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PROCEEDI NGS

CHAI R EAKELEY: W're m ssing our vice chair, but
she' Il hopefully be along shortly. Let's get started.
Mauri ci 0?

MR. VIVERG Thanks. For the record, ny nanme is
Mauricio Vivero, and | will be presenting a special report to
the board on strategic directions, including budget
i nformati on.

By way of background, |et ne nmake a coupl e of
points. The strategic planning process was initiated by the
board in 1999. Strategic directions 2000 t hrough 2005 was
approved by the board in January of 2000. There have been
two subsequent reports detailing progress on those board-
sel ected goals in January of 2001 and in January of 2002.

And this special report will discuss and highlight the goals
adopted in 2000, detail the managenent strategies that were

i npl enented to hel p reach those goals, progress sumary to
date, and a budget overview for each goal and strategy so
that the board can review the anmount of LSC resources
specifically targeted to neet the strategies to deal with the

boar d- approved goal s.



In 2000, the board identified as part of the
initial strategic directions docunment certain funding
chal I enges that LSC and | egal services prograns faced. And
those, very quickly, are: that all current avail able funding
was insufficient to nmeet the need of |owincone Anericans for
access to civil legal services; that there is a |ack of up-
to-date studies on the civil |egal needs and problens of the
poor; that although LSC received bipartisan support, there
were still too many in Congress opposed to federal funding
for civil |egal assistance; that many state and | ocal
governments did not invest sufficiently to support civil
| egal aid; and that private charitable and pro bono
contributions varied widely fromstate to state, and were
i nadequate in supplenmenting the federal investnent.

The board in that docunent also identified sone
| eadership challenges. It specifically identified the fact
that LSC has not devel oped the nmeans to effectively describe
and/ or quantify the outcones and neasures derived from
federal funding for legal services. It noted there was no
strategic or national focused effort to devel op new

| eadershi p, provide training, and address issues of



diversity. It also raised and made note of the fact that the
qual ity of assistance, the |evel of service, and the

avai lability of aid offered by LSC grantees varied greatly
fromprogramto program and resulted in uneven service to
clients.

To deal with all of the status issues | just
identified, the board adopted two strategic goals. One, by
2004, LSC will dramatically increase the provision of |egal
services to eligible persons. Number two, by 2004, LSC will
insure that eligible clients are receiving appropriate and
hi gh-quality | egal assistance.

The board had in m nd sonme very specific outcones
that if the goals were inplenented, we would see. Let me run
t hrough sone of these anticipated outcones for you

| ncreased nunber of clients receiving |egal
assi stance; increased perception anong | owincone individuals
that they have a resource if they face serious or dangerous
circunstances requiring civil legal information, counseling,
or representation; enhanced public perception of the |egal
system as successful in providing equal justice; and an

expansi on of federal funding and other public and private



resour ces.

For goal 2, the board identified three anticipated
out cones: expanded range of assistance and inprovenment in
the quality of services; greater consistency in the quality
of | egal services progranms; and significant and benefici al
results for lowincone clients, as determ ned by outcone
neasur es.

In order to attenpt to reach both goals, nmanagenent
has devel oped strategies specifically targeted to reach these
goals. And I'mgoing to go through each of them and provide
a progress report for each strategy.

For goal nunber 1, managenent adopted strategies to
enhance advocacy for nore resources and pronoting the cause
of equal justice, the technology initiative, state planning,
and state planning technical assistance. These were four
managenent strategies specifically inplenented to address
goal 1.

For goal 2, we adopted state planning again. State
pl anni ng and state planning technical assistance you will see
t hroughout this docunent relate, obviously, to both goal 1

and goal 2. Conpetition, programquality initiatives, some



special OPP initiatives, the LSC resource initiative, and
program oversight were all areas of focus selected by the
managenment teamto address and hopefully reach goal 2.

In terns of the specific strategy of advocacy for
nore resources and pronoting the cause of equal justice. |
just want to highlight -- 1'"mgoing to highlight progress on
every strategy managenent has identified. | will refer you
to the document | will pass out at the end of this report,
which will give rmuch nore detailed progress. This is just
t he highlights for each strategy.

In terns of strategy nunmber one, progress has been
that the LSC appropriation has gone from300 mllion to 329
in FY 2003. There is increased coordination at the state
| evel , has inproved |ocal and state fundraising, resulting in
addi ti onal resources.

There's an inportant footnote to the second item
listed as progress there. W have now begun to see a decline
in state resources because of the budget crunch that nmany
states face.

Nunmber three, we established --

CHAlI R EAKELEY: Pl us interest on | OLTA.



MR. VIVEROC Plus interest on | OLTA. Absolutely.

We established a new nmagazine to pronote the cause
of equal justice, and we've had nore than two dozen high
visibility press conferences in conjunction wth our grantees
and ot her prom nent state and federal supporters to pronote
t he cause of equal justice.

The second strategy, the technology initiative.
Progress to date includes: W've awarded nore than 15
mllion in technology grants to prograns to expand and
enhance services. There are now nore than 44 state-w de web
sites which provide client education, pro se information,
assi stance for pro bono attorneys and staff attorneys. W've
al so nade progress in terns of centralized hotlines and
centralized case managenent systens through infrastructure
i nprovenents in nmany states. Those are all progress points
related to the technology initiative.

And here's a few nore. There have been hotlines
devel oped and other centralized intake systens to provide
referrals and pro se assistance. W' ve |aunched several new
and innovative projects to assist self-represented clients.

Funded and pronmoted LStech.org, a new web site dedicated to
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provi di ng technol ogy information to the | egal aid community,
and specifically, all of the LSC grantees that get technol ogy
grants. And we've required and assisted with the devel opnent
of state technol ogy pl ans.

State planning. Progress to date includes we've
established a new strong national vision for Legal Services
through the state planning initiative. There's been inproved
col | aborati on anong a wi de range of |ocal state and nati onal
st akehol ders. There are now nore than 36 designhated state
pl anni ng bodies conmtted to strengthening Legal Services and
creating strong conmmunities of justice in every state. And
we' ve devel oped plans in every state and territory to
maxi m ze federal resources, enhance quality, and expand
servi ces.

State planning has also allowed us to increase non-
LSC funding by nearly 80 mllion since 1998. Again, | would
footnote that. That is progress through 2001. W've seen a
significant drop-off in 2002, given the IOLTA interest rate
probl ems and the state budgets in nmany states.

Progress al so includes creating a stronger, nore

rational system of |ocal providers by streamining fromnore
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than 250 prograns to 154 in 2003. W've rel eased nany
conprehensive reports. The nost inportant of those is
Building State Justice Comunities, a state planning report,
where we examned in detail 18 client-centered conprehensive
state nodel s.

State planning has also allowed us to conplete
state planning self-evaluations in al nost every state and
territory -- or to review them excuse nme -- and develop a
state planning evaluation instrunent to be field tested in
January 2003.

The state planning technical assistant grants, as
the board will recall, were specially-approved grants to
pronote techni cal assistance and assist with state planning.

Over $750,000 has been awarded for this effort. It allows
us to provide technical assistance and support to state

pl anni ng bodies. And in addition, to support that work,
we' ve hel d nunerous workshops. One of those was the National
Maki ng Mergers Work. We've also distributed howto materials
and provi ded many states and ot her advocates individual

assi stance and gui dance.

The conpetition, which is mandated by Congress.
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Progress in that area has included an inproved and refined
conpetition criteria to insure LSC prograns adhere to high
st andards, devel oped a new conprehensi ve conpetition guide
that articul ates the standards and help reviewers apply them
consistently, created a capabilities assessnent guide to

i nprove the process and review, and devel oped a protocol to
gi ve applicants specific feedback on the strengths and
weaknesses of their applications.

In the area of programquality, we've created and
di stributed a programreview guide to be used by staff and
consultants in conducting programvisits, we've provided
direct on-site assistance to grantee managenent on a variety
of topics, and we've conpleted nore than 25 programquality
visits since 2000.

In order to support goal nunber 2, which, as you
recall, is to insure that there's high quality |egal services
t hroughout the country, OPP has initiated and successfully
conpleted a lot of work on five special projects. The
Diversity in Leadership Initiative, you' ve heard a | ot about
fromRandi. Let ne just make a note here that after the

presentation, Randi, Victor, David, and John Eidleman wll be



13

avai l abl e to answer any specific questions you have on any of
these initiative

W have the Matters Project, as you know, which
attenpts to track areas of service that are not cases. W
have the Moddel States Communi cations Project, which is funded
by OPP but is actually run out of ny office, to help states
devel op consistent plans to brand the notion of |egal
services and work at the state level in a coordinated and
effective way to raise nore resources. W have nerger
assi stance which is provided to grantees. And we have
speci al popul ati ons work on mgrant funding and other -- and
Native American funding.

CHAI R EAKELEY: That includes the conferences on --
for exanple?

MR. VIVERO. Yes. The LSC Resource Initiative was
devel oped recently. It's a new web site that publicizes
i nnovative delivery strategies divided by Legal Services
prograns in practice areas, intake, |egal works provision,
pro se, and technology. This is a very exciting initiative.
This is one place on the web where people can go for the

nost up-to-date and conprehensive informati on on a w de range
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of topics.

