Minnesota Supreme Court

Legal Services Planning Committee

May 17, 2010

9:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.
Minnesota Judicial Center

Room 225
MINUTES

Attendance: Peter Knapp, Hon. Paul Nelson, Jerry Lane, Beverly Jones Heydinger, Sally Scoggins, Hon. Natalie Hudson, Gary Hird, Steve Hirsh, Karen Canon, Joe Dixon, Charlie Reynolds, Katie Trotzky, Jim Baillie, Bridget Gernander (staff)
I.  Introduction of New Members – Joe Dixon, Katie Trotzky, and Charlie Reynolds all introduced themselves to the committee and were welcomed by the chair.  Judge Jay Quam is also joining the committee but was unable to attend due to a jury trial.
II. Update on Funding Committee Consolidation – In April, the Court issued an order sun setting LTAB as of July 1, 2010.  All of LTAB’s duties are being assumed by LSAC, including distribution of IOLTA revenue.  The Court order makes it clear that the IOLTA money retains the same purposes and is not subject to the 85%-15% formula.
III. Update on Emerging Leaders Forum – The committee received 35 high quality applications for 20 spots.  Subcommittee decided to have two classes: one starting in May 2010 and one starting in September 2011.  There will be some openings in the 2011 group.  Costs have been kept very low for this project and LSAC did approve funding, given that the Planning Committee does not have its own budget.
IV. Planning Efforts in Response to LSAC Request – Members of the three planning subcommittee’s reported on the work of their groups.  Full notes from each subcommittee below.
a. Equity Subcommittee – Discussion after summary of meeting notes by Judge Natalie Hudson.  Beverly described how equity recommendations could be used by LSAC with an example that if the Planning Committee made a finding that immigrants are generally underserved in a certain part of the state, then LSAC could look favorably on programs trying to provide service in that area.  In times of cutting, trying to not exasperate disparities.  Jerry states that the Planning Committee should encourage dialogue between the programs and LSAC to understand the data they are reviewing in context.  Judge Nelson provided context for the urban-rural disparity with an explanation of what the unified Judicial Branch is going through.  National center for State Court consultants are working on a report about “re-engineering rural courts” that is due out in July.   Have to acknowledge that is costs more to provide service in rural areas and regionalization is clearly a possibility for the future.  Jim stated that the Planning Committee should be pushing for more innovation and less balkanization.
b. Attributes Subcommittee – Discussion after summary of meeting notes by Steve Hirsh.  Katie raised the issue of the difficulty of setting minimum standards without coming up with arbitrary numbers for scoring grantees.  Focus should be on whether the grantee has a thorough and thoughtful process.  Jim stated that if we want to talk about effectiveness there has to be some ability to measure outcomes.  Beverly stated that LSAC started the process of examining organizational capacity in the last grant cycle and wants to be more systematic in their approach.  Gary stated that it is difficult to come up with targets like cost per case because of increased cost for providing service in rural areas and other factors.  Jim stated that we can evaluate a program against itself over time and determine how they are measuring their outcomes.  Beverly asked whether the Planning Committee wanted to make recommendations about the desired balance of service types – if not, it is helpful for LSAC to know why not so that can inform their discussion.  Steve stated that lack of data on effectiveness of outcomes (e.g. does brief service solve the client problem) makes it very difficult to come up with recommendations on types of service.
c. Alternatives Subcommittee – Discussion after summary of meeting notes by Peter Knapp.  Bridget raised the issue that this subcommittee’s work is likely to be more of a medium term recommendation (e.g. here are some ideas for pilots or best practices when there is new money) rather than short term recommendations for the next grant cycle, but it is important to start the discussion now and keep this moving.
V. Upcoming Meetings

a. LSAC has asked that some representative(s) from the Planning Committee attend their next meeting on June 11th at 3;00 to provide an update on the planning work.  Peter, Steve, Joe, Gary and Natalie volunteered to attend.

b. Need to choose a meeting date in September for the Assembly Meeting and to finalize the recommendations going to LSAC for their September 24th meeting.  Bridget will send an email from www.whenisgood.net to try to find meeting date(s) that work for a majority of members.
Equity Subcommittee – Summary of 3/24/10 Meeting
Members Present: Natalie Hudson, Joe Dixon, Steve Hirsh and Jerry Lane

No members unable to attend
Define equity: All eligible clients having similar access to similar services.

Structural inequities in current system:

· Legal services for undocumented clients in all service areas other than MMLA

· Location of offices and boundary lines in service areas impact access to services

Also clearly a metro / rural disparity in available service and resources.  Minnesota does have a funding structure to distribute resources throughout the state with the 85%-15% formula, but there is no requirement that money allocated based on a county’s poverty population be spent in that county.

Threshold question: Should equity be a priority?

If it is a priority, short term recommendation that LSAC ask a question about how organization strives for equity in their service area.  Longer term recommendations?

Follow Up After Meeting:

· Collecting demographics (race and limited English proficiency) by county where available from LSAC / LTAB grantees.  Will have by end of May.

· Look at how other states institutionalize equity:

· Washington model of minimum levels of staff and pro bono by region.  Planning Committee has done a preliminary review of this model and found that Minnesota would meet minimum levels set in Washington for all areas, with the possible exception of the Lyon County / Marshall area.

