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Kōmĕngé LLC is an organizational consulting partnership between Alex Gulotta, Anna 

Dorn-Gulotta, and Íde Gulotta with more than thirty-seven years of direct legal services 

experience in five different states (Arizona, California, Kentucky, Virginia, and Wisconsin). 

We also have more than twenty years of experience providing consulting services to access 

to justice organizations. We know the access to justice community. 

At Kōmĕngé, we believe an organization's ability to make an impact in the world — 

and in the lives of its community members — is inextricably linked to the health of the 

organization. Improving the way your organization thinks, acts, and dreams about the future 

increases the likelihood that your efforts will have long-term, positive societal impacts. Our 

approach focuses on the change you hope to make in the world and gives you the tools 

necessary to ensure that your strategies and activities are designed to realize that change.1 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 Kōmĕngé LLC assisted Washington State Office of Civil Legal Aid (OCLA) in 

performing a thoughtful, evidence-based, business process analysis of Northwest Justice 

Project’s (NJP) CLEAR (Coordinated Legal Education, Advice and Referral) intake, advice, 

and referral system. This evaluation required a mixture of quantitative and qualitative 

analyses to evaluate the current intake systems and gauge their effectiveness in providing 

efficient, well-implemented, and high-quality services. Analysis included reviewing successes 

and challenges in the existing intake system to inform the intake improvement plan 

including recommendations on process and technology improvements. 

 The mission of OCLA is to secure, invest and oversee the use of public funding for 

civil legal aid to low-income people in Washington State and to ensure accountability for 

public funds dedicated to this purpose. NJP is Washington’s largest publicly funded legal aid 

program, and CLEAR is NJP’s toll-free legal hotline for people with low incomes. 

To the degree that there is capacity to consider improvement to statewide intake 

systems and services, the following recommendations highlight opportunities for growth. 

 

Create a 
shared 
construct for 
delivering the 
highest level 
of service

Every element of the system needs to take responsibility for what they say they will do 
and be forthright about those things they cannot do.

Create a real-time, definitive, and regularly updated database of available legal 
resources based on location, eligibility, case type, and agreed upon weighting factors.

Respect the 
limits of the 
system

Empower screeners to provide legal information and reject cases for applicants who will 
not be accepted.

Reduce case reprocessing.

Reduce case touches, callbacks, and seriously reconsider moving to a real-time advice 
system.

Consider a separate workflow for on-line intake. 

No returned referrals.

Expand, 
refine, and 
effectively 
provision legal 
information 
and self-help 
materials

Expand the library of legal information and self-help resources.

Establish expectations for applicants and the community.

Effectively divert to legal information, self-help resources, and evolving community 
justice models.
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ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

METHODOLOGY OVERVIEW 

This assessment utilizes a modern approach to evaluation that emphasizes the 

development of practical processes for ongoing evaluation and decision-making – with an 

eye toward using data to improve existing systems and to drive substantive work. During the 

evaluation process, we consider opportunities to increase the use of data to identify unmet 

legal needs, address gaps in services or legal deserts, and to better measure the ultimate 

impact of the work. 

The assessment procedures used in this report are strongly informed by the work of 

Jeanne M. Liedtka, Professor of Business Administration at the Darden School of Business 

at the University of Virginia, who identified five elements to be incorporated into strategic 

thinking and evaluation processes: systems-perspective, intent-focused, intelligent 

opportunism, thinking in time, hypothesis-driven.2 The work of David La Piana, author of The 

Nonprofit Strategy Revolution, suggests methods and factors to consider in a well-reasoned 

and rigorous strategic processes.3 Liedtka’s and La Piana’s recommendations are highly 

aligned and critical to ensuring well-balanced and rigorous planning and assessment. We 

have incorporated these concepts into our methods of planning and evaluation tailored 

specifically for legal aid programs. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

Kōmĕngé provided assessment planning by helping OCLA and NJP scope, develop, 

and implement quantitative and qualitative measurement instruments, such as surveys and 

interview protocols; administering staff, stakeholder, and community surveys; conducting 

key informant interviews; hosting virtual stakeholder listening sessions; evaluating 

qualitative data from listening sessions, key informant interviews, and surveys; analyzing 

intake data; and developing recommendations for intake improvement.  

Specific qualitative and quantitative datasets included: surveys; group interviews; 

stakeholder listening sessions; brainstorming session feedback; existing documentation of 

intake processes and staffing models; current client acceptance priorities; relevant and 

available phone, intake, or CSR data; and analysis of services and demographic data.  

  

 
2 Liedtka, J. M. (1998) Strategic Thinking: Can it be Taught? Long Range Planning, 31(1), 120-129.  
3 La Piana, D. & Campos, M. M. (2018) The Nonprofit Strategy Revolution: Real-Time Strategic Planning in a 

Rapid Response World. (2nd Ed.). Saint Paul Minnesota: Fieldstone Alliance. 
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Assessment Phases 

Phase One: Assessment Planning 

The evaluation process began with a review of the evaluation process, making 

changes to meet OCLA and NJP’s specific needs. In dialogue with OLCA and NJP, Kōmĕngé 

developed the Evaluation and Data Collection Plan (Data Plan). The Data Plan included 

identification and collection of baseline data; proposed survey protocols; and draft key 

informant areas of inquiry. Kōmĕngé used an iterative process to define baseline 

circumstances and outline data collection activities. 

Phase Two: Data and Information Collection 

An initial transfer of data from NJP for a baseline analysis kicked off data collection. 

Additional data was collected throughout the evaluation as new information became 

available or was identified through interviews or surveys. 

Phase Three: Survey Development, Implementation, & Analysis 

Based on the preliminary fact-gathering, Kōmĕngé developed and distributed staff, 

stakeholder, and community surveys to gain information about NJP’s intake process and 

CLEAR. In total the surveys received 221 staff responses, 63 stakeholder responses, and 

405 community responses (199 of which were known applicants). Survey data was used to 

prepare for the key informant interviews and identify issues for further study and reflection.  

Phase Four: Data Analysis 

In addition to the survey data and program documents, Kōmĕngé analyzed relevant 

phone system, intake, and case management system data. Data was used to understand 

current process and resource usage patterns and to inform recommendations. 

Phase Five: Group Interviews with Key Informants & Stakeholder Listening Sessions  

 Kōmĕngé conducted twelve (12) virtual listening sessions that gathered input from 

eighty-four (84) people including staff of NJP and CLEAR, members of the Pro Bono Council, 

staff from specialty legal aid providers, prior clients, and members of the community.  

Phase Six: Virtual Brainstorming Sessions  

Based on the collected data, three virtual brainstorming sessions exploring potential 

solutions were conducted – two with key program leaders and staff and one with external 

stakeholders – to maximize input and inform final recommendations. 

Phase Seven: Completion of Final Report and Recommendations  

This report integrates data analysis; staff, stakeholder, and community feedback; and 

contains findings and recommendations for intake system improvements.  
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OVERVIEW OF INTAKE SYSTEMS 

NJP houses CLEAR, an intake system for people with low incomes. CLEAR functions 

as a statewide referral and advice hub. The various intake systems at NJP are described by 

different names by staff, stakeholders, and the community. The term “CLEAR” is often used 

by NJP and stakeholders to describe the entire intake system. However, in its current 

iteration, there is a two-part system: a screening unit (hereafter called “CLEAR Screening”) 

which completes eligibility screening and case routing for CLEAR, eviction defense and other 

NJP Programs (this report will focus on the screening staff and processes that are dedicated 

to CLEAR), and a team of attorneys (hereafter called “CLEAR Attorney”) who provide advice, 

brief services, and referrals. Throughout this report we refer to these two systems. First, the 

CLEAR Screening unit completes screening, triage, and referral. Second, the CLEAR Attorney 

team completes advice, brief service, additional triage, and referrals.  

