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Executive Summary

Fewer than half (46%) of New Y ork State' s attorneys performed qualifying pro bono
work for the poor in 2002, adlightly lower percentage than those performing this work in 1997
(47%). Since adoption of the Administrative Board of the Courts' April 1997 Pro Bono
Resolution, which urges attorneys to provide at least 20 hours of pro bono legal services to poor
persons each year, the percentage of attorneys providing this amount has not changed; the
percentage was 27% in 2002, asit wasin 1997. While individua categories of qualifying pro
bono evidenced slight decreases, direct services to poor personsin civil matters showed a
significant decline (34% of attorneys in 2002 compared with 39% of attorneysin 1997). These
findings represent some of the more noteworthy results of the 2002 Survey of the Pro Bono
Activities of Members of the New Y ork Bar.

The decline in the 2002 attorney participation rate for qualifying pro bono work for the
poor was not uniform throughout New Y ork State. While Albany, Erie, Monroe, Nassau,
Onondaga, Suffolk and Westchester Counties all showed significant decreases in the percentage
of attorneys performing qualifying pro bono in 2002 compared with 1997, the remaining fifty
counties outside New Y ork City (viewed as a group) showed an increase. Participation rates also
increased between 1997 and 2002 in three New Y ork City counties (Bronx, Kings and Queens).

Other important findings of the survey include the following:

. The average number of hours spent by attorneys who performed any qualifying
pro bono remained essentially unchanged from 1997 to 2002 (2002, 41.3 hours,
1997, 41.9 hours).

. Nearly two-thirds (66%) of attorneys would be willing voluntarily to report their
pro bono work as a means of helping to assess the unmet legal needs of the poor.

. The four most frequent reasons given for non-participation in qualifying pro bono
activitiesin 2002 were the same asin 1997 (each reason cited by more than 45%
of 2002 survey respondents):

N concern over the time and resources pro bono work might demand

N lack of expertisein legal areasinvolving poor persons

N lack of office staff to support qualifying pro bono work

N lack of malpractice insurance or policy that does not cover pro bono

representation



Other reasons for non-participation in qualifying pro bono work that appeared in
significant numbers and with notable increases in 2002 compared with 1997 were:

N financial circumstances as limiting availability for pro bono work (cited by
35% of respondents, up from 22% in 1997)

N participation in pro bono activities other than on behalf of the poor (cited
by 32% of respondents, up from 20% in 1997)

N lack of interest in performing qualifying pro bono for the poor (cited by

29% of respondents, up from 24% in 1997)

The approaches and strategies for encouraging participation in qualifying pro
bono work cited by more than 65% of 2002 survey respondents (not asked in
1997) included:

N ensuring the availability of training and resources of an organized pro
bono program when an attorney lacks legal expertise

N matching of attorneysto clientsin areas of attorney expertise

N permitting attorneys to handle only a discrete task involved in the

representation rather than full representation

The percentage of attorneys giving financial support to one or more organizations
that provide legal servicesto the poor decreased slightly (56% in 2002; 57% in
1997). The average contribution among those providing such financial support
rose, however, from $191 to $212.

Suggestions made for expanding pro bono service in New Y ork State included:

N maintaining a voluntary pro bono system in the State
N allowing Continuing Legal Education (CLE) credit for all pro bono work
N implementing a more structured pro bono program that would provide

attorneys with coordination, training and, if possible, office space,
equipment and support staff.



I ntroduction

In May 1997, the Administrative Board of the Courts adopted a Pro Bono Resolution
urging attorneys to provide at least 20 hours of pro bono legal services to poor persons each year
and to support financially the work of organizations that provide such services.! The Resolution
defines qualifying pro bono as follows:

. professional services rendered in civil matters, and in those criminal matters for

which the government is not obliged to provide funds for legal representation, to
persons who are financially unable to compensate counsel;

. activities related to improving the administration of justice by simplifying the
legal process for, or increasing the availability and quality of legal servicesto,
poor persons;

. professional services to charitable, religious, civic and educational organizations

in matters designed predominantly to address the needs of poor persons.?

Following the adoption of the Resolution, the Administrative Board sought to assess the
efforts of the New Y ork Bar in providing pro bono services by authorizing a survey of the 1997
pro bono activities of members of the New Y ork State Bar. One of the survey’ s objectives was
to establish a benchmark for measuring the quantity and type of pro bono activities being
performed. In 1997, 47% of New Y ork lawyers who either resided or had a principa place of
businessin New Y ork State performed qualifying pro bono services; 27% of those attorneys

performed 20 or more hours of such service.?

Since the adoption of the Administrative Board’s Pro Bono Resolution and the 1997
survey, anumber of developments have taken place that impact the provision of pro bono

servicesin New York. Recognizing the need for greater focus by the courts on access to justice

! See Appendix A for the full text of the Resolution.

2 This definition tracks the definition of qualifying pro bono contained in the April 1990 final
report of the Committee to Improve the Availability of Legal Services (commonly known as the Marrero
Commission).

¥ New York State Unified Court System, Report on the Pro Bono Activities of the New York
Sate Bar (February 1999).



issues, the Administrative Board of the Courts created the post of Deputy Chief Administrative
Judge for Justice Initiatives (DCAJ-JI) in July 1999. Increasing attorney participation in pro
bono serviceis an important goal of the DCAJ-JI. In Fall 1999, the DCAJ-JI recommended
amendment of New Y ork’s Continuing Legal Education (CLE) Rulesto alow CLE credit for the
performance of pro bono work. In Spring 2000, the CLE Board adopted this proposal, making
New Y ork the third state in the nation to grant attorneys CLE credit for pro bono service.

In September 2001, the DCAJ-JI hosted the first New Y ork State Access to Justice
Conference. The purpose of the Conference was to bring together members of the civil justice
community to exchange ideas and devel op partnerships to eliminate barriers to justice. A mgor
area of focus at the Conference was on how to increase pro bono in New Y ork, examining the

role of the Judiciary, Bar associations, private attorneys and law schools.

Immediately following the events of September 11", asurge in pro bono activity occurred
of akind not previously experienced in New York. The post-September 11™ pro bono effort to
help people affected by the tragedy drew volunteer attorneys from a broad cross-section of the
Bar. Many lawyers performed pro bono for the first time.

In order to build upon the positive outcomes from the court system’s Access to Justice
Conference and in light of the outpouring of enthusiasm for pro bono following the events of
September 11™, the court system hosted four Pro Bono Convocations around the State in 2002.
These Convocations were designed to bring together the various segments of the Bar to
brainstorm issues and develop tangible, feasible ideas and strategies for expanding pro bono

servicein New York.

