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Mh, VALDIS: Good morning.. This 1is a
meeting of the Committee for the Provisions of the Delivery
of Leqgqal Services, and it's 9:05 and we have a quroum, Mr.
Uddo and Mr. Durant are present and I'm Robert Valois.
We're going to begin and hopefully get some preliminary
matters out of the way.

First thing is approval of the
agenda., Do.I have a --

MR, UDDO: I move the agenda be
approved.

MR. DURANT: Second.

MR, VALOIS: All those in favor say:
aye. |

The agenda is approved.

The second item on the agenda, the
approval of the minutes of the last meeting, that of
December 19, 1984, The committee members have had an
opportunity to look at them. May I have a motion?

MR. UDDG: I move the minutes be
approved,

MR. DURANT: Second.

MR. VALOIS: All in favor?

The minutes of December 19, 1985 are .

approved.
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The third item on the agenda is a
report from the office of Field Services on Attorney
Training and Recruitment.

‘I’m going to call on Dan Rathbun to
lead this report.

MR. RATHBUN: Good morning,

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to introduce myself. I'm Dan Rathbun|

Staff Coordinator for this committee. With me today is Mr.

Dean Reuter from the Central Office of Field Services who
worked on the analysis contained in your committee book and?

i

Mr. Charles Moses Delivery Research Coordinator for the ;i
program development who will be dealing with the major part
of this morning's presentation on néw initiatives in the |
aréa of attorney recruitment,

This presentation and the attendant
materials in the committee book are intended for the
information of the committee and will not be presented as a;
recommendation for actioh by the Provisions Committee.

In a response to a request made by
the Board of Directors of the Legal Services Corporation,
the Office of Field Services has compiled a report of LSC'S
attorney training and recuitment efforts. This report' h

includes historical and present methods of recruitment and

training as well as an analysis of possible methods for the




future. That report is_contained in the committee book and
can be referred to accordingly.

One method of attorney recruitment
used in the past was the Reginald Heber Smith Community
Lawyer Fellowship Program. The Reggie Program began in 1967
as a program of the OEO, and was originally administered by
the University of Pennsylvania. In 1969, the administration
of the Reggie Program was taken ovér by Howard University.
In 1975, LSC became the funding source of the Reggie
Program, which continued to be administered by Howard
University until 1984, December of 1984 when the Program was
brought in-house. The 85-86, B6-87 Reggie c;cle was '
zero-funded by LSC's Board of Directors, and a retrospecti;e
analysis of the‘angram and an analysis of other recruitment
methods was requested. To that end, OFS presents the report
contained in the committee book.

The report is an attempt to analyie
LSC;S recrqitment efforts today and in particular the
Reginald Heber Smith Fellowship Program. Specifically
considered are the henefits of the program weighed against
the cost of oaoperating the program.

The report concludes that the

disproportionate administrative and operational expenses of

the Reggie Program outweigh the benefits. This conclusion
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is strengthened by three major considerations. First, the
Legal Services Corporation is currently developing and
implementing other very promising methods ﬁf recruitment on
the national level, i.e. the Law School Civil Clinical
Project and the clinic coﬁponent of the Elderlaw Project.
Second, the Reggie Program, when examined closely, does not
prove to be’cost'effective.' Third, LSC statistics reveal
that local programs are quite capable of attorney
recruitment.

It should be noted as it is in the
Committee Book that the report contained in the Committee

o

Book makes no attempt to objectify certain .intangible

benefits of the Reggie Program, namely, the prestige of the

Program the historical impdrtance of Reggie Fellows employed

by legal services programs for periods beyond the duration
of their fellowship} Certainly maintained employment is a i
benefit of the Reggie Program, and data on‘the number of
former Reggies currently employed by legal services program@
is contained in the report. However, information on the
number of Reggies who have, over the past ten years, stayed
with legal services,.and the duration of their employment,
is not availabie if they are no longer with legal services
ﬁrograms.

In 1976 through 1984 the Legal
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Services Corporation had expensed oyer 43 million dollars
for the Reginald Heber Smith fellowship program with 5.2
million dollars allocated for fiscal year 1985, The cost
efficiency data on thelReggie Program is very interesting.
Anélysis of the costs of the Reggie !
Program raises questions as to the efficient use of funds
for recruitment purposes by Legal Services Corporation. For|

example, in 1983-84 first-year Reggies were paid $16,000;

second—year'Reggies received $17,UOU. Now these amounts are

i
i
!
i
i

reasonable and are not being criticized in our report.

i
However, examining the most recent period for which complete
' o

i

data is available, maihly '83-'84 funding cycle reveals that

4

the actual cost per Reggie recruitee is over $23,000 which é

leaves about $7,000 per Reggie fellow funded in
|

administrative costs. The total amount of funding necessarﬁ
for the 203 Reggie spots for that cycle was $4,717,000.
Now with FY '85 funding you can draﬁ

an analogy to the impact on the field, the FY '85 funding is

$5.2 million. Had that funding been allocated to the field |

g
programs for example each of the, approximately 330 direct E
recipients of legal services funds would have had nearly

enough to employ their own first year Reggie for

approximately $16,000 each which would have provided 330 new

attorneys in the field as opposed to the 203, approximately
|
J
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203 fellow that will be placed for the expenditure of thosé
funds.

