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PROCEEDI NGS

CHAI R EAKELEY: Let ne call the neeting to order.
| expect that Justice Broderick will be joining us shortly.
Let nme al so wel come Nancy Hardi n-Rogers to the board neeting
by phone. Hello, Dean Rogers.

M5. ROGERS: Hello, Doug. Thank you.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And al so say hello to Tom Fuent es
and Rob Dieter, Nancy, who are with us in the audience.

M5. ROGERS: dad to have you. Welcone. Wl cone
back as a part of the board-to-be.

CHAI R EAKELEY: M ke McKay is also here, and is on
t he prem ses, and shoul d be here shortly.

Wth that, let ne call the neeting to order and ask
for approval of the agenda, with one suggested change, that
we nove up public coment to an appropriate nonent when and
i f Justice Johnson cones and gives us a presentation.

MOTI ON

A PARTI Cl PANT: So noved.

M5. FAI RBANKS- W LLI AMS:  Second.

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those in favor of adjusting the

agenda to adopt for public comment, say "Aye."



(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those in favor of approving the
agenda as nodified, say "Aye."

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: (Opposed?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The ayes have it. W have August
24, 2002, board mnutes that were circulated with your board
materials. Are there any suggested changes or corrections to
be made?

MR, MCCALPIN:  Yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: M. MCal pi n.

MR. MCCALPIN: Directing your attention to page
181, | suggest that the vote at the top of the page was not
to approve the resolution as anended, but the vote was on an
amendnent. And the anendnent failed. So it wasn't a notion
to approve the resolution as anended. It was a notion to
approve an anendnent to the resolution. And that anmendnent
fail ed.

Simlarly, at the bottom of the page, there's a

notion to approve an anmendnent, and Smegal seconded. Then it



says, "Ms. Battle noved to approve it as amended."” | don't
think that's true. Again, you vote on the anmendnent. The
anmendnent either carries or doesn't. And then you vote on
t he mai n notion.

M5. MERCADO That's a procedural correction

MR. MCCALPIN:  Right.

CHAI R EAKELEY: So how woul d you propose changi ng
the mnutes, Bill?

MR. MCCALPIN: Well, | think that at the top, you
say a voice vote was taken on the notion to approve an
amendnent to Resolution 20017. And the notion fail ed.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Right. It's the nmotion to anend
t hat .

MR. MCCALPIN: Then there's a voice vote to approve
it as submtted, and that takes and passes. And that's
right.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yeah.

MR. MCCALPIN:  Then down at the bottom | noved to
approve an anendnent to 2002-017, and Smegal seconded it.
And then I'mnot quite sure what happened to the anendnent.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | think the anendnent was approved,



and then the resol ution

as anmended passed. And | think that

the vote is a little short-handed on the top of 182. That

was a good catch

MR, BRODERI CK

CHAI R EAKELEY:

MR, BRODERI CK

nmonment, | regretted not
(Laughter.)

MR, MCCALPI N:

CHAI R EAKELEY:

MR. BRODERI CK

CHAI R EAKELEY:

MR, BRODERI CK

M5. ROGERS

MR, BRODERI CK

CHAI R EAKELEY:

M . Chai rman?
Hel | o, Justice Broderick.
| wanted to say that up until this

bei ng in Los Angel es.

Your absence is duly noted.
Ni ce to hear your voice, John
Nice to be with you
Nancy is also on the phone.

Nancy, how are you?

Good nor ni ng, John.

Good nor ni ng.

And gat hered around the table are

Er nesti ne and Edna and Don Erl enborn and LaVeeda and Bucky,

Mari a Luisa, and Bill

D eter, also.

MR, BRODERI CK

And say hi to Tom Fuentes and Rob

Good nor ni ng.

MOTI1 ON



CHAI R EAKELEY: Al right. Well, let's first put
to a vote the anendnent suggested by M. MCalpin to the two
entries on the mnutes on pages 181 and 182.

M5. MERCADO. | second that notion

CHAI R EAKELEY: Any further discussion?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Al those in favor of amending the
m nut es as proposed?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those opposed.

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Are there any other amendnents to
be nmade to the minutes as circul ated?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Hearing none, all those in favor of
approving the m nutes as anended, say "Aye."

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those opposed.

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The mnutes are anmended. Thank

you. Sir -- now |'ve lost my place. Executive Session



m nut es of August 24, 2002, as circulated. Are there any
suggested changes or additions to be made to those?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Hearing none, is there a notion to
approve the mnutes as circul ated?

MOTI ON

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: So noved.

MR. MCCALPI N:  Second.

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those in favor.

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Al those opposed?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The ayes have it.

W're on to reports. | don't really have a report,
but I do have a nunber of -- a fewwords |I'd |like to say.
First -- and they're not here, but we had a wonderful series

of presentations by the three | egal services providers in the
area, and they were really exciting and informative. And |
don't want to steal Ernestine's thunder at her conmittee
report, but it really made for a very special visit.

Al so making for a very special visit was the
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reception sponsored by the three providers and the | aw
school s and others |ast night, where we cel ebrated our ninth
anniversary as a board. And Bill MCal pin's ex-birthday.
Again, | just wanted to say thanks, and say how much those
events nmade for a very successful board neeting.

As we were sort of listening to sonme reports and
chatting over breakfast, it also occurred to ne that we
rarely acknow edge the people who do all of the work and do
it so well. But Victor Fortuno has been doing a renarkabl e
job in negotiating and then hel ping devel op the plans and
designs for the new honme-to-be for the Legal Services
Cor por ati on.

Mauricio and his staff just handed out our nost
recent annual report, which is really fantastic, and is in
line with the Equal Justice Magazine that is continuing to
grow and i npress.

Er nesti ne, of course, and your Provisions
Conmittee, but the staff who contributed to organi zi ng and
coordi nating the presentations, and Ahn Tu, and Randi, just
kudos there as well.

| thought that -- Len Koczur has done some qui et
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things, quietly but effectively, since we |last nmet, and one
of them you'll hear from himabout directly. But it's not
easy being M. Popularity around the Legal Services
Corporation, but Len carries that off w thout any apparent
effort at all.

We al so nentioned Mattie Condray yesterday -- |'I1
nmenti on her again -- having gone through the second year of
negoti ated rul emaking. Mattie seens to be the only person
who enmerged with conplinments paid fromall sides, and that
really is quite a remarkable feat.

| also wanted to just nention, because it's not on
t he agenda, |essons or insights or a few words about the
session we had on the afternoon concerning our strategic
directions. | do think it's inportant that we stop and ask
oursel ves nore frequently than we have -- and | hope the next
board will do the sane, with greater frequency than we did --
why are we here? What are we doing? Were are we goi ng?
How are we proposing to get there? Are those plans and
desi gns and obj ectives consistent with the resource
al l ocation that's going on?

Are we maki ng nost efficient use of our resources?
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Why shoul dn't we | ook at tinekeeping for the professional
staff? Wiy shouldn't we try to squeeze out sone additiona
nmoney if there is sone in carryover funds to hel p provide
sonme nodest technical assistance for those prograns | osing
noney because of the census adjustnments?

Wiy shoul dn't we be taking another | ook at the
budget, especially if there's a long-term continuing
resolution, to see what additional marginal funds we can
squeeze out for enhanci ng access, inproving delivery and
qual ity, assuring accountability and integrity of what we do
and what our grantees do, and garner greater support fromthe
Congress in the process?

| don't think those are questions we should be
asking every five years with a strategic plan, but virtually
every nmeeting not only of ourselves, but of managenent, and
by managenent of our grantees.

And although | don't think we really acconplished

much yesterday afternoon, | thought it was an inportant
nonment to pause and reflect and project. And that's
the end of nmy report. 1'Il leave it right there. And why

don't we start with the young man to ny far right, M.
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McCal pi n.

MR. MCCALPIN: The old man of the crowd. Yesterday
norning at the Provisions Cormittee neeting, toward the end
of the presentation, we heard about the activities of |ocal
progranms in the health care area. | have a notion that maybe
t hose who are sitting around here don't have a ful
under st andi ng of the anount of work that is going into
provi di ng assi stance one way or another in the health care
ar ea.

Two weeks ago, | attended a neeting, a conference,
at the Boston Medical Center, having |learned that the
pedi atrics departnment at the Boston Medical Center has hired
three | awyers in-house to handl e the problens not only of the
pedi atric patients, but of the famlies of the pediatric
patients.

A simlar programis under way in Providence, Rhode
Island. It is at the very beginning in Ceveland, Chio, and
then there is this out here. There is a very substanti al
anount of effort going on to bring the |egal services or
effort in support of the enhancenent of health care, given

the serious problens in health facilities and health care
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because of the budget problens both at the federal and the
state level. And that's a novenment that is noving across the
country, and | think that what we saw yesterday was just a
smal | piece of that.

And | et nme close by saying that when | was in

Boston two weeks ago, | saw Lonni e Powers, and he gave ne a
report on John Brooks. He said that John is -- he had seen
John recently. He was well. He is sonewhat disconfited by

the fact that his nore than hundred-year-old law firmis
breaki ng up, and that he is losing that hone as well. |
tried to reach John, but | didn't have a phone nunber for him
up there, and called the only John G Brooks that | could
find. And it turned out to be sonebody who, as | said
yest erday, was about the age of LaVeeda's daughters. So it
wasn't our John Brooks.

But vicariously and secondhand, | can say to you
t hat John seens to be noving al ong, though, wthout, of
course, his wife and now a law firm

CHAI R EAKELEY: That rem nds ne. Mauricio, could
you be sure that we send John a copy of your annual report

and Equal Justice Magazine with a happy ninth anniversary of
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being sworn in together, or something |like that?

Before | turn the m ke over to Maria Luisa, | just
want to nention that, as | think nost people know, but | want
to acknow edge particularly, Maria Luisa was the recipient
this year of California Borough Legal Assistance's Cruz [in
Spani sh] Award. And a nost deserving recipient she is.
Congratul ations. W're very proud of you, and to be serving
with you.

M5. MERCADO  Thank you. It was a great honor
And aside fromthat reporting, one of the things that |
wanted to also do is to report to you, M. Chairnman, and the
rest of the board nenbers, that | did attend the Rural
Synmposi um in Nebraska City, Nebraska, on behalf of the board,
and had sone excellent discussions with a ot of our |egal
services providers in the rural conmunities, but also with
sonme of our partners that were NLADA -- Don Saunders was
t here, and, of course, some other folks fromthe APA and
al so the social service community -- in trying to | ook at
seriously how do we represent a group who nore and nore, of
course, as funding continues to be a problemfor us, they see

t hensel ves as sort of being the first cut in the
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reconfiguration and consolidation of programs. And how do we
find creative ways of delivering that kind of |egal services
for them and also in making sure that they have a nationa
network for rural issues.

And as a result of that synposium they did have a
foll ow-up where they will continue the national discussion
with our |egal services providers and our partners out there,
a network that will be followed up by NLADA and LSC. And
just as we had di scussed, that several years ago we had over
300 staff nenbers there in LSC, and, you know, now we're at
106 or what - have-you.

And the rural comunity, as well as the m grant
comunity and Native American community, would |ike to see,
as one of the goals to work toward for |egal services, to
actually have a desk on rural issues or a desk on m grant
programs. But again, the realities of our funding and the
fact that our staff menbers are carrying a thousand hats with
work that they have to do between prograns and conpliance and
t echnol ogy.

But nevertheless, that is a discussion that we w ||

be involved in. And, of course, this was all nade possible
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by our staff. |In particular, Randi Youells. Coordinating as
well -- and ny brain just left nme -- Melissa --

M5. PERSHI NG  Melissa Pershing.

M5. MERCADO -- Pershing and Regi na Derzon, who
was the coordinator. And then we had two | ocal Nebraska
attorneys that were the noderators or facilitators for the
conference. And you will be getting or receiving
recomendations fromthat neeting that all our prograns ought
to work on, of course, in dealing with the future board for
t he concerns on howto deal with rural delivery. Because al
our states have suffered as a result of that.

But on the front end, the great thing about it is
that these are all people that have been very conmmtted to
providing | egal services. Many have been doing it for many
years, and very active in getting assistance of the courts or
the local bars to try and deliver |egal services. And, of
course, we hope that that conversation continues, and that
Legal Services will be able to not only be supportive norally
and with simlar stuff, but also financially in the long run
in providing the delivery.

