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clients on this Board.
That 1s a little presumptious, if the Senate cannof
get it through then, it is up to the President to appolnt

whom he chooses.

MR. EHRLICH: The point is illustrated by Number
Three in that, yes, clients ought to be involved 1in the
decisioﬁ’making processes -- without saying that clients ough
to. be oﬁ”the Board as é‘matter of statute. i

There is some feeling among some people, although
I do not feel 1t, that the statute ought not to contain
requirements for composition of the Board, but rather 1t
ought to be up to the President.

Some would say that we would urge and hope and
so forth, but not require.

It seems to me that this does not say how they woul
be represented or the character of representation. It 1s
not like recommendatiom number five of the substantive pro=
vision.

It seems to me that it is always very consistent
to adopt this, but to say, if it is your judgement, "No, to
number five'.

I hope, however, that 1s not your judgement.

MR. KUTAK: Tom, that is exactly how I come out.

I would not think it is a good policy to tie the hands of

the President with respeet to which categories he must ¢hoo 3¢

Ld
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from and yet I would think that the philosophy of having
representation on the Board makes as much sense here as 1t
does wilth the programs.

But, I, too, would draw the distinction that Tom
has done.

MR. CRAMTON: I, too, have some problems with the
guldelines, apart from specific changes.

I guess Glenn Stophel has suggested some of the
reasons on Item Three.

For example, it 1s not clear to me that guildeline

number four might not be construed, not only as clearly

favorling the repeal of the Green amendment, but also favoring

a repeal of the Perkins'!' amendment, because that 1s a res-
triction on the flexibility of hiring practices of firms.

It is not clear to me that Guldeline Two does not
apply to the statutory provisions, having to do with 1lass
sults and procedures on appeals and the like.

In other words, they are so vague but capable of
being construed one way or the other on virtually anything.
I would rather talk about this.

What about the class suit provision? Should that
or should that not be changed?

What about the cllient representatlion on the Board
as a limitation on Presldential appointive authority?

MR. EHRLICH: Our problem is that we cannot deal
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MR. EHRLICH: I would have to say that if the Board
had not acted on provision "x" and tell them iIf they had.

MR. BROUGHTON: Where does that leave somebody
who asks what does this mean to you?

Would you say the response would be that he does
not know because the Board has not sald so?

MR. EHRLICH: We would say, "Here 1s the general
approach that the Board outlined and adopted in terms of
considering it, but did not and were not able to deal with
all conceivable parts of the plece of legilislation.”.

If we know it 1n advance, we can bring 1t before
you and you can act or not act, but that 1s not to make a
Judgement.

But at least there is some general approach that

you give to the Congress. You do not Just simply put 1t

out.

MR. BROUGHTON: Why is 1t necessary to have any

other guldeline besides number one? !
MR. KUTAK: Mel, I guess we could carry on without‘

them. I say that in candor. But I thought 1t would be :
|

Congress, but committees that would be considering legis- E
lation.

|
|
I frankly do envision that Judy and I will be '
|
!
{

working closely together and that as the bill is introduced
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that our Board willl be able to give an opinion or at least
specifically consider and decide whether we want to give an
opinion.

We will not have the situation where bills are
introduced and we stand mute, so to speak.

T hope that as every bill affecting our Corporatiocn

the Board and you will have an opportunity to speak.

Therefore, in my mind during the time that bills
are being fashioned and conversation 1s being given on the
subject, there 1s some broad articulation of a philosophy
for us 8o that we can say to the Board or the worild, "Here
is how we feel.".

But do not translate this into a policy position
with respect to any particular act,

MR. STOPHEL: You cannot put five and six in there,
Bob. There is no way that you can say that five and six
do not specifically relate to specific clauses in the Act

relative to actlions of staff attorneys.

Purther, I think that four and five are probably
gt variance with one another if you say that the Corporation

should have maximum flexibility to carry out the basic pur-

poses and yet five could be interpreted that we are in favor |

|
of removing from ourselves the power to place any restrictlons
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on the activities of attorneys other than the applicable

code.