Following the Convocations, the Administrative Board requested that a second survey of
the pro bono activities of the New Y ork Bar be conducted to measure the level of activity during
2002 as well asto obtain the Bar’ s views about a full range of initiatives aimed at encouraging
pro bono service and expanding the availability of legal servicesto the poor. This report presents

the results of the 2002 survey and provides comparisons to the findings of the 1997 survey.*

* The survey was conducted in early 2003 but sought information about pro bono activities
during the prior full-year period (2002).



1. Survey Methodology

The use of an anonymous, voluntary mail survey based upon a statistically reliable sample
of members of the New Y ork Bar was determined to be a cost-effective and highly accurate
means of collecting the types of information sought. This approach had been used successfully
for the 1997 survey, aswell as earlier benchmark surveys conducted by the Pro Bono Review
Committee during the period 1990 to 1992.°

The definition of qualifying pro bono adopted by the Administrative Board in its Pro
Bono Resolution was tracked in the survey through the use of specific questions that inquired
about free legal servicesfor poor persons (i.e., individuals poor enough to qualify for freelega
services based upon federal income guidelines). Lawyers also could indicate the extent to which
they provided non-qualifying pro bono or engaged in law-related activities for charitable, public
interest or not-for-profit organizations in matters other than those primarily addressing the needs

of the poor.

Moreover, questions were asked about how the pro bono work was undertaken, referral
sources and the reasons for non-participation in pro bono during 2002, if applicable.
Demographic questions relating to current employment, years admitted to practice and principal
place of business, as well as a series of questions that solicited the views of lawyers regarding
ways to expand the availability of legal servicesto the poor, were incorporated into the final
survey form. Many of the new questions added to the 2002 survey were devel oped based upon
input from lawyers who participated in the court system’s Pro Bono Convocations. A copy of the

survey instrument isincluded as Appendix B.

Survey forms were mailed to a 10% random sample of members of the New Y ork Bar
derived from the Office of Court Administration's attorney registration database of active and
retired attorneys who either reside or have a principal place of businessin New Y ork State. The

attorney registration database meeting this definition consisted of 117,620 attorneys

® See Pro Bono Review Committee, Final Report (April 1994).
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(approximately 65% of all attorneys registered with the Office of Court Administration). The
random sample of 10% of these attorneys resulted in the selection of 11,762 study participants.
All survey responses were anonymous. Based upon survey sampling statistical theory, the results
of this survey can be considered accurate within two to three percentage points, with at least 95%
confidence of what would be expected had the full population of New Y ork State registered

attorneys been surveyed who reside or have aprincipal place of businessin the State.

During the first two weeks of February 2003, the Office of Court Administration, with the
assistance of a professional mailing house, distributed the survey form, a pre-paid return
envelope and a cover letter jointly signed by Chief Judge Judith S. Kaye and Chief
Administrative Judge Jonathan Lippman to each attorney in the study sample (a copy of the cover
letter also isincluded in Appendix B). The survey instructions specifically asked each attorney
to complete the survey regardless of whether or not they engaged in pro bono during 2002. A
second identical survey and pre-paid envelope, along with afollow-up letter from Deputy Chief
Administrative Judge for Justice Initiatives Juanita Bing Newton, was sent during late April 2003
to all study participantsin order to maximize response rates. A toll-free telephone number and e-

mail address were provided to assist survey participants with any questions regarding the survey.

1. Survey Results
A. Survey Sampling and Response Rate

As of June 2003, atotal of 3,839 surveys had been returned. Of the 11,762 potential
survey participants, 862 were deemed "ineligible"® (mostly undeliverable) and removed from the
sample, resulting in asurvey response rate of 35.2%. The survey sampling and response rate

information for this survey are shown below:

® "Ineligible" surveysinclude surveys that were undeliverable or unusable, or where the
sampled participant had retired or is deceased.



Survey Sampling and Response Rate

A. Members of the New Y ork State Bar’ with Residence or Place of 117,620
Businessin New Y ork as of January 2002 (Attorney Registration File)

B. 10% Sample of Members of the New Y ork State Bar 11,762
C. Ineligibles (undeliverable, not useable) 862
D. Eligible Sample of Members of the New Y ork State Bar 10,900
E. Final Respondent Sample 3,839
F. Survey Response Rate® 35.2%

B. Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents

Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of the survey respondents. These data are
taken from the demographic questions of Part | of the survey. Among the survey respondents,
90.7% were residents of New Y ork State, 54.3% were between the ages of 35 to 55 years of age,
45.7% were admitted to practice over 20 years ago and 58.8% were in private practice. Among
attorneys reporting working in private practice, 31.6% were solo practitioners and 29.6% werein

firms of 2-10 attorneys.

" Includes both active and retired members admitted to practice in New Y ork and either residing
or having a place of businessin New Y ork.

8 A comparative analysis of the survey sample to the full population of 117,620 members of the
New York State Bar based upon the principal place of business by Judicial Department indicated that the
10% random sample was highly representative of the full population. For example, 51.9% of the sample
respondents and 51.8% of all members of the New Y ork State Bar with residence or place of businessin
New Y ork havetheir place of businessin the First Judicial Department. Also, sample and population
means were identical based upon other variables such as the mean age (48.2 years) and mean number of
years admitted to the Bar (19.1 years).



Tablel

Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents

1. Resident of New York State

Yes 3432 (90.7%
No 351 (9.3%
2. Age Group
a. under 35 525 (13.8%
b. 35-44 989 (26.1%
C. 45-54 1070 (28.2%
d. 55-64 644 (17.0%
e. 65+ 564 (14.9%
3. Years Since Admitted to Practice
a 5orless 441 (11.7%,
b. 6-10 539 (14.3%
c. 11-15 576 (15.3%
d. 16-20 488 (13.0%
e. Over 20 1719 (45.7%
4. Current Employment
a. Attorney in Private Practice 2224 (58.8%
b. Corporate Counsel 264 (7.0%
¢. University Faculty 25 (0.7%
d. Government Lawyer 399 (10.5%
e. Public Interest Lawyer 102 (2.7%
f. Judge 67 (1.8%
0. Non-Lega Occupation 195 (5.2%
h. Retired 263 (6.9%
i. Not Currently Employed 88 (2.3%
j. Other 156 (4.1%
5. If in Private Practice, Size of Firm
a 1(sdf) 745 (31.6%
b. 2-10 696 (29.6%
c. 11-40 289 (12.3%
d. 41-100 136 (5.8%
e. 101-200 81 (3.4%
f. Over 200 408 (17.3%




C. Types of Pro Bono Services Performed and Time Devoted

In Part 1l of the survey, attorneys were asked whether they engaged in one or more of six
categories of free legal work or other law-related activities during 2002 in New Y ork State. The
first four categories consisted of "qualifying pro bono service' (using the definition adopted by
the Administrative Board) and the remaining two categories were "other activities.”®
Respondents were also asked to indicate the approximate number of hours by various intervals of

time devoted to each specific activity.

