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PROCEEDI NGS

CHAI R WATLINGTON:  1'd like to wel cone everyone to
the Conmttee on Provision for the Delivery of Legal
Services, August 23rd, here this norning.

And | don't know all of the new people here, but we
have attendance -- the commttee present as Maria and Bil
McCal pin, and then we have other board nenbers, and we have
t he president of the board, and al so the president of the
Corporation present with us al so.

|"d like to open the neeting with the approval of
t he agenda.

MOTI ON

MR. McCALPIN: So noved.

M5. MERCADO  Second.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  It's been noved and seconded,

t he approval of the agenda. Signify by saying aye.

(A chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  So noved.

The next should be the approval of the m nutes of
the conm ttee neeting.

MOTI ON

M5. MERCADO | nove their approval, Madane Chair

MR. McCALPIN.  Second.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  It's been -- signify the
approval by saying aye.

(A chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  So approved.

MR. EAKELEY: This may be a record, the first tinme
M. MCal pin hasn't anended m nutes of a neeting in nine
years.

MR. McCALPIN: 1've been silenced because Bucky
tells nme | mssed sonething in the board m nutes.

(Laughter.)

MR. EAKELEY: Very depressing.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: Okay. The next itemon the
agenda is a report by Genn -- | don't know how to say that
| ast nane.

MR. RAVWDON: Rawdon.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: O fice of Program Performance
and O fice of Information Managenent, an update.

MR. EAKELEY: Wth Chris Sundseth.

MR. RAWDON: Thank you very nuch. The projector is

warm ng up here and we'll have a nice slide show
Today our report is on the Matters Reporting
System I n way of background, you'll remenber that severa

years ago we started working with the prograns and with sone
of the vendors to ensure the accuracy of the CSR reporting
system

And at that time, many of our grantees said to us,
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but there's much that we do that is not related to the cases;
that when we report to you the cases, that doesn't tell you
the full story of what we're doing.

So we put together a group under the direction of
John McKay, who was then president at LSC, to start | ooking
into the Matters Reporting System In other words, we wanted
to look at itenms that are not cases, but which our grantees
provi de services to the public.

And so when John McKay |l eft, he turned the reins of
this group over to Randi Youells. And to rem nd you, that
group was nmade up of Bert Thomas and Danilo Cardona in the
O fice of Conpliance and Enforcenent, Chris Sundseth and John
Meyer in the Ofice of Information Managenent. M ke Genz and
nmyself were on it for OPP. And then Randi Youells and John
Ei dl eman as wel|l have been working on this project.

So it was a joint function at LSC that came up with
the Matters Reporting System It wasn't just from one
particular unit at LSC.

|"mnot sure why the -- | apologize for the
technical difficulties.

MR. EAKELEY: | suspect you didn't include the
Ofice of Information Technol ogy in your working group.

MR RAWDON: |'msorry. | understand now why we're

havi ng probl ens.

MR. EAKELEY: Leslie has ways of getting back.

(Pause)

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: | can get the president to
i ntroduce our three new board nenbers that are present with
us today that | forgot to.

MR. EAKELEY: Let ne say wel conme to Frank
Strickland, Bob Dieter, and M chael MKay.

MR. McCALPIN:  Once again

MR. EAKELEY: Once agai n.

Does the slide presentation track the witten
materials in the board books?

MR. RAWDON: Yes. W can do it without the slide
show, if you |iKke.

MR. EAKELEY: Wy don't we do it, because the board
book materials were excellent, | thought. So give it another
try.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  We have a full agenda here.

MR. EAKELEY: It starts on page 12 of the
materi als, under Provisions.

MR. McCALPIN: Guess what? | never got that in ny
book. That's m ssing from ny book.

M5. MERCADO It sure is. He doesn't have it.

MR. EAKELEY: Randi, do you have another copy of
the status report on the Matters Reporting System or an
extra board book for M. MCal pi n?
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MR. McCALPIN. My book goes from page 11 to page
2% M5. MERCADO  That whole color part is not in
there. MR MCALPIN  Pardon?

M5. MERCADO  The whol e colored section is not in
Yours: MR. EAKELEY: Genlin. I1t's the sane gremnlin.

MR, McCALPI N Yes.

(Pause)

MR. ERLENBORN:. d enn, we do have a col ored nmap
here on page 23. |Is that --

MR. EAKELEY: No. John, you see page 12, the
Matters status starts at page 12 of the materials, but
they're m ssing from other board books, too.

MR. RAWDON: Those col or pages there, John, should
be correct.

MR. ERLENBORN: Yes. | see it. And | do have it.

(Pause)

MR. RAWDON: Also, | should nmention that Ken Smith
a private consultant, worked with the group. And his work
was really very valuable to us. He does lots of work with
the I OLTA progranms, and he's very in tune with the conmunity
and what people are | ooking for and what other groups are
asking for to be reported.

What we wanted to do, as | said, was capture
information on the assistance being provided by our prograns
that's not reported to us in cases. And this breaks down
into basically six categories: comunity |egal education;
pro se assistance; referrals that are not cases -- now, sone
of our referrals can be cases, but these are the ones that
are not cases; outreach; indirect services; and other
matters. And now Chris and | are going to cover these
particular itens for you

Community | egal education: W found out -- also to
remnd you, we didn't inplenment this systemuntil July 1,
2001. So the data that we collected was only for six nonths.

But that information showed us that 1,450,000 people receive
community | egal education assistance from our prograns.

And for one of the exanples, we put in there the
programin Arkansas, which seeing the need in their conmunity
for grandparents that were having to becone caregivers of
their grandchildren, they started a community education
program where they explained to themtheir rights to public
benefits; how they coul d obtain guardi anshi ps; how they could
do adoptions; explaining to them about juvenile proceedings,
because so often they would enter the case because the
children were in juvenile court; and al so how to get other
services for which they were eligible now because they were
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bei ng the caregivers for their grandchildren.

O her things that were included in | egal education
were presentations at senior centers. Under the Title 3 Act,
many of our prograns do regul ar prograns at the senior
centers.

Legal education brochures in the waiting roons. W
put out a lot of information for people that we make
available in the waiting roons and through the nail

Legal education videos on public access TV. More
and nore of our grantees are using this free nediumto
prepare shows and put these on public access tel evision that
can be seen by people all tinmes of the day and night, and in
| egal ed materials that are avail able on the website.

We've tal ked to you about our technol ogy
initiatives that we've had with statew de websites. Mre and
nore of this information is being made available to this.

And now, with the Matters Reporting System we have a way of
tracki ng how many people are receiving this type of
assi st ance.

Al so, very closely related to this is pro se
assistance. The courts are very interested in providing pro
se litigants with help to hel p them navi gate through the
system You all are aware of the ABA studies and ot her
studi es that have been done and things that we' ve tracked in
our Strategic Directions that tal k about increasing access
for those people who are under-served.

And so the matters reporting will help us see how
we are doing on the Strategic Directions of inproving this
access. And 183,000 people in the second half of 2001 were
served with some type of pro se assistance. These were
peopl e that we couldn't provide full representation or didn't
meet our priorities, but for whomwe could provide assistance
on pro se.

And one of the exanples for this was the
Nei ghbor hood Legal Services in Los Angeles, and they had
three self-help centers. They collaborated with many ot her
partners in the comunity, and they provided assistance to
15, 049 people in the second half of 2001 in this one program
al one on pro se assistance. And the majority of those were
i ndi gent, non-English speaki ng people who otherw se woul d not
have been able to receive this type of assistance.

O her nodels that were used and how preval ent they
were: Self-help workshops or clinics, 89 of our grantees
regul arly conduct those.

Hel p desks at court: Now, this is one | was really
inmpressed with. Fifty-six of our grantees said that they
work with the courts to provide self-help desks at the
courts.

Self-help materials posted on the web: W had 44
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grantees reporting that they were doing that. | hope to be
abl e to show you next year nmany nore because of our
initiatives on the websites.

And then other types of pro se assistance: W had
70 different grantees that provided sone other type of pro se
assi stance other than the ones |'ve just nentioned.

Referrals: W' ve always known that we were kind of
the entryway for people to the justice comunity, and that's
one of the things that we've tried to be key for with the
Strategic Directions, is being that point.

State planning: W talk about state justice
communities. Well, by being able to track this information
through the matters reports, we're able to show that we're
actually doing what we set out to do with this.

We had 533, 000 people that canme to us for |egal
assistance that we were able to refer to other providers.

One of the exanples we use here is the Community Legal Aid
Services in Chio. They've done a really good job of setting
up specialists in this position, people that are trained
about all the other resources in the conmunity, so that when
sonmeone cones to them they'|ll be able to send themto the
right place.

And so they can assist themnot only with getting
to our programfor |egal services, but for other public
benefits prograns, and also for ways to find food, shelter,
and safety fromviolence. Mny of these things are very
i mredi at e probl ens.

And these people are setting up systens to be able
to help themwi th the i nmedi ate problens that they have, even
t hough they' re not |egal problens. Now we have a way of
showi ng you and showi ng the public what our prograns are
doing in this area.

Were are referring people? Well, by getting the
Matters Reporting System we are able to show that 25 percent
of the people we referred were going to other |egal
assi stance providers; 43 percent are being referred to the
private bar. Now, these are not our pro bono prograns, which
we track separately. These are not pro bono cases. But 43
percent were referred to other private bar resources to help
themw th their |egal problens.

O her social and human services providers, that was
19 percent. And then other hel ping agencies, such as United
Way, First Call, those types of things, we sent over 13
percent of those people were the referrals that we were doing
t hat .

And now Chris is going to talk to you about sone of
the other areas that we've captured, and then sone of the
ways that we're refining the system

MR. SUNDSETH: The first I'mgoing to start with is
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outreach. And outreach, of course, is a nechanismby which
| egal services providers identify thenselves to the conmunity
and make their services known.

And they do this through a nunber of neans. |In one
speci fic exanple, just in Monroe County in New York, Monroe
County Legal Assistance Corporation uses bus and newspaper
ads. They use billboards, referral agreenents with other
agencies. They have an outreach to the Spani sh-speaking
community on Spani sh | anguage TV.

And they also use a website, and as G enn referred
to, websites are beconming increasingly inportant as a tool
for outreach and also to actually deliver matter assistance
t hrough page downl oads and pro se assi stance and that kind of
t hi ng.

And | want to add one thing from personal
experience here. The so-called digital divide that was such
a bigthing in the md '90s, where basically affluent,
upwardly nobil e people were the people that had access to the
web and conputers and that kind of thing -- the digital
divide is eroding. And nore and nore, the Internet is
becom ng ubi qui tous and peopl e across all kinds of ethnic and
i ncome boundaries are finding access to the web.

And one exanple frommny personal experience: Last
sumrer | was at Amarillo Technical College in Ararillo,

Texas, and the canpus is adjacent to a |ot of |owincone
housing. And at 3:00 every afternoon, they open up the
library to anybody. And at 3:00 every afternoon, fromthis
housi ng conmes a bunch of little kids on bicycles to go use
the Internet.

And these are children that probably don't have
conputers in their hones. They probably don't have parents
who are web-savvy. A lot of them are Spani sh-speaking. But
t hey understand the Internet, and they know that's a place to
go to get information. So nore and nore, the web is becom ng
a very inportant piece of |egal services outreach.

The next area was indirect services. Sone of you
m ght renmenber, in Novenber of 2000, we reported to this
conmmttee. We were in the mdst of the design phase then.
There are basically three phases to this project.

There was a design phase that started in the sumer
of 2000 till about Christmas 2000; then a bifurcated test
phase that went through 2001; and then starting this spring,
we're sort of in the evaluation and kind of refinenent phase.

But when we were in the mddle of the design phase,
we reported to this conmttee, and one thing that really
stuck out then was when we were talking -- we were westling
t hen about indirect services and those kinds of things.

And both Ms. Mercado and Ms. Fairbanks- WIIlians
both cited activities in their responsive service areas at
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that tinme that they knew were being undertaken by grantees of
this Corporation, and they knew that concrete benefits were
bei ng conferred on the client community, but they also knew
that these weren't being captured or nmeasured in any way.

And they pointed out that that was an inportant
thing for us to look at. And then Chairman Eakel ey exhorted
rather strongly the commttee that we really go after this
kind of thing, and devise sonme nethod by which we get these
activities reported.

And t hrough narratives and other -- the way the
survey instrunment was designed, we did get reports from
people. And we have reports from peopl e about prograns that
are providing indirect services. And one exanple is a
t echnol ogy- based delivery nodel in nearby Maryland, where
t hey have a website call ed Peopl esl aw. org.

And when you | ook at this website, it's very
intuitive. It just has a list down the left side of areas of
| aw, and you can click on it, and then up cones all sorts of
I i nks, downl oads, all sorts of help.

Anyway, that's an exanple of an indirect service.

It still provides a benefit to the client comunity, but it's
not hi ng that woul d ever be captured in the CSR or other
mechani sns.

O her services: 58,000 people were served in the
second half of 2001. That was the test phase that we did
programw de, starting July 1, 2001. So these nunbers we
have are the second half of 2001.

58, 000 received other services. And other services
include things like alternative dispute resol ution,
nmedi ation, negotiation, arbitration, that kind of thing. And
things like -- small things like -- in ternms of not
| abor-intensive, but notarizing a docunent, for instance.

And while that m ght take an enpl oyee of a grantee
programonly five mnutes to do, it could be very inportant
for the person that, for instance, qualifies for sonme sort of
benefits but has to have an application notarized. They go
in there and they get that application notarized. Their life
changed that day. And it wll never be counted as a case,
but it was another service, and it's inportant.

We aggregated matters, again, for the second half
of 2001. And the nunmber we're using that we have on the
slide here is nore than two mllion people received matter
services in the second half of 2001.

That is a very reliable figure. It's a very
conservative figure. | think people in this room both at
the board | evel and the staff |evel, can appreciate the
hei ght ened sensitivity we have to being accountable for
nunbers that we use, and doing all due diligence to nmake sure
t hat the nunmbers that we put out have enpirical integrity.
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And we deliberately -- | nmean, the conmttee
del i berately chose to use this nunber, rounding down. W
know it's a larger nunber than this. And a reasonable person
coul d extrapolate that if nore than two mllion were served
in the second half of the year, because these data aren't
seasonabl e, it would be reasonable to extrapolate that in a

year, nore than four mllion are served.
And ny own personal opinion is that when the 2002
data are in and scrubbed, we'll find sonething on the order

of four to five mllion people easily will have received sone
sort of assistance that is not quantified in the CSR system
fromrecipients of LSC funds.

We have what we called soft figures, which we don't
use. And sonme of these things are due to disparities in how
different prograns capture and neasure their own inpact. For
i nstance, with newspapers, one grantee had an article in a
newspaper, and they extrapol ated circul ati on of the newspaper
and said it was that many matters. Now, we're retooling
this, and I'lIl get to that in a mnute, for 2002.

Web hits is another instance where if soneone
clicks on a web page, that's a web hit. But did that nean
anything? Maybe not. W' re going away fromweb hits toward
page | oads, where a person actually gets into a website, and
perhaps there's a page that says, you know, print this for
sort of a road map for pro se assistance. |If they downl oad
that page, that's sonething. Sonebody actually got into that
and did sonet hi ng.

And then there's third party distribution,
brochures and so on. W're actually going to retool that a
little bit, too. The Legal Assistance and Referral Center in
New Hanpshire, LARC, cane up with what we determ ned was best
practices for estimating and neasuring brochures.

And what they do is if someone calls up and asks
for a brochure, and they send themon, that's a neasured
delivery of a brochure. O if they give a CLE sem nar and
they put 100 purchases on the table and 100 get picked up,
that's 100. However, if they drop off at the ABA a thousand
brochures and then they don't know what happened to them
those are estimated. So that's part of our retooling that
we're going toward to get away from soft nunbers and get
toward nore reliable figures.

The one slide -- and I'll hold it up for
you -- that | really wish you could see, it's a bar chart.
And the little tiny bar there is cases, CSRs. And the great
big bar that's four tines that is matters.

And the thing that's startling about this graphic
is, you realize that the work paper of a |egal services
grantee cannot be reduced to CSR data because they do so much
nore. And so many of these benefits are so hard to quantify.
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And, of course, one thing we haven't said, but it's
probably obvious, is we don't capture or measure outcones.

We never know what happens at the end of the day. W know,
for instance, that a certain client gets referred to the

pl ace that the professional that answered the phone at the
| egal services grantee knows is the appropriate agency for
that person. W don't know what the outcones are.

And this is not designed to neasure outcones. But
it's rather intuitive that if you' re doing four to one
matters to cases, there is a considerable benefit being
conferred on the comunity.

For instance, they are providing really a full
range of services, and nore than 75 percent of our grantees
in this exercise reported that they provide pro se
assistance. They partner with courts, agencies, comunity
organi zations, and basically serve as gatekeepers in a
referral network.

Agai n, the chronology of this was the design phase
started in the sumrer of 2000 and went through the end of
that year. And then 2001 was basically a test year. W plan
to issue sone adjustnents to the field in Cctober of this
year .

We're going to clarify certain definitions, like I
menti oned the newspaper articles rather than try and
extrapol ate about circul ation, page |oads rather than web
sites, and that kind of thing. And for instance, for a PSA
video spot on a TV, to report how many they did, not estimte
how many viewers saw it.

And we plan to issue that in October. and sone of
that data -- sone of the guidelines will be geared toward, in
2003, this is howto |l ook at things. But some of the things,
i ke what d enn has been working on with the page | oads and
so on on the web, can actually be retrofitted to change the
2002 data m dstream

So we'll get better data in 2002 than we had in
2001. For one thing, it was, of course, a test phase. It
was half a year. This will be a whole year. And we know a
| ot nmore about what we're tal king about now than we did.

