LEGAL SERVICES PLANNING COUNCIL

PLANNING & LEGAL ADVOCACY NETWORK
July 2000

CONFIGURATION PLANNING KICKS OFF WITH TWO-DAY MEETING

Legal services staff, board members, clients, bar leaders and funders came together at Brown Summit June 15-16 to initiate the statewide configuration planning process convened by the Planning Council 

All members of the civil advocacy community in the state were invited to the event. The 60+ participants included representatives of all the key constituencies involved in planning for civil legal assistance in North Carolina – the management, staff, and Boards of Directors of LSC-funded and non-LSC-funded legal services programs, clients, IOLTA, and the Oversight & Implementation Committee (created by the 1998 Commission on the Future of Legal Services in North Carolina). Bob Gross, LSC Senior Program Counsel for State Planning (and former longtime director of New Hampshire Legal Services), also attended. Among the legal services staff who participated in the event were newer staff attorneys, staff attorneys with more than five years of experience, support staff, paralegals, managing attorneys, program directors and executive directors.

Discussion was facilitated by John Tull, former Vice-President for Programs of LSC and a long-time consultant to legal services programs on strategic planning, with the assistance of Bob Echols, who has served as consultant to the Planning Council for the past year. Jon Asher, Executive Director of Colorado Legal Services, reported on his experience in Colorado’s recent reconfiguration process.

The goal of the configuration planning process is to design a configuration of legal services providers that best serves the needs of low-income people in North Carolina. The process will address the configuration of all providers in the state, including both LSC-funded and non-LSC-funded providers and both geographical providers and those serving special populations. The Planning Council hopes that by fall the process will have resulted in agreement about a single proposed configuration model or at least design of alternative models with 




agreement about how to reach a decision among them.

A report on the opening event appears below. (The event was intended to stimulate thinking and identify shared values and goals rather than to produce any formal document or reach any decision. Consequently, the report should not be seen as representing anything other than the perspective of a knowledgeable observer from outside the state.)

In the next step of the process, consultants Tull and Echols will visit programs around the state, meeting with staff, clients, and other stakeholders to identify commonalities and concerns about program configuration. On the basis of these discussions, they will develop one or more possible configuration models for consideration in the next phases of the process, as well as making recommendations concerning the decision-making process.

The Planning Council will work with Tull and Echols to develop a schedule that provides opportunity for input from the entire civil advocacy community. Details will be announced in the next issue of PLAN. Meanwhile, anyone wishing to raise particular issues with Tull and Echols or to ensure that they have an opportunity to provide input can contact any member of the Planning Council or contact Tull and Echols directly at echols@netquarters.net.

Chair Gina Reyman invited constituencies participating in the event but not represented on the Planning Council to date to select representatives to join the Planning Council for the July and August meetings, during the pendency of the planning process. The structure and role of the Planning Council or its successor will be considered as part of the configuration planning process.

CONFIGURATION DIALOGUE, PHASE I:

REPORT FROM AN OBSERVER

By Bob Echols, Consultant, Legal Services Planning Council

Although discussion ranged widely over the course of the two days, key areas of consensus were strikingly clear: 

· A recognition that the changing circumstances of client communities demand new strategic responses from the civil advocacy system.

· A deep commitment on the part of all those present at the meeting to work that has broad impact on client communities and addresses the root causes of poverty.

· Broad agreement about the most important capacities that the civil legal assistance system as a whole in North Carolina should encompass.

· Acknowledgment that the system is currently falling short in virtually all of those areas.

Changing Client Needs

The meeting began with a report by Greg Malhoit of the NC Justice and Community Development Center on the face of poverty in the state. A key finding of his presentation was that despite North Carolina’s robust economy, a large proportion of working people are being left behind, either falling into poverty or living on the edge. For example, in the 1970s, the minimum wage allowed a full-time worker with two dependents to rise out of poverty; today, the minimum wage of $5.15 per hour yields an income that for a family of three is 25 percent below the federal poverty level and 55 percent below the NC Equity Standard. Although job growth is projected in the state for next few years, the jobs being created do not pay enough to survive. At the same time, the “safety net” programs that have kept many families out of extreme poverty since the 1960s are being eroded. The result of these factors is that in North Carolina, as in the rest of the country, the poor have gotten poorer in recent years. One in five children in the state live in poverty.

