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PROCEEDI NGS

CHAI R EAKELEY: The first item of business is
approval of the agenda, which is all of three itens: consider
and act on the board of directors' sem -annual report,
consi der and act on other business, and public comments.

MOTI ON

V5. WATLI NGTON:  So noved.

MR. McCALPIN:  Move approval .

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those in favor?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The agenda i s approved.

Now, everyone shoul d have received a copy of the
sem -annual, the draft sem -annual report to the Congress.

MR. FORTUNO  You shoul d have bot h.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Why don't we just take it page by
page and go through and see what suggestions people m ght
have for edits.

Foreword, any changes there?

MR. McCALPIN:  Where are you?

CHAI R EAKELEY: [I'mon the foreword, and then the
tabl e of contents, then | get to the nessage.

MR. FORTUNO  Doug, | understand that LaVeeda is
expected to join us. Maria Louisa and Tom Snegal were not
sure whet her they would be able to or not.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay. Well, we will pick up
LaVeeda' s conments when she cones on

Any changes to the -- we have nade the nessage a
| ot shorter this tinme but it's there, our regul ar nmessage.
Any suggest ed changes?

MR. ASKEW Let ne ask a question.

On the beginning of the third paragraph, where it
starts wwth "LSC may continue progress,” the second sentence
begins "Over the past six nonths LSC inplenented structural
changes in four states.” In various parts of the report we
refer to state planning and say things |ike we inplenented,
or we initiated, or we carried out, or whatever, and |I'm
wondering if that's really the right phraseol ogy. Should we
say we facilitated structural changes or sonething al ong
those lines? Because it's really those states that decided
to make the change.

MR. McCALPIN. We may have approved, we nmay have
approved them

MR. ASKEW | amjust |l ooking for a different word
t hat better describes our role.

CHAI R EAKELEY: How about "approved"?

FORTUNO.  Randi ?

YOUELLS: That woul d be great.
FORTUNO  Approved?

YOUELLS: Approved is fine.

HIPHD
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MR. ASKEW And make that throughout the thing with
t hat .

CHAI R EAKELEY: That is good.

MR. FORTUNO Well, was it anything nore active
than approval, Randi? Was there a kind of a facilitation?

M5. YOUELLS: It was facilitated there and

approved. In three states we approved their plan and one we
did not. So maybe facilitated woul d be nore accurate.
CHAI R EAKELEY: Bill, will you go with that?

MR. McCALPIN:. Onh, yes, sure.

MR. ERLENBORN: Let ne just ask, who actually has
the authority to establish the service areas?

MS. YOUELLS: LSC

MR. ERLENBORN: Yes, that's why | think just
facilitated doesn't really fit, because we are the ones who
make the final decision.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, 1 could go back to
"approved," because what's wong with approvi ng our own
initiated changes?

MR. ASKEW | think that's --

CHAI R EAKELEY: How about facilitated and approved?

M5. YOUELLS: Yes, | think, to both words.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay.

MR. ERLENBORN. It doesn't matter

CHAI R EAKELEY: | wll take it, facilitated and
approved. So facilitated and/ or approved?

MR. FORTUNO Well, this is just a thought, a kind
of a passing comment that we are -- that the nessage of the
board, the first paragraph, it is the third line. | guess
the sentence is, "During the reporting period LSC President
John Erlenborn received a letter requesting that he appear
before the House Judiciary Commercial and Administrative Law

Subconmi ttee currently chaired by," I don't know that you
need the "currently.” | mght just have "chaired by."
CHAI R EAKELEY: Agreed.
MR. ERLENBORN: | think we probably |iked the

inplication there, but it is not w se.

M5. WATLI NGTON: W are noving "currently"?

CHAI R EAKELEY: W are taking "currently" out.

MR. McCALPIN. Wuld it be nore appropriate to nane
the full commttee and then the subcomm ttee?

M5. BATTLE: Hello, everyone.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Hell o, LaVeeda.

MS. BATTLE: Hi.

CHAI R EAKELEY: W are on the first paragraph of
the nessage in the SAR

MS. BATTLE: Ckay.

MR. ERLENBORN: | think you are right, Doug. It
woul d probably read, "The House Judiciary Comrittee's
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Commercial and Admi nistrative Law Subconmm ttee, " because not
usi ng the possessive, the full commttee is the House
Judiciary Comm ttee.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Right. Yes.

Okay. Anything else on that first paragraph, or
second or third?

