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            (4:05 p.m.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I'll call the meeting to order

  and ask for an approval of the agenda.

                           M O T I O N

            MR. KORRELL:  So moved.

            DEAN MINOW:  Second.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  All in favor?

            (A chorus of ayes.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I should, I guess, have said

  that this meeting was duly noticed in the Federal

  Register.  And so now we're on item No. 2.  And John,

  are you going to -- John Constance, are you there?  Is

  John Constance available here?

            MR. CONSTANCE:  I'm here, John.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  Now, as to the

  semiannual report, the Board needs to -- we transmit

  the draft, I believe, and we can -- I guess you want to

  make a presentation, John, about it, and then we'll

  talk.

            MR. CONSTANCE:  Yes.  That's fine.  Basically,

  to remind everyone, this is not a response to the

  semiannual report.  It is, in fact, the Board's

  transmittal of the semiannual report to Congress that

  we do every six months.

            I think the material that was provided

  hopefully is self-explanatory.  We had one minor

  correction, thanks to Joel Gallay, who noted that our

  chart was improperly headed in one column.

            The "questioned cost" is a term that we use. 

  The law that this whole effort is pursuant to uses the

  term "disallowed cost."  And obviously, D on the chart,

  which indicates no final action was taken, that by

  definition indicates a zero.  That's a run-up of the

  questioned costs that are still outstanding.

            So with that minor correction, that's where we

  are.  We sent that out, I believe, yesterday as a

  substitute for that exhibit.  Otherwise, the material

  stands as it was presented.  I'm happy to answer any

  questions that anyone might have, but it looks for this

  year to be -- or this report looks pretty cut and

  dried.

            So any questions?  Be happy to answer them.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Well, just for clarification,

  two things, then.  That redraft was sent out this

  morning and will be very early in the stack of things

  you received this morning from Kathleen.  And it's page

  4 -- well, it's actually, I guess, four pages into the

  transmittal, if you're having difficulty finding it

  from this morning on the chart.

            The second thing is that they're actually, in

  a sense, making a change on the way we characterize

  what we're doing in the agenda because it does say

  "Response" there.  But we're actually transmitting,

  really, aren't we?

            MR. CONSTANCE:  That's correct.

            MS. REISKIN:  Mr. Chair?

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Yes?

            MS. REISKIN:  This is Julie.  Are we allowed

  to -- do we have any way to comment on -- I thought the

  letter you wrote was beautiful and I have no comments. 

  I mean, I thought that was great.

            I've got to say I was pretty distressed with

  the first -- not with anything in the report, but with

  the first page and the characterization of the IG's

  letter because someone looking at it who didn't know

  Legal Services would think, oh, my God, this place is a

  mess.  And I don't think that's accurate or fair.

            And I'm not saying we should hide or cover up

  anything.  But if we can't even comment on it, I won't

  go on about it.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Where are you referring to? 

  I'm sorry.

            MS. REISKIN:  In the actual SAR report, where

  it -- it characterized it, to me, as if management

  doesn't respond, that we sent all this stuff and we

  haven't gotten stuff back, and there are all these

  problems out there.  I thought your letter was very

  balanced.

            But if we can't do anything about it, there's

  no sense in spending time discussing it.  So it would

  be -- not the transmittal letter, the actual SAR

  report.

            MR. SCHANZ:  Julie, this is Jeff Schanz, the

  Inspector General.

            MS. REISKIN:  Yes.

            MR. SCHANZ:  I will take that under

  advisement.  But you are correct.  You cannot change

  the body or the substance of our report.

            MS. REISKIN:  Okay.  Thank you.

            MR. SCHANZ:  Thank you for your observations.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Any other questions?

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Yes, John.  This is

  Charles Keckler.  I do have a quick question about the

  very last item in our transmittal letter, which is in

  the table on the last page.

            I noticed -- and this isn't really much

  discussed in the SAR itself -- well, it's not quite the

  last item.  It's the dollar value of disallowed costs

  that were written off by management.  There's sort of a

  footnote that somewhat explains it there, but I think

  that that's going to raise some questions -- it

  certainly did in my mind -- about the absolute

  necessity of writing all that money off.

            So I'm not sure whether the footnote would

  necessarily satisfy a reader.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I see what --

            MS. REISKIN:  I agree.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I agree with you.  Folks in

  the room there in Washington?  John?