Other changes in the face of poverty in the state relate to the increasing feminization of poverty and the development of new immigrant communities, some of which are disproportionately poor. Other factors in describing poverty have remained constant: as in the past, race, old age, and disability continue to be key factors, as does the lack of development and opportunity in the rural parts of the state. Migrant workers continue to be especially vulnerable to exploitation.

For a more complete discussion of the changes experienced by client communities, see A Portrait of Poverty in North Carolina, attached to the emailed version of this newsletter or available from the Justice Center.

Need for New Strategies and Renewed Commitment

In a discussion about how the civil legal assistance community should respond to the changing circumstances of low-income people, clients and advocates both stressed the need for an increased emphasis on community economic development strategies to empower low-income people and create jobs with livable wages. Participants also identified education and employment-related issues, such as child care, health care, employee rights, job training, and transportation, as high-priority areas for substantive legal advocacy.

In terms of advocacy strategies, participants suggested that today litigation offers fewer possibilities for achieving results that have a real impact on client communities than it has had in the past. Community economic development, legislative advocacy, participation in broad-based coalitions, community education, and public awareness campaigns were identified as strategies that could potentially be effective. Client participants emphasized the need for building communications networks and supporting the development of leadership within client communities.

Much of the discussion focused on the tension between the importance of these broad, impact-oriented strategies and the need to respond to individual clients in crisis. A number of participants emphasized that the credibility of legal services as advocate for low-income people arises from the cases that it handles on behalf of individual clients. There was consensus that a balance needs to be achieved between these two complementary approaches. Most participants seemed to feel that providers in North Carolina were not currently achieving that balance. A number of participants expressed the need for the system to develop a renewed capacity to look at and respond to issues in a broader way. One participant described a “disconnect” between the impact-oriented values expressed in the discussion and the current culture in field programs in the state.

As another participant put it, “Every person working in legal services should feel that whatever he or she does every day relates to the broader goal of moving people out of poverty. We’ve lost that.”

…more

Capacities of a Model Civil Legal Assistance System and North Carolina’s Current Success in Achieving Them 

Another set of sessions was devoted to a discussion of the capacities that North Carolina’s civil legal assistance as a whole should encompass. Working from a set of goals derived from past planning efforts and Planning Council discussion, participants first identified capacities that were missing and ways in which stated capacities should be modified. Reflecting the earlier discussion, the need for capacities relating to community economic development and building public awareness was noted. A number of strategies or methods of achieving broad goals were identified as important in themselves: these included collaboration with the private bar, working in broad coalitions, participating in institutions that have an impact on low-income people, ensuring that governance of the civil legal assistance system is shared and not dominated by any one constituency, making effective use of technology, making disciplined choices among priorities, and promoting the development of substantive expertise. 

In small groups, individuals were ask to rank the capacities according to their importance and again according to the success of the current system in achieving them. Areas of strong disparity – that is, high priority and low success – were discussed first in the small groups and again in the group as a whole. The results of the individual ranking were also tabulated and served as the basis for further discussion the following morning.

Overwhelmingly, the capacities were all ranked as high priorities: all of them received either a 4 or 5, the two highest rankings, from almost all participants. In contrast, in the ranking of the current system’s success in achieving them, none received a 4 or 5 from the majority of the participants, and most scored very low. The areas in which the highest priority scores were coupled with low success scores included equal access, representation on the full spectrum of issues, providing a full range of services, and promoting stable funding. Community legal education and developing public awareness, while not scored because the “ballots” had been prepared in advance, were also identified in the discussion as being areas of high priority and relatively low current success.

In the discussion the following day, one participant called for a stronger statement of the civil advocacy system’s mission of ending poverty, phrased as “creative and aggressive use of the law as a tool for social change to abolish systems that cause economic inequality and to create systems that foster equality.” A range of participants, including advocates, bar leaders, and clients, stated their support for this goal. There was no dissent. As earlier, participants expressed the importance of balancing this aspect of the system’s mission with the need to empower clients and poor communities and to respond to the problems that low-income people experience.

