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Meetings.
A Section Board meeting was held

telephonical ly on February 5, 2001.
The draft minutes of the meeting may
be viewed on the Section’swebsite at
waww.wisbar .org/sections/indian. The
next meeting of the Boardwill be held
at the Bar center in Madision on March
14, 2001, at 3:30 pm.

Noni nat i ons/ El ecti ons.

Annual electionswill be held for the
‘two Board seats that expire June 30,
2001. Anyone interested inserving is

invited to contact the Nomination
committee chair JoDeen Lowe.

Convention CLE Program

The Sectionwi ll present a fascinat-
ing and provocative programat the
Annual State Bar Convention May 2,
2001, from 1:30-4:30 pm at the Grand
Geneva Resort, Lake Geneva, Wiscon-
sin. The themewi 11 be ““Looking into
the Future: Indian Cpuntry Ten Years
Hence.”” Speakers Clay Snith, lately of
the Montana Attorney General’s
Office, CharlesCurtis, Foley &

Lardner, and John Echohawk, Execu-
tive Director of the Native Arerican
Rights Fund. These eminent lawyers
wi 1 address the topic from the per-
spectiveoftheTribe, privatenon-
Indian landowner or business owner,
State government, respectively. The
section isgrateful toMiltonRaosenberg
forhisefforts inorganizing this
outstanding program.

NEW FEE TO TRUST REGULATIONS I1SSUED

Final rules relating to “Acquisition
of Title toLand in Trust’” were issued
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs
January 16, 2001. Whi le the regula-
tions state an effective date of Febru-
ary 15, 2001, pursuant to President
Bush?s 60 day hold order, the actual
effectivedatewill beMarch 17, 2001.
The new rules are extensive. Essen-
tially, gpplications for transfer of land
fromfee to trust statuswill begivena
presumption of approval where the
land iswithin reservation boundaries
butwi Il be subject togreater scrutiny,
and the concems of objecting local

govermments given greater deference,
for off reservationacquisitions. The
more remote the land is from the
reservation, thegreater the scrutiny it
willl receive. A““trribal landacquisition
area’” concept is included to address
tribeswithout reservations. Therules
require BIAto issue adecisionwithin
120 days of receiving a conplete
application package.
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FEDERAL LEGISLATION UPDATE

Anumber of bills affecting Indian
countrywere enacted into lawduring
the final weeks of the 106" Congress.
A summary of some of the major new
lansfollows.

The “Omibus Indian Advance-
ment Act, ”” which became Pub.
L. 106-568 December 27, 2001
(hereinafter “Omnibus Act’™), com-
bines inasingle pieceof legislation
several Indiancountrybillspreviously
introducedseparately. TitleViliof
Omnibus Act, known as theNative
Anerican Laws Technical Correc-
tions Act of 2000, (1) repealsprovi-
sionsof lawrestricting theassignment
of contractswith Indiansand requiring
approval of such assignments by the
Secretary of the Interior, (2) repeals
provisions of the Federal Criminal
Code relating to penalties for
(@) receivingmoney contrary tocertain
provisions regarding Indian contracts
for services, and (b) receivingmoney
inconnectionwithcertain Indian
enrol Imentt contracts pertaining to the
Five Civilized Tribes, (3) extends
through FY 2001 authorization of
appropriations for each programunder
the Indian Health Care Improvement
Act and the Indian Alcohol and
Substance Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Act 0f 1986, (4) amends the
Morris K. Udall Scholarshipand
Excel lence inNational Environmental
and Native American PublicPolicy
Actof 1992 to (@) provide that the
MorrisK. Udall Scholarship and
Excel lence inNational Environmental
Pol icy Foundation develop resources
to properly train Native Arerican and
Alaskan Native professionals inhealth
careandpublicpolicy, (b) appliesthe
Act’sadministrative provisions to
activitiesof the Foundation, and
(©) authorizesappropriations.