LaVeeda, we have changed in the third paragraph,
second sentence, "LSC inplenmented structural changes" to
"facilitated and approved structural changes."”

MS. BATTLE: Ckay.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And we took out the word
"currently” in the first sentence of the first paragraph.

MS. BATTLE: Ckay.

CHAI R EAKELEY: How about the --

M5. BATTLE: Facilitated and approved?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ri ght.

M5. BATTLE: Okay. Al right.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Anything else on this first page or
the turn of the page?

M5. WATLINGTON:  This is Ernestine. This is not on

that. | heard you say LaVeeda and the others, but no one has
said about why Edna isn't here.

MS. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS:  |'m here.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Edna is here.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  GCh, okay. | didn't hear you.

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS: Ch, yes, | got signed on first

because | wasn't sure about mny cl ock.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  Ckay. | didn't hear your nane.
They just said it when everybody was here.

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS: Ckay.

M5. WATLINGTON: Al right.

MR. ERLENBORN:. That's because she was waiting for
you.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  Okay. | was meking sure. Ckay.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Any ot her changes on the nessage of
t he board of directors?

MR. ASKEW | am wondering, in the fourth
par agraph, and Randi, this is for you, where we tal k about
the range of technol ogi cal assistance, grantees, whether we
shoul d nmention the grant, just put a parenthetical reference
to the technology grant in there, because this doesn't --

M5. YOUELLS: Sure. Sure. That nakes sense.

MR. ASKEW -- that we gave nobney to.

M5. YOUELLS: Right, and we did.

CHAI R EAKELEY: So range of technol ogi cal
assi stance and grants.

MS. YOUELLS: Yes.

M5. BATTLE: It says broad range of -- including
grants, | guess, would be a good way to put it, because |I'm
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assum ng we've done it in other ways as well.

MS. YOUELLS: Yes.

MS. BATTLE: Ckay.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay, including grants, and then
conmmas. Next suggestion?

MR. ERLENBORN. Doug, a question. Are you going to
| eave the two grantees in there, grants to grantees? It just
sounds a little awkward.

M5. BROMWNI NG  You could change it to recipients or
progranms, since we use theminterchangeably, if that's
hel pful .

MR. ERLENBORN: Did everyone hear that, what Dawn
was suggesting? Dawn?

M5. BROMNING W could change it to recipients or
progranms since we have used the three words interchangeably.

MR, ERLENBORN. Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes, let's do prograns. Ckay.

Next paragraph. Hearing no suggestions, we are
really into -- well, the next page is background. No
changes?

Then managenent initiatives, page 4.

MR. ASKEW In the last full line of the second
par agraph, ny secretary, and | frequently refer to her |ong
departed grandnother for matters of grammar, but we think

that a range of services is singular, not plural. "A ful
range is available.” It is range with --

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ri ght, understood. What paragraph,
Phi | ?

MR. ASKEW The second paragraph.

M5. ROGERS: That's the third paragraph under state
pl anni ng.

MR. ASKEW  Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: "Is available.”

MR. ASKEW | think that the subject is range and
not --

M5. BATTLE: Services, you're correct.

MR. ASKEW Then | woul d suggest that in the next
paragraph it mght nmake nore sense to reverse the sequence of
the ast two sentences that tal k about "the reduction from
262 to 170 and then consolidation enables it." In other
words put the consolidation first and then say what it does,
i nstead of the other way around.

MR. ERLENBORN. No objection.

CHAI R EAKELEY: No objecti on.

Dawn, holler when you either disagree or aren't
getting all of this.

MS. BROANI NG  Ckay.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Anyt hing el se under state planni ng?
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MR McCALPIN:  No.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And conpetition?

MR. McCALPIN: | think -- what is ny understanding
of the situation, | believe it is msleading to say at the
end of the first paragraph "LSC awarded grants to 107
conpetitors.” | thought in a whole bunch of those there was
no conpetition.

CHAI R EAKELEY: How about applicants?

MR. McCALPIN. That's better, but | don't think
there were 107 conpetitors.

M5. WATLINGTON: It's applicants, right?

MR McCALPI N Yes.

M5. BATTLE: O prograns, actually.

MR. McCALPIN:  Progranms, whatever, but | think this
-- the way it's stated here conveys the idea that these were
all in conpetition.

CHAI R EAKELEY: That is a good point, Bill.