This was really an ab initio project that we
started with a mandate and a bl ank slate, and we didn't have
a nodel that we could replicate. W didn't have a paradi gm
we could build on. W started really w th nothing.

And we have a pretty good i dea now about what's out
t here and what people are doing, and we have better ideas
about how to capture and neasure these services in a manner
that will allow us to have nunbers that we're confortable
with and that we can defend.

The by-product of this Matters Reporting System |
think, is nulti-faceted. |It's valuable for the corporation
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to understand what services are being delivered and so on,
and perhaps it will be useful for Congress.

But | think that at the programlevel, it's
extrenely hel pful. And we've had anecdotal information from
programs that tell us this. For one thing, froma managenent
standpoint, in a critical self-assessnment about what their
wor k paper is and benefits they' re actually delivering to the
community they're chartered to serve, this gives a nuch nore
ful some picture than, for instance, CSRs woul d.

| think the information has intrinsic public
rel ati ons value. They can report to their stakehol ders and
their local governnment and their community what it is they're
doing by using this information. And furthernore, | think it
can be | everaged for fundraising purposes at the |ocal |evel
as well.

They can -- by seeing this information in
print -- all of themknow intuitively that they're doing
these things. But by seeing this information quantified and
having it in a format that they can present it, | think it

hel ps themin a nunber of ways.

And again, the final slide is that the systemis in
place in all programs. W're working with prograns, 4 enn
especially, wth the information people there to sort of hone
how we're doing this and ensure a uniformty across the
system

This information is available fromone programto
another. So progranms on the West Coast can find out what
prograns on the East Coast are doing and how they're doing
it. And it tends to probably foster, with us as a catal yst,
best practices and cross- fertilization of better ideas and
t hat kind of thing.

And so it's, as Ken Smith says in his words, an
i nportant asset created for the civil justice community. And
we didn't know when we started -- speaking for nyself, at
| east, two years ago when we started this, we didn't know
where we were going to end up. But |I'mpersonally gratified
t hat we've found out as nuch as we have and that we're able
to help progranms really see what they're doing.

MR. RAWDON: Last tine, at the |ast board neeting,
you heard about the Legal Services Corporation -- the new LR
project that we're having so that we'll get nore information
out to the progranms, the research initiative that we're
doi ng.

One of the things that we're doing is that we are
mning the data that came in with all the narratives. W
want the grantees to see that they're not just reporting this
to us and it's going into a black hole.

We're taking these narratives and we're | ooking for
best practices, for innovative delivery systens that they're
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using out there. And we're going to be posting

that -- Mnica Hol man, that runs the project, and her
assistants are going through this, and we're going to be
posting this for those people so that when sonebody is doing
sonething really innovative in one part of the country, other
prograns will be able to see about that and say, gee, | think
that would work here. Let nme call them see how they use

t hat .

So we're going to get a lot of useful information
out of that that we can share with everybody. W'd be glad
to answer any questions that you m ght have about the matters
proj ect .

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: Thank you.

MR. EAKELEY: First, I'mreally inpressed by the
project and also by the report. | wouldn't call it at an end
poi nt or a conclusion yet, however, but it's an excellent
start.

| think we do have to find a way to nmeasure how
matters matter. | do think we have to find ways to assess
outcones. W probably need to find ways to neasure
investrment in matters with the costs of those investnments and
t he benefits of those investnents because it's part of the
whol e story.

And | also want to just reinforce the |ast point
A enn made, which is that after you get done doing this data
conpilation, it is critically inmportant to evaluate -- | ook
for and eval uate best practices, and then get them
communi cated to as wi de an audi ence as possible so that
ot hers can have the benefit of what's out there.

MR. EAKELEY: Absolutely. | nmean, that's what we
doing right nowto get this. Because it's amazi ng what
prograns think of on their own that nobody else will ever
hear about. They don't do a very good job of tooting their
own horns.

And | think that we're in a very good position to
toot their horns for them And it's also been gratifying, as
we' ve call ed people up and talked to them you know, they're
al nost kind of surprised. I1t's |like, you nmean you read what
| sent you? And it's like, yes, we're |ooking at this.

MR. EAKELEY: You know, especially on the website
types of prograns and community | egal education, you can
design them so you get sone feedback fromthe user. And I'm
sure that there are sonme prograns that have that incorporated
into their operations already.

But | woul d encourage you to | ook for ways to
capture -- maybe not quantify, but capture the benefits of
t his.

MR. ASKEW | understand your concern about
counting web hits. But it seens to ne it's a big gap between
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hits and downl oading a form and there are a |ot of useful
things a person does on a website w thout downl oadi ng
somet hi ng.

MR. SUNDSETH: Let ne clarify. W' re not counting
only downl oads. W're counting what's called a page | oad,
whi ch is where soneone actually -- they don't have to
downl oad anyt hi ng necessarily, but instead of, for instance,
just clicking on the honme page and then | eaving two seconds
|ater, they actually click on sonething on the hone page that
says like "Pro Se Assistance" or "Show ne a brief bank" or
sonet hing |like that.

So if | said that we're only counting downl oads,

m sspoke. It's nore than that. But downl oads is probably at
this end of the specificity, and web hits is at the other
end. We're |looking for sonmething in the m ddle.

MR. ASKEW |'mwondering if tinme spent on the
website -- is that --

MR. SUNDSETH: d enn can answer that.

MR. RAWDON: What we found was, we had told themto
count web hits. And what we determned was that a hit is a
really nebulous term |If you have |like the LSC honepage and
you go to that, every one of those little graphic el enents
that's on there is counted as a hit. So by clicking on that,
it mght show 15 web hits.

Well, that's not what we want. So what we're doing
is we're | ooking at page views, which shows actually how many
different pages they viewed. W're |learning how to refine
our definitions so that it gives nore accurate information,
so that if you went to the LSC honepage, it would be one page
view but 15 hits.

So we're making it very clear to everybody, we want
you reporting on page views, not on hits any nore, so
that -- and, you know, we're going to still capture the
information, but in a nore uniform way.

Anot her thing, Doug, that you were tal king about,
we recently sent out, and it's in your board book here on
page 206, we're asking for people to conme in with proposals
for us on | ooking at the way to collect performance and
outcone information and results.

MR. EAKELEY: When | read this, | thought case
statistic reports. | didn't think matters. | didn't -- but
t hank you for drawi ng the connection.

MR. RAWDON: Yes. Because it's very inportant to
be able to show that.

Now, it will have to be refined differently because
we don't always collect the name of the person that we
collect. But it mght be something where we can devise a
syst em whereby every tenth person, you ask if they mnd
giving that, and then follow ng up and see.
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But we will be working on this so we can show t he
effecti veness, you know, of our referrals as well and the
ot her prograns that we're doing.

MR. EAKELEY: Does this informour technol ogy
i nnovation grants strategy at all?

MR. RAWDON: Yes. W are also -- if you'l
remenber, we had a national grant |ast year with ME and
working with Sunmt and InnoNet to come up with an eval uation
nodel for our technology initiative grants. And that project
will be having a report at our technol ogy conference in
Cct ober .

And we're comng up with seven different nmethods to
be used to help them evaluate the effectiveness of these
grants on the delivery systemin their area, concentrating
much of it on websites, but also on new intake nethods that
we're using, like in Arkansas and Virginia, where we've
increased with 1-800 nunber and all.

So we're going to give themthe tools to help
eval uate the effectiveness of those technol ogy grants.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Are there any nore questions?

M5. BATTLE: 1'd just like to echo, really, what
Doug said and what Bucky said about the phenonenal step
that's been taken in starting to envision better ways to
capture all the various things that |egal services progranms
do in a way that it can be shared across prograns and across
states and across the nation and across all that we do. And
| think that that's great.

Just following up a little bit on what Bucky said,
| got to thinking about, for exanple, on, | think, page 7
when you tal ked about publishing a newspaper and distributing
it to 90,000 people, and that we're not just trying to
capture the broad nunbers, but nore specifically people who
have been served as another piece of it.

But | think it's also inportant for us to be aware
of how broadly we dissem nate information to people so that
t hey know who we are and what we do across the nation. So
havi ng those nunbers is helpful to us. Even if it doesn't
capture, for purposes of |ooking at actual services, who has
been served, it's inportant to know who knows who we are and
what it is that we do.

So | think that that's great, and continue to do
good wor K.

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLIAMS: I n the comunity education
and people that are trained pro se and so on, say if you
train them as housing applicants and elderly, do you keep the
nunbers of the people that you have trained and then ask them
at the end of the year how often they used your education
pi ece?

MR. RAVWDON: Well, many of the ones that come into
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the -- we don't collect their nanes and addresses. W' re not
requiring eligibility on matters. So that if we put on a pro
se -- if we put on a community education clinic, then it's

not where we take everybody in, ask themtheir incone,
qualify them do this type of thing.

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLIAMS: No, no. | nean just their
name so that you could send -- so that the program could send
a questionnaire at the end of the year and say, was this
training helpful? D d you use this training this year, and
how many tinmes, and so on. Wuld that be possible?

MR RAVWDON: |I'msure it would be. |'m sure many
of the prograns are doing that. But we could find out a
way -- as we're |learning nore about eval uation and outcone

nmeasures, that would be sonmething we would want to do. So
|"msure that's very possible.

We have a neeting again -- | nmean, the conmttee is
still neeting and refining. So we're got a neeting, | think,
on Septenber 4th. W'I|l be sure and discuss this, and how we

can incorporate those types of things, so that we can show
you not only the nunbers, but also the effectiveness.
think that would be very possible.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: There being no ot her questions,
as everyone knows, |'mvery concerned with conmunity
education and outreach. And that's one of the things all the
board nmenbers have said. W have not had a way of letting
ot her people know all the things and the services that |egal
services i s providing.

We are having sone problens there, so rather -- the
next two things on the agenda have to use the nmachines. So
why not go into the diversity with Al thea Hayward, and give
Leslie tine to get his technol ogy equi pnment together. Thank
you.

M5. HAYWARD: Good norni ng, Madanme Chair and
menbers of the commttee. M nane is Althea Hayward. | have
been working as a nenber of the LSC state planning team since
Decenber of 2001, wth particular responsibility for
di versity.

Previous to ny enploynent with the Corporation, |
wor ked for 20 years in the field as an adm nistrator in an
LSC grantee program The last two and a half years of ny
tenure in the field, | worked with the programas its interim
executive director, and negotiated the reorganization and
nmerger in the eastern section of Virginia.

Thanks for this opportunity to share just a few
remar ks about the status of the Corporation's diversity
initiative. 1'd like to talk a few m nutes about the
activities related to two particular diversity projects in
whi ch we' ve been engaged during the |ast several nonths.

Firstly, as outlined by our diversity action
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agenda, we continue to keep the issue of enbracing diversity
as a national agenda item And our grantees and nenbers of
the equal justice comunity have joined with us in that
initiative.

In July 2002, staff organized and presented an
informative panel at the Southeast Project Directors
Associ ation sumer neeting in St. Petersburg, Florida. The
panel was entitled, "Inclusion in an Expanding Wrld: The
State Pl anni ng Perspective."” This session focused on the
benefits of enbracing diversity and inclusion as stated
justice communities go about the business of planning for the
future

In our efforts to bring this subject to the
forefront, we invited four individuals fromthe national
| egal services community as panelists for the presentation:
Joseph Cel kers, the executive director of Arcadi ana Legal
Services in Lafayette, Louisiana; Teeresa Cosby, executive
director of the South Carolina Centers for Equal Justi ce,
which is a statew de program Charles Wnder, executive
director of the Legal Services of Eastern Virginia; and Lisa
Brody, staff attorney at Gulf Coast Legal Services, who is
al so a nmenber of the diversity task force of the Florida
state planni ng group.

Each of these individuals has been or is involved
in sone |level of reconfiguration in state planning. And
during the presentations, panelists described enbracing
diversity as the extension of the circle of inclusion.

Each panelist clearly noted that state planning and
t he changes brought about as a result of LSC s service area
reconfigurations have created untold opportunities for
expandi ng diversity and | eadership.

They suggested ways in which equal justice
comuni ties can value the inclusion of others. Sone of these
i ncluded cultivating strong relationshi ps and partnerships
with the judiciary, mnority bars, |aw schools, and diverse
organi zations representing the interests of clients and ot her
gr oups.

Secondly, they raise the issue of taking
responsibility for articulating and adopti ng appropriate
di versity protocols within the equal justice conmunity.

Thirdly, |ooking and thinking outside the box with
regard to recruitnment of attorneys by seeking attorney
candi dates for positions with diverse experience, diverse
backgrounds, who may not have worked in | egal services
bef ore.

And finally, using state planning as a tool to
recruit, expand, and strengthen |eadership throughout the
equal justice conmunities.

Attendees were pleased with the information that
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was shared during the session. The panel participants and a
menber of the African American Project Directors Association,
who was al so present, congratulated LSC staff publicly on an
informative and exciting presentation. They al so expressed
appreciation that LSC had noved forward in such a powerfu
way wth its diversity initiative.

Secondly, as new | eaders energed and equal justice
comunities face the realities of providing services for
di verse popul ati ons, boards are chal |l enged now to pay cl oser
attention to the issues of diversity and inclusion. LSC
staff has responded proactively by hiring a consultant to
desi gn and produce a board training nodule on diversity and
| eadership. A draft copy of the nodule, | believe, is
i ncluded in your material s.

The nodul e, when it's conpleted, will be a training
tool with materials and resources that can be used with or
wi thout the help of a consultant. And these materials wll
sensitive participants to the benefits and chal |l enges of
managi ng diversity.

Evora Thomas, the consultant retained by LSC to
develop this nodule, was assisted in this venture by a cadre
of versatile |eaders fromthe national |egal services
community. And they acted in an advisory capacity during
this entire process.

Speci al care was taken to include persons of
di verse cultures and experience. These persons have
participated very admrably and given of their tine in
provi di ng advi ce and feedback on the project thus far.

Carolyn Aive, who is a client representative from
| ndi anapolis, Indiana, worked on this initiative. Lillian
Johnson from Phoeni x, Arizona, project director and convenor
of the African Anerican Project Directors Association, who
was appointed to this conmttee by the National Legal A d and
Def ender Associ ati on.

Brian Leonard, a grantee project director from
Hamond, Louisiana. Jan Wal ker, who's a managi ng attorney
from Bath, New York. W1 hel mJoseph, a project director of
the Legal Aid Bureau of Maryland. Bonnie Brisbane, deputy
director, Colunbia, South Carolina, who was appointed to this
conmttee by the African American Project Directors
Associ ati on.

Lillian Moy, a project director from Al bany, New
York. Irene Morales, a project director from Ri verside
California. And Terry Stangl, who is project director on a
non- LSC proj ect from Sagi naw, M chi gan.

The first neeting of the advisory conmmttee was
facilitated by Ms. Thomas in Baltinore, Maryland on May 21st,
and it was a wonderful bonding experience for the commttee.

They shared histories of their |egal services experience as
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well as their commtnment and why they wanted to participate
in this worthwhile project.

The neeting al so produced a forum of issues and
i deas that were to be considered in fornulating the work
paper that they were about. Sone of those issues and ideas
i ncluded the inportance of presenting the critical issues of
diversity in such a way as to assist boards and program
managenent to enbrace diversity as a process as opposed to a
goal .

That is, that there is a need to | ook at:

Di versity past the counting and categori zi ng
according to EEQCC gui del i nes.

The inmportance of valuing diversity as the process
of inclusion, that is, valuing the roles and contributions of
all nmenbers of the group, regardl ess of differences.

The consequences of prograns that enbrace
diversity. And as you may be aware, nost funders now inquire
about the degree to which diversity is enbraced by a
corporation when they are considering funding partnerships
and opportunities.

The inportance of appropriate | eadership nodeling
for the equal justice community and for prograns.

The need to value the client community that we
serve.

The ways in which boards and prograns can refl ect
respectful listening to clients. And this nodul e should
teach the inportance of valuing the input and opinions of
clients, especially our client board nenbers and
organi zations representing clients.

They tal ked about the inportance of highlighting
best practices and appropriate resources that boards and
prograns can use to build awareness and sensitivity. And
t hey tal ked about the need to have the training nodule
reflect the inextricable |link between diversity and
| eadership: that is, that the enhancenent of board
| eadership through diversity, its relationship to board and
program noral e, and increased retention of staff is extrenely
i nportant.

Equi pped with a clear understandi ng, then, of what
LSC s expectations were, the advisory conmttee, Ms. Thonas,
and the staff of LSC noved ahead to engage in the creation of
this product. Mst of our work was done via conference cal
and through e-mail exchange. [In-depth discussions about what
the training nodul e should contain, how it should be
presented, how it should be tested, have resulted in
production of a draft of the inpressive training workbook.

The nodul e wor kbook is divided into four sections:

The first section addresses the concepts of
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di versity, including appreciating differences in the |egal
services comunity.

The second section focuses on | eadership, and
i ncl udes such subjects as effective | eadership orientation
for board nenbers and effective board | eadership on diversity
i ssues.

Section three explores the |ink between | eadership
and diversity, providing information on strategies for
devel oping and inplenenting a diversity plan within the
program

The final section addresses diversity issues, and
provi des a thunbnail sketch of some best practices already
being followed by grantees in the field. The advisory
comm ttee devel oped standards for selecting testing sites for
t he nodul e.