MR.  EHRLICH: Again, the point was -- and I do
think now that it is very important to have some set of
guidellnes -- one can say that the restrictions that are
now in the Aet are necessary to maintain public confidence
and independence of the program.

That is why they were put there. That was the
argument proposed and I think for some 1t was wrong and
some 1t was right.

That was the area where the argument was placed.

We certainly would not say, therefore, "Go and
take 'x' out of the Act.".

I will, however, say that is the approach that
we thought we ought to follow. One could say for any of
these there are offsetting considerations, "Yes, that 1s "=
true, but..",

You would take into account a certain factor,
such as 1t 1s politically too volatile or you will lose an
appropriation and not doeit.

All this 1s saying 1s that here 1s a set of
approaches and a way to go.

MR. KUTAK: It sets a tone, which I was hopeful
about. It is a tone of positism and a tone of affirmatism.

It will at least create the right ambiance, if you will, so
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if people are looking at amendments, they would be encouraged
to think as positively about it rather than as negatively.
I was hopeful it would accomplish that purpose.
Maybe they are so general that they will not work. Maybe
they are so vague that somebody would go on and ignore them.
But to the degree they serve some value, I was
hopeful that it would create the right tone for any kind

of amendments Or changes that would be proposed for the

it

Act.

MR. STOPHEL: I support the technlcal amendments.
Frankly I have had an apportunity to review them, and I know
what they say. :

After I have this, I d9 not have the Act to review
it side by side, which to me is essential to act on things.

Therefore, I would not want to act on the gulde-
lines at this pqgint or on the substantive amendment. The
technical amendments make sense to me and I think your
position can be moved forward and say, "Yes, these are

obvious changes that we should perhaps even propose rather

than walting for someone else to ask us about.”.

MR. KUTAK: Okay. I certaln would not like to
have that classic story by a vote of seven to six the vote
of the Board wishes you a speedy recovery.

I would certalnly hcope that by a vote of four to

three that we do not adopt these guldelines.
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MR. BROUGHTON: The Chairman breaking the tie?

MS. RIGGS: The whole concept of these guidelines
and what underlies them 1s that there are fundamental
things that the Board thinks really go to the effectilve
delivery of quality legal services apart from any partisan
political conslderation where clients have full access to
services and legal services lawyers can best represent their

clients without undue restriction.

I think that you are right that issues like princip

number 2 -—- with a restriction on the segregation -- and
perhaps the principles involved are conslstent and looking
at that provision in térms of this principle, you might say
that these terms are based on that provision.

It does not mean that you might -- 1t seemed to
us very useful to Congress to have a set of principles by
which they could look at these sets of questions.

Here 1s what we would do if we had full access to
legal services clients and here 1s a restriction.

So we would set them next to each other and look
at them.

There might be other extra restrictions and we
would have to make a judgement about approving or disapprovi
the provision, but really these are fundamental principles

by which the Congress should be guided, and which we belileve

i

|
all to be basic considerations with these kinds of questlons.

|
|
|
|
|
|
i

le

|
ke
|
|
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This 1is not to say that because of this principle
you are necessarily locked into support or opposition to
speciflc things all the way down the llne because there
might be offsetting considerations.

MR. STOPHEL: Judy, let us suppose that this were
interpreted to say that the Board went on record to removing
all restrictions by the kinds of cases -- which number two
goes to --

MS., RIGGS: It goes to more than that.

MR. STOPHEL: Yes, it does, but primarily the
kinds of cases that can be accepted. How could I, as a
Board member, say that he should have the same rights to
advice and representation as all other persons -- how could
I apply anything as a higher prlority?

How could I say, as a Boﬁfd member -- how could
I vote not to give him that right?

Let us suppose it came up fo a vote of this Board
of should we remove that restriction. Let us suppose the
statutory imposltiac or restriction were removed and then 1t
i1s put to us instead of Congress as to whether our funds
should be devoted to that -- which has been my argument all
along -- that there are certaln priorities that need to be
handled out there first and then we can take care of the
other things.

I do not think we are at that point, yet. I do
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This 1s not to say that because of this principle

you are necessarlly locked lnto support or oppositlon to
specifilc things all the way down the line because there
might be offsetting conslderations.

