Comprehensive, Integrated Statewide Systems:

Lessons, Models, and Insights from Some Successful States
Two sessions at the 1998 NLADA Conference focused on state planning efforts in individual states.  The panelists included representatives from six states (Minnesota, California, Florida, Tennessee, Michigan, Washington) that have made significant process toward achieving a comprehensive, integrated statewide civil legal assistance delivery system.  The following is a very loosely organized collection of the ideas, themes, insights, and models presented by one or more of panelists as they described their experiences and the systems in their states.  Not all of the statements are applicable to all six states; some reflect the experience of only one state.  Nor will all be relevant to efforts in other states.  Some are general and aspirational, some are specific and practical.  Undoubtedly there are many other effective approaches that did not come up in the workshops.  Nevertheless, we believe that all of the ideas below are worthy of consideration by any provider or state planning entity seeking to improve access and enhance service delivery within a state.

Purposes, Goals, Attitudes

· The processes predated and were independent from the LSC-mandated planning process.  They dealt with a broader set of issues; arose out of state needs; were controlled at the state level; the agenda was related to local issues.  

· Legal services programs did not attempt to control the process.  They saw their role as to initiate, inform, and influence; to get the right actors together, provide them with all the necessary information, and then to be open to the process.  Sometimes the process developed in ways that they had not anticipated, or that they had initially opposed.  However, the overall results were overwhelmingly positive, often far more successful than they had originally hoped.

· In coordinating their efforts with other providers, programs have been willing to take a leap of faith.  They have confidence that problems can be worked out as they go along.  They are not prevented from initiating steps to work together out of fear of potential problems

· Advice from one state: “Everything is possible, if the purpose and objectives are agreed, and everyone participating sees what they are doing as having more importance and being designed to last longer than the particular configuration of individuals in the room.”

Partners, Process, Structures, Resources
· Partnership with the bar, the courts, legislatures is key; it can lead to a level of support for and involvement in delivery of services that would have been inconceivable before the planning process began.

· Involvement of the legislature in the process has resulted in strong bipartisan support.  Individual legislators of both parties who participated on commissions and boards learned about needs, became invested in the process, and have had a major impact on state funding and other legislative issues.

· Close coordination with the state bar has been essential.  Bar associations can administer coordination activities, employ access to justice staff.  Active participation by legal services advocates, directors in bar activities, e.g. serving on bar association board of governors, has had major payoff in terms of building personal relationships, personal trust.

· The courts and the judiciary have been involved in a variety of different ways.  The planning process can be initiated or administered by the courts.  Court administrators and personnel who see clients and have an interest in seeing them represented have made important contributions.  Court systems may initiate parallel efforts to improve access: in California, the Chief Justice has launched a court planning process, with each county court system required to develop a plan on how to improve access and improve relations with community.

· The process can be very broad-based, including not just the obvious players but representatives from the Chamber of Commerce, League of Women Voters, etc.

· Basing planning efforts on a study of needs, designed and administered by a broad-based committee, ensures that planning efforts are driven by real needs and that partners (especially legislators, judiciary, bar) are invested in process.  The recommendations of the report can be implemented by a broad-based committee or board.

· The study and/or implementation board can be established by the legislature or courts, administered by the state bar or courts. 

· State planning is a continuous process, not a one-shot deal.

· In Washington, an annual Access to Justice Conference develops recommendations and designates organizations to implement them, deals with a broad range of issues, recently including education of media, building endowment for legal services, public legal education.

· Aspirational goals in a state plan need to be coupled with concrete goals, work plans, time lines, and evaluation processes. 

· A number of successful states have significant access to justice staff, funded by state bar or bar foundation, IOLTA, contributions from providers, to implement their plan.  Ongoing tasks can include coordination of pro bono, development, and technology.

· Passing state funding through the state supreme court or another part of court system can be effective.

· Think in terms of recource development strategy rather than simply fundraising; this can involve initiating a long-term development campaign, planned giving, creation of charitable foundation, hiring a development officer.

· A statewide fundraising entity can supplement local fundraising by dealing with entities (e.g. large statewide law firms, foundations) that do not want to deal with individual programs; it can use a donor designation option like the United Way, where the donor can opt to allocate the contribution in particular ways.

Coordination among Providers

· The key to success is maintaining a statewide perspective.  Boundaries should be invisible in terms of services and clients.  Programs share responsibility for ensuring access to the system throughout the state.

· Some articulated goals:  No one goes unserved because of where they live, the nature of their problem, or political disfavor (immigrants, prisoners).  Maximize funding for state as a whole.  Every dollar should be put to the highest use; the least restricted dollars should be reserved to fund work restricted by LSC or other funders.

· Functional integration is the goal.  State systems can be functionally integrated without consolidation.  Integration can be achieved by spinning off rather than consolidation.

· “No Turf.”  Ongoing effort is necessary to overcome inherent conflicts and competition among programs -- sometimes even a history of animosity.  

· One model for integration/coordination: individual programs pursue different specialities, substantive and otherwise, which generally are not duplicated by other providers.  One program may coordinate legislative advocacy for the state; one may focus on reaching particular unserved populations, e.g. immigrants; one may develop expertise in technology, fundraising, or administration.  Programs share expertise, even lend or contract out staff with particular talents or expertise.

· Technological strategies are more effective when state-based rather than program-based.

· A range of devices is necessary to build bridges and maintain communication among programs.  These can include regular meetings of directors; structures that build from the ground up, so that there are relationships among individual advocates, such as task forces on substantive issues and associations that include staff and clients; newsletters, staff resources directory, resources catalogues, training events.

· One model: a central support organization funded by programs that coordinates support, raises money, negotiates contracts with state agencies.

· Legal services programs speak with one voice when seeking funding from legislature, foundations.  They work out a distribution formula beforehand; it is generally census-based, with adjustments to reflect different client communities, program activities and priorities.

· Bar association websites can provide a vehicle for posting CLE materials, resources catalogues for legal services attorneys and pro bono lawyers.
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