Two training testing sites have been identified,
and those will take place in the nonth of Septenber. A
testing session will be conducted by statew de Legal Services
of Connecticut in Mddl etowm, Connecticut under the direction
of the programs board chair, Gurdon Buck, and its executive
director, Norman Janes. And | believe that is schedul ed for
Sept enber 11t h.

Anot her testing session will take place at
Communi ty Legal Services in Phoenix, Arizona, and wll be
facilitated by Lillian Johnson, who | previously described as
a nmenber of the advisory conmttee.

These sessions will be nonitored by LSC staff and
the consultant. The information gathered during the
nmoni toring and eval uation of the project will be studied, and
the training nodule will be adjusted and fashioned in final
formfor distribution and | aunchi ng.

We expect that this project will cul mnate before
the end of Septenber, and the staff and Ms. Thomas plan to
| aunch the product at the National Legal A d and Def ender
Associ ation neeting in Novenber in M| waukee, W sconsin.

After that, we will then launch the distribution of
this nmodule to our grantees late in the fall or early in the
winter. Funds fromthe 2003 diversity budget will be used to
hel p grantees to inplenment this board training initiative
within their service areas.

The successful devel opment of this nodul e could not
have been achieved w t hout the excellent cooperation and
i nval uabl e i nsight brought to bear by the nenbers of the
advisory commttee. These persons have sacrificed their tine
and energies to work closely with our consultant, and they
are to be congratul ated on the excellent contribution they
have made to our grantees and to the equal justice conmunity
at |arge.

The consul tant, Evora Thomas, has created an
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excel l ent product, and she is to be appl auded for her
creativity and expertise. |1'd like to note that despite the
limted budget allocated for this project, Ms. Thomas took on
the task, realizing that it needed to be done. And she has
been outstandi ng by donating nore than 225 pro bono hours to
this project thus far.

|'"d like to take this opportunity, if | my, Madane
Chair, to sincerely thank the LSC board for its commtnment to
the diversity initiative. W particularly need this work
done, and we appreciate the | eadership and support,
particularly of Ms. Mercado and Ms. Battle, in this
initiative.

Qur thanks al so goes to our vice president for
progranms, Randi Youells, who has been an exceptional source
of information and gui dance on this project. Patricia
Hanrahan has al so been very hel pful and contri buted
outstandingly to this project. O course, you know she has
been in the forefront of the diversity initiative prior to
2002.

Pl ease note that the training nodule is inits
draft form It is a work in progress, and should any nenbers
of the board, the conmttee, have ideas or coments or things
they'd like to suggest for inclusion, I'd be happy to have
you contact ne and I will share those with the commttee and
with Ms. Thonas.

| thank you again for this opportunity and for
listening.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Thank you. | nmean, | know
personally, and it's one of ny concerns because | have three
handi caps, three things that brings in that diversity
i nvol venent is real inportant to me. And all the board
menbers here appreciate your efforts.

Are we ready so that --

M5. MERCADO Well, no. | nean, | just had a
coment .

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Ckay.

M5. MERCADO Wile | think it's very noble of
Ms. Thomas to provide 225 hours of pro bono to this project,
|"m sonewhat a little concerned, actually. Because we have

spent mllions of dollars in consultant |lines over the years
for a variety of different things that we consult for.
| nmean, | know that this not a budgetary item but

we need to seriously |look at making sure that people who work
on projects for us, that we don't take advantage of those
that are -- | nmean, | know that we have firns that give us
pro bono hours and tinmes and everything else. But there seem
to be an excessive anount.

And maybe at sone future point -- | knowthis is
not the commttee to ook at it, but |I would certainly want
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to make sure that we spend sone sufficient allotnent to take
care of that budgetary item

MR. EAKELEY: | just wanted to nention, Evora
Thomas started her | egal services career as a regi at SYSNARC
Legal Services in Newark, New Jersey.

But | think we ought to just maybe consult with the
vice president for prograns and Althea and tal k about -- |
think there are sonme problens with allocating scarce
resources wthin budget lines, but |I think your point, Mria
Luisa, really goes to the larger point of making sure that we
put as nuch noney as we can into the access to justice
portion of our mssion and not scrinp on inportant prograns
i ke this.

M5. BATTLE: And | would just echo, we need to put
our noney where our nouth is on this particular issue, and in
the appropriate commttee, take a |ook at it.

| guess the only question | have is, what next?
We've got a copy of the draft report. It's a very detailed
and thorough draft. Wat can we expect next on this
initiative?

M5. HAYWARD: The next thing that wll happen wll
be the testing in the two states. We will study the results
of the testing. W wll nove fromthere to refine the
instrument, and then begin a national |aunch of this product
with individual -- our grantees will get the training product
directly so that they can share with their boards.

And we are encouraging, as we go across the country
nmeeting with | eaders, that they encourage boards to | ook at
this as a viable training opportunity. So we're follow ng
closely the action agenda that has been prepared and
presented in April.

M5. BATTLE: Thank you.

M5. MERCADO Well, and in all this, we need to
remenber that we have equal partners between the Anerican Bar
Associ ati on and NLADA.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Yes. That's what | --

M5. MERCADO  Just the general justice comunity,
that this has been a process that we have been working on
consciously for the last couple of years. So we're not in it
al one.

M5. HAYWARD: Yes. That's right. Absolutely.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: We do have sone nationa
partners that | was going to nention al so.

M5. HAYWARD: Absol utely.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Any ot her questions? Comments?

MR. EAKELEY: Thank you.
MS. YOUELLS: WMadane Chair, we'll return to our
agenda.
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CHAI R WATLI NGTON: Ckay. John Meyer now will give
us an update on the 2003 census adj ustnent.

MR. MEYER. W' re just going to nmake sure our --

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Leslie has equi pnment goi ng.

MR. MEYER: -- audiovisual is up.

M5. YOUELLS: Madane Chair, since | see people
running to the bathroom do you want to take about a
five-m nute break while they nmake sure the equipnent is
wor ki ng?

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Yes. A five-m nute break.

(A brief recess was taken.)

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  We'd |i ke to get you back seated

again. | extended our five mnutes.
John Meyer will bring us up to date now.
MR. MEYER. Hello. [|'mJohn Meyer, director of the

Ofice of Informati on Managenent, here to talk to you about
t he 2000 census and 2003 fundi ng.

Under current |law, LSC funds its basic field
general and m grant prograns based on the poverty popul ati on
for their service areas in the nost recent census. Native
American prograns and funding is not census-based.

2000 census nunbers becane available this year, so
2003 funding will be based on these new census nunbers.
Census information is on pages 22 through 35 of the board
book.

Al t hough the national poverty percentage declined
from13.1 percent in 1990 to 12.4 percent in 2000, the actual
nunber of poor persons increased approxi mately 5.75 percent
because of the increase in total population in the country.

This i ncreased poverty popul ati on causes funding to
drop from approxi mately $8.84 per poor person to $8.36 per
poor person. This is assumng flat funding. Accordingly, a
state or grantee programis projected to | ose funding unl ess
it has a poverty popul ation increase of at |east 5.75
per cent .

These new census nunbers will result in a
consi derabl e change in funding patterns. As you can see from
the map projected on the screen, the Wst Coast and Rocky
Mountain area, as well as the East Coast, except
Pennsyl vani a, Maine, and Vernont, and the Southeast gain
funding. The Mdwest, Plains states, and the South away from
the Atlantic coast |ose funding.

The biggest gainers are California, Nevada, Hawaii,
Fl orida, New Jersey, and Rhode Island. The biggest |osers
are Chio, Mchigan, lowa, Mnnesota, Wsconsin, North Dakota,
Loui si ana, M ssissippi, and Puerto Rico.

At the state level, there are nore |osers than
gainers, largely because California has a huge 22 percent
gain, and two other very |large states, Florida and New York,
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gain 15 percent and 12 percent respectively.

Changes in funding reflect changes in poverty
per centage nore than changes in popul ation. The national
average popul ation growmh was 13.2 percent. On the map
di splay, you will see the population growh by state. It was
generally slower in the Northeast and M dwest, and faster in
t he West and Sout h, excepting Al abama, M ssissippi, and
Louisiana. This pattern only partially correlates with the
funding pattern, and does not explain it in nost states.

The biggest gainer, California, grew only
0.6 percent faster than the nation, but it had an increase in
its poverty percentage of 1.7 percent, which explains the
great majority of its funding increase.

Three states with | arge fundi ng percent age
i ncreases, New Jersey, Hawaii, and Rhode Island, had | ower
t han average popul ation increases, so their increased poverty
rate accounts for all of their large funding increases. On
t he ot her hand, funding growth in Florida and Nevada, and
ot her substantial funding increases in the Wst, are the
result of popul ation increases.

The pattern for funding losses is simlar.

M nnesota is near the national popul ation average, and

W sconsin and M ssissippi are around 10 percent growh, only
3 percent below the average. So for M nnesota, W sconsin,
and M ssissippi, substantial decreases in poverty percentage
are the major cause of the funding | osses. For exanpl e,

M ssi ssippi went from 25 percent in 1990 to 20 percent in
2000 in their poverty percentage.

For Ohio, Mchigan, lowa, and Puerto Rico, their
popul ation grew at 5 to 8 percent, significantly bel ow t he
nati onal average of 13 percent, but their poverty percentages
al so declined significantly. So their funding reductions
were a result of both factors. North Dakota's popul ati on was
stagnant, explaining nost of its funding |oss, though its
poverty percentage did al so decline.

Projected funding charts, pages 24 through 35 of
t he board book, show what funding will be in 2003 as conpared
wi th 2002, assuming that LSC receives exactly the sanme
appropriation in 2003 that it received in 2002.

Pl ease note that not all the listed grantees w ||
be LSC-funded in 2003. For exanple, service areas in sone
states such as M chigan are being consolidated. These four
charts, based on 2002 progranms and service areas, except for
New Jersey, which is 2003 alignment, all of which are sorted
by state, are as foll ows:

One, projected 2003 state funding levels with
mapped states by | oss and gain; projected 2003 basic field
general funding levels by service area; projected 2003
m grant funding | evels by service area; and projected 2003
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grantee funding | evels by program

In many of the larger states, there is also
consi derabl e variation between grantees within the sane
state. For exanple, Illinois is losing 8 percent of its
funding, but nost of this loss is concentrated in the Land of
Li ncol n Legal Assistance, which has a 19 percent |oss, while
Legal Assistance Foundation of Metro Chicago loses only 5.5
percent, and Prairie State only 2 percent.

Pennsyl vani a has an overall 4 percent |oss, but
there is pronounced east/west split, as a result of which
there's a wide range of change, froma 17.5 percent increase
at Legal Aid of Southeast Pennsylvania to a 23 percent |oss
at Sout hwest Pennsyl vania Legal Aid. GChio, on the other
hand, has its 16.5 percent |loss relatively evenly distributed
anong its grantees, except LAS of Col unbus, which has only a
6.5 percent | o0ss.

Li kew se, funding gains for the |arger states are
often distributed unevenly anong grantees. For exanpl e,

Fl orida gains 15 percent overall, but changes in grantee
funding range froma loss of 7.5 percent in Northwest Florida
to a gain of 37.5 percent for Geater Olando Legal Services.

New York gains 12 percent overall, but five of its
14 grantees, all in upstate New York, have losses in the 6 to
9 percent range, while in the New York City suburbs, there
are 31 to 32 percent increases for Nassau-Suffolk on Long
| sl and and West chester-Putnamin Rockham County.

On the other hand, California s 22 percent increase
is quite evenly spread, with the exception of 47 percent
increase for Inland Counties Legal Services, and only a 7
percent increase for Bay Area Legal Services in the San
Franci sco ar ea.

So that's the nunbers.

MR. EAKELEY: John, there was sonme concern that we
wer e sonmehow del ayed in getting the nunbers out, or crunching
t he nunbers and comng up with the projected inplications for
funding. | know | was partially responsible for waiting
until the board neeting, perhaps, or at |east suggesting that
t he board be presented with the anal ysis.

But how efficient and tinely were we in terns of
turning around the analysis that was generated by the census
and is required by our |egislation?

MR. MEYER. Ckay. W got our county-by-county
census nunbers in June, and then, you know, we had to sort
out all the counties, get themallocated to the various
grantees state by state, check, recheck, recheck, and
recheck. And at one point | found 12 errors-- or | didn't,
but we did, clean them out.

And then once we had all that set out, we sent out
the -- grantees in each state got their state nunbers, their
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poverty nunbers, now, not their funding nunbers. W just
sent out the nunbers. W gave themtine to get back to us
and say, you nessed up. Actually, we batted -- you know, got
over 99 percent right. W had -- in Massachusetts, one
township was in the wong pl ace.

So then we got that back, and then we ran the
actual funding pretty much as if we were actually going to
send out the funding letters. And that we did very
systematically. W'd rather be a little slow than nmake a
m st ake.

MR. EAKELEY: Yes. Agreed.

MR. MEYER And, you know, we finished that up, and
then that was maybe finished only a couple weeks ago. So a
year delay was limted in there. W were very systematic and
we did pull out errors at different points. And | think
we' ve cleaned it because when | sent out the e-mail, | -- you
know, | didn't get back a blizzard of errors.

MR. EAKELEY: So the field was advised at the
begi nni ng of this week?

MR. MEYER. The field was advi sed Wdnesday.

MR. McCALPIN:  Actually, we had all this at the ABA
neeting two, three weeks ago.

MR. EAKELEY: Not the funding nunbers because we
weren't -- they weren't finalized.

MR. McCALPIN: They had them

MR. MEYER. Well, sonebody el se may have
extrapol at ed and deci ded what they'd be, and maybe they did
it right. W didn't send out the funding nunbers until | ast
Wednesday.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  They do well enough to do it for
you.

MR. EAKELEY: Sure that's the same nunbers, Bill?

MR. McCALPIN: Certainly for Mssouri, the sane
nunbers here as there.

MR. EAKELEY: Yes. Well, it sounds like you acted
wi th expedition, but also after a thorough, careful analysis
with an opportunity for feedback.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  And apparently he was right if
soneone else did it and cane up with the sane nunbers.

MR. McCALPIN: | think NLADA and the field have
been working on this independently.

MR, EAKELEY: Sure.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Absolutely. It affects them
nore, too.

Are there any ot her questions?

MR. ASKEW W have no flexibility in terns of how
we inplement this. |Is that right?

MR. MEYER That is ny belief. For the |egal
interpretation, I'd defer to Vic Fortuno. But that is ny
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bel i ef .

MR. ERLENBORN: It's statutory, and we don't have
any opportunity to adjust.

MR. McCALPIN: W have heard that -- | guess -- |
don't know whether it was at the conference conmttee |evel
or the Senate conmttee level, there was an attenpt to
increase funding by $19 million to nake up for this.

MR. ERLENBORN: The figure was determ ned by how
hi gh woul d you have to raise all progranms' funding to be able
to keep the prograns that were hurt the nost from being hurt,
to bring themup to full funding based on the past.

MR. McCALPIN. What is the status of that?

MR. ERLENBORN. Well, there was a big battle in the
subcomm ttee of the Appropriations Comrittee in the Senate,
and finally there was an agreenment to w thdraw t he amendnent
wi th Senator Hollings, who was very upset about the anendnent
havi ng been offered, said that he would try to find funding
for that 19 mllion.

That woul d just then be the subcommttee, possibly
the full Appropriations Commttee in the Senate. It bears no
relationship to what we m ght expect in the House.

MR. McCALPIN:  And there's nothing pending now, is
there, in the way of |egislation?

MR. ERLENBORN:. It's still in the Senate
Appropriations Conmttee, and it's not been marked up in the
House Appropriations Commttee yet. So it's pretty iffy as
to what m ght happen. | would be extrenely pleased, and even
nore extrenely surprised, if we got 19 mllion.

MR. McCALPIN: Yes. It seens to ne |'ve heard that
if it's going to happen, it's nore likely to happen in a --

MR. ERLENBORN: Conference conmittee is where it
wi || happen.

MR. McCALPIN. After the first of the year, in
addi ti onal appropriations or sonmething of that sort?

MR. ERLENBORN:. That could be. W don't know, of
course, what's going to happen. But they're so backed up it
seens unlikely that they're going to be able to get
everyt hing done before the end of this session.

And, of course, then you have a new Congress com ng
inin January. It could be a continuing resolution. You
know, when they can't decide what they're going to do, they
often use a continuing resol ution.

But | would doubt, since this is the last few
nont hs of those who are the losers, such as Bob Barr, that |
think they're going to try very hard to get the
appropriations conpl eted before the end of the year.

MR. McCALPIN:  Thank you.

MR. ASKEW Could | just nmake a comment? Sone of
t hese changes are pretty dramatic for individual progranms and
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for states, and some of those are the sane states that are
faci ng budget crises where their progranms are being
elimnated fromthe state budget or they're losing funding in
the state budget. And at the sanme tinme, their I OLTA noney is
dr oppi ng because of the cut in interest rate.

So | think sonme of our prograns are going to be
facing some pretty desperate situations over the next three
or four nonths, and we just need to be attuned to that.

MR. ERLENBORN: And I COLTA, the funding is hurting
addi tionally.

ASKEW Ri ght .

McCALPIN: It's 50 percent loss in Mssouri.
ERLENBORN: It's a doubl e whamy.

. McCALPIN.  Triple.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  |Is there any other? John, we
t hank you for that information

And on the agenda now, | think we have Cynthi a.

M5. SCHNEIDER: | just have two maps to project.

M5. MERCADO  Sone of us are a little surprised
ourselves that Cndy is using a | aptop.