Table 2 shows the responses of attorneys concerning qualifying pro bono services for
both 1997 and 2002. For each activity, the results are broken into the following categories: the
percent of attorneys responding who engaged in the activity; the percent of attorneys who spent
more than 20 hours in the activity; and the average number of hours spent by attorneys engaged
in each activity. For instance, for category "a"' (“freelegal servicesfor poor personsin acivil
matter”), 34.2% of attorneys who completed the survey (i.e., those responding either “yes’or
“no” for the specific activity) said they engaged in the activity and 13.9% said they spent 20
hours or morein this activity. Furthermore, attorneys who engaged in this activity spent an

average 27.7 hours performing this type of free legal service during 2002.

9 « Other activities” refersto the followi ng activities, which fall outside the Administrative
Board's definition of "qualifying pro bono service": (1) free legal services or other law-related activities
for acharitable, public interest or not-for-profit organization in matters other than those primarily
addressing the needs of the poor; and (2) other free legal work or law-related activities which would be
considered pro bono.



Table2

Amount of Time Devoted to Performing Qualifying Pro Bono Services
in New York Statein 1997 and 2002

Type of Qualifying Pro Bono Survey Year Per cent of Per cent of Average
Service Attorneys Attorneys Who Number of
Engaged in Spent 20 Hours or Hours
Activity Morein Activity
a. Freelegal servicesfor poor 1997 38.8% 13.3% 25.8
personsin acivil matter
2002 34.2% 13.9% 21.7
b. Freelega servicesfor poor 1997 11.6% 3.1% 237
personsin acrimina matter
2002 9.6% 3.1% 23.0
c. Freelegal servicesfor a 1997 21.7% 7.7% 28.5
charitable, religious, civic or
educational organization
primarily addressing the 2002 20.5% 7.8% 26.2
needs of the poor
d. Activitiesthat increase the 1997 14.9% 3.7% 20.0
availability or quality of
legal servicesfor, or access
to justice by, poor persons
(eq., bar association 2002 13.1% 3.7% 21.7
activities focused on these
objectives or fundraising for
alegal services
organi zation)
Any Qualifying Pro Bono (a) - 1997 47.0% 27.2% 41.9
(d) (survey respondents who
indicated at least one of the
above types of qualifying 2002 45.6% 26.5% 413

Services)




The activity most frequently cited by survey respondents was “free legal services for poor
personsin acivil matter” (34.2%), while the least frequently cited was “free legal servicesfor
poor personsin acrimina matter” (9.6%). Approximately 20% of the respondents indicated they
performed “free legal servicesfor a charitable, religious, civic or educational organization
primarily addressing the needs of the poor” and 13% of respondents engaged in activities that
increase the availability or quality of legal servicesfor, or accessto justice by, poor persons.
Overall, 45.6% of attorneys participated in at least one of the four categories of qualifying pro
bono activity during 2002 (47% in 1997). The percentage of attorneysinvolved in qualifying pro
bono work remained relatively unchanged in 2002, with slight decreases in each of the categories
cited above compared with 1997. A significant decrease occurred in “free legal services for poor
personsin acivil matter”, with 34% of respondents reporting engaging in this activity in 2002
compared with 39% in 1997. Only 26.5% reported performing 20 hours or more of some type of
qualifying service. In 1997, 27.2% reported engaging in 20 hours or more of such qualifying

service.

The type of qualifying service in which the largest proportion (13.9%) of respondents
spent 20 hours or more was “free legal services for poor personsin acivil matter.” Among non-
qualifying other activities, 15.3% of attorneys indicated that they spent 20 hours or more on “free
legal services or other law-related activities for a charitable, public interest or not-for-profit

organization in matters other than those primarily addressing the needs of the poor.”

The average number of hours™ spent by lawyers performing qualifying activities overall
was 41.3 hours during 2002 (41.9 hoursin 1997). For individual activities, the average ranged
from 21.7 hoursto 27.7 hours. Applying the sample data obtained in the survey to the full
population of 117,620 attorneys registered in New Y ork whose residence or principa place of
businessiswithin the State, it can be estimated that New Y ork lawyers performed 2,215,114
hours of qualifying pro bono service (45.6% of 117,620 x 41.3 hours average per attorney)
during 2002.

19 The average number of hours was computed by multiplying the number of respondents who
selected a given time interval by the midpoint of the time interval (e.g., 1-9 hours = 5 hours). For the
over 100 hours category, a conservative 100 hours was sel ected.
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Table 3 presents an analysis of pro bono participation other than for qualifying pro bono
activities on behalf of poor persons. About 30% of the survey respondents reported providing
“free legal servicesor other law-related activities for a charitable, public interest or not-for-profit
organization in matters other than those primarily addressing the needs of the poor.” Overal,
41.5% of all respondents participated in at least one of these “other activities’ during 2002.
While the individual categories of this section of the survey were modified from the earlier 1997
survey, thus limiting item by item comparisons, the percentage of attorneys who indicated that
they participated in alaw-related activity they considered pro bono (but not necessarily
gualifying pro bono) rose from 39.9% in 1997 to 41.5% in 2002.

Table3

Amount of Time Devoted to Performing Other Free Legal Activities
(Categories e-f) Considered Pro Bono During 2002

Type of Service Per cent of Per cent of Average Number
Attorneys AttorneysWho of Hours
Engaged in Spent 20 Hours or
Activity Morein Activity
(e) Freelegal services or other law-related 29.9% 15.3% 34.2

activities for a charitable, public interest or
not-for-profit organization in matters other
than those primarily addressing the needs of
the poor

(f) Other freelega work or law-related 23.8% 10.9% 30.0
activities which you consider pro bono

Any non-qualifying pro bono (e-f) 41.5% 23.9% 39.2

D. Qualifying Pro Bono Work By Substantive Legal Area

Table 4 shows the top ten substantive areas of legal practice and the number of pro bono
matters undertaken among the survey respondents performing qualifying pro bono service during
2002. Thetwo most frequently cited legal areas for pro bono work were landlord-tenant and not-
for-profit law (23% and 22%, respectively). Family law involving matrimonial matters was the
most frequently cited area by attorneys during 1997 (27%), but this area was | ess frequently
indicated (22%) in the 2002 survey.

