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The State Bar of California 

 
Data Compilation on the regulation of  

non-profit legal services providers 
 
 

Explanation of Data Compilation 

Three surveys, one for non-profit providers of legal services, one for consumers of legal services 
and one for the general public were distributed to over 2,000 targeted individuals and agencies.  
Respondents also had the opportunity to contribute comments by letter, e-mail, and/or fax during 
the public comment period from October 2006 to January 31, 2007. That compiled input is provided 
here. 
 
Information is presented according to category of respondent in three sections:  

Section 1.0 – Providers;  
Section 2.0 – Consumers; 
Section 3.0 – General 

 
Each respondent group’s section contains:  

a.) a brief narrative overview of survey results; 
b.) an “at-a-glance-summary” of survey results by question; 
c.) a brief narrative overview of public comments submitted. 

 
Totals of responses and input received are as follows: 

Providers:      67 total (61 surveys; 6 public comments submitted). 
Consumers:  15 total (13 surveys; 2 public comments submitted); 
General:        127 total (119 surveys; 9 public comments submitted); 
 

 
It should be noted that for all surveys not all respondents answered all questions.  Additionally, with 
some questions, respondents had the opportunity to select more than one option.  Therefore the 
total number of responses to the survey questions will not always equal the total number of 
respondents overall within their respondent’s group.   
 
Comments in italics are direct quotes from survey respondents and have only been modified when 
a specific organization or individual was referenced.  Not all comments (or direct quotes) to survey 
questions are included due to volume but those presented accurately reflect responses submitted. 
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Section 1.0:     -PROVIDER’S SURVEY RESPONSES- 
 

I. Brief Narrative Overview of Survey Responses 
 
Comments from provider’s survey on-line largely represent IOLTA-funded legal services providers 
and legal services clinics.   
 
Approximately 66% of respondents are in opposition to both a potential registration or regulation 
system; 20% of respondents have no opinion or “don’t know” and 12% support further regulation of 
non-profit legal services providers. 
 
The underlying arguments against regulation include:  

• no evidence of harm;  
• the existing licensing of attorneys by the Bar is sufficient;  
• potential constitutional and freedom of speech/association issues;  
• an increase in cost, bureaucracy, and resources that would take away from services 

available to assist the low-income.   
Many respondents also felt strongly that any requirement to have an all-attorney Board would 
conflict with funding requirements from donors to have a diverse Board and would also limit the 
scope and quality of services provided. 
 
Four respondents support registration or regulation on the basis of consistent standards for all 
attorneys. 
 
 

II. At-A-Glance Summary of Survey Responses  
 
Total survey respondents: 61 
Not all respondents answered all questions 
 
Question 1:  RESPONDENT’S AFFILIATION 
 

• 50% of respondents are affiliated with IOLTA-funded programs 
• 36.7% other (see below) 
• 21.7% legal services clinic 

 
Response Total (Some respondents indicated more than 
one affiliation.) 
 

IOLTA-funded program 31 
Other (see below) 22 
Legal services clinic 13 
Lawyer referral service 6 
Domestic violence clinic 6 
Court-based self-help center 5 
Small claims program 2 
Local bar association 2 
Community-based mediation program 1 
 

• Other: law school clinics or non-profit university-based advocacy organizations run 
by law schools; county law libraries; public interest impact litigation organization; 
support center; public interest organization; consulate office; family law facilitator; 
refugee and immigrant service agency; paralegal service for seniors. 
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Questions 2 (a) – (d): RESPONDENT’S ORGANIZATIONAL OVERVIEW:  

BUDGET; SALARIES; CLIENTS; STAFF; OFFICES 
 
All information included is approximate and only reflects the limited group of respondents to the 
survey. Note that not all respondents may have answered the questions consistently thus reflecting 
impure data analysis. For example, some respondents may have provided salary ranges for ALL 
employees not exclusively staff attorneys, some respondents may have included the number of 
they serve indirectly and directly while other respondents did not; some respondents did not 
maintain or know the statistics requested. 
 

• Annual budgets range from $2,000 to $9 million  (average budget = $1.5 million) 
• Annual staff attorney salaries range from $35,000 to $135,000 (average staff attorney 

salary = $62,000) 
• Clients served annually range from 0 to 108,000 (average number of clients served = 

$8,500) 
• Number of staff ranges from 1 to 125 (average number of staff = 19) 
• Number of office locations ranges from 1 to 22 (average number of office locations = 2) 

 
 
Question 3: SERVICE AREAS 
 
Legal services provided are varied.  Most respondents provide legal services in three or more 
areas. 

 
Response Total 

Other (see below) 37  
Family law 31 
Consumer issue 33 
Housing 33 
Domestic violence 30 
Public Assistance Programs 29 
Health 23 
Elder/senior law 23 
Immigration 21 
Bankruptcy 15 
 

• Other: business law; class action litigation; civil rights/civil liberties; constitutional rights; 
privacy; free speech; criminal justice; death penalty; debt; fair housing; labor; 
education; employment; environmental; estate planning; endangered species; juvenile; 
legislative advocacy; international human rights; intellectual property; insurance; 
Medical; medical directives; children’s advocacy; disability; community economic 
development; public policy advocacy; small claims court mediations; probate; traffic; tax 
preparation; veteran’s issues. 

 
 
Question 4: FEE SYSTEM 
 
The majority indicated that they do not charge any fees for services or described fees as nominal or 
administrative and on a sliding scale.  A small set of respondents charge flat fees, contingency fees 
or percentage fees.  
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Question 5: CLIENT SATISFACTION 
 

• 61% use a client satisfaction questionnaire or other means to measure client 
satisfaction 

• 39% do not use a client satisfaction questionnaire or other means to measure client 
satisfaction 

 
Those that do not use a client satisfaction questionnaire or other means to measure client 
satisfaction provided these additional comments. 
 

• Alternative client satisfaction measurements: 
• Evaluation sheet included in materials sent to clients 
• Senior management reviews all applications and requests for assistance 
• Dissatisfied clients can speak with the executive director 
• Board review 
• Exit interview 
• Peer review, outside review  
• Audits  
• Faculty attorneys and law students meet weekly to discuss case status, progress and 

quality of service 
• Feedback from judges 
• Client feedback, feedback from cooperating counsel, opposing counsel and the courts 
• Victories in court or favorable settlements  

 
 
Question 6: HANDLING CLIENT COMPLAINTS  
 
Most have an internal process or policy to handle client complaints – first to encourage a solution 
between the individual attorney and client, then to the legal director or supervising attorney, 
Executive Director and finally to the Board for resolution. 
 

• Client grievance procedure 
• Client is contacted by supervising attorney 
• Neutral party follows up with the client and nature of complaint shared with office for 

improvement 
• Agency will call LRS attorney and attempt to resolve  
• Complaints referred to Chief Counsel and/or President for resolution 
• Through customer satisfaction questionnaires or through program supervisory personnel 

and Court Administration 
• Telephone call and letter of apology 
• Complaints sent to panel attorneys who are required to respond within 20 days; two 

complaints in one year or three within eighteen months require appearance before Peer 
Review Committee of LRIS Advisory Committee 

• Complaints referred to Board Member who reports to Board of Directors and mediates with 
client 

• Each case handled individually by the Director of the law library 
• Consultation off-site at client’s location or at meeting site 
• Letters sent to presiding judge 
• Multi-level process – complaints are reviewed and resolved if possible by Executive 

Director; unresolved complaints are forwarded to Program Committee of Board of Directors 
for review and resolution; complaints not resolved at Board level can be appealed to 
government funding source (Area Agency on Aging) 

• Clients may complain to funders and are given information on how to do so 



FRYE REPORT – SURVEY RESULTS 
on the regulation of non-profit legal services providers 

Page 5 of 32 
8/28/2007 

 Providers, Consumers, General Survey Summaries 
Combined Appendices: 2-2, 2-3, 2-4 Proposed FRYE report    

• Our “clients” are legal services programs; if a program has a complaint the program’s co-
directors address it; the legal services program can contact us or speak to someone at the 
State Bar who handles IOLTA programs 

 
 
Question 7: NUMBER AND NATURE OF COMPLAINTS FILED  
 
Out of 57 respondents, half reported zero complaints filed in 2003 to 2006, slightly less than half 
reported minor complaints and a small group of respondents reported the number and nature of 
complaints as unknown. 
 
The mass majority of client complaints were based on client’s ineligibility for services followed by 
complaints regarding resources (or lack thereof) available; e.g. not enough staff. A few complaints 
were about the attorney (didn’t like or didn’t do as much as client wanted) and a small number of 
complaints were about failure to communicate or rudeness.    

 
 

Question 8: LAWSUITS AGAINST STAFF OR VOLUNTEER ATTORNEYS  
 

• 84.2% have never been sued by a client 
• 15.8% have been sued by a client (9 out of 59 respondents, 8 provided details below) 

 
1.) 2005, General Negligence, Intentional Tort:  ongoing 
2.) 2004, a former client filed a claim against our office in Small Claims Court based on 

denial of services after he moved out of the county. He later dismissed the claim. 
3.) 2001, Breach of Fiduciary Duty, Breach of Contract, Fraud, Constructive Trust, 

Professional Negligence:  case dismissed 
4.) 2001, Failure to pursue a claim for Case dismissed 
5.) 1999,  Motion to Recuse, Motion granted 
6.) 1990, Panel attorney was not sued by client but by opposing counsel. The case 

closed in 1990. 
7.) Frye v. Tenderloin Housing Clinic 
8.) The only time our project was actually sued was about ten years ago.  The client, 

who was severely mentally ill, handwrote a complaint that she attempted to file in 
federal court.  Although she hand-delivered a copy of the complaint to our office, I 
don't believe that it was ever actually filed, and nothing ever came of it. 
 

 
Question 9: INTERNAL CONTROLS IN PLACE TO PROTECT CLIENT’S INTEREST  
 
Responses about internal controls used to protect clients’ interests varied although nearly all 
respondents indicated existing case management policies and procedures, various levels of 
supervision and review of staff and cases (from supervising attorney, legal director, and board) as 
well as a conflict of interest database. 
  

• Weekly case review meetings; monthly legal staff meetings; legal staff training plans; 
standardized forms and procedures; case file standardization; client database for conflicts 
check and client profile tracking; organization-wide client complaint policies; annual client 
satisfaction surveys with staff and Board review/recommendations; third party monitoring of 
randomly selected client case files on annual basis 

• Non-attorney staff supervised by attorneys; attorneys supervised by managing attorney; 
monthly review of all cases with all staff and attorneys; careful data collection and case 
management 

• All cases except routine office cases and physical abuse cases are brought to a weekly 
case acceptance meeting for decisions 
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• Board supervision of staff attorneys 
• Case reviews; internal and external audits; annual self-inspections 
• Training to intake staff; review of all cases; supervision of all staff and volunteers handling 

cases; on-going trainings; client feedback forms 
• Supervision of staff; review of case files; monitoring by various funders 
• Legal department procedures manual; case management review; client contracts; 

information/release forms; limited scope agreements; weekly meeting with Executive 
Director and all supervising attorneys 

• Written and electronic copies of files; weekly case review; quarterly case reports; yearly 
audits; random audits 

• Staff follows up with client periodically about client satisfaction. Random selection of cases 
and clients are polled for opinions about the referred attorney 

• LRS – all clients referred to the private bar.  According to our rules, they can contact staff, 
who will follow-up on complaints.  If not resolved, clients can complain to the Board LRS 
Committee.  Clients are informed of the State Bar complaint line and local bar arbitration 
program. 