MR. FORTUNO So what would you like to substitute
for "conpetitors"? Prograns, applicants, or --

MR. McCALPIN. Either one, it doesn't make any
di ff erence.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Wwell, it is still --
MR. McCALPIN: No, it is not the -- well, that's
not the full sumof applicants. 1It's all of them | guess.

CHAI R EAKELEY: No, it is how many got grants.

MR McCALPI N Yes.

MR. FORTUNO Randi, if we use "applicants,” would
t hat be correct?

M5. YOUELLS: That woul d be correct.

MR. FORTUNO Ckay. So applicants it is, then?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay.

MR. RI CHARDSON: Wiy don't you just say 107 grants?

MR. McCALPIN. They awarded 107 grants, you could
say that.

MR. FORTUNO Wuld that be right, Randi? Didn't -

M5. YOUELLS: | amnore confortable with applicants
just because it conveys that we are putting people through an
applicant process, and not all of them were successful.

MR. FORTUNO Did any applicants get nore than one
grant?

MS. YOUELLS: Yes.

MR. FORTUNO I n which case we are better off
sayi ng 107 applicants.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Let's go with 107 applicants,
t hi nk.

Anyt hing el se on the discussion of conpetition?
How about technol ogy efforts, pages 6 and 7?
Al right, then | amup to programvisits on page
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MR. ASKEW |'ve got a suggestion. The second line
of that says, "W uncover innovative procedures.”

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes, right. Yes.

MR. ASKEW | think it should be "analyze
i nnovati ve procedures," which nmakes --

M5. BROAWNING |I'msorry, could you repeat where
that i1s?

MR. ASKEW Yes. Under programvisits, the second
line.

CHAI R EAKELEY: How about eval uate?

MR. ASKEW O evaluate innovative procedures, yes.

MR. McCALPIN:. That's probably even better

MR. ASKEW Doug, am | ahead of M. MCal pin here
with nmy comments?

CHAI R EAKELEY: No, you are really pushing your
| uck.

MR. McCALPIN: Well, | really don't have -- I'm
going to have a broad one when we get finished.

MR. ASKEW  Un- oh.

MR. McCALPIN: It's a warning.

MR. ASKEW Right.

CHAI R EAKELEY: How about client-centered
initiative?

Research initiative?

Diversity initiative?

Characteristics of nodel intake systens?

Col l ection of data on matters, prograns handl ed?

MR. ERLENBORN: That's an awkward - -

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes, maybe put in -- throwin a
"that."

MR. ERLENBORN: | don't get the sense right away,
readi ng that Iine.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Should it be "collection of data on
matters that progranms handl e?"

MR. McCALPIN: \Were are you, Doug?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Page 9.

MR. McCALPIN.  Huh?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Page 9.

MR. ERLENBORN: | guess it would be easier for ne
to understand, for one, if you put in "that prograns handle."
| guess that --
CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes, that's what -- | agree.

MR. ERLENBORN: It puts it in a different, alittle
different content.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | would put "collection” in the
si ngul ar .

MR ASKEW Yes.

MR. McCALPIN: Wiy are you --
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CHAI R EAKELEY: It's the heading, Bill, collections
of data on matters, prograns handl ed.

MR. McCALPIN. Oh, yes, collection, yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: On matters, and then we have
inserted "that prograns handle.”

MR. McCALPIN:  Yes. (kay.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Equal Justice nagazi ne?

MR. ASKEW Yes. | think on the fourth line that
the "with" should be changed to "of." "Conpelling interviews
of some of Washington's top newspapers.”

MR MCALPIN. | think "with," "interviewwth." |
won't argue with you, but | don't think it's inproper.

MR. ASKEW Well, | won't call for a vote then

CHAI R EAKELEY: | think just to reduce the
redundancy of two "withs"” in the sane sentence we m ght want
to say "with conpelling interviews of sonme.” How would that

be?

MR. McCALPIN:  Okay.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Not that you are incorrect, but it
just mxes it up alittle bit, or is it your secretary's
gr andnot her ?

MR. McCALPIN:  You woul d be surprised how often we
refer to her.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Perfornmance neasures to eval uate
Justice commttees?

Rol e- maki ng activities?

Litigation report?

MR. McCALPIN:  Updat e.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Litigation update, right, sorry.

Response to O G programintegrity audit?

Any changes to the tables?

M5. BATTLE: Do we normally put the litigation
update in our report to Congress?

MR. FORTUNO No, but in this case because there is
interest in -- there has been so nuch interest in our
vi gorously defending challenges to the restrictions and
faithfully inplementing the restrictions, it was thrown in,
frankly, alnost as an afterthought.