 CLEAR Screening attempts to fully screen and assess every applicant that makes it 

into the system. There are significant numbers of people who are unable to get through the 

phone lines for screening due to the high volume of callers. Those that do make it into the 

system are thoroughly reviewed for eligibility for services. Eligible callers are directed to the 

CLEAR Attorney team who attempt to advise as many applicants as possible, including those 

being sent for referral to field offices or other partners, as representation is not guaranteed. 

CLEAR attorneys will factor in the availability of a referral and their capacity to determine 

level of service. 

CLEAR STRUCTURE AND STAFFING 

Primary Screening Hotlines 

The CLEAR Hotline is available five days a week, Monday to Friday from 9:10 AM to 

between 12:15 PM and 12:40 PM (depending on the day of the week) for intake screenings, 

for a total of 15 hours each week. There is a CLEAR Senior (CLEAR*Sr) hotline available to 

individuals 60 years and older, with callers being screened by the same pool of screeners as 

the CLEAR Hotline. There are fourteen (14) full-time staff dedicated to the screening for the 

primary hotlines, one (1) managing attorney, two (2) lead screeners, one (1) lead trainer, 

and ten (10) screeners. Outside of hotline hours screeners conduct callbacks or other follow-

up issues throughout the day. 

During open hours, the CLEAR Hotline will have a “heavy volume” recording once a 

threshold number of callers are waiting, and the queue will be temporarily closed to new 

callers. As the queue is cleared by screeners the hotline will open back up, but there could 

be a wait of 30 minutes or longer on busy days. Voicemails cannot be left for these hotlines. 

For callers contacting the CLEAR or CLEAR*Sr hotlines, after five (5) minutes in the queues, 

callers receive an option for an automated callback, and the system will call them when they 

are next in line.   
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Alternative Screening Methods 

NJP also maintains an Eviction Defense Screening Line (EDSL), with additional 

screeners and supervisors. This line is open Monday to Friday from 9:15 AM to 12:30 PM 

and 1:30 PM to 4:00 PM. Callers on this line also have the option to leave a voicemail and 

receive a callback, with voicemails returned within two (2) business days. There are an 

additional fourteen (14) full-time staff dedicated solely to the EDSL, one (1) assistant 

managing attorney, two (2) lead screeners, and eleven (11) screeners.  

NJP houses the Statewide Foreclosure Hotline where callers leave a voicemail and 

receive afternoon callbacks. A Special Education Clinic number allows individuals to leave a 

voicemail requesting a callback and scheduling for a one-hour brief advice appointment. 

These appointments are generally available Tuesdays from 12:00 PM to 2:00 PM and 

Thursdays from 6:30 PM to 8:30 PM. 

In addition, NJP field office staff, and partner organizations submit requests for the 

CLEAR Screening team to call applicants to complete intake screening through a callback 

request. These are available for individuals with legal emergencies, deadlines within seven 

(7) days, or as accommodation for those with barriers to calling the CLEAR or CLEAR*Sr 

hotlines. The CLEAR Intake team will conduct callbacks for individuals with limited access to 

telephones, disability limitations, or employment or other scheduling barriers to access the 

hotlines during regular hours. 

Applicants may submit applications for assistance online through the NJP Online 

Application. People who submit an online application may receive a call from screening staff, 

may be directly referred to another partner, or may be directed to call the CLEAR Hotline to 

complete screening. 

CLEAR Attorney Advice Team 

The CLEAR Attorney team (alternatively called CLEAR, CLEAR Attorneys, and CLEAR 

Advocates by different staff and stakeholders) has 28.5 full time equivalent (FTEs) covered 

by thirty (30) staff and split into the CLEAR and CLEAR Crime Victims (CCV) teams. There is 

one (1) managing attorney and three (3) assistant managing attorneys overseeing both 

teams. There are three legal assistants, one (1) assigned to the CLEAR team, one (1) to the 

CCV team, and one (1) who supports both teams.  In total 21.5 attorney FTEs are available 

between the two teams, 15.5 for the CLEAR team and five (5) for the CCV team. Three (3) of 

the attorneys assigned to the CLEAR team work part-time, working 0.3, 0.6, and 0.7 FTEs 

each. Descriptions of the CLEAR Attorney team throughout this report refer to the attorneys 

on these teams available to provide advice and brief services to applicants. 
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SCREENING, INFORMATION, ADVICE, AND REFERRAL PROCESSES 

Screening and Scheduling Appointments with CLEAR Attorneys 

When applicants call the CLEAR Hotline, they are screened for eligibility. CLEAR 

Screeners determine financial eligibility for services and whether the legal issue is a priority 

for CLEAR. In some instances, the caller’s individual circumstances and capacity will make 

the case a priority for CLEAR. Eviction defense screeners also staff the Eviction Defense 

Screening Line. A subset of callers screened through the Eviction Defense Screening Line 

are directed to assistance through CLEAR. During the screening call, CLEAR Screening staff 

schedule eligible applicants with priority cases for clinic slots in 90-minute morning and 

afternoon callback windows with CLEAR Attorneys for virtual advice and brief services 

appointments. Clinic slots over the next week are filled on a first-come, first-served basis, 

with available clinic slots generally filling in the morning, leaving callers who are called back 

in the afternoon with limited opportunities to schedule appointments. Each day, CLEAR 

Attorneys claim individual cases from those clinic slots. CLEAR Attorneys then call previously 

scheduled applicants at their allotted time, resulting in some missed connections. Generally, 

individuals are available at the scheduled time. 

CLEAR At Capacity 

When all appointments with CLEAR attorneys are booked and there are no 

appointment slots available within a week of screening or before an applicant’s deadline, 

screened cases are assigned to the “At Capacity” list. This list was created to allow CLEAR 

Screeners to keep the phone lines open to their own capacity, rather than closing the lines 

when the CLEAR Attorney team was at capacity. Applicants are notified that they will receive 

a call within 10 days if NJP can help. CLEAR Attorneys and NJP field office staff can take 

cases from this list as they have capacity to do so. As these individuals are not expecting a 

call at a particular date or time, often these callbacks do not reach an applicant. Based on 

staff feedback, this may be the best opportunity for an applicant screened during the 

afternoon to have a chance at an advice appointment, except for ASL or Spanish speaking 

applicants, who have more appointment slots available (see below). CLEAR Attorneys 

regularly take cases from this list; however, the majority will not receive legal advice. 

Instead, the remaining individuals are provided with legal information, resources, referral to 

field offices/units/partners, or other referral information by CLEAR Attorney supervisors. 

General, Urgent, ASL, and Spanish Clinics  

CLEAR operates morning and afternoon clinics (a series of prescheduled 

appointment slots) 5 days a week. In addition to the General clinics, some clinics are 

designated for Spanish-speaking clients. CLEAR’s Spanish-speaking attorneys prioritize 

those clinics when selecting scheduled clients to call. There is also an ASL clinic for Deaf 
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clients who use ASL, so that they can connect with CLEAR’s attorney who is fluent in ASL. 