• We help self-represented individuals in their cases and our work appears before the Family 
Court Commissioner, Family Law Judges as well as the Clerk of the Court; if a problem 
arises, the clerk contacts me 

• Attorneys are trained annually in professional responsibility duties; all litigation reviewed by 
principal attorney 

• Attorneys only advise and represent tenants; no involvement or advice is provided to any 
landlord; conflicts check done upon initial contact with client; all attorneys covered by errors 
and omissions insurance; retainer agreements spell out client’s rights; attorneys discuss 
amongst themselves and with the affected clients any potential conflicts and call the State 
Bar ethics hotline when needed 

• Conflicts checks; case management; case closing procedures 
• Conflicts database; we only represent one party; procedures for handling domestic violence 

cases; intake forms; maintenance of client files; representation of clients mostly done in 
court; satisfaction surveys sent to all clients 

• Tickler system for deadlines/statute of limitations; computerized intake system; supervisory 
case strategy meetings and reviews 

• Our co-counsel agreement with local programs and our agreement require that the client be 
kept fully informed of developments and needs in their case 

• We unbundled services and outline a service agreement; file management database with a 
tickler system; send closing letters that include pending information and referrals 

• Director reviews each case; all cases are put into a password protected database in order 
to catch any conflict of interests; all client information is kept highly confidential 

• Board must approve all affirmative litigation 
• Assessment; legal strategy on all legal issues faced by victims of domestic violence; scope 

of services signed at each appointment; attorneys participate in large number of legal 
trainings 

• All files and records of legal clients are held within legal department and locked; all records 
and files only accessible to legal department; policy in place that no non-attorney/legal 
personnel can dictate any client legal assistance; conflict of interest and confidentiality 
policy; clients wishing to arrange some form of charitable donation are sent outside of 
agency to arrange their wills or trusts 

• Law school clinic – model high quality, client-centered lawyering; retainer agreement 
informs clients of expectations; clinical faculty are experienced lawyers who mentor and 
monitor all students assuming lead responsibility for client representation; students are 
supervised per the Practical Training for Law Students state rules 

• All cases discussed internally before and during representation; attorneys work in teams 
overseen by Legal Director; clients kept informed about case and usually involved in many 
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case decisions; clients always involved in big decisions such as settlement, major motion 
strategy, etc.; retainers and disengagement letters 

• Intense hiring process and review of applicants; supervision by experienced managing 
attorneys; weekly case acceptance meeting; regular random review of open cases; review 
of every manager at closing; all paralegal work reviewed; annual job performance 
evaluations include random case review; observation of staff at hearings; organization is 
MCLE Provider of in-house trainings; CEB passport for legal staff; regular attendance at 
external trainings; every client grievance investigated; managing attorneys have open door 
policy; substantive law teams to promote communications among advocates 

• Fulfillment of all requirements of State Bar Minimum Standards for certified Lawyer Referral 
Services 

• Do not represent individual clients but engage in legislative advocacy before regulatory 
agencies 

 
 

Question 10:         NON-ATTORNEY INTERFERENCE WITH THE EXERCISE OF INDEPENDENT JUDGEMENT  
 
Most respondents commented on the lack of or limited role of their Board in individual cases with 
respect to how their organization ensures non-attorney interference with the exercise of 
independent judgment.  Other comments are grouped on responses based on established internal 
guidelines, staff attorney’s role, and other means used to ensure non-attorney interference with the 
exercise of independent judgment. 
 
Board related 

• Decisions and actions regarding client representation carried out by attorneys only; no 
board member makes any decisions regarding a represented client as per board resolution; 
reports are made to board but no control over legal representation is exercised by the 
board 

• All legal decisions made by counsel; board role limited to approving initial decision to 
become involved in case 

• All board members and co-directors of the program are attorneys; only staff member who is 
non-attorney is an administrator who is not involved in legal decisions or case review 

• Board oversight is limited in so far as individual client’s cases are concerned; 
• Board does not supervise day to day activities, only attorneys 
• Board has been trained on non-interference 
• Issue has not come up – a number of board members must be attorneys 
• Our Board (14 members) governs our program; all legal decisions are under the purview of 

the 7 attorneys on our Board 
• Non-attorney members of the Board are not involved in case decisions; non-attorneys on 

staff (media, fundraising, activists) are not given any authority in cases; cases are run by 
attorneys only and non-attorney staff roles are strictly supportive 

• Interpretation of the Rule of Professional Conduct 1-600 to prohibit interference by board 
members or other non-lawyers in the organization 

• Inform all callers that we are not attorneys; if an attorney tells us they can not assist a 
client, we try and refer the clients elsewhere; we would never interfere with an attorney; if 
attorney is not performing their job the Board LRS Committee will review the issue and the 
attorney could be dropped from our service 

• Case selection by staff attorneys at weekly meetings then discussion strategy and 
recommendation to the Board, which includes attorneys and non-attorneys; however, 
Board is not involved in strategic or tactical decisions about a case once it is litigated; all 
decisions are made by attorneys in consultation with clients and their best interest 

• Organization is part of law school headed by a Dean who is an attorney (not licensed in 
California), which is in turn part of a larger university headed by a non-attorney President 
and Board of Trustees; with exception of conflicts clearance approval process administered 
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by the Dean’s Office for any litigation we file there is generally no interference by non-
attorneys in any aspect of our work.  Any such interference would constitute a breach of 
academic freedom. 

• Board and board grievance committee consists of 2/3 board members are attorneys, 1/3 
eligible client; board addresses policy issues and only involved in client grievance appeals; 
Executive director and all supervisors are licensed California attorneys; every client case 
including those handled by a paralegal have an assigned attorney responsible; at initial 
client intake, client is given written Notice of Paralegal Assistance with name of paralegal 
and supervising attorney. 

 
Established internal guidelines/policies 

• Policy and guidelines clear that non-attorney staff has no input into legal decisions 
• Strict internal rules about discussion or even confirming/denying which cases we have; very 

few people seek to exercise influence over our case because: 1.) they do not know who we 
see and 2.) they have little interest in the nature of our clients’ problems 

• Protocols governing our multidisciplinary approach to client services; the legal department 
does not consult with any other department on any client legal matter 

• Strict internal guidelines – no information shared about legal clients to any personnel 
outside legal department without client’s written consent; non-attorneys can not dictate how 
clients issues are to be resolved or what types of clients can be assisted; guidelines used 
are the California Department of Aging statewide guidelines implementing the Older 
Americans Act from which receive partial funding for the program. 

 
Staff Attorney  

• Attorney’s assign and supervise all work performed on cases by non-attorneys 
• Attorneys only answer to Chief Counsel and President of the organization (who is an 

attorney)  
• All case acceptance decisions and course of action are determined at weekly case review 

attended only by attorneys 
• Managing attorney is VERY client protective 
• Non-attorneys not permitted to exercise any control over case handling, strategy or 

outcome; only redacted files of closed cases available for third party review;  
• Each attorney is in charge of their own caseload and with the exception of managing 

attorney supervision there is no other input on cases 
• Legal work and professional decisions and judgment are made by attorneys 
• Our Executive Director and all legal staff are attorneys so this issue would not arise in our 

organization; in the past when the ED was a non-attorney we had a legal director who 
handled all legal issues 

• Once referred to panel attorney there is no interference from organization; cases handled 
by organization are all under direction of staff attorneys- no non-attorneys involved with 
exception of law clerk doing intake 

• When or if the client knows the attorney personally, another attorney is assigned to the 
case; we do not review each other’s work 

• Do not have non-attorneys involved in operation of our program 
 

Other 
• Continuing education; seminars; regular contact among three facilitators and Family Court 

Commissioner 
• Case acceptance decisions maybe by Clinic’s attorney/teacher in consultation with 

students providing direct representation; no outsiders within or outside of the law school are 
involved 

• Law clinic is overseen by Law School Dean and law faculty who understand requirements 
for non-interference and have made such requirements clear to university officials 

• Ensure lawyers understand ethical requirements of the State Bar of California 
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• Resist LSC efforts to interfere 
• Efforts made to keep identity of donors concealed from the legal department 
• Precisely for the purpose of preventing any non-attorney interference, in 2000 we became 

a separate nonprofit agency with an executive director who is also an attorney. 
• Organization run by disability advocates professionally trained in the law; licensed 

attorneys are not involved 
• Do not have clients – support center 

 
 
Question 11: BOARD OF DIRECTORS – ATTORNEYS & NON ATTORNEYS  
 

• Total members on Boards of Directors ranges from 2 to 84 members (average Board of 
Directors = 16 members) 

• Attorneys to non-attorney members on Boards of Directors ranges from an all attorney 
member Board to a non-attorney Board  

• Average number of attorneys per Board = 7.75; Average number of non-attorneys per 
Board = 7.45 or (51% are attorneys, 49% non-attorneys) 

 
A few respondents did not know the attorney to non-attorney representation of their Board. 
Additionally, law school clinics, reported that they do not have a separate Board as their clinic is 
part of the educational curriculum of the law school. (The Board of the school has no involvement in 
the Clinic’s client representation but most of the school’s Board members are lawyers.) 
 
Question 12: BOARD MEMBER STIPENDS  
 
One out of 50 respondents reported that their board members receive a stipend or other 
compensation for serving on the board.  That stipend was described as “out of pocket expenses”.  
It’s possible that the respondent meant travel or other reimbursement but did not elaborate or 
choose to self-identify. 
 
Question 13: BOARD INVOLVEMENT IN LEGAL WORK OF ORGANIZATION  
 
The majority of Board of Directors described are not involved in the process of case selection, 
directing representation or agreeing to settlements.  Most Boards are tasked with the general duties 
of strategic planning, setting policy and program priorities for case acceptance, resolving client 
complaints through an established grievance policy, assisting with finances and grant writing, and 
review of litigation and cases with no direct input.   Some Boards may strategize with their 
executive committee regarding large-scale litigation but not for the process of seeking approval.   
 
In general, Boards described are not involved in the legal work of organizations, day to day 
operations or in individual cases once litigation begins but are involved in a litigation review 
procedure where the process and the authority of the Board to accept or deny cases varies by 
organization.  

 
• Board has final authority to authorize or ratify which cases are done – staff attorneys after 

much discussion and research write up recommendations for the cases they would like to 
do, this selection is reviewed by the Legal Committee of 12 attorneys and their 
recommendations are submitted to the Board monthly for review; other than initial selection 
process, Board does not direct representation and are not involved in settlement cases 

• There is a group of board members, each of whom is a lawyer who sit on the Executive 
Legal Committee.  The legal staff brings potential cases to that Committee for approval of 
cases that fall under established and set policy for case acceptance 

• Board has a litigation review committee  
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• Board approval required before any client relationship is formed or any litigation filed; 
approval is based on staff recommendations; no board participation in litigation of any 
matter 

• Board selects priority areas of service unless client wishes to have confidentiality 
• Approves goals and objectives of impact advocacy only 
• Board members have nothing to do with individual clients; attorney members from LRS 

Committee review general agency operations and any client complaints 
• Monthly review of litigation reports; they ask for reports on certain issues or cases that have 

been presented; they often ask if we are involved in differing cases; decisions regarding 
specifics of settlements, dismissals, etc. are left to the attorney and client 

• Board acts as litigation review committee; before the program attorneys agree to co-
counsel with local programs in litigation, they must seek committee approval; the board 
receives major advocacy reports at each board meeting (four times per year) 

• At Grievance Appeal stage, client required to sigh a waiver of client confidentiality to permit 
the discussion of the case facts with the Board Grievance Committee 

• Attorney board members review written legal work including amicus briefs, training 
materials, manuals, etc.; board members with substantive expertise in occupational safety 
and health will conduct technical reviews; we do not directly represent any clients 

• Our office is funded to support Pro Se litigants, funding for direct representation is very 
limited; of the few clients directly represented, case selection and work is handled first by 
the attorneys and volunteer attorneys with oversight and review of the supervising attorney 
who is a board member and his/her work is reviews by the legal committee under the 
direction of the board 

• Other than a ‘conflicts clearance’ approval process by the Law School Dean’s Office for any 
litigation filed, no involvement by Law School Dean or the University President/Board of 
Trustees 

• Trained disability advocate attorney directs case selection 
• Board has no direct or indirect involvement on any legal decision and/or involvement; legal 

department only reports to funding coordinating agency that monitors the contract goals for 
the legal program. 

• Agency does not provide direct representation; incarcerated clients who may be 
prospective clients for habeas relief are selected after review by habeas project supervising 
staff attorneys. 

Question 14: FEE GENERATING CASES  
 

• 53.8% take fee generating cases 
• 46.2% do not take fee generating cases 

 
These results may not be reflective as some respondents may have interpreted “yes” as an 
absolute (fee generating cases are taken) but in actuality fee generating cases are only taken under 
certain circumstances, not routinely.  Many chose to elaborate with the selected comments below. 
 

• In addition to our Trust Department, which offers low-cost trusts to clients on a sliding scale 
basis, we also accept 2-3 fee based cases against nursing homes involving serious elder 
abuse allegations, with private bar co-counsel, and a W&I sec. 1430(b) cases on behalf of 
nursing home residents.  All fees generated are used to support the organization's legal 
services programs. 

• We do not charge for services but our panel attorneys may charge depending on the nature 
of the case and the income of the client according to our fee protocol. 

• Court appointments on probate and juvenile dependency cases.  Fees are paid to agency 
and offset attorney salary. 

• Very, very rarely.  Occasionally, there are cases in which attorney’s fees could be awarded 
- for example eviction cases where the lease provides for attorneys fees for the prevailing 
party. 
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• If attorney’s fees are available to a prevailing party, the organization's attorney will file a 
motion for said fees. 

• In all of our cases, there is a statutory right to attorney’s fees if we prevail. 
• These cases are statutory fees cases such as allowed under the Clean Water Act.  To 

obtain fees, a court must approve, and the U.S. Justice Department can comment. 
• We are appointed by the court in conservatorship cases and receive attorney's fees paid by 

the conservatee's estate. 
• We do not do any personal injury or civil lawsuits. We do take family law, criminal, and 

similar cases where clients pay a sliding scale fee to attorneys. We collect a percentage fee 
from any case over $100, according to usual LRS procedures. 