In fact the data on accumulated costs
of the Reggie Program since '76 reveals the same expenditure
trends as discussed eaflier. L5C records indicate that
since '76 stated earlier over $42 million have been
allocated for the Reggie Program. To put this in real terms
in relation to the field, the money expended by the Reggie

Program since '76 resulted in, approximately in relation to

the field could have resulted in the expenditure of $130,000
each LSC recipient programs since 1977, | ,j

The relation to these costs are pooéi
attempts to objectify.the recruitment benefits ﬁf the Reggi%

Program by review and survey of the retention of fellows and
i

LSC's programs beyond the duration of the fellowship. To
that end the office of Fieid services analyzed two surveys
which are contained in the Committee Book.

MR. REUTER: It begins on Page 25;

MR, RATHBURN: The most important
single s£atistic in that is the existing recruitment
benefits resultant from the expenditure of over $43 million
in legal services funds by the Reggie Program in 1976
through 1984 is the retention presently 355 former Reggie

Fellows By LSC grantees. This accounts for only 7.8 percent
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of all attorneys employed by Legal Services organizations or
355 of the over 4500, * |

Presently our survey shows, of the
two surveys conducted, to determine the retention of the
Reggies in the field, the.total'was 355 former Reggie
fellows which is about 7.8 percent.

MR. DURANT: Are there any
differences when you add the two numbers together, the
survey and the house appointment, is there overlap in that?

MR. RATHBURN: There is some overlap.

MR. DURANT: In other words you don't

have those by names? ;
i

MR. RATHBUR&: There was an overlap i
because we weren't sure of the progranms that.did not respond
to Mr. Cook's survey. i

MR, VALOIS: Yours is a complete
survey?

MR. RATHBURN: That's correct, it
accounts for 7.8 percent of attorneys whereas ! stated 355
of the 4,452, With that I'd like to move to present Mr,
Moses who is going to speak to the new initiatives in the

corporation presently. We have provided the analysis of the

Reggie Program and recruitment for the record for this
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Committee and I'd like to intreoduce Mr. Moses who will be
dealing with another method of attorney recruitment at the
national level, namely a nationwide computerized job bank
consisting primarily of the resumes of recent law school
graduates.,

MR, UDDO: Before you do that could I
get you to go over the chart on Page 9 for me and then the
chart on Page 10, just to make sure 1 understand what they
all mean?

MR. REUTER: I think I can answer thg
questions. Do you have specific questions?

1

MR. UDDO: Well, I might have

a

something, but I'd like for you teo explain to me what Chart

!
1 represents. ) j
' [

MR. REUTER: Well, columns 1, 2 and 3

1
1

on Chart 1 is data on former Reggies that are currently-
employed by local legal services programs. Chart 1 -- or
column 1 rather is.data accumulated fr;m the LéC in-house
survey. Column 2 is data from Mr. Cook's survey. Column 3
are the data combined. The number of 355, the total number
of former Reggies currently employed by legal services
programs is the third item down in éolumn 3.

MR. UDDO: Now, your second row there

showing the programs employing former Reggies, why is there

10
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such a difference between Mr. Cook's survey and your survey?

MR. REUTER: Well, explain Mr, Cook'sl

survey by mail, all legal services programs. To that survey
209 programs responded, of the 209 147 had employed former
Reggies; We surveyed every legal services program except
those 147 which responded positively to Mr. Cobk's survey,
MR. UDDO: You found an additional

587

MR. REUTER: . Right, an additional 58

programs.

MR. UDDO:~ That's the same thing with

the former Reggies employed, you only --
MR. REUTER: Found an additional 103,
MR. UDDO: You found an additional

103 from the programs that didn’trrespond to Mr. Cook's

survey?
MR. REUTER: That's correct,
MR. UDDO: With a total of 355 former
Reggies emplbyed?
| MR, REUTER: That's correct.
MR. UDDO: So you've accepﬁed Mr.
Cook's survey and you've added to your survey so -~

7

MR. REUTER: Mr. Cook's survey is the

11
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basis and we made efforts to complete it.

MR, UDDD: All right. Before
Mr., Rathburn said you couldn't tell how many former Reggies
were still employed if they -- once they have left LSC.
None of the suiveys attemﬁted to determine if there were
records to indicate how long some of those employees may
havg stayed with legal services even though they might be
gone now?

MR. REUTER: That's correct. None off
the surveys attempted to do that, former fellows who are

presently retained.

MR. UDDO: So if there were Reggie |
fellows who had stayed with LSC for three or four or five
years but were gane at the time of the survey, we wouldn't

know about that?

MR. REUTER: That's correct.

MR. UDDO: On chart 2, why don't you§
explain chart 27 .

MR. REUTER: Column 1 of Chart 2
simply representd the total number of legal services
attorneys. That information is gathered from the LSC fact
book. It is broken down in minority.

Column 3 represents the total number |

of attorneys employed by Legal Services Programs discounting

S

12
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1 the number of former Reggies. So the intereéting statistics
2 - here is under subtotals comparing Columns 1 and Columns 3,
3 we see that in Column 1 Legal Services Programs employ 26%
. 4 minorities.
5 _ In Column 3 we see without the
) 6 influence of former Reggies Legal Services Programs still
7 employ 22.2%, so we're talking an expenditure, an annual
8 | expenditure of approximately $5 million, $43 million over
9 the past several years.
10 MR. VALOIS: So what you're saying |
11 the Reggie program has increased theoretically the ;j
. . !
12 employment of minorities by the difference between 26% and‘?
13 22,4 percent. o
14 . MR. REUTER: "That's correct. That'sé
15 based on the survey,
16 MR. VALOIS: Based on the survey.
17 MR. REUTER: Right.
18 MR, MOSES: What I plan to do first
19 is to give you a little background on what the corporation
20 is doing with iaw school clinics and then talk about the
. 21 - resume bank. As you're probably familiar the corporation
22 currently.has two major projecté involved with law school
) 23 clinics at this time.
24 . The first is a reseafch project which
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began approximately nine months ago. That now has 14
separate schools which are funded under the research
project. 0On the map those 14-schools are indicated by
orange dots.