Program oversi ght. CObviously, a key conponent of
insuring high quality. To date, we have conpleted 26 CSR
whi ch are case service reports, case nmanagenent service
reviews, on-site reviews and foll ow up

Let nme nention sonething special about the next two
points. The board provided managenent, and specifically OCE
with a recomendation that there be nore proactive assistance
provi ded to prograns, and continuing, of course, to neet the
requi renents established by Congress to provide effective
oversight, but nore of a proactive assistance node, and OCE
had devel oped two ways to do that. One is they are
conducting technical assistance visits to provide guidance to
grantees on case managenent and conpliance functions.

They' ve al so i npl emented and conduct ed one-day
accountability trainings for grantee staff. These have been
wel |l -received by the field. The cost with themare
relatively low. They are usually one-day training sessions
that are added to the agenda of otherw se schedul ed OCE
visits.

Now we're going to | ook at the overall, we've going
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to do three things. Look at the overall LSC budget by
office, and then we're going to | ook at what percentage of

t hose funds goes specifically to address strategi es and goal s
identified by the board as priorities. This is just a
general LSC managenent budget. You can see, for exanple,

that OPP is 18.3 percent. OCE is 13.4. The Executive Ofice
is 5.4,

This chart will provide you with the exact dollar
figures of our 2000 --

CHAI R EAKELEY: Mauricio, why don't you just run
down the acronyms, just so that we all know.

MR VIVERO Sure. Let's do it on this page. The
board budget is $377,000. The Executive Ofice, which
includes the office of the president, office of one vice
presi dent, and other staff, 948,000. Ofice of Legal
Affairs, 1.1 mllion. Governnent Relations and Public
Affairs, roughly 700,000. Ofice of Hunman Resources -- the
next, O fice of Financial and Adm nistration Services, 2.9
mllion. That includes the rent of LSC. That's why that
figure is high

O fice of Information and Technol ogy, 1.2. OPP



16

progranms is 3.2. Ofice of Informati on Managenent, which is
run by M. Meyer, 800,000. OCE Conpliance is 2.3 mllion.
And the Inspector Ceneral is 3.2. And that takes us to the
total managenent budget of 17.5.

Now, this chart is probably the npst inportant
chart in the presentation. Wat |'ve attenpted to do here is
provi de you on one page a sumary of the status, issues, or
deficiencies, or challenges the board identified in 2000. If
you go across the next colum, you will see the specific
strategi c goal adopted by the board to hel p neet those
chal l enges. The next columm over, you will see the specific
managenent strategy that tries to deal wth those issues.

And then to the right, the far right colums, you will see
t he exact dollar amount attributed or allocated to neeting
these -- to inplenenting these strategi es and neeting these
goals. And then the very last colum on the right is the
per cent age.

CHAI R EAKELEY: \What's the green in the m ddl e?

MR. VIVERG The green is because blue and yel |l ow
make green. And state planning and state planning grants

support both goal 1 and goal 2. And so to kind of visually
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show t hat, that was our best attenpt at that.

CHAI R EAKELEY: So it's not that there's a third
strategic goal that's being obscured. It's just --

MR. VIVERC No. The nmanagenent strategies of
state planning and state planning grants support both goals.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay.

MR VIVERC And then finally, here's a big picture
breakdown of the percentage of the overall budget
specifically targeted to a nanagenent strategy to deal with a
board goal

Now, | have to just nention that sone of this is a
l[ittle bit subjective. Ooviously, for exanple, core
functions include the Ofice of Legal Affairs, litigation
budget. Al those things are identified as core functions,
but they are very inportant to neeting the board goals.

The distinction nmade for your assessnment as a
starting point for your discussion is that there are specific
managenent projects and offices and goals that deal with the
board-identified goals. And this is a way to hel p break that
down. You could reallocate things a little bit differently.

W're glad to take your instruction and go back and devel op
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further areas. But this is the big picture.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, just back up a slide, if you
would. If I'"mreading this correctly, it's basically saying
that in terms of resources devoted to strategic goal nunber
1, increasing provision of |legal services, it's 12.5 percent,
roughly, of resources?

MR. VI VERO.  Uh- huh.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And in ternms of appropriating high-
guality |l egal assistance, again, those are the conponents of
that. And are you treating -- but of that, you're -- |
wanted to break out enforcenment and conpliance, which is OCE
and, for that matter, 1G But --

MR VIVERO Only IGis not |isted, because we
don't have -- you know, there aren't specific managenent
strategies that we can inplenment. | nmean, it's a separate
item We didn't include that there.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay.

MR. VIVERO But yes, you're right. The --

CHAI R EAKELEY: You're treating |G as the core
function, and OCE is the conpliance for the program

oversight, integrity, accountabilities of the Congress
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obj ective?

MR. VI VERO  Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | nean, that's really a third --
t hought that was a thought strategic objective.

MR VIVERC Well, there are two najor goals. The
second one, as defined by the board, says that "LSC wi ||
insure that eligible clients are receiving appropriate and
hi gh-quality | egal assistance,” which obviously includes that
it be appropriate and | egal assistance, which includes the
oversi ght function.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ri ght.

MR. VIVEROC That concludes the report. W are al
here avail able to answer your questions, and | ook forward to
listening to your discussion.

M5. MERCADO Is it possible to get a copy of what
you --

MR VIVERO W're going to hand them out right
Now.

M5. MERCADO Ch, great.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Let ne just make a coupl e of

general observations first. There really is very little
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structure to what we have in mnd this afternoon. But as

we' ve di scussed at several prior board neetings, we really
haven't visited the issues of what are our strategic

obj ectives? Have they changed? Wat are the neans by which
we intend to achieve then? Have they changed? And is there
any rel ationship between the resource allocations that are
made each year in the budgeting process and the priorities
and the strategies and the objectives that we've attenpted to
lay out in strategic directions?

So | thought it was an inportant -- | thought we
really ought to be doing this -- the board ought to be doing
this on a regular basis. GEPRA, the Results Act, pretty nuch
mandates that it be done on an annual basis, and your five-
year plan be pulled out and reviewed in terns of seeing where
t he agency has been the prior year, and whether or not its
strategic direction is still consistent wth its planning
activities.

Mauricio said the board' s strategic planning was
initiated in 1999, but we've actually had three separate
strategic planning epi sodes. Wen we first canme together, we

spent several days tal king about what our objectives were



21

personally for the corporation. W had a facilitator. W
went through very carefully what our perceptions were of the
organi zati on and where we thought we should be trying to take
it. | remenber Bill MCal pin saying, anong nany ot her
worthwhile things, "Do no harm" Renenber we had the sort of
the board with the -- whatever

Then we had a retreat in Atlanta the next year to
try and provide better focus on the board direction. And
then after that, about 1996, | think it was, we again went
through a formal strategic planning process and adopted a
formal strategic plan that -- sonebody can help ne out there
-- but I think was nore or less in conformty with what we
understood GEPRA to require, and tailored to the needs of the
agency. And then we reached the docunent that was under
revi ew here.

My own reactions initially are that the goals
remain very valid and core and critical. W continue to be
hobbl ed by the | ack of a neans to neasure nunbers and types
of cases and outcones. That's in process. But a |lot of
t hi ngs have changed. And | think a |ot of them have been for

the better.
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But have we been doi ng enough? 1|s there nore to
do? Are there other areas that should be enphasized nore
t han they have been?

For exanpl e, anong the challenges we |isted was a
| ack of studies. W've attenpted to secure an appropriation
in the last two years that would fund a national Legal
Services poll. W've been unsuccessful in doing that. New
Jersey has just announced the results of its nbst recent pol
just last nonth. That was very informative. But we still
| ack data at a national and aggregate |evel.

W don't have a -- yeah. Maria Luisa.

M5. MERCADO Before |I |leave this thought. In
| ooki ng at studies, one of the issues that cane up at this
rural synposiumthat we had | ast week in Nebraska invol ving
Legal Services, the grantees, and their partners, is the
factor of how do we allocate resources, or count.

Let's say someone has to go a hundred mles to do a
case, that it's not just a phone, not just a hotline, not
just a matter, that the inport that you put into it noney-

w se, and you can't count it the sane, you know, case in

rural Nebraska or lowa or in the Navajo Nation or what-have-
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you versus one that you would have right there in the
nei ghbor hood Legal Services. And how do you allocate, both
in mtters of counting it as a case or a matter, and al so for
budgeti ng purposes, and | ooking at the differentiation of
t hat .

| mean, just in the sense of when we're | ooking at
study instrunents, that's part of the factor that you need to
take into account with those popul ations that we service.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | agree. | think we're left,
t hough, with the how do we know t hat nore peopl e today have
access than before? How do we know whether nore clients are
bei ng better served? How do we know that resources are being
maxi m zed? How do we know that resources are being fairly
al | ocated between rural and urban centers?

We have a sense of that, | think. | think we have
a fairly good sense that the prograns that have been
initiated are advancing in those directions. And maybe it's

i npossi ble or forever elusive to try and quantify these

things. But I'mstill left with a sense that we can identify
what we've initiated, but we still can't measure the results
very wel |



24

Anot her couple of areas that | saw in the
chal l enges that just seemto ne that we haven't been focusing
on as much as we could involve the public perception and the
-- and I'mnot tal king about Equal Justice nagazi ne now, but
in terms of what the corporation has done, other than through
state planning, to encourage state governnments, private
foundati ons, and private attorneys to participate,
contribute, and the |ike.