Urgent clinics are reserved for emergencies, so that clients whose issue can’t wait for the 

next available General clinic can still be scheduled to talk to an attorney. Attorneys regularly 

check the Urgent clinic to see if additional emergency cases have been added during their 

shift. 

Nonpriority Review 

Screened cases that do not meet CLEAR Attorney team priority guidelines are 

assigned by Screeners to “Nonpriority Review” list prior to referral or rejection. The primary 

purpose of the nonpriority review is to connect applicants who are not within priorities to 

organizations that may be able to assist them. A subset of CLEAR Attorneys review all 

nonpriority cases to ensure the priority determination was correct, to look for referral 

resources like partner organizations, facilitators, ombuds programs, etc., and to identify 

legal information or resources to provide every applicant. Sometimes applicants from these 

lists are later scheduled for CLEAR Attorney appointments or referred. In general, the only 

individuals who leave CLEAR without any information or resources are people who are 

unable to enter the system at all. The CLEAR attorneys who review nonpriority cases spend 

significant time reviewing screened cases that are otherwise outside of the CLEAR attorney 

team’s priorities or have a legal issue that would not qualify for higher levels of services, 

even advice. 

Referral 

Applicants are referred to other NJP field offices and units and to external partners 

from both the CLEAR Screening Unit and from the CLEAR Attorney team. Existing case 

referral criteria are quite broad, vary by field office, unit and external partner, and are not 

always updated. This means CLEAR Intake screeners may frequently complete full intakes 

on individuals who they know will not qualify for higher levels of service. Under the current 

guidelines, CLEAR Intake staff do not have the necessary details or the authority to screen 

out these cases, resulting in significant time spent completing full intakes and further time 

reviewing for rejection or closure. Although some of these applicants may be eligible for 

advice from a CLEAR Attorney, others likely only need legal information not requiring a full 

intake. 

Returned Referrals 

Current case acceptance policies provide NJP field offices and units with the ability to 

return cases to CLEAR Attorneys if that office or unit will not or cannot accept the case for 

extended representation or any other additional assistance. Although not encouraged, NJP 

staff sometimes also request that CLEAR Attorneys or CLEAR Screeners obtain more 

information or documents from applicants with cases already referred to the field offices or 

units. If field offices or units will not accept cases for additional assistance or extended 
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representation, these intakes are returned to CLEAR for additional advice and closure. 

These returning cases take significant time for CLEAR staff to handle. In addition, the entire 

review process adds time and uncertainty for applicants, whose applications are touched by 

multiple staff before receiving a referral to a partner organization (if one is available). That 

partner will then have less time to work with the client before potential deadlines due to the 

delay in referral. In addition, CLEAR attorneys may feel compelled to offer additional advice 

or information to these returned cases, even when previously provided, especially when 

another referral does not exist or may not have capacity to help.  
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DATA SOURCES AND COLLECTION 

INTAKE, SCREENING, AND SERVICES DATA 

Case and intake data was analyzed for a 42-month period from July 2021 to 

December 2024 and contact center data for a 46-month period from July 2021 through 

April 2025. The number of screeners each month varied from 18 to 22, but on average 

there were twenty-one (21) screeners handling all the phone queue and other intakes 

(including EDSL). In prior years, CLEAR screenings capacity was limited by the capacity of the 

CLEAR Attorney team. In more recent years, NJP shifted to limit capacity by the CLEAR 

Screeners’ capacity, placing additional calls on the CLEAR At Capacity list. Data below is for 

the CLEAR and CLEAR*Sr telephone lines, unless otherwise noted. Additional intakes are 

completed through Field Offices, individual units or programs, online intakes, or other 

methods, and are noted where relevant below. The CLEAR and CLEAR*Sr lines are staffed 

by 10 screeners, although the average number of screeners handling these two lines during 

the assessment period was 8. 

Top level observations include: 

• The CLEAR Screening Unit received over 190,000 calls through CLEAR and 

CLEAR*Sr in 2024, far exceeding the capacity of CLEAR Screening Unit and 

the phone system. 

o On average, only 4.69% of calls, between July 2021 and April 2025, 

made to CLEAR make it into a phone queue, however in early 2025 

11.64% of all calls were queued, showing some substantial 

improvement. 

o Of queued calls, 64.99% are handled, 11.12% abandon the call, and 

23.88% are removed from the queue. 

o Of the on average 596 calls handled a month, 53.85% are handled 

live, 33.72% as system callbacks, and 12.41% are CLEAR Referral 

Follow Up voicemails. 

o On average, CLEAR Screeners handled 969 inbound calls a month in 

2025, many more than in previous years. This does not include 

numerous outbound callbacks attempts made. 

• Language Access 

o The vast majority of screening services are provided to applicants who 

are primary English speakers (nearly 90% of applicants). Spanish was 

the second-most well-represented language. 

o Applicants spoke over thirty-five (35) other languages as their primary 

language. 

• Screening Disposition 

o CLEAR provides legal information to almost all screened applicants. 
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o From July 2021 – December 2024, the CLEAR Screening Unit 

screened, determined eligible in priority areas, and then referred 

internally a total of 52,577 intakes. Of these, 35,531 were accepted by 

an attorney. 

o During the 42-month period, 4,926 applicants were determined 

eligible, in priority areas, given assistance, and then referred to 

another service provider, by either the CLEAR Attorney team or a field 

office or unit. There were 26,208 rejected and referred externally 

applications, of which 19,048 were rejected by the CLEAR Screening 

Unit, 5,867 by the CLEAR Attorney team, and 1,293 by a field office or 

unit. 

o A more limited number of applications resulted in limited or no 

services. In total 31,671 applications were rejected and not referred, 

neither internally nor externally, with 16,566 abandoned, incomplete, 

or no-show applicants (this number includes callback failures), 

followed by 6,794 applicants outside of priorities, and 2,672 duplicate 

cases. 728 of these applicants were designated as legal information 

only, or no advice given, limited only to applicants not LSC eligible 

based on status.  

• Level of Service of Closed CLEAR Attorney Cases 

o During the 42-month data period, the CLEAR Attorney team closed 

15,202 cases, averaging 362 cases per month and eighteen (18) 

cases closed per workday. 

o There were an additional 2,971 CLEAR Attorney cases that were 

referred and closed by an NJP Field Office, on average 3.44 cases per 

day. 

o Almost all CLEAR Attorney cases are counsel and advice (12,968 

cases), followed by limited action (brief services) (2,227 cases). 

For detailed data, see Appendix I. 
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COMMUNITY SURVEY 

A community survey was created to solicit feedback from client-eligible individuals in 

the community, as well as people assisting client-eligible individuals, and was offered in 

English. Additional feedback from Spanish-speaking applicants was obtained through a 

listening session. The survey was administered through SurveyMonkey and was posted on 

statewide and funder websites, as well as sent directly to individuals applying for services 

(known applicants for services). Data below is presented as the full set of all community 

feedback, and with the subset of known applicants highlighted afterwards. The survey 

document is attached as Appendix E and the survey response data (without text fields) is 

attached as Appendix F. 