That particular project is based on
an eighteen-month cycle. Currently the cost for one year of
that project is a little over $700,000, We're expecting in
that one year between four and 500 students to participate
with approximate service po between three and 4,000 clients.
This year the corporation has just instituted an Elderlaw

project. These are law scheool clinics designed to promote

I

i
1 .

services specifically to elderly clients.

4

I'm sure you're familiar this is the

money congress appropriates specifically for. elderly issues .

this year. Out of that money we have been able to fund a
total of twenty‘additional law school clinies. Those
cliniecs are on the map in the dark dots.

With the Elderlaw clinic again on a
one-year cycle, we would be spending approximately $818,000.
According to estimates contained in the project the totals
theméelves between five and 600 students per year will
participate in these elder law clinicsf

Now, that is not really the focus of

what we're here to talk about today. But I wanted you to

14
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15

" They're coming from the first six months reporting period of

have thét baékground. 'In affect, what this means is, as yau
can see from the map, we currently have a presenée, analysig
presence of funding clinics at a total of 33 separate law
schools., That's in 23 separate states. This is important
just to show that we actually have presence of wide
diversity of the areas,

What we're here to talk.about today
though is an addition to that whole system, the addition of

recruitment. What we would like to do, and in fact what we

have bequn to implement this year based on field
recommendations in fact is éystem for attorney recruit-ment;E
From those students who have actually participated in thesé}
law school clinics. ‘

Preliminary results have indicated,

and I must stress these are very preliminary results.

the law school project. That within the first six months a
total of approximately 140 to 150 different students gave
all indicated a desire at the conclusion of their clinic
experience to potentially consider a career in legal
services. The significant thing about this is we were
asking not only which would you consider it at the end of
yaur clinic experience, but did you consider it before your

clinic experience. There was a 48,9 percent increase in
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those students who said that after their clinic experience
£hey would consider a career in legal services. So obviously
we're talking about a large group of people that potentially
might want to start to consider legal services as a career.
What we're trying to do now is
facilitate putting those people who are interested in 1eg§l
services with the jobs in legal services at the local level.
So that's why we're attempting to design a nation-wide
resume now. The whole purpose of this resume is to
facilitate local recruitment of attorneys. What we will doy
and as you can see, the process of this thing is simplified

1

on the chart, I'll label Chart B.

MR. VALOIS: Let the record reflect |

that there are two charts in the room aﬁq you will submit a

miniature of those for the record éo that the record
accurately reflects what the chart looks like.

MR. MOSES: The first box on Chart B
is the solicitation of actual resumes. Here what we're
trying to do is get the fesumes, the students who are ‘
interested in legal services through the clinicél records sg
that the resumes would be submitted to the corporation
headquarters from the actual clinic records themselves.

Once .these resumes come into the

corporation we have designed the capability to sort those

16
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resumes so that we canm find out not only what geographic

area we're talking about as far as job consideration, but
what areas of specialization they've been working with in
their clinic experience in the past.

Dnée those resumes are sorted we're
going to have the capability to actually help the field in
their local recruiting efforts because at that time then we
can funnel the resumes to the specific areas that jobs
opening. We can follow the resumes to the specific job
needs of the local areas so that the field programs will be !
getting assistance in making their local hiring decisions.

Now 1 must‘stress here that the
entire focus of this program is to assist local recruiting.
We would not of course be doing any hiring. We would not be

doing recommending. All we would be doing is facilitating

the actual local recruitment. Any hiring decisions would bel
made at the local level by the local program attorneys

following their normal process. But we want to make these

particular resumes and student resumes available to them to
enhance that decision. 0Once the resume goes to the 'local
program of course it's out of our hands. That's why we have
on the charts the job availability with the dotted line
because that is scmething we do not control.

In actuality what we can get from

17



1] this type of program we have identified four major benefits

{A} 2 " and I think that any one of the four alone, much less in
3 . combinatioﬁ would justify an effort in this regard. The
. 4 first benefit would be that we are assisfing the field
5 program in recruiting of trained attqrneys. These would be
) ) attorneys who already have gone through the clinie
7 experience so they already know to a large degree what
8 | they're dealing with. Not only that because they've gone
9 through £he clinie experience; they know that this is the
10 type of career, the type of law that they're interested in.
11 It's not like it's an attorney who would change their mind
12 after f&ur or five months beéause they've already been o
e 13 through it and I think that can't be stressed too much. Q
'_(:Q 14 : ' Another major benefit of this is that
15 they're going to help improve access to rura} area programsi
16 through this particular project. What we envision is, of {
17 ‘ course we have a wide variety of rural programs. We do n;ti
18 have ready accéss to law school. With this process we will=
19 enable them to have ready access to students who are
20 interestéd in coming to the area or who are originally from
. 21 the area and are planning to go to law school simply because
22 they might go to law school doesn't mean every student came
’ 23 from San Antonio and there might be possibly students from

24 areas from Colorado or Wyoming that are interested in going
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hame when they leave. We can hglp facilitate that access to
those rural areas, and I think that that's very important
considering many rural programs'people have expressed
caoncern that we have to find a way for law student clinics
to benefit them.

A third major advantage of this
project, and I think this is probably the paramount in my
view, they were actually deciding something to compliment
what we're already working with. We're taking the programs,
the Elderlaw program and the research program and we're
designing at minimal cost an entire structure to cambliment
and actually use the students tﬁat we are putting money in:
to train, We're trying to get the most benefit from what !

we're putting in these one time projects.