Two strong challenges to the assumptions of the group as a whole emerged in the discussion of the priority/success disparities. The first of these related to the goal of “maximizing the skills, legal knowledge, and professional development of advocates,” which had received a moderately high priority and a moderately low success rate (success ratings for the majority of other capacities were considerably lower). A representative of staff attorneys with more than five years experience argued compellingly that the group had seriously underestimated the problems in this area. She cited high staff turnover, low salaries, insufficient support, lack of opportunities for professional development, lack of training, and “losing the feeling that we are making a difference.” In the ensuing discussion, consensus emerged about the need for improvement in the capacity “to keep and support a talented and effective staff, with a sense of mission, appropriate salaries, adequate training, and opportunities for professional development.”

The second challenge related to the capacity to “share responsibility among providers for ensuring that values are fulfilled on a statewide basis.” This capacity had received the lowest priority of all those on the list. One participant pointed out that this capacity was the key to realizing all the values and goals articulated in the other capacities – that unless providers in the state have the capacity to share responsibility for the success of the system as a whole, a truly sustained, comprehensive, integrated statewide system (the achievement of which is the Planning Council’s mission) will not be achieved in North Carolina.

Implications for Configuration

Although provider configuration was not explicitly considered in the discussion, a number of points emerged from the discussion that have important implications for configuration:

· A key issue in delivery of legal services is finding a balance between “impact” and “service” work – responding to the individual needs of clients in crisis while also addressing the systemic problems that have lead to those individual crises. Many participants expressed the sense that that the system in the state is not currently finding that balance – that there is a disconnect between the articulated goals of addressing systemic problems and a culture at the individual office level that does not in fact encourage or promote this kind of advocacy.   

· While funding considerations, especially restrictions, require that some forms of advocacy be allocated among different providers, the complimentary approaches of broad systemic advocacy and representation of individual clients should not be separated between providers. Individual representation builds the expertise and earns the credibility that make systemic advocacy effective, while the sense of participating in systemic advocacy reinforces a sense of mission for advocates.

· Legal services providers of all varieties need to take responsibility for ensuring that the system as a whole fulfills its mission on a statewide basis. Structures for communication, coordination of advocacy, priority-setting and strategic planning are necessary to ensure that the system is comprehensive and integrated.

· New types of advocacy, involving new skills and new delivery structures, are called for to respond to the changing needs of client communities. Development of strategies and expertise in new areas of substantive law are needed as well. 

· Greater opportunities for professional development and improvement in other areas that promote job satisfaction are necessary to ensure that advocates and other staff remain in civil legal assistance.

· The system as a whole needs to do better.

Process values

The group strongly endorsed the process values articulated in the Planning Council’s 1999 Report:

· The configuration planning process should be broadly representative, with support and participation from all elements of the community.

· It should operate in an open and collaborative manner.

· It should avoid divisiveness, promoting consensus while accommodating differences, and provide a basis for moving forward constructively.

Advice from Another State

Jon Asher offered the following advice, based upon his experience in the reconfiguration of Colorado providers:

· It’s hard but it’s possible. 

· Begin by focusing not on programs and boundaries but on what you want the system to accomplish. Be guided by what is best for clients.

· While LSC cannot be ignored, neither should you approach this as an LSC-driven process – it’s North Carolina’s system and North Carolina’s process, and success depends on doing what you think is best for clients in North Carolina.

· Keep communication open and constant.

· Program directors have a key responsibility to the process – they can make it succeed or keep it from succeeding. Each program director has to accept that what the process may be offering on a personal professional level is not a future but an opportunity to leave a legacy.

· Always keep in mind that the other participants in the process are motivated by the same values and commitment that motivate you – treat one another with respect and civility. 

· The strength of the civil legal assistance community in North Carolina, as elsewhere, lies in the commitment to equal justice and the interests of clients that is shared by all its members and the passion that brought everyone to this work. This process offers you an opportunity to take that shared commitment and passion and use it to build a system that serves clients better.

KEY VALUES AND CAPACITIES

Identified and Discussed at Configuration Dialogue June 15-16

Note: the following represents an effort to synthesize discussion and is not intended for any formal purpose. It has not been officially adopted by the Planning Council or any other entity.

The civil legal assistance system in North Carolina should have the capacity to…

· Ensure that all low-income people in the state have equal access to civil legal assistance – where necessary, overcoming barriers created by race, geography, language, culture, disability, immigration status, incarceration, institutionalization, age or other factors.