And | have been asked as sort of the LSC board



18

nmenber, just so that you don't think that we forgot you, to
gi ve you these T-shirts fromthe national discussion on rural
delivery. And here's, of course, the regular rural post

of fice, postal boxes that you see in rural --

CHAI R EAKELEY: John and Nancy, it reads, "Justice
in Rural America" -- turn it back over -- with sone boxes,
some post office boxes.

M5. MERCADO  "Justice in Rural Anerica," and then

it has "Legal Services" as one of the boxes, "will deliver."

CHAI R EAKELEY: Very ni ce.

MR BRODERI CK:  Wonder ful .

M5. MERCADO So | will get these in order

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: One size fits all, right?

CHAI R EAKELEY: While you're doing that, it's a
little sticky in here. Anyone who wants to renove his or her
j acket, please feel free to do so, as | wll.

Is that it, Maria Luisa?

M5. MERCADO That is it for ny report.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you. Bucky?

MR. ASKEW Thank you, M. Chairman. The

technol ogy grants that were nade in the State of Georgia were
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quite significant. And what was the date, Muricio? That we
hel d a press conference.

MR. VIVERO. Cctober 3rd?

MR. ASKEW Cctober 3rd, a press conference was
held in Atlanta, sponsored by our chief justice, to announce
the two technol ogy grants to the two prograns in Georgia. W
had a nice turnout of people there fromthe bar, fromthe
court, fromthe | ocal prograns, and got some press coverage
out of it. And it was a very nice event, and our chief was
gui te engaged and inpressed with that. So that was a very
ni ce event.

| have al so personally heard from a nunber of
peopl e who participated in the conferences that have been
hel d since our |ast board neeting. | think there was also a
t echnol ogy conference that the reviews have been really quite
wonderful. And the woman who went from CGeorgi a that attended
our Access to Justice Committee neeting Tuesday said that she
not only | earned a huge anount; she devel oped a whol e new
network of people to comrunicate with. And | think we're
going to see benefits fromthat that will carry over w thout

us having to be directly engaged, with prograns comuni cating
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directly with each other as a result of that. So that's a
very positive developnment as well, | think. That's all
have.

CHAI R EAKELEY: LaVeeda.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: | don't have anything
significant to report. Alabama is in the throes of its own
state planning, and so a new coalition, nenbers of our
community of justice, are in dialogue right now about what
our vision for state planning will be. And | think it's a
very productive process.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Edna.

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AVMS:  Well, | can report that |
haven't eaten any beavers lately, but --

(Laughter.)

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS: W are about ready to
i ssue a couple of reports of our study of the juvenile and
famly court things. And in one of the upper counties, they
have a | awyer that donates his tinme. He goes once a day and
stays there all day, and they say that things are noving much
faster wwth his help. So that's a thing to think about.

CHAlI R EAKELEY: Er nesti ne.
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M5. WATLI NGTON: Other than that state -- counci
in Pennsylvania, | need to go through a reorgani zati on.
Because where we went to themlast, prograns. Instead of in
prograns, they're nowin regions. And to get the counci
nore active. So | met with them and | did promse |I'd help
themon their ad hoc bylaws conm ttee, and goi ng back,
redoing it, stating what the organization is supposed to be
about, and how we can do it. So that's what we're doing with
the state -- council in Pennsylvania. The conmttee report,
"1l report |ater.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay, great. Nancy.

M5. ROGERS: Legal services agencies in Chio have
been cut deeply. You will know better than I, but | think it
may be the second deepest cut nationally in terns of
percentages. And though there is much sadness, may |ayoffs
goi ng on, and nuch worry about the provision of |egal
services here, the Suprenme Court of Chio, in an unusual step
made $500, 000 avail abl e, despite the Suprene Court having
budget cuts for legal services. So it's the wong
endorsenment of the need fromthe court systemin Ohio.

Sonme good news is that a group of students about 50
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strong who provi de vol unteer research backup for | egal
services across OChio at the Onio State University Col | ege of
Law are bei ng honored next week by the Col unbus Bar

Associ ation, the outstanding programcontributing to

i mprovenent of the adm nistration of justice.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Great. Justice Broderi ck.

MR. BRODERICK: M. Chairman, | don't have anyt hing
specific to report, other than to say that | have m ssed
being with all of you and with the staff all these nonths.
And | hope you don't take this in a threatening way, but I
intend to be with you in January if, indeed, we neet. So |'m
| ooking forward to getting back with all of you.

CHAI R EAKELEY: That woul d be great, John. 1In
fact, ny one regret about scheduling this neeting for
California, in an otherw se spectacular visit, was your
inability to travel here with us.

MR BRODERICK: Well, Mauricio told me that had
originally schedul ed the next neeting for Honol ul u.

(Laughter.)
MR. BRODERI CK: But | |l ook forward to seeing

everybody in Washington in January.
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CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay. Well, that concl udes our
menbers' reports. And now that Justice Johnson is here, why
don't we invite himup to the table, | guess you'd call it.

It's neither a dais nor a podium Your Honor. But welcone

back.

JUSTI CE JOHNSON: | renenber speaking to you a few
years ago.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | don't think | can properly set
the scene, but let ne just try a fewwrds. |'msorry that

got ahead of the pronotional bit |ast night and got you up to
the Suprenme Court in advance of others.

But as you all know, Justice Johnson is an
associate justice of the California Court of Appeals. He
served as a federal prosecutor, as a |legal services |awer,
as the director of the OEO Legal Services Program as a
judge, as a professor, as the, | guess, chairman of the Equal
Justice Library, and also really founding chair of
California s Equal Justice Conmm ssion.

| think |I've comended to everybody here on several
di fferent occasions his books, Justice and Reform and Toward

Equal Justice. One of ny prized possessions is an
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aut ogr aphed copy of Justice and Reform And he's been just a
constant beacon and signal |ight and guide for all of us in
our tenure here. And it's just great to see you again, and
have you back, and have an opportunity to listen to you
agai n.

JUSTI CE JOHNSON:  Well, M. Eakeley, you are far
too kind. M appreciation goes to the nenbers of this board
and to the | egal services |lawers, who are fighting this very
good and very hard fight for so many years. |t was nuch
easier in the days when I was involved in OEO Legal Services,
where the winds were blowing in our direction all the tineg,
or nore or less. And it's nuch nore difficult to guide the
vessel when the winds are sonetines cross currents, or com ng
fromthe opposite direction. And you have done a marvel ous
j ob of keeping the vessel afl oat.

|"mhere to talk to you about the California Access
to Justice Commi ssion. First, welcone to California. W
have 6-1/2 mllion poor people in California, which is nore
peopl e than nost states have. In Los Angel es County, we have
about 2 mllion poor people, which is nore people than nost

cities and counties have.
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| magi ne you're in a state with a popul ati on of 6-
1/2 mllion. How many |awers do you think there would be in
that state to serve that 6-1/2 mllion people? WlIlI, if you
go by the national average, about 25,000. There are, for our
mni state of poor people within our state, for our 6-1/2
mllion, there are about 650 |awers. So you get sone idea
of the enornous task that that Iimted cadre of |awers faces
intrying to provide equal justice, or sonme formof justice,
at least, to that nmany people.

The concerns that a nunber of us in the |egal
services community, and | still identify to a certain extent
with the | egal services community in California, about the
dearth of |egal services available in our state led us to
approach the then-President of the California State Bar, who,
fortunately, was Harvey Saperstein, who two years before had
been President of the board of the Legal A d Foundation of
Los Angeles, so was fully acquainted and fully synpathetic
with the kinds of things we were tal king about.

W said we have really gone as far as we can go
depending entirely upon the political support of the

organi zed bar. W have got to begin to involve the bench.
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W have got to begin involving other parts of the -- other
i nterest groups and other parts of the population in their
support for |egal services.

And so this led to the creation of what was call ed
the working group. W felt we had to come up with a plan, a
program and a justification for this kind of enterprise. It
t ook us about three years to produce a report called And
Justice For All. Sonme of you nmay have seen it. There's
obviously many findings. 1It's a well-docunmented proof of the
great need for |egal services.

But one of the nobst salient things that's in it is
that while the bottom 20 percent of the population had five
percent of the state's incone, and through Medi Cal, had about
12 percent of the health care resources, they had | ess than
hal f of a percent of the legal resources in the State of
California. As a result, the vast majority of poor
Californians couldn't get |egal representation, and couldn't
get justice.

W al so found that not only was California behind
all the common-law countries -- and | guess this is true of

the United States as a whole, not just of California -- and
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many ot her industrial denocracies, many of which have either
a statutory or constitutional right to counsel in civi

cases, and which invest anywhere fromfive to ten tinmes as
much per capita in civil legal services for poor people, but
we found that California was behind a | ot of the other states
of the union. In particular, in terns of the state

government commitnment. There was not one dollar of state

government noney in civil legal services in California.
Wl |, a nunber of states had substantial investnents.
The report has -- | don't know -- a score of

recomrendati ons, but one of those recommendati ons was we
shoul d create a broad-based comm ssion on Access to Justi ce.
And that conmm ssion was established and had its first
nmeeting in July of 1997, so we're about five years out from
the creation of the conm ssion.

It has representatives fromthe Judicial Counci
and the California Judges Association. It has
representatives designated by the other branches of
government, the governor, the attorney general. Both houses
of the legislature have representatives on this conmm ssion.

And it also has the California Chanber of Conmmerce
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has a representative. The California Labor Federation has a
representative. The League of Wnen Voters has a
representative. The Council of Churches has a
representative. So it is a broad-based conm ssion.

W are now five years out. W are about to
rel ease, on Novenber 20th, our five-year progress report.
Now, this progress report will cover not just things that
have been initiatives of the commssion itself, but it's
really a report on the status of Access to Justice five years
out after the creation of the conm ssion.

But 1'mgoing to just tal k about sone of the
initiatives that the conm ssion itself can claimsone credit
for. | guess the nost inportant is the Equal Access Fund,
which was created in 1999. For the first tinme, state
governnent funding -- in this case, about $10 mllion -- for
civil |legal services for the poor.

This resulted directly fromthe work of the
comm ssion's funding conmttee, which, incidentally, was
chai red by Harvey Saperstein, who had been the President that
had gotten this whole ball rolling.

But probably equally inportant synbolically is that
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this Equal Access Fund is part of the judiciary's budget. It
is, therefore, much nore protected than it would be if it
just sat out there by itself. And it also represents
synbolically that it's an integral part -- now perceived as
an integral part of the judicial system instead of a third-
class afterthought, which we think is very inportant. It has
great support fromthe chief justice, Ron George, who,
incidentally, is now the chair of the conference chi ef
justices, so naybe hel pful at the national |evel as well.

But he is very nuch conmtted to this.

W did a lot of things, also, to make the courts
nore user-friendly for people. The conm ssion proposed, and
t he Judi cial Council adopted, what are called access
protocols. That nmeans that whenever one of the courts is
consi dering sone proposal, they have to take an account of
the inmpact of that change in policy or that change in court
rul e on access for poor people.

Al so, education on access issues is billed into the
curriculumof the judicial training. Another thing we've
been working on is a limted scope |egal service, what's

call ed unbundling. It started with an Access Commi ssion
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report, which was the catalyst for the state bar and the
Judi cial Council to nove forward on it.

W are now concerned -- we have set up a | anguage
access project. You heard a | ot about the variety of
| anguages used here. It's a problem obviously, for |egal
services |lawers, but it's even nore a probl emwhen you're
tal ki ng about self-represented litigants. How are they going
to be able to represent thensel ves when they don't speak the
| anguage t he judge does, and the judge doesn't speak their
| anguage? So we have set up a conmttee. It already has had
a summt bringing together a | ot of people on this issue.
It's in the process of doing a survey and preparing a report,
and will be setting up a clearinghouse of best practices in
this area. So we think there will be a |lot of novenent on
that in the next year or so.

And maybe nost significantly, we have enbarked on a
public information project. W found that there is a great
deal of either lack of information or msinformation in the
general public about this. The California State Bar, about a
decade ago, did a survey asking the general public's

know edge of various |legal issues and rights and so forth.
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The question that elicited the npost erroneous responses was
t he question that reveal ed that al nost 70 percent of the
popul ati on thought there was already a legal right to free
counsel for indigents in civil cases.

And pair that with the fact that there was al so 70
to 85 percent in different polls support for civil |egal
servi ces anong the general public, civil legal services for
poor people and for public funding of sane.

But we thought we needed to start a public
i nformati on canpaign to build know edge and support for
greater access for poor people. And this is one of those
ki nds of projects. The comm ssion instigated it, and then is
now handing it off to the public interest clearinghouse to
actually operate. But we have -- one of the top-notch PR
firms in the state is working with us on this.