Now, maybe the state planning context is the
appropriate context for that resource devel opnent issue. But
has the corporation done all that we should be doing? Are
there other tactics or strategies for addressing the resource
i ssue nore directly than we have?

Havi ng the board neetings in different parts of the
country -- for exanple, | think that our presence in Texas at
the tine that the Texan Suprene Court was holding its
heari ngs on pro bono representation, and really not even
t hi nki ng about an Equal Justice Conm ssion, and having the
good fortune of Justice Gonzal ez agreeing to be the chair of
our first ever Race for Justice right before the New

Hanpshire Prinmary was serendi pitous, perhaps.
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But these are just things that | think need to be
examned fromtinme to tinme to make sure that we're not
over | ooki ng sonet hi ng.

And I'malso left wwth this concern that a
vol unt eer board neeting every other nonth can say one thing,
but to have that translated into specifics and specific
action may not necessarily be a good thing. But how do we
see -- | mean, | think that the effort at the budget
presentation, Muuricio, was very helpful on this. | like the
way you |aid that out.

But | guess it raises the question of where we go
fromhere nore than anything else. This is probably a wong
time of day to have a conversation like this, | nust say,
especially on west coast tine for those of us fromthe east
coast. But I'd like to first open it up to board nenbers
around the table, but then | want to just open it up to the
people just -- my intention is not to have a board and an
audi ence, but to have a session to tal k about where we are,
where we've come, and where we should be going. Comrents?

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: | think that the ability to

measur e outcones and what we have done so far is critical to
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envi si oni ng what the future ought to look like. And I think
that your point is very well taken that it certainly would be
hel pful to figure out a way to capture some neasure of the
changes that we have made over the |ast even nine years over
time. And whether those thoughts about the way to get at

t hose fundanental strategic goals that we have have worked or
not worked is key to ny being able to nake a judgnent about
maybe what the strategic future for the future needs to be.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Actually, | think we've just done
an amazi ng anount of progress in the |ast several years. And
the fact that we're tal king about doing better or other for
the future should not be taken by anyone as a criticism of
t hat amazi ng progress that has gone on so far.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Oh, it's not intended to be
t hat .

CHAI R EAKELEY: Randi, cone on up here, you know,
and Len and Mauricio, and just pull sone chairs up so that we
don't have just a board. And Dee MIler has cone over from
New Jersey. And you had this wonderful panel this norning.
And Linda. Yeah, | wanted Dee to conme up, too.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: You say "over" as if it's next-
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door .

CHAI R EAKELEY: Randi ?

M5. YOUELLS: Yes?

CHAI R EAKELEY: We have 44 state-w de web sites.
W have all these wonderful pro se -- since we're here, we

have the | Can.

MS. YOUELLS: Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And nunbers of hits, nunbers of --
it's hard to get your hands around the nunbers. And as Maria
Lui sa pointed out, and we've al ways debated, the nunbers
don't tell everything. And if you focus too nuch on the
nunbers, you get people going the wong way.

But is there a way to capture nore of the
i nformati on about what and how we're doing? And we've got
per f ormance neasurenment going to be field tested next nonth
or two nmonths. But --

M5. YOUELLS: Well, we actually -- you're right.
We do have a state planning evaluation instrunent that was
specifically designed to try to capture outcones related to
the initiation of the state planning initiative, and that is

going to be field tested in January. And then everything
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bei ng equal and everything going all right, we will actually
begin to inplenent that eval uation next year.

But that's not the only way that we have to capture
t he i nprovenents that we have made in the |ast several years.

For exanple, one of the bullets on Mauricio's chart was the

Matters Project. And the Matters Project was an outgrowth of
something this board said, which is "W would like to capture
the work that is being done by our grantees that is not
captured in the CSR system"™ And so we began to devel op a
new reporting nmechanismcalled the Matters reporting
nmechanism And in the first test period of the Matters
reporting, or the first year, we recorded over two mllion
services that had been delivered to clients by our grantees
that were not otherw se being captured by the CSR system

Now, I'Il tell you that actually, that two mllion
was just as conservative as we could nake it so we woul d not
run into any problens defending it. Wen the statistics
first cane in fromour grantees, it was 12 mllion. Twelve
mllion matters were reported to LSC for the reporting period
to suppl enent the case services reporting system And we

just winnowed it down and wi nnowed it down and w nnowed it
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down.

Now, certainly, sonme of those units of service
existed prior to the start of all the initiatives that we
were tal king about today. But there is no question that by
setting up web sites, by paying higher attention to the needs
of pro se litigants, by doing nore counsel and advice, we
have, in fact, | think no question, increased and enhanced
services over the past couple years. And we hope to capture
that in this next year.

Now, the other thing, as you know, because it is
sonmet hing very near and dear to your heart, we also -- we're
trying to bring the state planning evaluation in certain
projects down a bit. W're trying to get it, you know,
three-fourths of the way down, because we're ready to |aunch
the last and final stage of that nmulti-year initiative. And
that is to develop a way to get fromour clients outcones --
get fromour prograns outcones for clients that woul d enhance
both the Matters reporting systemand the CSR reporting
system So that's the last and final stage, and we hope to
[ aunch that in February or March

It's actually been | aunched by a request for
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information fromthe field: "How are you reporting it now?"
But we hope to pay serious attention to that.

So, you know, there are sonme things that are taking
place to try to denonstrate that these amazing initiatives
t hat have been going on by us, by our partners, by the field,
have, in fact, inproved the Legal Services delivery system

CHAI R EAKELEY: How do we eval uate the resource
al l ocation issue, John? You've had the opportunity to serve
as the longest interimpresident, |I think, in the history of
t he corporation.

But we say we want to do these things. W've done
extraordinary things with a limted budget. But how can a
board assure itself that the funds of the organization are
being allocated in the priority of expenditure that the board
has expressed its preference for in a planning instrunment?

MR. ERLENBORN: |I'mnot certain | could answer
that. | don't hold nyself out as being an expert in this
sort of thing.

What | will say is that when | becane the president
and got to know the vice presidents, who, together with ne,

constituted the executive team one of the things that |
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wanted to do, because | was confortable with it, was to have
collegial rule. That doesn't nean that | wll have them hold
up their hands, and of the five, four say one thing, that I
decided after a discussion | want to go the other way. |
still make the deci sion.

But | think that the collegial approach is the way
| would do it. Each one speaks for their prograns. Each one
is very sensitive to how the allocation of resources is being
made, and the inpact that it has on the prograns that they
manage.

So that's about, | think, all | can tell you.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, actually, though, that's
saying a lot. Because | think that one of the sources of
confidence we derive is fromhaving a nanagenent teamthat we
perceive to be in sync with the board's own priorities and
sense of strategic orientation. And once in a while,
sonmebody actually calls out of turn to say, "Didn't | hear
you say we ought to be doi ng sonething about best practices,

or in conpliance and enforcenent,"” or whatever, just to see
what the board' s take on a particul ar enphasis m ght be.

Len, what is your perspective as |Inspector Ceneral



32

on the strategic planning and resource allocation process

wi thin the corporation?

MR. KOCZUR: Overall, | think the strategic
direction plan still has a validity. As to the resource
allocation, | think one of the things we have to deal with is

there's not a real good way of linking strategic initiative
to how much resources are going to that. | mean, | know
Mauricio made estimates and all. But we really don't know.
W don't keep time for our professional staff. And |I'm not
saying we should. But if you don't really know what
functions our people are working on, professional people.

You know, | know M ke Genz right there, he works on
a lot of different things that go to the strategic plan, but
you don't really know how nuch tinme he spends on it. He can
make an estimte, and nmaybe a good estimate. But, you know,
over time, there's no systematic way of collecting that
i nformati on.

And | think if you want to |ink resources, resource
all ocation, and strategic directions and your strategic
goal s, then you need to have sonme way of linking directly

what people are working on, howlong it's taking. Well, not
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specifically how long. But what are the resources going to
each of those directives? And you have to capture that at a
very low level. That is, at the staff |evel, the person
doi ng the work.

So | think until we nove to that type of system
that captures our tinme -- because tinme, and, of course,
everything associated with it, the additional cost of travel
and so forth, need to be wapped into that so you can tie
that to a strategic direction.

M5. MERCADO Now, can | just ask for a
clarification? Are you saying that for the LSC managenent
side, or are you saying that for all the grantees, or a
conbi nati on thereof?

MR. KOCZUR: No, not for the grantees. No, |I'm
just -- | don't think we can inpose --

M5. MERCADO | heard you say M ke Genz, so that's
why | wasn't sure whether you were just tal king about --

MR. KOCZUR: No, just internally, LSC managenent.

CHAI R EAKELEY: How does the -- Dee MIler or Linda
Perl e, how does the state planning process that we require of

our grantees conpare or differ fromthe strategic planning
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process that we seemto engage in episodically?