Finally, and this can't be stressed
tbo much, we can do it all at minimal expense. We have
alwayé designed the program to do this resume with existing !
computer capability ratio. We're using sole existing
personnel. There is no need for additional interstructual
so it can be done on a very minimal expense, no more than --
well, even if you were to count the administrative time
which is a fair measure, not more_than.two to four thousand

dollars.

Such a minimal expense for such a

19
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"gervice at the local level but would also be providing the

'you're describing going to be operaticnal?

great peteatiai benefit that that's why I personally am véry
excited about it. In affect what you're going to end up
doing is creating with this resume bank the final land of an
interacting complimentary system. I think the excellent

resources we will be providing not only actual client case

training to the specific term. Attorneys might be willing to
provide services in the future and with this last leg we
will be providing a major recruitment effort to funnel those

\

attorneys into the legal services program as if they're

interested in legal services as a career. I think it's a |
coordinated effort that will work well,

MR. VALODIS: When is the program

MR. MOSES: In fact we have already

begun solicitation of resumes. What we are planning to do
’ |

is to start with our law school clinical research project
schools initially because those have been going the longest.
The past month we had a conference at which we discussed
this with représentatives from each of the 14 schools.
MR. VALOIS: Give me a date when it's
going to be.
| MR. MOSES: I anticipate by the fall

we should have 40 or 50 resumes. Currently they're
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beginning to étfagqle in.

MR, VALCIS: | How many do you think
yoh'll have say one year from this fall?

MR, MOSES: Giving these statistics
of interest I got from the student surveys on a three-month
period I would anticipate within a year would have as many
as 300 or more.

MR, VALOIS: Let me ask you a

specific question., Last night at the cocktail party that

the Michigan Bar threw for us I had a conversation with Eric

Dulstrum who expressed some concern about inability to
recruit native American attorneys. Will there be on your
resumes and keyed into your computer, are you going to hav;
ethnicity and race and all that sort of thing keyed so if
Eric calls me up and says send me all the resumes you've got
on native Aﬁericans, are you going to be able to do that?

MR. MOSES; That can certainly be
keyed in with no problem.

MR. VALGIS: Well, I think it should
be if it's going to serve that need.

MR. MOSES: An interesting statistic
is we have done ethnicity statistics on current students in

the research project and we do have that statistic for all

students who are participating in the research project at

21
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in North Carolina?

this point, approximately .65 percent of all students

MR, VALOIS: 1'll ask you the same
question with respect to the other programs that we want to
use your information tp fulfill what they deem to be their
affirmative action requirements. Is somebody in my area
North Carolina going to be able to call you up and say send

me resumes of all the women attorneys who want to practice

MR. MOSES: Certainly, that should be
no problem at all.

MR. REUTER: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Moses
has completed his presentation the committee was providing:§
in our. draft report. The final reﬁort has been concluded a;

of yesterday and it is available for the committee,

MR. VALOIS: You're talking about the

report which begins on Page 89 of the board book which is
available to the public? At least I know it was available é
yesterday.

I'd ask that you put the original in!
the record, send -a copy of the original to each of the board
members and any member of the public that asks for one. You
only have one copy today?

MR. REUTER: That's correct,

MR. VALOIS: All right.

22
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I'd 1like to say it doesn't speak very well for this

MR. REUTER: Next item Mr. Chairman
is a panel discussion.

MR. VALOIS: 1Is there anybody who
wants to comment on thp recruitment program?

' Mr; Cook, we have as usual a very

heavy agenda and if you will try to be as concise, go ahead.

MR. COOK: Thank you Mr., Chairman.
It's rather difficult to. be concise but I'll try my best.

| | Something like this is extremely

important. First a few general observations. First of all

corporation fo make a decision on a program like the Reggie |
Program that's been in existence since 1967 without having

the kind of detailed study that you have that vou have done

with a number of the other areas and just things that come

to mind, things like --

MR. VALOIS: I know you were here
yesterday‘and you had a copy of the board book and you saw
the study that was just summarized. Are you satisfied that
it was a complete study?

MR. COOK: No. Let me finish my
poinf. My point is that this study that's in the board book

today has absolutely nothing to do obviously with the

decision that the Board made., This study as I understand it

23
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Mr. Rathbun can correct me, was done sometime in June of
this year, but as their télephone in-house study the
decision of this board to zero out the Reggie Program for
1986 was done sometime early in the spring. My point is the
study that's in the book has no connection at all with the
decision that the board made to defund the Reggie Program
and I think it further points out my own view that the
Réggie.prdgram has been targeted by the LSC staff

from the very beginning. I think the retrospective study
really doesn't have anything at all to do with the decision
to defund the Reggie Program, I_think.that's basically |
dishonest; |

MR. VALOIS: Let's not debate that,.
Mr. Caok.

Let me just say that I'm personally

aware that the corporation and its employees were not
without knowledge about the Reggie Progrém when the'boara
made its decision. 1 personally recall your testifying on
several oécasians concérning the Reggie Program so it's nét
a matter of acting without knowledge. Let's talk about the
recruitment program we've got now.

MR. COOK: I have to make my
presehgation based on my views. I'm giving my views. I

just got this book yesterday so I haven't had an opportunity

24
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to thoroughly go over the material they put in here but
there are some things that need to be pointed out about the
study that LSC did.

