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The statements and views expressed in this 
article are entirely Mr. Orlowicz’s own, and do 
not represent the views of the Railroad Retirement 
Board or the United States Government.

As government lawyers and public 
servants, we and the agencies we work for 
are all ultimately accountable to some form 
of elected leadership. If we do not work for 
an agency with an elected official directly 

at its head, our agency heads are likely to 
be appointed by the executive or otherwise 
selected by someone who is elected 
and accountable to the public through 
elections. One of the basic principles of 
the nonpartisan federal civil service is that 
federal employees maintain high standards 
of integrity, conduct, and concern for the 
public interest.1 Similarly, the State of 

Pat Driscoll’s service to the bar, to 
various bar associations (especially the 
ISBA), and to the public made him this 
year’s choice for this wonderful honor.

Pat’s roots are in Chicago, where he 
attended Loyola Academy. He graduated 
from Regis College in Denver before 
enrolling in DePaul College of Law. His 
law school classmates included Ed Burke, 
Marty Russo, Howard Carroll, and Richard 
M. Daley. 

Pat has been a practicing attorney since 
1967. At various times in his career, he 
has been with the Cook County State’s 
Attorney’s office. First working in the office 
from 1968 through 1975, Pat returned from 
1999 through 2013. During his various 
stints with the State’s Attorney’s office, 
Pat has served in many capacities and in 
almost all of the divisions of that office. 
Most recently, he served as Deputy State’s 
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Attorney, Chief of the Civil Actions Bureau. 
Even while in private practice, Pat 

has handled criminal and civil cases on 
behalf of Cook County, serving as Special 
State’s Attorney by appointment of judges 
of the Circuit Court of Cook County 
and as Special Assistant State’s Attorney 
by appointment of the State’s Attorney. 
During that time, he also represented 
clients in State and federal courts and 
before administrative agencies and boards. 
Starting in the State’s Attorney’s offi  ce 
when there were only 200 assistants, there 
were approximately 900 Assistant State’s 
Attorneys when he left  the offi  ce years 
later. He was an active member of the 
Federal Defender Panel, trying a number of 
complex federal criminal trials.

Instead of one job, Pat now has six!! 
He is an administrative law judge hearing 
general administrative cases such as 
ordinance violations, revenue matters, 
building and zoning cases, and public 
health related matters. Pat serves as an 
administrative law judge for the Cook 
County Assessor, and he hears cases for 
the Electoral Board of Cook County and 
the Cook County pension fund. He is also 
an independent arbitrator with the Illinois 
Workers’ Compensation Commission on 
cases involving its own employees, AND he 
serves as an arbitrator on the commercial 
calendar’s arbitration program and the 
municipal calendar arbitrations. 

Let’s not forget his service to the 
ISBA. Pat is a 50-year ISBA member. 
He has chaired the Committee on the 
Unauthorized Practice of Law, the Criminal 
Justice Section Council, Federal Civil 
Practice Section Council, and Government 
Lawyers Standing Committee. He has 
served in the ISBA Assembly for four six-
year periods. Pat’s work on the Continuing 
Legal Education Committee has helped the 
ISBA grow in providing quality CLE. He 
also has been active with the Chicago Bar 
Association. 

Pat has served on several Boards of the 
Attorney Registration and Disciplinary 
Commission of the Supreme Court 

of Illinois since 1985. He is a frequent 
speaker and has authored several articles 
and chapters for various publications. 
For good measure, Pat is also a member 
of the Federal Bar Association’s Board of 
Directors.

Perhaps most importantly, Pat is a 
remarkable mentor to younger lawyers. He 
worked tirelessly at the State’s Attorney’s 
Offi  ce (and pretty much everywhere else 
he fi nds himself) to teach and encourage 
young lawyers. His mild-manner and 
approachability assist him in this endeavor. 
How wonderful that the ISBA counts  him 
as one of its own!

Lest, dear reader, you think Pat has no 
life, he is married with four children and 
11 grandchildren. He enjoys vacationing to 
Wisconsin and Mexico – when he can fi nd 
the time!