M5. PERLE: I'mreally not sure that | can answer
that question at all, nor do | really seriously think that
|"mthe appropriate person. Because | don't -- first of all,

|"mnot the person in the national conmunity that has, you
know, a lot of responsibility for dealing with state planning
issues. But also, | think it varies trenendously from state
to state, and | really seriously do think that Dee is in a
better position at |least to talk about how -- to answer that
guestion with respect to the experience that he has had in
New Jersey. And maybe if we still have -- some of the people
fromthis norning mght be able to tell you howit is in the
Los Angeles area, or in California.

But | think that -- | guess ny perception is that -
- and | don't know whether state planning is necessarily
exactly the sane thing as strategic planning. |'mnot sure
that | understand, you know, all of the vocabul ary.

But | do think that in many states -- not every
state -- but fromwhat | do understand and what | do see, |
think there has been a trenendous anmount of introspection and

pl anning that's gone on in the states, and it's nmade a
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tremendous difference in terns of the way | egal services are
delivered in a lot of states, and, you know, that clearly,
the corporation, a lot of that planning was precipitated by
the actions that the corporation took. But a |lot of places,
that was going on |ong before the corporation started the
state planning efforts.

And | don't -- you know, to the extent that the
strategic directions encouraged state planning to go forward,
there's a relationship. But I'mnot going to be able to
really answer the question directly.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Dee?

MR MLLER |'mnot --

CHAI R EAKELEY: Melville D. Mller, Jr.

MR MLLER I'mnot sure that | would, up unti
this very nonent, have drawn an exact anal ogy between state
pl anning and strategic planning. Although |I think in the
vision of -- as | understand the vision of the corporation,

t hey woul d have had state planning be realistically strategic
pl anning for that state.

My hunch is, fromsone of the road showthat | did

a year ago -- it's not current now. A lot of other people
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here have much better information. But ny hunch is in a | ot
of states, there is probably something of a disconnect
bet ween substantive strategic planning for Legal Services and
other actors ideally getting together to figure out how to
deal with the problens of the poor, the housing probl ens of
t he poor, poverty as a general matter, those sorts of issues
in a legal assistance contest, and the state planning
process, which tends to focus nore on institutions and
institutional delivery, and even nethods of delivery. There
need not be a di sconnect.

| think the substantive stuff is nmuch harder,
i nvol ves different people, typically, than are involved in
state planning in nost states. And the challenge for states,
and ultimately for the corporation, | think, is to figure out
ways to integrate delivery decisions with substantive
strategic plans. Because if there's a disconnect there,
things that m ght seemvery dramatic in the abstract,
i nportant delivery innovations, may do little to actually
advance substantive efforts to achi eve econom c and | egal
justi ce.

So that's probably not the answer you anti ci pat ed,
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but --

CHAI R EAKELEY: | wasn't |ooking for an answer,
but for perspective. | mean, tal king about disconnect, |
think that the board has felt a sort of disconnect fromtine
totime, or for longer than just fromtinme to tine in terns
of taking initiatives or the bal ance between prerogatives of
managemnment and prerogatives of the board. And we have, over
time, alnost becone bystanders to -- bystanders appreciative
in many ways, but bystanders to many of the initiatives
undert aken by nmanagenent.

And that gets back to the question of what does a
vol unt eer board com ng together every other nonth have to
say, or what should it say, what should we be doing that
we're not doing in directing or injecting policy and strategy
into the organi zational operations. Maria Luisa.

M5. MERCADO Unfortunately, the reality for us as
a board, at least during our term is that a lot of the
direction of Legal Services as an entity, not only wthin our
managenent, but also just nationally, that a |lot of that
agenda was not set by us, but was set by Congress. And so

consequently, even if you're saying "This is what our
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strategic direction is" -- you know, if in one year, you're
saying it's still a goal that we want maxi mum i ncrease of
fundi ng and resources, allocation of resources for people,
but then you get cut drastically the next year, well, by its
very nature, soneone on the outside is having an effect on
how we set strategic directions.

And that's not a reason that we shouldn't set them

But the fact is that there are a ot of other factors out

there that are going to cone to bear as to whether or not
we' re successful in our long-termgoals that we're setting
for ourselves. Just like all the IOLTA, you know, reduction
ininterest rates, and a |lot of the prograns being shut down
has had a significant effect on the anmount of poor people
that we represent in different states. And so consequently,
our goal is not different; our ability to acconplish it has
been thwarted. And so it's dealing with those other factors.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Randi .

M5. YOUELLS: | was sonewhat surprised to hear you
descri be the board as a bystander. Because ny point of view,
and | think the point of view shared by at |east the fol ks on

t he program side of the house, is we don't think of you as



39

byst anders at all.

We talk and |ive and breathe every day the
strategic directions docunent, which you all wote. And the
strategic directions docunent is the docunent that guides
what we do. So when that docunent calls upon us to devel op
robust state planning communities, we consider those our
mar chi ng orders. And when that docunent tells us to
hi ghli ght diversity inclusion and nmulti-cultural conpetency,
we consider that a direct challenge to us to nmake that real

So --

CHAI R EAKELEY: How constrained do you feel by the
budget in trying to realize those objectives?

M5. YOUELLS: Oh, | feel -- with all due respect, |
feel constrained all the tinme by the budget. You know, the
initiatives that the program side of the house has
i npl emented al t hough | think have been amazingly successful,
they still have been done with limted funds and on the backs
of a few peopl e.

W have five full-time staff, only five, assigned
to state planning for all of the 50 states and the

territories. W have no full-time staff assigned to a very
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successful diversity inclusion and rmulti-cultural conpetency
initiative. So |I feel incredibly constrained.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | don't want to spark an intramura
battle at the nonent. But given flat funding right now, are
you suggesting that the budget process ought to generate nore
funds for your programand |ess funds for other areas of the
corporation? Please don't name them That's a yes-or-no
guesti on.

MR ASKEW One-word answer?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yeah, one word.

MR. ASKEW Yes.

M5. YOUELLS: Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: David, how do you feel about that?

MR. RI CHARDSON: Certainly, the problemwe' ve had
wi th nmoney and finances appropriation has had an inpact on
the program Wen Randi --

CHAI R EAKELEY: It helps to be plugged --

MR. RI CHARDSON: Onh, okay. Wen Randi was tal king
about the noney for her program you know, each year wth our
rolling budget process, we have a way of, you know,

al | ocati ng noney across the appropriations or the budgets, as
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you see. And as noney is not used, or as staff |eave, and we
have attrition, noney is then quickly funneled to OPP. W' ve
been doing that for a nunmber of years.

But I'msure nore could be done. Better planning.
Certainly, nore staff, as Randi has indicated, is needed in
certain areas. So if you have nore noney up front, where you

could plan to use it, use it nore effectively, instead of
getting sone in March, sone in June, sone in Septenber, you
woul d be nore effectively using your noney also. But it's
just sort of the budget restraints that we've been operating
under .

As far as what you were tal king about with freeze
funding, I'msure she would |like to have nore noney. But it
woul d take sone realignnment, as you say, of staffing and
responsibilities, and trying to determ ne how we could |ink
it in and make that happen. And | think we could. | think
that' s happened over the years. M office has gone from 13
to 6.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, but | wasn't calling on you
to suggest that we -- but for exanple, John Eidleman is

sitting right behind you. W have roughly one-third of our
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entire budget goes to conpliance and enforcenent, if you
include O G and OCE. John wasn't in his current position
when the |latest increase for OCE canme in. But how does the
board assure itself of the right funding balances to go to
these very inportant different areas of progranms and
conmuni cations and integrity and conpany? John Eidl eman?

MR EIDLEMAN: | think I'd like to say, first of
all, there is no intramural disputes between offices. |
think we work pretty collaboratively.

CHAI R EAKELEY: That's our sense, too, and it's
appr eci at ed.

MR, EIDLEMAN. And | think we all feel that
certainly what we're interested in is the best service for
clients. And the two offices that | see that have the nost
direct contact with clients, OPP, OCE, we know t hat Congress
has told us that we should have a certain nunber of staff in
OCE to fulfill that conpliance obligation.

And so as was said before, sone of what we're
grappling with has been set for us, and it's hard for us to
maneuver around that.

David al so nentioned that we took some noney this
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year fromthe executive office to nove it over to OPP for
sone of the fine work they're doing. And | think we all have
that interest in seeing that the clients ultimately get the
best service. And to do that, as | said, | see OPP, OCE
carrying that, and the others as being the background, who's
serving the staff. They're trying to do those things.

O her than that, | think that | would coment that
even t hough sone of my col |l eagues may not appreciate ne
saying this, but | think Len has some good ideas. | think
for us to really know how we're allocating our noney, how
we' re spendi ng our noney, we need to know what noney is going
into each one of these individual projects to see whether we
can nove noney fromone to the other, and how efficient are
we.

Ri ght now, we basically | ook at an office. An
office has a lot of different tasks. And we don't have that
breakdown. So we can't really finely tune what we're doing.

My col | eagues are probably saying, "This man's out of his
mnd. W don't want to keep tine." |'mnot sure |I'm
advocating that. | don't have the skills in that area. But

we probably could be a little bit nore precise in exactly how
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we' re spendi ng what we spend.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Bucky.