MR. STOPHEL: Judy, let us suppose that this were
interpreted to say that the Board went on record to removing
all restrictions by the kinds of cases -- which number two
goes to -~

MS. RIGGS: It goes to more than that.

MR. STOPHEL: Yes, 1t does, but primarily the
kinds of cases that can be accepted. How could I, as a
Board member, say that he should have the same rights to
advice and representation as all other persons -- how could
I apply anything as a higher prilority?

How could I say, as a Boéfd member -- how could
I vote not to give him that right?

Let us suppose it came up to a vote of thls Board
of should we remove that restriction. Let us suppose the
statutory lmposltim or restriction were removed and then 1t
1s put to us instead of Congress as to whether our funds
should be devoted to that -- which has been my argument all
along -- that there are certain prlorities that need to be
handled out there first and then we can take care of the
other things.

I do not think we are at that point, yet. I do
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At least they were not .designed that waj and we would affirm?—
tively tell the Congress as I think we should that they were
not designed to do that, but rather it 1s to give an overall
approach and as Bob sald, to glve a tone.

So, we woui&vﬁake your caveat clear in the preéen-
tatlion.

MR. BROUGHTON: But even so, would that still not
require you to go around a do a lot of explaining as to
what these mean or do not mean as far as whether the Board
acted or did not act?

I think really you would have a lot of problems.

MR. EHRLICH: 1In the first place, we have to do
that anyway.

MR. CRAMTON: I have asomewhat of a feeling p\‘.‘rat:'m‘--'J
ally that this is an srea which 1t is easler to get the
generalization after you have talked and decided on the
specifics and the concrete.

If you talk about a whele series of amendments
and decide that ceptain_amendments would be desirable in
terms of eliminating r;;trictions, that might be relativel&
easy at that point to decide on an apﬁfopriate generalizat-

ion that would be consistent with that and also to deal

with other nuances of language or possible changes that

might be suggested, but if you start with the princlples

first where they seem to carry duplications about what
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gspecifies they incorporate, and yet —-

MR. EHRLICH: Rudy will not be here tomorrow.

MR. KUTAK: Mr. Chairman, I am in a quandry. I
know that 1f you or others had the chance to embroider upon
these, perhaps we could get the consensus that 1s important
and serve the end that we need.

I Wwould rather not lose my cause by pressing my
vote. I think that with your permission perhaps what we
ought to do between now-and the next Board meeting 1s to
come back and look at these things a little more carefully
and see 1f we can satisfy some of the problems.

MR. EHRLICH: At least to recognize the timing
issue because we are golng beforethe Committees between now
and the next Board meeting.

MR. KUTAK: I know it and in fact, I was golng to
make a forward reference to that, i1f I could, because there
is another recommendation that I have in mind.

I would rather not go before 1t on a split vote

based on some mis-construction about the interpretation.
Judy, I don't know. We.can certainly operate because the
most important thing i1s that if we have an amendment or a
bill, we must -- that 1is too strong -- we ought to take a
positbn on legislation.

My charge and my pledge to you would be that if

we have a bill, we ought to come back and argue 1ts merits
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and take actlion on that and get a speedy response.

MR. BROUGHTON: I agree with that.

MR. STQPHEL: I do, too.

MR. BROUGHTON: I believe that I would be willing
to come into a session in advance of the March 25 meeting,
which 8 our next regularly scheduled meeting, depending on
the feeling cof our committee chairman and Judy, as to what
the particular issue may be.

MR, KUTAK: I want to come back to the point #bﬁut
that procedure so that I can assure you and our community at
large that we are not going to be derelict with respect to
response to bills.

Maybe the thing to do would be to pull back and
reyiew these guldelines and see 1f we can't work out some
thing else.

MR. CRAMTON: Perhaps we can come back to them
after we have talked about the specifics, because perhaps
they may be more agreement -- 1f there 1s ever agreement on
specifics, then 1t 1is possible that we could agree on
generalities.

MR. BROUGHTON: Are we going to try to meet for
a while iIn the morning?