            MR. CONSTANCE:  Well, I would say this.  We

  can certainly provide more explanation.  That's the

  explanation that was provided to us as to the reason

  that we cannot -- that we in fact are not going to be

  able to pursue those dollars.

            In terms of the ongoing existence, even, of

  CALSC, others, I think Vic or Jim, can speak to that. 

  But in terms of the explanation for the reason that we

  cannot collect that money or we are going to need to

  write that money off, that was the explanation that we

  were given.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Any other -- Charles, have you

  got a change in mind?

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Well, no.  It really

  depends on the facts of the matter.  I just think that

  when I see something like that, I think the

  organization has ceased operation, but do they have

  assets?  Is there a potential to personally go -- to

  personally pursue a recovery?

            It depends on the state of the law and the

  state of the facts.  I'm just saying that that

  explanation, standing in itself, wouldn't necessarily

  satisfy me.  And possibly others who receive this

  transmittal may have the same reaction.

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  This is Jim.  I don't

  think there's a need to say this.  I don't think we

  need to foreclose our options at this point, and to the

  extent that this reflects some final decision that this

  number is not going to be pursued, I wouldn't agree

  that that's accurate.

            So my proposal would be to -- I think that the

  footnote is surplusage and isn't necessary for purposes

  of the transmittal.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Yes.  That would be -- but

  then it's still in the category that it's going to be

  written off.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  No.  It says disallowed costs.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Well, it's a

  disallowed -- it's sort of in the -- it's not

  recovered -- well, as I read the ledger of it, it says,

  dollar value of disallowed costs that were written off

  by management.

            MR. CONSTANCE:  That's correct.  In order to

  have it on this chart or to place it anywhere under

  that category with or without the footnote, it is

  demonstrating a decision to write it off.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I see.

            MS. MIKVA:  Can't we just say disallowed costs

  that haven't been recovered?

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Yes.  That would be in

  category A, maybe, or something.  Because this is in

  category C, Final Action, as I read it.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  You're right.  It would be

  category A.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  This is Gloria. 

  I'm wondering if this conversation is about adequately

  telling the readers what we know and what might be

  avenues.  That is, does CALSC still exist, have any

  assets that could possibly be recovered from, and that

  whether or not there is a recovery action possible is

  still being explored.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Well, I think Jim is saying

  they aren't done.

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  CALSC still exists as of

  this date.  And I'm not prepared to say that they have

  zero assets.  Nothing's been presented to me that

  indicates that.

            MR. FORTUNO:  Conceivably, we might be able to

  go --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Maybe this item belongs in A.

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  I hadn't seen --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  First of all, this says,

  "Final action not taken by management by commencement

  of reporting period."  Well, you certainly hadn't taken

  final action by the commencement of this report, which

  was April 1, if I'm understanding that A.

            MR. CONSTANCE:  That's correct.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  And if you're saying that you

  haven't yet made the decision as to this, then it

  doesn't belong in B or C, does it?

            MS. MIKVA:  It looks like it belongs in D,

  actually.

            MR. CONSTANCE:  That would be correct.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  D, yes.  I think that's

  right.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  It would be -- can it only be

  one place?

            MR. CONSTANCE:  That's correct.  I think it

  slides to D at this point.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I see.  Okay.  Are people

  comfortable making that change?

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  I think that makes sense

  to me, John.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  Yes.  That makes

  sense to me.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  And then there would be no

  footnote.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  That's correct.

            MR. FORTUNO:  This is Vic Fortuno.  If I may,

  I just have a question, and that is, if it goes in D,

  whether it doesn't also go in A.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  That's what I'm wondering.

            MR. FORTUNO:  Because final action had not

  been taken by commencement of the reporting period, and

  no final action had been taken by the end of the

  reporting period.  So it would seem that it goes in

  both of those.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  That was my question.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  No.  A is about what is

  left over from the last reporting period.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Yes.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  This isn't left over from

  the last reporting period.

            MR. FORTUNO:  Because D --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Was this disclosed in the last

  report?

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Not the disallowed costs.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  That's what I'm wondering.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  When was the decision for

  the disallowed costs finalized?

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  My recollection is that

  that was March.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Of this year?

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  Yes.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Yes.  But that would be before

  this reporting period.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Oh, then yes.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Time is speeding up on us,

  guys.  I sort of think this was all happening last year

  at year-end and then over into this year.  One of the

  first things that Jim had to deal with.  Right?

