State Bar of Georgia GLSP Funding Task Force

Meeting Minutes

January 19, 2007

Mid-year Meeting

Savannah, Georgia

1. Roll and Introductions

Lamar Sizemore, Tina Shadix Roddenberry, Tommy Burnside, Hal Daniel, Chris Phelps, Jimmy Franklin, Jay Cook, Jeff Bramlett, Gerald Edenfield, and Bryan Cavan attended the 2 p.m. meeting.

2. State-by-State Funding Reports

Each committee member was assigned a state bar association to contact about its efforts to support legal services programs.

A. Missouri and Illinois

Tommy Burnside reported on his discussions with bar leaders in Missouri and Illinois.  He reported that Missouri has legislative funding, civil filing fees and has a bar dues budget line of $20 per lawyer to support legal services.  He also described Illinois’ pro bono model that is multi-disciplinary.

B. Maryland and Texas

Lamar Sizemore relayed Norman Fletcher’s report on Maryland.  Maryland has a state pro bono resource center funded by IOLTA, a filing fee surcharge, and a standing legislative appropriation of $500,000 from an abandoned property fund.  One-half of the funds are given to the Maryland Pro Bono Resource Center.

Texas has an annual $65 per lawyer assessment for legal aid programs.

C. Michigan and Minnesota

Chris Phelps reported that there is no mandatory contribution or mandatory pro bono in Michigan, which has a bar similar in size to Georgia—about 38,000 lawyers.  He noted that the Bar has a strong fundraising division that also raises funds for legal services.

Minnesota has an opt-in on its bar dues, proceeds from which go to the stat’s bar foundation for distribution to the state’s five legal aid programs.  State funding also supports legal aid.

D. Ohio

Tina Shadix-Roddenberry reported that Ohio has an impressive approach to supporting legal aid.  She provided the committee with information on Ohio’s “Spangenberg Report” which details legal needs in Ohio.  The Ohio Legal Assistance Foundation is a partnership of the state’s bar foundation and its legal aid programs.  The foundation’s financial means to support the delivery of legal aid has increased dramatically over the years due to its ability to effectively tell the story about legal needs of the poor and how legal aid programs meet the need.

E. California and Florida

Hal Daniel reported on efforts in California and Florida.  California, with a bar membership of around 200,000 has a variety of initiatives related to legal aid, pro se, pro bono, self-help centers and more.  He reported that California is exploring a negative dues check-off that would provide 50% of the proceeds to legal aid.  California is also working to increase IOLTA revenues that would support legal aid.  The state is also reviewing a coordinated Cy pres effort and debating mandatory pro bono reporting.

Florida provides an interesting option, Hal noted.  Florida has mandatory reporting of pro bono and an opt-in for funding.  In its mandatory reporting program, lawyers must report if they have provided any pro bono services and may pay $350 instead of reporting.  The funds are used to support legal aid and pro bono.

3. Discussion

The committee proceeded to discuss various options, deciding that the charge was to provide a do-able approach to funding.  Committee members agreed to develop a short-term and long-term approach.  Members also agreed that the Task Force should have a longer life to help develop a long-term solution for GLSP’s funding problems.

The committee agreed with Tina that solutions require education and encompass an understanding of the legal needs, a compelling description of legal aid’s work and outcomes, and a coordinated, broad approach to funding that includes the bar, the legislature and public/private partnerships.  Tina noted the Ohio success and urged members to review the Spangenberg report.

In the short-term, the committee will look at opt-in/opt-outs (less favored), assessments and a bar dues increase.  Short-term solutions would include a one or two-year sunset.  For the long-term, the committee will continue exploring other states’ models.  The committee heard comments from bar leaders urging the committee not suggest a solution that competes with the bar’s legislative program funding efforts.

The short-term efforts are affected by these factors:  bar dues are currently capped at $250.00, with dues now indexed at $230.00, leaving a limit of $20.00 for any increase.  The Supreme Court must be petitioned to raise the cap, and that is a possibility, but not for a short-term solution for the bar dues year 2007-08.  In terms of a bar budget line solution, the Bar’s Finance Committee will need to be included in discussion.  The Finance Committee meets on February 23, 2007.  Chris Phelps serves on that Committee.

Members agreed that clarity of the fundraising goal is needed for the short-term solution.  Members discussed the results of the prior opt-out that was removed from the Bar dues statement.  Current Bar Campaign and GLSP development efforts raise above $370,000, with resource investment of about $100,000, netting about $270,000 for GLSP.  The opt-out had netted $850,000 for GLSP.  Committee members discussed a $20 bar dues increase with a 1-2 year sunset that would net around $720,000.

Hal Daniel argued in favor of an assessment with a sunset until a long-term solution began producing results.  He also noted that the assessment should raise at least $720,000 to fill the minimum gap.

Members generally felt that an opt-in would not raise sufficient funds, based on past experience with opt-ins and regardless of the suggested amount.

Members also noted that an assessment would avoid issues related to raising the bar dues cap.

The committee agreed that GLSP needs to provide more detail about its current funding and its financial needs.  Phyllis Holmen will be asked to provide data and will be invited to the next committee meeting.

Mike Monahan will also ask Tom Boller and Rusty Sewell to attend the next meeting to alert them to the Task Force’s long-term solutions and work that include legislative funding for GLSP.

Mike will notify members of the Bar Board of Governors about the Task Force’s next meeting.

The next meeting of the Task Force was set for February 9 at 9:30 a.m. at the State Bar.

Respectfully submitted,

______________________

Mike Monahan