So where are we five years out, particularly on the
funding issue? Wll, there's good news and there's bad news.
The good news is that public funding, conbined federal,
state | OLTA and so forth, is up 40 percent in the last five
years, 27 percent corrected for inflation. Private funding

foundati ons and private donations is up 70 percent in
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California, 55 percent corrected for inflation. W have a
total of about 85 mllion in public funding, and about a 150
mllion total funding. Now, that's the good news.

Renmenber the size of our poverty popul ation.
Despite what sounds |like fairly substantial nunbers, we are
far behi nd many ot her states, conparable states, in public
fundi ng, although we are ahead of nost in private funding.
We only have about a third as nuch per capita in public
funding as states |like New Jersey and M nnesota, and about
hal f as nmuch as, say, Maryland or Massachusetts or New York
or the State of Washi ngton. And our dependence on private
fundi ng has some adverse consequences, particularly, its very
unevenly distributed.

San Francisco, for instance, has over three tines
as much total |egal services funding per capita as Los
Angel es, because there's foundations there, very liberal and
wel | -to-do people community, or six times as much per capita
as in sone of the rural areas of the state.

So it's good news and bad news. Looking to the
future, we have set an interimgoal again for five years out

from now of reaching a point where we are able to deliver
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| egal services to 50 percent of the people that need it,

i nstead of |ess than 30 percent, as we are now. And that's
going to take substantial additional state funding, it's
going to take substantial additional private funding, and we
hope substantial increased federal funding. |[If so, we can
reach that goal

W have sone things in our favor. And probably the
bi ggest thing we have in our favor is the strong support of
the chief justice of the State of California.

|"mgoing to end this presentation with how our
about -t o- be-rel eased report begins, which is with a quote
from Chief Justice Ron George's State of the Judiciary speech
in 2001. And what he said then was, "If the notto ' And
justice for all' becones 'And justice for those who can
afford it," we threaten the very underpi nni ngs of our soci al
contract."

My only concern is that we already -- that notto,
the reality is that it's still justice for those who can
afford it, and not justice for all. But maybe in a few
years, we'll all be sitting here in a nuch nore favorable

posture, and a |l ot closer to having that justice for all.
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Thank you.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you very nuch. Any questions
or coments for Justice Johnson?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you for sharing your Saturday
nmorning with us, and for the perspective and the chall enge
for the future. Yeah, Maria Luisa?

M5. MERCADO Wuld it be possible for us to get
copi es of your report that you're --

CHAI R EAKELEY: When it's rel eased, hopefully.

JUSTICE JOHNSON: | think we're going to try and
make arrangenents so we can give themto you as --

CHAI R EAKELEY: We'Il be very interested in reading

MR. VIVERGC Before you | eave, you'll have a copy.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay. G eat.

JUSTICE JOHNSON:  Well, | enjoyed it, again, and
good to see old friends.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you so nuch. Now I'd like to
ask Len Koczur to come up and present his report.

MR. KOCZUR: Thank you, M. Chairman. 1'Il| start
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with our audit program W continued our programintegrity
audits since the last neeting. W conpleted the audit at

m ddl e Tennessee and t he Cunberl ands, and issued a draft
report in late Septenber. W' re continuing to work on the
CRLA audit. Basically, we're sumarizing pulling the

i nformati on together and preparing a draft report on that.

W started an audit at South Central M chigan the
28th of COctober, and we started at Legal Services of
Nort hwest OChi o Novenber 4th.

Since our |last neeting, we issued a summary report
on the IPA reports on our grantees. As | reported |ast tine,
basically, these reports show that our grantees were
generally conplying with the regulations. There were no
reports that the grantees failed to conply with prohibitions
and restrictions. W referred 36 findings to managenent for
foll owup, and generally, these were in the area of interna
control type issues as the single biggest problemthat was
report ed.

W continue to work on the I PA reports. A nunber
of grantees have fiscal years that end June 30th, and those

reports are due Cctober 31st, and we're continuing to review
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those. Basically, we have 31 reports. One report was |ate.

We issued a sem -annual report, as required by the
end of Septenber. The board is required by the G Act to
provide the report to Congress, along with any conmments it
may have by the end of Novenber

CHAI R EAKELEY: And we have to schedul e a
conference call for that, just as a renm nder to everyone.

MR. KOCZUR: | believe everyone on the board
received a copy of the report.

And finally, towards the end of October, | issued a
docunent called Audit Procedures, which outlined our audit
process fromthe point where we select a grantee for an audit
t hrough the conpletion of the final audit report, enphasizing
what we do prior to going on site at the grantee. The
general work we do on site, obviously, each audit differs.
Even though the programintegrity audits are simlar,
dependi ng on the record-keeping and i ssues at each grantee,

t he process, the records we need, may differ slightly. And
then went on to what we do preparing the draft report and
final report and so forth.

It was kind of interesting. | got calls fromtwo
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program directors that wanted to know i f issuing these
procedures neant that they were next to be audited.

assured themthat there was at | east a two-nonth | ag before
we' d be visiting anyone.

CHAI R EAKELEY: That's all the conment you got
after that?

MR. KOCZUR: Yes, that was it. O course, they
just went out in late Cctober, so this was i nmedi ate reaction
fromjust, as | said, two individuals.

The second major area |I'd like to tal k about is our
mappi ng project. This project was conducted with the two
grantees in Georgia, Ceorgia Legal Services and Atlanta Legal
Services. W have pretty much conpl eted the technical work.

W' ve created a nunber of maps, and we have a report from
our consultant that did the mapping work. W' re anal yzing
that report and the information, and are going to prepare a

report, an I Greport.

Basically, the conclusion is -- the prelimnary
conclusion at this point is -- and | think the grantees
support this also -- that maps are a useful tool for

managers. They can show where performance is high and where
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performance i nprovenents are needed. It identifies served
areas, underserved areas. |t enables managers to ask
guestions. The mapping will not answer questions. It |eads

managers to ask questions. Wy is this office apparently
perform ng better than another office? And there's a |lot of
reasons for this, and the maps in thensel ves do not indicate
that sonmeone is doing it very well, or sonebody's doing very
poorly. It's a tool to get the managers, the program
directors, to ask questions of their staff.

And so we think that it should prove a very, very
useful tool for nmanagers that they can use to inprove the
program It inproves their delivery of service.

It was very interesting in Georgia, of course,
because Ceorgia Legal Services has such a |arge area and a
| ot of rural programs, and you could see very easily where
the clients were and they were centered. But then they stil
have the problem of reaching the rural clients, who aren't
there. And it indicated, you know, if the offices were, you
know, perhaps in the right place. | think in Georgia, it
turned out that everyone agreed the offices were properly

| ocat ed.
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And it just raised -- the thing about the maps is
you can see them You don't have statistics. |It's there.
You can see in color that this branch is closing a | ot nore
cases than one right next toit. And so you ask the question
why. It's kind of sterile. |If you |look at statistics that
say, "Well, this branch closed 50 cases, and this one 20,"
that doesn't convey a lot. But when you see it on the map,
and you al so have the position of how many clients are in
that area and that type of thing, it's a very, very good
managenent t ool

So this project has gone on for sone tinme. W're
pretty nmuch finished now As | said, we'll issue a report
and give a much nore extensive presentation at the next board
nmeeting. And certainly by that tinme, we'll have the final
reports issued. And then we're |ooking forward to what
should we do with this.

W' ve tal ked to Bob Cohen here in Orange County
about expandi ng, doing sone work out here. Dave Maddox, the
assi stant inspector general for information and resource
managenent, and our consultant, gave a presentation at the

TI G conference a coupl e weeks ago that was very well received
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on this mapping. And | think there's a good chance that nore
of our grantees would be interested in being involved in this
ki nd of project.

As | said, the next board neeting, we'll go into a
much nore detail ed presentation

CHAI R EAKELEY: W actually saw a denonstration of
mappi ng at work yesterday in one of the presentations, where
a mapping reveal ed a grossly underserved area. And that |ed
to a diagnosis of the cause and a change in the operations of
t he provider.

MR. KOCZUR: The nmaps that we produced in Georgia
showed several cases like that. On the other side too, where
there was very good service provided. And t he program
director | ooked into it, and there was a very interesting
reason. It just happened that a ot of attorneys retired to
this area, and so they continued to provide pro bono
services. So that office closed a |ot of cases with
relatively few resources.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, we |look forward to the
presentation. I'msorry we didn't have enough tine to

accomodate it on today's agenda, but it's going to be
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worthwhile in January. Maria Luisa?

M5. MERCADO Yes. | know you'll probably do this
in the January report, but | was just curious. 1In the
mappi ng, when you | ook at, |ike, nunber of cases that are

cl ose to one programor the other, are you taking into
consideration in your data gathering the conplexity of the
cases that are closed, or, you know, the amount of hours that
are spent on the case, or anything like that?

MR. KOCZUR: No. That's sonmething we can't dea
with at this level. [It's a higher |evel.

CHAI R EAKELEY: But it does give you some sense of
nunbers of contacts or |ack of contact between pockets of
presumably qualified and eligible and needy groups or
nei ghbor hoods and the | ocal provider.

M5. MERCADO And, in fact, in the Rural Synposium
that I was at, one of the key areas that they were | ooking at
was in docunenting this |ack of presentation to rural areas
and rural delivery, and mappi ng obvi ously would be able to do
that for you. So, you know, it's a tool that can be used for
a whol e | ot of other reasons.

MR. KOCZUR: That's one of the things |I did. W
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see it as -- | don't like to use the term"marketing,"
because that kind of may have a bad connotation. But it
enabl es the programdirectors to show |localities that -- what
the need is in the area, and what they can provide with
current resources, and perhaps get resources fromthe | ocal
governnment, the local United Way, or things like that. So it
can be used to help get additional resources to come into the
programs. So you're right. There are just a |ot of uses

t hat can be made.

But the thing that -- it doesn't answer the
guestions. It gives the program managers the information
they need to ask questions.

CHAI R EAKELEY: You can't find solutions if you
don't define the problem

MR. KOCZUR: In the executive session, I'll go into
our investigation and sonme other sensitive issues.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you, Len. Any ot her
questions for the Inspector General ?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Hearing none, thank you again.

Next, | think, we turn to the president's report. John
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Er | enborn.

MR. ERLENBORN: Thank you, M. Chairman. [|'m
pl eased to report that managenent and staff have had an
extrenely busy and productive fall. It afforded LSC s
| eader shi p numerous opportunities to recogni ze advocates in
the field, and make announcenents with key stakehol ders.

Sept enber 24th, LSC sent its fiscal year 2004
budget request to the Ofice of Managenent and Budget for its
consideration. LSCis asking for an increase of $85.7
mllion. This would bring our annual appropriation to 415
mllion, equal to our original funding level in fiscal year
' 94,

Qur request asked for 375 mllion for general
client services, 20 mllion for technology initiatives, 17.7
mllion for managenent and administration, and 2.6 mllion
for the Ofice of Inspector General.

W will be discussing our funding request with the
new Congress elected | ast Tuesday. Mauricio and his staff
plan to reach out to new nenbers in the House and the Senate
in the comng nonths to make the case for the funding

i ncrease.
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Wth Congressman Barr's primary defeat in August,
LSC wi Il have a new chairman of its Oversight Subcommttee.
The gavel will not pass directly to Congressman Gekas, or in
any way Congressman Gekas, because he was defeated. He was a
| ong-time menber of the Commercial Administrative Law
Subcomm ttee. He lost his re-election bid | ast Tuesday, and
a new chair is expected to be naned in January.

In our letter to OMB director Mtch Daniels, we
expl ai ned that the request cones at a tinme when the new
census shows that our grantees have nore clients to serve
t han ever before. Mre than 43 mllion Anericans are now
eligible for our services. W noted the inportance of a
federal increase, given that outside funding sources are
stagnant. And actually, many of them nore than stagnant.
They' re doing a very poor job of staying anywhere near where
they were in the past. This is a result of budget crisis in
al nost every state. A stock market downturn, record-I|ow
| OLTA rates, and census funding cuts in nmany states.

This nmorning, you received LSC s just-published
2000- 2001 Annual Report entitled "Progress in the New

MIllennium" The report describes LSC s successful reforns
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over the last two years, and the strides that we've made in
the capital and in the field in cultivating support for |egal
services. The report highlights our efforts to transform
state systens into justice communities, as well as our
advocates' heroic responses in the aftermath of 9/11, our
rededi cation to clients |last year in Hershey, our success in
securing bipartisan support, and our inplenmentation of new
technol ogi es to reach underserved clients. This report
creates an inpressive record of the breadth and depth of

LSC s acconplishnments in the first two years of the new
century.