• We do some work in Federal District Court that generates EAJA fees. 
• We have occasionally handled cases where fees were available under federal or state law.  

These are fairly rare -- there have been fewer than 5 in our 16 year history -- and the 
possibility of fees in the case is not a major factor in our consideration of whether to take a 
case.  To the contrary, if the availability of fees is strong, this will be a reason for us to refer 
the case to commercial counsel rather than take it on ourselves.    However, in situations 
like 17 USC 512(f) (a provision that provides for fees for misuse of copyright notices to 
censor speech online) we take cases because we want to see the law developed and it is 
not occurring by commercial counsel yet.  Our goal is to help get some favorable precedent 
set so that commercial counsel will take up these cases more often and our role can then 
be reduced.   

• We take some consumer cases in which attorneys’ fees may be available by statute, 
usually co-counseling with a private consumer law firm. We occasionally file a petition for 
writ of mandate for which statutory fees may be available. 

• Will take cases where fee awards by courts or agencies may be made and will pursue such 
awards.  No fees taken from damage awards to clients. 

• Many of our cases could result in attorneys' fees awards if we represent the prevailing party 
under the federal and state attorneys' fees statutes for public interest cases. 

• Most cases under the Fair Housing Act, FEHA, Civil Code Section 1942.4 and 1942.5, and 
the local rent control ordinance have provisions awarding attorneys fees to the prevailing 
party. Some leases also have attorneys’ fees provisions.  This covers a large segment of 
housing law and therefore we have a significant number of fee generating cases. 

• Most of the cases in which we co-counsel are cases where the attorneys are entitled to 
attorneys’ fees under California's fee-shifting private attorney-general statutes, including 
CCP 1021.5, for enforcement of important public rights if they are successful. 

• The only fees that we receive from litigation are fees pursuant to fee-shifting statutes.. 
• Occasionally, we litigate test cases that may generate CCP 1021.5 private attorney general 

fees if we prevail.. 
• Only as allowed by IOLTA rules.  Primarily when injunctive relief is sought or when private 

attorneys will not take the case. 
• LRS - Panel attorneys who receive referrals only accept potentially fee-generating cases; 

panelists take the cases, the service receives a percentage of the fees the panelist earns in 
order to run the program. 

• Some landlord-tenant; very infrequently other kinds of fee-generating litigation. 
• We take some employment based and consumer based fee-generating cases. 
• We have a modest fee for service program, which to date has resulted in no more than 

$2,000 in revenue for the agency. 1.) SSI cases:  (a) private bar won't take and (b) referred 
by county under fee-for-service contract; 2.) Occasionally, when the principal object is not 
money damages, but other relief (injunctive) and two private attorneys have rejected the 
case in writing. 

• The agency changes nominal fees for a small variety of straightforward immigration 
procedures. 
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Question 15: ALLOCATION OF FEES AWARDED  
 
The majority of respondents does not receive or accept attorney’s fees and many are prohibited 
under Legal Service Corporation (LSC) restrictions from seeking or accepting fees. 
 
Of those that do accept awarded fees, most allocate fees back into the program, general fund or 
legal department.  Most awarded fees are budgeted and allocated annually. 
 
Program  

• Fees are allocated 100% to program.   
• Fees generated are budgeted and allocated to the legal services programs on an annual 

basis. 
• Fees are put into an internal segregated account for Clinic purposes only by written 

agreement with the University. Funds are allocated as needed for Clinic legal activities 
only. 

• Our co-counsel agreement divides up fees between our organization and any co-counsel 
based on the time and lawyer rates of each firm. All fees received based on this agreement 
belong to our program.    

• They are handled as program income and applied to our general budget for program costs, 
as needed.   

• They are use to cover the cost of providing the service we provided to the client for free. 
• They are used to support program work just as any other unrestricted support. 

 
General Fund 

• They are put in the law office general fund to further our legal services, including 
representing clients in non-fee generating cases, education, outreach and organizing 
tenants to further their rights. 

• We allocate attorney fees according to an approved budget.  Generally we use them to 
fund salaries. 

• Our volunteer attorneys are given fees in proportion to the work performed. The in-house 
attorney time is also factored and the proportionate share goes into the organization, but 
not the individual in-house attorneys. 

• Fees are allocated to our general fund.  Expenditures from the fund are determined by our 
annual budget and actual expenses 

• Any fee award to goes to general bank account.  We only have one. Fees that are jointly 
awarded to us and commercial co-counsel are negotiated among co-counsel just as if we 
were a commercial firm. 

• Fees are paid to the organization and deposited in the general fund for program use. 
• Fees generated are deposited to legal services general fund. 
• They are deposited into an unrestricted account controlled by our organization. They are 

spent on our charitable operation and do not inure to individual employees (who work on 
pre-set salary). 

 
Legal Department 

• If attorney fees are awarded these fees are allocated to the legal department. 
• The fees are put into a special account and are used to support our litigation program. 

 
Board Decision 

• The board decides what to do with attorney fees. 
• Court awarded attorneys fees in modest amounts are considered income in the fiscal year 

that they are received and are used to support existing legal services. The Board reviews 
fees at various times each fiscal year, including projected fees at the beginning of the fiscal 
year, actual fees received during periodic financial reviews and ultimately all fees received 
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in the context of our annual audit. In the event of extraordinary fees, the Board decides 
whether to use the fees to enhance program or to build a reserve. 

 
Other 

• We reimburse client for fees paid pursuant to sliding scale.  
• Not applicable at this time. We have not yet requested attorney fees in any case to date. In 

the future, such fees will be handled according to the same procedures under which we 
allocate donations to our nonprofit public benefit entity -- 100% for the services and 
programs of the agency to benefit persons with disabilities, particularly those with 
communication-related disabilities of vision, hearing, and/or speech. 

• On the extremely rare occasion that attorney’s fees would be awarded, they would be 
considered a form of miscellaneous revenue.   This has actually never happened that I 
recall, but it is a theoretical possibility. 

• Panel attorneys are expected to tithe back to us 10% of any fees they receive from an our 
referral. The revenue from the tithes is unrestricted income. 

• Fee allocation only occurs between co-counsel and is pursuant to co-counsel agreements.  
Fees are typically allocated on the basis of attorney time records. 
To date we have not had any attorney fees awarded because we have not had any cases 
where we do direct representation. 

• To date, we have never been awarded fees; as it represents victims of domestic violence, 
often the pursuit of attorney's fees could result in placing the victim in further danger.  On 
the other hand, should it ever be awarded fees, the fees would be allocated according to 
OMB Circular A-122. 

 
Question 16:           PRIMARY DIFFERENCE BETWEEN LEGAL SERVICES PROVIDED BY FOR-PROFIT  
 
A wide variety of responses were received regarding the primary difference between legal services 
provided by non-profits and for-profits.  Highlights include different types of clients served, different 
types of cases, resources, and fees (or lack thereof) charged to clients. 
 

• No difference from a legal or attorney’s perspective with respect to quality and provision of 
services. Practice of law is the same. 

• Clients of non-profits lack resources, generally are less educated and have significant 
barriers to accessing the courts. 

• We mostly represent those tenants that are not represented by for-profit law offices 
including tenants who are poor, mentally and physically disabled, or have complex legal 
problems that are too expensive for private law firms to take. 

• The primary difference is type of cases.  We take cases in which there is little or no money 
so that for-profit law offices are not interested; types of cases non-profits handle do not 
produce revenue. 

• Services cluster in certain substantive areas including: housing; public benefits; abuse 
prevention and consumer and debt collection issues. 

• Non-profits have limited resources and must exercise more efficient use of resources 
where the private bar may have in certain cases the ability to heavily litigate claims. 

• Non-profit services are provided more quickly and more affordably with more client access 
to staff. 

• Free - no client fees; Neither clients nor co-counsel must pay for our representation or 
assistance; We do not use the possibility of recovery of fees as a criterion in the selection 
of our cases; Services provided are not driven by client's ability to pay; We do not charge 
and know more about the programs serving the low-income community; We try to help 
everyone who contacts our office either through an in-house consultation or by telephone, 
even if they do not qualify for our free services. 
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• We never turn down a client based on inability to pay.  Our fees are generally collected at 
the end of the case and there is no large retainer charged up front.  The vast majority of our 
services are provided free of charge.  We charge in less than 3% of our cases. 

• None of the clients we serve could get representation from private attorneys; we are 
objective and serve all. 

• There are no known for-profit law offices providing the types of services provided by our 
agency. We are unique. 

• Our services only provide to low income and indigent members of the immigrant 
community. We know more about the programs serving the low-income community. 

• One is a community service the other is driven by profit. Our mission is not to make money, 
but to provide quality free or low-cost legal services to make a difference in client's lives.    

• Our mission is to provide access to legal services to those that cannot otherwise afford an 
attorney.  Our approach is focused on education and advocacy to resolve the matter.  
Rarely do our cases have attorney’s fees available and while they often result in a positive 
resolution for the client (a dismissal of a debt or reinstatement of an employment certificate) 
they rarely result in a cash award to the client. 

• Our services afford access to justice to over 4,000 Pro Se litigants per year. No for-profit 
law office could adequately address the extreme need for our services since our clients are 
indigent and could not cover the for-profit fees. 

• Our agency provides advocacy and referral and does not provide direct representation.  
• Our attorneys are salaried staff. Thus, for example, as executive director, my salary is fixed 

and not tied to attorney fees received in any case. We select cases that are consistent with 
our non-profit charitable mission, not based on likely fee recovery. 

• Our clinic is set-up to be part of the law school's educational curriculum.  It differs totally 
from any for-profit office and significantly from the chief organizing purposes of standard 
non-profit legal services providers.  

• The cases we decide to take are determined solely on the basis of the issues presented 
and their importance to our mission of protecting civil liberties and civil rights.  The client's 
ability to pay is not considered.  The most important questions turn on how the case fits into 
our overall program and whether we have the resources to pursue the litigation. 

• Two things: 1.) A significant amount of legal advice is provided by phone or email to the 
general public; 2.) free legal seminars and printed materials are available to the public. 

• We are not attorneys or paralegals.  We are an LRS only.  The only fees besides a small 
referral intake fee are attorney percentage fees that the attorney forwards to us. 

• We assist parties with completion of forms and civil processing.  We refer to other agencies 
and to the local bar.  We do not give case-specific strategy.  We do not represent clients 
and do not appear in court with them or on their behalf.   

• We charge by the appointment (sliding scale $0 to$150) and offer package prices for basic 
types of actions. If we must do work when client not in appointment, we discuss charges in 
advance, and request payment.  We do not bill for incidentals (copying, faxing, etc.). We 
prepare all pleadings in pro per, but then substitute in for hearings etc.  However, most 
private attorneys in our County are willing to negotiate and communicate with us. 

• We do not do any litigation or legal representation at court hearings.  Our service provides 
advocacy through telephone calls and letters on behalf of clients and document preparation 
such as simple wills, powers of attorney.  Through contracts with Adult Protective services 
we do prepare court documents for suspected elder abuse temporary restraining orders. 
No fees are charged. 

• We do not represent clients, we do not give advice and we cannot talk to anyone who is 
represented by an attorney. 

• We engage in litigation, regulatory, standard-setting, legislation that for-profit law offices 
would be unlikely to take on.  We represent two individuals on death row; we have 
represented various individuals and groups of individuals domestically and internationally 
that have experienced human rights abuses, and we represent non-profits and individuals 
seeking to protect individual privacy, balance intellectual property policy and freedom of 
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expression in issues involving technology policy. The clinics function as teaching vehicles, 
immersing students in the practice of law in a safe and reflective setting.  

• We primarily engage in legislative, budget, and regulatory advocacy. We rarely have 
individual clients. Our program is funded by the University, a private endowment, and 
externally raised funds (gifts, grants, contracts). When we do engage in impact litigation it is 
because it will benefit children in general, and not because there is the possibility of 
remuneration (ie. the cases we handle are not like the personal injury cases). 

• We provide technical assistance, training and advocacy assistance to other legal services 
programs in the area of occupational safety and health and workers' compensation.  We 
know of virtually NO individual attorneys who advocate for workers in the OSH area.  In the 
workers' comp area, we focus on assistance in matters where no private attorney is likely 
involved. 

• We take cases that are aimed at advancing the law to protect civil liberties, privacy and 
innovation online. We take cases that commercial firms won't, because they are either 
purely pro bono or, if fees are available, they aren't likely. We take cases that are on the 
cutting edge, both legally and often technologically -- presenting new technologies to the 
courts for the first time and trying to explain to courts how the new technologies are (or are 
not) like previous technologies they have encountered.     