A total of 405 individuals responded to the survey (of which 199 were known 

applicants). In the survey, community members were asked about experiences with access 

to legal services at NJP and the CLEAR intake and advice services. The percentages below 

reflect individuals who answered each question, with people having the option to skip 

questions. Over 86% of respondents were people seeking legal assistance, followed by 

people helping someone else (including friends or family, court staff, and attorney 

advocates). About 95% of all respondents were accessing the survey on their own phone, 

tablet, or computer, with the remainder accessing it at an advocacy organization, self-help 

center, legal clinic, or library. 

Overall Intake Services 

 About 74% of all respondents (and almost 80% of known applicants) have used the 

CLEAR and CLEAR*Sr hotlines, while 37% used the EDSL (41% of known applicants), and 

62% the NJP Online Intake (68% of known applicants). Percentages below include all 

individuals who indicated they used an intake method and provided a rating. Percentages 

are shown out of one hundred for each intake method, although each method was not used 

equally, as noted above. 

  Overall ratings of the “helpfulness” of theses intake systems were negative (not so 

helpful, not at all helpful) for 40% or more of respondents. 

 

CLEAR and CLEAR*Sr telephone lines

Eviction Defense Screening Line

NJP Online Intake

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Was it helpful? - All Respondents

Extremely helpful

Very helpful

Somewhat helpful

Not so helpful

Not at all helpful
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Almost 60% of the applicants surveyed were successful in using CLEAR, but over 30% 

stopped because they had a problem or technical issue. Just under 50% of applicants who 

spoke with a CLEAR Attorney had their questions answered extremely or very clearly, but 

applicants felt more confident they could improve their situation after receiving assistance. 

Prior to speaking with an advocate at CLEAR, less than 25% of all applicants felt 

extremely or very confident that they could improve their situation. After receiving assistance 

from a CLEAR advocate, 46% of all respondents felt either extremely or very confident 

(extremely 27%, very 19%) they could improve their situation using the help they received 

from CLEAR. For known applicants, that number was slightly lower at 43% extremely or very 

confident (extremely 23% very 20%). Most applicants would recommend CLEAR to a family 

member, friend, or colleague, although known applicants were less likely to do so than 

overall respondents. Over 50% of respondents found it very easy or easy to access CLEAR by 

phone or online, while over 25% of respondents found it very difficult or difficult to access 

CLEAR intake services. 

 For applicants with difficulty getting through to CLEAR, the biggest complaint is the 

limited hours available to call the hotline. Many did not find the hours accessible for their 

schedule. Others indicated that call volume was so high they were regularly told by the 

system that volume was too high and to try again later but were unable to get through for 

the rest of the open hotline hours. Some began an intake but were unable to submit 

requested documents to complete their intake screening.  

  

CLEAR and CLEAR*Sr telephone lines

Eviction Defense Screening Line

NJP Online Intake

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Was it helpful? - Known Applicants

Extremely helpful

Very helpful

Somewhat helpful

Not so helpful

Not at all helpful
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STAKEHOLDER SURVEY 

A key stakeholder survey engaged community stakeholders and social service 

providers. This survey obtained feedback from sixty-three (63) individuals about the 

strengths and weaknesses of screening, advice, referral, and other connected intake 

systems through CLEAR. The survey also gathered input about the value of legal advice, pro 

se, and limited scope legal help. Written surveys were conducted via SurveyMonkey with 

participants able to share candid anonymous feedback. The survey document is attached as 

Appendix C and the survey response data (without text fields) is attached as Appendix D. 

This section presents highlights from the stakeholder survey, but more details are available 

in Appendix H: Supplemental Materials and Appendix I: In-Depth Data Overview. 

About Respondents 

A total of sixty-three (63) individuals representing over twenty-one (21) organizations 

responded to the Stakeholder Survey, including: 

• Staff of community partners and other organizations 

• Court staff and members of the judiciary 

• Government and agency employees 

• Other attorney advocates and members of the Bar Association, including pro 

bono attorneys and other members of the private bar 

• Northwest Justice Project funders and board members 

Overall CLEAR Services 

Over 65% of stakeholders refer people to CLEAR services or resources and another 

11% manage or work at a self-help center that refers people to CLEAR. Over 76% of 

stakeholders have referred people to CLEAR for more than three years, over 60% refer to 

CLEAR weekly or daily.  

None of the stakeholders surveyed are very satisfied with the current CLEAR 

operations, with over 50% indicating they were dissatisfied to some degree. In total 32.56% 

are somewhat satisfied, 39.53% are somewhat dissatisfied, and 11.63% are very 

dissatisfied (16.28% do not know or have never used CLEAR). Over 36% indicated they had 

experienced problems using or contacting CLEAR. While there is consensus that the legal 

help is valuable and of high quality once people get through, dissatisfaction seemed to 

primarily stem from the fact that many people are unable to even get through to intake 

screening. 
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Benefits of CLEAR 

 Community partners value the concept and vision for CLEAR. Almost statewide 

access, especially for people in rural areas or legal deserts, is real value provided by CLEAR. 

In many cases, these individuals would have no other source of legal information or advice. 

The legal professionals at CLEAR and the expertise at NJP are valued by community 

partners. The completed screenings and transferred intakes support partners with limited 

staffing or other capacity, allowing them to focus on legal work. 

Suggested Improvements 

 Partners want to see increased accessibility, in the form of: 

• Increased hours available for incoming intake calls. 

• Increased staffing to provide more coverage and reduce wait time during intake 

hours. 

• More robust online intake, with options for text or alternative methods of 

engagement beyond calling back the CLEAR Hotline. 

• Increased attorney capacity to provide more advice and counsel. 

• Expansion of subject area queues and specialized advice lines. 

• Reducing the time from first call to legal advice call. 

• Expansion to include King County for screening, case routing, and advice. 

Currently, some partners have concerns about referring people to CLEAR and NJP. 

Although 32.56% feel very comfortable referring to CLEAR, 32.56% are only somewhat 

comfortable, 20.93% are not very comfortable, and 9.3% are not comfortable at all referring 

to CLEAR. Although they are a high-quality resource for the people who can get through, 

barriers to access give many partners pause. 

The Value of Legal Advice, Brief Services, and Legal Information   

Overall, partners agree that offering legal advice, brief services, and legal information 

through the CLEAR Attorney team is a valuable use of time and resources, with 52.63% 

strongly agreeing, 36.84% agreeing, 7.89% disagreeing, and 2.63% strongly disagreeing.  

Due to the overwhelming need, full representation is not possible for everyone who 

needs it. However, timely, meaningful information and advice is important. Finding the right 

time to provide legal advice and not waiting too late is a balancing act but many individuals 

may need these resources earlier. 

The Value of Referrals of Screened but not Advised Clients  

 Partners varied on their rating of the value of referrals from CLEAR of screened 

applicants who were not advised by a CLEAR attorney, although most find referrals helpful, 
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rating them: 20.00% extremely helpful, 27.50% very helpful, 35.00% somewhat helpful, and 

17.50% not so helpful. Partners accepting referrals appreciate direct referrals with a 

complete screening. However, not every partner has the capacity to handle the referrals sent 

to them. More communication by community partners with CLEAR and NJP may assist 

collaboration.  
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STAFF SURVEY 

A survey for NJP and CLEAR staff was created, obtaining feedback from 221 staff 

members from all positions and levels of the program, including members of CLEAR (both 

Screening Unit and the CLEAR Attorney team), administration, case handling, management, 

and other roles. The survey was emailed to staff via SurveyMonkey, and the feedback was 

used to guide the staff interviews and listening sessions with community stakeholders. The 

survey document is attached as Appendix A and the survey response data (without short 

answer fields) is attached as Appendix B. Key findings from the survey are highlighted in 

Appendix H.  