M5. SCHNEI DER:  But notice, | don't know how to
turn it on.

MR. EAKELEY: Not really. denn's using it.

(Laughter.)

M5. SCHNEIDER | did have the young intern that
OPP had this sumer to help me with the maps, so | can't take
credit for any of this.

MR. ASKEW It's a big map.

M5. SCHNEIDER: It is a big map. It's a big state.

2303

Good norni ng, Madanme Chair, nmenbers of the
commttee. M nane is Cynthia Schneider. I[I'mwth the
Ofice of Program Performance. And in early June, | had the
opportunity to acconpany Randi Youells and Mauricio Vivero
and Ji m Banberger, who serves a consultant on state planning
matters for Alaska, on a trip to Alaska to visit our grantee,
the Al aska Legal Services Corporation.

And this nmorning I'"mgoing to briefly describe to
you the delivery of |legal services in rural Al aska. And
t hought the best place to begin is to get sone sense of how
|arge Alaska is. And this map is to scale, and you can see
that the state of Al aska takes up a big chunk of the Lower
48.

Al aska is about 571,000 square mles. And if you
just conpare this to the service area of another grantee that
| know well, which is Texas Rural Legal A d, which is just
t he southern part of Texas, Texas Rural Legal Aid consists of
98, 000 square ml es.

Now, Al aska, though, has a poverty popul ati on of
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about 67,000 people, whereas TRLA has a poverty popul ati on of
approximately 1,154,000. So Alaska is five tinmes as |large as
the service area for rural Texas, but it has a poverty

popul ation 17 tines smaller.

So that's the challenge. How do you serve a
poverty popul ation that is spread out anong a vast, vast
area? One-half of the poverty population in Alaska lives in
the three major urban areas, which is Fairbanks in the
m ddl e, Anchorage, which is the capital, and then Juneau over
to the east. The other half of the poverty popul ati on of
rural Al aska is spread out anong small communities and 240
remote vill ages.

Access to rural Alaska is |limted to snal
aircraft, boat during the open-water season. |In the wnter,
you travel to these areas by snow machi ne and dogsled. The
econony of rural Alaska is basically subsistence-based, and
Randi, Mauricio, Jim and I, we were fortunate enough to
travel up to rural Alaska. W went above the Arctic GCrcle
to Kotzebue, which is over to the west.

And we experienced firsthand, from our discussions,
our neetings with Native Al askans in Kotzebue, and then we
traveled to a small community, a village, Kiana, which as we
we flew there, which is just to the east of Kotzebue -- but
subsi stence living is that you live off the land and off the
wat er .

We | earned fromrural Al askans that this past
wi nter was a very poor whaling season because -- | think it
was due to global warmng -- the ice wasn't thick enough for
themto be able to kill the -- what they do is they kill the
whal es, drag themonto the ice, and then they slaughter it.
So a poor whaling season.

They were just finishing up the seal hunt season,
and getting ready -- this sumrer, when we were up there in
June, the Native Al askans were very anxious to go to their
summer homes, which are on rivers, where they will hunt
caribou and fish. And they get their food, then, for the
rest of the year.

The cash that rural Al askans do have is received
from occasi onal wages, sone public entitlenments. As Al askan
resident, they all receive paynents fromthe Al askan
Per manent Dividend Fund, and in 2001, each resident of
Al aska, regardl ess of age, receiving $1600 i n paynent from
this fund. And it's basically oil noney. But oil revenues
are decreasing in Alaska. And Native Al askans receive
di vidends fromregional -- their regional native
corporations. And again, this is oil noney.

But jobs are scarce. The opportunity for economc
devel opment in rural Alaska is very limted. Due to high
transportation costs, the costs of goods and services are
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very high. W went into a grocery store in Kotzebue, and I
think I may even have taken a photo of the price of cereal.
A box of Lucky Charms was selling for $7.59, where in the
Lower 48 you can buy this cereal for like $1.79 on sale. So
the price of food is extrenely high.
MR. EAKELEY: Are you displaying your taste in
cereal s here?
M5. SCHNEI DER:  Possibly. Mich of rural Al aska
| acks basic anmenities. There's no running water. There's no
sewage di sposal systens. Lack of safe and sanitary housing.
Rural Al aska is defined by affiliations with one of
the 12 for-profit native corporations. There are no tri bal
ands in Alaska. This is -- this all came about under a
pi ece of federal legislation called the Al aska Native C ains
Settlenment Act that was passed in 1971
The Native Al askan clients face the sane | egal
i ssues as our clients everywhere. They have famly issues,
housi ng, access to public benefits, and health issues. But
they al so have very, very unique issues due to their
subsi stence living and to issues involving native self-rule.
Their subsistence rights are very inportant. Under

federal |aw, they have rights -- preference over |ands and
waters. Recently, the parallel state law in Al aska giving
nati ve Al askans these rights to hunt and fish -- the parall el

state | aw was struck down as unconstitutional by the Al aska
Suprene Court.

And what's pending right nowis an anendnent to the
Al aska Constitution bringing these two | aws back toget her.

But until that happens, it is a nightmare trying to sort out
subsi stence rights in Alaska, and it's resulted in a | ot of
[itigation.

And sone of this litigation lasts a long tinme. The
| egal services folks told us about one case that they
litigated that was decided by the U S. Court of Appeals for
the Ninth Crcuit that recognized traditional trout
subsi stence fisheries on several waterways in Al aska, and
this decision overturned an adverse | ower court deci sion.

But it was in the federal courts. It began in 1993, and it
was resolved in 2000.

There's al so these issues of native self-rule. The
Al aska Legal Services Corporation continues to defend Al askan
villages' right to have jurisdiction over internal donestic
relations matters involving Native Al askans. They want these
cases litigated in the village courts, which are nuch |ike
tribal courts in the Lower 48 for Native Americans. And they
have gone to court to defend Native Al askans' right to use
t hese courts.

There's other unique | egal issues arising out of
right to | and, ownership of land. In fact, Al aska Legal
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Services gets a grant fromthe federal governnent -- this is
a separate grant fromours -- to defend property rights,
where they're trying to sort out ownership of property, you
know, in the absence of clear title. And they

basically -- they have to do a ot of research into, you
know, historical issues, clains involving |and.

So in Alaska, involving rural Al aska, the lawis
very conpl ex, involving federal |aws, state |aws, and then
the jurisprudence that's devel oped over the years
interpreting these | aws.

So the question is, how does Al aska Legal Services
deliver services to a spread-out poverty population in rural
Al aska? And they do it by, of course, placing their offices
in what they hope to be ideal |ocations.

In 1995-96, with all the federal cuts, they had to
cl ose a nunber of their rural offices located in Dillingham

On the map, it's to the south. That office was closed. The
office in None was closed. There was -- not on the map i s
Kodi ak. You'll see Kodiak |Island down there. They used to
have an office down there in the south, in the Gulf of
Al aska. And the office in Kotzebue was closed in 1996.

Fortunately, within the [ ast couple years, they
reopened all those offices except the office in Kodiak. So
t hey now have an office in Dillingham Nome, and Kot zebue.
These offices were reopened with grants fromthe Native
Al askan corporations serving that area, so not with our noney
because they don't have it.

And the office in Dillingham they fear, because
the Native Al askan corporations are running into some
financial difficulties, they may have to close that office in
D | Ii ngham unl ess they can find some replacenent funding.

So they have, you know, placed their offices, and
t hey have one up there on top in Barrow, strategically
placing their offices. Attorneys fromthose offices do go
out to the villages in their regions. They serve rural
Al askans. They make frequent use and good use of the
t el ephone. Rural Al askans have tel ephones, definitely nore
so than conputers.

They are not linked to the Internet in many parts
of rural Al aska, although when we were in Kotzebue -- which
is avillage; it's not considered a city, but it's several
t housand people -- we visited a health center there, and they
had -- the health center was linked to the Internet where
they could actually take a picture of a body part and
broadcast it a doctor that's, let's say, based in Fairbanks
or Anchorage, and there could be a diagnosis nade over -- by
using that technology. It was fascinating to see.

So our folks, though, use the tel ephone, fax
machi nes. There's also, in Al aska, very liberal court
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appearance rules. The Al aska Legal Services attorney from
Kot zebue told us that he has done divorces w thout ever
seeing his client in person, w thout ever appearing in person
incourt. It's all been done over the telephone. This is
not the ideal way to represent clients, but they nake do.

They're also willing, the staff of Al aska Legal
Services, to do whatever it takes to visit villages. They do
fly out in the small planes to visit villages.

Each office of Al aska Legal Services Corporation,
especially in the rural areas, has a Native Al askan who's
enpl oyed by the office who's able to serve as a transl ator
for village elders. Many of the elderly Native Al askans do
not speak English, and so there is soneone there to
transl at e.

So I think what we saw -- you hear that Al aska is
the last frontier, and having been there now, you know, | can
second that. It is the last frontier. And it definitely
attracts persons with a pioneer spirit. There's a real
can-do attitude that Al askans show.

And | think this is very true about Al aska Legal
Services Corporation. The staff we net are not only fiercely
dedi cated to the cause of equal access to justice, but they
al so have the spirit of adventure. They are willing to do
whatever it takes to see their clients and to see that their
clients are served.

And if this means nushing, you know, a dog team
over frozen tundra to go visit a client, they' Il do that
because that's where the need is.

MR. McCALPIN: Madanme Chair?

MR. ERLENBORN: Did you try that, by the way?

M5. SCHNEIDER No. W were there in June. It was
sumrer. The snow, fortunately, had nelted. Although I would
have tried it.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Bill, and then LaVeeda.

MR. McCALPIN: Madanme Chair, many of the things
that |'ve heard fromCynthia | have heard as | have sat at
t he Canadi an neetings over the years. And | will say nore
about that tonorrow

But et me point out to you that if you | ook at
that map up there, the eastern border of Al aska abuts the
Yukon Territory. East of that is the Northwest Territories,
and running all the way to the Atlantic Ccean is Nunavut,
whi ch was created about two years or so ago with the division
of the Northwest Territories.

That area is perhaps as big as the whole United
States. The largest city in the area, | believe, is Yellow
Knife, the capitol of the Northwest Territories, which
probably doesn't have a population in excess of 25,000. So
you're tal king about really rural delivery.
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And there are prograns in each one of those
territories which deliver |egal services, and | think that
there's a ot of commonality and nuch can be | earned between
Al aska and those far northern Canadian territories. They
have many of the sanme problens, and they' ve been addressing
themfor years. And | think we ought to |l earn how to share
i nformation.

M5. BATTLE: Across nation lines is, | guess, the
poi nt that you' ve naki ng.

MR. McCALPIN:  Right.

M5. BATTLE: Absolutely. |It's interesting, when
you | ook at the census in 2000, that there was actually an
increase in the poverty population in Al aska, a slight
i ncrease.

M5. SCHNEIDER A slight increase. And again, for
Al aska, those nunbers are projected because Al aska we fund at
125 percent of poverty. And | believe we don't have those
final nunbers, the 125 percent nunbers, yet. So that is a
proj ect ed nunber.

M5. BATTLE: That's a projected nunber? Okay.

M5. SCHNEI DER: But there is a slight increase,
whi ch is good because at one tine, Al aska Legal Services
Corporation received a lot of funding fromtheir state
governnment when the State of Al aska was flush with oil noney.

That revenue has now drastically decreased, and they are
facing a big budget deficit for next year due to the | oss of
state funding.

M5. BATTLE: | was going to ask you a little bit
about state funding, and you already answered that question.

kay.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Any nore questions?

MR. EAKELEY: Just a followup on Bill's. Do you
know whet her Al aska Legal Services is in contact, regular or
irregular, with the Canadi an | egal services in the region?

M5. SCHNEIDER | don't know. They didn't nention
it to us when we were there.

MR. EAKELEY: It mght be worth asking, and
providing themw th some phone nunbers and nanes.

MR. McCALPIN: | have them

M5. BATTLE: This is the man who has them

MR. EAKELEY: And | bet a simlar suggestion is
going to be nade next week at the Canadi an convocation on
| egal services.

MR, McCALPIN: It will be.

MR. EAKELEY: Wth the Anerican del egate sitting to
our right here.

MR. ERLENBORN: Qur anbassador.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Anrbassador to Canada.

Are there any other questions? If not, thank you
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very nuch

Goi ng down on our agenda, the next would be update
by Joyce --

MR. EAKELEY: Raby.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  -- Raby on technology initiative
grants. And we didn't cut the machine off this tine.

MR. EAKELEY: This is going to be a technol ogy
present ati on.

M5. RABY: Yes. They make fun of nme if | don't use
sonme sort of technology in the presentation.

Good norning. M nane is Joyce Raby. ['ma
program anal yst with the O fice of Program Perfornmance under
the Technology Initiative Gant program And it's ny
pl easure this norning to bring you up to date on the current
grant cycle.

We went through a conpetition. The applications
were due to us April 26th, and we've been in the process of
goi ng through those and determning funding. So | wanted to
say thank you this norning to the board on your continued

support of the TIG program |'m hoping that sonme of the
exanpl es of things we're going to fund, projects we're going
to fund in the current cycle, will let you know the positive

i mpact this programis having on our clients and on our
pr ogr ans.

Just some rough nunbers, and all of these materials
have been included in your board book starting on page 125 if
you want to follow along. But our total funding that we got
to give away this year was $4.4 mllion. W had 100
applications. The total requested anbunt was 12.7.

| wanted to nention that the 12.7 is actually
| everaged to result in projects that actually cost $22.9
mllion. So if we'd had $12 million, if we'd given it away,
we actually woul d have funded projects that were worth over
$22 million.

W're seeing a |lot nore partnerships, a lot nore
partnerships comng froma variety of partners that our
prograns are working with, and those partners conme wth noney
in hand. So they're very real collaborations.

We're right now -- the total anmount that we've
currently awarded is 4.279 mllion. W are still working out
sonme vari abl e nunbers on negotiated grants. W occasionally
negotiate grants.

| wanted to show you just roughly the nunbers by
category. There are a nunber of different categories that we
fund within the program W have seven grants in innovation
at over $700,000; five in integration, over $500, 000;
statewi de grants, six, alittle over a mllion dollars.

We have al nost $800,000 in national grants this
year. W have 12 new statew de websites. That's a program
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we started | ast year, that bringing the total of fol ks who
have applied for and been awarded statew de website grants up
to 40.

And in 2000, we awarded a couple of very snal
grants before we had devel oped the tenplates to do websites,
and three of those have now converted over to the tenpl ate.
Once they got a chance to see what they were devel opi ng
i ndependent and on their own and on their own dollar, they
really could sort of maximze those funds and get increased
functionality and sone features that they weren't able to
devel op on their own by joining the sort of tenplate
nmovenent. So we're really seeing that take off.

MR. EAKELEY: Stop there for a nonent.

MS. RABY: Sure.

MR. EAKELEY: How nuch does it cost -- if | don't
get a technology grant but I want to join the tenplate
novenent, how nuch would it cost ny state to inplenent?

M5. RABY: The maxi num anount that we award for a
statewi de website is $50,000. $10,000 of that is to purchase
the tenplate, and you have your choice of two tenplates. The
rest of that we earmark for content devel opnent or for staff
to assist in the devel opnent of content. So that 40,000 is
kind of divvied up differently anong different states.

But if you had your own noney and wanted to
purchase a tenplate, you could start for as little as
$10,000. And that would provide you not only with sort of
the infrastructure to start plugging content into, but also
coul d possibly start cover hosting, maintenance -- | nean,
you don't have to do anyt hing.

The site goes up. You input content. You get
taught how to publish information to the web. But
mai ntai ni ng the website, devel oping the software, search
engines, all that kind of stuff, is all done by sonebody
el se.

MR. EAKELEY: And you said 40 states had either
installed or applied for --

M5. RABY: Forty states have actually, through our
program gotten noney from LSC

MR. EAKELEY: Ckay. So that neans there are 40
st at ewi de websites now?

M5. RABY: There's 40 statew de websites, including
the 12 fromthis year. There are also three states, and
| -- there are Texas, Mssissippi, and | think the other one
is Hawaii, who had devel oped -- who had in 2000 gotten very
small grants to do -- yes, there were three converts -- to do
websites before we had -- because in 2000, we devel oped the
tenpl ates and so they weren't avail able yet.

So we did very small anounts, | think, anywhere
from $15,000 to $20,000, really small grants. And what
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they' ve found is that what they could buy on the open nmarket
in ternms of functionalities and features on websites, they
got a much better deal by comng into LSC and working with

t he tenpl at es.

Because we offer so nmuch nore because we were able
to | everage everybody. And so all of those little bits and
pi eces then added up into a website that really provided nmuch
nore than they go buy thensel ves.

MR. EAKELEY: Sorry for the interruption.

M5. RABY: No, no. That's fine. I'mglad to
answer .

MR. EAKELEY: But good stuff. Good stuff.

M5. RABY: Yes. Yes. | couldn't have pl anned that
better.

There were 19 renewal grants. W realize that
there were -- we want to sort of soften the transition into
fol ks maintaining content in the websites on their own. And
so we offered a $25,000 grant to anyone who was current on
t heir $50,000 grant that was awarded | ast year who want ed
anot her year of funding, so that when that 50,000 ran out,

t hey' d have anot her $25,000 to sort of continue that process
in the hope that we're transitioning themto maintaining that
all on their own. And we funded 19 of those this year.

kay. | wanted to give you just sone exanpl e of
pro se projects we're funding in the current cycle. W're
really excited. W have a lot of -- a big, broad variety of

things we're doing this year

In Georgia, we're looking at a partnership with
AARP. Here in the District, AARP has what they call show
offices or self-help offices, and they're located in
comunity centers, in churches. And there's a person who is
trained on how to navigate people to sort of do the part of
navi gating the Internet in order to find materials about
| egal education or |egal resources that m ght be available to
hel p peopl e solve their problens.