• Our agency handles cases for elder clients who are generally very low-income.  Our clients 
also have physical and mental limitations that make them difficult to represent.  Due to their 
ages, and lack of ability to travel, our staff attorneys go to 40 community sites to meet with 
these clients in senior centers, nursing homes, and nutrition sites; many can no longer 
drive.  Legal matters presented to our staff attorneys most often involve no, or very small 
potential monetary recovery; the majority of the cases presented by our elder clients would 
not be accepted by the for-profit bar either because the monetary recovery would be small 
or non-existent, or the client would not have the ability to pay for legal services.  Any and all 
cases that may be accepted by the for-profit bar are referred to the local bar association's 
lawyer referral services. 

 
Question 17: REGULATION OF NON-PROFIT LEGAL SERVICES PROVIDERS  
 

• 66.7% - No further regulation needed 
• 12.5% - Support regulation or certification by the State Bar  
• 20.8% - No opinion or don’t know 

 
 
NO 

• Refer to arguments against registration in FRYE 
• No evidence of abuse 
• I have not seen my organization or any other whose Boards interfere in litigation; not aware 

of non-profits or their staff choosing cases based on revenue or taking large contingency 
fees and using that money to pay excessive salaries and staff 

• Burdensome with no benefit; will especially burden many of the small non-profits, especially 
in rural areas 

• Unnecessary; attorneys are already licensed and regulated as individuals 
• Regulation by the State Bar and other entities already exists, e.g., Rules of Professional 

Conduct; California Attorney General’s Office; Income Tax authorities; and by regular 
accreditation audits by the ABA 

• Non-profits provide services in addition to legal services and are subject to regulation by 
funders; many legal services providers receive IOLTA funding and are under intensive 
monitoring and reporting criteria 

• Would create more barriers and reduce availability of legal services to the poor 
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• Following the ABA’s recommendations for legal services to have community members 
(non-attorneys) on the board of directors would contradict certification of a non-profit by the 
State Bar as a law firm.  Community representation on Boards is very important. 

• Non-attorney membership, typically client constituency representation, is beneficial to 
promoting the mission of non-profit public benefit corporations 

• Would interfere with First Amendment Rights  
• Less government not more  
• It is the individual attorney’s responsibility to comply to the law, not the agency’s 

responsibility – although the agency should oversee the attorney’s work and ensure 
appropriate behavior 

• Require out of state non-profits providing legal services to have at least one licensed 
California attorney on staff 

• Registration would not provide additional protections for the public 
• Focus of Bar should be on ensuring that individual attorneys live up to their professional 

responsibilities and obligations 
• The Bar has been a target of litigation by non-profit public interest organizations, a 

registration requirement could pose issues of conflict and potential for abuse 
• No objection to simple registration but not possible or realistic for a university based child 

advocacy group such as ours to be overseen by an all attorney board of directors; non-
profits should be exempt of any such requirements 

• For purposes of liability they should be registered; clients may wrongly assume that their 
representative is a certified California attorney and deserve to know; however, in many 
areas, such as public benefits cases which use the assistance of non-registered attorneys, 
registration may be detrimental and may result in the loss of essential services without 
them. 

• Any requirement to certify or register law school clinics would create enormous 
complications and undermine or primary educational mission.  It has been a struggle within 
legal education to integrate real-client clinics into mainstream curriculum. The clinic is part 
of a state law school, it is not organized as a non-profit public benefit organization. If there 
were a requirement that legal services programs be structured as such entities, we would 
have to separately organize the clinics, which would erode efforts made to make hands-on 
learning an important part of law school curriculum. Clinics would be at the margins of legal 
education which would undermine the interest of the bar in preparing law students to 
become responsive problem solvers and practitioners.  Law schools play a small part in 
providing legal services but across-the-board registration for non-profit providers will result 
in unintended consequences. 

• We have never had a formal client complaint – on the contrary, our clients are overjoyed to 
get the help we provided.  We also maintain malpractice insurance, which provides the 
most ready form of protection for our clients. Another layer of regulation would take 
resources away from our main goal – helping our clients.  It would be a shame to reduce 
our legal team to increase our administrative personnel to keep up with the regulatory 
burden.  

• All attorney-board and membership requirements modeled off of for-profits would destroy 
the diversity of non-profit legal providers as well as limit the effectiveness of non-profit’s 
outreach and educational efforts. 

• State Bar should follow it’s own regulations, which were written in regard to protecting the 
general public from overzealous licensed attorneys in for-profit settings.  

• The Bar is not competent to regulate persons who may have law degrees from law schools 
but who wish to serve the disabled and/or indigent without regard to greed or extensive 
personal gain; the issues involved in non-profit public benefit corporations are mostly in 
regard to federal programs, poverty law and other matters not usually taught in law schools 
as a specialization. 

• Some organizations provide a host of other services beyond legal services; the overall 
effect is that a wide variety of services are available for clients without them having to go to 
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multiple agencies to receive assistance; as long as strict internal procedures and policies 
are in place to protect legal clients privacy, rights and needs, these types of organizations 
benefit clients (e.g. seniors) who may be unable to got to multiple places or make multiple 
phone calls for assistance. 

 
YES  

• Organizations serving under-served populations should be held to the same standards to 
ensure quality of services and be treated like law firms; clients should be represented by 
and receive legal advice from licensed California attorneys. 

• It would be nice but provisions need to be made for non-attorney board members. 
• Attorneys should maintain the same ethical standards regardless of where they work; the 

same continuing education requirements should apply to all California lawyers. 
• Many agencies claim that they are non-profit and public interest but their practices give lie 

to that claim. 
 
Question 18 IDEOLOGICAL AND/OR PROFIT MOTIVES  
 

• 91.1% - NO – Ideological and/or profit motives of non-profits do not push toward the 
margins of unethical behavior warranting regulation 

• 8.9% - YES – Ideological and/or profit motives of non-profits DO push toward the 
margins of unethical behavior warranting regulation 

 
NO 

• Not in our experience or with any of the other programs we are familiar with; persons in 
non-profits are not seeking profit; not aware of anyone pushing ethical margins for one 
client 

• One is community service, one is driven by profit 
• Non-profit representation is extremely ethical in their representation of individual clients, 

especially when the non-profit entity has clear guidelines, policies and support about 
appropriate litigation tactics 

• Incentives are different as is constitutional protection 
• Non-profit attorneys are highly motivated to maintain a positive public reputation with the 

private bar who often helps fund them, and the courts 
• Ideological motives to not conflict with client objectives because clients seek the assistance 

of non-profit legal organizations because their interest are parallel, not in conflict 
• Non-profit entities are subject to checks with are not present in for profits, especially review 

of funding sources such as Legal Services Trust Fund Program and government funding 
sources 

• Non-profits exist to serve clients, not make money. Many of us do charge fees but the 
motivation is to fund the services.  We can’t make a profit that doesn’t go back into 
expanding services. 

• The concern relative to regulation is that the State Bar’s ideology could be such that is 
censors the non-profit 

• Attorneys in non-profits earn a set amount not directly based on revenue from legal work; 
for-profit legal corporations share their profit with partners;  

• This survey’s implicit critique of non-profit legal work applies more fully to the legal work 
performed in-house by every major U.S. corporation; general counsel of every major U.S. 
corporation should be first in line for regulation 

• Ideology may drive case selection but not case representation once the case is accepted 
• The greater pressure is trying to counter tactics and keep pace with for-profit entities who 

are the opposing counsel 
• Profit motives would and are already subject to reviews by both the IRS and State Attorney 

General; law school clinics are subject to their school’s reviews and performance of the 
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clinical faculty with appropriate deference to independent judgment as protected not only by 
bar ethical rules but also academic freedom standards. 

• Reviewing legal services programs for ideology has been a historically highly politicized 
and politically manipulated issue instead of a response to the practical problem affecting 
the actual quality of legal services provided 

• Profit is not a consideration because we do not charge clients – however, funding may be 
effected by the number of clients we see or the specific nature of the legal action or issue 
addressed 

• Legal services clients are motivated by principle not economic concerns and we work hand 
in hand with clients using litigation as one of our tools for social change, the kinds of 
conflicts of interests that arise when the profit motive of a firm conflicts with the client’s best 
interest are not a concern in the type of litigation we undertake. 

• Non-profit attorneys are very cognizant of the need to do things ethically, we often turn 
away clients because they want us to do something to which they have no legal recourse; 
we do not push the envelope although we zealously advocate within the bounds of ethics. 

• Individual attorneys could push the envelope on ethical behavior due to ideological reasons 
or simply due to their own personality but I am not aware that this is a significant enough 
problem to warrant increased regulation. 

• Do not accept fees so no profit motive; all clients are serviced regardless of their ability to 
pay; ideologically we consistently provide services for all types of people no matter their 
background or our ideological stance on their life choices, e.g., we provided the same effort 
to help a drug-addicted woman avoid eviction as a sober single mother of three 
experiencing hard times. 

• The mission of legal services programs are to provide high quality legal assistant to 
indigent persons who otherwise would not have access to the justice system to resolve 
their legal problems; once access is achieved, non-profit attorneys have the same ethical 
requirement to zealously advocate on behalf of their clients consistent with professional 
ethics. 

• Profit motive in not a realistic concern for our non-profit attorneys as they could easily move 
to a for profit firm and make much more money; ideological motive is something we’re very 
careful about; we have discussions with potential clients about their motivations and goals 
before we sign on as counsel, we are counsel, they are the clients and it’s their decision 
every step of the way.  For example, we have recently started several cases based on the 
misuse of copyright claims to ISPs aimed at censoring speech online rather than based on 
legitimate copyright interests.  In 2 recent ones our clients started out wanting to take the 
case to a decision, but after a few weeks, decided they just wanted to keep the speech 
down off of the Internet rather than fight it out. In each case we quickly settled with the 
defendants, garnering releases for our clients, rather than go forward with strong motions 
that would have set precedent. 

 
YES 

• Ideological or resource needs of nonprofits sometimes drive their decision making but 
generally to a much lesser extent because those two needs tend to balance each other. A 
non-profit law program must either maintain its qualification for grants or place limits on 
case acceptance to ensure that its litigation benefits the public in general and therefore 
entitles the nonprofit to attorneys fees under California's fee shifting statutes, CCP 1021.5 
in particular.  Our program is an example.  While we receive IOLTA funds from the State 
Bar, these funds only provide only one portion our operating expenses. Court-awarded 
attorneys fees and some small grants provide the balance of our budget.  Consequently, 
not only must we qualify under the State Bar Rules for IOLTA funds, we must also prove 
the benefit and value of our legal representation to other funders and to the courts. 

• Inter-organizational politics and competition for funds can twist the mission away from 
service and toward funding preservation 
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Question 19: BENEFITS OF A REGISTRATION SYSTEM  
 
The majority of respondents do not see benefits of any kind of registration system. Others cited the 
following benefits. 
 

• A statewide referral system 
• Setting minimum standards and uniformity of practice  
• Could help to identify phony non-profits 
• Regulate out of state non-profits; California non-profits will have individual attorneys subject 

to Rules of Professional Conduct; out of state non-profits generally do not 
• Registration for non-profit providers that are not IOLTA; State Bar’s oversight of IOLTA 

recipients effectively results in more vigorous regulation than what exists for for-profit firms 
• Added credibility for the non-profit organization as well as the State Bar of California  
• Oversight by the State Bar 

 
 

Question 20: EFFFECTIVE REGISTRATION/REGULATORY SYSTEM 
 
The majority of respondents do not think that any registration or regulation system is required. 
Others cited existing systems to model or elements they believe are necessary for any effective 
registration/regulation. 

 
• Attorney General registry of Charitable Trusts – basic guidelines for following ethics 

guidelines; annual registration with names, bar numbers of attorneys working for agency; 
responding to client’s complaints with an understanding of the legal services world 

• Overview of types of cases is sufficient 
• Similar system to for-profit regulation with the exception of a non-attorney board 
• Similar system to the State Bar Certified Lawyer Referral Service Program 
• Same system as system for other lawyers 
• Convert existing grant requirements and standards necessary for IOLTA funding and Equal 

Access funding into effective regulatory structures 
• Registration listing only and description of services for the public to access 
• Peer review 
• System should scrutinize out of state non-profits  
• Attorneys who violate the Rules of Professional Conduct should be sanctioned by the State 

Bar 
• Any regulatory system should not interfere with the ability of the organization to accomplish 

its mission using litigation as a means of social change 
• State Bar must be ideologically neutral to gain non-profit’s trust 
• Our grantors audit our programs, another grantor requires two report summaries yearly. 

This is a major check for our agency because we have to refer back to what we have 
promised and what we have fulfilled 

• If any registration, it should be simple and affordable, e.g. a checklist of required 
characteristics signed off on by Board Presidents and updated regularly; should not take 
more than 2 hours of attorney time 

• Do not recommend this but could envision a requirement that non-profits certify they have 
malpractice insurance or something similar, those that don’t would have more regulatory 
oversight; must ensure that any required information protects the client’s privacy. 