First of all, as I understand it,
what they did was a telephone survey in June of 1985 dealing
with the situation that existed in June of 1985. They
ccmpared, for comparison purposes, they used employment
figures for 1983. Now, 1 don't know whether or not there
are significant differences for instance between the figures
of a number of attorneys, minority attorneys in 1983 as
opposed to 1985, So, when you start talking about the
composite that you have on Page 6 of our book, Page 6 of téé
publie bopk, the deal with the composite figures. You kno;,

I think you may very well be comparing apples and oranges.

Now, I don't know whether that's great or not, but my point

is that a survey was made in June of 1985 in terms of the !

present conditions existing in programs with former and

present Reggies but the results, the employment figures that

|
they“used are for 1983.

Now, as I said, I don't know Legal
Services why -- how the employment situation has changed,
that is a number of attorneys and also the number of
minority attorneys; women attorneys in '83 and close to '85,

but I would imagine there would be at least some change. I
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like this and here's what I'm talking about.

know in my own program there have been significant changeé
in the employment numbers from 1983 to 1985. So, when you
start comparing the percentage of minarity Reggieé,
percentage of women Reggies in 1985 and using 1983
statistics, you may-de%initely get some different numbers.
Another point that's made, and 1'd
like to just -- there's so many problems with this report.
I1'd just like to point to Page 23 in our book, the public

book., Evidently there are two board books.

MR, VALOIS: What's the number at the .

top of your page?

MR, COOK: At the top of my page is°
page 3 and at the bﬁttom of my page is page 23, The poin£
that is made on ﬁhaf page, for purposes of making their

point, is that when you compare the administrative cost of

the Reggie Program for I think it's the 1985 class, their

point is that roughly $3,349,000 was spent on direct salary:
payments to the Reggies and the remaining balance, |
$1,367,000 is-what they call administrative costs. Of
course you can do what you want with statistics, and I think

it just isn't very honest for them to be presenting figures

First of all, LSC knows that it isn't

just the salary of 16,000 and $17,000 that's paid to the
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Reggies, they know that in addition to that salary LSC also
includes as a part of that grant 12 percent for fringe
benefits. That's a substantial amount of money so that Ehat
admnistrative cost there is simply not accurate and it isn't
honest. |

In addition the other figure that
should come out of the administrative cost is the cost of
training, that is paid for both this year and in prior years
by the Reggie program. So, instead of coming up with a
figure that sounds like 30 percent for administrative costs
and 70 percent for salary cost. One, it's inaccurate and
it's dishonest because they know that -- they're the ones
who have been giving the grants to Howard University. The;

know that in addition to the $16,000 salary for first year

Reggies and a $17,000 to second year Reggies, they also

include 12 percent for fringe benefits., I don't think

that's an acecidental oversight.

MR. VALOIS: Regardless of the --

"~ why don't you just tell us -~ 1

MR. COOK: I have to give my-
testimony from my perspective.

MR, VALOIS: I want to give you an
opportunity to give your testimony. Frankly I want to give

you an opportunity to submit an analysis of that compared to
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"wrong impression that 30 percent is used for administrative

in mind too --

--whatever you want to present in writing, but I frankly am
a little bit more interested right now in the present
initiative on recruitment.

7 MR. COOK: I simply wanted to point

that out because somebody reading this book would get the

costs when indeed that simply isn't the case.

Now, dealing some more with some of
theselnumbers that are in this report. I really find it
amazing that some of the language used, for instance on page
6 when_they're taiking about the results -- page 6 of my
book, the results here, they use words like only 49 percené'
of the total are minority. Only 43 percent of the total a;e

women. Well, I don't know what they mean by that, does that

mean that's not a good score card? Are they suggesting that

perhaps a 60 percent figure would be better? .1 would think

that 49 percent minority in the first year Reggie plan,
second year Reggie plan is an admiragle percentage., The
impression given by the kind of language used is that the 49
percent minority, 43 percent women is not a very good figure

for the Reggie program.

The other thing that we need to keep

MR, UDDD: Mr. Cook, the Reggie
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program is primarily going to be supported because it
recruits.minorities. I think that is a significant figure.
It's not primarily recruiting minorities if it's less than
50 percent,

MR; COOK: Keep in mind, Mr. Uddo,
the notion that the Beggie Program is "primarily" a minority
recruiting program isn't one that I have madé since I've
been talking about the Reggie Program. Wﬁat I have‘
acknowledéed is that the Reggie Program is indeed and has
been since 1967 a significant program that has involved
wamen minorities et cetera in legal services in numbers that

1

cannot be matched by any other program and yet legal

[}

services percentagewise,

I think it is a primary goal and a

primary responsibility.

MR. VALOIS: Would you agree that
that goal can be served in some other way or do you think
it's the only way it can be served?

MR . CbDK: There are lots of
different Qays, Mr. Valois, that a iot of goals can be
served. What I'm talking about here is, what we're trying-
fo deal with here are affective indicies or‘indicies of
affectiveness or relative affectiveness in terms of doing

recruitment, minority recruitment, women recruitment one way
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‘statistic.

versus the other. 5So I'm not saying that there is no other
way to recruit minorities or no other way to recruit women.
What we're talking abaut here is dealing with the most
affective means by which you get this, by which you get this
job done. Aﬁd further deéling with their statistics, flawed
though thay may be, just take a look at what LSC says about
the Reggie recruitment of figures as they did them sometime
in June.