MR, CRAMTON: I think we wlll have to meet from
9:00 otlock to 10:30 in the morning.

MR. BROUGHTON: 1Is Bob trylng to get away?

I —
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over night we
MR.
of here about
MR.

want, Bob can

resolve 1t tomorrow.

MR.

tomorrow and Mr. Kutak would like to leave tonight, so we

would like to
MR.
MR.

1s willing.

MR,

In your guidelines you mentioned number two and number three
and there are too many "ifs" involved.

If you cannot strongly support client involvement,
even as ambiguous as 1t 1s, where it 1s given on one hand

and taken away on the other, then you should not pass any-

thing.

If you say I can serve as a president of a legal
aid board in my own state and then cannot be accessible to

sit on this board with you, then don't endorse 1t, but don't

259}

KUTAK: Yes.
BROUGHTON: Perhaps tomorrow after we leave it
can determline something.

CRAMTON: It was my determination to be out

6:00 o'clock. !
BROUGHTON: It 1s close to six now. If you

leave 1t over night and perhaps we can somehow
CRAMTON: Mr. Montejano has to leave early
press ahead 1f we could.

SMITH: It 1s five mlnutes to six right now.

CRAMTON: Perhaps we can stay. The reporter

HENAULT: I am Bernle Henault from Vermont.

.

|

put 1t 1in if you are not going to support it, because you aré
|

|
|
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our champions,

Be you appointed by the president or however you
get onto this Board, you are supposea to watch esut for my
rights, my legal rights.

If you say that you are going to restrict it
because of funds, there 1s no fund restriction on any legel
matter., | iy Abaiing

If you cannot, as attorneys say, “We want to re-
present poor people in any case —- any civil case that is -
necessary.” -- then say it.

yi Eﬁ@ don't play with us. Don't play with us. -

‘Don't sdy, "We will let them make some declsions,

You say you want our involvement. I can't be
here tcmbrrow. I st11l1 want to see your action. I would
1like to see your actlons tonight.

You are appointed to-represent and watch out for

+my needs as a client.

Sa do it. Make your dedbion.‘ The most you c¢an
do 1s be wrong. o

MR. STOPEHL: Do you-}eel‘}hat there 1s client
in?olvemen;:;n,the Progrems now?

MR. HENAULT: Yes, éﬁéré‘gg.’ -

MR; STOQHEL: Is therg ciient'invoivement in our

Board meetings? Are they frequently invited to speak? Does

e —
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the PAG and NLADA and Bernle Veeney -- 1s not Bernle Veeney
at every Board meeting?

MR. HENAULT: Bernie Veeney 1s a staff member. I
am sitting here as a client and as one of the reciplents of
your largeness.

MR, STOPEEL: Does he not represent your linterests?

MR. HENAULT: He does, but you heard from clients
today. 7You heard them ;ay, "Push for the maximum.", and ther
you said, "No, you are wrong. We willl push for what we
want.".

You heard from them. So don't take input from then
and from us and reject it. That is what you did. You asked
for our input and then you rejeeted 1it.

What good 1s the ilnput?

MR. STOPHEL: We have had inputs from other areas
and perhaps we rejected all that we had and reached an
agreement somewhere around the mlddle.

MR. HENAULT: That is something other than this.

MR. KUTAK: Mr. Chairman?

MR. CRAMTON: I would ask for order. It 1s my
understanding that Mr. Kutak wants to postpone any discusgion
of this and perhaps go to 1t later, but now go to specifies.

MR. KUTAK: Yes, and to facilitate it, I thought
that the articulation of these guidelines would be helpful,

but in thelr present state, I sense some concern and I
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think 1t may be more propitious at this time to withdraw
the motion, if I may, on comnsent, -- I don't know who seconddd
it -- and move to the technlcal amendments.

I have outlined what they are. Do you have any
queations about that?

MR. STOPHEL: No.

MR. KUTAK: I would move the question; Mr. Chairman.

MR. CRAMTON: I‘ﬁhve ane guestion of the General
Counsel on the Technleal Amenﬁment NQ; 1. .

Should it not also ingiude a proviéiéh that the

program should recover assigned counsel fees bachuse these

'ng'.“émm: I do not think 1t i3 nectssary.