Oregon continues to be a nodel in howto form
beneficial partnerships and raise the profile of |egal
services. Wen LSC s Equal Justice Magazine highlighted the
experiment inits last issue, the article noted that the
state's Open House Day has focused statew de attention on
civil justice challenges while encouraging nore pro bono
activity.

This fall, Mauricio and Eric continue GRPA' s
successful press conference series announci ng the nost

i nnovative LSC technol ogy projects. |n Colunbus,
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Congr essworman Deborah Pryce, the hi ghest-ranking Republican
woman in the House of Representatives, was joined by Nancy
Rogers and ne to announce funding for a statew de self-help
web site.

Over Labor Day weekend, LSC held a successful event
in Austin with Congressman LI oyd Doggett, Texas Suprene Court
Justice Deborah Hanki nson, and University of Texas Law Schoo
Dean WIIliam Powers. W announced an innovative partnership
bet ween TRLA and UT Law School that will utilize |aw students
to staff a call center dispensing | egal advice to | owincone
clients. The announcenent received news coverage by three
| ocal television stations and a half dozen print reports.

LSC al so had a strong presence at the first-ever
statewide legal aid summt in M ssissippi, convened by State
Suprene Court Justice Edwin Lloyd Pittnman. W announced a
hal f-m I lion-dollar TIG grant, our |argest of the funding
cycle, at the neeting in Jackson. The funds will be used to
build a technology infrastructure in the state.

In addition, we will be manning a booth next
weekend at the NLADA conference in M| waukee, where we wl|l

distribute free copies and sign up advocates for our LSC
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updates e-mail alert.

In the fall issue, we make our case for the $415
mllion funding increase. The nagazine al so features
articles about the pro se issue, profiles on State Suprene
Court Justices Margaret Marshall of Massachusetts and Thomas
Kilbride of Illinois, and a cover story about a Chicago
project aimed at fighting racial and gender discrimnation in
enpl oynent .

Randi Youells travel ed to Canada on Septenber 11th
to participate in the first Ontario Legal A d Speakers
Luncheon. Randi was invited to talk about the LSC State
Planning Initiative to Canadian | awers who are in the
process of launching a simlar effort. Randi told our
nei ghbors to the north that state planning' s strongest |egacy
has been its success in fostering cooperation anong
st akehol ders. The engagenent of entire state justice
comunities -- in particular, judges, |egislators, bar
menbers -- has led to funding increases for our grantees.
Randi noted that private bar giving is at an all-time high.
She al so di scussed how state planni ng has addressed the

access barriers facing so many eligible clients, especially
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non- Engl i sh- speaki ng.

Randi received a warmreception fromthe Canadi an
bar and their |egal services providers. |In turn, |eaders
fromthe Canadian |l egal aid comunity traveled to Nebraska
| ast weekend to participate in LSC s Rural Delivery
Synposi um

Al so in Septenber, Randi joined the Montana public
interest community to speak at the first-ever Equal Justice
Conference. She and former ABA President Bob Hirshon
addressed this productive neeting attended by | awyers from
around the state dedicated to ensuring civil justice. Randi
congratul ated conferees for holding the historic neeting.
She al so tal ked about sonme of the indicators of the thriving
justice community, such as making the highest and best use of
all avail abl e fundi ng, forging nmeani ngful working
rel ati onships with partners, and recogni zing the val ue of
di versity.

Finally, Randi was in Phoenix a nonth ago for the
50t h anni versary of Community Legal Services. You will find
her speech in the Provisions Commttee section of our board

book. In her remarks, Randi honored CLS advocates on their
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program s gol den anniversary. She sal uted Executive Director
Lillian Johnson and her hard-working staff for enbodying the
four pillars of a strong | egal services program | eadership,
stewardship, creativity, and comm tnent.

| f you haven't read Randi's speech yet, | encourage
you to do so. A few days after Randi returned, a staff
person from CLS sent her a thank you e-mail saying how much
it meant for themto receive the recognition fromLSC. Al
three of Randi's speeches are on the web site. So are photos
fromour extremely successful Rural I|ssues Delivery Synposium
in Nebraska City. And if you have not seen themyet, you
m ght want to visit our site.

We have al so included a discussion by Randi's LSC
work in devel oping a state planning evaluation instrunent.
It was published in the ME Journal in the fall of 2002. She
wote this at the request of the ME Journal to hel p readers,
i ncl udi ng our grantees, understand LSC s goals in designing
and i nplementing the state planning eval uation project.

And | think you can see how nany of these things
t hat Randi has been involved in will help us achieve sone of

t he neasures that we tal ked about yesterday that are so
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necessary, neasures of our neeting, or at |east inproving,
our grasp toward the ends that we hope to achieve.

And by the way, we didn't see nmuch of Randi during
the last nonth or six weeks. 1It's good to see you here.

Finally, congratulations go to the Ofice of Legal
Affairs, which recently won a big courtroomvictory in New
Jersey. As you now, the Passaic Legal Services has filed a
suit to block reconfiguration in that state. A federal
district judge recently denied Passaic's notion for a
prelimnary junction, saying Passaic had no probability of
success on the nmerits. The judge said that Passaic was
allowed to bid on the new service area, and therefore, had no
grounds to conplain. He also found that there was no
irreparable injuries, since LSC funds conprise only 15
percent of the program s funding.

And finally, he stated that only New Jersey's
desi gnat ed state planni ng body can chall enge an LSC
reconfiguration decision. And that last item | hope, wll
be sonething that will be noted by other courts when the
issue is presented to them

The judge did allow briefs and oral argunments on
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one issue only, alleged tortuous interference with the
busi ness rel ati onship. However, the judge was skeptical that
Passai ¢ coul d make a successful case in this regard.

And finally, M. Chairman, |I'd be remss if |
didn't nention Victor's work toward getting the new program -
- excuse nme -- the new building ready for us for next spring.

It's anmazing to see how he has picked up on this. He's
talking like the experts. He knows what's going on. And he
does an awful lot. He puts an awful lot of his efforts into
this building project, and | think he deserves a | ot of
credit.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | noticed he was sort of walking a
different walk and talking a different talk since the | ast
time we saw him

MR. ERLENBORN. Thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you, John. Any questions or
comments on the President's report?

M5. MERCADO Al | can say is that | know it may
seem | i ke Randi was out there a lot. But | can speak at
| east fromthe Rural Synposiumthat the Legal Services

Corporation as an entity was aptly represented. | nean,
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she's there throughout the whole tinme. And people are
constantly asking, you know, "Wat is LSC going to do about
this?" "What are they going to do about that?" You know,
"How do you respond to that?"

So as far as we as the board, you know, having your
staff that responds to the field and to our partners and
delivering |l egal services, we certainly have hard-working
peopl e that are out there.

And, of course, Mauricio was there doing -- also in
the Rural Delivery Synposium asking the International
Leadershi p Conference of Hispanic Leaders that was there,
al so carrying out the nmessages about |egal services. So, |
nmean, our staff are out there.

It seens like -- but they're trying to get all the
i mportant information, figuring out what is the best way for
us to deliver our |egal services.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, 1 think it was great. You
were there, too. | think we probably ought to renew efforts
to engage nore board nenbers or new board nmenbers in going
forward. But | think there continues to be an interest on

the part of board nmenbers to participate when needed or
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useful. And | thought Randi's note to you to thank you for
attendi ng and what that nmeant was appropriate, but also

hi ghl i ghted just how inportant it was for you to be there
too. So that worked out well.

The one other footnote | wanted to nmention to
John's report is that Latham & Watkins was retained by the
Legal Services Corporation to represent us in the Passaic
County Legal Services Corporation case, and did so entirely
pro bono. So it was a very nice contribution, and a nmgjor --
a short-term expedited briefing schedul e, and obviously, a
pretty good result so far.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: | just wanted to nention, you
nmenti oned work that sone | aw schools are doing around the
Access to Justice issue, and | forgot to nmention during ny
report work that I'mdoing with a Yale |aw professor, and a
conpendi um of articles done by Yale | aw students on the
future of Access to Justice and Legal Services that | forgot
to bring with me. But | will bring it to our next neeting,
so that we can share sone of the things that students are
| ooking at and | ooking to the future for Access to Justice

and Legal Services.
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CHAI R EAKELEY: Any ot her questions or coments?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Next, then, is "Consider and act on
the report of the board's Conmttee on Provision for the
Delivery of Legal Services." FErnestine?

V5. WATLI NGTON:  Well, what can you say to add to
what we received yesterday? | was telling the -- at the
reception last night that you live in your community, and you
know t he problens are there, and you see them but you're
just really astoni shed when you really find out how serious
it isin other places. It helps to give you that renewed
commtnent of trying to nmake a difference.

When |, you know, heard those statistics yesterday
-- you know, we've been presented at board neetings with the
m grant workers, but never just your regular everyday people
trying to survive, |lowincone person. And to hear those
nunbers and those figures, and not only with the housing,
with the health, and with the barrier of |anguage.

There's nothing that we need to vote on today. But
| don't think -- of going out and meking a choice to cone to

a comunity. And | want to comrend them on the trenendous
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anount of work I'msure they had to do to present that to us
the way they did. That was a lot of staff work, working with
the corporation and putting that together.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And | see Ahn's here, at |east, and
we thank her directly.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  Absol utel y.

CHAI R EAKELEY: FEric, it seens to ne that we shoul d
take the transcripts of the presentations and edit them and
find ways to circulate them | don't know whether posting on
the web site is an appropriate step, or putting theminto a
nodest conpilation that we could submt to our funders and
Oversight Conmttee staff and the like. But the information
and the nessage were so -- it was just really worthwhile. So
hopefully, we can capture it and nake good use of it.

MR. KLEI MAN.  Anot her idea, we could put it -- post
it as an Adobe Acrobat file on the web site, and include it
in our e-nmail updates. W have over a thousand subscribers
to that. Then we can direct themto the web site, where they
can read it there.

MR. MCCALPIN: | was about to say, as inportant as

the transcript were the things that appeared on the overhead,
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proj ections that appeared, or whatever you call the
t echnol ogy.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Power Point. | suspect that is not
going to chall enge our technol ogi cally-capable staff.

Good. Thank you, Ernestine. Next, we have
"Consider and act on the report of the board' s Finance
Commttee." Nancy?

MOTI ON

M5. ROGERS: Qut of the Finance Commttee neeting,
we had sonme substantial discussion of nodifications within
t he budget, and those are sunmari zed, for those of you who
weren't there, in a Novenmber 4th or Novenber 5th menorandum
that reviewed the budget and indicates what nodifications
have been nmade.

Havi ng di scussed those with David Ri chardson, the
Fi nance Comm ttee unani nously recommends to the board the
approval of a resolution approving the nodified budgets. And
that resolution, | think, is Resolution 2002-20.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And sonebody can help us out to
find it in the neeting materials? Are they in the

suppl emental -- did the full board get the suppl enenta
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materials, David? Hold on.

It's a little handout called " Suppl enent al
I nformation for the Finance Conmttee.”" And the resolution
is on page 12 of that supplenental -- and let nme just read
it, Nancy, if | could.

"Whereas, the Board of Directors of the Legal
Servi ces Corporation has reviewed LSC s operating experiences
for FY 2002. Now, therefore, be it resolved that the board
her eby adopts a consolidated operating budget totaling
$336, 804, 796 reflected in the attached docunents, as revised,
of which $320,364,090 is for the delivery of |egal
assi stance, 13,554,525 is for the managenent and
adm ni stration, and 2,886,181 is for the Ofice of |nspector
General ."

And Nancy, you might just -- if you have the
materials there, you mght just go back to Attachnent A and
poi nt out where the revisions are being nade that we're being
asked to approve. David' s here, too.

M5. ROGERS: David is at the table, | hope?

CHAI R EAKELEY: David is about to be at the table.

M5. ROGERS: The revisions are primarily in what
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had been anticipated to be carryover unrestricted net assets.
And those, if you |l ook on page 5 of the suppl enental
attachment, you will begin to see at the right side,
"Projected carryover unrestricted net assets." And a nunber
of revisions were nade as the result of sone additional
conpensati on expenses.

David, do you want to speak further?

MR. RI CHARDSON: The only other highlight that |
woul d nake is when you | ook at page 5, and you | ook at col umm
2, you'll see that this proposal noves noney that was
originally projected for use. 1In the Executive Ofice, the
$97,500 was redistributed to the Ofice of Human Resources
for 15,000; Information Technol ogy for 70,000; and
| nf or mati on Managenent for 12, 500.