Pat shares that he “is honored to receive 
the Roz Kalpan Award. It is wonderful to 
be recognized by friends and peers with the 
award named for Roz, who was such a great 
person and lawyer.” Pat’s long service to the 
government, his dedication to the ISBA, 
and his example of professionalism led 
the committee to select him as this year’s 
recipient of the Roz Kaplan Award. 
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Stay or go?

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

Illinois Code of Personal Conduct provides 
that state employees hold positions of 
public trust and have a responsibility to 
the people of Illinois to act with integrity.2 
Ordinarily, carrying out that public trust 
and serving the public interest mean 
following and implementing the policies 
and priorities of the elected and appointed 
officials who run our organizations. But 
what happens when the way we are directed 
to carry out our duties seems inconsistent 
with the public trust and public interest we 
are charged with maintaining?

As lawyers, we may face this type of 
dilemma more frequently or more acutely 
than other government employees. Many of 
us are more deeply involved in planning or 
executing policy in our workplaces than the 
average agency employee. We may become 
associated with a policy or program as 
we implement it or suggest modifications 
to it, and we may be the representative of 
the agency in court defending the legality 
of the program or policy. Nevertheless, 
as civil servants, we rarely make final 
decisions about which policies to pursue 
and how best to pursue the public interest. 
Additionally, as lawyers we always have to 
consider the Rules of Professional Conduct, 
as well as any ethics rules or prohibitions 
applicable to government employees more 
generally. In some extreme instances, a 
government lawyer may feel compelled 
to resign or depart government service 
because of a conflict of this nature.

Walter Shaub, former director of the 
U.S. Office of Government Ethics, has 
publicly suggested a mental checklist of the 
following three questions as a framework 
to evaluate how and when a government 
employee can continue performing official 
duties when the employee and the elected 
leadership hold different principles:3

•	 Can you accomplish your mission 
effectively?

•	 Can you perform your work ethically/
morally?

•	 Can you speak the truth?4

This article intends to expand upon the 

basic principles of these three questions 
and address some possible considerations 
in formulating answers in the context 
of government lawyers generally, 
without attempting to draw specific 
conclusions about any particular agency or 
circumstance. 

Can you accomplish your 
mission effectively?

Whether or not a government agency 
adopts a formal mission statement or 
has explanatory language in its enabling 
statute, agencies are created for a purpose 
and to accomplish specific missions. Some 
agencies may have multiple missions, or 
shift from one mission to another over 
time. The first question presented here is 
whether the government lawyer, acting 
within the scope of authority granted to 
her or him, can accomplish the assigned 
mission effectively. Implicit in the question 
is a recognition that elected leadership 
has the power and prerogative to define 
the mission and the means by which the 
mission should be pursued. In some cases, 
that definition may be provided by the 
legislature, with limited discretion for the 
executive. In other instances, the executive 
may have broad discretion in implementing 
statutory directions. In either instance, 
the government lawyer is charged with 
accomplishing the mission given by elected 
or appointed leaders.

There are many possible causes for 
an inability or failure to accomplish the 
mission effectively. Lack of funding, 
training, or resources can be a major 
cause for failing to accomplish the mission 
effectively. As an example, a 2014 report 
by the American Bar Association and 
RubinBrown LLP found the number of 
hours public defenders in the Missouri 
Public Defender System were able to spend 
on each case fell short of ABA minimal 
standards for adequate representation.5 
Since that report was issued, some public 
defenders in Missouri have begun declining 
new cases.6 Missions that are not clearly 
defined are more difficult to accomplish 
effectively, especially when actors within 

the agency or outside of it evaluate the 
agency’s activities based on a different 
mission definition than the definition 
given to the government lawyer. In some 
cases, micromanagement or unnecessary 
interference with work performed by 
agency staff may decrease effectiveness, 
while in other cases, lack of guidance or 
instruction may be the primary culprit.