And what we're going to do in Georgia, there's
actually two offices that we're funding. One is going to be
in a high-traffic urban area. W're going to just get a
navi gator, some volunteers in the community, put in a PC
connect it. They'|ll be able to use Ceorgia' s statew de
website as well as other sort of |egal resources avail able on
the Internet.

And then there'll be another one that's actually a
nobi | e show that they're going to set up, and they're going
to take it to job fairs, community centers, senior centers,
all sorts of places around the state, and sort of see if
there's a way to have a |l aptop that connects to the Internet,
and a volunteer to help people, so that the barrier isn't, |
don't understand how to navigate the Internet. |If we can
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kind of get past that and get sone service to people who
maybe that's an issue for them

And Maryland has a -- | know in a previous
presentation this norning, we talked a little bit about
Maryl and's website. And they have a really phenonenal
website, and we're going to be funding an expansion to that.

And that will be what they're calling personal case
managers, and it will be a -- if I"'ma pro se person and |
come in and I want to work through a | egal problemon ny own,
the system devel ops for ne a single web page off of their
websi te.

And I can -- and just |like on a desktop, | can copy
docunents or links to other places or information that |'ve
started to gather about how to solve ny |egal problem It
sort of gives me a way to organize and track that information
so that I can always conme back to that.

The other piece that's really interesting is that
once |'ve gathered all those materials, |'ve devel oped
everything | need to file nmy case in court, | can also,

t hrough the use of unbundl ed | egal services, have an attorney
via the Internet review all of those materials w thout ever
havi ng them | eave their office.

They are going to receive sone training, volunteer
for this, say, these are particular practice areas |I'd |like
to assist with. They'|ll be able to review the materials, do
a very specific sort of service. And then | get a chance,
hopeful ly, at providing -- being able to go through the court
system much nore effectively because I'll have had a chance
for sonebody to look at it and nmake sure that |'ve done
everything correctly.

Virginia is doing a really interesting project this
year. They are working with the -- and let nme get this
right -- the Asian-Pacific Anerican Legal Resource Center.
And those fol ks are actually going to do intake and
eligibility screening over a web-based intake system from
their offices in whatever Asian | anguage the | ow i ncone
community needs. And then if soneone is eligible, they wll
refer those cases over to the LSC-funded program
el ectronically.

So it's a way to reach a conmttee that right now
the programin Virginia doesn't have translators to cover
every possible Asian dialect they may run into. So the
Asi an-Paci fic Anerican Legal Resource Center has vol unteered
to do that piece for us, and then that's a way to sort of
reach a comunity that right now we're not reaching as well
as we'd like to.

|"mso glad G ndy set us up really well for the
Al aska presentation here. Wrking with that, we funded a
project this year in Alaska to establish six renote
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wor kstations in courthouses. They have a great partnership
with the court.

The court has agreed to maintain the systens, to
provi de space for the systens, to help staff the systens,
make sure there's paper in the printer, and all those other
sorts of adm nistrative pieces, if the Al aska Legal Services
folks will help themworkstations in, and then al so devel op
some Power Point materials as a client education piece, to do
sone additional pro se materials specific to those
conmuni ties.

They' ve agreed, once they've started to devel op
these materials, to provide that information and experience
to the rest of the community. So we're really hoping that is
a way to reach sone of those renote | ocations.

We're funding a project in Oklahoma this year which
is real exciting. Al of you are aware of the I-CAN
project. | know at the |ast board neeting, everyone got to
see a denonstration of that. W're hoping to cone up wth a
way to be able to replicate that cost-effectively in a nunber
of different areas around the country. And so this is our
first attenpt to expand |- CAN

They' || be purchasing a kiosk. They're going to
pl ace that kiosk in Tulsa, Oklahoma. They're going to nodify
t he donestic violence nodule out of I-CANl to be specific to
the community in Cklahoma, in Tul sa.

Al'l those materials are actually |ocated on the
web. The web-based functionality will remain in Orange
County, California. So they will continue to run and
mai ntain the server that will actually be providing the
materials to the folks in Tul sa, Ol ahona.

So it's areally cost-effective way to see if we
can continue to put kiosks in conmunities around the country
and hopefully service themand maintain themall through a
single location so that we're not having to set up all of
that functionality everywhere, in every state or in every
conmunity or in every courthouse.

Anot her project that actually has becone a really
big consortium here is docunent assenbly. W' ve been
wor ki ng, and | know G enn has done a |lot of work, with the
fol ks at Hotdocs to get a donation of not only the online web
server piece but also the authoring software. Those are two
separate pieces you need to be able to not only create
tenpl ates, but then also make them avail able on the Internet.

In Chio, we're doing two separate pieces. Ohio is
going to be devel oping sone stuff for assisted pro se, an
interface using that authoring software, and New Jersey wl |
be devel oping a stand-al one pro se interface piece.

So we're hoping that by dividing some of this up,
we' ||l get the experience in a couple of different states, get
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folks trained in howto create the docunent assenbly, and
then be able to not only rel ease software and make the
software avail abl e, but also be able to rel ease either sone
tenplates or an inventory of materials for people to get
started w th.

There's a couple of -- well, there's several
here -- projects that we funded that in sone ways are
affected by state planning. Consolidating case managenent.
Shared infrastructure systens. W funded one in southern New
Mexi co, Wsconsin, Mssissippi. W're also funding sone
technical staff in Louisiana and North Dakot a.

And in sone ways, this portion here is a response
to a neeting that we held in June of this year, a summt
meeting in St. Louis, Mssouri, where we invited sone
grantees, a select group of grantees and folks in the
community, to cone talk to us about the TIG programand to
get sone feedback about what they felt about what we were
doing in the field, the inpact that the TIG program was
havi ng on prograns around the country.

And one of the things that they asked us to do is
while they were certainly supportive of our efforts to kind
of pioneer new nethods of delivery, they wanted to insure
that those states that maybe didn't have as many technica
resources or didn't have the technical staff to help them
i npl enent technical projects didn't get |eft behind.

And we're funding, for a single year, a technol ogy
person to go into the state, work with all of the LSC funded
programs in the state to create sort of a statew de vision of
where is it we want to go? What kind of technol ogies do we
need? Were are we now? And how do we sort of nove forward
into the future?

National projects: These are always really
exciting projects. W have two training projects this year.
One is sonme skills training for attorneys. W' re working
with -- and let nme make sure | get this right -- the Legal
Services Training Consortium of New England. They' ve been
around for a couple of years, and have devel oped a fairly

si zeabl e inventory of curricula for skills training for
att orneys.

And they're going to use a variety of |ong-distance
| ear ni ng techni ques -- CD-ROVs, videoconferencing, video
stream ng over the web, and experinent with taking the
curricula that they have already devel oped and nmaking it
avai l abl e to everyone in the country, every programin the
country.

So if I aman attorney, I'ma new attorney, that's
been hired by a | egal services programin |Idaho, maybe
t hrough the use of a CD or maybe | can attend over the web a
training session on skills training being presented by
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sonmeone in the New England area. So we're really excited to
get the opportunity to sort of increase that availability.

The second piece in ternms of training is we're
funding a project that will help us increase the technical
expertise. Sort of training for geeks is probably the
easiest way to explain it.

W' re hoping that because technology training is so
expensive, that we can create sone curricula to nmake
avai l abl e for technical staff we do have in the field so that
they continue to | earn and grow as technol ogy evol ves to nmake
sure that we're staying current in terns of the projects that
they are now supporting and supporting in the future.

Yes?

MR. EAKELEY: On the first of the two training
projects, | mght just suggest that if they' ve not already
done so, that they mght consult with Steve Lal ai ko, at the
Practicing Law Institute.

The PLI has done a great deal -- has invested a | ot
of time, effort, and resources in interactive legal skills
training curricula, and has a very active, at ny urging, pro
bono program for |egal services and governnent attorneys.

Genn? |I'msorry?

RAWDON:  They' re our partners.

MR. EAKELEY: Oh, great. They're part of the

consortiun®

3

MR RAWDON:  Yes.

MR. EAKELEY: Excellent. Excellent.

M5. RABY: M partner in crine just --

MR. EAKELEY: Sorry for another interruption.

M5. RABY: No. That's great.

The next one here in the list is XM.. And XM is
kind of a fancy way of tal king about how we're going to deal
with electronic filing, or how we hope to be able to deal
with electronic filing.

I f you think about -- and just to kind of introduce
an anal ogy here to hel p you think about what XML is, if you
t hi nk about credit cards and the fact that at sone point,
soneone had to say, every tine | use a credit card | have
certain pieces of information about that transaction that are
transmtted fromany vendor, whether it's a restaurant or a
retail environnent, to whatever bank has issued ne the credit
card, and how that information is presented. So sonebody
agreed on sone standards about the information, about the way
that information was going to be presented.

Well, what we're doing here is the sane thing, just
in terns of electronic filing. W're attenpting to be a part
of the devel opment of the standard for electronic filing, not
only so that the needs of the |egal services comunity get
address in the process of the standard bei ng devel oped, but
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also that we are at the table in ternms of insuring that
electronic filing becones the way that nost courts want to
oper at e.

It does not becone a barrier to then our clients,
who don't have access to that. So it is an opportunity for
us to sort of be -- as the standard is being devel oped, for
us to be table and part of that dial ogue.

M5. BATTLE: Who is central to devel oping that
st andar d?

M5. RABY: Well, that's a really good question.
There is already being developed a -- sort of a |egal XM.
There is a subset of the | egal services XM. that is working
with those folks. And we -- actually, LSC -- | believe Steve
Gray. There's a nunber of different fol ks around the country
who have been devel oping, and | -- Hugh Cockins w th NLADA.
I"'mtrying to think of other people.

And denn, if you want to junp in with other folks
that have partici pated, have al ready been working to
establish the | egal services XM. subset of the |legal XM.

MR. RAWDON: Gwen Daniels --

M5. BATTLE: Cone to the m ke

MR. RAWDON: Gmen Daniels at the old clearinghouse,
the Poverty Law Center in Chicago, is going to actually be
doi ng nost of the authoring. And we've been working people
with -- as Joyce said, fromlegal XM, and also with John
G aecen, who is working with the court filing section of the
| egal XM. group to be sure that everything that we do in this
project is conpatible wth what the court filing group has
done so that we'll be posed to do e-filing as the states get
ready and adopt that standard.

MR. EAKELEY: |Is there a consortiumat the state
| evel or at the state court admi nistration level, or is it
federally driven?

MR RAWDON: No. |It's at the state level. They
have a group within | egal XM. that has been working on this
for sone time. |In fact, they're the first group out of |egal
XML to come up with a standard.

And it's now been tested in nore than three pl aces,
so it is their standard, and we're working fromthat, and
al so working with the vendors that do the case nmanagenent
software. They've recently joined the group that's doing
this as well so that when this is all done, this wll be
integrated into every case nanagenent system of the major
vendors -- you know, Kenmp's, Legal Files, Practice Manager.
Al'l those are participating in this group so that all this
wi Il work together to exchange information.

In fact, we're doing a pilot project with Northwest
Justice Project. They're also getting a grant because they
wanted to exchange information. Wen they do an intake and
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it's not appropriate for themand they wanted to refer it to
sonmeone, they now fax it over there and it has to be re-keyed
in, re-typed in.

They're going to be a pilot project for this
national grant. And when they finish with sonmething |ike
that, they'll be able to hit a couple of buttons, send the
appropriate information to a website. Their partner will be
able to log onto the website, hit a couple nore buttons, and
download it into their case managenent system and it wll
save hundreds and hundreds of hours of tinme which can be
devoted to clients.

MR. EAKELEY: | keep interrupting you. W keep
i nterrupting.

M5. RABY: No. That's okay. That's great. Thank
you.

The next one on the list is the earned incone
credit. The folks at I-CANl are sort of at it again.

They' ve been working with the IRS to put together a nodule to
create a tax filing nodule that would live on their web
server that currently houses |-CAN

They're going to be working to make that avail abl e
to every legal services program in part to ensure that poor
peopl e apply for and get the earned incone credit, which the
| RS has determ ned is not applied for or asked for as often
as it should be as people are eligible for it, and also to
ensure that fol ks have an opportunity to file their taxes in
a way that doesn't make use of sonme of the nore disreputable
met hods of having your taxes created.

So once it is created in Orange County, it will be
made avail able to any | egal services program based on -- over
the Internet, so that this very small project will then have
an inpact nationally. Any |egal services programthat wants
to participate will be able to make this as a service
avai | abl e.

MS. FAI RBANKS- W LLI AMS:  This would be a | ot
cheaper than paying H&R Block 75 to 175. Right?

M5. RABY: If even that. | nmean, what we found is
that with the rapid refund, they're also charging a really
high interest rate for that wait period in there. And that's
not the only organization, but there's a |lot of organizations
as wel | .

And this would just be an opportunity for folks to
be able to not only hopefully be able to do it at no cost,
but then also get an earned inconme credit that neans nore
noney in their pocket.

| wanted to briefly sort of -- that's kind of the
hi ghlights. Those are sort of the best out of 2002. And |
wanted to just kind of bring you up to date, take an
opportunity to tal k about 2000 and 2001, those grant cycles
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and where they are.

In 2000, just to kind of give you a context, 31
grants were awarded. W have currently paid out $2.9 mllion
of the $4.1 million we awarded in 2000. W've had two grants
actually conplete, the I-CANl project in California, and then
M ssi ssi ppi got one of the very small websites their first
year, and they've al so conpl eted.

We have nine out of those grants that are currently
in the evaluation stage, so they're getting very close to
bei ng wapped up and conpl eted, as you can see here.

2001 we awarded 55 grants. W' ve paid out also 2.9
out of 6.7 mllion that was awarded. W show sone really
out standi ng progress here. Utah, we funded an expansion to
their court-based website that allows pro se litigants to
create docunents that they need to filing, and that
information is, at their request, noved to a website.

And we're al so seeing once again sort of the
Maryl and nodel of the unbundl ed | egal services, where an
attorney then who volunteers signs up with the website and
says, I'll take so many cases in a particular practice area
in any given tinme period, then can review those docunents and
send by e-mail back to the litigant saying, here are the
things that were good about what you did. Here are the
things you need to do. You mght want to check on this. Al
of those materials get reviewed, and it's an opportunity to
insure that fol ks are working through the court system
appropriately.

Mont ana has up and running currently a pilot where
they're representing folks in court renotely via
vi deoconferencing. They got perm ssion froma court in
M ssoula for the attorney to represent clients over a
vi deoconf erenci ng connection. They've actually represented
18 clients. They're currently putting together their
eval uation stuff, and are really just going |ike gangbusters.

It's a very exciting project, where a renote city is
actually being able to use the churches w thout having to go
t here.

And Tennessee has made just great progress on their
statewi de website. | always kind of like to give fol ks
credit where credit is due.

Just to kind of wap it up, where we are currently
in the process on the 2002 grants: G ant award packets wl|
go out the first week of Septenber. That's where we've
pl anned. So as we finish up sort of all of the awards, any
negoti ations with grantees, creating paynent schedul es, al
of that information.

The TI G conference will be October 16th through
18th at the Chicago Kent Law School. That has been a great
venue for us. They provide us the space at no cost, so it
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obviously works for us very well.

We do have the support of -- the vice president for
progranms will be there to talk to the grantees about how TI G
funds sort of -- to continue to address the nessage about how

all of the progranms in LSC are all noving towards the same
strategic directions.

The initial checks will go out. Al of the grants
will start on Novenber 1st. The initial paynents will go out
t he begi nning of Novenber. And all of the grants right
now -- there are a nunber of press events that are currently
bei ng pl anned around the country. And so sone of the grants
that we presented here today, | didn't give you a | ot of
t he specifics on program nanes or nunbers because that's al
up to the public relations people to give us the high sign on
t hat one.

Any ot her questions?

M5. BATTLE: Are we | ooking at the | evel of
proficiency of our client population to being able to utilize
technol ogy in sonme of these grants, is one of the questions
that | have.

M5. RABY: Yes. There's a couple of different
projects that we're working on. One is sort of end user
studies. You know, once we've created sone of these websites
and made them avail able, are people actually able to navigate
t hrough then? The M nnesota fol ks are working to
develop -- in this year's grants cycle, we funded a project
of themto do sone additional studies on where they are on
their -- doing focus groups, pulling together information to
ensure that their -- they created the probono.net tenplate
that was one of the website tenplates that we're currently
usi ng.

And they're followng up on that grant, doing an
end user study on whether or not that interface has really
been beneficial to people, whether they can really navigate
their way through the | awhel p.org website.

And we're al so seeing sone user studies in an
| ndi ana grant that we funded | ast year. They're |ooking
at -- they're doing a nunber of neeting events around the
state in Indiana, talking with a lot of the community groups
in comunity centers to tal k about what the |evel of
proficiency is and how confortabl e peopl e are noving through,
and are we really making a difference in terns of |inking up
information to a pro se litigant, and does that result in
them actually being able to address their |egal issue.

