision.

The proposal does not articulate and address other concerns which may arise in
increasing the obligation of supervision upon the profession. This may include issues
such as the potential for supervision obligations to disproportionately impact on
practitioners in smaller jurisdictions with a higher proportion of small firms. If
supervisory obligations, with associated stress and cost create disincentives in small
firms, there may be associated reductions in employment opportunities for graduates.

8 TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

LPEAC is concerned that detailed transitional provisions have not been adequately
addressed, including:

e protection for candidates part-way through existing PLT pathways;

e clarity for graduates completing law degrees before revised academic standards
commence; and



¢ adequate lead time for providers, employers and regulators.

Poorly designed transitions carry legal, reputational and equity risks.

9 NATIONAL CONSISTENCY AND LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION

9.1 DEPENDENCE ON NATIONAL FRAMEWORK REFORMS

LPEAC notes that implementation of the proposed model is contingent upon significant
amendments to national instruments, including:

e the PLT Competency Standards for Entry-Level Lawyers;
o the Uniform Standards for PLT Courses and Providers;

o the Standards for PLT Workplace Experience; and

o the Accreditation Standards for Australian Law Courses.

At this time, LPEAC understands that change is being contemplated in NSW,
commencing in 2028. While acknowledging the need for reform and the imperative to
ensure reform proposals do not stall or stagnate, LPEAC considers that timeframe is
unworkable and gives rise to unnecessary risk. It will not allow for the consideration of
the detailed change requirements and implementation of necessary reforms. Further
work must be undertaken to develop an appropriate program for development, adoption
of and transition to any new scheme including adequate practitioner education and
profession wide consultation.

9.2 LEGISLATIVE AND RULES REFORM IN SOUTH AUSTRALIA
In South Australia, implementation would require:

e substantial amendment to the Rules of the Legal Practitioners Education and
Admission Council 2018 (SA) (Rules);

e careful consideration of whether any amendments to the Legal Practitioners Act
71981 (SA) and the Uniform Civil Rules 2020 are necessary, particularly where
post-admission training or restrictions intersect with admission related functions;
and

e coordinated reform of practising certificate conditions and supervision
frameworks by the Law Society of South Australia and LPEAC with associated
amendment of the Rules.

LPEAC emphasises that admitting authorities cannot implement reforms that rely on
post-admission regulatory mechanisms without proper consultation, consideration of
required change and a clear and achievable program for implementation that is
nationally uniform. LPEAC considers it is likely that this cannot be achieved by 2028.



The level of supervision required by a newly admitted practitioner who has not yet
commenced (or has only recently embarked upon) PALT remains very much a live
question. The supervision that will be required for those early in the post-admission, pre-
PALT period may closely approximate that required for articles of clerkship. This will
require careful consideration and uniformity across jurisdictions.

The emphasis in the PALT system on specialisation at such an early stage of post
admission experience raises potential consumer protection issues if legal practitioners
later choose to change their areas of speciality. If a broad foundation of general practice
proficiency is not an essential part of the legal practice course, any risk for end-users will
need to be monitored and carefully managed. The potential effect is heightened in
smaller jurisdictions where generalist lawyers are proportionately more common, but it
applies to all States and Territories. These are matters relevant to consideration of the
conditions to be imposed on newly admitted practitioners until PALT is completed. They
are questions of high policy and public protection which require very careful
contemplation.

LPEAC urges LACC to heed the submissions from universities including as to proposed
timeframes.

9.3 APPROPRIATE ACCREDITATION

The restructuring of university course delivery will require LPEAC to re-accredit each
university course in light of amended accreditation standards which will require the
application of significant resources by both universities and LPEAC. The same applies to
new PLT and PALT courses. The time frame proposed for introduction of new courses
does not factor in the significant time required for appropriate accreditation.

10 CONCLUSION

Successful reform will be predicated on careful development and further consideration
to ensure achievement of the objectives of reform, coordinated amendment of national
framework instruments and alignment with local legislation and rules.

LPEAC is committed to ensuring that reforms in this area reflect the clear need for change
but are well considered, evidence based, enhance professional competence, protectthe
public interest and preserve the integrity of the admission process across Australia.