Also implicit in this question is 
whether the government lawyer has taken 
reasonable measures available to him 
or her to correct or alleviate the causes 
of ineffectiveness. If the cause is lack of 
resources, as in the Missouri example 
above, attempting to reduce workload 
and improve effectiveness by declining 
new cases is one possible option. Only 
if reasonable efforts have been tried and 
failed, or are unavailable in the first place, 
should the government lawyer feel it 
necessary to resign or leave the agency.

Can you perform your work 
ethically/morally?

Although answering any of these 
questions requires some subjective 
judgment on the part of the government 
lawyer, this second question may be the 
most open to reasonable disagreement. 
Performing work effectively can often be 
measurable or subject to standards in a 
way that ethical or moral conduct may not. 
Similarly, individual concepts of morality 
may vary more widely than concepts of 
effectiveness of mission. Nevertheless, the 
scope of this question is not unbounded 
nor free of definition and context.

As an initial point, government lawyers 
are bound by the Rules of Professional 
Conduct for their state of licensure, just 
as any other lawyer is.7 Federal law also 
provides that Department of Justice 
attorneys are subject to state and local 
rules in any state in which the attorney 
performs official duties, to the same extent 
as lawyers in that state.8 But performing 
your work ethically and morally must mean 
something beyond merely staying within 
the bounds of the law and the Rules of 
Professional Conduct. Many lawyers pursue 
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public service exactly to seek work with a 
higher sense of purpose and responsibility, 
to work on behalf of the people as a whole, 
rather than private clients.

With that in mind, it may be helpful 
to think of this question as a way of 
asking, “Can you sleep comfortably at 
night?” Different individuals in different 
circumstances will of course have different 
answers for that question. If elected 
leadership tolerates or encourages acts that 
an individual attorney views as unethical 
or improper, some factors to consider 
might be how serious the ethical breach is, 
how personally involved the attorney is, 
and how much the breach affects the rest 
of the attorney’s work. Unethical conduct 
by office leadership that affects a single 
case or situation may be easier to justify 
or forgive than a continuing pattern or 
practice. For example, if an attorney was 
concerned about particular decisions made 
regarding executive clemency in Illinois, 
that attorney’s work is more likely to be 
negatively affected if the attorney directly 
advises Prisoner Review Board members 
on recommendations for clemency than if 
the attorney processes FOIA requests for 
the Board.9

The amount of discretion built into the 
lawyer’s role (or the elected leadership’s 
role) may also play a significant part. A 
county State’s Attorney has an enormous 
amount of discretion when deciding 
which cases to prosecute, but he or she 
may choose not to delegate that discretion 
to subordinates. At the federal level, 
the discretion available to individual 
United States Attorneys for many types 
of administrative decisions is limited by 
the Attorney General through the U.S. 
Attorneys’ Manual10 and other guidance 
documents. At other agencies, such as the 
Social Security Administration, payment 
or non-payment of benefits to a category 
of beneficiaries such as incarcerated 
individuals may be prohibited by statute,11 
thereby leaving no discretion in the 
hands of the agency. In the author’s view, 
decisions which are exercises of discretion 
will generally have heavier moral or ethical 
implications than decisions which are 
mandated by law, but this is a point on 
which reasonable readers may disagree.

Can you speak the truth?
Finally, the third question addresses 

the ability to be honest in our work. 
Formulation and implementation of 
public policy requires reliable and truthful 
information to function effectively. 
Otherwise, the likelihood of public policy 
achieving its stated goals efficiently or 
accurately informing the public of the 
effects of public policy is impaired.12 
Much like the second question, the 
requirements of the law and the Rules of 
Professional Conduct must be merely a 
starting place. It may be helpful to look at 
our responsibilities to speak the truth in 
both an internal context (speaking to our 
coworkers, supervisors, and agency heads) 
and an external context (speaking to other 
agencies, courts, and the public).

Internally, candor and honesty allow 
the agency’s work to be thoroughly 
vetted before it is exposed to outside 
criticism. In preparing for an appellate 
argument, for example, many of us may 
engage in a moot argument to allow our 
colleagues to help identify weak points in 
the agency’s brief and strategize the best 
response. Both the federal13 and Illinois 
Freedom of Information Acts14 recognize 
the importance of honest opinions 
and recommendations by providing a 
“deliberative process” exception to public 
disclosure requirements. These functions 
tend to break down when leaders imply by 
word or action that they only want positive 
feedback, or information supporting only 
one side of a debated issue. An attorney 
who asks his questioners at a moot 
argument to only ask friendly questions is 
missing the point of the exercise.