Title Xof the Omnibus Act, Native
American Home Ownership,
establishesaland Title Report
commission to facilitate hore loan
mortgages on Indian trust lands,
amends the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1992 to make
permanent the “Section 184" Indian
Housing Loan Guaranty Program, and
amends the Native American Housing
and Self-Determination Act
(“NAHASDA™) . The NAHASDA
amendrents (1) restrict the Secretary
of HUD”s authority towaive housing
plan requirements to not more than
0 days, (2) permittheSecretary to
waive local cooperation requirements
upon a good faith showing and
agreement to make certain payments in
lieuoftaxes, (3) permitassistanceto
Indian fami lieswho are not low
income on a showing of need,

(%) eliminate separate housing plan
requirementsforsmall tribes, (5) per-
mi't the Secretary towaive certain
environmental review requirements
under specified conditions, (6) permit
reservationhousingassistance for full-
time lawenforcement officers,

(7 reviseauditrevievandhearing
provisions, (8) prescribeafunding
formula for housing authorities
operating fewer than 250 units based
on an average FY 1992 through 1997
allocations formula, and (9) repeal the
requirement requiring certificationof
compliance with subsidy layering
requirements. Title Xalsoamends the
Multi-Family Rental Housing Loan
Guaranty Program pursuant to Sec-
tion 538 of the Housing Act of 1949 to
remove transfer of title to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture as a precondition
for payment on the loan guaranty.

Title X1 of the Omnibus Act, the
I ndian Enploynment, Training and
Rel ated Services Act Anendnents of
2000, amends the Indian Employment
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Training and Related Services Demon-
stration Actof 1992 to (1) revise
requirements requiring affected
programs to include programs for
assisting Indianyouth and adults,

(@ requiresaSecretary of the Interior
to reconsider disapproval of any
statutorywaiver requested by atribe,
and (3) authorizes the use of a percent-
age of funds made avai lable under the
Act for the creation of employment

gpoortunities.

Title X111 of the Omnibus Act,
known as the Anerican I ndi an
Educati on Foundati on Act of 2000,
amends the Indian Self-Determination
and Education Assistance Act todirect
the Secretary of the Interior toestablish
within the District of Colurbia the
“American Indian Education Founda-
tion” asacharitable and nonprofit
federal ly-chartered corporation. The
Foundation’s purpose is to encourage,
accept and administer private gifts for
the benefit or support of educational
opportunities of American Indians who
attend schools funded by the BIA.

Title V of theAnerican Hore
Omership and Economic Opportu-
nity Act of 2000, H.R. 5640, P.L. 106-
569, entitled “Native Arerican
Homeownership,” largely duplicates
Title X of the Omnibus Act, described
above, but includes an important
additional provision. Section503(i)
permitstribesortribal lydesignated
housing entitiestoavoid paying the
Tederal ly establ ished “Davis-Bacon™
wage rates for NAHASDA develop-
mentprojectswhere the tribeenactsa
law requiring payment of prevailing
wages, as established by the Tribe.

The Consol idated Appropriations
Act for Labor, Health and Human
Services and Education and Related
Agencies, H.R. 4577, became Pub.



L. 106-554 December 21, 2000
(““Consolidated AppropriationsAct’™).
Provisions intheBill relevant to Indian
country include theCommunity
Renewal Tax Relief Act of 2000
which provides tax incentives in
“renewal communities” to be desig-
nated through an application process
pursuant to federal regulationstobe
publ ished within four months of
enactment. The Act includes special
provisions addressing applications
from Indian tribes. The tax incentives
include an exemption from the capital
gains tax from the sale or exchange of
aqualified comunity asset held for

more than Five years, an employment
credit, a“‘comercial revitalization
deduction™ and increased expense
deductions.

The Consol idated Appropriations
Act, Section 134, also amends the Tax
Code to provide explicitly that
NAHASDA funds, like HOME funds,
arenot ““federal subsidies,” for
purposes of determining eligibi lity for
the 9% | ow i ncome housing t ax
credi t . Thisprovisionwill helptribes
Finance affordable housing develop-
ment.

U.S. SUPREME COURT UPDATE

Inour last newsletter, we sunma-
rized the issues that the U.S. Supreme
Court will address inKlamaWater
UsersProtectiveAssociationv.
Department of the Interior, Nevadav.
Hicks, C&8lL Enterprises, Inc. v. Citizen
Potawatomi Nation, and Atkinson
Trading Co. v. Shirley. Oral argument
has been set for March 19* in the C8L
case, for March 21%t in theHickscase,
and March 27th in Atkinson. .