They concluded for instance that 12.4
percent of all legél services are éither Reggies or former
Reggies. Now, the way in which that's preéented is that
that's a negative. Let's examine that. Even if you acdepé‘
their figures and keep in mind I think they are not dealiné
with ecurrent figures. But.let's Jjust take their

percentages. If you say that 12.6 percent of all legal

services attorneys are either Reggies or former Reggies, you

have to look at that as being, in my view, a very importantl

The reason I say.that is, why don't
we take a look-at the percentage that the Reggie budget is
of the total legal services budget or the total basic field
budget and see how that compares.

MR. VALOIS: I think what we're

talking about is whether or not the amount expended on the
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_that's what we need to compare.

Reggies. So to the extent that you use that total

Reggie Program is adequate in terms of performance as
compared to, and I know you're not advocating this minority
recruitment program, in terms of what the affectiveness of

other methods employment into legal services., I think

You're not suggesting that all of the
legal services are expended toward recruitment programs.
You can't compare the Reggie program against the total
budget of the legal service grants.

MR. COOK: I most certainly can in
this instance because they use the entire population for
this particular point. What they said was that 12 percent:?

of all legal seryicés attorneys are either Reggies or formerp

population for that particular statistic, it is valid to

deal with that total population when you start talking abouq
money. | |
My whole point is that I don't think;
yéu should make light.of the fact that 12.6 percent of all
legal services attorneys were former Reggies or present
Reggies. I think that that's significant and my point, in-
dealing with'the.dollar Figuré here is that when you -- one

way to deal with affectiveness I think would be to see how

much bang for the buck you get from a program like the




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

32

"legal services are'Reggies or former Reggies. You know, for

Reggie Program.

I haven't dealt with percentages yet,
but whatever that percentage of the total say field budget
is that comes from the Reggie Program, what that percentage
is and compare that with fhe total number of present and
Formér Reggies in the legal services, that's another way to
look at cost benefit, that's my whole point. There are
cther ways to measure cost benefits;

The other thing they say in that same

paragraph is that 23 percent of the minority attorneys in

a program that has such a small percentage of legal services

budget and to produce 23 percent of the present minority

attorneys in legal services I think is a very very

significant'pcint.l

There are other things that LSC
didn't bother to locok at and as you say -- I think people
leave out what they want to ‘leave out and they improve those
things that they want to improve. One of the things that's
been important about the Reggie Program is not yes the
présent employment o% particular Reggies, but one of the
points is how is this going to affect this program, that is

this national program over a period of time? And Mr. Uddo

on one point I think it's extremely important and somebody
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stint, becadse I think that that's an extremely important

needs‘to take a look‘at that, and that is since 1967 this
program has been -~ we do have a history here.

Over some period of time there have
been a number of -- a qualifiable number of people going
into the Reggie program, lWe shared as some statistic or
some notion of haow many of those people have been retained
by Legal Services, say one, twa, three, four; five, whatever

number of years after they completed their two-year Reggie

statistic to have bhecause it would give this board and this |

community some notion about the kind of people, kind of
contribution and the kind of‘impact that the Reggie program
has had over the years in terms of other legal services

programs nationally.

MR. UDDO: Mr, Cook, let me ask you a

question., One of the reasons I asked that question is
because back in, whenever it was we debated this last time,
[ guess it was December, I asked you if you could hélp me
get those statistiés and &ou asked that question in the E
letter you sent out and I was kind of hoping that by now you
would have helped me get ahold of those statistics.

‘MR, CO0OK: Keep in mind, Mr. Uddo,
that one of the things the February 20th letter that I sent

ta Mr. Mendez and distributed te the other members aof the
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board was an attempt fto respond to a ﬁumber of quick
questions that you and other board members had made to me in
terms of "impact" of former Reggies. You have to also keep
in mind if you know, what I was trying to do as a single |
individual was to give thé board some quick notion of how
this péogram has impacted the national program. Now, iq the
letter that I sent to the field I was -- in fact I even said
on February 20th when I testified that there probably are a
lot of other questions, felevant guestions that should be
asked in trying to ascertain the impact of the Reggie
Program., What I had suggested to the -- in fact Mr. Mendez
even said to the staFF;,well, if he can come up with this .
and he's just one person, why can't this whole staff come ;p
with a comprehensive sdrvey and study'pf the Reggie Program.

| Sao, 1 agrée. I didn{t ask every
question. What I'm trying to do --

| | MR. UDDO: I thought I asked you

specifically to try to get that information for me .because

it was a.statistic I was interested in. But that's not

important now. Let me ask you this, do you tﬁihk records
are available from which thaﬁ iﬁformation could be gleaned:"
o¥ is.it an impossible question to answer?

MR. COOK: I think, Mr. Uddo, the

further you go back like toward 1967 because the program at
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‘program was at Howard University from 1969 until last year

the University of Pennsylvania then through 1969 you may

have more difficulty the further you go back, but the

and I don't know what their records would show, but what I
think ought‘to be done is same attempt ought to.be made to
use the information that LSC presumably already has and
supplement that by information that can be gotten from the
field in terms of getting that prior @pformation about the
retention of Reggie staff.

MR. UDDG: Mr, Rathbun, do you think:
that information is. available?

MR. RATHBUN: I don't know that it is

available.

MR. UDDO: Has anybody attempted to

contact Howard University to Find out if they kept any datai
like that? é
MR. RATHBUN: Not to my knowledge., |
MR. UDDO: Would we be able to make
an effort to get that infarmation?
MR, RATHBUN: Yes, sir, we will.
MR, UDDO: What I'd like to see is
how many Reggie -- how long Reggie fellows stayed in legalﬂ
services work, which necessarily isn't covered by the

information we have before us because as you said and Mr.
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~1like to see it compared to how long the average legal

~services lawyer stays in legal®services work.