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  That's correct.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Well, how about this?  You

  folks check whether it was pending as of April 1, in

  that number.  And if it was, you'll put it in A as well

  as D, and if it wasn't, then you'll just put it in D.

            FATHER PIUS:  I thought you still need a

  footnote explaining what this number is.  I mean, you

  don't have to put the part about we don't think we're

  going to get it, but you should at least explain a

  little bit of what it is.

            MS. REISKIN:  I think one sentence of, we're

  not done with this, that Jim can figure out, would do

  it.

            FATHER PIUS:  And that it was mentioned in the

  previous report.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Actually, the first two

  sentences of the footnote without the third sentence

  might be okay.

            FATHER PIUS:  Yes.

            MR. KORRELL:  John, can I just ask, while

  we're wondering about which column it goes in, is there

  in fact a remedy that we are considering pursuing to

  recover this money?  I mean, it sounded like there was

  no remedy in mind and no efforts to identify a remedy. 

  I was wondering if we in fact are still looking into

  that.

            MR. FORTUNO:  I think that we can certainly

  look at that, not just what recourse we may have with

  respect to the former grantee that continues in

  existence, but conceivably, although I'm not familiar

  with Louisiana law, but conceivably there might be

  reason to look at the executive director, the former

  executive director, and possibly even the board of

  directors.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Yes.  I think it's worth

  looking at.

            MR. FORTUNO:  But I don't know that this is

  the time or the place to get into that kind of detail

  other than to say that we can certainly look at what --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Can I just say, we're on an

  open line here, and I don't know whether that means

  anything or not.  But --

            MR. FORTUNO:  Well, that's why I was saying I

  don't know that this is the time or place for that,

  other than to say that we can certainly look further

  into this and that the book isn't necessarily closed on

  this.  We can go ahead and take another look and report

  back to the Board.  I should say not "another" look; we

  can take a look because I don't know what the

  determination was with respect to whether our recourse

  would be only as against CALSC.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  I think that's enough

  on that, at least for --

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  I agree.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  So I think a change --

            MR. FORTUNO:  But as to the table --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  -- is called for in the

  letter, and I think it should be made and then

  recirculated so that everybody sees it.  And if anyone

  has a concern, they can email it in or whatever

  quickly.

            But I'm assuming this is going to be moved. 

  The 487 is going to appear possibly in two spots or

  only one, with a footnote that ends with the second

  sentence.  Is that what we're thinking right now?

            MS. BROWNE:  This is Sharon.  I think that's

  exactly what we've been thinking.  But I would like

  to -- when this is recirculated, can somebody also

  indicate where on the May 17, 2011 report the Capital

  Area Legal Services Corporation $487,000 was listed?  I

  just want to know where it was in the past, and if it's

  moved, I'd like to see that, too.

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  We'll do that.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.

            MR. CONSTANCE:  This is John Constance.  Mr.

  Chairman, one practical issue so that the Board doesn't

  have to meet again.  Is there a way to go ahead and

  move this transmittal letter today pending or including

  the corrections that have been mentioned?

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I don't have a problem with

  that.

            MR. CONSTANCE:  Because it needs to be acted

  on.  It's a decision item.  So all I would suggest is

  we can go ahead and work with you and communicate to

  everyone what we have done as a landing spot for this,

  and pending anyone's objection to that, we can -- we

  could put a hold on it, but from a practical

  standpoint, I think getting an action on it today would

  be helpful.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.

                           M O T I O N

            MS. BROWNE:  Can we make a motion based upon

  the condition that --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Yes.

            MS. BROWNE:  Based on our conversation?  So

  that would work.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Do people understand the

  motion? Yes.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  Yes.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I think we all do.  So Sharon

  has moved.  Somebody second?

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  I'll second.  This

  is Gloria.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  All in favor?

            (A chorus of ayes.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Opposition?

            (No response.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  So there's your motion.  And I

  think that handles that item.  Is that correct?

            MR. CONSTANCE:  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  And now we need to move

  to the 403(b) thrift plan, and who's going to speak to

  this?

            MS. DICKERSON:  This is Alice Dickerson, Mr.

  Chairman.  I will speak, and then if there are legal

  questions, Mark Freedman will respond.

            The information that will be --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I'm sorry?  We can hear you.

            MS. DICKERSON:  Okay.  The information that

  was provided in Mark's message, or memorandum, to you

  of November 14th regarding 403(b) thrift plan

  amendments is what we'll be discussing.  And this

  involves three proposed changes to the 403(b) thrift

  plan.

            Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.  I think that Mark is

  going to --

            MR. FREEDMAN:  Apologies.  We're in open

  session, and the memo that you have is a privileged

  memo with background on the general situation.  But

  we'll be discussing in open session what we're going to

  be doing with the plan, which is the changes going

  forward.  And we can answer questions about what they

  are.  If you have legal questions about the situation,

  there are things we could discuss in closed session

  during litigation report.

            The general -- well, we've got three items. 

  The first one is the one that is connected to the

  resolution you have.  And I believe you got a revised

  resolution in this morning's email.  The first item

  involves what's called post-separation compensation.

            The short version of this is that the plan is

  to amendment our thrift plan so that we'll have the

  statutory regulatory grace period for providing former

  employees with their final paychecks, their final

  vacation cashouts, any earned pay, so that it continues

  to be eligible pay for the plan, as opposed to the

  current practice which is to do that before their last

  payroll date, which gives us a very quick and somewhat

  artificial deadline.

            And the standard practice for the plans,

  pursuant to the Department of Treasury regulations, is

  to either not do anything that's plan-eligible after an

  employee has left, or do it within a broader grace

  period.  And so our plan is to -- our request is for a

  resolution to amend the plan so that we can do that.

            All three of these items are items that are

  subject to collective bargaining, and the union has

  received these materials.  We are waiting for their

  feedback as to whether they have any concerns.  If

  there are concerns, then we will let you know about

  those.  It's our hope that they won't have any concerns

  because these are all either technical corrections or

  slight improvements to employee benefits.

            On the second item, the CSRS-eligible

  employees, this essentially is a document correction

  where we're making sure that the document to the plan

  clearly reflects longstanding practice.  We have TDA,

  tax-deferred annuity, accounts for the few employees

  who participate in the CSRS, the federal Civil Service

  Retirement System, dating back to when LSC was eligible

  for that system.

            Commencing the beginning of 2010, we merged

  those accounts, that had been managed by a different

  provider, in with our AUL accounts, managed by AUL, for

  a variety of reasons, primarily to comply with

  regulations and to simplify how everything was

  administered.

            There were no changes to employee benefits. 

  There was one amendment to the plan, actually an

  addendum that reflected the merger.  And then we are

  planning on amending the plan to remove what had been

  an exclusion for those employees and to make clear that

  their participation continues to be as it had been only

  for employee contributions -- because they are also

  participating in the CSRS system -- and not for the

  employer contribution that matches that other LSC

  employees are eligible for -- because the other

  employees are not in the CSRS system.

            The third item is a small change to the loan

  procedures for the plan.  The loan procedures permit

  loans, but have certain limits on them.  Our limit is a

  maximum of six loans, and that's subject to an

  additional limit that the total amount borrowed can be

  no more than $50,000 or half the assets in the plan,

  whichever of those two is smaller.

            We have the six-loan limit.  That won't

  change.  We also had what we call the 2/12 limit, no

  more than two loans within a 12-month period.  AUL does

  not have the capacity to easily track that and report

  it to us, and so it is easiest for us to drop that,

  especially given the fact that we still have all the

  other limits in place.

            That's an administrative change to the plan. 

  It does not require Board action, but we are providing

  you with notification before we do so.  And the

  CSRS-eligible employees change, while it's an amendment

  to the plan, it's implementing the merger of the TDA

  accounts into the main plan.  That was approved by

  Board Resolution 2009-09.

            That's the short version.  I think you have

  more details in the memo, and I think if you have any

  questions, please go ahead.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Didn't we go to the six

  loans -- wasn't that something we amended ourselves

  last year?

            MS. DICKERSON:  Yes, we did, Mr. Chairman.  We

  amended that.  I believe it was in the October meeting

  of 2010.  And actually, we had agreed that we would go

  back to the five.  However, now that we have the union,

  that would be a matter that would have to be bargained.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I see.

            Any questions from the Board?

            FATHER PIUS:  This is Father Pius.  Do we know

  how much, for example, if we -- the first point,

  amending the plan to include the employee's last day of

  work, how much extra this would have cost the

  Corporation if this had existed over the past fiscal

  year?

            MR. FREEDMAN:  Very little.

            FATHER PIUS:  Because I'm trying to get an

  idea of what this change will cost.