On January 10, 2000, the United
States Supreme Court heard oral
arguments in the case ofKlama Water
UsersProtectiveAssociationy.
Department of Interior, 191 F.3d 1115
(1999) . The question before the Court
was: “‘Are documents submitted by
Indian tribes at the request of the
Department of the Interiorduring
ongoing administrative and adjucative
proceedings involvingwater rights,
and al locations affecting the tribes’
interests, exempt under the Freedom of
Information Act as “inter-agency or
intra-agency memorandums or

On January 22, 2001, the Court
granted certiorari inChickasawNation
V. United States, and its companion
case, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma v.
United States. Inthe loner court
decisions, ChickasawNationv. U.S.,
210 F.3d 389 (2000) and Choctaw
Nationv. U.S., 208 F.3d 871 (2000),
the 10* Circuit Court of Appeals
affimeddistrictoourtdecisions
holding that “pull tabs,”” gaming
devices sold at tribal gaming centers
and convenience stores, involve
taxablewagers, asdefinedat 26 U.S.C.
§ 4421, requiring payment of federal
wagering excise taxes. The Court
rejected the tribes” argument thatan
Indiannation isnota“person’” within
themeaning of 26 U.S.C. § 770@) (D)
and also rejected the tribes” argument
that imposition of the tax constituteda
violation of the Indian Gaming
Regulatory Act. The question pre-
sented to the Supreme Court is “under
applicable Indian-law canons of
statutory construction, doesthe Indian
Gaming regulatory Act (IGRA) confer
on Indian tribes conducting “pull tab”
gaming operations the same exemption
from federal wagering taxes afforded
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Section 166 of the Consol idated
Appropriations Act anends the
Federal Unenpl oyment Tax Act
(RUTA) to provide that tribal goverm-
ments are treated like state and local
govermments for purposes of the Act.
Specifically, insteadofbeing required
to make payments into an unemploy-
ment tax account, tribeswill have the
opportunity toelect instead toreim-
burse the unemployment compensation
fund only when claims are made
against the Fund by former tribal
employees.

tostates by Chapter 35of the Intermal
Revenue Code?”” Oral argument has
notbeen set.

The Supreme Court has agreed to
review the decision of the 9 "Circuit
Court of Appeals inState of Idahov.
United States of Arerica, 210F.3d
1067 (9" Circ. 2000). The case
involves the Coeur d”Alene Indian
reservation, whichwas created by an
executive order that included a portion
of the bed of Coeur d”Alene Lake and
theSt. JoeRiver aspartof the reserva-
tion. TheDistrictCourt found thatat
the time of Idaho[ “s admission to the
union, Congressmanifested its intent
that the reservation include submerged
lands. The question presented to the
Supreme Court iswhether the Court of
Appeals erred inaffirming theDistrict
Court’s conclusion that Congress”
actionsestablished its intent, when
Idahowas admitted to the union, to
defeat thestate’s title to those sub-
merged lands. Oral argument inthe
case hasnotbeenset.
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SELECTED COURT DECISIONS

InU.S. v. White, 237 F.3d 170 (2
Cir. 2001), the Second CircuitCourtof
Appeals held that members of the
Mohawk Nation conducting business
withinthe St. Regis Mohawk Indian
Reservationwere, as amatter of law,
required toprepareand file IRS
Form 8300 reporting currency and
transactions inwhich they receive
more than $10,000 in cash, as required
by 26 U.S.C. § 6050L. Defendants”
convictions for violating31U.S.C.

8§ 5313(a) relating tononey | aunder -
i ngwere affirmed.

In Okanogan Highlands Al liance v.
Williams, 2000W.L. 1879978 (9" Cir.

2000), theplaintiffs, includingthe
Confederated Tribes of the Colville
Reservation, chal lenged the adequacy
of anenvironnental i npact st at e-
ment and record of decision prepared
by the U.S. Forest Service in connec-
tionwith aproposed gold mining
operation in the State of Washington.
The 9% Circuit Court of Appeals
rejected theplartniffs” dallenge,
holding that the Forest Service did not
consider inappropriate docurents, the
environmental impact statementwas
sufficient, the Forest Servicedidnot
erroneously fail to consider the most
enviromental ly-preferable altermative
and, finally, the Forest Servicedidnot
violate a trust obligation oned by
Tederal agencies to Indiantribes.

In Yukon-Kuskokwim Health Corp.
v. NLRB, No. 99-1440 (D.C. Cir.