MR. CRAMTﬁN: Would oﬁr regulations\cover‘thatfl

Ms. DANIEL: Yes.

MR, CRAMTON: Should we not also change it, doing
it in this respect that this would include tribal proceedihg#
as well? .

MS. DANIEL: Yes, I think that is a good 1dea and

we can do that.

MR. CRAMTON: Very well.

MR. KUTAK: By the way, I forgot --

MR. CRAMTON: Are there further comments or
questions about the technical amendements which number five?

MR. KUTAK: PFor the record, I would llke to
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MR. CRAMTON: Our General Counsel has proposed |
three rather than five 1n terms of the years on the last one.

MS. DANIEL: Assuming that GAO glves that to us.

MR. KUTAK: Then I move the previous questbn, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. CRAMTON: Was there a second?

MR. MONTEJANO: Yes.

MR, CRAMTON: Mr. Montejano seconds. The motlion is
on the approval in principle, I think, because although we
have a drafted detalled language, 1t will be the approval
in principle of the flve proposed technical amendments that
are contained in the memorandum.

That includes pages 1 through 4 -- I guess there
are only four technical amendments which represent attachmentf

B of the memorandum,

It 1s pages 1 through 4.

A1l those 1n favor of the motion, please say aye. :

(Ayes.) : 5 i’

MR. CRAMTON: Those opposed? |

(No response.)

MR. CRAMTON: The adoption of these technical '

‘aﬁendments 18 unanimously adopted by voice vote. '

Mr. Kutak? ;
|
|
|

MR. KUTAK: Thank you, Mr. Chalrman.
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The final proposal that I make to the Board is

a conslderation of the substant}vg amendment. These do

involve substantial policy conslderations.

They are all fam2liar to us. I can very briefly
recite them to you.

The first substantive amendment recommends that
we do smend section 1006(a)(3), in effect, to remove the
rgstrigtions on providing by grant or contract for research
training or technical assistance inecurring outside activities.

In effect it would be a vitiation of the Green
amendment. ‘

MR. CRAMTON: Can we take these one at a time?

MR. SMITH: Mr. Chalrman, these substantive
amendments involve such serious policy matterg that I do not
think we should tak? them up in a race to get through.

This ought to‘take an hour and a half or two hours
discussion. It 1s impossible to give fair consideration on
a time presaure such as this,

MR. CRAMTON: Is the Board prepared to hold another

early meeting at which these substantive amendments can be |
considered in detall? |
MR, BROUGHTON: Yes.
MR. CRAMTON: And thfn et the close of that, perha#s
we can return to the guidelines and see whether or not the

generalizations emerge from fhe technical amendments and
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substantlve amendments that the Board supports.

MR. STOPHEL: Is 1t the feeling of the Committee
that we propose these as amendments or was it not your
suggestion that we wait until the bllls be proposed, whereby
we can then act and say we approve or disapprove.

MR. CRAMTON: Either one is acceptable. We can
propose them if the Board wants to propose them or we can
take a position on them in the event that they arise.

MR. KUTAK: Let me tell you how I think thils is
golng to occur.

I belleve that some, if not all of the substantive
amendments are going to come up. I should hope on this,
Glenn, that at the time we hold hearlngs or hearings are
held, that we take the opportunity to do more than simply
respond to a line and a page of a bill, but that we really
make an accounting to the Congress to make a state of the
unlion with respect to legal services.

With the experience that we have under our belt,
we can glve the Congress our considered view, not with
respect to thls technical amendment or that technical

amendment, but as to the policlies and philosophles of a

Federally supported legal services program in this country.

have two important functlons. One 1s to achleve a decision

and to produce a result.

I
It would be a very important contributlon. ‘Hearian

|

f

i.

I
1
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The other is to be an educative process and infor-

I

mative process. As has been so clearly made out to us today
and which we clearly know ourselves -— we have a responsi-
bility to express to the country at large and indeed to the
Congress where we stand and where we think the needs and
directions of legal services for the poor are.