10



Table4

Substantive Areas of the Law Where Qualifying Pro Bono Work was Perfor med
by the Number of Pro Bono Matters*

Legal Area Number of % of Total 1-3 4-8 9or More
Respondents | Respondents | Matters | Matters Matters
Landlord-Tenant 357 23.2% 32.9% 41.9% 25.2%
Not-for-Profit Law 345 22.4% 38.6% 38.9% 22.5%
Wills, Probate & Estates 337 21.9% 36.2% 43.4% 20.4%
Family Law - Matrimonial 335 21.8% 39.5% 40.8% 19.7%
Criminal Law 296 19.3% 33.7% 44.1% 22.2%
Family Law - Non-Matrimonial 270 17.6% 32.6% 40.3% 27.1%
Real Property 247 16.1% 41.0% 41.0% 18.0%
Debt Collection & Bankruptcy 217 14.1% 37.7% 44.7% 17.6%
Elder Law 196 12.8% 28.7% 41.9% 29.3%
Labor & Employment 162 10.5% 35.9% 35.9% 28.2%
Immigration 148 9.6% 40.2% 32.3% 27.6%
Consumer Law 144 9.4% 35.7% 36.5% 27.8%
Civil Rights 123 8.0% 35.7% 39.1% 25.2%
Public Benefits 100 6.5% 39.2% 34.2% 26.6%
Taxes 89 5.8% 39.4% 40.8% 19.7%

*Data based upon 1,537 survey respondents performing qualifying pro bono service who indicated
legal area of work and the number of pro bono matters handled during 2002.
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E. Financial Support

Table 5 shows the amount of financial support survey respondents reported giving to

organizations providing legal servicesto the poor. For 2002, 55.9% of the respondents indicated

that they did not provide any financial support to one or more organizations that provided legal

services to the poor. Attorneys who did provide support contributed an average of $212. When

combined with those respondents who did not provide financial support, the average drops to $94

per year per attorney. The 2002 contribution was 14.6% higher than the average contribution

level reported in 1997 ($82). However, this rate of change is comparable to the rate of inflation

of the five-year interval between surveys.

Table5

Financial Support to Organizationsthat Provide Legal Servicesto the Poor

During thelast year, | provided financial support to organizations 1997 2002
that provided legal servicesto the poor in the amount of:

(&) none 56.9% 55.9%
(b) $1 - 49 8.4% 7.0%
(c) $50 - 149 16.5% 16.0%
(d) $150 - 299 8.9% 9.6%
(€) $300 - 499 2.5% 3.2%
(f) $500 and over 6.8% 8.2%
Average Financia Contribution (Among Respondents Who Provided Support) $191 $212
Average Financial Contribution Per Attorney for All Respondents $82 $94

12




F. Referral Sourcesfor Qualifying Pro Bono Work During 2002

The survey asked respondents who undertook pro bono work during 2002 to indicate the
referral source or sources of their clients. Asshown in Table 6, among attorneys who performed
qualifying pro bono, 42% indicated that the client contacted them directly and it was clear that
they would perform legal work on a pro bono basis. During 1997, 64% of attorneys indicated the

Same Source.

Among 2002 survey respondents, 24% said they received referrals through an organized
pro bono or volunteer lawyer program. This compares with the 17% of the attorneys who
indicated that in 1997 their clients were referred through an organized pro bono program not
affiliated with a Bar association and the nearly 14% who said their clients were referred through
an organized program affiliated with a Bar association. Lessthan 1% of attorneys reported

obtaining clients through an internet-based system.

Table6
Referral Sourcesfor Qualifying Pro Bono Work During 2002

Referral Source N* % of Those Doing any
Qualifying Pro Bono (a-d)
(N=1626)
Clients who contacted me directly and it was clear that | would 688 42.3%
perform legal work on apro bono basis.
Clients who are poor and were referred to me by friends or family 496 30.5%
members.
Clients referred to me through an organized pro bono or volunteer 385 23.7%
lawyer program.
Clients who originally agreed to pay for service, but | later agreed 381 23.4%
to provide the service on a pro bono basis.
Clients who are poor and were referred to me by former clients. 276 17.0%
Clients referred to me by a socia service agency or charitable 230 14.1%
organization.
Clientsreferred by alegal services or legal aid program. 157 9.7%
Clients who are poor and were referred to me by an internet-based 11 0.7%
system.
All Other Referral Sources 236 14.5%

* N column equals more than 1,626 as survey respondents were asked to identify all sources of referrals.
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G. Qualifying Pro Bono by Geographic L ocation

Table 7 provides a breakdown of qualifying pro bono service by 11 benchmark New Y ork
State counties with relatively larger populations and, for the remaining areas of the State, by
various geographic groupings for those attorneys responding who provided information about
their principal place of business. Among the 11 counties, the percentage of survey respondents
who performed qualifying pro bono service ranged from alow of 37% in Albany County to a
high of 59% in Erie and Onondaga Counties. The percentage of respondents reporting qualifying
pro bono among the remaining group of 50 upstate New Y ork State counties was 57%. Among
the boroughs of New Y ork City, the incidence of qualifying pro bono work ranged from 39% in
New Y ork County to 53% in Queens. There was increased participation of attorneysin pro bono
work in 2002 in Kings, Bronx and Queens Counties compared with 1997. Large suburban
counties surrounding New Y ork City showed lower pro bono participation for 2002 compared to
1997. The highest increased participation rates across the two periods (+8.3%) was found among
the 50 upstate counties in the aggregate.

The percentage of attorneys performing more than 20 hours of qualifying pro bono
conforms to the same general pattern. While 26.5% of all survey respondents statewide and
25.7% from New Y ork City spent 20 hours or more, a considerably higher percentage (44%) of

lawyersin the 50 upstate counties spent 20 hours or more performing qualifying pro bono.