2000), the Yukon Kuskokwim Health
Corporation (““Yukon™), anonprofit
organization control led by Alaska
Native Tribes, chal lenged the National
Labor Relations Board’s (“Board’”)
assertionof jurisdictionoverahospital
operated by Yukon. TheD.C. Circuit
Courtof Appeals rejected Yukon’s
claimthat itwas exempt from the

Nat i onal Labor Rel ations Act

(“NLRA™) as an Indian tribe acting in
agovernmental capacity. The Court
held that the Board erred, however, by
not considering Yukon”s argument that
itwas exemptunder § 2(2) of the

NLRA because the Indian Self-
Determination Act authorizes ittoact
as an arm of the United States govern-
ment, sharing the govermment’s
exemption. The case was remanded to
the NLRB.

The case of Cermak v. Babbitt, No.
00-1098 (Fed. Cir. 2000) involved
“I'ndianlandcertificates” issued in
1944 by the Department of the Interior
to a member of the Shakopez
Mdewakanton Sioux Community. The
certificates acknovledged assignment
of 25 acres to the member, John
Cermack, and certified that he and “his
heirs’”would be entitled to possession
for as long as they would use the land.
After Cermack died, however, DOl
refused to probate hiswill and can-
celled thecertificates, noting that the
land inquestionwas not an individual
allotmentbut, rather, westribal trust
land. The DOl ruled that Indian land
certificates conveyedonly a“lifeuse”
and coulld not be inherited. Cermack’s
heirs sued infederal courtpursuant to
28U.S.C. 8§ 1346, alleging thata
property interest had been taken by the
Tederal government. After the case
was transferred to the Federal Courtof
Claims, itwasdismissed for lack of
subjectmatter jurisdiction. Thecourt
found no jurisdiction pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1353, relatingtocivil actions
involving the right of any Indian
person, or descendant, to “any allot-
ment of land under any act of Congress
or treaty.” According to the Court of
Claims, the land certificatesdidnot
relate toanallotment. The Court
rejected the heirs” argurent that the
land certificates had the effect of
conveying an al lotment to them.
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Three recent appel late cases address
the issue whether a certain gaming
device qualifiesasQass I or
Class |11 for purposes of thelndian
Gani ng Regul atory Act . In Diamond
Game Enterprisesv. Reno, No. 98-
5516 (D-C. Cir. 2000), theD.C. Circuit
held that the “Lucky Tab I1), an
electromechanical device that disposes
paper pull tabs and displays their
contents onavideomonitor, isa
Class 1l “aid.” InUnitedStatesv. 162
Megamania Gambling Devices, 231
F.3d 713 (10" Cir. 2000), the Tenth
Circuit Courtof Appeals held that the
“megamania’” machine was essential ly
an electronic bingo game and, there-
fore, properlyclassifiedasClass 11
under the Indian Gaming Regulatory
Act. The9 ™ Circuit later reached the
same conclusion.

In Old Person v. Cooney, No. 98-
36157 (9" Cir. 2000), the 9 " Circuit
Court of Appeals (Judge Canby)
reversedadistrict courtdecision
dismissing claims by American Indian
plaintiffs under thevotingR ght s Act
of 1965. The 9 ™" Circuitconcluded that
thedistrictoourt improperly relied in
parton the electoral success of Indian
candidates inmgjority Indianhouse
districtswhen it concluded thatwhite
bloc voting inmajoritywhite house
districtswasnot legal ly significant
and, further, that thedistrictoourt
improperly concluded that, under
Montana’s 1992 redistrictingplan,
Arerican Indianswere proportionately
represented. The matter was remanded
to thedistrict court foradetermination
whether, in lightof the totalityof the
circumstances, dilutionof Arerican
Indianvotes occurred.

In Bowen v. Doyle, 230 F.3d 525
(29 Cir. 2000), plaintiffmerbers of
the Seneca Nation sued the elected



president of the Nation instate court,
alleging that Bowen had violated
various provisions of Seneca law. The
plaintiffs sought astate court declara-
tionand injunction preventing Bowen
frontaking certainactions relating to
affairs of the Nation. Bonen, President
of the Seneca Nation, commenced an
action inthe Nation’s peacemaker’s
court against Ross for declaratory and
injunctivereliefrelatingtoRoss’
capacity toserve ontheNation’s
council. Bowen informed the state
court of the peacemaker courtaction
and argued that the state court had no
Jurisdiction. Nonetheless, thestate
court issued rulingsadjudicating the
intra-tribal dispute. Bowenappealed
firstto the state appellate courtand
then 1o the United States District
Court, challenging thestatecourt’s
Jurisdiction. Thefederal districtcourt
issued a preliminaryi nj uncti on
enjoining state court judges from
exercisingjurisdictionover the