I would hope that at some time -- and I think it
will be soon -- that we can do this with the most broad
thinking prospective laid on.

I would like to extrapolate from our annual report,
which 1s moving out and moving up and is a definiticn of

those terms.

That 1is certainly a state of the union message for
legal services.

I would hope that we could use these hearings as
a vehicle for doing so and that we might be able to say to
the Congress, "You are, of course, not only entitled, but

also obligated to make up your minds as to some of these

policy questions, but we think it is timely and propitiocus
as we move forward for you to focus on these issues and to
balance the considerations and see whether or not you need
to continue with the language that we have and with the
constraints, 1f not the restrictions, that were built in

before.".

It 13 something that we ought to do as mueh on the
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national level as we do on a local level.

i
|
|
|
I think that we ought to give the Congress directtjn
and give the Congress a record -- to build for the Congress
a record of the accomplishments of the legal services prograﬁ
and the outlook of the legal services program and our views
with respect to the form and indeed the shape of the legal
services program and it moves forward in the years to come.
Frankly, what we are trying to do here 1s to gain
fpom the Board the directions by which we can selze that
opportunity and I think that we can perform an Important

contribution to the education of the Congress and the country

on the subject.

But I agree with Glee Smith. I do not mean to
hurry you, and I do not mean to put you in a position where
you feel you are.

But this 1s a subject which we should take plenty
of time about.

MR. CRAMTON: Let me pose the dilemma we are 1in
now. Mr. Smith and others feel that at thils late hour after
a busy day, that we should not rush through these important i
matters so that some of us can head home late tonight or

early tomorrow morning.

On the other hand, Mr. Montejano is not golng to

be here tomorrow and if Mr. Kutak were to leave, then we

would be down to six. |
|
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MR. KUTAK: I will stay.
MR. CRAMTON: Very. well. You will stay. We will
have seven and in that qyent;—;
MR. SMITH: Rudy has already gone.

MR. CRAMTON: 'Yes, he has left the Board meeting

MB. S@OPRELr What ather matters are there to ccme

berbve the Board other than tmu R o

MR. CRAMTON : This is 1t except for one other

amall tms# T L

8TOPHEL-' As I undg:stood Glee Smith's commentsi,
I do ﬁat th&nk 1n the morning that he would be prepared in
the morning to nake a ‘vote on this subject any more than I
would. ,

MR. SMITH: I do not know whether I would or not
unless we had & couple of hours discussion. Maybe I would
and maybe I would not, Eut I do not see anything wrong with
having & c;uple of hours discussion 1n the morning and then

we might be prepared to vote or not.

If not, we can také care of it later, but if we

are after a couple of héurs discussion, then fine, but I

|

. |

% o e oA 5 s s s
would think at least twd ‘hours discussion would be needed. |
|

I have several commenta in response to what my
eomnittee ehairman Jusat - stated

I agree with some comméﬁts and some others I do not
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agree with.
But some of my disagreements would voke considerable

response from him.

MR. BRQﬁGTON: Is Rudy already gone?

MR. CRAMION: Yes.

MR. BROUGHTON: I Just wonder this. We have
here seven of us.

MR. KUTAK: I will stay.

MR. BROUGHTON: I hate to suggest that you stay
and I think we all would unless we feel that somethlng could
be accompllshed tomorrow.

I would hate to have you stay over and not accomplish
anything.

MB. CRAMTON: I am no% sure we will accomplish
anything. I think it might be better to schedule a one day
meeting in Washington in about three weeks.

MR. BROUGHTON: That 1s what I am coming to.

MR. STOPHEL: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CRAMTON: Yes, Mr. Stophel? [

MR. STOPHEL: One thought I had was that there migﬁt
be people who would like to speak to the matter here 1n New ;
Orleans that could not get to Washington, and 1f so, there E
ought to be some method for naving them present thelr views 1
and perhaps they could do that 1in writing. g

MR. SMITH: Yes, it 1s on the agenda and they are
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here.

MR. BROUGHTON: Well, I wlll be here.

MR. STOPHEL: For the point of the transcript, I
thought those who would not be here could review the trams-
eript.