~would be relevant information in affect you only retained

Cook's question asked we're really only dealing with those

presently employed. If you can get that information I'd

MR. MENDEZ: Mr. Chairman, I'd like
to follow that ﬁp and ask Mr. Uddao, when you*re computing
that, are you saying the overall from the time the Reggie
starts or from the time that the staff takes it over?

MR. UDDO: The time he becomes a
staff attorney, someone who got into the legal services
first as a Reggie fellow. It doesn't matter, I guess you
can iéclude his two years as a Reggie fellow, Just include:

it as a separate figure. 1If he stayed in legal services

work for four years, two of them as a Reggie fellow that

him for two years.

MR. VALOIS: It seems to me that
certain information is available, it's a simple enough thin@
tordo. If for instance somewhere there is a list of evéry
Reggie fellow since the program inception and if somewhere

else there is by year a list of every person who worked in-

legal services, you can

MR, MENDEZ: Before we assign them

this task I would hope that they would find out if it's
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going to be an impoasible-task.

MR. VALDIS: I agree with that. You
know, that's my questian, Loéal grantees may keep those
records,. MR. MENDEZ: My recollection was when
I asked them to do that they indicated it was virtually an
impossible task to do.

MR, VALOIS: We've interrupted Mr.
Look and I really wapt him to get to -- we really don't have

much time left.

MR, COOK: I just wanted to make one ' -

other point in terms of impact and it is not just the number

of people who are former Reggies who are presently in legal |

services programs. In the survey that I did back in

February, I thought'that something that was extremely

gignificant is for instance, the 127 pfograms that indicated

to me that they had present Reggies on their staff, I also

~asked them in which capacities these former Reggies were

serviced. I think it's significant that of the 127 programé
. i
that said they had former Reggies, that 39 of those program§

are now run by former Reggies. Thirty-nine of those people
are also managing attorneys in those 1egal services
programs. Fourteen of those peqple are litigation

directors, 45 of those people are senior attorneys and the

remainder 135 are staff attorneys.

37



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

So, we're talking too as the Reggie
program has always looked for is leadership potential in a
program like that.

MR, MENDEZ: Mr. Cook, may I ask you
a question? Are you telling us that the recruitment program
that the LSC, the corporation has set up is not going to
recruit individuals?

MR: COOK: I'm telling you what I
just told you. I didn't make any reference at all to -- we
don't know‘what LSC's -- one, we don't know what their
recruitment scheme is really going to be, how effective it s
going to be because part of it's just started. Some is juét
in the planning stages, as I understand. S0, I really don:t
know Qhat the LSC experience is going to be ten years down
the road,

What I'm saying is that with the
Reggie program at least we have some quanifiable figures and
statisticslabout the performance of that program, the impac&
that program-has had on this national program. So, we do
have from the Reggie program a --

MR, MENDEZ: The thing I'm interested
in is whether or not the present projection recruitment
effort is going to accomplish the same thing and so far I.

haven't heard anything from you to indicate that it will not
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"don't know how we can deal with basis of fact.

accomplish the same fhing.

MR, COOK: .Again, Mr. Mendez, I don't
even know all of the parts of the LSC recruitment program.
I don't know what they consider a total recruitment program.
I've just heard a gentleman here on the panel explain some
things that they have in the network and things that they
plan to implement later on. I'm not sure what that's going
to do. I‘can’t comment effectively on the impact of a
program in the future as effectively as I can comment on one
that I have personally been involved in for 16 years. So,
the answer is I just don't know.

%

Now, if you want me to speculate
about what I think the relative merits of the two programsﬁ
are, I can do that. 1 thigk you might guess what my
speculations would be.

| MR. MENDEZ: Do you have any basis oﬁ
fact? | |

MR, CDOK: We can't really deal with '
basis of fact unless you are going to try -- unless you give

them some kind of track record versus the track record of

the Reggie program. So when you talk about basis of fact, I

MR. UDDO: Mr, Cook, Mr., Valois asked

me to take over as chairman for a few minutes. You don't
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have much time left.

I'd like to know if you want to make
any comment on some of the other material in the Board book,
material that I found very distressing and that was some of
the misménagement of the Reggie program and some of the
indiscretions and possible illegal activity by Mr. Davis. 1
think that has reflected very poorly on the Reggie program
and I think it's hurt us in cause to the corporation if you
don't really have to take it in-house to try to purjure
theée_problems.

MR. CO0OK: Without prejudicing

L

anything that Mr. Davis wishes to do in terms of that
report, that draft report, there are a number of things that

you and other members of the Board should understand, Mr.

Uddo, and this is what infuriates me about this entire

process. Ffirst of all, in dealing with that point we need

to get other people who have been involved in that process,
including Mr., Davis, going back to the spring of 1984. Thié
is why I''m so infuriated.

1 think that the staFF targeted the
Reggie program for extinction a long time ago. The board --
your predecessors, [ think in Novembef of -- 1 can't think
of what year, 1983 I think-it was, specifically directed the

staff to do certain things in terms of the Reggie program
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‘that are suggested he did?

‘staff and tﬁat preliminary investigation didn't do what Mr.

contract, The LSC staff consciously waited until almost the
end of the contract year in -

MR. UDDO: Mr. Cook, that's not
responsive to my question. Evgn if that's true, and I don't
have any independent knowiedge of it at this point.