Overall Satisfaction with Intake Processes 

Overall, staff had mixed opinions about the intake process. Variations in philosophy 

and role of intake – such as whether cases should be screened quickly and resolved or 

whether more robust legal information and advice is expected – impact staff expectations 

and satisfaction with intake processes. In some cases, specific subject areas overwhelm the 

intake line, such as evictions or family law, making it difficult for people with other issues to 

make it through. Other staff feel that NJP field offices and units do not accept enough CLEAR 

referrals for higher levels of service. CLEAR referrals rejected by field offices or units are 

sent back to CLEAR to provide limited assistance or case closure, placing additional tasks on 

CLEAR staff.    

Improving group dynamics and connections related to intake and case 

acceptance. 

 Staff suggested ways to improve group dynamics and connections. They fell under 

several categories and are outlined below. 

• Reassess priority or referral criteria to reflect current staffing capacity and local 

community needs and adhere to updated policies. 

• Standardize intake and case acceptance processes and expectations – current 

practices vary widely by office or unit. 

• Increase nimble and responsive communication between screening, the CLEAR 

Attorney team, and NJP field office and unit staff. 

• Reduce the amount of follow-up or case work-up required before referrals from 

CLEAR will be accepted, with NJP field offices taking the lead on complete case 

assessment (accept referrals with missing documentation or lacking advice services, 

such as referrals from the CLEAR At-Capacity list).  

• Reassess the procedures for CLEAR referrals that are rejected by NJP field offices or 

units. 
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• Increase staffing and resources for the CLEAR Screening Unit and CLEAR Attorney 

team.  

Serving the Most Important Community Needs 

Overall, most staff believe CLEAR’s intake systems serve the most important needs 

of the community. Staff were less positive about the accessibility of connecting to legal help 

through existing screening processes (20.83% strongly agree, 36.11% agree, 20.14% 

disagree, 13.19% strongly disagree that screening is accessible, and 9.72% do not know). 

More than one-third of staff do not find the intake system accessible. 

Staff identified the biggest gaps between community needs and what the current 

intake system provides. Staff identified the largest gaps or needs as: 

• Limited phone intake hours with a high volume of callers forced to compete for 

limited times. 

• Online applications often require calls to the hotline to complete an intake. 

• Barriers to accessing intake for vulnerable individuals. 

• Limited CLEAR Attorney team capacity for the number of cases they are expected to 

advise. 

• Statewide nature of CLEAR means advocates are not as familiar with local variations 

or issues, which may be better suited to local office staff. 

• Limited access to other resources, especially in legal deserts. 

• Lack of coverage in King County, resulting in rejections for calls from King County 

residents and lack of services. 

Clarity and Resources Needed for Referrals 

 The greatest issue related to case acceptance raised by staff throughout the survey 

relates to unclear or vacillating case referral criteria. This impacts CLEAR Screening Unit, 

CLEAR Attorneys, and NJP field office and unit case handlers. 

Often the CLEAR Screening Unit lacks the necessary information to screen cases out 

early. They sometimes feel that they do not have enough authority to screen cases as “out of 

priorities” or outside defined case acceptance guidelines early enough in the screening 

process. They feel they are required to complete screening on a case they know will not 

receive higher levels of service at an office. Others seek more screening guides or need 

more clarity on screening procedures, especially when applicants call the hotline and then 

begin engaging with a local office. It is difficult to determine when responsibility has shifted 

to a different part of intake or NJP. Significant numbers of callbacks are required in the 

current system, and individuals who are not expecting a callback often are not available, 

necessitating multiple calls to applicants to complete the intake process.  
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For the CLEAR Attorney team, it is difficult to know what cases a field office or unit 

may accept for extended representation. Some offices and units close case acceptance due 

to capacity or other reasons, but CLEAR Attorneys then feel obligated to handle the overflow 

of cases that are then not able to be referred to a field office or unit. Other times, CLEAR 

Attorneys believe a person needs a higher level of service, but the case is rejected by the 

field office or unit, leaving CLEAR to provide more brief services and close the case. The 

timeline to receive case acceptance decisions varies by office and unit, resulting in people 

calling back into the hotline for additional assistance as deadlines draw near. Because the 

case is still pending in the system, CLEAR Attorneys feel committed to continuing to assist 

these individuals. 

For external referrals, there is not always clear or updated information on what and 

how many cases partners are accepting. Resources vary wildly across the service area, 

requiring extensive lists with regular updates by staff about accessibility. There is no 

consistent real-time feedback from partners about their capacity to accept cases. Again, the 

CLEAR Attorney team often provides additional advice when they are unclear of the 

availability of other resources. A lack of sufficient legal information and self-help materials 

adds time and labor for each appointment. Advice appointments could be more efficient 

with a better library of materials and template letters. 
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LISTENING SESSIONS 

Twelve (12) virtual listening sessions captured the reflections of eighty-four (84) 

people in total. Interviewees included members of the CLEAR Screening Unit, managers, 

CLEAR attorneys, field office staff, members of the Pro Bono Council, staff from specialty 

legal aid providers, prior clients, and members of the community. The listening sessions 

provided key insights into the functioning of the intake system and helped clarify feedback 

obtained in the surveys. Interviewees were asked their opinions about: what is working well 

in intake and screening; what is not working well; concerns about the intake process and 

barriers affecting vulnerable populations; concerns about the case acceptance process and 

level of service determinations. Some key highlights are included below.  

Themes that came up in discussion include: 

• How CLEAR and CLEAR’s role are perceived. 

• How the different intake and referral pathways interact with one another. 

• The practical experiences of screening, working in CLEAR, interacting with CLEAR and 

the screening team as a client, referring people to CLEAR and NJP, and receiving 

referrals from CLEAR and NJP. 

• Services and gaps in the Washington access to justice landscape. 

• The array of legal issues and access barriers experienced by the client community. 

Relevant feedback from these sessions informed analysis about the structure and 

function of CLEAR intake services. Findings from these sessions are included in the earlier 

data sections and were used to inform the strategies discussed during the Brainstorming 

Sessions. 

BRAINSTORMING SESSIONS 

Three virtual brainstorming sessions exploring potential solutions were conducted: 

two with key program leaders and staff at NJP and one with community partners to maximize 

input and inform final recommendations. Sessions were conducted on Miro on July 30, 

2025, August 6, 2025, and August 8, 2025, respectively. Feedback from these sessions is 

integrated throughout this report. The community partner Miro sessions is attached as 

Appendix G: Brainstorming – Partners. 
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ANALYSIS 

BROAD CASE ACCEPTANCE GUIDELINES COMPOUND INACCESSIBILITY 

Like many legal aid programs, CLEAR describes itself as being available to help low-

income households with civil legal problems that affect basic needs such as housing, 

income, medical care, and family safety. Self-selecting members of the public, and 

applicants referred to CLEAR by service provider partners, are all encouraged to call on 

weekdays between 9:15 AM and 12:15 PM. At the same time, most external partners use 

CLEAR in one of two ways, either: one, as an initial point of entry for screening and case 

routing; or two, as a default referral source for applicants they have connected with but 

cannot help. The philosophy is, “When in doubt, call CLEAR.” 