I belleve we did that in the case of the Green
amendment problem. We made a transeript because not all
could be present for all the meeting.

We wlll agree that we will not make a decislon
but hear testimony if there are those who want to be heard
on the subject.

MR. CRAMTON: Tomorrow morning?

MR. STOPHEL: Yes, tomorrow morning. However, if
there are those here tonight who would like to be heard
tomorrow morning, perhaés we could make the transcript and
then the Board members Qho are not here tomorrow could have
that furnished to them before our all day session in
Washington.

There may, however, be no one in New Orleans who
wants to be heard at this time.

MR. CRAMTCN: I am goling to suggest that we

adjourn this meeting or end this meeting and try to find a

meeting date in Washington 1in three or four weeks to conside

the legislative proposals.

r

{
|
|

I doubt whether we are going to get much accomplished
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tomorrow with tne logistics that are current.

I think that in the intervening perilod that with
some further thought and reflection, i1t might move forward.

MR. KUTAK: Could we Just take filve mlnutes to get
some reaction -- not a vote? What do my colleagues think
about the idea of in effect initiating a legislative package
for the Congress as well as responding to any legislative
package?

MR. SMITH: That is the point where I dilagree
very strongly. I think that it jeopardizes our opportunity
to get the maximum funding.

I think we involve ourselves in controversy that
will be a direct interference with our primary objection

which 1s to get the maximum funding to do the job that we

are here to do.

Therefore, that 1s one of the points that I think

would involve a lot of débate.

MR. STOPHEL: The only acts that I would support

us taking an initiative 1s to go up to Congress and say,
"Here are the changes that ought to be made 1n our Act.",
or i1f we can conscientiously say that the failure to pass
such an Act hinders our ability to carry out the preamble
of our Act which sets forth what we are to do.

I really frankly do not belileve that we can

conscientiously say that, but 1t 1s a matter for debate
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and I willl accept whatever the Board decides on it once we
have had the debate.

Frankly I think:/that the matter of procedure of
going up to Congress now and saying tha for our administrative
convenience or because we think that 1t 1s a good pollcy
matter that the Congress ought to change the Act —- without
being able to say that this adversely affects our abllity-
to provide quality legal services in accordance with the
pfeamble, that 1s the wrong approach to take.

I have some specific ideas in mind and there are
some Congressmen who will be sitting on that Appropriations
Commlttee.

I would not like to have been up on the Hill before
suggesting that Act and then amending that Act that some of
them dlsagree with.

Glee Smith is right and 1t will affect the
appropriations process.

MR. KUTAK: TI-hear from two of my distingulshed™
colleagues that they would not lilke to put together a packagé

that tackles the subject of amendments -- technical perfective

amendments, but not the others.

But what about the other side of the coin? If a !

hearing were held by the House on the extension of our i
authorlzation that we would seize that opportunity to presenf

a review of legal services in America today and to try to
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perform and educate the function as to --

MR. CRAMTON: We are going to do that. I think ther¢
is no quarrel or dispute about that.

In fact, I think there 1s disagreement on the
Board about Mr. Smith's position about whether or not we
ought to propose substantive amendments.

My own view ts that congressional committees, amt
particularly the substantive committees that deal with some-
thing like legal services, and I am talking now about the
House Judlclary Commitee and the Senate Labor and Publie
Welfare Committee -- will expect us because of our experlence
and knowledge in the admiristration of this statute to adwsnce
any views that we have and any recommendations we might have
about how this legislation might be approved -- improved,
rather.

That does not mean that they are golng to adopt
them, but they will want the vliews of the Corporation. 1If
we have views, I think ®we ought to affirmatively state them
as well as to just respond to things that come up.

The questlion 1s whether we have things to suggest
on whether we agree -=-that 1s something else. con g

Aside from the technical amendments, we have not '
even reached that, yet. But if we did agree on ways in which
this pilece of legislation could be improved to do a better

Job 1n legal services, then I think that these commitees will

L
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want to hear it from us and it will be in our best interests

and in the best interests of legal services to advance that

position and not merely to take a defensive posture of sayind,

"We have no proposal, but if you ask us very explcitly a
question about ouf attitude on such and such, maybe the Board
will then take a position.".