The importance of internal honesty 
can be seen in a variety of formal rules 
designed to protect employees from 
adverse consequences when they speak 
with candor. For example, federal ethics 
regulations protect employees from 
disciplinary action if the employee seeks 
ethics advice from an agency ethics official, 
discloses all relevant circumstances to 
the ethics official in seeking the advice, 
and acts on the ethics official’s advice in 
good faith.15 This rule encourages both 
honesty and proactive disclosure by 
employees. Similarly, federal Inspectors 
General are required to keep the identity 

of complaining employees confidential 
under most circumstances.16 Of course, 
the existence of these formal rules (and 
the difficulties faced by watchdog agencies 
more generally) also demonstrates that 
candor and honesty are not always valued 
highly in government service.

Externally, the obligation of candor 
and honesty has different contours; 
information, recommendations, and 
analyses that are shared openly and freely 
within an agency may be protected from 
public disclosure, or outright prohibited. 
Nevertheless, an agency attorney has 
an obligation not to make material 
misrepresentations when speaking on 
behalf of the agency.17 Agency attorneys 
also have an obligation to act consistent 
with agency policy when speaking in their 
official capacity. When agency management 
is hostile toward being truthful to the 
public or other outside sources, it may 
create tension between these obligations.

Conclusion
As in most matters of conscience, broad 

rules and guidance can only go so far. One 
of the chief virtues of Mr. Shaub’s three 
questions may in fact be their open-ended 
nature and simplicity of the structure; if this 
is so, the expansion and discussion above 
may obfuscate more than clarify the core 
dilemma. Nor are these three questions the 
only possible approach to evaluating one’s 
ability to continue in public service. Ideally, 
elected leadership and career civil service 
work as interlocking gears, each with 
different functions but working toward the 
same overall goal and the efforts of one 
complementing the other. When that ideal 
is not achieved, we each have an individual 
responsibility toward the public we serve 
to act in a manner consistent with our 
standards for integrity and our obligations 
to elected leadership and to the public, in 
order to bring the components back into 
harmony with each other. Regardless of 
how we reach our decisions, the choice to 
stay and continue the work, or to depart 
public service and pursue other routes, will 
almost always be a difficult one. 
__________

About Mr. Orlowicz: General Attorney, United 
States Railroad Retirement Board, Office of 
General Counsel. 
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16. Inspector General Act of 1978, 5 U.S.C. 

app. 3, § 7(b).
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Conduct of 2010.

The Illinois Supreme Court, in 
Better Government Association v. Illinois 
High School Association, et al., 2017 IL 
121124, determined that the Illinois High 
School Association (the IHSA) was not a 
“public body” as defined by the Freedom 
Information Act (FOIA or the Act), 5 ILCS 
140/2 (West 2014).

Background
The Better Government Association 

(the BGA) submitted a FOIA request to the 
IHSA in 2014 seeking various records of 
the IHSA for the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 
fiscal years. The BGA requested copies 
of contracts from the IHSA involving 
contractors such as Nike and Gatorade. 
The IHSA refused to produce any records, 
claiming it is a not-for-profit charitable 
organization, and thus, not subject to the 
provisions of FOIA.

The BGA then requested the same 
records from School District 230 (District 
230), which is a member of the IHSA. 
School District 230 responded that it did 
not have any responsive documents and 

that the records were not subject to FOIA. 
The BGA then filed suit in the Circuit 
Court of Cook County, which court 
ultimately held that the IHSA was not 
a public body and that District 230 had 
no duty to obtain and disclose the IHSA 
records. The Appellate Court affirmed the 
Circuit Court. 2016 IL App. (1st) 151356.