The net result of this approach is reflected in the quantitative and qualitative data 

outlined above. With less than 5% of calls successfully queued during the 46-month data 

period (4.69%), the phone system is a significant barrier. Although early 2025 data reflect 

real improvement with the percentage of calls queued rising to 11.64%, this increase was 

due, in part, to diminished call volume overall. It is unclear if this diminished call volume and 

increased throughput will be sustained. Whether the successful queue rate is 4.69% or 

11.64%, neither level is adequate to field calls from every low-income household (outside 

King County) with a civil legal problem that affects basic needs such as housing, income, 

medical care, and family safety. It simply is not possible. Unfortunately, in response to this 

mismatch between resources and demand, applicants unable to connect to the phone 

system on the first try are encouraged to call again, and again, and again – thereby 

compounding the access issue. 

Once an applicant has their call successfully queued and becomes part of the small 

percentage of queued calls, only 64.99% connect to a person to begin an application; 

11.12% of calls are abandoned by the caller before being answered (often due to long wait 

times) and 23.88% are “removed from the queue” i.e. the system cuts them off. Many of the 

people “removed from the queue” will call back again. Being cut off also leads to 

understandable frustration and a perception that the system is technically unreliable. 

Applicants that successfully connect to CLEAR are perceived as the lucky ones. 

CLEAR screening staff and CLEAR attorneys recognize this, respect it, and seek to 

provide every applicant that makes it into the system with the highest level of service. If 

any of a broad range of priority service areas are met, applicants are fully screened and 

sent to a CLEAR Attorney or other defined referral source. These broad priorities are not 

refined enough to make germane and targeted referrals. Because resources are limited, 

callback appointments with a CLEAR Attorney are scheduled up to 7 days out. These 

new appointment slots fill rapidly every day, so some priority cases are simply held on a 

CLEAR At Capacity list in the hope that an appointment slot or attorney capacity will 

open up. People can be on this list for as long as 10 days. While waiting for a callback, 
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some clients attempt to call back with questions or changed circumstances. Those calls 

are channeled to the general CLEAR Intake telephone number. There is no separate 

number for people already in the system, until they have missed a clinic appointment. At 

the time of their clinic, CLEAR Attorney staff make several attempts to contact clients, 

and if they do not connect, they then give out CLEAR’s missed appointment line to allow 

for rapid rescheduling. However, clients who miss an initial call but notice immediately 

and are still available for their slot are sometimes unable to reconnect. CLEAR is 

currently working on a Technology Innovation Grant to expand capacity to send 

automated text reminders of clinic appointments and offer the option to reschedule or 

cancel if necessary. 

If the CLEAR Attorney callback is successful, the client is provided with advice, 

limited service, or a referral to a NJP office or unit or a partner organization if available. 

Often people served at this point express satisfaction with the services provided. If the 

attorney is unable to contact the client, or if eligibility is an issue, the case is rejected. 

Applicants who are not LSC eligible still receive legal information. From July 2021 – 

December 2024, 19,243 cases (CLEAR 16,508 + Field Office 2,735 Intakes) were sent 

to CLEAR Attorneys by the Screening Unit, resulting in 11,177 accepted cases (8,683 

accepted CLEAR cases + 2,494 accepted Field Office cases) for a 58% acceptance rate. 

However, 42% of applications sent to CLEAR Attorneys were rejected (8,066). These 

rejections occurred after substantial staff time was expended managing the applicant 

by completing a full intake and any review processes. Often people rejected at this point 

express dissatisfaction with the services provided.   

 Many cases referred by the CLEAR Attorney team to NJP Field Offices or Units are 

sent back to the CLEAR Attorney team when Field Offices or Units do not accept the cases 

for additional assistance or extended representation. The CLEAR Attorney team must 

recontact those applicants and close those cases by providing additional advice or legal 

information. Current data tracking does not allow detailed analysis of these returned cases, 

but staff reflect that they represent a sizable portion of CLEAR Attorney team’s workload. 

Based on survey and interview data, the largest reason for these returns is that the field 

offices’ actual case acceptance capacity or guidelines substantially differ from the referral 

criteria used by CLEAR staff. 
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GOOD INTENTIONS CAN CREATE INEFFICIENCY 

As reflected earlier in this report, applicants are given the option to submit 

applications for assistance online through the NJP Online Application. This process 

effectively serves as a preapplication for services. People who complete online intakes 

may receive a callback by screening staff if they appear to be eligible and experience 

one of four specific legal issues, may be directly referred to another partner, or may be 

directed to call the CLEAR Hotline to complete their intake. 

In the 46-month period, there were 98,003 completed online applications, 

including eviction intakes. Of these, 10,712 were sent to partner organizations 

(10.93%), 29,824 were sent to callbacks by CLEAR Screening (30.43%), and 57,467 

were directed to call the CLEAR Hotline and given online resources (58.63%). When 

eviction intakes are excluded, there were 73,119 completed online applications, of 

which 3,766 were referred to partners (5.15%), 12,578 were sent to callbacks by 

CLEAR Screening (17.20%), and 56,775 were directed to call the CLEAR Hotline 

(77.64%). 

Consistent with qualitative data from staff interviews and surveys, the majority of 

online applicants are directed to the CLEAR Hotline. This adds further pressure to the 

already overburdened phone system. CLEAR lacks screening capacity to screen all of 

the applicants that apply online. For some staff there was also concern expressed that 

having a separate number or workflow for these pre-processed applicants would be 

inequitable, especially if it removed capacity from the phone lines.  

  The lack of alignment between criteria for acceptance for CLEAR services and 

acceptance for services from NJP field offices or units also creates inefficiencies. CLEAR 

Attorneys expend time and capacity preparing and managing the unsuccessful referrals, 

including often providing advice or brief services prior to attempting the referral. This is, 

in part, based on the knowledge that a significant number of attempted referrals will 

fail. However, when a referral does fail, CLEAR attorneys often feel a duty to assist the 

client further even if their efforts, while well-intentioned, are potentially duplicative.  

  The CLEAR At Capacity list is another place where a desire to help may 

undermine the ability to help. CLEAR At Capacity is a whole subsystem for managing 

people CLEAR wants to help and who the broad priorities say CLEAR should help, BUT 

who CLEAR routinely does not have the resources to help. The CLEAR At Capacity 

system is a compelling piece of evidence that case acceptance guidelines and 

associated weighting factors are overbroad and need to be narrowed. The whole 

purpose of a prioritization system linked to detailed and specific case acceptance 

guidelines is to moderate demand to align with available resources.  
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Finally, the system for individuals who do not meet priority guidelines could be 

streamlined. These individuals are placed by CLEAR screeners on the Nonpriority review list 

prior to referral or rejection. A subset of CLEAR attorneys review all nonpriority cases to 

ensure the assessment was correct and identify legal information, resources, or referred to 

provide every applicant. Occasionally applicants from these lists are scheduled for CLEAR 

Attorney appointments. In the 46-month period, 6,076 cases were assigned to CLEAR 

Nonpriority. Of these, 1,344 were referred to a VLP (22.11%) and 500 (8.22%) were referred 

to another source of assistance. In total, 30.34% received a referral from the list, while 

69.65% did not receive any additional referral. Considerable time is spent on reviewing 

these applications that are otherwise outside of priorities or have a legal issue that would 

not qualify for higher levels of services, even advice or brief services.  
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CLEAR cannot be everything to everybody. CLEAR is one element is a complex state 

delivery network. Current services through CLEAR are a valiant effort to meet the 

overwhelming needs of low-income individuals across the state. However, given current 

capacities, CLEAR cannot effectively function as the emergency room for civil legal services 

in Washington State [outside of King County]. Scaling up alone cannot effectively meet 

demand, the overall volume of cases into the system must be reduced. Scaling up could 

help meet additional demand but should be done in conjunction with reducing current 

inefficiencies. 