There are other adjustnments for consulting, other
operating expenses that are within budgets but did not have a
budgetary i npact between offices, such as these.

|'"d be glad to answer any questions that you m ght
have.

MR. ERLENBORN:. Mght | ask, is it the proclivity

to not spend all of the appropriation for the Executive
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O fice of the President, so that we could then hel p out at
the end of the year?

MR. RI CHARDSON: There was certainly sone
contingency noney in there. Because, of course, we are
trying to, as we have done for the last two years, tried to
bal ance i ssues between this board and the com ng-in board,
and trying to nake sone noney avail able for whatever
operations or whatever projects that they would like to
undertake. So we are now using that noney that was set in
for a contingency for those operations for these, yes. W do
t hat each quarter.

MR. MCCALPIN: Pointed out that the Board of
Directors has a bigger carryover than the Executive Ofice.

MR. ERLENBORN: | shoul d hope so. They're so nuch
bi gger than we are.

CHAI R EAKELEY: That's for the new board's
executive search, in fact. That's not for us. That wasn't
our proposal to spend.

You know, | forgot to ask for a -- Nancy had noved
the resolution. | read it precipitously. | don't recal

whet her we had a second.
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MS. MORGAN BATTLE: 1'Ill second it.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, LaVeeda has seconded it. And
we're still in the discussion of -- any other questions? |
have one. M understanding is that the carryover funds have
been largely commtted in the current operating budget for
the current fiscal year. |Is that right, David?

MR. RICHARDSON: That's correct. Wen we did a
tenporary operating budget for 2003, we included 670, al nost
$680, 000 of carryover funds to be used in 2003. When you net
the figures that we have here, it's |like 810, so there is an
addi tional 130, $140,000 that we'll be able to use for either
contingency for sone other issues that are going on, or being
real l ocated to operations within the corporations.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | would Iike to just ask managenent
to consider, and | think we need also to consult with
i ncom ng board nmenbers informally. But we have one huge
contingency confronting a nunber of our grantees right now,
and that is the loss of significant funds, including the
State of Ohio, as a consequence of the post-census
readj ust ment s.

Qur carryover isn't going to cone near the 19
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mllion but those prograns are losing. But it seenms to ne
that if we could find -- if we have sone contingent fund
flexibility, the provision of sone technical assistance to

t he nost inpacted progranms mght well be in order. And |
woul d just encourage everyone to take a | ook at that between
now and our next neeting to see whether or not we can find a
neans to alleviate this true hardship in some ways, or at

| east noderate it a bit.

And the other point | nmade in ny opening renarks
about taking another | ook at the budget to see whether we
have a neans of nmaki ng margi nal adjustnents to enhance
delivery, access, and quality, I think that's just something
t hat ought to be an ongoi ng process.

|f there are no other comrents or questions, | wll

ask for a vote on the resolution. All those in favor, say

"Aye. "

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Opposed?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The ayes have it. Nancy, back to
you.
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M5. ROGERS: There's no further report fromthe

Fi nance Conmittee.
CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, thank you, Finance Comrittee.
Next, we have "Consider and act on the report of

the board's Qperations and Regul ations Conmittee." Justice
Br oderi ck.

MR BRODERICK: M. Chairman, | wonder if Mttie
Condray is in the room

M5. CONDRAY: Yes, | am

MR BRODERICK: And | wonder if Mattie is at the
tabl e, because we mi ght want to be asking her sone questions
as we go. And Bucky and LaVeeda, obviously, were there
yesterday, and they're free to junp in at any tinme they think
appropri at e.

W had a pretty lengthy neeting yesterday. It
|asted 2-1/2 hours. And | think to say it was enjoyable
m ght be an overstatenent.

(Laughter.)

MR. BRODERICK: But | think it was productive.

Specifically, we spent a fair amount of tinme on anended Rul e

1611, which had been the subject of a negotiated rul emaki ng,
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whi ch went on for sone time, and which | think | can report,
both by coments fromour staff and fromfield
representatives who testified yesterday, that it was
enormously successful. And | think agreenment was struck on
virtually all of the amendnents. There was not great
controversy in a broad sense.

There were a couple of itens that were in dispute
about which we heard testinony. One of themwas the original
Section 1611.7 dealing with retai ner agreenents, and the
ot her was 1611.9 dealing with group representation. After
much di scussion before the conmittee, we voted unani nously to
recomend to the board that 1611.7 as it appeared in the
draft be elimnated, the feeling being that retainer
agreenents and notices defined in 1611.7 were not required by
statute, were not required by Rul es of Professional Conduct,
and that we did not want to inpose on the field additional
burdens which best practices might indicate they follow And
| think in nost cases, they would. But we felt we didn't
have to burden them further if they chose not to be burdened.

W were also told by LSC staff that the nunber of

times that the O fice of Conpliance Enforcenent needs to | ook
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at retainer agreenments is dimninobus. And so when you wei ght
the additional tine, trouble, and expense against the
practical utility of doing it, we felt that it should be
el imnated, and we nmade that recommendati on unani nously.

The second issue is 1611.9, which deals with group
representation. And if you have your board books handy,
| ooki ng at nmy board book, |I'mat page 110 in the upper right-
hand corner. And the paraneters of the issue on group
representation are set out well at the bottom of page 110,
and go on to page 111. |In essence, the draft that we had
bef ore us yesterday woul d have prevented group representation
by legal aid | awers unless the groups were substantially
conposed of people who were otherwi se eligible for |egal
assi st ance.

The field believes that we should roll that
regul ation back to look like it did prior to 1983. At that
time, group representation was allowed where either
substantial nunber of the nmenbers were eligible, or the
pri mary purpose of the group was the furtherance of interests
of persons in the community who could not afford | egal

servi ces.
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That really was the guts of the debate yesterday.
We heard fromthe Ofice of the Inspector General; we heard
fromOfice of Legal Affairs; we heard fromthe field. The
field strongly recommended that we go back to the pre-1983
circunstance. The corporate staff, legal staff at the
corporation, did not reconmmend we do that, but | think it's
fair to say they weren't terribly opposed to it either.
don't think they felt it was illegal. They thought there
were some policy issues that we needed to be concerned about,
the main policy issue, | think, being that we m ght be
criticized by sone for trying to do indirectly what we cannot
do directly. By that, | nean we m ght be providing services
to a group that woul d have sonme nenbers of the group who were
not individually eligible for |legal services, but the group's
pri mary purpose, obviously, was to provide services to those
who were not eligible. And our critics mght say that we're
trying to do by indirection what we couldn't do directly.

But our view unaninously at the Opps and Regs
Commttee was while it's a policy issue that we need to be
aware of, it's not a policy issue we need to be frightened

away on. And the field, at least it's representatives, they
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understood the vigilance that would be required, and the
potential criticismthat could follow if they were not
vigil ant.

And anyway, that was basically the debate, and we
woul d recommend that 1611.9 in the draft be nodified to
accommodat e the pre-1983 regulation and its requirenent.

| don't know whether LaVeeda or Bucky want to add
anyt hing, or whether, after they do that, Mattie wants to add
anyt hi ng.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: 1'd like to just read the
speci fic | anguage so that for those of the board nenbers who
have 1611.9 before themin the board book, you'll have the
| anguage that | think we adopted. And | think the
commttee's view was that we would put this out for notice
and comrent, and after receiving corment, make a final
decision on it.

The changed | anguage starting at the top in (a)
woul d read, "A recipient may provide | egal assistance
supported with LSC funds to a group, corporation,
associ ation, or other entity if the recipient had determ ned

that the group, corporation, association, or other entity
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| acks and has no practical neans of obtaining private counsel
in the matter for which representation is sought, and one of
the four follow ng:

(1) At least a majority of the group's nmenbers are
financially eligible for LSC funded | egal assistance; or (2)
For a non-nenbership group, at least a mpgjority of the
i ndi viduals who are form ng or operating the group are
financially eligible for LSC funded assistance; or (3) The
group has as its principal function or activity the delivery
of services to those persons in the conmunity who woul d be
financially eligible for LSC funded assistance; or (4) The
group has as its principal function or activity the
furtherance of the interests of those persons in the
comunity who would be financially eligible for LSC funded
assi stance, and the representation sought relates to such
function or activity."

So that language is a little bit different than
what's in your board book, and | just wanted the other
menbers to be aware of it.

CHAI R EAKELEY: So John, | take it the notion that

you're offering is that the board approve for publication
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Section 1611.9 as anmended or nodified or proposed by LaVeeda.

MR BRODERI CK: Yes, and --

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Well, really, propose the whole
rul e.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes, it's the whole rule, but with
t he | anguage changed fromwhat's in the board book.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: And other conform ng changes as
necessary.

MR. MCCALPIN: Were you giving the whol e content of
1611.9, or --

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: No. Just the changed. (b) and
(c) remain substantially as it is in your board book. (b)
and (c) are -- there is an (a), (b), and (c) in 1611.9. The
changes were principally to Section (a). (b) and (c) remain
t he same.

MR. BRODERICK: M. Chairman, | also want to
i ndi cate that unless one of my conmittee nmenbers corrects ne,
1611, which was the retainer agreenent section, would be
del et ed.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: That's correct.

MR. BRODERI CK: And so sone of these sections would
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be renunbered, obviously.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ri ght.

MR BRODERI CK: But we would delete 1611.7, and
nodi fy 1611.9. And we al so unani nously reconmend to the
board that we have only a 30-day notice and comment period in
view of the fact there's been an enornous effort put in to
date by the working group.

CHAI R EAKELEY: So do you want to put this back

into a notion?

MOTI ON

MR. BRODERI CK: | would nove, M. Chairnman,
consi stent with the unani nous reconmendati on of the Cpps and
Regs Committee, that the board approve for publication 1611
as nodi fied and as reconmended be nodified by the OCpps and
Regs Conmittee, and that it be published in the Federal
Regi ster with a notice and coment period of 30 days.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Is there a second for that notion?

MR ASKEW Second.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: | would second it. There was

just one other mnor correction in Section 1611.4, Financi al
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Eligibility for Legal Assistance. There was a msquote of a
section in subsection (c).

CHAI R EAKELEY: But | think that's incorporated
into the notion as it is. Coment.

MR. ERLENBORN. M. Chairman, question. | notice
t he | anguage that | now have before ne and LaVeeda had read
just a few mnutes ago requires one of the four alternate
situations, and each one of themis based upon financi al
eligibility. Are there other places in the rule that go to
ot her necessary qualifications other than just financial?

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Well, no. Because this is
particularly a rule addressing the issue of financial
eligibility, the question -- the substantive question as to
whet her representation is within the priorities of a
parti cul ar program woul d be addressed in another regul ation.

MR. ERLENBORN: Well, | was not thinking of the
priorities. | was thinking of the eligibilities, the fact
that the person has to be eligible based upon their being an
American citizen and other qualifications.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Mattie?

M5. CONDRAY: If | may. This regulation only talks
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to financial eligibility. Eligibility of groups and/or

i ndi vidual s under citizenship and alienage eligibility
categories is covered by 1626, and will continue to do so.
And when we get through the 1626 rul emaki ng, the issue of
representations of both individuals and groups -- citizenship
and alienage eligibility of individuals and groups wll be
covered in 1626.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Go ahead, Bill.

MR. MCCALPIN: | wanted to raise a question about
the 30-day coment period. Over the years, we have
typically, at the request of progranms and bars, allowed 60
days. W have a holiday period within the 30 days. Sixty
days woul d take us through both the holiday periods, and
still bring a response back three weeks or so before our
January 31st neeting. It seens to me doubtful that we ought
to cut the coment period to 30 days.

CHAI R EAKELEY: What was the thinking behind the 30
days?

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Well, our thinking was that if
we went for 60 days, at our next neeting, we would not have

t he responses prepared to the comments in time for us to be
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able to deliberate and make a final decision, and we wanted
to wap this one up. Particularly since this has been a
negotiated reg with all people who have an interest having
had an opportunity to participate in the negotiations on the
front end, we understood fromstaff that the need for 60 days
in this instance was a |lot |ess. Because, for the nost part,
all of the parties that had an interest when this first went
out for the reg/neg process have been at the table and been
i nvolved in the negotiations.