And so | think there's an interesting thing that's
happening in Maine. Miine was funded in 2000 to do a
website, and has a really phenonenal, one of sort of the
state-of-the-art websites using one of the -- a website they
had devel oped before we got into tenpl ates.
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And they actually | ook at search engi ne requests.
So they are sitting |looking at all of the different requests
for information. So if you see a request for, you know, sone
assi stance wth donmestic violence and nmaybe sone assi stance
wi th housing and naybe sonme public benefits, what they're
doing is taking that information and saying, okay, if that's
all comng fromthe sanme person, you know, how do we sort of
bring all those resources to bear on that sane person at one
time, and what do we need to do in terns of what -- the kinds
of information that people |ook for and the kinds of clusters
of information people are |looking for to nake it easier for
people to get not just the stuff that they need in terns of
their | egal need, but any other need that m ght also be, you
know, exacerbating that problem or happening at the sane
tinme.

So | think there's a nunber of things we have to
do. We're hoping that -- these, in a lot of ways, are
experinments to see, can we nake a difference in peoples
lives by providing sone of this information?

And | think user studies and focus groups are
really inportant to get the client |evel of the comunity
actually into the process of hel ping us design stuff so that
t hey know ahead of tine, you know, that we -- as we're going
through it, that we're nmaking stuff that people can actually
use, and that it does nake a difference.

M5. BATTLE: Thank you.

M5. MERCADO | just had a followup to that.
wasn't sure at what level -- | knowa ot of tines a |ot of
t hese docunents are drafted |like at sixth grade |level or, you
know, first year of college |evel or high school |evel.

And so dependi ng on what your nedian | evel of
education is in a particular community, you know, are they
actually then able to understand what it is that they should
or shouldn't do in sone of this process.

M5. RABY: Yes. | think what we're trying -- what
we're seeing is that there's a coupl e of
different -- dependi ng upon who your audience is, if your

audience is an attorney who is assisting a client going

t hrough a process, even if it's brief service, there's a
whol e different kind of interface that you can put together
because you can nake sone assunptions about their educational
| evel and their proficiency.

I f you' re doing sonething that is designed for the
community at |arge, whether that be, you know, a senior
center or it's just available through a community center or
it's just out on the web, what we're seeing are sonme basic
things that we're starting to learn, |ike one question per
screen -- you can't put a whole lot of information on a
singl e screen and expect people to know what they're supposed
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to go through; that sonme buttons need to al ways show up on
every single screen, the next button, the back button, that
there always has to be a home button. There needs to be a
way out.

What words can we use that nmake sense to peopl e?
And part of that experinent cones not just from us doing user
studies with the client community, but al so gathering the
evi dence for advocates that are actually hel pi ng peopl e use
the Internet.

So in sone ways, the show office is a really good
exanpl e, or places where -- say, for exanple, wonen's
shelters, where soneone is there sort of answer questions, or
courthouse facilitators for PCs that are |located in
court houses and communities, and there's actually sonebody
there who mght e able to answer sone brief questions.

| think we have to harvest sone of that information
as well because they began to observe what pieces nmake sense
and what pieces don't nmake sense. They did a study based on
the very prelimnary -- Richard Zorza's prelimnary -- first,
| guess, Is whatever they want to say, project for victins of
donestic violence that was subsequently inplenented in
CGeorgia, also in New York.

And they were -- they nonitored how | ong everyone
stayed on a particular screen as a determ nation of how
conpl ex a particular screen was. And what they discovered
was that for sone screens, it was, because they were conpl ex
and didn't understand where to go; and for sone screens it
was they were in the process of telling their story, and so
t hose were screens where they wanted people to spend a | ot of
tinme.

And so there was all sorts of issues around
machi nes tim ng out because they were on the Internet. And
so how |l ong do you insure that people have access to that
screen before you check to see if there's a problen? And it
real ly does depend on what the question on the screen is.

Soit's areally -- it's a fascinating -- for sone
of us, it's a fascinating thing to kind of figure out, you
know, how people wal k through those processes.

M5. MERCADO Well, | nean, you want to nakes sure
that you' re making a product that people are actually going
to be able to use.

M5. RABY: Absolutely. Absolutely. But those are
a couple of the ways we're trying to address that.

M5. BATTLE: | was just going to say, | guess it
was two conferences ago for the equal justice pro bono
conference that is jointly done by NLADA and ABA, | did a
panel on the whole notion that follow ng the election, we
really are looking in this country at maybe voting in a
di fferent way and using technology nore broadly so that it
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does access -- it does provide people with a better way to
access how to participate in the voting process than we've
had in the past.

And Ri chard Zorza was one of the presenters, and
what | learned fromthat is that the kind of work that we're
doing in the legal services community is truly cutting edge,
and that in the broader |egal conmunity, they're |earning
froma lot of the work that we have done first.

And | think it is inportant. That's why | asked
t he question about end user understanding and ability to use
it, that as this product and as this devel opnent happens,
it's really inportant for |egal services to be at the table
as it's being devel oped so that our clients, when courts are
| ooking to put together a systemso that |lawers and clients
and peopl e can access the system that the |evel of
understanding that our clients have is part of the overlay as
to how it's devel oped.

And | just applaud the work that's being done in
getting together, along with the other people who are
devel oping the systens for the entire justice community, that
that -- that we're at the table. 1 think that's extrenely
inmportant for howit will be devel oped and how our people
will be able to access it.

M5. RABY: And if | could just follow up, | think
the TIG programis one way we get to the table. | think
havi ng the projects, having noney, having ideas, that's one
way we get to the table. Because we're able to walk into a
community and say, these are the things that we need to do
for our clients, and here's what we're doing. Do you want to
join us?

You know, we can be in a position of asking to
assi st people or asking people to join us in a process that
we are really directing, we're really noving forward. And |
think the TI G program has made a huge difference in not only
being at the table, but where we sit at the table once we're
t here.

MR. EAKELEY: First | want to commend you on a
wonder ful Iy know edgeabl e, articul ate, and therefore
informative presentation. It was just very inpressive.

M5. RABY: Thank you.

MR. EAKELEY: And exciting. Secondly, | wanted to
just reinforce what | said before when G enn and Chris were
presenting on the matters initiative. W always have to be
concer ned about enhanci ng access and i nproving outcones and
attenpting to establish benchmarks or neasurenents as we do
so so that there is an accountability built into each of
these initiatives.

And thirdly, | just wanted to observe ny sense of
what an evol uti onary process this has been, fromthe
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begi nning tussles we had with a forner inspector general and
M. Zorza.

And it's ny sense -- and |1'd be interested in your
views on this -- ny sense of it is that as we have proceeded
each year with a new round of grants and interacted with
applicants and grantees and others in the field, we have
devel oped an increasing capacity and sophistication, as the
field has as well. 1Is that accurate?

M5. RABY: Absolutely. This round is the nost
conpetitive round to day because the applications get better
every year

MR. EAKELEY: And there are tenplates there also
al ong the way.

M5. RABY: Yes.

MR. EAKELEY: So the foundation keeps rising that
you' re buil di ng upon.

M5. RABY: Absolutely. | think that it's very
inportant to realize that all of this tends to feed off of
itself. | nean, what we see is the folks at the Illinois
Technol ogy Center able to use our -- you know, the projects
that we're working on, we're able to sort of nake use of what
t hey' re working on.

O her folks around the country that are trying out
new i deas or attenpting to, the courts in Utah, the folks in

Maryl and, | nean, you see it sort of all around the country.
And | do think that we are -- it's sort of the "all boats
will rise.”

| nean, as we bring everybody al ong and as our
capacity, our understandi ng, our know edge about what
technology will do, what it can do, what it does best, what
it doesn't do best -- | nmean, all of that just becones then
used by everybody else. [It's all being shared.

And we are working really hard to ensure that each
one of the evaluations that we're going through on all the
projects -- because there is an eval uation conponent for each
and every grant that we issue. And as |I'm-- you know, if
you saw, nine in 2000 are getting ready to go through that
process. And sone of those will be very telling to us about
what wor ks and what doesn't work.

But then turning around, and either through the LR
initiative or through conferences or any other way we can
make that information -- the LSTech.org website that we
funded last year -- to try to then turn around and take what
we' ve | earned and what works really well and meke that
information, but also then begin to replicate those

successful projects, like the I-CANl thing we're doing this
year in ternms of Tul sa, Cklahona.
Well, how do you take what we learned in California

and make it work in Tulsa, Olahoma? How do you take the
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docunent assenbly stuff we're figuring out in New Jersey and
Ohi o and I ndiana and then nmake that information available to
everyone?

So | think there are a nunber of ways. It's very
exciting. |It's very challenging. But |I do think we are
maki ng a difference everywhere in terns of the groundswell of
experti se and experience.

MR ASKEW It's ny inpression that denn's
ent husi asm and Joyce's ent husiasmis shared by our grantees.

W all got a litigator from David Newrayer, the director in
Lynchburg, Virginia, requesting that we put additional noney
into the technol ogy grants, and that we provide nore
techni cal assistance funding for prograns.

" mnot cynical enough to believe that G enn had
anything to do that with that letter. | think it was a
genuine -- and David called me, so | knowit's a genuine
out pouring of support from prograns that understand that
we' re under financial pressure and they're under financial
pressure, but see the value of this, which | think in a way
is areal mnd-shift for |egal services prograns.

Because in the past, when they faced fundi ng cuts,
they'd cut technology and they'd cut training first in order
to preserve staff. And | think a ot of them have noved a
long way in the |last few years, probably along with us, to an
under standi ng of how inportant this all is.

MR. EAKELEY: Well, we mght want to reiterate that
poi nt at our finance commttee neeting this afternoon when we
di scuss next year's budget mark.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  |Is there any other -- as a
client advocate, it's very difficult at first to be
supportive or to buy into technol ogy, noney spent for that,
when | felt it should go other ways.

But the one point that | think a |ot of you guys
are mssing that's very inportant to us clients, because we
don't have that know edge. W can learn, you know. W're
capabl e of learning nore things than we think we can | earn.
But we can learn to become, you know, conputers -- if not
expert, at least to get the benefits fromit.

But the one thing that has been the selling point
for me: The nore things that are being able to be done on
that conputer leaves tinme for that attorney to be nore client
service in the comunity. And that need is increasing,
client services. And that's what bought ne.

M5. MERCADO  Madane Chair? Ckay.

One of the things that | noticed as | was witing
ny notes when you were speaking was that in a |lot of these
different grants that you' re awarding and a | ot of the work
that we're doing in providing nore access to justice to
client communities is sort of the tying of the constant, how
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do we record all this work that we're doing? How do we
record all these clients that we are -- services that are not
necessarily comng into our office and, you know, filling out
an intake sheet, but that we are doing all this work?

For exanple, the project where the attorneys review
the pro se docunents to see whether or not they're in
conpliance with whatever the court -- soneone is spending pro
bono hours or actual |legal services tine to review that. And
so, you know, are those sone of the matters that we're
| ooki ng?

And then you're looking in a general overall -- |
mean, | don't know what kind of an eval uative systemyou have
for these different projects, providing the technical
assistance in the different prograns to be able to sort of
capture what percentage of people we're affecting in
provi ding nore access to justice, not only both in
partnership with the private sector in the pro bono hours but
al so what our staff and our attorneys do.

On the one hand, yes, technology allows you to do a
ot nore things. But at the same tinme, sonebody else has to
be capturing that information and, you know, devel opi ng new
docunents, devel opi ng new community resource materials. Al
that requires time and energy.

Again, |looking at the matters category that Chris
and John were | ooking at, in capturing all those -- | hope
that that's part of what our advisory council are |ooking at
to evaluate, and al so for purposes of funding or budgeting
for upcom ng years.

M5. RABY: If | could address that just briefly, |
do think that it's happening in the matters. And we al so
funded a grant |ast year that is developing the ME grant
that d enn nmentioned, where we're devel opi ng eval uati on
instruments to not only determ ne whether the inplenentation
was successful -- | mean, sonetinmes in technology you can
i npl enent the project and that doesn't necessarily nean that
you -- you know, successfully. The conputer is there. |It's
up. It has the materials. But are you nmaking a difference
in your comunity?

And so that is part of then our eval uation that
we're hoping to, at the TIG conference in Cctober, present
some of those instrunents and begin to get our grantees to
use those instrunents so we have a way to begin to track some
of that information.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Well, we've really enjoyed it.
And | think we could go on and on, but | think we'd like to
get back to our agenda here and to hear Reginald here, the
next --

MR. EAKELEY: O is it Bob Gross and state
pl anni ng?
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MR. McCALPIN: After hearing a presentation |ike
this, I think I'Il just go back into nmy cave.

(Laughter.)

MR. EAKELEY: Actually, we'll have sone pro se
materials for you there, Bill.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Bob Gross is next. Okay. State
planning. [I'msorry, Bob. | was trying to rush things a
little bit.

MR. CROSS: That's all right.

MR. EAKELEY: You al nost succeeded.

MR. GROSS: Good norning. | just wanted to touch
briefly on three items. Two are in your book, and the first
one follows up on the questions you' ve been aski ng about
eval uations. Can you hear ne?

I n your book at pages 130 through 187 is the draft
of the state planning evaluation instrument. And |I'm sure
you' ve all parsed it thoroughly by now It's the product of
five months of work. It says it's the sixth draft, and it
is, which shows that there's been a | ot of thought and
attention paid to it.

Qur consultant used a word that | think you'll see
inthere. 1t was granularity. When you begin to neasure
sonet hing, you neasure it carefully. He also told us about
t he i nmportance of what you nmeasure shows what you val ue, and
we hope that we captured that in this instrunent.

You'll see, when you |ook at it, the list of
participates on the design team W'Il put it out for
comment. Conceivably the e-mail will go out today or
tonmorrow, but perhaps Monday. It will be on our website. W
want a broad audience. W wll invite conmment fromthe usua

partners, clearly our grantees and ot hers.

W will present it again at NLADA in M| waukee in
Novenmber. We'|ll have two tests of it, one the week before
t he NLADA conference, one the week after. And hopefully,
we'll be ready to go by the first of the year.

When you look at it, you'll see that it breaks down
into essentially three conponents. One takes a |ook at the
state plan, the process of its devel opnent, who was at the
pl anni ng table, what did you do, what did you consider, what
data, current data, in developing your plan. How
conprehensive is your plan, and | ooking at a full range of
clients, a full range of services.

The second portion, which | think will prove to be
very, very valuable, is about inplenentation, a step that |
think nost of our states are at. And this is rather sinple,
but I think will produce very good results.

Essentially, under this design, we'll | ook at what
the state plan said it would do, and then we will ask how
well that's been acconplished. And it's not as sinple as
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pass/fail or yes/no, you did it, you didn't do it.

But there are a lot of other criteria that wll be
considered in ternms of opportunities that m ght have occurred
whi |l e you were doi ng sonet hing, what roadbl ocks m ght have
occurred, what m ght have changed in your

envi ronment -- fundi ng decreases or, hopefully, funding
increases -- that affected the inplenentation of your plan.
But it's a sort of rubber-neets-the-road kind of thing that I
think will turn out to be very useful.

The third area makes great progress in getting to
out cone neasurenents. It doesn't do the whole thing. As you

know, the request for information that's in your booklet that
was nentioned earlier will try and get a nuch better handl e
on the outcones for clients.

As we reported last tinme, as you can see fromthis
instrunment, it was quite a lot of work to get where we are.
W didn't think we could do the whole thing at once, and
rather than delay waiting for the whole thing, we noved ahead
with where we are.

And the results that we'll neasure, though, we
think will be useful. They're essentially in eight areas.
The results we'll look at and what we will evaluate is: Wat

kind of state |evel capacities have been created that wll
enhance and | everage resources for clients and for the
delivery of |legal services? 1In client representation, for

i nstance, are there state-level capacities for coordinating
advocacy, for supporting | egal work?

We'll ook at infrastructure: Are there capacities
for state-level technol ogy planning, state-level training?
And then we'll | ook at growth of resources for the system

Are there state-level capacities for unifying efforts within
the state to raise resources?

Those are -- and you'll see that there's a |ist
of -- in those three categories, about 20 state-I|evel
capacities that this group and its design teamthought was
inmportant to put out there and to eval uate how wel |l our

states are doing in those areas. That's still pretty far
away from what goes on on the ground for clients, but we know
we'll get there.

The next level of inquiry will be resources: How
has state planning in a state affected resources? And it's a
sinmple -- actually, none of this turns out to be quite so
sinple to neasure; when you | ook at resources and dol | ars,
you have to determ ne which dollars and in whose hands. But
the concept is sinple: State planning, how has it affected
resources available for civil |egal services?

The next category in that line is nunber of
attorneys providing | egal services for our clients: Up?
Down? The sane? What's occurred?
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Anot her area that's sinple is: Wat about the
services, both in ternms of cases and matters? \Wat has
occurred? Has there been a growmh? Is it the sanme? Has it
gone down? And what about the breadth of those services?

The CSR system while it is not perfect, it does give us sone
i dea of the range of services that are being provided by
type. And so we'll |ook at changes over tine.

Anot her inportant value in state planning is the
equitable distribution of those services. And so the
eval uation instrument will neasure, by geography, at the
first cut how our services in each state are being delivered
to get a sense of the equity in their distribution.

We'll also | ook at how equitable the distribution
is anongst different groups within our client communities.
The CSR data certainly provides one view of that in terns of
the neasures that it provides of different client categories
that we | ook at.

But we're going to also ask the states to go beyond
that as a test, anyway, and to pick, for exanple, two
categories of client groups that m ght not be captured in the
CSRs, but which the state has particular interest because of
their presence in their comunity to track how they're doi ng
for that group

It mght be |ike what you heard in northern
Virginia, that perhaps the state would decide that there's a
certain popul ation group that we don't capture in the CSRs as
such, but is a group that we want to see how well we're doing
in terms of our delivery.