MR ASKEW Well, | think | was worried we were
fleeing a little too quickly to the bottomline here. And
our first strategic goal is to increase the provision of
| egal services. And we too often think of that as nore noney
and hi gher nunbers, w thout thinking nore deeply about what
t hat neans.

And if that's the standard, we failed. Because |
think it was '94, we said a billion dollars, you know, is our
goal. So if that's all we're going to judge oursel ves by,
then we haven't nmet that goal, and | don't think we should be
that narrow i n our thinking about how do we increase the
provi sion of |egal services w thout nore noney, or w thout
being able to affect necessarily the nunbers.

And | think we didn't -- Mauricio appropriately
didn't nmake judgnents about whether we're neeting these
goals. He listed what falls under them But | think we've
made a | ot of progress on the increase through state planning
and through some of the initiatives we've undertaken that

started, sone of which with the board, and sone with the
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staff. But | think we've made a | ot of progress in that
regard.

But, as Dee pointed out, that really hasn't focused
as much on it is, as | said in Georgia, that what we're
asking the progranms to do in Georgia is strategic planning at
a state level. But it is focused institutionally and
organi zationally on services, not on the substance of what's
bei ng done and how to do a better job on that front. And
that is sonething that's m ssing.

But | think we have done a very good job of noving
the issues along with the financial restraints that we've had
in ternms of our overall budget.

But | am struck when | | ook at the budget, and it's
sonet hing that | thought about when | worked at the
corporation, the anount of nobney we put into program support,
as opposed to the amount of noney we put into supporting the
activities of the corporation. And there are sone
distinctions that are hard to make in that cal cul ation, but |
t hi nk we shoul d be | ooking nore at how do we put nore noney
into program support as a way of furthering both of these

goal s, but particularly the provision goal and naki ng sone of
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those fine distinctions as we nove forward. And if it
requires going back to the Congress and asking for a change,
or "If we can't get nore noney, then we need nore
flexibility" sort of approach, then that's what | would
advocat e.

Because | think we do need to | ook, with the
changes in the census, with the potential death now of |QOLTA,
with all the things that are happening around the country,
that we need to | ook nore carefully to how we're allocating
our resources, and how they can be used nore effectively.

And | think we shouldn't sell ourselves short on
what' s happeni ng t hrough state planning, and what is
happeni ng out around the states. There are sone really
wonder ful things happening in many of these states that are
going to have long-terminpacts. But they're nostly
institutional sort of changes. The proof is in the pudding
about whether they're really going to inprove services to
clients over the long run. And | think they will, frankly,
but that judgnment hadn't been made yet. There hadn't been
enough time.

But we shoul d | ook at our budget and how we
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allocate it, and is there a way we can put nore noney into
progranmatic i nprovenent, supporting prograns, technical
assi stance to progranms, that sort of thing, if it can be
done.

But | hate that -- what | was getting nervous about
is we're getting right to the bottomline very quickly, and
haven't tal ked about what's really happening with the changes
that we've been going through, and the things we' ve been
advocati ng, and what's happening out around the states. |Is
that really having the sort of inpact we wanted? | believe
it has, but we haven't tal ked nuch about it. And if so, what
can we do to further that, to support it, and nmake sure nore
of it goes on in the future?

CHAI R EAKELEY: LaVeeda.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Yeah, | just wanted to follow
up. | think that our staff has done an enornously wonderful
job of dealing with such limted resources to figure out, for
exanpl e, technological initiatives and things that you can do
to potentially take resources and nake them work better.

But getting back to the goals that were set back in

2000, for exanple, asserting a strong | eadership role in the
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nati onwi de effort to address the issue of civil equal
justice, | would venture to say that if we've got to look to
the future today on sonmething that's going to be extrenely
key for the position that Legal Services will hold for the
future, | think that that's a big piece of it.

| think we've done a |ot of state planning, and we
have forced states and state justice comunities to get
toget her and start |ooking at what they need to be doing.
But the board and the Legal Services Corporation and its
pl ace in advocating and getting people to understand the
i mportance of the role of legal services in our entire
justice community and in our system of equal justice, or
system of justice generally, is going to be extrenely key to
bot h mai ntai ning and potentially continuing that increnental
increase in funding for legal services. And that's a role,
think, that this board, either as a board or inits role in
devel opi ng new | eaders for the future, will have to really
pay attention to.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Dee?

MR. MLLER Yeah. | think the comment | would

make, probably, at the level of strategy, as | renenber
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Mauricio's breakout in that chart, within your first goal
about increasing provision, what Bucky was sort of
hi ghlighting, | think the challenge for the conmmunity --
certainly for the corporation, but really for the whole
comunity -- in the comng years is to articulate in a way
that resonates with policy makers the justice gap, the |egal
assi stance gap, the shortfall. And it's not just a |egal
needs study. It can't be just that. That's a piece of it.
But it's also the kind of thing that, for exanple,
Maria Lui sa was tal king about earlier, the higher costs, the
greater difficulties of providing necessary representation in
a variety of situations, situations that require fluency in
ot her | anguages, situations that require travel over
consi der abl e di stances, situations where the legal culture or
the judicial culture may still be sonmewhat | ess conducive to
i ndication of rights of certain groups of people. Frankly,
situations where brief advice and web access to information
don't necessarily do it or get it for clients, a whole range
of things that are sonewhat qualitative. And there's no
silver bullet that the corporation could adm nister; no,

think, $3 mllion project that will solve it all.
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But one of the challenges that we surely have to
have in front of us if we're going to be nore successful in
t he next decade or two in ternms of raising support for
necessary |l egal assistance is really being able to get our
arms around and articul ate the various ways, understandi ng
t he various ways, that we are falling short of the mark. And
that underlies all of what you do, but it may be a little bit
of a way of sort of framng it differently as a challenge for
the future in trying to shake things up a little bit nore.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Mauricio, do you want to comment on
that communi cations strategy el enent there?

MR. VIVERO. Sure. | think that what Dee said is
correct. That's the challenge that we have, and we, at every
opportunity, try to tackle those challenges, whether it's
publicizing a new needs study, whether it's hel pi ng our
grantees to forge better relationships with state funders or
foundati ons, whether it's explaining the cost of not
provi di ng service to sonmeone in higher governnent payouts.

| think we've tried to create, for the board and
for managenent, a strategy that highlights our best argunments

and distributes those in a way that's the nost effective,
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given the resources that we have. | think that one of the
nost inportant goals is what was nmentioned by LaVeeda in
terms of creating a | eadership position for the institution
whi ch would allow us to have the ability to explain to the
right people and to nake progress to enhance our resources.

So that's always been one of ny goals. And the
only thing limting us is the avail able resources to do those
things. And to some degree, | think we can -- every year,
think we learn how to better partner with the courts and
foundati ons and others who are beginning to enter the fold in
a very strong way.

Four years ago, there weren't many chief justices
who were willing to, you know, speak on the record and hol d
press conferences with us, and tal k about the funding crisis
intheir state. And | think engaging those partners and
those surrogates to take this issue on as their owm is the
result of good | eadership. And if we continue to do that,
we'll see progress. But | agree with Dee and | agree with
what LaVeeda nenti oned.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Victor, you've been a very patient

and sage counsel to the board in our nine years of tenure
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here. What's your perspective on the board' s strategic
pl anning or lack of planning, or its strategic plans?

MR FORTUNO | think that it's easy to get caught
up in the day-to-day details while it's, | think you've
al luded earlier, a part-time board, neeting every coupl e of
months. | think that when you do cone together, there are so
many conpeting demands on your tine that it's difficult to do
what you're doing now, which is to take a step back and to
anal yze the | arger issues.

| think that it takes a concerted effort. | nean,
you have to continue to rem nd yourselves as to where you can
make the biggest difference. The anount of tine that you
have to devote to this effort is |imted, not your energy.
And by that, | don't mean to suggest that fol ks aren't giving
it their all. But you've got a limted amount of time to
devote to this, and so it's a matter of decidi ng what nakes
t he nost sense, and where you can get the biggest bang for
buck.

| think that setting up strategic directions is
just such an effort. | think that what you -- and | think

that what was tal ked about before, the constraints, is very
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real. | nean, there's no way of getting away fromthat. The
fact is, the constraints are inposed by Congress in terns of
what can be done in ternms of what resources, what funds we
have with which to do it. But then it trickles down. And
wi thin those constraints, you have decisions to nake. And
you set the policy within those constraints for the
cor porati on.

The principal elenents of the corporation are the
operating conponents, program performance, program side of
t he house, and conpliance. |In large part, the rest of us are
a support function. And you need to decide what you want
t hose operating conponents to do and what you want themto
acconplish, and the rest, in sonme respects, falls into place.

Because it's a matter of what those operating conponents

need in the way of support in order to acconplish what you' ve
set out for them

But I, as | said, see the Ofice of Legal Affairs,
for one, as a support conponent. And that's why | was
sitting back quietly, because | was nost interested in
heari ng what the operating conponents, the program side of

t he house, conpliance. And while it's not one of the
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operating conponents, | think it's nore than just the support
is getting the nmessage out. | think getting the nessage,
crafting the nmessage that the board wants put together, and
then dissemnated in a way that resonates with the policy
maker s.

| think a point that was nade earlier, and not one
t hat shoul d be overl ooked, needs to be enphasi zed, and | hope
that 1'mdoing that now, is it's an inportant point to make,
so it's worth nmaking again

| don't know. Were there specific questions, or --
| nmean, those are the initial thoughts that | have. Kind of
over - ar chi ng.