MR. MCCALPIN:  You can't nean that all the prograns
have been at the table.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: No. But all with an interest -
- no. Al that had a particular interest and wanted to
participate, | don't think -- as | understand, from what
Mattie has told us, anyone who wanted to participate was
allowed to participate.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Wbuld a 45-day notice --

M5. MERCADO | think this is what you all decided
at your conmttee neeting.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Well, we decided 45 on sone

ot hers.
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M5. MERCADO Ch, 45 days was in the others?

CHAI R EAKELEY: John, Bill MCal pin raised the
guestion about 30 days being | ess than nornal

MR. BRODERI CK: | agree with LaVeeda, but |
understand Bill's concern. |If you want to do it for 45 days,
| don't think that's a problem

M5. CONDRAY: | nean, it's not a problem you know,
an extra 15 days. M plan, and | think the understandi ng of
t he working group, is that when | develop a draft final rule,
that they will get to see it as well. So if I'mgiving them
a chance, the working group a chance to see it, and then
vetting it through LSC managenent before it cones to you, |I'm
not saying it can't be done, but, you know, that's 15 days.
It's going to be tight.

And part of the -- the phil osophical underpinning
of negotiated rulemaking is that you spend nore tinme at the
out set, because you save it at the end, you don't have to put
sonet hing out for comment for as long a period. There were a
wi de variety of individual prograns who were on the conmttee
on the working group. The ABA Sl ade Conmttee was on the

wor ki ng group. In addition, both the Center for Law and
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Social Policy and the National Legal A d and Def enders
Associ ation, who are groups that kind of speak collectively
for the field, were nmenbers of the working group. As of
yest erday, nobody fromthe field conplained about a 30-day
coment peri od.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Yeah. | was just going to add
that to the extent that we have sonme other rules that we
consi dered that had not gone through the negotiated process,
we al lowed for the 45 days, because that was in recognition
for the fact that there had not already been substanti al
input to the process. | think that the distinction between
t he negoti ated reg-nmaking and the notice and comment was the
reason for this truncated tine frame in this instance.

MR. BRODERI CK:  Yeah, there was no objection.
realize the entire field was not present yesterday, but there

was no objection, and a |lot of tine has been spent on this

rule. | don't think anyone is going to be offended by 30
days. It sounds like Mattie and the staff would rather have
it be at the 30. So if Bill isn't terribly concerned about

it, mybe we can leave it at 30.

MR. MCCALPIN: | guess ny problemis that | don't
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real ly understand the concept of the negotiation and the
wor ki ng group and everybody involved. It's newto ne.

MR BRODERICK: | think, Bill, that -- Mattie would
know, but | think there m ght have been 25 people on this
wor ki ng group, a pretty substantial cross-section of folks.

M5. CONDRAY: | think there was 15 or 18
organi zati ons represented on the working group, and we net
extensively to develop this. And with the exception of the
two areas that were discussed, everything else contained in
the Notice of Proposed Rul emaki ng was agreed upon by
everybody sitting at the table, that they could live wth,
you know, what we're proposing.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay. Any other comments or
guestions?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: It's been noved and seconded t hat
Section 1611.9 be nodified as proposed. All those in favor?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: (Opposed?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The ayes have it. The notion
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carries.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: And al so 7.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And 7, yeah. 1611 and --

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: And 7 be deleted. 1611.7 be
del eted was a part of that notion, | believe.

M5. CONDRAY: Correct. And I'll nmake any ot her
conform ng anendnents to the draft that are necessary.

MR. BRODERI CK: M. Chairnman?

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes, M. Justice.

MR. BRODERICK: | need to ask you, was | the only
person hearing the nusic?

CHAI R EAKELEY: No. The entire room heard the
musi c, except for Nancy.

MR. BRODERICK: Well, | think if the nusic was
heard, | think your vote was wi se. Had you gone the other
way, it would be tenpting fate. So | don't know whet her we
get a drumroll on 1602.

Anyway, 1602 is the Freedom of Information Act.
You know, LSC has a regulation dealing with that. The Draft
Notice of Proposed Rul emaki ng which we reviewed is really

techni cal amendnents to our FO A regul ation, and is al so nade
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explicit in sone areas that which | understand has been a
customor practice, but not reduced to witing. |t appeared
to be terribly non-controversial. | don't think it was
anyone fromthe field who commented on it.

And so that we can nove it forward for our | ast
nmeeting, if indeed it is our last neeting in |late January, it
was reconmended to us by corporate staff, |egal counse
staff, that we send it out with your approval, the board' s
approval, for notice and conment for a 45-day period so that
we get it back in time to actually deal with it. And it is
| argely technical, and, as | said, not controversial.

CHAI R EAKELEY: And John, the proposed notion is to
approve and publish the draft of part 1602 that starts at
page 142 of the neeting material s?

MR. BRODERICK: Yes. And we'd publish it for
noti ce and comment for 45 days.

MOTI ON

CHAI R EAKELEY: And is that a notion?

MR. BRODERI CK: Yes, it is.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Is there a second?

MS. MORGAN BATTLE: ['ll second it.
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CHAI R EAKELEY: Any questions or conments?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Hearing none, all those in favor?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: (Opposed?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The ayes have it.

MR. BRODERI CK:  Apparently, Arthur Fiedler was not
interested in it.

M5. CONDRAY: Arthur Fiedler was not.

MR. BRODERI CK: The next item on our agenda was
sonet hing of broader interest, | hope, to the board, and that
is the staff report on the rul enaking protocol. At the |ast
meeti ng of Qpps and Regs in August, LaVeeda specifically, and
Bucky as well, raised sone issues about our rul emaking
protocol along the following |ines. There was a gener al
concern that it was perhaps too costly, the working groups
and the facilitators, that it took too |long, and as
important, | think, for LaVeeda, and hopefully for sone
ot hers, and Bucky, was the fact that the board, and al so

secondarily, the Opps and Regs Commttee, did not get their
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policy in the water soon enough. And so that by the tinme we
got a draft rul emaki ng through the working group nodel, it
was |argely cast in stone. And for us to get in then and
rai se policy objections and concerns, while it was stil
possible, it was somewhat unworkabl e.

And so in August, Opps and Regs Comm ttee asked
| egal counsel to come up with a meno -- and | know John
Erl enborn was very nuch involved in this -- recommendi ng sone
alternatives or options to what we're now doing, with the
goal that, nunber one, the board, in particular, would have
nore policy input on the front end. It would have a greater
role in actually initiating rul emaking. And nunber two, that
opps and regs people would al so be nore involved at the front
end. Nunber three, that we would cut down the tinme and,
therefore, the cost of this process.

And we were al so nost concerned that the field,
whi ch has enjoyed and fully participated in negotiated
rul emeki ng, not feel as if the tide was going out. And so
t he nodi fied rul emaki ng protocol would nove froma
presunptive negoti ated rul emaki ng nodel we now have to

essentially a presunptive notice and comment rul enaki ng nodel
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with the addition of something called working groups, which
woul d consist of field representatives, and perhaps nenbers
of our own board or the Opps and Regs Conmittee, if they were
interested. So that before the draft went out for notice and

comment, it would have sone input on the front end by the

field.

There woul d al so be instances, obviously, at the
board's discretion where negoti ated rul emaking would still be
t he method used and would still look Iike the nethod we have

now, but we'd have nore front end comment and invol venent on
policy.

So we want to cut down cost, we want to cut down
time, we want to nmake sure the field feels confortable.
Because obvi ously, they have enornous practical experience in
i nput, which is very valuable, and it has worked enornously
well thus far. So we don't want to do anything that
dramatically changes it, but we need to streamine it as best
we can.

And | think I would ask LaVeeda and Bucky if they
want to junmp in, or Mattie, to expand on what |'ve said, and

t hen any board nenber, obviously.
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CHAI R EAKELEY: LaVeeda? Bucky?

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Well, 1 think that, John, you
have very accurately set out the designs for the protocol
that we discussed yesterday. So | think that's conplete.

M5. CONDRAY: | would just say that there were
t hree anmendnents that the commttee discussed to the draft
that's in here in the materials, the first amendnent being to
add sone additional |anguage to the Initiation of Rul emaking
section, making it clearer that that's an opportunity for the
conm ttee and/or the board to provide sonme |ocation gui dance
at the outset of the rulemaking. | think that was inplicit.

But we decided that it would be better to state that

explicitly, so we will do that.

To add a provision in the section on Notice and
Comment Rul emaki ng and Rul enmaki ng Wrkshops that Draft
Noti ces of Proposed Rul emaking, in addition to being
distributed to the board, in addition to being posted on our
web site, would be distributed to any person who have
participated in a Rul emaki ng Wr kshop.

And the | ast change was in the section on

Negoti ated Rul enmaking to take out the references to the word
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"rare" occasions, and just have it be "on occasi ons where LSC
bel i eves that negotiated rul emaking is appropriate.”

So those were the three changes agreed to in the
commttee yesterday for noving this draft forward for
adopti on.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: One other point that 1'd Iike
to make to augnent what Mattie just said is that there was a
provision in the previous protocol that took up substanti al
time after the board had decided to go forward on the
rul emaki ng, which required the President to get together with
the chair of the conmttee and to do sone things that seened
to have taken a lot of time. Once the board nmakes a deci sion
to go forward now, it's tinme for the staff to go straight to
i npl enent ati on.

CHAI R EAKELEY: So remind nme. Wat happens to this
revised protocol if we adopt it today? W don't publish it,
or do we?

V5. CONDRAY: Well, we published the | ast one not
for comrent, but as, you know, public notice so everybody
knows what we're doing. And we could well do the same thing.

We coul d approve this just to have our nodified one
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publ i shed and posted on our web site, so again, the world at

| arge knows what we're doing.

MR BRODERICK: | would think it would be
publ i shed.
MOTI ON
CHAI R EAKELEY: But that's getting ahead of
ourselves a little bit. So John, | take it your notion is

that the revised rul emaki ng protocol set out at pages 155,
the board nmaterials as nodified as described by Mattie and
LaVeeda, be adopt ed.

MR BRODERICK: | couldn't have said it better
nmysel f. Excellent.

CHAI R EAKELEY: How about "So noved"?

MR. BRODERI CK: So noved.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: 1'll second.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Any further comments or questions?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those in favor.

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Opposed.

(No response.)
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CHAI R EAKELEY: The ayes have it.

MR. BRODERI CK: M. Chairman, we're al nost done.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Before we nove on, John, ny
ot her suggestion would be that the final draft be sonething
that you review to nake sure it's consistent with everything
that we've said before it goes up on the web site, so we're
all confortable.

MR. BRODERI CK: That nakes sense.

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: Okay.

MR. BRODERICK: | wanted to turn briefly to an item
on our agenda which was "Consider and act on linmted English
proficiency guidance with LSC recipients.”

At the last board neeting in August, the Ofice of
Legal Counsel brought to the Opps and Regs' attention what
appeared to be a governnent-w de effort to provide gui dance
to federal grantees on conpliance with Title VI of the Gvil
Ri ghts Act in providing service to persons with limted
English proficiency. And the question was should we, LSC,
provi de formal guidance to the field on that.

After the neeting, it was |left Legal Affairs would

consult informally with the field to see if they had any
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predi sposition. And we were told that they did that, and
that there were a nunber of |egal and practical

consi derations that were raised. And it was unclear, based
on those kind of informal discussions, what we shoul d do.

There is no i mredi ate requirement or pressing
requi renent that we issue guidance. And so yesterday, Lega
Counsel told us that the best course of action, at |east at
the present tinme, would be to issue a notice formally
soliciting public comment, so that those coments can be
recei ved, and then a recomended course of action determ ned.

And t hey recommended that they thought that was the best
approach, and the field supports that approach. So that's
what they woul d do.

CHAI R EAKELEY: So there's no action required by
the board, | take it.

MR. BRODERICK: Well, | don't know that there's any
formal action required. | don't think we have to have a vote
onit. But I think if anyone had any strong objection to
that, now would be the time to raise it. Oherw se, the
staff would go forward and publish and get sone comrent.

CHAlI R EAKELEY: Mari a Lui sa.



86

M5. MERCADO | think one of the other issues that
was brought out in that discussion was in |ooking at best
practices of our grantees that are already on their own
conplying with that requirenent, and, of course, noting that
our prograns presented yesterday norning were a great
indication of the fact that they're dealing with those issues
of limted English proficiency for client delivery. And so
to also in the coments section sonehow i ncorporate a best
practices comrent to that.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yeah. | think that's a good idea.

Any questions or conments? Edna.

MS. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS: Do we have in our
guestionnaire that goes to all the people whether they use
interpreters, or do we list any noney that's spent on
interpreters, or is there anything that's sent back to you
that you analyze that says "interpreters,” or anything al ong
that |ine?