tribal dispute, citingtheNation’s
right of self-govermment and exclusive
Jurigdictionower its intermal affairs, the
pendency of the peacemaker”s court
action, and thedoctrineoftribal
sovereign immunity. The Second
Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed,
rejecting the state court judges”
argurent that the district courtshould
have refrained fromexercising its
Jurigdictionunti l theplaintiffshed first
exhausted state court remedies.

In Morrisonv. Garraghty, No. 00-
6540, (4™ Cir. 2001), apri soner rights
case, the Fourth Circuitcourtof
Appeals held, based on the Equal
ProtectionClause, thataprisoncould
not deny Native American religious
articlesto inmates professing belief in
“Native Arerican Spiritual ity based
on the inmates” inabi l ity todemon-
strate tribal membership orablood
relationshiptoan Indiantribe.

In Baraga County v. State Tax
Commission, No. 220473 (2001), a

case addressing thet axabi | i ty of
tribal |y owned fee | ands , Baraga

County had issued into a consent
Judgment with the Keweenaw Bay
Indian Community (“KBIC’”) in 1994
pursuant towhich 123 parcels of land
owned by members of the KBIC were
exempt from taxation. The State Tax
Commission argued that, as a nonparty
to the 1994 agreement, itwasnot
bound. The Michigan Court of
Appeals disagreed, concluding that
Baraga County had “‘substantial
identity of interests” with the State Tax
Commission. Acknowledging that res
Judicatadoesnothbar litigationwherea
subsequent change in the lawalters the
legal principles onwhich the subse-
quent case is to be resolved, the Court
refused to nullify the 1994 agreement
based on the U.S. Supreme Court’s
decision inMinnesotav. Leechlake
Band of Chippewa Indians: “We read
Leech Lake to hold merely that states
and their political subdivisions may
only impose ad valorem property taxes
on reservation land made avai lable by
Congress, sold to non-Indians, and
later repurchesedby thetribe. . . .
Nothiing in the opinion supports
defendant”’s sweeping conclusion that
“lands owned in fee simple by Indian
communities or by individual members
of Indian communities are NOT

exempt from property taxation, ” or that
“lands located within the boundaries of
an Indian reservation and owned by
peoplewho are not Indians are also
asessible. ™

In Statev. Daniels, 2001 WL 40988,
(Wash. App. 2001), acrimnal
j uri sdi cti oncase, Danielswas charged
withattempted firstdegree theft
committed on land of the Confederated
TribesofColville. Danielsargued that
he was a Canadian Indian related to
federal ly-recognizedU.S. tribesand,
therefore, jurisdictionwasproperly in
tribal court. TheWashington Courtof
Appeals rejected the argument on the
grounds that Daniels had not demon-
stratedasufficientaffiliationwitha
tribe recognized by the United States.

In Jefferson v. Commissioner of
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Revenue, 2001 WL 46248 (Minn. Tax
Ct. 2001), the Minnesota Tax Court
rejected an argument that enrol led
members of the Prairie Island Indian
Comunity, residingoff-reservation,
were exempt fromstate i ncone t ax
wi'th respect to income earned from
gamiing on the reservation.
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TeamProBono 1salvays recrurting newvmeners.

And, there reallyarenoprerequisitesto joining. As
long as you” re adnmitted to practice or attending law
school, you” 1l bedrafted, andyou” 1l get toplay right
away . None of the more typical ““team” things—like
experience, gender, or age—-matter on Team Pro Bono.
And, youdon’thave to join the teamasaplayer. There
are many other important positions that need tobe
filled. Regardlessof thepositionyou fill, though, there
areanunber of benefits to joining.