At the same time, there are several areas where efficiency inside CLEAR can be 

improved, and the following recommendations highlight those opportunities. Increased 

intake hours and staffing at CLEAR would improve access to members of the community. 

However, adding capacity without concurrent efficiency improvements is not recommended. 

Streamlining internal processes and reducing case reprocessing would allow more time to 

conduct live screening and advice services. All recommendations have strategies fully within 

the control of CLEAR or NJP, however other strategies are dependent on resources, 

cooperation, and support from other members of the access to justice community in 

Washington State. 

The current system says no to tens of thousands of people annually, indirectly, and 

arbitrarily via its inaccessibility. Consciously and strategically defining the areas where the 

shared system will provide advice and legal representation and other areas where it can only 

provide legal information and self-help resources is critical to the continuing viability of the 

access to justice system generally, and to CLEAR in particular. Although CLEAR currently 

engages in planning processes internally, more collaborative planning and agreement 

across NJP and the access to justice community is needed to narrow and refine priorities. 

CREATE A SHARED CONSTRUCT FOR DELIVERING THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF 

SERVICE 

Every element of the system needs to take responsibility for what they say they 

will do and be forthright about those things they cannot do.  

A critical element in improving access for all applicants is for the access to justice 

provider community to recognize shared responsibility for all potential clients. Take 

responsibility for what you say you will do. Do not take responsibility for what you will not be 

able to do. There will be things no one can or will take responsibility for and the provider 

community should be aware of those gaps and acknowledge them. Legal information and 

self-help materials may be the highest level of service for several different types of cases 

with particular weighting factors. People in legal crises do not benefit from a legal aid 

community that shuttles them around repeatedly instead of acknowledging and admitting 
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that legal information is the best we can do. If the highest level of service is legal 

information, it should be delivered at earliest opportunity, preferably during the initial 

contact with the client.  

Under this system, many referrals now directed from external partners to CLEAR may 

in the future be directed to Washington Law Help or other self-help resources. Similarly, 

some referrals currently made from CLEAR to external partners might be redirected to 

Washington Law Help or other self-help resources if the external partner does not have the 

capacity to do more as reflected in the real-time and regularly updated database (discussed 

below). 

Create a real-time, definitive, and regularly updated database of available legal 

resources based on location, eligibility, case type, and agreed upon weighting 

factors. 

This case capacity database is a critical tool for improving access to legal services for 

all legal aid eligible clients in Washington State. Each program in the state – including 

distinct special projects or offices within a program using different case acceptance criteria 

– should specify, by location, case acceptance guidelines for specific types of cases, with 

particular weighting factors, and the expected level of service that will be provided. What 

does each resource take and what level of service do they generally provide based on what 

particular weighting factors? What client characteristics or situational factors are important 

to accepting cases? How many cases can a partner realistically accept? This database 

should include CLEAR, NJP Special Projects, NJP Field Offices, other OCLA and LFW funded 

legal aid programs, and other similar free legal services providers. 

Participating in the database is not just an information sharing exercise. The referral 

database will be used as an authoritative resource so that all programs know what goes 

where under agreed upon conditions. Once a qualifying referral is made, and conflicts are 

cleared, the receiving project/office/program agrees to make a level of service 

determination and deliver services consistent with the referral guidelines and the 

project/office/program’s available resources. Programs should be funded to participate.  

Potential expansion to include screening and referrals for King County residents 

would only be possible with the increased efficiency gained through a shared database. 

Adding responsibility for King County to CLEAR absent shared community support is not 

feasible and would only exacerbate inequities. Potential capacity and efficiency gains made 

through the additional improvements recommended below would further support the ability 

to unify statewide access, a goal shared by stakeholders.  
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RESPECT THE LIMITS OF THE SYSTEM 

Empower screeners to provide legal information and reject cases for applicants 

who will not be accepted.  

 Consistent with Washington State ethical rules, screeners should be trained to 

provide legal information and reject cases where a higher level of service will not be 

provided. Consistent with the concept and purpose of a new case acceptance database, 

streamlined processing of legal information matters must be expedited. In most cases, this 

can happen in the initial contact for a set of preidentified case types with particular 

weighting factors. The legal information contemplated here is just that, legal information, 

with no analysis or application of individual case facts.  

This strategy relies upon the expansion and refinement of legal information and self-

help materials recommended below. Expanding this work may also require standard letters, 

templates, and supporting operating procedures to clarify and simplify the screening of 

cases. The CLEAR Screening Unit needs support and authority to more easily process or 

reject applications to avoid completing a full intake on cases they know will not be accepted 

for advice or representation. Not every applicant can receive advice from an attorney. Some 

simply need legal information, which needs to be provided at the earliest opportunity, ideally 

without completing a full intake.  

Reduce case reprocessing. 

As discussed in the analysis section above, the nonpriority case review and 

CLEAR at capacity procedures are well intentioned efforts to provide access to services 

for those with urgent needs. However, the impact of these procedures reduces access 

for other eligible callers, increases workload for CLEAR staff, and often does not result 

in a material benefit for callers over receiving this information from a screener, other 

non-attorney staff, or a website.   

Conducting a second review of all nonpriority cases is not the most efficient use 

of CLEAR’s resources, especially for cases processed or supervised by more 

experienced screeners. These cases could be provided with legal information by 

screeners, as recommended above, or these review functions should be converted into 

a more efficient legal information distribution system with reduced case review.  

CLEAR also maintains a “CLEAR At Capacity” list which is occasionally used to fill 

newly created or released appointment slots with CLEAR attorneys. However, in the great 

majority of cases, being in the “CLEAR At Capacity” status only results in a delay in referring 

the client to another provider or to receiving legal information resources. By clarifying case 

acceptance guidelines, this list could be eliminated completely or reduced to a fraction of 

current volumes. If capacity is increased for CLEAR Attorneys in the future, then case 
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acceptance guidelines could be adjusted to expand access to advice appointments for more 

individuals. 

NJP should consider analyzing staff time spent on the At Capacity and Nonpriority 

lists and individual case time spent in the system for applicants at these various levels of 

screening or service. A review would help ensure NJP believes that they are providing 

meaningful service with minimal staff burden in a reasonable time to applicants. 

A great many people are unable to make it through to CLEAR and are currently not 

served at all. Making legal information more accessible outside of CLEAR and NJP is 

essential. The CLEAR system does not have the capacity to screen and provide resources 

and referrals to every person seeking legal information with the current structure and 

staffing. Diverting more people to legal information more quickly is important to ensure 

CLEAR is accessible to those with the highest need and those with emergency legal issues 

who need legal assistance. 

Reduce case touches, callbacks, and seriously reconsider moving to a real-time 

advice system.  