14



Qualifying Pro Bono Performed by Attorneys by Geographic L ocation

Table7

Place of Business

Any Qualifying Pro Bono (a-d)

Overall Percent Engaged in any
Qualifying Pro Bono (a-d)

Percent Engaged in 20 Hours or
More of Pro Bono Activities

1997 2002 Change 1997 2002 Change

New York City 42.5 41.3 -1.2 20.0 25.7 57
(combined)

Bronx 48.6 51.9 3.3 30.0 30.8 0.8

Kings 40.9 45.9 5.0 223 274 51

New York 41.3 394 -19 24.1 25.2 11

Queens 48.4 53.0 4.6 28.1 304 2.3

Suburban Counties

Nassau 53.3 48.3 -5.0 25.6 24.7 -0.9

Suffolk 57.8 44.4 -134 35.6 25.9 -9.7

Westchester 45.1 40.3 -4.8 25.6 24.4 -0.2

Upstate

Albany 50.0 36.9 -13.1 27.3 24.1 -3.2

Erie 64.5 59.1 -54 421 42.3 0.2

Monroe 66.7 56.1 -10.6 39.1 40.9 1.8

Onondaga 71.0 59.0 -12.0 45.0 37.3 -8.7

Remaining 50 New 48.3 56.6 8.3 28.4 44.0 15.6

York Counties
All Survey 47.0 45.2 -1.8 27.2 26.5 -0.7
Respondents
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H. Other Factors Associated With Pro Bono Participation Rates

The data tables shown in Appendices C through F provide additional types of datafrom
the 2002 survey associated with pro bono participation rates. The principa findings from these

tables include:

. A large mgjority of attorneys engaging in qualifying pro bono work are in
private practice (78%). See Appendix C.

. By far the highest percentage of attorneys performing pro bono activity in
2002 (qualifying and non-qualifying, i.e., not solely for poor persons) were
law school faculty (72%) followed by private practitioners (57%) and
public interest lawyers (55%). See Appendix D.

. A higher percentage of lawyersin small firms (10 or fewer attorneys) and
very large firms (more than 100 attorneys) performed pro bono work in
2002 than lawyers in mid-size firms (11-100 attorneys). See Appendix E.

. Lawyersin New Y ork City performed a higher average number of hours of
qualifying pro bono in 2002 (46 hours) than their counterparts in the seven
largest counties outside New Y ork City (32 to 41 hours). See Appendix F.

l. Miscellaneous Survey Response Topics

Attorneys also were asked a series of follow-up questions regarding their qualifying pro
bono service during 2002. Specifically, amajority of respondents (57.7%) indicated that they
undertook pro bono mostly on their own rather than through one or more organized programs
(26.7%) or some combination of these (15.6%). Nearly 80% indicated that they had undertaken

the work in the same county as their principal place of business.

When asked about whether they reported their pro bono work during 2002, 79% indicated
that they did not report the work, another 8.8% reported their work to alocal pro bono
coordinator and 5.3% reported their work to a Bar association. Only 5% of the survey
respondents indicated that they used their pro bono work during 2002 to fulfill Continuing Legal
Education (CLE) requirements.
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J. Reasonsfor Non-Participation in Qualifying Pro Bono Activities

Part IV of the survey asked respondents to indicate the reason(s) why they did not
perform qualifying pro bono service. Table 8 lists the reasons in rank order, from the most to
least frequently cited responses, for both the 2002 and 1997 surveys. The most frequently cited
reasons for non-participation in qualifying pro bono within both survey years remained
unchanged: “I did not have the time to volunteer;” “1 did not have the expertise in the legal areas
involving poor persons;” and “I did not have the office support staff to perform this type of pro
bono legal work,” cited by 62%, 59% and 55% of the 2002 survey respondents, respectively.

The 2002 survey included a more generic reason —*“| am concerned that the pro bono work will
demand more time and resources than | can provide’ —that was cited by 62% of the 2002 survey
respondents as well. For 2002, attorneys were more likely than in 1997 to assert that they did not
have malpractice insurance or that their policy does not cover pro bono representation (46% v.
20%), that their financial circumstances limited their availability for pro bono work (35% v.
22%) and they did not have the office support staff (56% v. 41%).
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Table 8

Reasonsfor Non-Participation in Qualifying Pro Bono Activities*

Reasons for Non-Participation 1997 2002

Rank % Rank %
| am concerned that the pro bono work will demand more time NA NA 1 62.1%
and resources than | can provide. (2002 survey only)
| did not have the time to volunteer. 1 48.4% 2 61.8%
| did not have the expertisein the legal areas involving poor 2 45.9% 3 59.2%
persons.
| did not have the office support staff to perform this type of pro 3 40.6% 4 55.5%
bono legal work.
| do not have malpractice insurance or my policy does not cover 6 20.4% 5 46.1%
pro bono representation.
My financia circumstances limited my availability for pro bono 5 21.8% 6 34.9%
work.
| participated in activitiesidentified in (e) through () in Part 11 7 20.1% 7 31.5%
(other activities).
| am not interested in doing that type of pro bono work identified in 4 24.2% 8 28.9%
(a) through (d) in Part 11.
My employer prohibits or discourages me from doing this type of 8 18.7% 9 19.7%
pro bono legal work.
| have participated in activitiesin (a) through (d) in prior yearsat a 9 10.7% 10 16.2%
level in excess of 20 hours per year, but not during 2002.
| wasinterested in doing thistype of pro bono work but have found 10 10.1% 11 15.1%
it difficult to find appropriate projects.
| am retired from the practice of law in New Y ork State. 14 6.2% 12 14.8%
| was not ableto arrange for sufficient childcare or other family care 11 10.1% 13 13.9%
accommodations that would make it possible to perform pro bono
work.
| worked for or am a member of a firm which, in the aggregate, 12 8.1% NA NA
devotes at least 20 hours per lawyer per year to activitiesidentified
in (a) through (d) in Part 11. (1997 survey only)
My persona health limited my availability for pro bono work. 13 7.0% NA NA
(1997 survey only)
A very small portion of my legal practice isin New York State. 15 3.4% NA NA
(1997 survey only)

* Data based upon 1,939 survey respondents not engaged in qualifying pro bono activities during 2002 and

2,685 survey respondents during 1997.
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Severa of the more frequent reasons overall for non-participation in qualifying pro bono
were examined by the type of employment setting for the largest three respondent groups to the
2002 survey. Thisresulted in acomparison of the reasons for non-participation among private
practitioners, corporate counsel and government lawyers as shown in Table 9 below. Corporate
counsel as compared to private practitioners were far more likely to report that they did not have
the expertise required (72% v. 55%), the office support (72% v. 44%) or the malpractice
insurance (73% v. 19%) needed to work with poor persons. Government lawyers were less
concerned about having the necessary expertise in the legal areas involving poor persons when
compared to corporate and private practice attorneys (43% v. 72% and 55%, respectively). A
separate analysis revealed that, among attorneys in private practice, the smaller the firm, the more
likely that attorneys indicated alack of office support and financial circumstances as playing an

important rolein their not performing pro bono.