CHAI R EAKELEY: [I'mgoing to go ask Bill for his
reaction to your observation that it's the board that sets
policy. |'mnot sure how much policy we've said, or
strategies we've initiated recently. But since Mke Genz has
stepped up to the table, | suspect he has sonmething to say.

MR GENZ: Well, actually, | was told to step up to
t he table.

(Laughter.)

CHAlI R EAKELEY: |s that so?
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MR GENZ: Right. So now the mcrophone is in ny
hands. Yes, ny feeling is, as | believe it was Randi said
earlier, as far as whether you' ve articulated policy or not,
| et us assure you that the policy you' ve articulated is what
we live day in and day out, and frantically noving towards
those goals. As | see what your policy is is this is the
| ogic nodel. W have the goals, and these are the strategies
to follow, that we believe it makes sense that if we follow
t hose, we're going to get these goals.

Now, we're going to give you neasurenents in a
short period of time. W're going to begin to have a sense
of nmeasurenent. Measurenent is a conplex thing, and we're
not going to have it perfectly.

One thing that | would bid you do would be to
reexam ne your | ogic nodel and take a | ook at those sort of
parts of strategies and how we're inplenenting them and say
does that still nake sense to you that we're acconplishing
these things. State planning is clearly acconplishing a
great deal. This is all a work in process, but we need to
| ook back at the changes and attitudes and the vocabul ary of

people in the field about what we're doing and how we're
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doing it. | think the sane is true of technology, that this
has been sort of a mjor shift.

| do want to nmake a comrent about another way in
which | think progress is acconplished, and that's by virtue
of when you take sone steps, one of the things you' re doing
is acconplishing the steps you' re taking. And the other
thing that you're doing is enphasizing the problem and the
need for greater things.

| think two exanples of these are the work we're
doing in pro se and the work we're doing in web sites. One
of the things we're doing is we're giving this little --
we're taking these little steps. But the other things are
courts and the others that are working with us and our other
partners are becom ng nore and nore aware of that 80 percent
that weren't represented. | nean, they are now visible.
They are now there. They have this information. They're
making inquiries. There's a need for further justice. So
that's one of the ways that we are, | believe, helping to
articulate the justice gap, which |I think Dee said, which is
crucial. Thank you.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Bill, it's your birthday, and |
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don't want to put you on the spot. But you've been --

MR. GENZ: You just did.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Serving on the board with you for
nine years has been a constant challenge. And you've always
been a voice of reason and wi sdom on the board, but always
chal l enging us also to do better. And |I'm wondering what
you' re thinking about this process or discussion. And don't
say, "Waste of tine," because --

MR. MCCALPIN. Well, as |I've sat here, |'ve thought
back over the | ast nine years. Wen we cane on, we felt the
need to make substantial change at the top |levels of the
corporation, and | guess it's fair to say that we had sone
guestions in our mnd about lower levels in the staff. The
result of that was that we becane a nore active board. W
were the ones that deci ded what policies needed to be
changed, determned, or initiated, and then we went ahead
|argely and drafted the policies.

Then when we established the kind of staff that we
want ed, we had a tendency pretty nuch to et them alone. W
had confidence in them

As |'ve thought about the proper role of a board --
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and obviously, with Enron and Wrl dCom and everybody el se,
there's been lots of talk these days about what a board ought
to do -- it seens to ne that aside fromthe very occasi ona
responsibility of choosing a chief executive officer, there
are two continuing obligations of a board.

One is to set the direction, the policy, for the
organi zation to go forward, and the other is to nonitor the
operation of the various elements of the corporation, not
only in ternms of do they follow the policy, but generally,
how are they doi ng.

| think in recent times, we have not been the ones
to decide what policies needed to be created or changed.

That initiative, and not surprisingly, has conme fromthe
staff. W can't set policy w thout knowi ng the detail, the
pros and cons of it. And | guess |I'd have to sort of echo
the remark you nade a few nonents ago that it doesn't seemto
me that we conme here five times a year or whatever and do
much in terns of setting policy. Maybe we did in the
strategic directions. W've done it in a few ot her cases,

but certainly not to the extent that we did in the first two

or three years.
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In addition, and | guess | said this to John | ast
ni ght, that as an alumus of the Operations and Regul ati ons
Commttee, it seens to me that in ny day on that conmttee,
we didn't | ook at operations to the extent that we did
regul ations. And as a result, sone things may have cone
al ong and devel oped in the course of it that we | earned about
too |l ate, because we just didn't look internally too well.

So, you know, | think that generally, in American
corporate culture, there's a renewed | ook at the
responsibility of a board. And I think that we have -- we've
been sort of up and down. W were way high on certain
aspects of it early on. | think we've slacked off a bit in
the past, recent tines, largely because we have a staff that
we have relied on. But we may not have | ooked internally at
the operations of the corporation to the extent that we m ght
have.

Just one last thing | would say. Wen we canme to
this corporation, it had a separate specific unit related to
research, R&D, research and devel opnent. And now all
el enents of the staff have that as kind of an added duty, but

nobody has it as the prine responsibility.
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And | have | earned over the years to be in
adm ration of the Canadi an system where in the Canadian
M nistry of Justice, there is an R& unit devoted entirely to
legal aid. And they conme up with sone well -thought-out
i deas, sone innovative things for them different somewhat
fromours. But that does seemto nme that maybe we ought to
t hi nk seriously about whether we shouldn't have an R&D unit
in the future.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ahn, you've been traveling the
country catal yzing state planning, and seeing the board from
a different perspective.

M5. TU. Thank you. Just a little bit in reaction
to what Bill just said, and what the chair has said before.
Let me, as a staff person, and probably a junior, a | ower
staff |level person, say that --

CHAI R EAKELEY: He doesn't pull punches.

M5. TU.  Well, no, no, no. | really appreciate --
and noreover, as sonebody who, before | came to work at the
corporation, had been outside, and had perforned the function
of a watchdog of the corporation. So I have seen it from

both sides, now, as | ama staff at the corporation, conpared
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with when I was watching the corporation. And | think that
there is no need for you to do any soul searching here today
about whet her you've given staff the support, or whether you
have provided us with the | eadership, because |I think we
certainly do feel that. W think that a | ot of how nuch we
have been able to acconplish, that is thanks to your

| eadershi p and your support.

And | have, as | said, observed before a board
where it had no interest in the delivery in quality |ega
services for clients. And | think whether staff agreed with
the board at that time or not, there was no way staff could
do anyt hi ng.

So what ever we have been able to acconplish, that
is thanks to your support. And I think that you shoul d keep
that in mnd.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, thank you. Do you think the
strategic directions gives enough of an articul ation of
policy and strategic orientation?

M. TU  Well, you know, | --

CHAI R EAKELEY: O does it give too nuch, so that

staff can just invent where they want to go and say, "W read
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about it right here at a strategic directions"?

M5. TU.  Well, | amnot very good at that. | am
much better at giving you exanples. And let nme just take you
back to a board neeting in Arizona, in Phoenix. | think it
was shortly after John McKay becane president, so it nust be
in 1996 or 1997. And you had a panel, a couple in the panel
of field people cane to talk, you know, to do a presentation
about their work before you.

And it was an absolute disaster. That was the
begi nning of state planning. And you had three or four -- at
that time, | think Arizona had five prograns. They all cane
to you to give you that case, neaning that just to | eave them
alone. And you contrasted that with what you have seen
t oday.

And | just hope that you see the difference, you
see the inprovenent, you see the results and the fruit of the
state planning work, | nean, whether that was a strategy
direction fromyou, whether it's inplenmented by your staff.
But frankly, | think it is inplenmented by field people. And
for me, that is a partnership. As a corporate board, you do

have to set strategic direction for your own corporation.
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And | think you already have done that, that we
cannot acconplish whatever you want acconplished in that
vision for your operation, unless we get the field involved
and support. And | think through the efforts of state
planning in the |ast few years, you have done that. And |
as a person who worked with California prograns.

And actually, the last couple of years, | have
pretty nmuch left themalone to work together, after we, you
know, stirred things up. And | amjust amazed at the
cohesi veness and sense of the three programnms truly doing work
t oget her so very well.

CHAI R EAKELEY: It showed clearly in the
presentations this norning.

M5. TU  Yes, it did. So | just |leave you with
that, just to see whether you think that what -- you've done
a lot of good work, | think. Thank you.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you. Actually, the good work
is done by the people who are in this day in and day out.

But thank you. Bob
MR, GROSS: Bob Goss. It's always hard to figure

out who you want to follow, because |I don't want to foll ow
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Ahn. She's so terrific.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, you just did.

MR GROSS: | know. |'ve been sort of like waiting
for it, but the time has cone.

You know, today you saw this trenendous display
here in this room \Wen you think of the various board
neeti ngs you' ve had and what you' ve seen over the past year,
and particularly the presentations that are going on, that
didn't happen just by chance. And this board has played a
key role in that.

