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that I think deserve particular attention. One is the re-
| ~
search institute 'on legal assistance, and the director is

T I
here. You might like to hear about his plans.

And the other is admifdistrative expenses generally,
and Nelson Rios 1is here to talk about those, if that meets
With your approval.

Alan, why don't you come on up and talk a little
about your plans with the research institute.

MR. CRAMTON: Alan Houseman of the corporation
staff.

MR, HOUSEMAN: The institute is beginning to set
its vriorities, and that process involves first, publicizing
the institute widely within legal services, within the pri-
vate bar, and the academic communityv; secondly, surveying
the type of research which has been already undertaken in
the past within legal services or within other research en-
tities that focus on legal services to the poor; and getting
and surveying and having an understanding of the kind of
plans which those research entities have for the next counle
of years.

That's done to make sure that whatever is done by
the institute does not duplicate work that's already begun,
and we can build and supplement what's already begun.

Finally, we are affirmatively seeking out and dis-

cussing with experts in the substantive novertvy law areas
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being reasonable -- hoth get from the Congress and assure
the Congress that you can use responsibly?"

MR. BROUGHTON: What -- do you have a specific
figure? In other words, as I understand it, your point 1is
that the corporation should go for a much greater demand than
what is set forth in the discussion of the budget.

MR. VENEY: I believe the corporation and its staff
have demonstrated our capability for using money well. I
think that your staff could program exvansion at a higher
level. I don't want to fix a €figure to that, but I think
we may not be looking at your real capability, and I think
Sam Thurman indicated earlier that this budget was prepared
without a look at the new volitical realities.

With -- and I'm not criticizing it. I'm just
making that point. It may very well be that your staff,

given your approval, could look at a higher projection of

dollars which would enable you to begin the coverage of the
15 million people in your own statistics at a much more
rapid level.

MR. MONTEJANO: That is a valid point, and I think
at least some of us have shared the opinion that -- T know
that to me the actual needs of our clientele, that it would
take a greater sum of money than what we presently project
in our budgets. And we talked about various figures.

I guess the two major arguments against that were
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I noticed in the minutes -- I was unavoidably absent last
meeting, and I n?ticed in the minutes you voted no on the
resolution for investmént. Could you tell me briefly why you
voted no? |
MR. KUTAK: I thought Sam was arguing my case just
a few minutes ago, and I smiled when I heard it. I believe

that with -- if you recall, the resolution provides that

ninety percent of the appropriated funds shall be invested

in government guarantees, and that up to ten percent may be
invested in other funds. And it was my argument that since
these were tax-payer moneys, and not ours, that we should not
invest any of our funds in anything except government guaran-
tees.

It's just like a trust fund, in my way of thinking,
on that, Glee, that we should not authorize our investors to
put them in anything that is not fully backed by government
commitment, federal-government-backed security.

Now, that doesn't mean that they will. Tt only

means that the investment committee can instruct its invest-i
ment counsel to, and I just thought that since I disagreed |
with that in using it, if it were my client's fund, I didn't%
want to -- I felt the same way with these funds, which I
feel in a sense are likewise quasi client funds.

I was overridden, as you see, by an overwhelming --

MR. STHOPHEL: It was a close vote.
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being a good idea, or how it would be dealt with for what it
is. We ought first -- the board ought to do that, and a
plan and proposal submitted.

But if it is, I don't quite see why it shouldn't
have a claim on the -- on what I view as the total tax-payer
dollars, whatever that amount is, including the interest
that --

MR. EHRLICH: I think it does, and we just -- it is
true that the comparison unfortunately to other employees'
pay from public funds, legal services lawyers are paid far
less and far too little.

I think we're really talking about a matter of pre-
sentation --

MR. CRAMTON: Yeah.

MR. EHRLICH: -- to the Congress. No question it'ﬁ
going to be in the budget, stated in the budget. It's just
a question of how it's presented.

Our own judgment was that it would he more persua-
sively presented by going through the process that we went
through for the last several hours and then articulating,
"Here are the ways we're going to use for high priority --
other high priority matters, for an estimated 4.2 million,
with the realization that that's only an estimate., It can't
be a certainty."

MR. CRAMTON: Isn't there a danger that you then




w

1
53

.54
A

206

spend money on things which in a sense have a lower priority
because you make an advance commitment of how you're going to
spend the interest money? Congress cuts you down, you get
the interest money, but you feel bound to spend it on what
you said you were going to spend it on anyway, even though
you'd like to -- other things really have higher priorities
that --

MR. EHRLICH: Well T would hope, and I thought it
was a general -- basis of our general discussion with the
committee before, that we would work out a working hypothesis
of this how the money would be used, hased on the budget that
we're proposing. Assuming that the budget were cut the com-
mittee has to again review all aspects of the budget, includ-
ing this aspect.

And in fact, we wouldn't expect to utilize those
funds until the actual amount the Congress appropriated was
made clear. I don't think we would -- unless the committee
chose otherwise -- want to do it except when the total budget
is made clear, but we do have to go to the Congress with a
statement of what we will do with approximately 4.2 million
in addition to 178. That's why we need it at this point,
but we wouldn't --

That would all be subject to further committee and
board review based on the actual figure.

MR, STOPHEL: I guess we could say if you'll give
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priority items, and we would -- because they are unlike other
items in the budget. These are the only ones that don't
build in continued obligations. If we fund a new program, or
if we fund an existing program, we are obligated next year

to do the same thing, or to go through the hearing nrocess

and cut it down on an across-the-hoard fashion.

These are different in that sense, and that's why
they have been isolated.

None of these items build up the continuing re-
quirement.

MR. CRAMTON: Really, don't they? Once you start
an annuity program you're going to be --

MR. STOPHEL: Well, we would have to go to one-
year grants, and I agree. I don't think the annuity fits
theccriterion. I think that capital needs would fit the
criterion, and it's a logical extension if we wanted to have
a section of our budget for canital needs of programs,k be-
cause typically we're not doing much of that.

MR. EHRLICH: The notion was using the income into
a fund, an annuity fund, and that would build up. TIn other
words, an annuity endowment. And therefore, you could vary
the amount going into the endowment year by year.

MR. THURMAN: T wouldn't want to go into an annuity

program that got varied by each year.

MR. EHRLICH: The amount of new money going into




























