Table9

Five Most Frequently Cited Reasons for Non-Participation in Qualifying Pro Bono Services
by Employment Setting

Reason for Non-Participation Private Corporate Government
Practice Counsd Lawyer

| am concerned that the pro bono will demand more time and 57.71% 71.8% 50.9%

resources than | can provide.

| did not have the time to volunteer. 59.8% 73.7% 50.3%

| did not have the expertise in the legal areas involving poor 55.1% 72.3% 43.2%

persons.

| did not have the office support staff to perform this type of 44.1% 72.3% 50.3%

pro bono legal work.

| do not have the mal practice insurance or my policy does not 19.2% 72.8% 60.2%
cover pro bono representation.

Survey Samples 962 202 322
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K. Encouraging Pro Bono Service and Expanding the Availability of Legal Servicesto
the Poor
Part V of the 2002 survey contained a series of attitudinal questions that solicited the
views of lawyers regarding different approaches to encouraging and expanding the availability of
legal servicesto the poor. Survey respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they
either agreed or disagreed with these approaches.

Table 10 summarizes the responses (percent strongly agree/agree) of al survey
respondents to the various approaches and strategies for encouraging pro bono that appear
relevant to improve access to justice for poor persons. Several of the approaches with which
survey respondents were more likely to agree were: (1) that the training and resources of an
organized pro bono program are essential to doing pro bono work in an area where the attorney
does not have expertise (77%); (2) that attorneys would prefer to be matched to a non-paying
client in thelr own area of expertise rather than to seek training in anew legal area (70%); (3) that
attorneys would more likely participate in pro bono work if they could handle a discrete task
rather than full representation (66%); and (4) assuming avoluntary pro bono system, that
attorneys would be willing to report their pro bono service as a means to assess the unmet legal
needs of the poor (66%).
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Table 10

Views about Encouraging Pro Bono Service and Expanding the
Availability of Legal Servicesto the Poor

Percent Strongly Agree/Agree

The training and resources of an organized pro bono program are essential to doing pro bono work in 76.5%
an areawhere | do not have legal expertise.

| would prefer to be matched to a non-paying client in my area of expertise rather than having to seek 70.0%
training in anew legal area.

| would be more likely to participate in pro bono work if | could handle a discrete task in the 66.1%
representation (e.g., initial consultation, pleading, drafting aletter, conducting a negotiation) rather
than full representation.

Assuming a voluntary pro bono system, | would be willing to report my pro bono work as a means to 65.9%
assess the unmet legal needs of the poor.

| would prefer a pro bono service arrangement where | could partner with another attorney or legal 54.2%
service provider on a particular case.

| would consider using an internet-based system where | could search for appropriate pro bono work 52.6%
that fits my schedule and legal skills.

| would prefer to provide pro bono service on my own rather than through an organized program. 49.9%

| would be comfortable with receiving additional training and resource materials to do pro bono work 46.4%
through the use of an internet-based training web site.

| would consider registering with a pro bono program that maintains an internet-based system 42.2%
designed to match me with clients with unmet legal needs.

I would be more willing to handle a pro bono litigation matter if the court gave some priority to 36.5%
calling my case.
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Responses to these statements were compared with those attorneys performing qualifying
pro bono and those not performing such work during 2002. For the statements showing the more
salient differences (see Figure 1 below), attorneys engaged in pro bono work are considerably
more likely to prefer providing pro bono service on their own rather than through an organized
program (62% v. 31%); are more willing to report their pro bono work (65% v. 50%); prefer a
client in their area of expertise (70% v. 55%); and would be more willing to handle a pro bono

case if the court gave some priority to calling their case (41% v. 24%).

Per centage of Respondents who Agreed with the Various Statements Regarding
Encouraging Pro Bono Service

@ Performed pro bono in 2002
@ Did not perform pro bono in 2002

Prefer to do pro bono Would report my pro Prefer to be matched Would be more willing
on my own bono work to assess to aclient inmy area  if the court gave
unmet legal needs of expertise priority to caling my
case

Figurel
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Part V a so sought, through an open-ended question, suggestions from attorneys for
expanding pro bono in New York State. Approximately 15% of survey respondents answered
this question and provided some type of suggestion(s). Table 11 summarizes the responses. The
most frequently cited suggestion was that pro bono should not be made mandatory. The next two
most frequently cited suggestions were: to have all pro bono legal services qualify for Continuing
Legal Education (CLE) credit; and to implement a more structured pro bono program that would

provide attorneys with coordination, training and, if possible, office space, equipment, and

support staff.
Table1l
Suggestions for Expanding Pro Bono in New York State
Suggestion Number of Respondents
Making Suggestion
Pro bono service should not be mandatory 117
All pro bono should qualify for CLE credit 116
A structured program should exist to support pro bono attorneys 73
Pro bono should be mandatory only for certain classes of attorneys (e.g., by 53
length of practice, income, type of practice)
Large and mid-size firms should be tapped for pro bono service due to their 42
available resources
More incentives should be available for attorneys who perform pro bono 39
(e.g., waive attorney registration fee, jury duty, bar dues; give tax credits)
Provide free mal practice insurance 37
Do not limit the definition of qualifying pro bono 33
Funtlz pro bono expenses and/or increase public funding to support pro bono 32
wor
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V. Conclusion

Data from the Survey of the 2002 Pro Bono Activities of the New Y ork State Bar
indicate relatively static statewide rates of qualifying pro bono work for poor persons compared
with 1997. Increasesin key categories of qualifying pro bono in various counties, as well asthe
Bar’ simpressive pro bono contributions associated with the events of September 11, 2001,
provide hope that rates can be improved and can become more consistent on a statewide basis.
The positive attitudes and experiences of attorneys who provide pro bono service give additional
reason to be optimistic about the potential for overcoming obstacles to expansion. Despite these
encouraging signs, however, achieving broader participation remains a major challenge with
significant implications for the ability of New Y ork State' s justice system to provide equal access

to justice.
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RESOLUTION OF THE
ADMINISTRATIVE BOARD
OF THE COURTS

Lawyers are strongly encouraged to provide pro bono

legal services to benefit poor persons. Every lawyer should
aspire (1) to provide at least 20 hours of pro bono legal
services each year to poor persons and (2) to contribute
financially to organizations that provide legal services to poor
persons.

are:

Pro bono legal services that meet this goal are:

professional services rendered in civil matters, and in
those criminal matters for which the government is
not obliged to provide funds for legal representation,
to persons who are financially unable to compensate
counsel;

activities related to improving the administration of
justice by simplifying the legal process for, or
increasing the availability and quality of legal services
to, poor persons; and

professional services to charitable, religious, civic and
educational organizations in matters designed
predominantly to address the needs of poor persons.