· Maximize the resources available for civil legal assistance, including the services of volunteer attorneys, ensuring that resources are allocated as efficiently as possible, especially with regard to restricted services. Promote stability and diversity in funding for civil legal assistance.

· Identify issues with a broad impact on client communities and provide effective, coordinated advocacy on them on a statewide basis. Provide high-quality representation on the full range of issues important to clients, without regard to restrictions imposed by funding sources. Ensure that no issue of importance to individual clients or client communities goes unaddressed because of restrictions imposed by individual funding sources. 

· Provide a full range of services, including information and advice, support for self-help, individual and group representation, and legislative and administrative advocacy. Increase meaningful access to the justice system for low-income people through enhanced opportunities for self-help and pro se representation and making the courts more receptive to people not represented by a lawyer. Provide services in ways that enhance the dignity and independence of low-income people. Provide services in a holistic way, looking beyond the immediate legal problem to identify and address other needs, in partnership with other resources of the community.

· Empower clients by providing access to legal information and education materials on a full spectrum of issues important to clients. Develop leadership in low-income community through legal education and skills training. Support client networks for communication about legal issues important to low-income communities.

· Use the law creatively and aggressively as a tool for social change to abolish systems that cause economic inequality and to create systems that foster equality. Promote economic development in low-income communities. Move people out of poverty. Promote economic fairness. Influence public awareness and public policy to achieve fundamental change in social and economic structures that cause poverty. Compete effectively in the marketplace of ideas.

· Respond to concerns and priorities of local client communities and provide locally appropriate information and representation. Maximize local support for legal services (of all kinds – political, financial, social, etc.) through close ties to local communities.

· Make choices among competing priorities in a disciplined way.

· Involve the private bar effectively in the delivery of services. Work effectively in broad-based coalitions. Promote the participation of advocates in institutions that have an impact on client communities.

· Promote creativity and diversity through delivery structures that allow for alternative approaches to delivery and ways to respond to client need – avoid a “cookie-cutter, one size fits all” approach to services.

· Share responsibility among providers and other stakeholders for ensuring that values are fulfilled on a statewide basis. Plan strategically and respond creatively to new issues relating to the delivery of legal services and to emerging needs of client communities.

· Ensure the meaningful involvement of representatives of client communities in decision-making processes. Share governance of the system. Ensure that decision-making processes are broadly inclusive of all stakeholders.

· Keep and support a talented, effective and diverse staff, with a sense of mission, appropriate salaries, adequate training, and opportunities for professional development. Maximize the skills, legal knowledge, and professional development of civil legal assistance advocates and support staff. Promote the development of substantive expertise on issues that are important to low-income people.

· Maximize efficiency in the administration and delivery of services. Use technology effectively to expand and improve services.

THE MISSION OF THE LEGAL SERVICES PLANNING COUNCIL:

Central coordination of a sustained, comprehensive, integrated statewide system to provide the most effective civil legal assistance to people in poverty in North Carolina – a system that provides full range of services to a full range of clients.

LEGISLATIVE REPORT

North Carolina General Assembly 2000 Legislative Short Session 

In an already tight budget year, strapped even more by demands for post-Hurricane Floyd disaster assistance, the North Carolina Legal Services Planning Council hired lobbyists John McMillan and Anne Winner to represent legal services interests in state funding. The Planning Council lobbying committee, consisting of Melissa Pershing, Ted Fillette, Gina Reyman, Jim Barrett and Greg Malhoit (ex-officio) met with McMillan and Winner several times to plan strategies. Local program staff and boards, in addition to NCBA and local bar leadership around the state, provided critical support for these efforts throughout the session.

The high water mark for legal services funding in North Carolina came three years ago, when programs received $2 million out of the State Legislature’s general appropriation fund. Half of this funding appeared in the recurring budget, the other $1 million in expansion (or non-recurring) funds. In 1998, we were cut back to $1.66 million, receiving $660,000 of those funds in non-recurring funding. Last year, despite serious and organized opposition by the North Carolina Growers Association, legal services was able to preserve the previous year’s $1.66 million level of funding and have the entire amount moved into the recurring budget, providing some semblance of a relatively safe harbor for us.