 
Question 21:          DETRIMENTS OF AND/OR BARRIERS TO REGSITRATION/REGULATORY SYSTEM  
 

• Little to no potential for protecting the public 
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• Too costly for both providers and regulators 
• Resources (time, money) diverted away from legal services for clients 
• Bureaucracy; another administrative task for non-profits that are already stretched too thin 
• Censorship –State Bar must demonstrate it is ideologically neutral 
• Deter new non-profits from starting 
• Shut down existing non-profits that do not have existing resources to deal with additional 

barrier 
• Rural areas with very small agencies (e.g. battered women’s shelter) that offer legal 

services may be forced to drop legal services thus pushing clients to go pro per 
• Non-profit law school clinics would cease to exist with an all attorney board – universities 

are required by non-profit tax rules to diversify and represent a broad spectrum of their 
communities 

• Inability to have community members on the board and non-profit funding source 
requirements 

• Would need to provide training to non-attorney board members if all attorney board 
required 

• State Bar lacks professional knowledge and experience to set standards or registration 
requirements;  

• Diversity of services offered would be reduced or limited by a “one size fits all” requirement 
• First Amendment issues 
• See FRYE arguments  
• Organizational reluctance from providers to surrender autonomy and open books and 

practices to outside scrutiny 
• None – as long as they are not cumbersome or limit services to the disadvantaged 
• Minimal – must be realistic, practical and affordable; IOLTA recipient requirements are 

likely to be more rigorous than any registration requirement 
 
Question 22: ADDITIONAL COMMENTS  
 

• I do think we should be required to have only attorneys sitting on our board. 
• I see no necessity for regulating the practice of law by non-profit California Corporations. 
• If the Bar cannot prove that it is an honest broker, then in must not regulate nonprofits. 
• It seems that impact litigation nonprofits like ours are not really included in your survey 

questions, but please don't forget about us.  We have different needs sometimes. For 
instance my Board has technologists on it rather than just attorneys because of our tech 
focus and that should be supported, not undermined by any regulatory scheme you devise.  
Too narrow a view of nonprofits could have unintended consequences.  

• The extent of poor or compromised representation attributable to not-for-profit legal service 
providers is not a significant problem warranting a new system of registration or 
certification. 

• The general counsel of Dupont may get a large bonus based on his legal work from his 
non-attorney boss who is directing his legal work. That-- not nonprofits lacking such profit 
opportunity -- may be of some concern to the Bar in lieu of wasting time with the very cash-
strapped charitable legal venture extant in the state.  Note that the FRYE case dealt with a 
fee dispute, where there are remedies in place for fee arbitration and existing standards for 
unconscionability which should and do apply. 

• There is a great shortage of attorneys willing to do this type of work. I think it's fair to hire 
licensed attorneys from other states if the matters they deal with are federal issues. For 
example, the women who advise our clients on public benefits are licensed in MD, not CA.      

 
VOLUNTARY CONTACT INFORMATION OF RESPONDENTS 

Thirty-seven respondents provided contact information. 
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III.  Brief Narrative Overview of Public Comment Response 

 
Six general public comments were received from non-profit legal services providers.  
 
Five respondents oppose regulation.  The level of detail and extent of their arguments vary and 
include: no evidence of harm or client abuse exists; lack of any profit motive by legal services 
programs as reinforced by existing state and federal regulations; client protections are already 
afforded by the ethical rules applicable to the individual attorneys and IOLTA-funded organizations; 
non-profit providers are highly monitored by their funders; the substantial risk of impairing First 
Amendment rights; and the cost and difficulty of imposing any additional effective regulation on a 
broad group of legal services providers.  Of those opposed to regulation, most felt strongly that any 
proposed regulations must exempt IOLTA-funded non-profit corporations.   
 
One respondent supports regulation of those non-profit legal services organizations that do not 
have the delivery of legal services as their primary purpose. As a starting point for regulation, he 
supports the adoption of the ABA’s voluntary guidelines for the delivery of indigent legal services by 
traditional legal aid programs as well as the ABA’s guidelines for pro bono programs using 
volunteer attorneys. 
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The State Bar of California 
 

Data Compilation on the regulation of  
non-profit legal services providers 

 
 

Explanation of Data Compilation 

Three surveys, one for non-profit providers of legal services, one for consumers of legal services 
and one for the general public were distributed to over 2,000 targeted individuals and agencies.  
Respondents also had the opportunity to contribute comments by letter, e-mail, and/or fax during 
the public comment period from October 2006 to January 31, 2007. That compiled input is provided 
here. 
 
Information is presented according to category of respondent in three sections:  

Section 1.0 – Providers;  
Section 2.0 – Consumers; 
Section 3.0 – General 

 
Each respondent group’s section contains:  

d.) a brief narrative overview of survey results; 
e.) an “at-a-glance-summary” of survey results by question; 
f.) a brief narrative overview of public comments submitted. 

 
Totals of responses and input received are as follows: 

Providers:      67 total (61 surveys; 6 public comments submitted). 
Consumers:  15 total (13 surveys; 2 public comments submitted); 
General:        127 total (119 surveys; 9 public comments submitted); 
 

 
It should be noted that for all surveys not all respondents answered all questions.  Additionally, with 
some questions, respondents had the opportunity to select more than one option.  Therefore the 
total number of responses to the survey questions will not always equal the total number of 
respondents overall within their respondent’s group.   
 
Comments in italics are direct quotes from survey respondents and have only been modified when 
a specific organization or individual was referenced.  Not all comments (or direct quotes) to survey 
questions are included due to volume but those presented accurately reflect responses submitted. 
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Section 2.0:     -CONSUMER SURVEY RESPONSES- 
 

III. Brief Narrative Overview of Survey Responses 
 
Comments from consumers via the on-line survey are very limited.  While efforts were made 
through legal services providers and other constituents to assist in gathering consumer responses, 
this target group typically has limited on-line access.   
 
Thirteen on-line surveys were received with much inconsistency.  For example, when asked if non-
profit providers of legal services should be regulated, one respondent indicated yes but further 
elaborated that they do not believe there is a need for regulation.   Some responses in general do 
not appear relevant to the questions asked or provide comprehensible elaboration.   
 
Based on the responses of the on-line survey, the most detailed complaints (2) involve union 
representation comments raised about conflict of interest questions about the structure and quality 
legal services.   
 
Another consumer, who was a former legal services professional, commented on the lack of 
concern from senior and managing attorneys with regard to paralegals engaged in the unauthorized 
practice of law.    
 
With the exception of these complaints, there does not appear to be widespread evidence of 
consumer abuse based on the on- line responses - despite the dissatisfaction of some of the 
consumers with the handling or outcomes of their cases. The majority of responding consumers 
favor regulation of non-profit legal services providers. 
 

IV. At-A-Glance Summary of Survey Responses 
 
Total survey respondents: 13 
Not all respondents answered all questions 
 
Questions 1 – 3: CONTACT WITH NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS PROVIDING LEGAL SERVICES  

 
The majority of consumers of legal services had contact as a client/customer or a 
member/employee of membership organizations (unions), legal aid programs, and lawyer referral 
services. 
 
Questions 4 & 7: RELATIONSHIP AND SUBJECT MATERIAL   

 
Subject matter generally identified from most contact to least contact included consumer, housing, 
domestic violence, health, public assistance, employment and education code, immigration, labor 
law (union), elder/senior law, international conventions and disability law. 

 
Calls for contacts and referrals, inquiries about services provided, employee union group legal 
services, restraining orders, witness protection type issues, wage and financial aid collection, 
divorce and child custody, contesting eviction/unlawful detainer, retaining a free legal services 
office, and proper completion of forms filings and paperwork. 
 
Questions 4 – 5: CITIES AND DATES OF CONTACT   
 
Cities identified most:  Los Angeles, Sacramento and San Francisco.  Dates of contacts ranged 
from 1987 (one case) to current time of survey (December 2006). 
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Questions 7 – 9: FEES   
 
One respondent reported being charged a fee though not directly. Two respondents identified (1) 
sliding fee, (1) hourly fee but provided no further elaboration on amount. 
 
Question 11-12: DISATISFACTION & COMPLAINTS 
 
Six respondents reported being dissatisfied. Out of those six, complaints were identified by 5 
respondents: 
 

1.) case not resolved to client’s satisfaction so client dropped the matter;  
2.) client “won” case but was dissatisfied with representation;  
3.) client claimed legal services providers seemed corrupt, lied about the law, type of 
assistance and gave detrimental advice thus making client feel intimidated and discouraged 
from seeking redress;  
4.) client claimed attorney was ignorant about the law and that attorney’s interests and the 
organization that the attorney worked for were at odds with client’s interests; 
5.) client dissatisfied outcome of the case. 

 
Question 13: COMPLAINT FILING  
 
Two dissatisfied clients filed a complaint with one or more enforcement agencies. 
 
Question 14: REGULATION OF NON-PROFIT LEGAL SERVICES PROVIDERS  
 
Majority of respondents indicated they favored regulation but provided little elaboration as to why. 
Also, a few respondents who indicated they favored regulation provided further comment that they 
did not see the need for regulation. 

 
YES 

• Non-profit corporations are prone to corruption and should be recognized as entities under 
the law 

• Public is entitled to “regulated” professionals 
• Attorneys ignore concerns of paralegals engaged in unauthorized practice of law 
• Public interest attorneys tend to be generalists with limited resources engaging in areas 

where they have little expertise 
• Legal services group represented organization’s ideological  

 
NO or no opinion 

• Not necessary as attorney is licensed and could get fired if they “don’t do a good job” 
• Individual attorneys and paralegals are responsible as individuals for their own actions 
 

Question 18: CONTACT INFORMATION OF RESPONDENTS  
 
Eight respondents self – identified and provided contact information. 

 
V. Brief Narrative Overview of Public Comment Response 

 
Two consumers provided comments by e-mail or post.  One supports regulation and the other is 
unclear on the issue of regulation of non-profits.  No abuse of clients by non-profit legal services 
providers was presented. 
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The State Bar of California 
 

Data Compilation on the regulation of  
non-profit legal services providers 

 
 

Explanation of Data Compilation 

Three surveys, one for non-profit providers of legal services, one for consumers of legal services 
and one for the general public were distributed to over 2,000 targeted individuals and agencies.  
Respondents also had the opportunity to contribute comments by letter, e-mail, and/or fax during 
the public comment period from October 2006 to January 31, 2007. That compiled input is provided 
here. 
 
Information is presented according to category of respondent in three sections:  

Section 1.0 – Providers;  
Section 2.0 – Consumers; 
Section 3.0 – General 

 
Each respondent group’s section contains:  

g.) a brief narrative overview of survey results; 
h.) an “at-a-glance-summary” of survey results by question; 
i.) a brief narrative overview of public comments submitted. 

 
Totals of responses and input received are as follows: 

Providers:      67 total (61 surveys; 6 public comments submitted). 
Consumers:  15 total (13 surveys; 2 public comments submitted); 
General:        127 total (119 surveys; 9 public comments submitted); 
 

 
It should be noted that for all surveys not all respondents answered all questions.  Additionally, with 
some questions, respondents had the opportunity to select more than one option.  Therefore the 
total number of responses to the survey questions will not always equal the total number of 
respondents overall within their respondent’s group.   
 
Comments in italics are direct quotes from survey respondents and have only been modified when 
a specific organization or individual was referenced.  Not all comments (or direct quotes) to survey 
questions are included due to volume but those presented accurately reflect responses submitted. 
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Section 3.0:     - GENERAL SURVEY RESPONSES- 
 

VI. Brief Narrative Overview of Survey Responses 
 
Comments from general survey respondents represent a wide group of constituents. A few 
providers of non-profit legal services and consumers responded to this questionnaire instead of the 
corresponding questions for their target group.  Their input is captured here and identified as such.   
 
Overall, there appears to be a majority in opposition to both a potential registration or regulation 
system.  The underlying arguments against regulation include: no evidence of harm; the existing 
licensing of attorneys by the State Bar is sufficient; potential constitutional and freedom of 
speech/association issues; and an increase in cost, bureaucracy, and resources that would take 
away from resources and services available to assist the low-income.   
 
Those supporting registration or regulation felt that no oversight invites abuse.  Oversight will help 
to protect the public and give clients opportunity for recourse against a non-profit entity – as 
opposed to an individual attorney.  The majority of those supporting some type of registration or 
regulation indicated that it should be user friendly and of low-impact to the non-profit legal services 
organization. 
 