As you convened this norning, in the State of
M ssi ssippi, there are, | think, 34 legal aid attorneys for
over 508,000 | owincone persons on the census count. That's
an amazi ng nunber, amazingly |ow nunber, and it points out
the chall enge. There once were 134 legal aid attorneys in
that state. So we can't understate the chall enge.

But at the sane tine in Mssissippi, there was a
neeting about what to do about that. It's a state planning
neeting. The co-chairs of that state planning body are Chief
-- not the chief -- but a justice of the M ssissippi Suprene

Court, and another judge, a chancellor judge in that court.
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And in that roomin the last neeting | was at just
a few weeks ago, and |'m sure today as well, are people, the
| eadership of the Bar Association, the |eadership of the
prograns, other providers, other social services folks. And
all of that, you know, did not happen, again, by chance.

But | think that the board has, whether it
initiated strategic directions or foll owed soneone el se's
lead, it was on your watch. And when Randi and M ke say t hat
that guides us, in all our feedback letters to the states
about their planning, in all our letters about after
foll owi ng programvisits about quality, we quote from
strategic directions. | nean, that is our guide.

And the vision in there about partnerships, about
deepeni ng public support, about deepening bipartisan support,
about enhanci ng resources and building, ultimately, a
stronger systemin each and every state is what we've been
about, and what you've been about for so many years.

And | just |ook at sonmething that's going on in
M ssi ssippi, which is one of the poorest of the states, has
occurred in other states, and is happening, and to ne, kind

of deals with the statenents that LaVeeda made and ot hers
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made. That's our hope, | think, for the future is

strengt heni ng those kinds of partnerships and justice
comunities in each and every state. And this corporation
under your | eadership, has played a trenendous | eadership
role in that.

So, you know, |'ve said it before. | think this
board has done a magnificent job. And | think what Ahn said
gives it alittle |onger perspective about the transformation
that you' ve wat ched over and made happen within the
corporation, where | don't think there are questions anynore
about what is the mssion of this corporation, and is it
supporting client services. | think that's pretty clear.

And you' ve charted out some directions.

There's nore work to be done. You know, we need to
figure out, as Mke said, better ways to eval uate our
results, you know, better ways, perhaps, to | ook at resources
over time. But | think you should stand very proud in what's

happeni ng so far.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | didn't nean to turn this into a
wake for the living. | was really |ooking to see whether or
not the strategic directions still meant sonething, whether
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we were on the right track, whether forward-I|ooking

adj ust rents needed to be nade, whether there was a sense of
deficiency in the translation of those initiatives into
resource allocation, or whether others had other views about
it. But thank you, Bob, also.

John Erl enborn, or Tom Snegal, or Edna, or
Er nesti ne?

MR. ERLENBORN. Well, let ne say this. | was just
trying to formulate it in ny mnd, and you caught ne
unawares, so it may not be quite as el oquent as | would
ot herwi se hope.

| think when you | ook at the strategic directions
and ask the question have these been inplenented partially or
fully? Have they worked? O do we have to have a different
direction, another strategic direction, rather than the one
that we set a few years ago? And | would say that if you
| ook at the things, the adverse things, that affected this
corporation, particularly during those md-'90 years, when
the extreme right in the House of Representatives was
attacking the corporation, and our very existence was at

doubt .
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And then you | ook and see what has happened since
then. | think we activated -- not that we did it, but it was
our problens that we faced -- activated people around this
country. W knew what we wanted to do, and we did the best
we could. And with things like technical initiatives, web
sites -- and | can just go on and list all of those things
t hat have been done by the corporation in a short period of
time. Four or five years ago, these things didn't exist.

And if you |l ook now at the nunber of people who are
being served -- and that's the real test, | think, as to
whet her our directions, strategic or non-strategic, are
working. But if we are serving -- and | don't know about
nmeasuring the quality. That's sonmething | think we can't yet
do. But the nunbers, the sheer nunbers, show you that with
all of the problenms that faced us we nuddl ed our way through,
possibly -- | think it was probably nore than that -- we
wound up serving as many, and | think probably nore, people
today with the things that we provided, the tools that we
provided, to fulfill the strategic directions.

And | think you add that all up, you're not going

to say, "Well, the directions nust have been wong. They



69

didn't work." The directions were right, the directions were
foll owed, and it worked.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Should we be trying to find ways to
al l ocate nore scarce resources towards those directions?

MR. ERLENBORN: | don't know how that woul d break
down. | think sonmething |ike the -- there's a particular
el enent in our appropriation for sonme of the technical
assistance grants. | don't know if you' re going to be able
to, or if you want to, change that so that the noney is free
to go in other directions.

Frankly, | think that the technical things that we
utilized during that period of the last four or five years
was really the key to success. Not standing al one, however.

| think the justice comunities in the states, the fewer
people, the fewer prograns that there are still serving the
area, but not utilizing as nuch in overhead expenses. |
nmean, there are a |ot of these things that have worked.

And how you would want to allocate in the future
|"mnot ready to say. Although |I would hope that we would
keep a ot of the technical assistance as a part of what

we' re doing to nake the provision of services work, even
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t hough we are so constrained by the | ack of resources.

And finally, let me say that | think we did a good
t hi ng when we got the 330 million, and the adm nistration
i ndi cated that they were happy. W have the President now
supporting us -- not to say it hasn't been true all the way
along -- but the Republican President now supporting us, and
we said, "Well, okay. W'Ill settle for level funding. We'll
take the 330."

Vell, this is the third year that we're facing
that, and | think it has gone too far. | think when it conmes
to the time that we set the budget mark -- $415 mllion was a
good thing to say, not "W're ready to take another year of
no gromh." A year of no growth, another year of that would
be adding in an increnental way to sort of help carry out
what the wild right in the Congress is trying to do, only
doing it in small increnents. Because if we just keep at
that | evel of funding, we're not going to profit by it,
obviously. And there are so many nore things that we could
do.

But that's one of the nost inportant things that I

see today is really driving to get a substantial increase in
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our appropriation.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Tom

MR. SMEGAL: Well, | guess | didn't see as setting
strategi c goals as nmuch as recogni zi ng what had been there to
start with. Certainly back in 1974, | guess, when John
Erl enborn was on the floor of the House trying to get a Legal
Servi ces Corporation act through, the objectives of the Legal
Services Corporation were what they are, what we articul ated
a coupl e years ago.

And | think what we've done over the |ast years,
and | think over the nine years we've been here, with a great
deal of help fromthe pernmanent people, as opposed to us who
show up every couple of nonths, is to recognize how we can
i nprove upon what the act says we should be doing. Well,
we're doing it better. W're delivering | egal services
better. W've got tools we didn't have two years ago, and
we've got to continue to get those tools. And the way we're
going to get those tools is to get nore noney. And we've
just got to be nore effective there.

And | think John's right. This is the time to be

nore effective than the status quo at 330. | came on this
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board in 1984. | think there had been a 330 just before
that. And that was different noney. This is different
noney. That's really where this board can be hel pful,
t hink, particularly with our new board nenbers. They've got
some clout with the admnistration. W hope they can utilize
that clout in some way to nmake this program even nore
representative of what John Erlenborn and his friends did in
1974.

Anyway, |'m proud to have been here. | see this as
Cap Wi nberger used to say about the governnment. It's like a
big battleship, and you're in charge, but you can't do much
wthit. You can throw a few deck chairs. And this has been
a battleship since 1974 delivering | egal services, and al
we're trying to do is nmake it run a little better. And |
t hi nk we've done that, and | think those who succeed us are
going to be better at it.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, 1 think I'"mnot going to

attenpt to sum up any ot her observation, concluding remarks.

Vell, Don cane in in the mddle. Do you have sonething --
woul d you like to -- he's in the mddl e of sonething el se
t 0o.
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MR SMEGAL: | think we should comrent on the
physi que of Don. Tell us about that.

MR. SAUNDERS: Thank you, M. Snegal. M nane is
Don Saunders. |I'mthe director of Gvil Legal Services for
the National Legal Aid and Defender Association, and I'IIl try
not to do a living wake as well.

|"msorry | mssed the first part of this. | had
sone business at UCLA | had to do this afternoon, but | think
| caught the flavor of what you're tal ki ng about today. And
fromny perspective, |'ve been on the receiving end in sone
ways of all the policies you' ve sat for, and | said it
certainly feels like you' ve had a great deal of activity in
ternms of setting a direction.

Seriously, |I think back to a tinme before you were
aboard. There was a neeting in Kansas City, the |ast neeting
of the Wttgraft Board. And it was sort of a transition
period, as we're entering into now. And | think the
Wttgraft Board did such a good job in terns of ending the
rancor, but they really had no ability to set a vision, a
direction, for legal services in this country. No board

really -- | mean, Bill's old board sort of got the expansion
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noney out there, but no board has cone in or had the
authority to cone in and really tal k about quality and
delivery. And that's what your strategic plan is all about.

It's about nore people and the quality of service.