This year, as in the past several years, we sought dedicated funding (from court filing fees), which designates a revenue source directly to an entity without having to pass through the political gauntlet of general appropriations.  This removes the opportunity for legislators to exercise annual discretion over its use. A number of southeastern states already have dedicated funding for legal services, including South Carolina. Most Southeastern states do also provide more total dollars in state funding for legal services than North Carolina. North Carolina trails Virginia, Georgia, Maryland, Tennessee, Kentucky and Florida in this regard.

In the General Assembly, funding for legal services programs comes out of the Justice and Public Safety (JPS) appropriations subcommittee, which also must deal with funding for the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC). About halfway through the session, the Administrative Office of the Courts had a dedicated funding bill introduced to increase court costs an average of $4.00. The bill language dedicated that revenue stream directly into the Courts Information Technology Fund. 

The initial support for the AOC dedicated funding bill raised our hopes that, if legal services could get the 

legislature to add an additional court cost increase on top of what the AOC had asked for, we might achieve dedicated funding after all.  However, in short order, the House Finance Committee changed the language of the AOC bill from dedicated funding to a general fee increase, i.e. the language in the bill, requesting the additional money collected go directly to the AOC tech fund, was removed. The bill was re-worded to direct the funds from the court increase into the general appropriation fund with a promise that the money would be earmarked for the AOC’s technology purposes. Thus, approximately $6 million in expansion, or non-recurring, money was added to the AOC budget. There was no interest in or support for making the court cost increase any higher than the $4.00 average already specified in the AOC bill.

Once it became clear that the AOC was not going to get dedicated funding, it became highly unlikely legal services could achieve dedicated funding either. Our strategy then changed to one of lobbying simply for an increase to our existing funding. While lobbying for legal services continued down to the final state budget wire, ultimately neither our House nor Senate included expansion money for legal services this year. The $1.66 million in recurring budget was not disturbed. But the good news is, that for the first time in recent memory, no one challenged or attempted to cut our funding levels.

We cannot wait long to begin our work again. The North Carolina General Assembly will convene in January, 2001 for its long session and we must have our plans and strategies firmly in place long before our legislators start heading to Raleigh.

MIE FUNDRAISING CONFERENCE

Advocates and others concerned about maximizing funding for civil legal assistance are urged to attend the fundraising conference presented by MIE (Management Information Exchange) in Nashville August 3-5. The theme of the conference is "Creating New Community Partnerships for Justice." It will occur Aug. 3-5 at the Renaissance Nashville Hotel. The registration deadline is July 12. The conference brochure and registration form can be downloaded from MIE’s web site, www.m-i-e.org, or contact MIE at 617-556-0288.

“If you are an executive director, development director, grant writer, office or unit manager, or any other staff member who wants to help funding grow in your legal services, IOLTA-funded, pro bono, protection and advocacy, Title IIIb, or other civil legal assistance program serving low-income clients, this conference is for you, “ says MIE.

JULY PLANNING COUNCIL MEETING

The Legal Services Planning Council will meet on July 12, 10 a.m. to 3 p.m., at Camp New Hope. Items on the agenda include: Report of the Access for Spanish-Speaking Clients Committee; legislative wrap-up and preparation for next year’s effort; and follow-up on configuration planning event. All members of the civil advocacy community are invited to attend.

Meetings are scheduled for the second Wednesday of each month through November 2000.

NEWER ADVOCATES TRAINING

On May 23–24, 2000, the Advocacy Coordinating Council and Legal Services of North Carolina hosted a two day training event for newer advocates at the Brown Summit Conference Center. Approximately twenty attorneys and paralegals from various legal services offices attended. The sessions covered substantive areas of legal services practice, including housing, family, consumer, benefits and employment law. In addition, the participants received training on interviewing clients, drafting legal pleadings and conducting discovery. Also, everyone who attended received a manual with materials designed especially for new advocates. 

During the day, the participants learned how to become effective legal services advocates. In the evening, they were challenged with legal services trivia questions posed by Melissa Pershing, Executive Director of Legal Services of North Carolina and Greg Malhoit, Executive Director of the Justice Center, in a decidedly different version of Who Wants to be a Millionaire. The winning contestant, Rogers Blount, a paralegal with North State Legal Services, received a Justice Center T-shirt in lieu of a million dollars. 