 From both an applicant’s perspective and from a systems perspective, one of the 

worst outcomes for a case is when an applicant and staff both dedicate substantial time 

and effort to the screening and intake process but then are ultimately unable to reconnect. 

Situations like this are unavoidable when providing services to the public but reducing the 

amount of time and the number of distinct calls or contacts required to deliver services can 

help reduce this fall-off. CLEAR is currently undertaking some technological changes to 

improve appointment setting. Although this system will help improve callback issues 

occurring with the CLEAR attorney advice clinics, it does not solve the fundamental issues of 

callbacks for screening staff completing the intakes. Callbacks are by their very nature a 

major source of attrition. 

The current system is overly reliant on the callback model, resulting in significant 

churn and inefficiency in completing screenings and triaging applications for different levels 

of service. Although using callbacks to offer flexibility and accessibility to those unable to 

access the system can be valuable, connecting the resource (attorney advice) to the client 

while they are on the phone is or via an automated queue reconnect within the hour would 

greatly increase the efficiency of the system. Even if a subset of cases needs to follow a 

different path because some essential information from the client is required before giving 

advice, the great majority of cases could be resolved in real time – or near real time. 

Reconsider past decisions to move away from providing real-time advice. The current 

system results in repeated case touches and long delays. If real-time advice is rejected as a 

solution, existing systems must be modified to shorten the appointment scheduling period 

for same day or quick turnaround appointments.  
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Cases that cannot be handled within CLEAR’s existing capacity need to be more 

efficiently rejected and sent legal information or referred to available partners. A legal 

resources database could increase clarity on the availability of resources beyond legal 

information. 

Consider a separate workflow for online intake . 

 The primary benefits of online intake are three-fold: 1. It allows access to the system 

at all hours of the day or night; 2. It allows the applicant or someone acting on their behalf to 

prepopulate a portion of the intake information which saves some screening time; and 3. It 

takes pressure off of the intake phone line. Tracking most online applicants back to the 

CLEAR Intake number to complete those applications defeats one of these primary 

purposes. Given the significant access issue posed by the existing call-in system, NJP should 

develop an alternative workflow for online intakes that is equitable but does not require use 

of the CLEAR Intake number. 

No returned referrals. 

 When CLEAR makes an eligible referral consistent with the case acceptance 

database, the receiving entity, be it a NJP Special Program, a NJP field office, or an external 

partner, must take responsibility for accepting the matter for representation, advising the 

client, or sending appropriate legal information – absent a conflict of interest. The current 

system is plagued with returned referrals which delay the ultimate determination of what 

services will be provided to clients, as well as reflect the absence of offices and programs 

articulating clear and current case acceptance guidelines to CLEAR. A “no backsies” rule 

helps ensure that partners outside of CLEAR indicate the cases they will own and then 

expects they will take responsibility consistent with their representations. Ending returned 

referrals will also reduce case touches and free up more CLEAR capacity to provide advice 

and brief services. 

There are many valid philosophies for managing intake. If CLEAR services were fully a 

function of NJP, then NJP could decide that CLEAR’s function includes resolving intakes 

rejected by field offices or units. However, CLEAR also functions as a statewide referral and 

advice hub for all individuals who may not otherwise qualify for higher levels of service at 

another legal aid provider. Having rejected applications from NJP field offices/units or 

external partners flowing back into CLEAR is not sustainable and does not support the 

stated purposes of the system. In addition, there should be dedicated pathways where 

CLEAR Attorney advice is the highest level of service available for specific case types or facts 

and there is no expectation of additional assistance or extended service from an NJP field 

office or unit.  
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EXPAND, REFINE, AND EFFECTIVELY PROVISION LEGAL INFORMATION AND SELF-

HELP MATERIALS 

Expand the library of legal information and self-help resources. 

Washington Law Help and other sources for free legal information and quality self-

help materials are critical resources in the effort to improve access to CLEAR by defining 

some case types where these resources are the highest level of service available in the 

system. To be more effective, these materials need to be accompanied by local variation in 

resources to increase the likelihood that the materials will be useful. Increased reliance on 

legal information and self-help resources may require investments in improving usage and 

access to these materials. 

Establish expectations for applicants and the community . 

 Legal service providers lack the capacity to help every person who needs assistance 

and is eligible for their services. There is insufficient federal and state funding to meet all 

the needs of low-income people in Washington. Messaging around the CLEAR system and 

access to services in Washington needs to set appropriate expectations for applicants. Many 

individuals call CLEAR expecting to be assigned an attorney if they are eligible for services. 

The reality is that most callers will not even make it through to the phone queue, and of 

those queued, many will receive legal information, and a smaller percentage will receive 

legal advice or a referral. Finally, the smallest percentage will receive extended 

representation services. Current communication and advertising do not emphasize the 

likelihood that most people will only receive very limited service.  

 Better statewide messaging about the reality of legal aid’s capacity is important. It 

sets the correct expectations for people accessing the system. Be honest about what people 

can expect so they are not holding out hope or delaying taking action. People waiting for 

help from an attorney may not be concurrently helping themselves or seeking support from 

someone in their lives who may be able to assist them. Existing self-help resources are not 

as robust as advocates, stakeholders, and the community would like. Expanding these 

resources and making them more accessible would help many individuals in Washington 

who experience civil legal issues.  

Effectively divert to legal information, self-help resources, and evolving 

community justice models.  

The CLEAR Attorney team often provides additional advice when they are unclear of 

the availability of other resources. A lack of sufficient legal information and self-help 

materials adds time and labor for each appointment. Advice could be more efficient with a 

better library of materials and template letters. CLEAR and NJP must commit to streamlining 

advice and sending more applicants legal information without further legal advice. Currently 
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CLEAR is acting as the final catch-all for cases that will not receive extended representation 

or additional help.  

Bottlenecks occur as the CLEAR Attorney team increases the level of services they 

provide to callers. In some instances, CLEAR is functioning as a sequential advice source 

with multiple calls and emails to applicants or even opposing parties. Although well-

intentioned, this is not sustainable due to the high volume of callers and does not reflect the 

current stated purposes of the CLEAR Hotline and CLEAR Attorney services. These could be 

valid functions for a unit within a legal services organization, but more clarity on the mission 

and goals of CLEAR is necessary. 

If the community identifies the need for more document preparation or sequential 

advice clinics, collaborative efforts need to be made to support that work. For a referral 

hotline, efficient triage to legal information, self-help, and community-based resources is 

more client-centered for those who will not receive higher levels of service. Further, as the 

growing community justice worker movement evolves, the access to justice provider 

community should look for ways to foster broader opportunities for community-based 

support and assistance. The current system dependent on lawyers, either due to program 

barriers, agency or court complexities, or a lack of sufficient self-help materials, is not 

sustainable or accessible. 
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 CONCLUSION 

CLEAR’s central role in the statewide coordinated intake system for low-income 

residents in Washington seeking legal aid is a daunting one. The level of need that CLEAR is 

tasked to address is massive. Current resourcing does not match the overwhelming 

demand. Though there are problems to be addressed in the current service delivery model, 

many of them belong to the access to justice provider community as a whole rather than 

being solely “CLEAR issues.”  

These problems are solvable. The solutions require a shared understanding and 

commitment to improvement consistent with the recommendations in this report. CLEAR 

can and should be resourced and scaled to assist a greater number of people in need but 

only as part of a cooperative plan involving the greater access to justice community in 

Washington State. 

 