· Florida funds by region to make sure that resources are distributed equitably around the state.  Not sure how this would differ from the 85%-15% formula.    

· Follow Up with Programs on Issues Raised by Case Maps:  Ask programs how we should think of the maps and what they mean.  Subcommittee members should be assigned a program and staff will set up conference calls.  Bridget will draft some additional discussion areas by program that can be supplemented by members.

Summary of Attributes Subcommittee Meetings 3/1710 and 4/20/10

Members Attending: Katie Trotzky, Steve Hirsh, Gary Hird, Sally Scoggin

Members Unable to Attend: Cathy Haukedahl

Materials References: Legal Services Corporation (LSC) Performance Criteria, March 2007; American Bar Association (ABA) Standards for the Provision of Legal Aid, August 2006; Minnesota Council of Nonprofits Principles and Practices for Nonprofit Excellence, 2005.

“A highly effective program is, within the limits of its resources, continually engaged in a dynamic process involving planning, delineating objectives, working to achieve those objectives, assessing results, and incorporating the resultant experience and learning into plans for future work.” – LSC Performance Criteria 
Priority #1: Service Effectiveness
Indicators that should be analyzed by LSAC:
a. Access to Services – Describe the intake process / hours and find out what are programs doing to be as accessible as possible to clients.  How long are clients required to wait for an eligibility determination?  For an initial substantive interview?  Are clients required to return more than once for such determinations?

b. Internal Program Evaluation – Ask how a program evaluates itself and whether there is a system in place for improving based on that evaluation.  Is there evidence that the program actually made changes in goals, objectives, strategies or work after evaluation?  What have been the principal benefits for clients as a result of the program’s advocacy?  What information does the program collect and use about the benefits it achieves for clients and the communities in which they live, both from staff and PAI case handlers?

c. Commitment to Training - What types of training did staff and attorneys participate in during the last year?  Does the program provide cultural competency training for staff?  Does the program have strategies in place to stay abreast of relevant developments and issues affecting the low-income population?

d. Flexibility / Creativity – Is there evidence of experimentation and innovation? Has the program tried alternate delivery approaches?  Is the program using a wide range of services for clients, including pro se assistance as appropriate?

e. Experience / Longevity – Do staff and attorneys have the necessary experience in legal services and other relevant experience?  What type of case supervision is provided for less experienced staff?  Is there evidence of unusual disruption, such as frequent or repeated changes in key personnel or other basic operations?

Priority #2: Strength of Organization
Indicators that should be analyzed by LSAC:
a. Board of Directors – How often does the board meet?  How does the board exercise its oversight of program operations?  How frequently does the board evaluate the executive director?  Do board members assist effectively in fundraising and development activity?
b. Mission – Is there a shared sense of vision and mission?  Is it expressed in written form?  Are staff aware of it?
c. Priority Setting – Assuming there are more clients asking for service than can be served, how are priorities set?  Give examples of how your priorities implemented in your program.  Does your program look for systemic solutions for client problems and if so, how are those addressed (e.g., suggest rule changes, send ideas to LSAP, systemic litigation, etc.)?
d. Financial – What systems and procedures does the board have to ensure effective financial oversight?  Does the Board review financial statements at least quarterly?  Do past audits or outside reports and evaluations reflect problems?  Have any such problems been addressed?  Does the program effectively adhere to its budget?  Has the program made reasonable efforts to expand its funding base?  Has it been successful?  Is there a strategy to seek funds?  Are the results reasonable?
e. Technology – Does the program use technology effectively to enhance the efficiency of program operations and service delivery?  Do all staff have reasonably up to date computers, software and other technology?  Are intake, case management, statistics, production of routinized legal work, legal research document assembly, etc.  integrated with the organization’s computer system?
Priority #3: Community Integration
Indicators that should be analyzed by LSAC:
a. Collaboration – Find out who an organization has talked to in the community, what about and why to get better sense of real collaborations underway.  What meetings or other gatherings do staff members attend in the communities they serve?

b. Reputation – What is the reputation of the program among the clients, judges and community groups?  Reference should include non-legal community partner.   What do they say about telephone and in-person reception and intake?

c. Referrals – There should be a statewide policy for minimizing the number of times a client is referred from one provider to another.  Does the program facilitate referrals to other legal services providers?  How do they know if referrals are effective?

Alternatives / Best Practices Subcommittee Notes – 3/22/10

Members Attending: Peter Knapp, Karen Canon

Unable to Attend: Gary Hird and Ann Cofell
Discussed the need a deeper examination of promising programs within our state.  Examples:

Extended Rep

· Judicare

· U Visa Project

Brief Service

· Law Library Partnerships for Assisted Pro Se Clinics

· MJF Law Student Clinics

Advice Only

· SMRLS Hotline

· Spanish Hotline

· LSNW Online Advice Pilot

Support Projects

· Projustice.org

· Online Intake Pilot

Surveys of other states similar to effort of the Planning Commission.  Ask questions about projects or practices that increased efficiency / effectiveness in times of cost cutting; pair LSPC members with Emerging Leaders member to do follow up surveys.