But in response to your question, no, that's not
sonething that typically appears in there and need not. That
was just, as | said, kind of an add-on just because there
seened to be so nmuch interest init.

MR. McCALPIN. Let me say at this point, my general
comment was that it seened to ne that our general coments
were nore extensive in this response than has been the case.

| haven't gone back and | ooked at all of them but it just
seened to ne -- | went back and | ooked at the 1G Act and it
seenmed to ne that the concept of that act was that we were
supposed to be responding to the 1G s report.
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Now, it does say that we can add any comments such
as -- determned appropriate. So I'mokay to do it, but it
does seemto ne that this is nuch nore a nessage to the
Congress than has been typically the case in our conveyance
of the 1Greport.

CHAI R EAKELEY: That is correct, Bill, but | think
we did that consciously and seized upon this as an
opportunity to communi cate nore to the Congress about what
we' re doing than we otherw se would do at the appropriations
tinme.

MR. McCALPIN: | don't nmean to suggest it is
i nappropriate, and | think that the | anguage of the |1 G Act,
Section 5(b), is broad enough to permt it, but | just wonder

how far we want to go and all. But, you know, we're so |late
in the day that it doesn't make a | ot of difference.
CHAI R EAKELEY: | think this nakes sense as a part

of our conmuni cation strategy.
M5. BATTLE: The only concern | have about

communi cating too much is setting a standard whereby we then
begin to report far beyond what the scope of the initial
envi sioned requirenments were for responding to the 1G report.

| think it's good to, as a comuni cation strategy, to nake
sure that the Congress is inforned about what we're doing.
just wonder, do we need to tell them-- this |ooks al nost
like a laundry list of every single thing that's going on.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, 1 think these are worthy of
note. It really isn't any nore extensive than the | ast
several that we've done. | think what people may be

recalling are sone of our sharper differences with the forner
|G that found its way into his report, that we had to rebut
line by line, that took precedence over the kind of positive
reporting we're trying to convey here.

MR. ERLENBORN: | think the Congress probably
deserves a pretty extensive report. It is just strange that
t hey never put any provision in there for us to nmake this
report, sem -annual report, other than in conjunction with
the G which makes our report seemto be kind of second in
nat ure.

CHAI R EAKELEY: It still only -- if you just
col | apse the spaces, it's less than ten pages single- spaced.

MR, ERLENBORN. Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: John or Maurice, have we heard
anyt hi ng negative about reporting like this? Has anybody
comment ed adversely about this?

MR FORTUNO No. This is Vic.

MR. ERLENBORN: | never heard anyt hing.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes.

MR. McCALPIN: As long as we're tal king about this,
et me say that section 8(GQ (h)(2) of the IG Act requires us,
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as the head of the agency, to provide another report, a
different report, as of Cctober 31st of each year. | don't
know t hat we've ever been called upon as a board to act on
that report. Have we been sending that in?

MR. FORTUNO There are two sem -annual reports.

So we do -- you have in each instance --

MR. McCALPIN: This is not the response to the IG s
sem -annual report. This is an entirely different report.

MR. FORTUNO How does that -- do you have that
before you, Bill?

MR. McCALPIN: It's section 8(Q (h)(2) of the IG
Act .

CHAI R EAKELEY: \What does it say, Bill?

MR. McCALPIN. Well, it says, "Beginning on Cctober
31, 1999 and on COctober 31 of each succeedi ng cal endar year
t he head of each federal entity, as defined, shall prepare
and transmt to the director of OMB and to each house of
Congress a report which" -- and then it has a, b and c --
"states whether it has been established in an effective I1G
office, (b) specifies the actions taken by the federal entity
to ensure that audits are conducted of its prograns and
operations in accordance with the standards for audit of
governnent al organi zations, prograns and activities, and
functions issued by the controller general of the United
States, and includes a |list of each audit report conpleted by
a federal or non-federal auditor during the reporting period
and a summary of any particularly significant findings; and
(c) summarizes any matters relating to the personnel,
prograns and operations of the federal entity referred to
pursuant to executive authorities, including a sunmary
description of any prelimnary investigation conducted by or
at the request of the federal entity concerning these matters
and the prosecutions and convictions which have resulted.”

