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EXHIBIT 1 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY JUSTICE WORKER WORKING GROUP 

A group convened by the Legal Aid Association of California in July 2024, the 

working group includes members from California legal aid organizations.  

The group was led by Legal Link and One Justice and advised by the Deborah L. 

Rhode Center on the Legal Profession at Stanford Law School and by Frontline 

Justice. 

Leigh Ferrin, One Justice (Chair) Sacha Steinberger, Legal Link (Chair) 

Silvia Argueta, Legal Aid Foundation 

of Los Angeles 

Monique Berlanga, Centro Legal de la 

Raza 

Diego Cartagena, Bet Tzedek Legal 

Services 

Tiela Chalmers, former Alameda 

County Bar Association 

Alix Gonzalez Buchanan, Disability 

Rights California  

Heather Hostler, Californian Indian 

Legal Services 

Jessica Jewell, California Rural Legal 

Assistance 

Zach Newman, Legal Aid Association 

of California 

Pablo Ramirez, Legal Aid Society of 

San Bernardino 

Tessie Solorzano, Inland Counties 

Legal Services 

Advisors: 

Lucy Ricca, Deborah L. Rhode Center on the Legal Profession, Stanford 

Law School 

Nikole Nelson, Frontline Justice 

D
oc

um
en

t r
ec

ei
ve

d 
by

 th
e 

C
A

 S
up

re
m

e 
C

ou
rt

.



3 

EXHIBIT 2 

ORIGINAL COMMUNITY JUSTICE WORKER PROPOSAL 

Released January 2025 
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EXHIBIT 3 

OVERVIEW OF EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON NONLAWYER 

PROVIDED LEGAL ASSISTANCE 

Prepared by the Deborah L. Rhode Center on the Legal Profession, 

Stanford Law School 

Over the past fifty years, there have been a range of studies looking at legal 

assistance provided by nonlawyers, assessing different tribunals, at different 

times, and using different metrics. The overall conclusion is that trained 

nonlawyers can perform as well as, or sometimes better than, their J.D.-toting 

counterparts. A short review of several of the key studies is informative. 

In the 1980s, two studies looked at representation across a range of providers 

in both child abuse and neglect cases (Duquette & Ramsey) and in social 

security and immigration issues (Hostetler).1 Professors Duquette and 

Ramsey, using court data and interviews to evaluate both process and outcome 

measures, found “[n]onlawyers carefully selected and trained and under 

lawyer supervision performed as well as trained lawyers in representing 

children, and certainly performed better than lawyers without special 

training.”2 

Professor Hostetler conducted interviews with federal officials and legal aid 

representatives and reported “a high level of satisfaction with nonlawyer 

representatives, not only at the early stages of assisting with forms and 

1 See generally Donald N. Duquette & Sarah H. Ramsey, Representation of Children in Child 

Abuse and Neglect Cases: An Empirical Look at What Constitutes Effective Representation, 20 

U. Mich. J.L. Reform 341 (1987) and Zona Fairbanks Hostetler, Nonlawyer Assistance to

Individuals in Federal Mass Justice Agencies: The Need for Improved Guidelines, 2 Admin. L.J.

86 (1988).
2 Duquett & Ramsey, supra note 1, at 390.
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informal conferences, but also at later stages of agency proceedings.”3 Indeed, 

she concluded that “[t]he overwhelming opinion is that there is little perceived 

difference in the quality of help between lawyers as a class and nonlawyers as 

a class.”54 Interestingly, Hostetler’s subjects noted that a key factor in the 

quality of the services provided by the nonlawyers was likely the special 

training they received in the administrative agency’s rules, process, and forms, 

resulting in specialized expertise.55 

 

In the 1990s, political scientist Herb Kritzer studied the work of lay agents 

across four administrative contexts in Wisconsin: unemployment 

compensation appeals, tax appeals, Social Security disability appeals, and 

labor grievance arbitration. Kritzer found that “nonlawyers can be effective 

advocates and, in some situations, better advocates than licensed attorneys.”4 

Specifically, Kritzer concluded: 

 

[T]he key to effective representation is the combination of 

three types of expertise: knowledge about the substance of the 

area, an understanding of the procedures used, and familiarity 

with the other regular players in the process. The latter can 

come only with experience, but the first two (substantive and 

procedural expertise) could be imparted through one-year, 

specialized training programs for paralegals, legal 

technicians, and licensed advocates.5 

 

In the 2010s, Professor Rebecca Sandefur conducted a careful meta-analysis 

to understand the impact of lawyer representation on the outcomes of formal 

adjudication.6 She found that lawyers “perform so much better than lay 

 
3 Hostetler, supra note 1, at 103. 
4 Herbert M. Kritzer, Viewpoint: Rethinking Barriers to Legal Practice, 81 Judicature 100, 100 

(1997). Krizter used multiple methodologies to perform the study, including observation, 

interviews, and outcome analysis. 
5 Id. at 101. 
6 Rebecca L. Sandefur, Elements of Professional Expertise: Understanding Relational and 

Substantive Expertise through Lawyers’ Impact, 80 Am. Socio. Rev. 909, 913 (2015). 
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people, but only somewhat better than [nonlawyer advocates].”7 In a key 

insight, Professor Sandefur noted that the lawyers’ impact seemed to come 

less from professional expertise and rather from relational expertise in a 

“rarified interpersonal world.”8 

 

A 2017 study by Professors Anna Carpenter, Alyx Mark, and Colleen 

Shanahan, using interviews and case data from more than 5,000 

unemployment insurance appeal hearings, found that when nonlawyers and 

lawyers appear at hearings the case outcomes and procedural behaviors are 

similar and that the similarity reflected the specialized expertise of the 

context.9 

 

Most recently, the 2023 Report from the White House Legal Aid Interagency 

Roundtable found that 15 federal agencies permit nonlawyers to provide legal 

assistance across a wide range of substantive areas, including housing, public 

benefits, immigration, civil rights, tax, food security, and worker protection.10 

The activities these nonlawyers perform range from “straightforward and 

procedural” to “highly technical and complex,” such as representation in a 

removal proceeding in the immigration context.11 Although not an empirical 

study, the Report notes the potential benefits of nonlawyer assistance, 

including that it may be the only available form of legal help in a given 

community, particularly rural or remote areas and that it can lead to increased 

public engagement with and trust in the justice system by the impacted 

community. 

 

 
7 Id. at 924. The studies included in Sandefur’s meta-analysis contained an enormous range of 

nonlawyer providers including law students, labor union staffers, paralegals, social workers, 

friends, and family members. Id. at 915. 
8 Id. at 926 (citations omitted). 
9 Anna E. Carpenter, Alyx Mark & Colleen F. Shanahan, Trial and Error: Lawyers and 

Nonlawyer Advocates, 42 L. Soc. Inquiry 1023, 1038-42 (2017). 
10 White House Legal Aid Interagency Roundtable, Access to Justice in Federal Admin. 

Proceedings 25 (2023). 
11 Id. 
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