CHAI R EAKELEY: | don't think so.

MS. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS: W pay for interpreters --

M5. CONDRAY: | don't know. But sonebody el se here

may know, but | don't.
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M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AVS:  Well, it mght be
sonething to think about to ask themif they have to pay for
interpreters, or if they have sonebody on their staff that
speaks French, Spani sh, Cantonese, and so on and so on and so
on. It would be a very snmall thing to do.

M5. MERCADO And in following up with Edna's
comment, several of the factors that we were | ooking at --
and I know | keep com ng back to the Rural Synposium-- aside
from |l ooking at docunenting the anmount of work that you do,
whether it's case matters or case funding, and | ooking at
what funding it takes, another issue that cane up was an
i ssue of |anguage as far as cost for translating, especially
whether it's actually court proceedings or admnistrative
hearings, or if you don't have the staff necessary to
represent a particular client, what that added cost equals to
-- not only in that state, but nationw de, to the client
community that we represent that has |anguage difficulty --
as an added cost in allocating funds and resources for
delivery of |egal services.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Mke Cenz is at the table. D d you

have sonething to add to this, M ke?
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MR, GENZ: Just by way of the information that we
currently have, we do have descriptions from prograns of what
they do with respect to |l anguage. But we do not have a
dol l ar ampbunt for translation at this point.

CHAI R EAKELEY: |I'mnot sure that the survey of
best practices for conpliance with Iimted English
proficiency requirenents is the way to do it, but it m ght be
a very useful piece of information to gather in sonme other
inquiry of the field.

M5. MERCADO And also for funding. | mean, for
future funding, and | ooking at what you actually need to nake
that programrun effectively.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Yes. That's why. Yes, agreed.

M5. FAI RBANKS- W LLIAMS: It would be harder to talk
about funding, because sone of our Bosnians in Burlington,
the children that go to school speak English, and they
oftentinmes conme in and speak for their parents. So that
woul dn't be a cost, but it would still be -- you know, it
woul d still be interpretation.

MR. GENZ: We have a diversity inclusion advisory

board, and they'll be neeting on Novenber 22nd, | believe,
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and we will take up this issue with themand go fromthere to
see what we should build into our procedure.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Ckay. John Broderick, anything

el se?

MR BRODERICK: M. Chairman, there was one | ast
itemon our agenda. It was "Staff report on other open
rul emakings.” And let ne report this briefly.

The staff republished the 1995 Notice of Proposed
Rul emaki ng on part 1604, which was the Qutside Practice of
Law. They published it for coment. The comrent period ends
Novenber 12th, so it would be right after this nmeeting
concludes. And dependi ng on the nunber and the content of
the coments received, the staff was hopeful that they could
get a final draft prepared for the Oops and Regs Conmittee at
its next neeting, which would be wonderful.

And lastly, the final open rul emaking we're dealing
with at the nonment is 1626, which is Alien Eligibility. That
was a negotiated rul emaking. And Mattie inforned us
yest erday that she had recently sent out to the working group
a second draft revised for their review

So, you know, it's in process. | can't tell you at



90

t he nonent when the Opps and Regs Committee is like to see
it, but it's in the works.

And with that, that was really the gist of our
meeting. | think we acconplished a great deal yesterday.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Well, thank you for your hard work,
and the hard work of the commttee and the staff, and all of
the participants in the negotiated rul emaki ng process.

MR. BRODERICK: | just want to say -- | don't want
Mattie's head to get so big she won't be able to | eave the
room But she did a terrific job, and that's not a feeling
that only I have. | know others on the board share it. But
the field also indicated that she was a very honest broker
and a very hel pful force in those working groups. So she's
to be congratul at ed.

M5. CONDRAY: | appreciate that. Everybody on the
wor ki ng group worked very, very hard and contributed a lot to
t he product that we have. It was very nuch a group effort,
and | appreciated everybody's support and patience with ne in
getting it done.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you, Mattie. Thank you,

John. Next, we have a report by Mauricio Vivero, Lega
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Servi ces Brandi ng Project.

MR. VI VEROC Thanks, Doug. 1'd like to just give
the board a very brief report on a very exciting project that
now has been inplenented. W reported to the board in May of
this year that we were | aunching with NLADA and the ABA a
project to devel op and assist our grantees in creating
conpr ehensi ve conmuni cations plans in order to brand the idea
of legal services at the state |evel.

W have found over the years that broad access to
justice comm ssions often use a comruni cations plan as a way
to bring in partners, possible funders, other supporters to
the issue of |legal services, and that it is critical to have
a statew de strategic communications plan in order to support
a filing fee advocacy effort, in order to support a direct
appropriation advocacy effort, in order to support awareness
with the public, in order to support awareness with new
funders, in order to support awareness with corporate
entities.

We are maki ng a nodest investnment of $15,000 in the
states of lowa, Pennsylvania, and Texas. NLADA is

contributing an equal anobunt to each of those states, and the
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states thensel ves are contributing $15,000, for a total of
$45,000 in these three pilot states to hire consultants, to
work with the | eadership, often the statew de Equal Justice
Comm ssion, to develop plans to establish these kinds of
organi zed strategi c brandi ng and comuni cati ons efforts.

| was able to visit lowa and Texas and partici pate
in their plans. They're going very well. They both are in
the final stages of devel oping very well-thought-out
comuni cations plans. The noney has allowed themto do
research for the first tinme on what the public perceptions
are about |egal services with |ocal stakeholders, to do a
review of all the nedia hits and the kind of coverage that
has been in their states about |egal services. So it has
both a research conponent and a pl anni ng conponent.

One of the things that is, | think, worth noting to
the board is that this is one of the projects where | think
we | everage the expertise of offices within LSC. The fol ks
who work in the state planning group work with me and Eric
very closely. And often we participate together in hel ping
states through the state planning process, and through these

broader coalitions tackle these issues, and commruni cations is
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one of them So | think we've found a vehicle -- we found a
need within our prograns and working states to do this, and
we're trying to neet that need.

| want to conclude ny brief remarks, and of course
take any of your questions, by showing you a video of -- over
the last fewnonths, | think a result of better organized
comuni cation strategies is that our prograns are having nore
luck in getting TV coverage. W' ve always gotten good press
cover age.

But it takes sone expertise to set up events that
will be covered by the TV nedia, the electronic nedia. |
think our pros are getting nmuch nore sophisticated. W are
for the first time conpiling a list of all the prograns that
have a designated marketing and public affairs person. W're
wor king with NLADA to coordinate nmuch better e-mail alerts to
all of those people, and have our prograns at the |ocal |evel
| everage other issues in the news, whether it be health care
or children's issues, and then tie in what we do to those
trends that nmay be hot in the news coverage for a particul ar
cycl e.

You're going to see four or five TV clips. Sone of
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these are the result of events that we've staged to create TV
coverage, and sone are the result of our prograns getting
much nore savvy in selling the idea of equal justice and
pronoting services to clients, the needs of clients, and the
val ue that our noney brings into local conmunities. So I'l
take any questions, if you have them but if not, we'll show
t he vi deo.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Roll it.

(Vi deotape is played.)

MR VIVERO | want to just underscore one thing
that we're trying to do with this. You obviously saw the
nmessages that we're trying to focus on. Lloyd Doggett's
speech about this is a bipartisan issue, this is a phil osophy
t hat goes beyond politics, highlighting the need when we can
about the need for nore services, nore funding. You didn't
hear hi m speak, but the person who was shown at the podiumin
Atl anta was the executive counsel of the Coca-Col a Conpany,
who was at the press conference.

One of the goals of our comunications strategy is
to find influential l|ocal individuals who will speak on this

issue. You didn't see the usual faces. W're trying to get
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peopl e who would -- we need to have surrogates deliver this
message for us. W are often not the nost effective advocate
in either a local canpaign or a national canpaign. The
President of the Georgia ARP was the one that the news
channel selected to run in the clip. That's very inportant
to us. That was the goal

Despite the fact that Bucky was there, you know --

(Laughter.)

MR VIVERC -- we weren't trying to get Bucky on
TV. We wanted ARP to -- we wanted to have their credibility
in pushing this issue and hel ping nove things al ong.

MR. ASKEW Frank was there, too, and he didn't get
on TV.

(Laughter.)

MR VIVERG That's right. That's the report.
Thank you very nuch

CHAI R EAKELEY: Thank you. Any questions?

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS: One question. You're
calling it a branding. Wre you wearing a cowboy hat when
you decided that? Wat was the reason for calling it

br andi ng?
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MR VIVERC Well, the goal is for |eaders at the
state level to figure out a way to brand the idea of [ egal
aid in the nost effective way. So how we sell legal aid in
lowa will be different than how we sell legal aid in Texas or
Pennsylvania. And it's a chance for people at the state
level to figure out how to market the concept of equal
justice in their state. And it will be slightly different.
There's a lot of simlarities, the techniques are the sane,
the tactics for getting press are the sanme. But how you
define it and brand it will be unique to each state.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Good. Interesting.

MR. VI VEROC Thank you

CHAI R EAKELEY: The last item before we take a
qui ck break, and then we go into executive session, is item
12, "Consider and act on a proposal to authorize the
President of LSCto |ease up to an additional 2,000 square
feet of office space for LSC s headquarters."”

MR. EI DLEMAN: Good norning --

CHAI R EAKELEY: Good norni ng, John Eidl eman. How
are you?

MR EIDLEMAN: -- M. Chair and nenbers of the
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board. |I'mvery well. Thank you.

As we nove forward to occupy our permanent hone at
3333 K Street, we've determ ned in our planning process and
in meeting with our architects that it will be necessary for
us to have sonme additional space in order to nmeet our goals
of having adequate office space now and sone nodest expansion
in the future.

Last Wednesday, we nmet with our architects. And
during the course of that neeting, it was determ ned that we
need approximately 4,000 additional square feet, in addition
to the 45,000 square feet that we asked this board to all ow
us to occupy in April. Wen we cane before you in April, we
had not had a chance to do an analysis of the needs of our
staff, nor did we know at that tinme what space woul d be
avai lable in the building, because there were still sone
tenants there. Now we have a nuch better idea as to those
needs.

W' ve been very flexible in this process, and
novi ng our plans as necessary. For exanple, we |earned
recently that one of the tenants on the second floor that we

t hought would remain as a tenant is now going to nove out, so
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we'll be able to occupy the entire second floor of the
bui | di ng.

| f you remenber, this building is five floors. The
first floor is called the ground floor, and then there's one,
two, three, and four. Qur plans at this point are to occupy
part of the ground floor, part of the first floor, the entire
second floor, the entire third floor, and part of the fourth
fl oor.

Sone of the benefits we think we'll derive from
this space will be we'll have professional offices for
several attorneys who are now in carrels in an open works
area. We will have adequate conference space, where right
now we are cranped for neeting space. Qur Ofice of
| nformati on Technol ogy will have adequate roomfor their
server, roomwhere they can roll out new equi pnment, test it,
and repair ol d equipnment, plus provide necessary training for
the staff on the | atest technol ogy.

W also will be able to conply with the ADA and
ot her rul es, where now we have sone problens in some of our
file roons and neeting roons, where sonmeone who's occupying a

wheel chair woul d have troubl e getting around.
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And | astly, we are planning for sonme nodest
expansi on, approxi mately 19 percent over the next three
years.

| woul d be happy to answer any questions, if you
have any.

CHAI R EAKELEY: We just want to nention that it's
roughly incremental cost of rent of about 152,000 annually?

MR. EIDLEMAN: That's correct, yes.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Any questions?

MOTI ON

M5. MORGAN BATTLE: M. Chairman, | would so nove
t hat we adopt the resolution, which would allow us to
i ncrease the space in our new building by 4,000 square feet.

CHAI R EAKELEY: | think you should all have a copy
of Resolution 2002-019. |It's been noved and seconded. Any
questi ons or coments?

M5. MERCADO | was just trying to figure out, and
| didn't have a copy of -- |I'massumng that the 152, 000
woul d be just for this year, or would it be increnentally?

MR. EIDLEMAN:  Qur rent will be fixed for the 10

years of our |lease, so it would be each year would remain --
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CHAI R EAKELEY: This is truly advantageous to the
corporation, the rent.

M5. MERCADO How do we conpare with the current
square footage that we have nowin rent?

MR EIDLEMAN: Wl |, what we have now is 40, 103
rentabl e square feet, and what we're |ooking for is the
simlar -- around 49,000 rentable square feet. And the
reason |'msaying "rentable" is because the architects use
"rentabl e" and "useabl e" square feet, and useabl e square feet
is less than your rentable square feet.