MR, FORTUNO But Bill -- thisis Vic. | think
that the 1 G Act as a nandate di stingui shes between federal
entities and designated federal entities. W are a DFE, a
designated federal entity, and I think that the --

MR. McCALPIN: Except that 8(G incorporates

section 5 -- well, it says, "Each federal entity as defined."
Well, maybe it isn't a designated entity. | don't know, but
| thought that it was broad enough to include us.

MR FORTUNO No. | think, and we will certainly

| ook at that and report back to you, but | think that the
provision you're citing relates to federal entities and does
not extend to designated federal entities, of which | think
there are 33 or so, and we are one.
MR, McCALPIN: | didn't read it carefully, perhaps.
MR. FORTUNO But we will certainly look at it.
CHAI R EAKELEY: It is certainly worth doubl e-
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checki ng.

MR, FORTUNG  Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Any other comments to the sem -
annual report?

Hearing none, do we have a notion to approve the
report as anended?

MOTI1 ON
M5. ROGERS: | so nove.
CHAI R EAKELEY: Nancy Hardon Rogers.
M5. FAI RBANKS- W LLI AMS: | second.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Edna second.

Al those in favor?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Al those opposed?

The ayes have it. The report is approved. Thank
you all very much and Dawn, thank you

M5. BROMNI NG  Thank you

CHAI R EAKELEY: Next is consider and act on other
business. Is there any other business before this house?

M5. ROGERS: Wi ch house is that?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Next is public conment.

MR. ERLENBORN: Let ne run outside and | ook.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Everyone knows we're havi ng di nner
Thursday -- well, the NLADA dinner is Thursday ni ght, next
week, and Friday night we're having dinner with four of the
five nom nees to the board.

MR. McCALPIN. Wio will not be present?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Beverly LaBi er broke her wist |ast
week. She's from UVA

MR. McCALPIN: LaBier?

MR. FORTUNO Lillian LaBier. Yes, she's at the
Uni versity of Virginia Law School and is unable to attend
because she was going to be driving up, and she broke her
wist and is unable to drive in that condition.

M5. WATLINGTON:  This is our third dinner, our
goi ng-away dinner, right? Well, | guess | have another
question. Do we have a full panel of 11 or 5?

CHAI R EAKELEY: No, we just have five nom nees, and
they're only nom nees, but they are formally nom nated now
and we could formally invite them which we have.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  Ckay.

MR. ERLENBORN: | think that Kennedy has nade it
very clear that he wants to have a hearing for the -- about
t he nom nees, but he wants themall at the sane tine, right?

Rat her than divided into different tinefranes. So we have
got to wait until the six are naned before Kennedy will have
t he hearing.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  So they want the whole 11 board

like they did us?
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MS. BATTLE: Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Bill MCal pin said he couldn't make
it. He's got to leave early on Friday. The way he put it
was, could not attend our |ast board neeting, and | had to
accuse himof wld-eyed optimsm

MR, McCALPIN: | said | was sorry | couldn't attend
t he | ast supper.

MR. ASKEW Board nenbers for life.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, if there's no other public
comment, why don't we entertain a notion to adjourn?

MOTI ON

MR. McCALPIN: So noved.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  So noved.

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those in favor?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: W will ook forward to seeing al
or nost of you next Thursday.

MR. FORTUNO Before you all sign off, | had one
just interesting piece of information | thought you m ght al
get a chuckle out of, and that is that the property we were
vying for at 500 New Jersey Avenue, which we |ost to Brandt
for -- | guess he purchased it for 6 mllion on Decenber 31st
-- he has just turned around and sold it to the Nati onal
Associ ation of Realtors for $15 million. So he nade a 9
mllion dollar profit for sitting onit for five nonths. No
i nprovenents, just turned it around.

MR. ERLENBORN: \What do realtors know about
property val ues?

M5. BATTLE: That's right.

CHAI R EAKELEY: LaVeeda, are you in your office?

M5. BATTLE: Yes, | am | just wanted to find out,
does anyone have an update on John Broderick?

CHAI R EAKELEY: You m ssed it.

M5. BATTLE: | may have. |'msorry.

MR. ASKEW Maybe Doug can fill you in.

MS. BATTLE: Ckay.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes, 1'll cone back.

M5. BATTLE: Okay. Al right. I'min ny office if
you need ne.

CHAI R EAKELEY: All right. 1"l call you right

now.
MS. BATTLE: Ckay.
CHAI R EAKELEY: Good- bye, everybody.
MR. FORTUNO  Thank you all.
(Whereupon, at 2:35 p.m, the neeting was
adj our ned.)

*x * * * *
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