It seems to me that is a little grudging with

Congressional committees.

o X it Wi

MR. BROUGHTON: I take it, then, that you feel thaf
type of approach could be done wiﬁhout«ﬂoing violence to
the budgetary process?

MR. CRAMTON: The effeect on the budget is one thing
to talk about in connection with the merits of the proposals;

MR. BROUGHTON: Or the timing.

MR. CRAMTON: Yes, and the timing 1s very important

MR. EHRLICH: I think yes it can be without doing
violence to the budgetary process.

MR. BROUGHTON: Mr. Chairman, it is now 6:17 here
and 7:17 1n North Carolina.

MR. KUTAK: Your Committee on Regulations stands
by for further instructlions.

MR. CRAMTON: Let me try a further point. Rudy
Montejano and Revius Ortigue will still be in town tonight.

1 can check a date with them. |

T will raise the possibility of a meeting of the
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:! Board to consider the substantive leglslative proposals |
25; and the possibility of some general guldelines arising out of
3:} specific substantive amendments at a meeting on Saturday, {
4;} January 29‘in Washingtop, D.C. ; ‘
55’ MR. THURMAN: I cannot make it. =
- MR. SMITH: I cannot either.

! MR. CRAMTON: I see. How about Friday, the 4th —-
: that 1s out for Tom. We have always been meeting on Thursday
9| or Priday or Saturday.

a What about Friday the 4th or Saturday the 5th?

S MR. THURMAN: I can make 1it.

H MR. BROUGHTON: There is a doubt about the Uth,

) but I can make it on the 5th.

1; | MR. EHRLICH: I can do 1it.

& H MR. CRAMTON: Saturday, February 5 in Washington?

é That 1s a week before the mid-winter meeting 1n Seattle of the
o ABT. *'
o | |
19£E Do you have you date book?

S I MR. KUTAK: No. ‘

li MR. CRAMTON: Could you check with your office and |
3 H tell us tonight? 1
22!! MR. KUTAK: Y i

| s : ou guys could go ahead, anyway. ‘
2355 MR. CRAMTON: No, we cannot, J
= ﬁ (Laughter.) !
zsi% MR. STOPEHL: We ought to have a show of hands. !

|
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MR. CRAMTON: We are getting so thin and I hate
to have important matters decided by a four to two vote.

MR. EHRLICH: _The problem that obviously concerns
me 18 that here we haxgza meeting scheduled way in advance.

MR, THURM_AN:. "We have both days.

MR. SMITH: We allocated time for 1t and cancelled
other things ocut.

I think that we should meet the two days that
we scheduled for meetings instead of trying to change one.

MR. CRAMTON: If that 1s the sentiment, we will
stay and start at 9:00 o'clock tomorrow and discuss these
substantive amendments tomorrow, while we are here.

MR. KUTAK: Okay.

MR. CRAMTON: Does that meet with the approval
of members of the Board? Can you horse collar your brethern
and have them show up tomorrow?

MR. EHRLICH; We may need that meeting on the

fifth anyway.
MR. CRAMTON: “Very well. With that wisdom having
emerged from these informal discussions, we will very shortly

adjourn.

I have, howewver, one more announcement. We will
meet in this room at .9:00 o'ecleeck tomorrow morning at
which time we will complete the agenda.

MR. SMITH: Allce has sald 9:30 for some reason.
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MS. DANIEL: The agenda says 9:30.

MR. CRAMTON: We can change that. |

MR. STOPHEL: I think the notice said 9:00 o'dock.

MR. CRAMTON: I want to get started as early as
possible.

We would 1like-to remind you that members of the "
Board and members of the publle have an invitation to attend
a party tomorrow at 2:00 p.m. at the New Orleans progran.
That was at 226 Carondelet Street, Suite 605.

It is at 2:00 p.m. tomorrow.

Fine, very well. We stand adjourned now until
9:00 a.m. tomorrow morning.
(Whereupon,

at 6:30 p.m., the meeting was adjourned, to reconvqne

in the same place at 9:00 o'clock on the following day.)
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