VII. At-A-Glance Summary of Survey Responses 
 
Total survey respondents: 118 
Not all respondents answered all questions 
 
Question 1:  RESPONDENT’S AGENCY & POSITION 

 
16 Law school related (deans, clinical professors, career placement advisors) 
13 Private law firm, self-employed (Pro bono coordinators, Counsel of record in FRYE, current or 
former volunteers) 
10 Court related (judges, court executive officers)  
10 Family law facilitators 
12 Legal services related agencies  
8 Public Libraries (directors, branch managers) 
6 Bar Associations and Special Member Bars (presidents) 
6 Social services and human services agencies 
5 Miscellaneous  
4 Housing/Real Estate  
4 Senior/Aging related State agencies/non-profits  
3 Lawyer Referral Services  
3 District Attorneys 
3 State Bar Volunteer Entities 
2 non-profits  
2 Education 
1 Legislator 
1 Deputy Attorney General 
 
Questions 2 (a) – (d): CONTACT WITH OR EXPOSURE TO NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS 

PROVIDING LEGAL SERVICES, NATURE OF ORGANIZATIONS, SUBJECT 
MATTER 

 
The majority of on-line respondents have had or continue to have a high level of knowledge of or 
exposure to some type of non-profit legal services agency.  The nature of most non-profit 
organizations providing legal services included legal aid/services organizations and law school 
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clinics.  Subject matter that respondents were familiar with in relation to their exposure to non-profit 
legal services agencies varies but remains fairly consistent within major “categories” of respondents 
including but not limited to family law, landlord/tenant disputes, elder law and general civil matters. 
 
A majority of respondents to the General Survey on-line tend to be long standing former legal 
services employees or current or former volunteers.  Most continue to interact with non-profit 
legal services groups by contributing pro bono services, financial aid, organizational and ethical 
advice and counsel.  They collaborate on and participate in clinics sponsored by non-profit legal 
services agencies and are active in referring clients to these agencies.   Many former legal services 
employees work for other non-profits, state or local government agencies or as private attorneys.  
 
Court executives, judges and family law facilitators accounted for a large group of the 
respondents.  Almost all reported an extremely high exposure to (daily basis) and knowledge of 
legal services providers.  Several courts contract with legal services providers for self-help services 
where providers conduct court-based clinics in the areas of family law, unlawful detainers, 
guardianships, small claims and domestic violence.  Family law facilitators work closely with non-
profit legal services providers to complement efforts on court-based programs and make referrals to 
providers on a daily basis.  The majority of judges who responded reported nearly daily exposure 
to legal aid attorneys representing indigent clients mostly involving landlord/tenant and public 
benefit issues.   
 
Human and social services agencies tend to cooperate on a referral and advocacy basis with 
providers.  A handful of these respondents subcontract to and fund legal services providers. One 
respondent has analyzed and monitored non-profit legal service providers for the past six years. 
 
The majority of public and law library respondents reported organized and on-going collaboration 
with local legal services providers and or local bar associations with legal services programs.  Most 
included seminars and free clinics on issues related to conservatorship, guardianship, bankruptcy 
and immigration. Libraries from smaller counties had minimal general awareness of providers and 
their contact tended to be on an information referral basis only. 
 
Nearly all lawyer referral service (LRS) representatives that responded cooperate with local legal 
aid offices and other non-profit legal services agencies for pro bono services in the areas of 
landlord/tenant, elder law and bankruptcy. Those LRS’s not already cooperating or involved with 
non-profit legal services providers have a general knowledge of these providers through 
publications and seminars provided by non-profit legal services entities. 
 
The majority of Bar Association Leaders who responded are involved with and support their local 
legal aid organizations.  They work with legal service providers to get more funding, provide 
management support, collaborate on joint programs, provide volunteers and serve as board 
members. Subject includes but not limited to landlord/tenant, family law, and health care advocacy. 
 
Law schools, deans, clinical and ethics professors, and career advisors that participated in 
the survey had varied contact and knowledge of non-profit legal services providers. While some 
schools operate clinics with non-profit providers and connect students to these organizations for pro 
bono opportunities – smaller law schools tended to have only a general awareness of non-profit 
legal services providers through the media and other law school clinics. A number of deans sit on 
local boards or used to volunteer with providers. Areas of subject matter identified were 
landlord/tenant, family law, domestic violence, children’s advocacy and immigration. 
 
Three deputy district attorneys responded to the survey; one has exposure to non-profit legal 
services providers who defend indigent defendants in misdemeanors and infractions on quality of 
life crimes or protests; one did not elaborate; and one has served in State Bar leadership roles 
involving legal services.  
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One Deputy Attorney General responded to the survey. He appeared in cases as opposing 
counsel from public interest and a legal services entity.   
 
One legislator responded to the survey. He was a former employee of a legal services 
organization for five years and continues to observe and support local legal aid organizations and 
efforts on issues regarding poverty law. 
 
Two consumers responded to this survey instead of the “consumer survey”. One consumer’s 
interaction with non-profit legal services was as a teacher and a union representative. She used her 
union’s group legal services. The other consumer was a student who took a legal aid clinic through 
her student union in an attempt to address a dispute with her employer.  
 
A few legal aid staff attorneys responded to the “general” survey instead of the “non-profit 
provider survey”. Their responses to the general questions are included. 
 
Private attorneys tended to be former legal services employees or volunteers in addition to 
practitioners with general awareness of non-profit legal services providers. 
 
Question 3: COMPLAINTS 
 

• 64% have not received or heard of any complaints 
• 36% have received or heard of any complaints 

 
The majority of those who stated receiving or hearing of complaints provided mostly anecdotal 
explanations and no specifics. Few if any specific complaints indicating consumer harm seem to be 
presented.  The overriding complaints centered on clients wanting more legal services than the 
system is currently providing (or able to provide) – not complaints about actual quality of services 
received.    
 

• Ineligibility guidelines (income test for pro bono services often excludes services for 
working poor) 

• Limited assistance/services available from providers (lack of resources, volunteer 
attorneys, rarely full representation or coverage of complex cases, providers under grant 
and legal restrictions) 

• Not enough quality time given to cases because case loads already too large 
• Not enough volunteer lawyers or paralegals available - litigants are turned away due to 

staffing shortages – lack of funding  
• Difficulty in scheduling appointments, long waits, getting “run around” 
• Law library – consumer complaints/distress on how to fill out forms 
• Legal aid attorney was listed as attorney of record but failed to go to the trial 
• Legal aid and volunteer lawyers in the courthouse give legal representation and only help 

one party in a case (in contrast to Family Law Facilitator program that does not give legal 
‘representation’, is neutral, and helps both parties) 

• Legal aid providers do not seem as experienced, skilled or dedicated as those acting for-
profit, may get substandard assistance 

• Adequacy of legal advocacy 
 

 
Question 4: SUGGESTED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION SOURCES 
 
All appropriate suggestions were followed up on or already targeted by the State Bar as an 
information source. 
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Question 5: REGULATION OF NON-PROFIT LEGAL SERVICES PROVIDERS 
 

• 57% - No further regulation needed 
• 29% - Support regulation or certification by the State Bar  
• 14% - No opinion or don’t know 

 
NO 

• There have not been abuses  
• There were many amicus briefs supporting the Tenderloin Housing Clinic at the Supreme 

Court 
• Attorneys are already licensed and regulated as individuals 
• Rules of Professional Conduct, Business and Professions Code, Rules of Court and 

decisional law are adequate 
• Non-profit legal services providers are already regulated by funders & non-profit corporate 

law 
• Non-profit legal services providers are required by multiple contracts, statutes and 

regulations (state and federal) to hire auditors who review cases, compliance with 
contracts, financial activities and management functions 

• Supervising attorneys are responsible 
• Clients have the recourse of filing a complaint against an individual attorney with the State 

Bar 
• Most non-profit legal services organizations already have boards consisting of an attorney 

majority 
• Regulation would be onerous and reduce assistance available to the public 
• Regulation would be too costly and bureaucratic - most providers already operating on few 

resources 
• Faith based organizations providing legal services have a first amendment right to free 

exercise of religion, regulation would interfere with the provision of those legal services 
• Some non-profit corporations (e.g. domestic violence and sexual assault agencies) have a 

greater focus to serve clients in addition to providing limited legal services  
• Non-profit legal services providers tend to work in more ethical environments than a for 

profit and are motivated by higher principles  
• Sometimes the absence of evidence is evidence of absence - no public servants came 

forward with any complaint at State Bar hearings 
• Those who pushed for regulation are those who would most benefit from reducing, or 

eliminating legal services to the poor – landlords against tenants of largely impoverished 
neighborhoods 

 
 
YES 

• Lack of regulation and oversight invites abuse and lowers quality of legal services and 
avenues of recourse  

• Unauthorized practice of law is a problem with paralegals – no control or accountability 
• Non-profit providers should be held to the same standards as private entities but at little or 

no cost 
• Regulation should be less strict and limited for non-profits 
• Individual attorney for non-profit may not be licensed in California so no oversight 
• Registration and/or certification would set standards for organizations 
• Attorneys of non-profit legal services providers are directed by non-attorneys 
• Attorneys of non-profit legal services providers enable tenants to bring legal action without 

merit 
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Question 6: IDEOLOGICAL AND/OR PROFIT MOTIVES OF NON-PROFITS  
 

• 60% - NO - Ideological and/or profit motives of non-profits do NOT push toward the 
margins of unethical behavior warranting regulation 

• 40% - YES - Ideological and/or profit motives of non-profits DO push toward the 
margins of unethical behavior warranting regulation 

 
NO 

• No evidence of influence or ideological or profit motives influencing client representation  
• Attorneys are required to be members of the State Bar – this provides fully adequate 

protection 
• Non-profits are not driven by profit but to assist those in need, staff is poorly paid, 

volunteers unpaid 
• Those working in non-profits are highly ethical and professional -- motivated by doing good 

work and getting positive outcomes for clients 
• Attorneys of non-profits do not retain legal fees from awards 
• Profit is not the motive, not losing money during operations is 
• What profit?  Who is making money in the non-profit model? 
• Motives of non-profits and profit driven are different – no “rain making” in the non-profit 

environment 
• Regulating ideological motives is tantamount to a dictatorship and oppression 
• Constitutional law makes a clear distinction between commercial and non-commercial 

speech and rights 
• Competition exists between non-profits but tends to produce more, not less ethical behavior 
• Ideological concerns can be handled more effectively in the political - not legal sphere 
• This is not a reason for regulation but for holding supervisory or management personal 

responsible – for example criminal charges brought against executives for fraud are more 
effective than actions taken against the entity 

• If clients are not happy with the ideological motives of the non-profit they do not have to 
work with that non-profit 

• In a non-profit – there are two clients: the funder and the client. Most clients are one-time 
clients so there is no profit motive. Funders provide funding based on the quality and range 
of services provided so there is no incentive to commit ethics violations but there is 
incentive to meet the goals of improving access to the legal system. 

• Behavior should be monitored, not motives 
 
 
 
YES 

• Entities solicit clients to pursue their ideological agenda  
• For-profits must be more concerned with ethical behavior because misconduct can destroy 

the business – non-profits have no limitations or consequences for misconduct 
• Ideological and political interests can create conflicts of interest  
• Non-profits need to demonstrate results to their funders and to additional potential funders 

– more pressure to focus on numbers served not quality of services 
• Money still matters in non-profits 
• A strongly held belief system pushes as hard as a financial motive 
• Both should be regulated in the same manner 
• With no “checks” in place and huge caseloads, bad lawyering could take place 
• Attorneys at non-profits are less motivated and just do the minimal 
• Attorneys at non-profits don’t have to carry errors and omissions insurance 
• There is always a possibility of misconduct by a few, so all should be regulated 
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• Zealots require regulations as much as plutocrats 
• Fiscal oversight is needed 
• Non-attorney board members can make decisions about legal actions which may not be 

appropriate 
• If any monetary gains can be retained by the non-profit there should be regulation 
• Regulation might be necessary for non-profits funded by non-governmental funds 

 
Question 7: BENEFITS OF A REGISTRATION SYSTEM  
 

• Little or none  
• Benefit to the Bar only – more fees charged, more jobs to do the registration 
• Centrality of information for identification of and referrals to legal resources available for 

clients and other providers 
• Benefit to centralized listing of providers but registration is not necessary to accomplish that 

– could be a directory 
• The Bar already publishes a legal services directory like this 
• Not opposed to a simple registration that is free, simple or voluntary 
• Accountability  
• Consistency – could help to set regulatory standards 
• Consumer protection – renewed awareness of ethical rules 
• Depends on what type of registration system 
• Registration is not the issue, regulation is 
• Legitimacy of the providers and opportunity for clients to have recourse 
• Maybe for unions 
• Benefit only if way to check for and site violations  
 

 
Question 8:                      WHAT WOULD BE AN EFFECTIVE REGISTRATION/REGULATORY SYSTEM?  
 