The following members of the Advocacy Coordinating Council and the Planning Council were trainers for the event: Liza Baron, Tierney Bianconi, Ted Fillette, Kay House, John Keller, Richard Klein, Andrea Kurtz, Evan Lewis, Roselle Margolis, Celia Pistolis and Gina Reyman. Also, Bernard Bush of Pamlico Sound Legal Services and Bill Whalen of Pisgah Legal Services were presenters and George Hausen and Paula Pope of Legal Services of North Carolina handled the administrative details. Thanks to everyone involved for a training that participants evaluated as “excellent.”

TECHNOLOGY ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS

At the May 10 meeting of the Planning Council, the Technology Advisory Committee reported on its survey of the technological capacity of legal services providers in the state and its proposals for further work. 

After discussion, the Planning Council requested the Advisory Committee to: 1) complete the survey; 2) identify areas, if any, in which technological capacity is insufficient and make recommendations for addressing the problem, with cost estimates if possible; 3) make recommendations concerning technology training; 4) develop draft policies for programs relating to use of technology; 5) identify other issues that should be addressed to maximize effective use of technology to provide information and services to clients; 6) report to the Planning Council on steps that could be taken to enable the Advisory Committee to work more effectively (e.g. appointment of additional members). The Advisory Committee was asked to be prepared to report back by the end of the summer.

SUBSCRIPTION TO PLAN

PLAN is the newsletter of the Legal Services Planning Council, the collaborative planning and coordination organization of providers of civil legal assistance in North Carolina. 

LEGAL SERVICES PROVIDERS: You will receive PLAN by email only. Please contact Kay House (kbh@lasnnc.org) if you have any difficulty in receiving the email version 

BAR LEADERS, LAW SCHOOLS, CLIENT REPRESENTATIVES, COMMUNITY GROUPS, AND OTHER MEMBERS OF THE ADVOCACY COMMUNITY: If you would like to continue receiving the newsletter, please let us know. If you don’t have an email address, you may subscribe in hard copy.

You can contact us through any member of the Planning Council (see list below) or at:

Legal Services Planning Council

C/o NCLAP

PO Box 2101

Durham, NC 27702

Phone 919-688-6396 (Sharon Council)

Email kriscoun@gte.net or echols@netquarters.net 

PLANNING COUNCIL COMMITTEES 

AND OTHER PLANNING ENTITIES:

CONTACT INFORMATION
Access for Spanish-Speaking Clients, acting Chair Gina Reyman, at (919) 688-6396 or greyman@gte.net.

Technology Advisory Committee, co-Chairs Esther Dallman, (336) 272-0148 or EstherD@lsnc.org, and Gray Wilson, (336)723-9140 or gww@lasnnc.org.

Community Education Advisory Committee, acting Chair D.J. Anderson, (919) 677-0561 or dander@mail.barlinc.org.

Pro Bono Coordinating Committee, Planning Council liaison Melissa Pershing, (919) 856-2564 or MelissaP@lsnc.org.

Local Fundraising Advisory Committee, acting Chair Jim Barrett, (828) 253-0406 or Jim@pisgahlegal.org.

Advocacy Coordinating Committee, acting Chair Celia Pistolis, celiap@lsnc.org.

LSNC Client Council, Willis Williams at (252) 792-6279 or WILL-BIG@prodigy.net.

Oversight and Implementation Committee, Intake Study Committee (created by NC Commission on the Delivery of Civil Legal Services), D.J. Anderson at the NCBA, (919) 677-0561 or dander@mail.barlinc.org.



PLANNING COUNCIL MEMBERS

Gina L. Reyman, North Central Legal Assistance Program, Chair

Gregory C. Malhoit, NC Justice and Community Development Center, Vice-Chair

James A. Barrett, Pisgah Legal Services 

Stephon Bowens, Land Loss Prevention Project
Michelle S. Cofield, North Carolina Bar Association
Barbara Degen, Catawba Valley Legal Services
Theodore Fillette, Legal Services of Southern Piedmont 
Deborah Greenblatt, Carolina Legal Assistance
Mary Lee Hall, Farmworker Unit, Legal Services of North Carolina

Michael S. Hamden, North Carolina Prisoner Legal Services, Inc.
Kay House, The Legal Aid Society of Northwest North Carolina

Melissa Pershing, Legal Services of North Carolina

(New members not available at press time)

The Legal Services Planning Council is funded by grants from the North Carolina State Bar Plan for IOLTA and the Legal Services Corporation and contributions from the four LSC-funded programs in the state.