And | talked to a nunber of you there. | think
there was a sense in the field of great relief. "Wll, your
job is to get us a billion dollars and | eave us the hel
alone.” And, you know, | talked to a nunber of you there who

came up before you were even a board. And sone of you know
who |I'mtal king about. You said, "I'mhere to tal k about
quality. I'mhere to talk about clients. And yes, we need
to be aggressive in the Congress. But, you know, we also are
going to take advantage of our tenure to really look at the
delivery of |legal services in this country.”

And | woul d echo what Bob said. W're enbarking
now -- |'ve talked to nore people across the country who say
these are the toughest tinmes we face. W've got an | OLTA
argunent on Decenber 19, tight budgets. You know, we are
really facing -- you are faci ng now sone of the nost
chal lenging times we will face.

But we are a stronger community because of your
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vi sion, and because of the people who are at the table. And
| think we were so self-focused when you cane in. It was the
| egal services comunity against the world. And | think
we're nmuch stronger as a result of that vision. It has had
its ups and downs in terns of howit's been carried out in
various states.

But | think overall, you have a |lot to be proud of,
and | think you're leaving the corporation in a very strong
position. | think it took the power of the purse that you
had to get this comunity to enbrace change, however
begrudgingly it m ght have enbraced it. And | have w tnessed
dramatic inprovenents in quality and quantity in many parts
of the country, and | think that's the heart and soul of that
docunent .

| certainly feel as if it's been a real working
docunent, and have appreciated my organization with cl ass.

W' ve appreciated the ability to be your partners in pursing
t hose goal s.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, we've appreciated the

partnerships, too. Anyone else? Ernestine.

M5. WATLINGTON: As a client, it has really been
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interesting, | guess is the word, and as Don has indicated
such. The whole feeling is so different in the beginning,
and it changes. And the two things that Edna and | had

tal ked about that we were able to acconplish, it didn't go
exactly the way -- the first one, the conference for clients,
cane away very, very excited, but not too many of the things
actual Il y happened.

CHAI R EAKELEY: W lost a third of our funding for
next year.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  Yeah. So that took away a | ot of
the, you know -- but then we were able to later get it back
and have the one.

And the way that it's going was that client
i nvol venent, the way that it's going -- what is it called
now? The client --

CHAI R EAKELEY: dient-centered?

M5. WATLI NGTON: The client-centered comuniti es.
At least it's a start. |It's not exactly where -- ny
expectation, what | wanted to cone out, but at |east you' ve
got NLADA and the other national organization. No matter,

you know, where they take it or what they do with it, at
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| east we started it.

And those were the two things that Edna and | had
said that we wanted to nake a difference, that we wanted to
| eave, you know, |egacies of sonething that we were clients
that really tried to do what we could to inprove | ega
services, especially -- we ook at it -- | know !l do. | |ook
at it different than the corporate |lawers, and | |look at it
different than the other board nmenbers. And |I'mstil
involved in the conmunity as a client. | don't always want
to be one, but I ended up being one.

| renmenber one tine one of the board nenbers, the

chair -- | forget his nanme -- back in the days, he said, "Are
you an eligible correct?" | said, "Yeah, but | don't want to
be one all the tinme." But sonehow, when you're doing | ow

i ncome housing, that's what you end up being.

But | really have been interested in strategic
pl anni ng, because | do know that in the work that | do or
anyt hing you do, you have to plan. You |look at the |ong
range and al so the short range goals that you want to
acconplish, and go about getting acconpli shed.

And it has been -- and like | said, it's been an
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interesting road, you know, time to go through. And today,
what was good for the board and nyself too was to see, to |let
you know, that no matter what we've acconplished, we still
haven't did anything. | nean, you know, we've done a |ot,
but there's still so rmuch nore to do.

The things that came fromthis neeting today,
what's actually happening here in Los Angeles, it's
unbel i evable. | nmean, even though you' re there every day,
and you know what is happening in your comrunity, you just
don't think it's really happening everywhere.

So when you hear those kind of reports and those

statistics and those nmany poor people out there and all, and
you say well, you know, we're still just doing band-aid. W
still haven't really been able to get to the root of what's

causing it, to make any significant changes. But, you know,

you just have to keep going.

So it's been interesting. |'ve enjoyed working
wi th everyone. | nmet so many wonderful people, you know, and
| didn't think I'd still be able to do it. |[|'ve been hangi ng

onto it.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes, indeed.
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M5. WATLINGTON: | just don't want to give it up
till the end. 1It's too close to do so. | just want to |et
everybody know how nmuch | appreciate them you know, just
bei ng on the board, and how you're really being commtted,
and how you're really trying to assist the client community
wi th, you know, making it, like you said, equal access to
justice. That's all we can do.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Edna, you' ve been
uncharacteristically quiet this afternoon.

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLIAMS:  Well, | didn't want to say
too nuch for fear they m ght shoot the nessenger. But after
this nmorning, and | saw what they did in California, | was
the one that started tal ki ng about mapping three or four
years ago, and people were really uptight. But | think
they're conmencing to effect it now, and to accept that it's
a way of life, and that we all have to do it. So |I'm not
feeling quit so exposed.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | have to confess. Len wanted to
give us a presentation tonorrow -- or today, | guess,
tonmorrow. Because | wanted to take sone tine, nmake sone tine

to have this discussion, we sort of conpressed it and put it
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off to another day. But |I think we'll hear a little bit in
your report tonorrow on the mapping project; wll we not?

MR. KOCZUR:  Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Good.

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS: And one of his peopl e has
said that he thought that there was going to be a
presentation at the next neeting, so --

MR, KOCZUR: We'll have a full presentation at the
January board neeti ng.

V5. FAI RBANKS-W LLIAMS: |'mlooking forward to
t hat .

CHAI R EAKELEY: Bucky?

MR. ASKEW |f the question you put to us at the
begi nni ng about the strategic plan was are the goals stil
appropriate, and are the strategies still the right
strategies, it seens to ne, fromwhat |'ve heard today,
woul d say, and | hope nost of us say, the goals are still the
appropriate goals for this plan in terns of increasing |egal
services and inproving the quality of |egal services.

And we shoul d probably | eave here feeling that,

that we have in a way maybe endorsed the strategic plan and
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want to see us continue to work on it.

The chal | enges that we identified, or that Mauricio
put on the screen today for us, was that when we adopted this
back in '99, that the corporation hadn't devel oped a neans to
effectively describe and/or quantify the outconmes and
measures. | think we've done a nmuch better job over the |ast
few years of being able to speak to the challenges and be
able to describe what it is we're doing, and doing a better
job of getting our nmessage out generally to the public and on
the Hill, and we're still working on the neasures. But |
think on the whole, we've nade progress in that area.

The second thing was his no strategic or
national | y-focused effort on devel opi ng new | eader shi p,
providing training, or addressing the issues of diversity.
Vell, we're addressing the issues of diversity, although the
noney, you know, is in question of how we're going to be able
to take that forward. But | don't know that we have done
much about devel opi ng the | eadership or providing training,
and that's something that maybe we need to focus on as we go
forward

And | astly, the challenge was the quality
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assi stance |l evel service and availability of aid offered by
grantees varies fromprogramto program and results are
uneven. But | think the whole state planning effort has

hel ped dramatically in that regard, and that results are nore
even, and across states, that there is nore of a uniform
effort and nore collaboration. | think we've nmade great
progress on that chall enge.

And anot her issue for nme is whether this is a plan
not only that stands the test of time, but one we can pass on
to the next board. | nean, we're on a short-termhere. And
| think it's one that we can very confidently pass on to the
next board to pick up and review and change as they see fit,
but at | east one that we can be proud of, | think, and say
does represent what we believed in and what we worked on, and
some things that we acconplished. And hopefully, it will be
up to themto pick it up and nove it on fromthere.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And | think that's a fair sunmation
of the discussion this afternoon. 1|, for one, would like to
see nore effort made to find and devote nore resources to
delivery, programquality, resource devel opnent, and the

like. And | know we're tal ki ng about margi nal adjustnents,
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because you have to have a building and adm ni stration and
all the people who make the place run.

But we had a Finance Committee neeting where we
were presented with carryover funding, and two different
principle lines. | think that I1'd Iike to take another | ook
overni ght at maybe applying a little bit of those funds to
beneficial purposes, rather than letting themjust carry
over .

But | do think noving forward, | would surely |ove
to find the extra funding to do nore of what we're doing,
whi ch | suspect is probably the best endorsenent of our
managenent team and their wonderful staff right there, just
to keep up the good work and do as much of it as you can with
the limted resources we' ve got.

And | want to thank Mauricio for undertaking to
getting us going, and for this presentation, which really is
excel | ent.

Any ot her comments or business?

(No response.)

MOTI ON

CHAI R EAKELEY: If not, then notion to adjourn.



MR. ASKEW \What's the plan for the eveni ng?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Plan for the evening? Seven
o' clock reception with Los Angel es Bar Associ ation, and
LAFLA, and various guests and friends.

M5. MERCADO W have nmany sponsors, and expect a
good --

CHAI R EAKELEY: Seven o'clock in the great room
whi ch is where we had | unch today.

M. MERCADO  Ri ght.

CHAI R EAKELEY: So again, | thank you all for
indulging me in this sort of seance.

(Wher eupon, at 4:00 p.m, the neeting was

concl uded.)

*x * * * %
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