CHAI R EAKELEY: Any ot her questions?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those in favor of the
resol ution, say "Aye."

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Opposed?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The ayes have it. John, thank you
very much

MR. EI DLEMAN: Thank you

CHAlI R EAKELEY: Before we entertain a notion to
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take a brief break and go into executive session, | did want
to just recogni ze and acknow edge Jose Padill o, the Executive
Director of California Rural Legal Assistance. And since we
had noved the agenda item for public comment up to
accommodat e Justice Johnson, 1'd like to invite Jose to cone
to the table briefly.

MR. PADI LLO  When President Eakel ey asked nme if |
was interested in making comments, ny initial reaction was to
say no. No, because |I'mnot prepared to nake any conmments.
But in the Mexican culture, when people talk about |awers,
they say [in Spanish], that there's never a lack for spit.

So we al ways have a word to say. So | --

CHAI R EAKELEY: So we shoul d keep our di stance.

(Laughter.)

MR. PADI LLO There's enough space here, | think,
for you not to worry.

| wanted to -- | did jot down three things that I
wanted to comment about. One is that as | was thinking about
| ast night, talking about the inability for this board to
pass on the | eadership to the next board, and the thing about

you | eaving, and you | eave and you don't |eave, |like an old
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Mexi can song that we know, [in Spanish]. To nme, there is a
sense of closure that | wanted to bring on a very persona
| evel .

Quite a nunber of years ago, | addressed this
board, | think, as some of you were beginning. And I
addressed you in San Francisco. And as | was thinking about
it, I remenber what | talked to you about. | nentioned
Ghandi to you, the fact that when we go forward in trying to
make deci sions about justice and poverty and poor people and
oppressed people, that if we carry with us a face of poverty,
a person, a life story, something that has touched us deeply
about those people who don't have that, those are the things
that make us -- that give us the notivation and the strength
to continue doing that good work, as difficult as it becones.

And | know you've been through difficult tines.

At that time, | also remenber showi ng you pictures
of farm worker housing. And | renmenber bringing a client. |
brought you a client who actually -- whose case actually
began 85 nmiles north of here. It was the |ast |abor
ensl avenent case done in Rancho Somis. And that worker, he

was from an i ndi genous community in Wauhauka, had happened
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upon our services, and we were able to assist himand his
conpatriots. But it was very near here. So to sone extent,
there's a justice there as | tal k about closure.

But | wanted to personalize this a little bit nore.

|"ve been with Legal Services now for 24 years, all at CRLA,

all serving the rural poor. What Mauricio said a little
whi | e ago about change and what you've brought to the table
is an incredi ble change, this notion of bipartisan
responsibility for justice and for the poor, has been
sonething that, as a field director, has been very critical
in us continuing to believe that | egal aid goes forward and
will go forward, even with the transition of |eadership.
Because |'ve been there when it was only about partisanship.

But on a nore personal |evel, you know that rural
poor are different than other poor. And we all know t hat
you' ve stood up for the poor that we all see, but then there
are so many poor that we don't see. And those are the poor
that we at CRLA al ways assune responsibility for. Those are
the ones that are hidden away in those | abor canps, those
fol ks who are hidden away as workers living in bushes,

whet her you believe it or not.
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Whet her any of you took faces with you in your nine
years, or found faces or found stories, | do know t hat
Presi dent Eakel ey takes at |east one story that he and |
share, or takes at |east one face that he and | share. The
openness of sone of you on this board to want to feel the
lives of our clients has been also an incredible change, from
what | had seen in the past. M. John MKay visited | abor
canps with ne, and I was honored to have Dougl as Eakel ey
visit a labor site with ne. And that, too, is 80 mles from
here, 80 m | es south.

And | will always, for the rest of ny career, take
that famly's face with ne, a woman who was |i vi ng
essentially in bushes in the hillside in an encanpnment in a
house that was maybe three tines the size of this table, and
there were four of themliving there, fromwhat | recall. M
facts may not be totally correct. But it was the wonan and
her husband and, | think, two children.

But what | will always take with ne is the hope
that she shared with Doug. Doug may not renenber what he
asked nme to translate. The question you asked ne to

translate was "How is it that you can make a life |iving
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here?" And she answered you -- you asked, "How can you live
i ke this?" And she answered you, "[in Spanish].” "I live
because of mracles.”

But then what struck nme the nost and that | wll
al ways carry with ne is that she did not care to speak with
M. Eakeley or I, really. She was very anxious to share
something with us, and she took us to the back of her shack
made of a plastic tarp. And she wanted to share with us her
garden, which was literally the size of this sheet of paper.
She had a very beautiful piece of grass, and out of the
pi ece of grass was growing a red flower. And she wanted us
to know that of all the people and those famlies living in
t hat encanpnent, she had a garden

And it just struck nme how people who |ive even in
t hose conditions still want to have, in their honel essness, a
sense of home. And in their honel essness, they want a sense
of garden. Synbolically garden. Because for all of us,
gardens synbolize home. So | will carry that face with ne,
and you and | shared that one face.

And | want to end with this. This is not a

funeral, obviously.
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CHAI R EAKELEY: It's the second tinme that theme has
been set.

(Laughter.)

MR. PADILLO At CRLA, when | | ose good people --
it's the toughest thing as a director to | ose those who have
been working with you day in, day out, and struggled with
you. | learned a long tinme ago that the way you deal with
that is you just never say good-bye, because you never say
good-bye to friends. You just say thank you, because you
al ways believe that you will run into each other again
sonewher e.

And | know that all of you will disband and take
your justice learnings fromthese nine years and take them
into justice somewhere else. And it may be that we may or
may never meet again. But | amstruck by the fact that al
of you who brought experience in justice work only did nine
years nore, and then will take it to deliver nore sonewhere
else. | truly believe that this is not a nine-year thing for
you, that it's about a value that you carry, and | trust that
you will do that. And nmaybe we m ght neet again.

And | wanted to end with a story that Bucky heard
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many, many, many years ago in San Franci sco. He was
receiving an award, an award that you rem nded ne of | ast
night. And sonebody told a story, Bucky, there that | always
repeat. | didn't tell the story, but | always repeat it when
| speak to people who do justice. And | repeated the
story yesterday at a conference in San Jose, where | was
talking to farm worker advocates fromall over the State of
California. And | told themthat there's so nmuch suffering
out there, that if you really truly believe in justice, it
beconmes a life thing, alife conmtnment, a life value. And I
told themthe story that Bucky and | heard about 15 years
ago. And this is the synbolismof that, about the fact that
this fight never ends. And it comes fromthe union context,
and |'ve nodified it.

It's a union organizer who's at the very end of his
life, actually, and he's been fighting this one conpany man,
essentially, for his life trying to unionize. And he
confronts the conpany man at the end and says, you know,
"“I"ve been fighting you until now. But you know what ?
will continue to fight you. W wll continue to fight you.

And we will fight you wherever a union man is |eft standing.
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And we will fight you until the last union man is |eft
standing. And if you are unfortunate enough to go to hell,
we'll fight you there. W'IIl follow you there, and we'll
fight you there until hell freezes over. And then we'll
fight you on the ice."

And maybe we will run into each other again, and
|"m sure some of you and I will. But | have the feeling that
with some of you, I"mgoing to run into you on the ice
soneti me sonmewhere. Thank you very nuch

CHAI R EAKELEY: Now we will entertain a notion to

go into executive session, to be chaired by LaVeeda Mrgan

Battl e.
MOTI ON

M5. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS:  So noved.

CHAI R EAKELEY: All those in favor?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: Opposed?

(No response.)

CHAI R EAKELEY: The ayes have it. W'Ill take a
qui ck break, and then go into executive session. |'m going

to say farewel |l now.
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(Wher eupon, at 11:45 a.m, the neeting was

adj ourned to executive session.)

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: There were two things
that Doug nentioned to me that we needed to handle. One is
the fact that after our neeting on yesterday, it's determ ned
that we probably are going to need two days for our next
board neeting, rather than the one that's been schedul ed for
t he annual neeting comng in January. And |'m assum ng we've
got -- is it January 31st already is the date for our
meeting, that we'll need al so February 1st?

MR FORTUNO Yes, that's correct.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: And the other thing --

MR. MCCALPIN: Wait a m nute. Let's | ook.
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VI CE- CHAl R MORGAN BATTLE: Everybody get your --
take a | ook.

MR. FORTUNO I n Washington, right?

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: I n Washi ngton

M5. MERCADO Yeah. Because you're required to
have at |east beginning, then, on the 31st.

MR MCCALPIN:  So we have the 31st and the 1st?

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: That's right. \What are
t hose dates? Wat are the days of the week we're tal king
about ?

M5. MERCADO  Friday and Saturday.

MR. MCCALPIN: The 31st is Friday, and the 1st is
Sat ur day.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: COkay. And also, we're
going to have to receive the Inspector Ceneral's report, and
| understand we need a conference call for that? Do we need
totry to | ook at sonme dates now that we can do that?

MR. MCCALPIN. Well, we have to do it by the 30th
of Novenber.

MR. ASKEW Do we know when it's going to be ready?

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: Is it going to be ready?
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MR. MCCALPIN: Oh, you mean our response.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: Qur response.

MR. FORTUNO  Your response is being drafted. The
draft response will be available for the board to review
What you currently have is the |G s sem -annual report. Wat
staff is doing is taking the usual liberty of preparing a
proposed response for your consideration. W could easily
have that avail able by the 22nd, and that would still give us
time -- or we could do it the 25th. Either one. The 22nd is
Friday. The 25th is Monday. Either one would still give us

M5. FAI RBANKS- W LLI AMS:  Isn't the 22nd when sone
of us mght be comi ng to Washi ngton?

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: | think that is a date
that conflicts. And |I'mactually going to be in another
nmeeting. The 25th is going to be a better day for ne.

MR. ASKEW Monday, the 25t h?

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: Yeah. Gkay. Monday the
25th for the conference call to --

MR, MCCALPIN:  What tine?

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: \What time, Victor?
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MR. FORTUNO Considering sone folks will be on the
east coast, would 11:00 be too early, or --

MR. MCCALPI N: El even o' cl ock east coast?

MR FORTUNOG. East coast tine.

MR MCCALPIN: That's 8:00 out here.

MR. FORTUNO  Uh- huh.

MS. FAI RBANKS-W LLI AMS: Okay. Monday, Novenber
25t h.

MR FORTUNG O we could do it that afternoon.

MS. FAlI RBANKS- W LLI AMS:  El even o' cl ock, fine.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: Eleven o' clock is fine.

MR. FORTUNO. Eleven o' clock east coast tine on
Monday, Novenber the 25th. And the annual neeting, just to
be clear, is on the 31st of January and the 1st of February,
i n Washi ngton, D.C.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: Yeah, that's right.

MR. FORTUNO  Elizabeth, we have a contract with the

hot el ?

M5. CUSHING W have a signed contract with the
Washi ngton Court Hotel.

MR. FORTUNO For the 31st.
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M5. CUSHING For the 31st and the 1st.

MR. FORTUNO And 1st. W' re squared away.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: Washi ngton Court.

M5. MERCADO Now, sone of us need to fly in
Thursday night. | nean, that's not a problem is it?

MS. CUSHI NG No.

M5. MERCADO  Ckay.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: All right. Are there
any other itens that need to cone before this board?

(No response.)

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: Is there any further
public coment? | think we've already actually had public
comment in two parts during this nmeeting. Hearing none, |'d
like to entertain a notion that we adjourn this neeting. And
|'d also like to -- Victor, what tinme is -- are we late for
| unch, or --

M5. MERCADO  Yeah

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: What 1'd like to do,
know t hat Bucky is going to try to catch a flight. 1'd like
for those of us that are on the Perfornmance Review Commttee

to stay -- are we neeting in this roomor the other roonf
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Here? To stay and maybe go pick up your lunch. And let's
meet over lunch and just go straight through, so that those
of us, we have a choice of either catching a flight at 3:00
this afternoon or 12:00 tonight, will be able to possibly
make their flights.

MR. FORTUNO  Shouldn't be a problem

MOTI ON

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: | will entertain a
notion from one of our board nenbers.

M5. WATLI NGTON:  So noved.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: It's been properly noved
and seconded.

MR MCCALPI N  Aye.

VI CE- CHAI R MORGAN BATTLE: Accl amation. W're
adj ourned. Thank you so nuch, everyone.

(Wher eupon, at 12:48 p.m, the neeting was

concl uded.)

*x * * * %
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