We think this is going to be nuch nore than just a
bureaucratic exerci se fromWashington. And I think we feel
confident that by the input of the design team and the
cross-section of it, | think it's going to encourage a | ot of
activity.

We pondered the question of when you begin to
eval uate state planning and you start wth the very begi nning
of -- we'll start by contacting a state and say we're goi ng
to do this evaluation. Let's |ook at your state plan. Sone
states wll have a hard tinme really putting their hands on a
current state plan that they feel they want to put out to
view for eval uation.

By getting this instrument out quite a while before
we actually begin the process, | think it will encourage
states with a set of guidelines in here by knowi ng what we
are | ooking at to take another | ook at where they're at in
this area.

| know that in ny work recently with one state in
its planning, one of the things that they were working on was
t heir pl anni ng body, which had been fairly narrow. And |
think they found it very helpful to see an early draft of
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what we were | ooking for. |t gave them sone definition and
sonme gui dance, and |i kew se, in the conprehensiveness of the
pl an.

This instrument will tell folks what we're | ooking
at in very concrete terns. |t goes beyond our program
letters, which set out thematic ideas and concepts. And
we've filled that in over the years with a ot of hard work
and exanpl es that we've provided. But when you | ook at the

63- page instrunent that gets increasingly specific, | think
it gives folks -- it will give fol ks sone gui dance.
The design group said, you know, this is a test
that we want people to pass. |It's not a conpliance docunent.
It can be used -- the data will be used perhaps

conparatively: How does your state conpare to the next
state? And that is of some utility.

But what the greatest utility will be is: How are
you doi ng conpared to where you were | ast year, and where do
you want to go fromhere? And | think this instrunent wll
provi de both the incentive for that and the neans.

So we have several nonths of comment before the
tests. You have it. It's in small print. W can nmake it
| arger. That's one of our goals. | think that wll probably
be one of the first comments we get back. But that's the
eval uation instrunent.

M5. MERCADO That's a | ot of work.

MR. McCALPIN:  Bob, whom do you contenplate will do
t he eval uation, and when do you expect the eval uation process
to begin?

MR GROSS: Well, the process -- if | get your
question right -- after the terrorists we wll probably have
a seventh draft and hopefully a final draft. And we would
begi n eval uati ons next January/February of the follow ng
year .

MR MCALPIN. O 20037

MR GROSS: Yes. Slowy at first because we w |
want states to have seen and have di gested the docunent. The
way -- and we'll learn fromthe tests what is the best
approach. Qur thinking at this point is that, you know, in
each of these states, there is sonme state planning contact

person. It mght be the chair of a commssion. It m ght
be -- sone kind of designated planning body.

And so we will have LSC staff, perhaps a
consultant -- one idea is to also include sonmeone from

another state so that it becones a | earning experience for
t hem - -
MR. McCALPIN:. WIIl there be a teamor an
i ndi vi dual ?
MR. CGROSS: There will be a team And our current
thinking is it will be a two- to three-nmenber team-- again,
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we'll learn fromthe tests -- of an LSC staff person. Likely
t he person who's been working with the particular state over
time. We mght utilize a consultant fromthe conmunity.

And one thought that's surfaced, again, is to bring
in soneone from another state. M ght be a programrecipient.

M ght be soneone that's involved in state planning, on a
state planning body fromanother state. W think that wll
lead to a lot of cross-fertilization.

MR. McCALPIN: How often do you contenplate there
will be an eval uation?

MR GROSS: Subject to budgets and to what we |earn
on the tests, perhaps a third of the states a year. That
seens anbitious, but possible.

MR. EAKELEY: Could you comment on the anonmaly of
the Corporation requiring state planning of all of its
grantees, and now developing a really marvel ous instrunent to
eval uate the quality of that planning effort and the |ack of
a simlar planning effort at the board | evel of the Legal
Servi ces Corporation?

| warned himI| was going to ask the question. That
was one of the things -- as | read the instrunent, that was
one of the things that struck ne, that we tal ked about this
over a year ago and deci ded that we should defer to the next
board and not upgrade our own strategic planning efforts.

But I'mthinking now that, A we're alnost three
years into Strategic Directions, which was a begi nning, not
an end. W have a new budget starting Cctober 1, and no
direction fromthe board as to where those resources should
go within the constraints the Congress inposes in the census
and the |ike.

| think the new board would |like to see at | east
what the president's performance plan is that's consi stent
with the strategic plan and in conformty with the budget so
that they can then alter it or adjust it as they go forward.

And if we applied the instrunent to the Corporation right
now, | fear we'd be badly deficient.

MR, GROSS: | think I understand now why people
soneti nes say, "No comment.”

MR. EAKELEY: Well, no. | nean, what's your
perspective on the board's -- | nean, passing the GPRA and

the Results Act?

MR GROSS: Well, ny perspective, | guess, is this:
The Strategic Directions is a very val uabl e docunent that we
actually use and refer to often within the programside. And
| think this evaluation instrunent is a result of that. You
know, that direction sets out sone goals, sets out sone
principles and activities for us to follow And this
i nstrunment nmeasures sonme of the results of that activity.

So | think there's a platformin place for sone of
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that. Wiere the board wi shes to take that, where future
boards and managenment wi sh to take that, | think is in your
hands. But | do think that there are sonme things in place.
MR. EAKELEY: | don't -- well, there's several fora
in which to bring this up. But we're going to run out
of -- at sonme point we're going to run out of tinme. But it
seens to ne that when we're on the cusp of naking budgetary
al l ocation decisions for the next year, setting sort of the
direction or not setting the direction for the nmanagenent of
the corporation, in the mdst of these heightened initiatives
in planning and eval uation, it behooves us to do a little bit
i ke we're asking others to do, and dust off the Strategic
Directions, and actually engage in sonme planning so that we
at | east | eave sonething for the next board that

isn't -- doesn't represent a three-year gap in strategic
t hi nki ng.
That's nmy strong inclination. W' ve
got -- October 1 is our fiscal year. January 1 is our grant
year. W didn't ask for a -- we did get a performance plan

fromthe president |ast year, but | think it's inportant for
the board to articulate a sense of strategic direction, and
then see whether the budget that's laid out conforns to that,
and whether there are steps to inplenent those priorities,
and then an evaluation after the fact and a revision of the
plan, which is all enbodied in the Results Act that we're not
bound by but have declared our intention to follow

Am | speaking out of turn here?

M5. BATTLE: No. | think the tinme has cone and is
immnent for us to set that exanple.
MR. EAKELEY: And | would | ove to engage -- | would

love to informally engage prospective new nenbers of the
board as consultant volunteers in that collaborative effort
to focus on strategic directions, wthout presum ng on them
or inposing. But | think this is an ideal opportunity to do
what we ask our grantees to do, nanely, reach out to other
st akehol ders and participants and do a little bit better.
CHAI R WATLI NGTON: As a client advocate, | agree
conpletely. You know, this is sonething that you have no

choice. | mean, if you want to serve that community, it's
not stopping waiting. | think times that the problens are
still going on. So I think it's sonmething that we have to
do.

M5. MERCADO  What do you envision as a tine franme
for that, given the tinme frane that you' ve already |laid out
for where we are in this process?

MR. EAKELEY: | would love to see -- we're going to
approve a consolidated operating budget for the next fiscal
year at our next neeting, whenever that is, if we have a next
nmeeti ng.
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| think that it would be -- if it were possible to
staff and | aunch an effort now that woul d have the next board
nmeeting as an interimstep, and maybe the annual neeti ng,
which may or may not be the point of handover or may be the
first neeting of the new board -- but at |east have sonething
that has a fair ampunt of focus to it by the end of the year,
| think that would be very inportant.

That woul d be nmy sense. But we can tal k sone nore.
Just maybe things to think about, talk about, while we're
here this weekend.

MR. McCALPIN: | think you have to -- if you're
going to do it, you have to get started this weekend.
MR, EAKELEY: | agree. Yes. | agree.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  And this is program provision,
delivery of legal services. And this is what you need to be
t hi nki ng about, where you're going to deliver it. You know,
as a board meking the policies that nay get to the problem

MR. EAKELEY: No good deed goes --

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  And what Bob says is, "No
coment " ?

MR GROSS: Well, | don't think what is
required --

M5. BATTLE: At just another |evel, Madane Chair,
this is quite a detailed evaluation tool that requires
| ooking at a myriad of areas of performance and work. And |
heard in response to the question that was raised by M.
McCal pin that you plan to do this every three years so that
you're covering the waterfront.

And | guess, particularly with the nodel that you
were tal king about in terns of involving people possibly from
other states in neetings, one concern that | would begin to
have, | think that it's inportant to get a plan and then to
have it inplemented and to have a vision and to see it work.

But | just wonder, once you get a plan in place
about the resources, limted resources, in a state and how
many meetings people are going to be willing to cone to on a
continuous basis to tal k about the redrafting or redoing of a
pl an.

You know, you see, even with this board, we're
tal king that we did one three years ago and, oops, we need to
do anot her one now. But we've got, as a driver, the fact
that we've got funding and other responsibilities that
require us to kind of set the tone for how that ought to be
done. So that's an obligation that we have.

And so it just seens to ne that on the front end,
when states have done zero and they're getting started, that
it is indeed inportant to bring together and to create those
coalitions. But | just wonder at which level do we intend to
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hold themto that sane standard on a going-forward basis, and
whet her we' ve given any thought to how that's going to inpact
the resources, the people, that will be involved in this
process for the long term

Once you put a plan in place and once it's worKking,
are we going to evaluate it to say, this has been a success,
keep doing it; or are we going to evaluate it to say, cone
back together and let's see if you can redo it and think of
some nore things?

MR CROSS: Well, | hope it will be of benefit to
see where the successes are so that states can build on them
and can share those with others. Were there's nore work to
be done, | think that wll probably become evidence as well.

| think your questions are good, and that the test
wi Il show -- because sone of the states -- | nean, all the
states that we'll test, or any state, are different places in
their planning. And we will see sort of what's the -- what
do they need to do to present the plan to us and to | ook at
their inplenentation?

The design team was very aware and wanted to avoid
an undue burden. We'Il see, through tests and through
comments, how well we did.

The state planning teamsort of ran through sone of
this as it mght apply to sone of the states. W did sone
testing. And it was interesting: While the docunent is very
| ong, sone parts of it are not very tine-consumng at all.
nmean, they're very quick

But the real work will be therefore probably not on
conpleting the evaluation, but for a state to say, okay, now
what do we do?

M5. BATTLE: Right. And | guess what |'m saying
is, when you get to the what do we do, the what do we do may
take nore than a year or two to inplenment. And are we still
pl anning, or are we in inplenentation on that? And do we
still need to get back together on all of the different
pi eces of the eval uation?

MR CROSS: Well, hopefully --

M5. BATTLE: And |I'mnot sure that that's sonething
that, over tinme, we're going to see and | ook at. Counting
t he nunber of attorneys is not going to take any tinme. |
mean, you'll be able to count that |ike that because you'l
have things in place to do that.

But there are sone real substantive pieces to this
that are going to require the dedication of resources and
time within a state. And | just want to nake sure that as
we're | ooking at this, we get things up and going, and then
we focus our energies on where we can really nmake a
difference for the |ong haul.

MR, GROSS: Sure.
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CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  |Is there any nore questions
or --

MR CROSS: | realize it's been a |ong neeting.
There were two other topics that I'Il just nention what they
are, and see the pleasure of the group.

State planning, the technical assistance that we' ve
made available, there's really a chart at page 189 that you
can | ook at at your leisure. 1In three years, we' ve nade
about $733, 000 worth of technical assistance available to 37
st at es.

There have been sone other grants and contracts
t hat have benefitted folks fromall states, some in
technol ogy, some in the Making Mergers Wbrk training that we
did. 1I1t's been roughly about $200,000 per year that we've
assi st ed.

The nunbers or the anobunts per contract or per
state are not large, but I think it's made a difference
because it's noney that people would not -- that, when you
ask themto do these other things, this hel ps them acconplish
t hem wi t hout tapping into their budget.

About one-third of the funds have been for
pl anni ng. About one-third have been nerger assistance.
There's sone overlap. About 10 percent has been for resource
devel opment. Those funds have primarily gone to the | ower
per-capita states, and sone that are involved in nergers.

The other topic that | would just update you on, on
some of the configuration decisions that have been nade.
Recently, both Florida and New York submtted pl ans.

In Florida's case, their configuration plan built
upon the conprehensive state plan they had submtted.

And New York is an exanple of a state that sort of
went back to the drawi ng board, created a new planni ng body
and a new state plan and a configuration reconmendati on.

We have accepted the plans and the configuration
reconmmendati ons of those state planning bodies. 1In both
cases, it's coincidental but not policy: Each state
recomended a resulting configuration of seven service areas,
fromtwelve in Florida to seven, and fromfourteen in New
York also to seven. Those decisions were comunicated to the
states August 14th and 16t h.

There was a final decision nmade in the state of
M chigan. As you wll recall, we had accepted the state
pl anning team and | believe you were aware that the vice
presi dent has accepted nost of the recommendati ons of the
designated state planni ng body.

In the state of Mchigan, there were two counties
in dispute in that whole plan. And the designated state
pl anni ng body sought review all the way up. And those were
the counties conprising the suburban counties outside Wayne
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County and Detroit, nmetropolitan Detroit area. President
Erl enborn made a final decision supporting the decision that
the LSC staff had nmade, conbining those two counties with
nmetro Detroit.

That's just to update you. To tell you nore,
that you recall that there had been a configuration decision
made at the staff |evel of LSC. The designated state
pl anni ng body had sought review

The vice president listened to that review, and the
desi gnated state planni ng body determ ned that they would
undertake a review of configuration in that state, so that we
then retracted our configuration decision to allow that
desi gnated state planning body to do its work and to submt a
revi sed plan.

The state of New Jersey, which you know we had
initially accepted nost of the recommendation of their state
pl anni ng body with the exception of its reconmendation
regardi ng one county, we decided that that county shoul d not
be a stand-al one, but should be part of a three-county
servi ce area.

The designated state planning body did not seek
review. However, that individual programrepresenting that
service area did seek review, again, all the way up. And the
president affirnmed the decision of LSC

And so in a sense, one could say that there was
concurrence wth the designated state planning body when al
was said and done, perhaps by their silence in seeking review
of our deci sion.

| look at that in total since the task force report
and the devel opnment of our standards and process. And there
have been ni ne deci sions since then on configuration.

I n seven instances, there were recomendati ons from
a designated state planning body. In two, lowa and North
Dakota, there had not been designated state planning bodies
as such, and they were well on their way when we made our
configuration decisions. SOit's hard to say whether we
agreed or didn't agree because there sinply wasn't on,
really.

But if you look at -- Mssouri is one at which we
have cone to agreenent with at this point. O those seven
five recommendati ons have been accepted. Again, Mssouri is
pendi ng on the final outcome, but in terns of the process.

New Jersey, as | nentioned, you can categorize
whi chever way you would |ike, which | eaves M chigan as the
only state in which we have really not agreed with the state
pl anni ng body in those nine decisions, and reached a
different result.

Thr oughout all of those, it's interesting to note
that there have been three counties in dispute, the two in
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M chi gan and one county in New Jersey. That's the dispute
over the configuration in these nine instances. There is
sonme litigation as a result of sone of this in New Jersey,
and actually in New York, Bronx Legal Services had filed suit
over an earlier restructuring of Legal Services of New York
Cty.

But in ternms of the state planning bodies, there is
the only one area of disagreenent, and hopefully they wll
nove forward in that state.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  And as the -- what is it,

M chigan, you said, is it clear that they won't be com ng
back to the board, do you think, or is it -- you' re not sure?

M5. BATTLE: The final decision is the president's

deci si on.

MR. GROSS: There's been a final decision.

MR. ERLENBORN: Yes. | would say that the decision
that I made was based, | think, on good reasons. But also,

the fact that the state planning body, a representative nade
the affirmative statenent that there were many good
configurations that could be adopt ed.

And he seened to be saying that this isn't
necessarily -- the one that they recommended is not
necessarily the only good one. And | think we cane up with a
better one. And the indications are that they probably -- at
| east the state planning body is not intending to go into
l[itigation. Their representative told nme that that was their
decision, before | nade the deci sion.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Is there anything el se? Thank
you very much, Bob

MR. GROSS: Thank you.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  So now we get to Reggie. Sorry
about that rushing thing. |In the changing, | hadn't | ooked
at the agenda properly.

MR. HALEY: That's quite all right. It is a
privilege to be before the commttee.

But because of the |ateness of the hour, we were
wondering if the conmttee would be interested in going
straight to grant assurances and del aying the presentation on
conpetition until the next commttee neeting.

MR. EAKELEY: That m ght make -- want to give us
just a two-minute preview or teaser?

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Two m nutes on that conpetition?

MR. HALEY: Sure. An appetizer being served.

M5. MERCADO  An upcom ng preview.

MR HALEY: Well, first of all, let nme say that the
Legal Services Corporation uses its conpetition and renewal
process to nmake grant decisions affecting $300 mllion each
year .

And this process takes into consideration an



O©CoO~NOULWNPE

63

applicant's capacity to provide high-quality |egal services,
to conmply with LSC regul ati ons and gui delines, to provide
cost-effective |legal services, and their capacity to

coordi nate and col | aborate with other entities wthin the
delivery network.

Let nme also say that the conpetition process is
running snoothly and on time this year.

Just for a brief update, LSC has received
applications fromservice areas in 32 out of the 33 states
that were in conpetition, many of which have been eval uat ed.