• None (the current system of individual attorney regulation is adequate)  
• A centralized list showing services, locations and limitations of services provided that can 

be accessed on the internet and is of little or no cost to non-providers 
• If any registration at all should be simple 
• Voluntary registration 
• State Bar already has a legal services directory with necessary registration information  
• A system on the internet – easily accessed and monitored by a panel of attorneys and non-

attorneys 
• Enhancing the current system of regulation of individual attorneys – client awareness 
• Technical support from the Bar to programs that may have staff disciplinary issues 
• A state license giving the state the right to monitor and receive complaints 
• Same or similar oversight and registration as for-profits– all corporations register, provide 

names of attorneys, proof of insurance and certificate from the Secretary of State 
• Annual registration that includes name, address, supervisors, practitioners, cases handled, 

courts in which agency appears.  No information should abridge freedom of speech and 
association 

• Regulatory issues should be identified – only those non-profits not already covered by 
these regulatory issues through another source (government or other funders, reporting 
requirements) should be regulated. 

• A more effective regulation would be greater controls on the unauthorized practice of law 
by non-attorneys 

• Annual report to the State Bar including financial, conflict of interest and other information 
• Charge a fee, submit all licensing material and attorney information 
• Assign an attorney to oversee the non-profit 
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• Regulation of the amount charged to clients 
• Permit recovery against attorneys and insurance coverage if rules are broken 
• Make it part of the 1994 State Nonprofit Integrity Act System  
• Use the Lawyer Referral Services Minimum Standards Model – attorneys insured, oversight 

for how attorneys are chosen and their qualifications, financial oversight 
• Registration should require minimal information but also identify a “Responsible Managing 

Officer” for the delivery of legal services who is ultimately responsible  
• Regulations that determine how much staff must be available to clients in order to receive a 

certain amount of funding  
• An anonymous tip line to contact regulators 

 
Question 9: DETRIMENTS OF AND/OR BARRIERS TO REGISTRATION/REGULATORY SYSTEM  
 

• Cost and bureaucracy for providers would take away time and resources from clients 
• A decrease in non-profit legal services organizations - especially those providing any legal 

services as a component of their organization or smaller organizations who may not have 
the administrative support necessary 

• Added cost for regulatory agency – who pays? 
• Political barrier – government officials or those in power may have other agendas that do 

not support certain non-profit providers point of view  
• Creation of a two-tiered system – one for private attorneys and one for non-profits. Practice 

of law should be regulated not who provides it 
• The U.S. and California Constitutions 
• Impingement of client’s rights, unnecessary investigation of non-profit  
• Privacy issues, influence of the media and public opinion on cases 
• Effectively communicating with all providers of non-profit legal services 
• Non-cooperation from non-profit legal services organizations (intentional or just not 

knowing they are required to register) 
• Enforcement – if the registration system is not adequately enforced the general public will 

be skeptical about its worth 
• Rural communities may be denied access to legal services 
• No barriers or detriments only if the administrative requirements are not burdensome 

 
 
 
Question 10: VOLUNTARY CONTACT INFORMATION OF RESPONDENTS  
Seventy-four respondents provided contact information. 
 

 
VIII. Brief Narrative Overview of General Comment Response 

 
Nine public comments were received from the general public (not a consumer or a direct provider of 
non-profit legal services).  Four respondents oppose regulation and two support regulation. The 
remainder of respondents’ comments is mixed and/or unclear on the issue of regulation.  

 
Major arguments against regulation include existing regulation by other entities of providers and the 
potential detriment to clients of non-profit legal services.  Arguments supporting regulation include 
the necessity for consistency and accountability of non-profit legal services providers as well as the 
need to protect the public.   
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TRANSCRIPT LOS ANGELES PUBLIC HEARING* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Please note that a reference in the report to the transcript reflects the page number   
  and line number where the reference is found in the transcript (e.g. Appendix 2-5,  
  8:2-5 is page 8, lines 2 through 5) 
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TRANSCRIPT SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC HEARING* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Please note that a reference in the report to the transcript reflects the page number   
  and line number where the reference is found in the transcript (e.g. Appendix 2-6,  
  23:10-14 is page 23, lines 10 through 14) 
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PUBLIC COMMENT - STATE BAR PROPOSED REPORT 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED REPORT OF THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA TO THE SUPREME 
COURT OF CALIFORNIA REGARDING NONPROFIT ENTITY LEGAL PRACTICE IN RESPONSE TO THE SUPREME COURT’S 
REFERRAL TO THE STATE BAR IN FRYE v. TENDERLOIN HOUSING CLINIC, INC. (2006) 38 Cal.4th 23 
 
The 45-day public comment period on the State Bar’s proposed report regarding nonprofit entity legal practice began on 
August 27, 2007 and ended on October 15, 2007.  Fifteen comments have been received and are briefly summarized 
below.  The comments themselves are also attached. 
 

Date 
Rcvd. No. ORGANIZATION AUTHOR POSITION SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS 

10/18/07 
Rcvd. post 
comment 
deadline 1 

The State Bar of 
California Committee on 
Professional 
Responsibility and 
Conduct (COPRAC) 

Dennis Peter Maio, 
Chair, COPRAC on 
behalf of COPRAC 

Generally supports 
report and 
recommendations for 
revisions applicable to 
the Rules of 
Professional Conduct. 
Makes suggestions.  

Supports excepting nonprofits from fee-sharing 
prohibitions but no consensus on the scope of that 
exception. 
 
COPRAC is concerned that Recommendation 5(D) 4 
requiring nonprofits maintain the same security for 
errors and omissions claims as for-profits might cause 
some nonprofits to cease to operate. 
 
Believes it would be helpful to set out specific goals, 
including preventing non-attorneys from interfering 
with attorney’s duty of loyalty to clients and protecting 
attorneys from ideological and funding pressures.  
 
COPRAC recommends a fuller statement of reasons 
for removing the statutory requirement that 70% of a 
nonprofit’s clientele be of low income or otherwise 
with out access to legal services.  

 
09/04/07 2 

Member -State Bar 
Commission for the 
Revision of the Rules of 
Professional Conduct; 
Former State Bar Board 
of Governor Kurt Melchior 

Excellent report.  Has 
been involved with 
FRYE at several levels 
and thinks it is a great 
report. 

Recommendation 5, the Safe Harbor provisions 
requirement that entities “dedicate legal fees obtained 
to the entity to legal practice. Recommends a narrow 
“escape hatch” for nonprofits that in the rare event 
receive an award of attorneys fees in the tens of 
millions of dollars resulting in a huge litigation reserve 
that it couldn’t use up in many years while it’s other 
programs go under funded 

10/01/07 3 Attorney Lee A. Garry 

Registration of 
nonprofit legal entities 
is absolutely 
necessary. 

 
 
 
Based on personal experience cites abuses and 
matters involving clients receiving assistance from 
nonprofit legal services organizations.  
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Date 
Rcvd. No. ORGANIZATION AUTHOR POSITION SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS 

 
10/14/07 4 

Tenant of a Tenderloin 
Housing Clinic Hotel Robert Gimelli 

Urges the Court to set 
in motion an overhaul 
of the way nonprofit 
entities are currently 
regulated. 

Gimelli has been a tenant of THC for the past 7 years.  
He has “seen some strange things going on” and has 
attempted to use the legal office of THC.  Has worked 
for nonprofits in the past and believes there is a lack 
of regulation of nonprofits in general and that 
nonprofits should adhere to and be governed by the 
same rules as a for-profit legal firm regardless of their 
tax exempt status. 

09/11/07 5 

Tenant, Seneca Hotel 
(run by the Tenderloin 
Housing Clinic) Jeff Webb 

Identifies concerns 
about the Tenderloin 
Housing Clinic. 

Submitted a link via e-mail to his blog 
http://www.bluoz.com/blog which chronicles his 
experience as a tenant in Tenderloin Housing Clinic’s 
hotel and examples of THC’s former hotel managers 
extorting money from THC tenants.  Webb’s issues 
are with THCs management, their policies for tenants, 
and their response to his complaints about other 
tenants.  

10/10/07 6 SF Weekly 

Link to article 
submitted by Jeff 
Webb. 
Article written by Matt 
Smith 

Identifies issues with 
THC. 

Front-page article “The Vice Hotel” (published 
10/10/2007  http://bestof.sfweekly.com/2007-10-
10/news/the-vice-hotel/ ) 
investigates THC.  It focuses on THC’s Mission Hotel 
that was allegedly a hotel for extortion, drug dealing 
and other vices.  The article cites criminal activity of a 
former THC employee and hotel manager and 
interviews tenants and THC employees about their 
dealings with the former manager and the activities at 
the hotel.  Regarding tenant complaints, “the 
widespread view is among THC tenants is that this 
system of in-house advocacy means that complaints 
can be pushed under the rug.”  

10/22/07 
Rcvd. post 
comment 
deadline 7 

Office of the Chief Trial 
Counsel, The State Bar 
of California 

Fiona Smith, Daily 
Journal article. 

Reports there are 
active investigations on 
fake legal aid 
organizations and 
attorneys. 

Daily Journal article “MoFo, Nonprofit Team to Shut 
Down Clinic” published October 22, 2007. Fake 
attorneys and fake legal aid centers are a problem.  
There are over 200 active investigations. More scams 
and complaints are reported to the State Bar every 
week. 

09/20/07 8 Landlord Attorney James McBride 

Asserts nonprofit legal 
services entity abuses 
right to jury trial. 

Specific complaint about a nonprofit legal services 
entity that abuses the right to jury trial that results in 
“millions of dollars of unpaid occupancy” unfairly 
extracted from landlords as well as results in added 
burden on trial courts. Offers to assist in developing 
this aspect of regulation in the nonprofit law practice 
world.  Provided statistical information.  
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Date 
Rcvd. No. ORGANIZATION AUTHOR POSITION SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS 

 
10/12/07 9 

The Impact Fund, ACLU 
of No. CA, So. CA, and 
San Diego/Imperial 
Counties; Pacific Legal 
Foundation; AARP 
Foundation; Tenderloin 
Housing Clinic; Disability 
Rights Advocates; 
Electronic Frontier 
Foundation; Housing 
Rights Center; Equal 
Rights Advocates; TURN; 
Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Center 
of Race, Poverty and the 
Environment 

Brad Seligman, 
Executive Director of 
the Impact Fund on 
behalf of the non-profit 
organizations listed. 

Reject the proposed 
report. The State Bar 
should instead report 
back to the California 
Supreme Court that it 
did not document 
actual abuse sufficient 
enough to justify further 
regulation. 

The report does not document any a demonstrated 
danger of injury. 
 
The proposed recommendations are unwieldy, 
potentially expensive, may have unforeseen 
consequences, and interfere with the associational 
and expressive rights of nonprofit entities. 
 
The existing regulatory framework is sufficient and 
fully protects the public.   
 
There is no lack of clarity in the standards applicable 
to nonprofit law practice with the exception of the 
court of appeal’s FRYE decision and the Supreme 
Courts reversal of that decision. 
 
Oppose Recommendation 5 to create a new “head of 
legal practice” registration process because it is 
untested and a one-size fits all concept that could 
interfere with the management structure of some 
nonprofits. Interfering with the role and status could 
undermine associational and expressive choices of 
the entity. 
 
Oppose Recommendation 5(D) 3 in that fees may 
only be dedicated to the reasonable operating 
expenses of legal practice or programmatic public 
service activities of the legal practice because it is a 
content-based restriction that threatens First 
Amendment rights.  
 
No objection to incorporating provisions into the Rules 
of Professional Responsibility that confirm non-profit 
firms may seek and obtain fees. 
 

10/15/07 10 

The Legal Aid 
Association of California, 
(LAAC) 
(74 IOLTA-funded legal 
services programs & 90 
individual legal services 
staff and supporters) 

Mitchell Kamin, 
President, LAAC 
Julia Wilson,  
Director, LAAC 

Reject the proposed 
report. The State Bar 
should instead report 
back to the California 
Supreme Court that the 
investigation did not 
reveal any 
demonstrated harm to 
clients so no further 

IOLTA funded organizations already operate within 
the judicially-created “safe harbor” for legal aid 
nonprofits and are governed by IOLTA-specific 
statutory and regulatory requirements that address 
concerns raised in report. They should be fully exempt 
from the proposed requirements. 
 
Investigation does not reveal actual harm.  
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Date 
Rcvd. No. ORGANIZATION AUTHOR POSITION SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS 

regulation is warranted. The existing regulatory oversight of nonprofits is 
sufficient to address concerns articulated in report.  
 
IOLTA-funded organizations are additionally regulated 
specifically on issues raised in report by compliance 
with Rules of Professional Responsibility and 
Business and Professions Code and extensive grant 
reporting requirements to the State Bar. 
 