The Facts
The IHSA is a private, not-for-profit, 

unincorporated association. Over 800 
high schools in Illinois are members. The 
IHSA establishes bylaws and rules for 
sports competitions and enforces its rules. 
The IHSA also sponsors and coordinates 
tournaments in sports in which member 
schools choose to participate. ¶3.

The IHSA is governed by a 10 member 
board. Each board member is a principal 
of a member school. ¶5. The IHSA 
employs an Executive Director and staff. 
¶7. Its revenue comes from events it runs 
and from sponsorships it receives. ¶12. 
The employees of IHSA are not public 
employees, not paid from public funds 

and not subject to government pension or 
insurance programs. ¶14.

After the IHSA refused to produce any 
records, the BGA sued District 230 to get 
the same records that had been requested of 
the IHSA, claiming that the IHSA performs 
governmental functions for District 230. 
¶9. District 230 moved to dismiss the 
claim, arguing that the records sought were 
not “public records” of the District and 
not related to any claimed governmental 
functions the IHSA may perform for 
District 230. ¶15.

The Appellate Court found that IHSA 
did not perform any public, governmental 
function, and the IHSA was not controlled 
by a governmental entity and did not 
receive any public funds. District 230 did 
not have any “public records” as defined by 
FOIA. ¶17.

The Supreme Court’s Analysis
The Court first considered whether 

the IHSA was a “public body” as defined 
by FOIA. The Act defines a “public body.” 
5 ILCS 140/2(a). A plain reading of the 

What constitutes being a “public body” 
subject to the provisions of FOIA – Better 
Government Association v. Illinois High 
School Association, et al. 
BY PATRICK T. DRISCOLL, JR.



6  

The Public Servant ▼   DECEMBER 2017 / VOL 19 / NO. 2

Act shows that the IHSA is not one of the 
specifically named bodies of state or local 
government. ¶23.

The Court next had to determine if 
the IHSA was a “subsidiary” body of a 
governmental unit. The Act provides that 
“committees and subcommittees” of a 
public body are within the control of a 
public body and thus subordinate to that 
public body. ¶23.

FOIA requires that each organization’s 
argument must be reviewed on a case 
by case basis. ¶24. The Court looked to 
the Open Meetings Act (OMA) (5 ILCS 
120/1.02 West 2014) for guidance on what 
constitutes a public body and determined 
that there was no reason to distinguish 
between FOIA and OMA to determine 
whether the IHSA was a “subsidiary” body 
under FOIA. ¶25. 

The BGA also claimed that federal civil 
rights legislation, 42 USC §1983, allows 
private entities to enforce rights against 
defendants who act under color of state 
law. ¶27. The BGA’s argument was not 
persuasive. The Court refused to expand 
the definition of a subsidiary body to an 
organization that was a state actor for 
purposes of §1983. ¶31.

The BGA also argued that the IHSA 
was a “local public entity” for purposes 
of the Tort Immunity Act. The Court 
determined that to have tort immunity, the 
not-for-profit organization must be subject 
to operational control by the unit of local 
government. ¶32. IHSA is not a “local 
public entity” under the Tort Immunity 
Act. ¶33.

The Court reviewed the organizational 
structure of the IHSA noting the following: 
(1) it has had a separate legal existence 
for over 100 years, (2) it is a voluntary 
unincorporated association that can sue or 
be sued, and (3) it has its own constitution 
and board of directors. ¶37. The IHSA was 
not created by any public body and is not 
part of or housed within a public body. ¶38.

The degree of any governmental control 
over the IHSA was discussed by the Court. 
The IHSA board is not controlled by any 
government, including any school districts. 
Membership in the IHSA by school 
districts is not mandatory. ¶40. No actions 
taken by the IHSA board need approval 

by any unit of government. ¶41. The IHSA 
employees and executive director are not 
government employees and are not paid 
from government funds and are not part 
of government retirement or insurance 
programs. ¶43.

The IHSA does not receive any direct 
government funding and does not charge 
any dues from its member schools. ¶49. 
Any revenue it generates coms from its 
own organizational efforts. ¶53. The Circuit 
Court of Cook County properly found that 
the IHSA is not a public body as defined by 
FOIA. ¶55.