Appropriate organizations for financial contributions

organizations primarily engaged in the provision of
legal services to the poor; and

organizations substantially engaged in the provision of
legal services to the poor, provided that the donated
funds are to be used for the provision of such legal
services.
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The purpose of this survey is to collect information
from members of the New York Bar regarding their 2002
pro bono activities. This survey is voluntary and
anonymous and should take only a few minutes to
complete. Please return your completed survey in the
enclosed postage-paid envelope.

MARKING INSTRUCTIONS

¢ Use a No. 2 pencil or blue or black ink pen only.
* Do not use pens with ink that bleeds through the paper.

¢ Completely erase any mark you change.
» Marks should completely fill ovals.

¢ Make no stray marks.
INCORRECT MARKS CORRECT MARK
OPhe@® @

/

- | Questions Abo

1704

1. Are you a resident of New York State? O Yes O No
2. What is your age group? O Under 35 O 35-44 O 45-54 O 55-64 O 65+
3. Number of years admitted to practice: O 5 yrs or less O 6-10 O11-15 O 16-20 O Over 20
4. Current Employment:
O Attorney in Private Practice O Public Interest Lawyer O Not Currently Employed
O Corporate Counsel O Judge QO Other, please specify:
O Law School Faculty/Administrator O Non-Legal Occupation
O Government Lawyer O Retired
5. If attorney in private practice, size of firm (number of attorneys):
O 1 (self) O 2-10 O 1140 O 41-100 O 101-200 O Over 200
6. The location of your principal place of business is: O In New York State O Outside New York State

O Sullivan
O Tioga

O Tompkins
O Ulster

O Warren

O Washington

O Wayne

O Westchester

O Wyoming

O Yates

7. If your principal place of business Is in New York State, in what county is your main office? (Please select only one.)
O Albany O Dutchess O Madison O Putnam
O Allegany O Erie O Monroe O Queens
O Bronx O Essex O Montgomery O Rensselaer
O Broome QO Franklin O Nassau O Richmond (SD
QO Cattaraugus O Fulton O New York (Manhattan) O Rockland
O Cayuga O Genesee O Niagara O St. Lawrence
O Chatauqua O Greene O Oneida O Saratoga
O Chemung O Hamilton O Onondaga O Schenectady
O Chenango O Herkimer Q Ontario O Schoharie
O Clinton O Jefferson O Orange O Schuyler
O Columbia O Kings (Brooklyn) O Orleans QO Seneca
O Cortland O Lewis O Oswego O Steuben
O Delaware O Livingston O Otsego O Suffolk




1. Please indicate in the “yes” or “no” column whether you engaged in the following types of activities in New York State
in 2002 and indicate in the hours columns the approximate time you devoted to each type of work. For government and
public interest attorneys, include only work performed outside the scope of your employment.

Generally, for purposes of (a) through (d) below, poor persons are those poor enough to receive assistance from legal services
organizations. For example, in 2002, generally a single person with a gross income greater than $16,613 from all sources would be
ineligible to receive help from a federally-funded legal services organization; for a family of four, the cut-off is $33,938.
APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF HOURS DEVOTED TO
ACTIVITY DURING 2002
T S04V ST

Vi V( Free legal work for poor persons undertaken with no expectation
5 of payment from any source.

5
o (a) Free legal services for poor persons in a civil matter.

(c) Free legal services for a charitable, religious, civic or educational
organization primarily addressing the needs of the poor.

C 00O

(@)

o (b) Free legal services for poor‘personsk in a criminal matter. (@)

O o

o (d) Activities that increase the availability or quality of legal services O
for, or access to justice by, poor persons (e.g., bar association

activities focused on these objectives or fundraising for a legal
services organization). : :
Other Activities !
O O (e) Freelegal services or other law-related activities for a charitable, o O (@) (@) O
public interest or not-for-profit organization in matters other than
those primarily addressing the needs of the poor.

Please specify:

O O () Otherfree legal work or law-related activities which you o (@) O O o
consider pro bono.

Please specify:

If you participated in any activities identified in (a) through (d) in Part Il (free legal work for poor persons), please answer
questions 2-7 below.

2,

The pro bono work | did was undertaken (please select one):
O Mostly through one or more organized programs designed to provide pro bono legal services.

O Some through one or more organized programs and some on my own.

O Mostly on my own.

The pro bono work | did was undertaken primarily in (please select one):

O The same county as my principal place of business. O A different county from my principal place of business.
The number of pro bono matters | worked on during 2002 was:

O one O two O three O four O five O six O seven O eight O nine or more
In which substantive areas of the law did you do pro bono work during 2002? (Please mark all that apply.)

O Family Law—Matrimonial O Consumer Law O Immigration O Other, please specify:
O Family Law—Non-matrimonial O Elder Law O Public Benefits

O Debt Collection/Bankruptcy O Civil Rights O Not-For-Profit Law

O Wills, Probate & Estates O Criminal Law O Taxes

O Landlord-Tenant O Labor and Employment Law O Real Property

When you did pro bono work during 2002, did you report the work to:

O A bar association. QO Other, please specify:—»

O A local pro bono coordinator. O Did not report the work.

Was any of your Continuing Legal Education (CLE) requirement fulfilled by doing pro bono work during 20027
O Yes O No



1. If ou participated in pro bono work during 2002, what was the referral source or sources of your clients?
Please mark all that apply.)

C) Clients who contacted me directly and it was clear that I would perform legal work on a pro bono basis.

O Clients who originally agreed to pay for service, but | later agreed to provide the service on a pro bono basis.

O Clients referred to me by a social service agency or charitable organization.

O Clients referred to me through an organized pro bono or volunteer lawyer program.
O Clients who are poor and were referred to me by friends or family members.

O Clients who are poor and were referred to me by former clients.

O Clients referred by a legal services or legal aid program.

O Clients who are poor and were referred to me by an internet-based system.