            MR. FREEDMAN:  Right.  It would be very little

  because in almost all situations, we get their

  final -- their earned pay in their final paycheck, and

  their vacation cashout in their final paycheck.  And

  our practice had been this final paycheck rule.

            So there are, I think, one or two situations

  we identified where the vacation cashout happened after

  the final paycheck.  And so there would be the 6

  percent employer contribution and the 2.51 percent

  match for those one or two situations, and only for

  that vacation payout.

            The other situation is if we do retroactive

  raises.  In the past, if we've had a retroactive raise,

  then it applied to all employees who worked during the

  time period, both employees who are still current and

  also former employees.  We did not treat retroactive

  wages for former employees as being included as plan

  compensation.

            This would change that if the retroactive

  wages fell within the regulatory time period.  And

  that's either within the plan year or two and a half

  months after someone's left, whichever gives a later

  date.

            So that fleshes out some of the details.  But

  in short, we don't anticipate any significant cost to

  this.  There may be a few situations, but they're

  pretty small compared to the overall matching program

  and the plan itself.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Any other questions?

            (No response.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  And apparently, this is

  consistent with our past practice?

            MS. DICKERSON:  Our past practice has been

  last paycheck.  So the information that Mark provided

  you with regard to retroactive raises as part of

  planned separation compensation would be something that

  would be new, as he said, we have withheld the

  contributions for employees and paid the basic

  contribution and any matches for current employees.

            However, for former employees, if they are no

  longer on the payroll, and in a lot of cases no longer

  still participants in the plan, then of course we have

  not.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Did these changes go to a

  Board committee first?

            MS. DICKERSON:  Actually, we had them on the

  agenda for the October meeting, and they were not

  addressed at that time.  So they have not been.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  You mean the October Board

  meeting.  I mean a committee of the Board.

            MS. DICKERSON:  No.  That's what I meant.  I'm

  sorry.  They were actually on the Finance Committee

  agenda, but then they were not -- for some reason, it

  was removed from the agenda and they have not been

  discussed before a committee.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Well, I would like to suggest

  in the future -- the Finance Committee chair is not on

  the call today -- but I think you're right to be going

  to the Finance Committee and having it come up that

  route before it gets to the Board in the future.

            MS. DICKERSON:  Actually, the way we've

  handled it in the past has been the Finance Committee

  has been the committee that we have gone before for any

  amendments to the plan, and the Audit Committee is the

  committee that we've presented performance information

  to.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  I think that practice

  sounds like a good one.

            MS. DICKERSON:  Okay.  We'll continue it,

  then.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I don't know what the rest of

  the Board thinks, but I hope they agree.

            SEVERAL BOARD MEMBERS:  I agree.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  So I guess my question is, you

  need this change now?

            MS. DICKERSON:  We need it before the end of

  the plan year, which is December 31st.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Well, [audio blip] on the

  Board call here.  We should first -- do we care?  We're

  sidestepping our usual path here.  It seems

  like -- these seem like fairly modest changes, but I

  don't really want --

            FATHER PIUS:  Yes.  No, I agree with you,

  John.  But it has to be done by the end of the year. 

  And the other thing that I would say, when you bring

  them to the committee in the future, if you could at

  least give estimates of what the costs of these changes

  will be.  I ask for numbers every, single time.  So in

  the future, please make sure you include estimated

  costs of any of these changes.

            MS. DICKERSON:  Yes, sir.

            DEAN MINOW:  That's a really good point.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  I'd also like to ask

  that -- this is a busy working Board.  If we could get

  materials of this time sufficiently in advance that

  folks aren't being emailed on the 15th memos of this

  magnitude for a Board meeting two days or three days

  later.  It's just too tough on folks.

            I really would like -- with items of this kind

  where they apparently were prepared for the meeting in

  Chicago in October, I would have thought we could get

  the memo out earlier.  Now, maybe I'm wrong and it was

  out earlier.  But I didn't get it till Tuesday.

            MS. DICKERSON:  I think that at the management

  level, it went through several revisions after the

  October meeting.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Well, I would like management

  to be aware of the fact that the Board is fairly busy,

  and that giving people two days to read memos is not,

  in my view, fair or appropriate.

            MS. DICKERSON:  I agree.  I understand.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Unless it's an emergency.

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  This is Jim, and I agree

  with that.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  Well, on that basis, if

  we could have a motion to approve the amendments.