Existing regulations of individual attorneys at nonprofit 
organizations are sufficient.   
 
Requirements will pose unintended but significant 
burdens on individual nonprofits and the statewide 
legal services delivery system.  
 
The judicially created exemption for legal aid and 
advocacy groups renders an additional “safe harbor” 
unnecessary and will cause confusion about state of 
law for legal services and advocacy entities. 
 
Oppose Recommendations 1, 2, 3, and 4 that 
propose amendments to a number of statues.  
Introducing legislation carries untenable risks that the 
State Bar cannot guarantee – including potential of 
placing additional requirements or restrictions on legal 
services providers. 
 
Oppose Recommendation 3 that proposes 
amendments to Corporations code § 13406(b) that 
may risk legislative uncertainty and are duplicative of 
requirements existing for IOLTA-funded entities.  
 
Oppose Recommendations 5 and 6 requiring a “head 
of legal practice” of nonprofits register because it is 
duplicative of exiting regulatory oversight of attorney 
employees. “Head of legal practice” certification could 
impose significant burdens and is untested.  
 
Oppose Recommendation 5(D) 3 to require nonprofits 
spend attorney fees on limited activities.  Vague 
language in requirement and does not take into 
account requirements of other sources of funding. 
 

 4



PUBLIC COMMENT - STATE BAR PROPOSED REPORT 
 

Date 
Rcvd. No. ORGANIZATION AUTHOR POSITION SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS 

Oppose Recommendation 5(D) 4 requiring nonprofits 
carry malpractice insurance similar to for-profit firms. 
Prohibitive for small and large nonprofits. 

10/15/07 11 

LAMBDA Legal Defense 
& Education Fund, the 
HIV and AIDS Legal 
Services Alliance, Inc. 
(HALSA), and the 
Transgender Law Center 

Jennifer Pizer, Senior 
Counsel, LAMBDA 
Legal on behalf of the 
entities listed. 

Reject the proposed 
report. The State Bar 
should instead report 
back to the California 
Supreme Court that 
there is no documented 
need to further regulate 
nonprofit entities 
engaged in the practice 
of law. 

Recommendations  would likely have new and 
disproportionate impact upon smaller and newer 
nonprofit legal organizations. 
 
Compliance with an additional duplicative set of 
regulations would redirect resources away from 
clients. 
 
Regulations could prevent the creation of new 
nonprofit legal entities. 

10/15/07 12 

13 clinical faculty law 
professors at various 
California law schools 

Mark Aaronson, 
Director of Hastings 
College of the Law 
Civil Justice Clinic  

The State Bar should 
not adopt the Report’s 
recommendation to 
establish new 
regulations for the not-
for profit practice of 
law. 

Recommendations overstep the Court’s mandate and 
risk inviting consequences especially for clinical legal 
education programs. 
 
Data in report indicates no problems in quality of 
representation provided to clients by law school in-
house clinics.   
 
Responsibility ultimately lies with clinic’s participating 
faculty members, who are licensed to practice law. 
Independence of judgment required of lawyers is 
bolstered by principles of academic freedom that 
protect faculty members from inappropriate 
interference in teaching.  
 
Application of report recommendations assumes the 
non-profit is a 501(c)(3) receiving federal tax –
exemption. Law school clinics are not.  In order to 
reduce demands of compliance or risk non-
compliance law schools may question the existence of 
or feel compelled to restructure or scale back their 
clinical programs. 
 
Implementing Recommendation 5 (C) to designate a 
single “head of practice” in law schools settings with 
multiple and varied clinics could incur collateral 
consequences financially, programmatically and in 
terms of faculty and staff moral. 

10/15/07 13 

Center of Clinical 
Education, School of Law 
Boalt Hall, University of 

Deirdre K. Mulligan, 
Clinical Professor of 
Law Director 

Rejects the report’s 
recommendations. 

Recommendations exceed the Court’s mandate and 
risk negative unforeseen consequences. 
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Date 
Rcvd. No. ORGANIZATION AUTHOR POSITION SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS 

California Berkeley The State Bar has done a commendable job in 
conducting a study and has found “there is not a 
compelling need to enhance existing regulation” but 
recommends new regulations anyway despite this 
finding. 
 
The report does not cite a particular basis for 
regulating law school clinics.  Recommendations 
would burden law school clinics without demonstrable 
results. 
 
Recommendations would be subject to a notoriously 
unpredictable legislative process potentially resulting 
in unforeseen consequences.  

09/12/07 14 
Human Services Agency, 
Belmont, CA Bobbi MacLean 

No change to current 
regulation system 
necessary. 

No change to current regulation of nonprofits is 
necessary. 
 
Further regulation would be an additional burden. 
 
Nonprofits are already satisfactorily regulated. 

 
10/12/07 15 

In-house Attorney, 
Kings/Tulare Agency on 
Aging Sarah Shena 

No specific 
recommendations 
regarding report 
recommendations. 

Area Agency on Aging that has a joint powers 
agreement with the County of Tulare. As a county 
employee and attorney funded by the Older 
American’s Act she believes her office is exempt from 
the proposed recommendations. 
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SF WEEKLY PUBLISHED LETTERS TO THE EDITOR AND ON-LINE COMMENTS  
IN RESPONSE TO THE TENDERLOIN HOUSING CLINIC ARTICLE 

 

Vice Hotel Letters Say City Corruption Boooooooring 
Published: October 17, 2007, SF Weekly  
http://www.sfweekly.com/2007-10-17/news/vice-hotel-letters-say-city-corruption-boooooooring/print

Oh No SRO  
Cash not care: There were many things left out of your article ["The Vice Hotel," Oct. 10] regarding the 
conditions at the Mission Hotel located at 520 South Van Ness. One issue is the actual cost of the rooms that 
are no bigger than a jail cell, at a ridiculous price; also, the problem that some of the residents cannot get phone 
lines hooked up again once they have been disconnected by either the maintenance crew or AT&T mistakenly 
cutting the lines of tenants who reside there, then not bothering to come back and see what the problem is.  
The fact that this hotel has drug-dealing activities is no shock at all to any person who has lived here in San 
Francisco most of their lives. This is a daily occurrence in all the SROs in this city. To try to write a story to say 
that there is corruption is like saying Muni is not on time. Big deal. Like the taxpayers don't know this? Please. I 
am so tired of so-called investigative reporting lame stories. Do you really think the money that is given to the 
Tenderloin Housing Clinic or all the other nonprofit "homeless projects" is going to alleviate the homeless 
problem in San Francisco? Think again. There is too much money to be made for all these organizations. 
Homelessness is about profit for this city.  
Laurie Estrada San Francisco  
 
Perspicacious! Dejecta! Shenanigans!: Matt Smith doesn't know me from the Man in the Moon but I just read 
his boffo article and wanted to congratulate him on his wordsmithing and bravery.   
My family has lived in S.F. since 1920. Alas, we've seen this gorgeous city slip into an ever-increasing death 
spiral, especially over the past 20 years, to the point where we've had enough and are making plans to move 
out. S.F.'s City Hall shenanigans put Tammany Hall to shame, and our board of supes is benighted to the 
extreme.  My first journalism prof exposed us me to Civil War–era newspaper editor Wilbur F. Storey of The 
Chicago Times, who stated that a newspaper's job was to "print the news and raise hell." You and your paper 
embrace Storey's perspicacious dictum, and I encourage you to sustain your efforts to uncover 
the dejecta suffusing S.F. politics. I hope that the grand jury investigates what you've uncovered.  District 
Attorney Kamala Harris, City Attorney Dennis Herrera, Mayor Gavin Newsom, and their overpaid acolytes won't 
touch what you've unearthed. Their complicity through silence and inaction is utterly despicable.    
Bill Becker San Francisco  
 
THC deserves TLC: Mr. Smith's article makes for juicy reading, but it's too slender a rope to hang THC, which is 
the city's largest private low-income hotel landlord. Using the example of one manager at one hotel to taint the 
service of hundreds of dedicated employees seeking to better life for this city's poor and powerless? In the more 
than three years that I've been with the Tenderloin Housing Clinic as a desk clerk, a day has not passed without 
a tenant telling me how glad they are, or how great it is, to have a place to get off the streets. I'm proud of my 
job! And as chief shop steward I know my co-workers feel the same. Mr. Smith may have an ax to grind with 
one person, but it reads like a hatchet job on the entire THC organization.  
Tony Medina Chief Shop Steward, SEIU #102 San Francisco  

http://www.sfweekly.com/2007-10-17/news/vice-hotel-letters-say-city-corruption-boooooooring/print


 
Worth a thousand words: I just wanted to say that I loved the cover art from your "Vice Hotel" cover story. I 
definitely would not have picked up the issue if not for this artwork. Not to say that the story wasn't important, 
but the real draw was the art, at least for me. People like to claim they don't judge the book by the cover, but I 
personally believe that they are lying ... and even if they aren't, having a kickass cover doesn't hurt. It was a 
great choice on the art director's part.  
Jesse Young San Francisco  
Correction  
We neglected to credit artist Jason Levesque for last week's "Vice Hotel" cover illustration. SF Weekly regrets 
the error. 

ON-LINE COMMENTS SUBMITTED TO SF WEEKLY  
IN RESPONSE TO THE ARTICLE ON THE TENDERLOIN HOUSING CLINIC 

OCTOBER 2007 

1. The tenderloin housing clinic has gotten to big they are creating a monopoly of the master leasing housing . ( 
like 66% ) I have documentation and audio about Central City SRO Collaborative allowing their staff rob a elderly 
cripple fixed income woman. when i gave this documentation to Chris Daily , Chris told me he would give Sam 
Dodge (a employee of cc sro c ) a heads up , nothing about holding anyone accountable what makes it worse is 
that randy shaw is buying the voice of the smaller media .The department of human services give me the 
impression they will hire/contract out to ex-felons and "ex-drug" users with little oversight accountability or 
training 

Comment by charles — October 10, 2007 @ 10:27AM 

2. Welcome to reality, Polyanna. My first reaction to reading the eviction papers on Jeff's blog was "Eviction? For 
cause? They don't do that here!". Anybody who lives near an SFHA housing project knows what I mean. HUD's 
"one-strike" policy: meaningless. Safe housing: meaningless. Property management: meaningless. 
 
Here's a story: talk to the cops and find out how many high-profile criminals live in public housing. Then go 
through the SFHA's eviction filings to see how many of them have been evicted for illegal activity. I'll give you a 
hint: it's a round number, with a hole in the middle. 

Comment by Kendall Willets — October 11, 2007 @ 10:36PM 

3. Yeah, kendall, I see you point. Really the evictions are only the tip of the iceberg.. There's plenty going on 
where people didn't get evicted, and that was part of my point. But it's hard to prove a negative unless there's 
some other means, like video or people willing to speak up. 
 
Comparing only the evictions, even the SFHA evicts for drugs more than THC does does, but that barely reflects 
reality, especially when the suspicion is 'very selective evictions' 
 
there is a couple of big difference between SFHA and THC, being that SFHA is city/HUD run and is exempt from 
filing fees, where THC has to pay the 200 bucks for filing, because that's a private non profit. And also SFHA is 
mostly HUD funded, so there's a bunch of federal influence there 
 
I noticed that the SFHA housing is even cheaper than THC, averaging around 200 a month and people still get 
evicted for non payment of rent. There's still some real shocker in those documents tho, and would be worth 
scanning them sometime. 
 
the big problem with both of these is all the problems despite the evictions. Part of this may be that 'if it doesn't 
happen in front of, or to, an employee or manager, it doesn't exist' 

Comment by jeff — October 12, 2007 @ 09:04AM 



 

4. At least part of the problem can be traced to the fact that this is more or less permanent housing. It shouldn't 
be. I'm all for giving people down on their luck a hand up, but we shouldn't be supporting their lifestyles on a 
permanent basis. There needs to be some intent, some future plan, when the city gives someone free housing. 
You can stay for a month, two, or even 90 days, but there has to be some plan about what you're going to do 
with your life. If you simply have no skills and are not employable in this city, then you need to leave. Perhaps 
you can go to the valley and work picking fruit. In any case, giving them free housing on an open-ended basis 
allows them to become ensconced and to build their little criminal networks. How is it that we're paying to 
house money lenders? That's absurd! 

Comment by Robert — October 13, 2007 @ 02:42PM 

5. what alot of people don't know. The tenderloin Housing Clinic building I live in used to be nothing BUT working 
people. The original owners wouldn't let anybody else in. 
 
But since THC took over it's now nothing BUT non-working people. All the working people left since THC took 
over, but they didn't want to or need to before. 
 
So, THC, Randy Shaw, The Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, and you, the voter, have helped to displace over 100 
working people in order to get homeless people off the streets at all costs. 
 
Only now are we getting some hint as to how big that cost is 

Comment by Jeff — October 16, 2007 @ 11:25AM 
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