O Other, please specify:

please mark all the reasons that apply by indicating either “yes” or “no”.

wéo'rts».wt-ew

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

‘during 2002,
. [am not mterested in doing the type "i pr o 0

~ ‘My employer prohibits or disc furages me

I participated in activities identified in (e) and (f) in Part IL.

I have participated in activitl‘

I am retired from the practlce of law in New York State
fed in (a) through (d) in Part Il
I did not have the time to volunteer.

m dolng this type of pro bono legal work.

I did not have the office support staff to perform this type of pro bono legal work
Ido nothavetheexpertisemthe legal S gt

. 'was mterested in doing this type of pro bono work but have found it difflcult to fmd appropnate activities.

I'donot have malpractice insurance or my po}icy daes not cover pro bono representation

I was not able to arrange for sufficient child-care or other family care accommodations that would make it
possible to perform pro bono work

My financial circumstances limrted my avaiiabiiity for pro bono work.

I am concerned that the pro bono work will demand more time and resources than I can provide.

Other, please specify:

sRsessaf 20 hours per year but ot

During the last year | ﬁmvided financial support to one or more organizations that provided legal services to the
poor in the amount o

O none O $1-49 O $50-149 O $150-299 O $300-499 O $500 or more

0000 000000000 0<F
0000 000000000 O




Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
following statements.

1. I would prefer to provide pro bono service on my own rather than through an
orgamzed program @) O O o O

3. Assuming a voluntary pro bono system I would be willing to report my pro bono
work as a means to assess the unmet legal needs of the poor.

ement where 1 could partner wlth i
et on aparticular case,

5. The traimng and resources of an organized pro bono program are essential to
doing pro bono work in an area where I do not have legal expertlse

6 ﬁl wuulcl be comfnrtal::le with rece:vlng?add ‘onal training and resource materials to do G
o pra bono work through the use of an intern based traming web site. o

7. I'would prefer to be matched to a non-paying client in my area of expertrse rather
than having to seek trammg ina new legal area.

; ] ]  willing tc handl‘ a pro bono litigation matter lf the court gave
: ~some priority to calling my case. o s

9. I would consider using an 1nternet-based system where I could search for
appropriate pro bono work that fits my schedule and legal skills.

0 0 O ,gj; 000 0

000000000
©O 0000 0 000

11. What suggestions do you have for expanding pro bono in New York State?

Pro Bono Activities Survey ¢ Office of Court Administration ¢ P.0O. Box 2060 « Empire State Plaza Station ¢ Albany, NY 12220

Mark Reflex® forms by NCS Pearson EM-216166-2:654321 HRO4 Printed in U.S.A. Copyrlght © 2002 NCS Pearson, Inc. All rights reserved.




T sy fodpo of the St of N Yink
ek T botinf Abtmenistrative flchs

itk S Koy Fonathan Lppman
February 7, 2003

Dear Bar Member:

The New York State Court System is seeking to measure the current level of pro
bono activity performed by the Bar. To that end, we are sending the enclosed anonymous survey
questionnaire to a representative sample of New York lawyers.

As you may be aware, in 1997 the Administrative Board of the Courts adopted a
resolution urging lawyers to provide at least 20 hours of pro bono legal services each year to poor
persons and contribute financially to organizations that provide legal services to such persons.
Thereafter, the Administrative Board authorized periodic surveys of the New York State Bar to
assess the level of pro bono activity Statewide. The first survey was conducted in 1998, with its
results serving as a benchmark measure.

: The current survey seeks to measure both the level of pro bono activity performed
in 2002 as well as capture the Bar’s views about various initiatives aimed at encouraging pro
bono service and expanding the availability of legal services to the poor. Therefore, whether or
not you performed pro bono service during 2002, we would appreciate it if you would complete
the survey, which should take only a few minutes of your time. The results of the survey will
allow us to assess the progress made since the first survey and assist us in determining how best
to support and encourage pro bono work in the future.

, Any questions regarding the survey can be directed to the Office of Court
Administration at 866-604-3307 or dcajji@courts.state.ny.us. Thank you for taking the time to
complete this very important survey. ' '

e DB Lo

_ n. Judith S. Kafe ' [ —~ Fey. Jonathan Lippman 71 |
hief Judge of the State of New York Chief Administrative Judge of the
: State of New York




Shato of Neaw York

April 16, 2003

Dear Bar Member:

In February, Chief Judge Judith S. Kaye and Chief Administrative Judge Jonathan
Lippman wrote to you requesting your participation in an anonymous survey being conducted by
the New York State court system regarding the pro bono activities of New York lawyers during
2002. :

‘Whether or not you actually performed pro bono service last year, your response to the
survey is very unportant to us. By completing the survey, you will assist us in determining what
effect pro bono service has on the availability of legal services to the poor in New York.
Additionally, you will provide insight into how we can further encourage further pro bono
service.

If you have not already done so, please complete the short survey and return it as soon as
possible. For your convenience, another copy of the survey and a return envelope is enclosed.

Any questions about the survey can be directed to my office at 1-866-604-3307 or
dcajji@courts.state.ny.us. Thank you for your time and cooperation in this important endeavor.

Very truly yours,

ok

" Juanita Bing Ne

JBN/cl
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Appendix C

Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents Who Did and Did Not Engage in Qualifying Pro

Bono Services (Categories a-d) During 2002 in New York State

All Respondents Attorneys Engaged in Attorneys Not
Qualifying Pro Bono Engaged in
Qualifying Pro Bono

1. Resident of New York State

Yes 3432 (90.7%) 1500 (93.3%) 1932 (88.8%)

No 351 (9.3%) 108 (6.7%) 243 (11.2%)

Total 3783 1608 2175
2. Age Group

a. under 35 525 (13.8%) 231 (14.3%) 294 (13.5%)

b. 35-44 989 (26.1%) 420 (26.0%) 569 (26.1%)

c. 45-54 1070 (28.2%) 497 (30.8%) 573 (26.3%)

d. 55-64 644 (17.0%) 279 (17.3%) 365 (16.8%)

e. 65+ 564 (14.9%) 187 (11.6%) 377 (17.3%)

Total 3792 1614 2178

3. Years Since Admitted to Practice

a. 5 or less 441 (11.7%) 198 (12.3%) 243 (11.5%)
b. 6-10 539 (14.3%) 207 (12.9%) 332 (15.4%)
c. 11-15 576 (15.3%) 272 (16.9%) 304 (14.1%)
d. 16-20 488 (13.0%) 219 (13.6%) 269 (12.5%)
e. over 20 1719 (45.7%) 714 (44.3%) 1005 (46.7%)

Total

3763

1610

2153
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