The BGA also claimed that District 
230 had a duty to disclose the requested 
records of the IHSA because the IHSA 
performed as a governmental function for 
District 230, which is a public body defined 
by FOIA. ¶59. Sec. 7(2) of FOIA prohibits 
public bodies from avoiding disclosure by 

delegating by contract, responsibilities to a 
private entity. ¶62.

District 230’s responsibilities are 
governed by the School Code. 10 5 ILCS 
5/1-1 et seq. (West 2014). Governing 
and coordinating athletic competitions 
is not a statutory requirement of District 
230. While District 230 can form or join 
associations, such as the IHSA, the IHSA 
is not acting on behalf of District 230 and 
does not perform any of the District’s 
responsibilities. District 230 did not 
delegate any of its statutory functions to the 
IHSA. ¶64.

Conclusion
Because the IHSA did not contract to 

perform any governmental function on 
behalf of District 230, it is not a public bod 
as defined by FOIA, and the requested 
records of the District are not public 
records under FOIA. 

At the Heart of the ISBA 
SUPPORT THE ILLINOIS BAR FOUNDATION

Contributions from ISBA members are vital  
to the success of the IBF’s programs. 

Access to Justice Grants

Warren Lupel Lawyers Care Fund

Post- Graduate Fellowship Program

More than $400,000 has been given to support these  
important programs, this year.  Every dollar you  

contribute makes an impact in the lives of those in need. 

Please consider making a donation to the IBF to improve statewide access to justice. 

ILLINOIS BAR FOUNDATION
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January
Tuesday, 01-09-18 Webinar—Fight the 

Paper. Practice Toolbox Series. 12:00-1:00 
PM.

Wednesday, 01-10-18 – LIVE 
Webcast—On My Own: Starting Your Solo 
Practice as a Female Attorney. Presented by 
WATL. 12-2 PM.

Thursday, 01-11-18 – ISBA Chicago 
Regional Office—Six Months to GDPR 
– Ready or Not? Presented by Intellectual 
Property. 8:45 AM – 12:30 PM.

Friday, 01-12-18, Chicago, ISBA 
Regional Office—How to Handle a 
Construction Case Mediation. Presented 
by the Construction Law Section, co-
sponsored by the Alternative Dispute 
Resolution Section. 8:30 am – 5:00 pm.

Friday, 01-12-18, Chicago, Live 
Webcast—How to Handle a Construction 
Case Mediation. Presented by the 
Construction Law Section, co-sponsored 
by the Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Section. 8:30 am – 5:00 pm.

Tuesday, 01-16-18 – LIVE Webcast—
Proper Pleadings: Complaints, Answers, 
Affirmative Defenses, Motions for a More 
Definite Statement, Motions to Strike, and 
Motions for Judgement on the Pleadings. 
Presented by Labor and Employment. 1:30-
3 PM.

Wednesday, 01-17-18 – LIVE 
Webcast—Clearing the Skies: How to Fly 
with the Mandatory Initial Pilot Program. 
Presented by Intellectual Property. 12-1 
PM.

Thursday, 01-18-18 – ISBA Chicago 
Regional Office—Closely Held Business 
Owner Separations, Marital and Non-
Marital. Presented by Business and 
Securities. 9AM - 12:30 PM.

Tuesday, 01-23-18 Webinar—Before 
the Technology Buy, Understand the Why. 
Practice Toolbox Series. 12:00-1:00 PM.

Thursday, 01-25-18 – ISBA Chicago 
Regional Office—Starting Your Law 
Practice. Presented by General Practice. 
8:50 AM – 4:45 PM.

Tuesday, 01-30-18 LIVE Webcast—
Concerted Activity in the Age of Social 
Media and Online Systems: Employee 
Rights, Employer Pitfalls, Remedies 
and Penalties. Presented by Labor and 
Employment. 2-4 PM.

Wednesday, 01-31-18 ISBA Chicago 
Regional Office—Recent Developments in 
State and Local Taxation - Explosive Issues 
and the Steady Drip, Drip, Drips. Presented 
by SALT. 9AM – 1PM.