M chigan is the final state, as Bob just tal ked about. The
M chigan notice of intent to conpete is required Septenber
13th. The grant application for Mchigan's service areas are
requi red Oct ober 11th.

Barring multiple applicant conpetition or
unf oreseen circunstances, we believe that staff will be able
to eval uate those applications and provide information to the
president in tinme to make funding decisions on tinme within
t he nonth of Decenber.

| would be remss if | did not enphasize to you
that while conpetition has hel ped LSC nmake infornmed grant
decisions, it has also evolved into a systemthat offers
several other benefits, one of which is that it inproves
LSC s know edge base of best practices and nodel projects.

It also facilitates integration of the diverse delivery
systens. And finally, it helps LSC maintain current
i nformati on about the | egal services delivery system

Just for an overview of applications in process
ri ght now, you know that LSC runs the conpetitive grants
process on basically two tracks. The first track is for
states with service areas in conpetition that have no state
pl anni ng concerns. The grant applications for those service
areas were due in June.

The second track is for service areas in states
that are still going through state planning issues. Both
M chi gan and New Jersey were on the second track

For states on the first track, the nunber of states
that were in conpetition was a total of 31, the nunber of
grant applications received was 53, and the nunber of service
areas within those states was 83. And there were no nultiple
applicant conpetitions for states on the first track.

As far as the second track is concerned, that
basically refers to New Jersey and to Mchigan. Wth regard
to New Jersey, the nunber of grant applications received were
seven. However, one was rejected because it was not
responsive to the requirenents of the request for proposal.
The nunber of service areas that were published for
conpetition in New Jersey is seven, and we believe -- and the
nunber of multiple applicant service areas is zero.
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Wth regard to M chigan, we haven't received the
grant applications yet, of course. W just published the
service areas, and they were in the Federal Register on
Thursday of this week.

The nunber of service areas is seven, and the
nunber of mnultiple applicant service areas, of course, we
don't know that yet, either, until after the grant
applications are received. And again, that will be in
Cct ober .

Finally, staff will provide final funding
recomrendations for all states to the president right around
m d- Novenber. And following that, we will make the final

grant award decisions -- or, excuse ne, the president wll
make the final grant award deci sions.

That is about it for conpetition. | would |ove to
respond to any questions that you have.

MR. EAKELEY: | thought you were going to say, |

woul d | ove to respond to any questions you m ght have, but
"' mout of tinme.
CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  So we' Il go on Doug's suggestion

and go to Bill, then. Thank you very nuch, Reggie, for -- we
still want to hear that nuch on that. And we'll go to Bil
on grant assurance.

MR. McCALPIN:  Thank you, Madane Chair. | am

acutely conscious of the hour.

MR. EAKELEY: This was deliberate.

MR. McCALPIN. Well, then, maybe I'I| get even by
extendi ng ny remarKks.

(Laughter.)

| think this is an area which nerits board
attention, and | shall be as brief as | possibly can.

In early May, the vice president for prograns sent
out to all the nenbers of the board the then-proposed grant
assurances for the year 2003. Tine has sort of caught up
with us, and those have had to becone a part of the

publications. And we are really talking, | think now, about
2004. It's too late really to make any substantive changes
for 2003.

We briefly considered these at this conmttee |evel
at the May 31 neeting, and as the mnutes reflect, it was
agreed that staff would consider the coments that were nmade
at that tinme, and that | would be involved with them
aft erwar ds

And on the mddle of last nonth, | had a very
productive and am abl e tel ephone conversation with M ke Genz
and Reg Haley. We traded a lot of ideas. | made a nunber of

suggestions, nost of which you will find reflected in the
docunent which begins at page 190 in the board book.
And | would say that my reaction is that the staff
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was very open-mnded with respect to it. There was a | ot of
acceptance of the comments that were made. A few changes,
but in all, I think we nade great progress in that
consi der ati on.

| had a conversation with the vice president
earlier this week in which | said it seemed to nme that there
were still two areas which required further consideration.

At that tinme, she told nme that there had been a response from
the inspector general's office as well, and that was -- |
pi cked that up when | registered at the hotel yesterday.

The two areas are grant assurance No. 10, and what
| consider to be a conbination of grant assurances 15, 24,
and 25. Let me go to No. 10 first.

Essentially, the mmjor suggestions by the inspector
general's office had to do with that one as well. M own
reaction is that | think that the suggestion of the inspector
general's office wth respect to the sentence, "These
exceptions do not apply where they are required by the
wording of 9," they would substitute "access is" for "they
are," and | think that is a clarifying suggestion and ought
to be favorably considered by the staff.

Let me say first of all that, you know, | haven't
attenpted to do any drafting. | think that the purpose of
this exercise is to reflect on what's here, comment, and send
the coments back to the staff for consideration as they go
forward in doing sone drafting.

CHAI R WATLINGTON:  Bill, I don't want to interrupt
you, but wasn't this first at the ops and regs commttee?
How did it get to this commttee?

MR. McCALPIN: They got here because | insisted
they be put on this agenda so I would have an opportunity to
speak --

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Ckay. | keep asking that
guesti on.

MR. McCALPIN: -- and | wouldn't be trespassing on
the tinme of another commttee.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: | keep asking that question.
kay.

MR. EAKELEY: But he did say he wasn't going to
convert this into a drafting suggestion.

MR. McCALPIN:  Absolutely not.

MR. EAKELEY: So you know we're still in the
provi sions commttee and not in ops and regs.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Al'l right.

MR. McCALPIN. Well, and I'mnot sure that even ops
and regs drafts grant assurances.

MR. EAKELEY: [|'mjoking.

MR. McCALPIN: | think that's a staff function,
subject to input fromthe board. And that's, | think, what
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we' re doi ng here now.

M5. MERCADO Bill, do | understand you to nmean
then that if it is subject to input fromthe board, that we
still have sone tinme to go back and | ook at them and if we
have draft proposals to submt to staff, we can still do?

MR. McCALPIN:. | think, as | said, this is for the
2004 grant assurances. So there's plenty of tinme to consider
and react to what we have to say.

Let nme go quickly.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: Wl |, then, could we do this
| ater? Because really --

MR. McCALPIN  Well, | understand that. But a fair
anmount of work has been done on this.
MR. EAKELEY: | think we should -- | nean, we can

start --

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: Pl ease continue, then.

MR. EAKELEY: -- we can have lunch a little bit
[ater. And we've got tinme at the end of the afternoon to
deal with the other two commttee neetings. So let's -- |
t hi nk we should do this.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Ckay.

MR. EAKELEY: And take as nuch tine as you need.
Don't --

MR. McCALPIN:  Well, I'lIl do it as quickly as |
can.

So the 1G-- 1 think the first 1G suggestion is
wel | taken and shoul d be adopt ed.

Their second, when | discussed this with staff the
m ddl e of last nonth, and it said that, "Agrees to provide
LSC with requested materials in a formthat neets LSC needs
whil e preserving client secrets and confidences,” | said, do
we claimaccess to the personnel records of the grantees? It
was a question on ny part. And in response, the words, "and
t he personnel records of the applicant staff nmenbers,” were
i nserted.

The | G suggested that there's not an appropriate
nodi fi cati on because they feel the need -- let ne
see -- "There are circunstances under which we woul d need
access to itens which fall within the broad definition of
personnel records, especially basic information such as dates
of enploynent, salary info, time and attendance records, and
soon.” And | think a case can be nmade for that.

On the other hand, | believe that to go back to the
original l|anguage that calls for protecting the reasonable
personal property privacy interests of the staff nenbers
| eaves a wi de-open hole for dissention and di spute between
the program and the claimant to the records of what is a
reasonabl e privacy interest.

So | suggest that there really ought to be sone
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nore shar peni ng of what personnel records should be nade
avai l abl e to inspectors fromthe Corporation, and what shoul d
be not. And | have sone ideas, but | think it's too late to
go into that.

Finally, down at the bottom-- and |I raised this
with the vice president the other day -- as originally set,
it said that, "In the event LSC determ nes that records are
unreasonably w thheld, the applicant will be responsible for
all reasonabl e and necessary expenses related to LSC s
efforts.

And that made the applicant responsible for those
expenses, even if LSC were unsuccessful. So | suggested that
t here ought to be sone provision in there saying that if LSC
was unsuccessful, the applicant woul dn't have to bear the
expense.

The | anguage here is, "If LSC is successful in
litigating the release of the records.” | said to the vice
president the other day that it seens to ne that there are
ways that this may come up other than what we would normally
consider as litigation; if there is nediation or alternate
di spute resolution of sonme sort, that that ought to be
reflected in the extent to which a grantee program shoul d
have to bear the LSC expense in connection with the
production of docunents.

And it seenms to ne that that's sonething that needs
some further consideration.

M5. BATTLE: | just think that since Congress has
said that progranms can't receive attorneys' fees, if they're
successful in litigation, for us to say, but if we cone and
try to get records fromyou, you' ve got to pay for our costs,

is kind of -- it's a hamrer. It's a punitive nmeasure in the
process that's --

MR. McCALPIN:  Well, | just preferred to think it
wasn't thought through at the tine.

M5. BATTLE: Yes. | don't really like that.

MR. McCALPIN:  And that there ought to be sonething
about it.

Let nme nove on to the nore -- well, let nme just
make one strike.

M5. BATTLE: It is a coment.

MR. McCALPIN. Wth respect to paragraph 11, that,
"The grant assurances in no way limts the authority of the
O G under the Inspector Ceneral Act of 1978," | think that's
perfectly appropriate so long as it's understood that Section
6(a)(1l) of 8(g) limts the inspector general's access to
t hose docunents which are available to the LSC. And as |ong
as we understand that that is the scope of the |Inspector
General Act, there is no difficulty with that.

Let me now go -- 15 relates to, "In the event that
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t he applicant nmerges with another LSC grantee or ceases to be
arecipient,” the 1Gwuld prefer to take the word "direct™
out of there.

And they say, "We recomend that the term'direct’
be deleted. W do not believe it is advisable to limt LSC s

oversight for funds and interest in purchased property. |If
sonme of the subparagraphs do not apply to subrecipients, they
shoul d be separated out.”" And | think that's a matter to be

consi dered between the inspector general's office and the
staff of the Corporation.

Now et me go to 15 in a broader sense. Fifteen is
a very extensive provision relating to what happens when
there is, in effect, reconfiguration and nerger or an
indication that we will no longer fund a particul ar program

And it's in many subdivisions and so on.

Twenty-four and 25 talk about files in the event of
a nmerger or discontinuation of a grant. Now, 24
essentially -- nost particularly tal ks about the financi al
records of the grantee, but it does say all records
pertaining to the grant. Twenty-five tal ks about client
files for the first tine.

| submt that in this whole conplex, there is kind
of an inplication that in the event of nerger or
di sconti nuance, the client and the files automatically
transfer to the successor.

And | suggest to you that that is not in accord
with the law, that -- | have not had nuch opportunity to | ook
at this, but I comment to the attention of staff Mdel Rules
1.16, which is an original rule dealing with withdrawal from
representation, and to a certain extent the handling of files
in the event of a withdrawal; and Rule 1.17, which was added
to the Model Rules about ten years ago anmendnent, which tal ks
about the sale of a |l aw practice and thought, of course, has
sonme inplication of what happens to the files.

In all of these cases, of course, the enphasis is
on the private practice of law. There is nothing in these
about a legal services entity or an entity such as this, and
t he discontinuation of representation at that |evel.

| woul d al so suggest to you a | ook at the
restatenent of the |aw governing | awers, Section 46
Docunents Relating to a Representation, and al so Section 33,
Duty to Safeguard Does Not End with the Representation of the
Client.

It seenms to be fairly clear that under everything
|"ve read is that client files belong to the client, not the
| awyer, and that if there is to be any disposition of a
client file, it requires the acqui escence of the client, so
that they do not automatically transfer with a nerger or a
di sconti nuance of representation and the passage of
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representati on somewhere el se.

There is certainly introductions that there nust be
a notice to the client before either a transfer or a
destruction of files. M attention was drawn to this, of
course, because 24 and 25 tal k about the retention of files
after a discontinuation for five and six years. It seens to
me entirely probably that if funding is discontinued, that
particular grantee is not likely to be in existence five or
six years into the future.

And so sonet hing needed to be done, and that's what
sparked ny initial inquiry into this. There's a good deal of
| aw about the scope of the file, the so-called end product
theory versus the work product theory, what it is that a
client is entitled to have or not have. There is also an
ABA/ BNA Lawyers Manual on Professional Conduct which has sone
references to this.

It seenms to ne that this is an area which needs
significant consideration in terns of what happens to client
files when there is a discontinuation of representation by
the Corporation. And | encourage the Corporation and all its
el enents to look into this for the future.

M5. MERCADO Great questions.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: Geat. Yes. | didn't realize
the significance of it.

M5. BATTLE: We want you back on ops and regs.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: Does any el se --

MR. McCALPIN. Well, | did it in about 12 m nutes.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Very good for you, Bill.

M5. MERCADO No, but -- may |? Just one quick
poi nt .

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Yes.

M5. MERCADO | do, though, have a question about
how we deal with the inconsistency of saying that LSC as a
corporation is entitled to attorney's fees, but an LSC
grantee is not entitled to attorney's fees. That's what
we're asking themto pay for here.

| nmean, does the LSC go to all |egal services
progranms, or only which includes the Corporation as the head
of it?

M5. BATTLE: | think that's a -- |'ve got a problem
with that, and that's the very -- | think you may have
articulated it better than | did. But | do have a problem
with us having a provision that requires that attorney's fees
be paid to us, know ng that Congress has prohibited our
grantees fromagetting it.

MR. McCALPIN. Well, I'mnot sure that the
provi sion that tal ks about all the expenses is necessarily
limted to attorney's fees. There may be expenses other than
attorney's fees.
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M5. BATTLE: But attorney's fees particularly,
since they' re excluded by Congress. | think we should not be
asking for them

MR. EAKELEY: But if a grantee has unreasonably
wi t hhel d docunments that are --

M5. MERCADO If a landlord has unreasonably -- we
can go that whole |ine.

MR. EAKELEY: But you're taking funds away from
ot her grantees, in essence, by requiring the Corporation to
expend funds to obtain them

M5. BATTLE: That may be the case. The
problem-- I'mjust tal king about that inconsistency that can
be el evated to be an issue for us.

MR. EAKELEY: We didn't ask for the ban on fee
shifting.

M5. BATTLE: | know we didn't. But |I'mjust sinply
saying, | think all of the grantees out there can nake very
strong argunments why it makes no sense for themnot to be
able to get attorney's fees as well. So even though | think
we have a legitimate reason to ask for them | just see that
as a conflict for us to be requesting them under
ci rcunst ances where our grantees cannot.

CHAI R WATLINGTON: 1'd like to go over -- you have
a question?

MR. ERLENBORN: Just a quick observation. You
m ght be interested, in case you have not heard, that sone
| egi sl ati on was passed by the Congress that now is
applicable. And it has to do with the seizure of boats,
cars, and so forth, houses, in a drug situation.

And the Senate -- it canme out of the House, and in
the Senate they added an anendnent that, nunber one, says,

t he Legal Services Corporation shall represent anyone -- |

think it was based on incone, but eligible -- we shall. Not
a grantee, but the LSC Corporation will furnish counsel for
the party.

And secondly, that the LSC shall be granted
attorney's fees. And both of these things are absolutely
contrary to the existing | aw

M5. BATTLE: Well, you know, and | think maybe
goi ng back at sone point and saying, there are sone rea
conflicts that we do see on this that you may want to take a
new | ook at, is one way of addressing it. But, you know, |
j ust have sone concerns.

M5. MERCADO It's inconsistent with a |ot of
regul ati ons.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  There's a lot of things need to
be addressed and | ooked at. W' re considering --

MR. McCALPIN: | would just hope that the board has
nore opportunity to | ook at grant assurances that we have had
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in the | ast seven or eight years.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  And | think Randi did get al
t hose back to us, so a |lot of reading there.

M5. MERCADO W got a huge pack. Yes, we did.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: A package of all of them back
for a while that you can really go over them and conpare.

M5. MERCADO  Thank you

M5. BATTLE: Maybe there needs to be a
recommendation to the board before grant assurances --

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: A subcomm ttee?

M5. BATTLE: Yes, that there be sonme subconmttee
or that this be assigned --

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  They really go through that
whol e package, yes.

M5. BATTLE: So that before -- and part of the
problem | think, that Bill is pointing out is that we didn't
have enough tine to even address it for this year com ng up.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON: Because we didn't have
time -- we didn't even read -- you needed to read it and
conpar e.

MS. BATTLE: Yes.

MR. EAKELEY: Well, | thought we articulated sort
of a policy and procedure at our |ast neeting of this
commttee with our expectations for how grant assurances
shoul d come to the board in the future.

M5. MERCADO  Yes, we did.

MR. EAKELEY: So | think that's in place. W just
haven't --

MR. McCALPIN:  Maybe we have a turf battle between
provi sions and operati ons.

M5. MERCADC: No way.

(Laughter.)

MR. EAKELEY: This is a McCal pin conmttee neasure.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  Okay. Nunber 11, consider and
act on any other business for the conmmttee?

(No response.)

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  There bei ng none --

MOTI ON

M5. MERCADO  Madane, | nove we adjourn

MR. ASKEW  Second.

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  The neeting has been voted on
and -- signify by saying aye.

(A chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R WATLI NGTON:  The neeting is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 12:42 p.m, the neeting was
concl uded.)

*x * * * *