Joi ntheteam or get

noreinformation

Call the State Bar”’s pro bono coordinator,
Deborah Ki lbury Tobin, at (608) 250-6177
or 800-444-9404, extension 6177, or send an
emai | to dtobin@wisbar.org
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May Annual Gonvent i on Feat ur es
New Schedul e and BEvent s

| ndi an Law Sect i on
CLE Program

Hyou™ve been plamiing your callecar, yaumray heve notiaed a bilg holle
inJenary; oaneatda. Lastgaring, the Board of Govermors voted to
hold ane conveticn ayear. The State Bar 2001 Amual Conventtion is
slated for May 24 at the Grand Gereva Resort ad S at Lake Ganeva.

t New Schedul e

\ledreschy, May 2, 2001 The ALl Convertian willl Kick OFF an Viecheschy with OLE progrars
1:30—-4:20 begimiing in the afternomn ard an qeeniing receptiion thet evening inthe

_ edibit rall. The anvention aoncluoks Fricky
lindi an Gountry - afterroon affter the Merbers” Recognitian
Ten Years Hence , Lcheon.
ANon- | ndi an Per specti Ve o t Presidential Showcases

3 - VR Tre presidential shorcases on Thurscky and

(rerlesG. Qurtas, I, Foley& State Bar of Wisconsin TG Ris SE T gi VN ol
La.d,H.’ Ivajm (ki &4 i ¥ L \_- AR v - ,VW-II _ﬁ : - e I
ATribal Perspective 2001 i of greral interest affectirg tre el
Jom BEdohank, Native Areriicen N _ _

- ? On Thurschy ratiaal ly acclaimed DVA evidence
Rigts Furd,, Boullcer, Golloradb exqerts Bary Sheck ard Peter Neufelld, coethors
ASate Perspective of Actual 1 nnocerce , willl leed a perell disaussion
Clay Srith, Attomey Gaerall’s O e grovng FecCNitacn et persrs darged

with ariines, whetter pretrial or post-corvictian,
Motare Torasic tools to cetemine Inooae.
E T ] R e Presidant Gary Bade willl nockrate a presantation
Grand Geneva Resort - RIS aay Aoe g o v
Wiat W11 You Enter in at Lake Geneva confererce, aspecial Siote B Infticthe to

2001: An Art Qldyssey?

Wisaasin’s legal camunity willl have adence
todoeee itsartistic talats at tre vary farst Legpl At Sowteldduriing
the State Bar of Wisoorsin Arual Converttion onMay 2-4 att the Grard
CarpvaResort at Leke Gerava.
“Lanyers not anly work all cay to hellp pagplle innesd ad to protect the
rnighis granted in the Grstitutian, butve raise famillies, doplblic
s=rvice, ad hae meenirgful hddies. This is tre parfect dence
sovar asative abilities”, says Convartion & Entertaimant
Camirttee Chalirperson Tinothy O”Briien.
Categories &Bigibility
Artnork inavariety of categories ey be subnitted. All attomeys,
Juotes, lapl stEff, ard treir faniliesaredl igible toparticiste. Ard
anplete cetails atww.wisar. org/anventian.

; How To Enter

Toenter the Legpl At Sovfalll aut
tre rigistration fomfourdat
ww.wishar.or/oonvertian.  Foms
must be received by Moncay, April 2,
201. Ay questios can ke directd
to Doma Kimey at 608-250-6108 or
800-444-9AM, ext. 6108, orat

dki nney@pi sbar . org-

AGaFetLry teQestive Talaisof treWisorsinLegel Gmunity

it aaaesofaitial issfamgte
futureof tre lecpl profession.

t Social Events

Tre sieariing in of the 46" State Bar presicant, Gerald M. Mowrdis, will
take place during a ceraroniial reoeption Thurschy eveniirg. Folloving
treir fanilieswill ke ondigplay at “ 2001 - At Cdyssey —a Galla
Featuring tre Oreative Tallents of the Wisoosin Legal Gomunity.””

t Menbers’ Recognition Luncheon
Attormeys who have practiod law for 0 years willl be hoored duriing
the Menbers” Recogniition Lunden anFriicky.  Inaddirtian,, the firfth
am.al State Bar e of the Year ad Lifetine Jrist anarcs will be
presented.

t And Mich, Mich Mre ...

Aswaal, attadbes willl have aocess to anprdesive AE
programiing, \vercor edibits, and networking qyoortunities
thragout tre three-cly e et

Qnventionregistrationnaterialswll be
nai l ed to S ate Bar nenbers i n January.
Programdetai | and regi stration and housi ng
forns are avail abl e onl i ne at wwwv w sbar . or g/
convention, or call the Sate Bar, (800) 728
7788.
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