Wednesday, 01-31-18 LIVE Webcast—
Recent Developments in State and Local 
Taxation - Explosive Issues and the Steady 
Drip, Drip, Drips. Presented by SALT. 9AM 
– 1PM.

Wednesday, 01-31-18 ISBA Chicago 
Regional Office—Recent Developments in 
State and Local Taxation - Explosive Issues 
and the Steady Drip, Drip, Drips. Presented 
by SALT. 9AM – 1PM.

Wednesday, 01-31-18 LIVE Webcast—
Recent Developments in State and Local 
Taxation - Explosive Issues and the Steady 
Drip, Drip, Drips. Presented by SALT. 9AM 
– 1PM.

February
Thursday, 02-01-18 – LIVE 

Webcast—Storm Water Regulation 
Under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES). Presented by 
Environmental Law. 11AM – 12PM.

Thursday, 02-01-18 – LIVE Webcast—
The Clean Water Act and the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Permit Program. Presented by 
Business Advice and Financial Planning. 
1:30PM – 2:30PM.

Friday, 02-02-18 – Normal, IL—
Hot Topics in Agriculture Law – 2018. 
Presented by Agriculture Law. All-day.

Friday, 02-02-18 – ISBA Chicago 
Regional Office—2018 Federal Tax 
Conference. Presented by Federal tax. All 
Day.

Friday, 02-02-18 – LIVE 
Webcast—2018 Federal Tax Conference. 
Presented by Federal tax. All Day.

Feb 6 - June 26—Fred Lane’s ISBA Trial 
Technique Institute.

Wednesday, 02-07-18 – Webinar—
TITLE INSURANCE 101: HOW 
TO HANDLE COMMON TITLE 
INSURANCE AND COVERAGE ISSUES 
IN RESIDENTIAL REAL ESTATE 
TRANSACTIONS—A Primer for New 
Attorneys and Those ‘New’ to Real Estate 
Law Practice. Presented by Real Estate. 
Time: 2-3 PM.

Friday, 02-09-18 – SIU Carbondale—
Central and Southern Illinois Animal Law 
Conference. Presented by Animal Law. 
8:00AM to 5:30PM.

Monday, 02-12 to Friday, 02-16— 
ISBA Chicago Regional Office—40 Hour 
Mediation/Arbitration Training. Master 
Series, presented by the ISBA—WILL NOT 
BE ARCHIVED. 8:30 -5:45 daily. 

Tuesday, 02-13-18 Webinar—Cloud 
Services. Practice Toolbox Series. 12:00-
1:00 PM. 

Upcoming CLE programs
TO REGISTER, GO TO WWW.ISBA.ORG/CLE OR CALL THE ISBA REGISTRAR AT 800-252-8908 OR 217-525-1760.
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Order Your 2018 ISBA  
Attorney’s Daily Diary TODAY!

It’s still the essential timekeeping tool for every  
lawyer’s desk and as user-friendly as ever.

The 2018 ISBA Attorney’s Daily Diary

ORDER NOW!
Order online at  

https://www.isba.org/store/merchandise/dailydiary 
or by calling Janet at 800-252-8908.

The ISBA Daily Diary is an attractive book, 
with a sturdy, flexible sewn binding, ribbon marker,  

and rich, dark green cover.

Order today for $30.00 (Plus $5.94 for tax and shipping)

s always, the 2018 Attorney’s Daily Diary is useful and user-friendly. 

It’s as elegant and handy as ever, with a sturdy but flexible binding that 
allows your Diary to lie flat easily.

The Diary is especially prepared for Illinois lawyers and as always, allows you 
to keep accurate records of appointments and billable hours. It also contains 
information about Illinois courts, the Illinois State Bar Association, and other 
useful data.

s always, the 2018 Attorney’s Daily Diary is useful and user-friendly. 

It’s as elegant and handy as ever, with a sturdy but flexible binding that 
allows your Diary to lie flat easily.A

Order today for $30.00
JANUARY

1
MONDAY
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