                           M O T I O N

            FATHER PIUS:  So moved.

            DEAN MINOW:  Second.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  All in favor?

            (A chorus of ayes.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Opposition?

            MS. REISKIN:  I'd like to abstain.  This is

  Julie.  I'll abstain.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  One abstention.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  Hello?

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Yes.  We heard that.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  Okay.  This is

  Gloria.  Are we agreeing to the resolution that was

  mailed after the memo?

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  The resolution that

  accompanied the packet today.

            MR. FREEDMAN:  Right.  The resolution that you

  should have before you is the one that was emailed this

  morning.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  That's what I'm

  talking about, yes.

            MR. FREEDMAN:  Right.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  It's the one that

  was emailed this morning.  Because I didn't see it

  until very late before this meeting.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  That's why we --

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  Okay.  I just

  wanted to know what we were voting on, that's all.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  We're voting on that

  resolution, yes.  And I'm suggesting in the future that

  both the memoranda and such resolutions should be sent

  out with some fairness to the schedules of the Board.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  Right.  I agree

  with you, and I'm just clarifying for myself and for

  the record what we were voting on.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Good.

            PROFESSOR VALENCIA-WEBER:  Okay?

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Yes.

            MR. FREEDMAN:  This is Mark Freedman.  If I

  may, just so that you don't have any confusion, the

  change from the previous resolution to this one was

  simply adding the reference to the union and that

  management would not take this action until after

  hearing back from the union.

            MS. DICKERSON:  So that probably should be

  clarified on the record, that the Board has approved it

  subject to that.

            MR. FREEDMAN:  So, as Alice has pointed out,

  approving this resolution would be approving

  management's authority to enact this amendment --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  When was the union

  asked -- was the union asked to be back to us by today? 

  When is the union supposed to get back to you?

            PRESIDENT SANDMAN:  They've said they will try

  to get back by next week.  It was not raised with them

  until this week.  They fairly requested the opportunity

  to run it by their counsel before they responded.  We

  agreed with that.  But they won't be able to get back

  before next week at the earliest.  This is our fault.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Well, then actually the

  resolution should actually have been -- this is a good

  question.  Who just asked that about the union?  You

  get the gold star because there ought to be some

  recognition that our action is -- we can't actually

  amend the plan until we've heard from the union

  because --

            FATHER PIUS:  That's in the resolution, John.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  It is in the resolution? 

  Where?

            FATHER PIUS:  It's, "Now, therefore, be it

  resolved, if the union agrees."

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Oh, okay.  I see that.

            MR. FREEDMAN:  Mr. Chairman, would you like me

  to read the resolution, as revised into the record?

            FATHER PIUS:  No.  It'll be clear in the

  record after Vic --

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  No.  It's in the record.  It's

  okay.

            Any other observations on this issue?

            (No response.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  We're now at public

  comment.  Any public comment?

            (No response.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Considering and acting on

  other business?  I just want to mention that Sharon

  very graciously agreed to testify this week in

  California on behalf of all of us.  And from everything

  I hear, she did a great job, and thank you, Sharon, for

  doing that.

            MS. BROWNE:  It was my pleasure.  I had just

  grim statistics to testify to, and I really want to

  appreciate and recognize Stephen Barr in helping with

  the testimony.  He was a tremendous, tremendous help.

  Thank you all.  Thank you.

            PROFESSOR KECKLER:  Where did you testify,

  Sharon?

            MS. BROWNE:  It was a summit that was being

  put and sponsored by the California Chamber of

  Commerce, the California State Bar, the courts, our

  Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, and many others,

  dealing with the crisis in the civil court system, and

  what's the results of the financial cutbacks that are

  occurring.

            Everybody in California, all the court

  systems, are taking very, very heavy hits.  And it's

  impacting their help desks.  It's impacting the manner

  in which low income Americans are able to access the

  courts.

            There's going to be three more hearings

  throughout California dealing with this issue, and then

  hopefully there's going to be a report that will issue.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Okay.  Anything else?

            (No response.)

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Can we get a motion to

  adjourn?

  //

                           M O T I O N

            DEAN MINOW:  So moved.

            FATHER PIUS:  So moved -- second.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  Thank you.

            CHAIRMAN LEVI:  All in favor on the motion to

  adjourn?

            (A chorus of ayes.)

            (Whereupon, at 4:46 p.m., the meeting was

  adjourned.)

                          *  *  *  *  *