MR, COOK: I'm getting to your
question,

‘MR,rUDDﬁ: You're not going to éay

that those things forced Mr. Davis to do some of the things
MR. CODK: I'm getting to your point.
There are two points about that, first of all, there was &,

preliminary evaluation of the Reggie program by the LSC

Potak wanted done with the Reggie program so he ordered a

second investigation because the initial monitoring did not

turn up the kind of negative thing that Mr., Potak was:

looking for. So, they went out specifically on the second

go.around; becaﬁse I was interviewed on the first go around.
They went out specifically on the second go around with
marching orders, as it were, we think for Mr., Potak to find
the kind of thing that they thought would be sufficiently
damaging to deal with the Reggie Program.

Now, to Mr. Davis' point are the
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things mentioned in that report concerned Mr. Davis? I
haQenft read the draft in a number of months. He can answer
for himself because I think what we have basically
allegations from LSC, but one thing that's important to be
kept in mind about some of the so-called damaging points on
the Davis thing. The LSC contract requires the director of
the Reggie program tc be a faculty member of Howard
University Law School. It is a very well-known fact if
anybody seeks to take a lﬁok at it, that professors at
Howard University Law School, including Mr. Davis was a
member of that faculty are indeed allowed and required --
not reqﬁired, but are allowed to carry on a privaté

4

practice. It's not unusual of a part-time private practicé.

‘It's not unusual for law professors to have that kind of

flexibility in dealing with outside cases.

MR. MENDEZ: You're talking to the

wrong person about what law professors can do and can't do.é

MR. CODK: I didn't say --
MR. MENDEZ: I think Howard

University's policy is that same as most places policies are

"and that is for anything that's major some of the things

that are sﬁggested here it would require special approval
from the president of the university and it's my

understanding he didn't have that, but even aside from that

v o
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he had restraints and constraints placed on him by LSC. So,
he was in a somewhat different positiqn than someone that's
just working for Howard University.

MR. €00K: My whole point, Mr. Uddo,
is that -in terms of that feport on John‘Davis and what he
did or did not do, and I'm not ekpressing an opinion about
what He did because I don't know what he did or how much
time he spent or what cases he handled, my point is that I
think Mr, Davis has to deal with that.

MR, MENDEZ: Mr. Cook, during that
period of time weren't you the executive director of the --

1 f

or the chairman of the board, the advisory board of the

Reggie --
| MR. CO0OK: That's right.
MR, MENDEZ: Wasn't he responsible to
you? - ‘
MR. COOK: No, he was not. Since yo@
asked that question, let me respond to it. There may be

sgygthing here that you don't know.

When LSC negotiated that contract
long before the -- I mean the prior board, one of the things
that was talked about was whether or not the Reggie prograﬁ
wés required to have a normal board of directors as per

local programs or not. That was a big contingent between
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because Howard refused that and that was a compromise

permission or did he inform that board that he was engaging :

guestion at a time.

Howard and L5C., The compromise was because Howard
absolutely refused to have a separate board of directors
superimposed on their board of trustees and in the contract
itself, the Reggie contract had expired and in fact the ones
that were made between LSC I think from 1976 on or '78 on,
it was very explicitly stated what the role of the advisory
committee was. We did not have the same kind of authority,
a fudiciary duty, all regqgular board of directors, because
Howard explicitly refused to go along with that. So, you
know, as the advisory bocard chairman, I did not have, nor
did any ﬁembers of the advisory committee have the kind of
oversight nor authority in dealing with the Reggie program"
betweén LSC and Howard.

MR. UDDO: Did Mr. Davis ask for

in private practice? . _ :
MR. COOK: No..
MR. MENDEZ: Did he advise you that
he was engaging in private practice?
MR. UDDG: Answer my question.

MR.COOK: I can only answer one

The answer to your question is no, in
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terms of -- your question was the advisory board. Now, in
terms of your answer, I knew that Mr., Davis from time to.
time handled Title 7 cases because keep in mind he ran the
EEQ clinic at Howard, that was what he did as a professor,
but in terms of what he did in that elinie in terms of Title
7 work I don't know. I was not privy to what he was doing
or the extent of his --

MR, MENDEZ: How often did you meet
with Mr., Davis? How often was the advisory board called
into session?

MR. COOK: My advisory met on the
average of between two and three times a year.

MR. MENDEZ: How often did you
personally meet with Mr._Davisé

MR. CO0OK: I can't say. It depended

upon the situation, If we were having -- it depended
particularly on the situation with the LSC board, depending
on what was going on vis-a-vis the Reggie program with the
LSC board, thaf was pretty much determined, the frequency of
the meetings I was having with Mr. Davis.

MR. UDDO: Mr., Chairman, I .just have
one more question. Mr, Cook, if the allegations of this
report were substantially c0¥rect, would you agree that that

alone would be a basis for the corporation to be concerned
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about the management of the Reggie program and having to do
Something-épecific to make sure that these kinds of problems
didn't occur again?

MR. COOK: First of all, Mr, Uddo, I
can't accept your premiserbecause, ane, } don't know what
John Davis did or did not --

MR. UDDO: I'm saying assuming the
allegations are substantially correct.

MR, CODK: It would depend upon. You
know, I'm thinking only_youf view about what Howard,er.
Davis' employer decided that he as a faculty member can dot

1

I mean that's extremely important. Because if Howard

4

‘University took the position that they allowed Mr. Davis to‘

. do what he's alleged to have done, I ﬁhink that that's

important.

MR. UDDO: Howard couldn't give him . :

permission to use Reggie program stationery to transmit
political_contéibutions giving thelimpress;on that it had
some connection with the Reggie program. I don't think that
they could give him permission to use secretaries paid by
L5C teo ao his personal correspondence, and I don't think
that they cquld give him pérmission to use the supplies of

the Reggie program paid for by LSC to do personal work.

There may be some things they can approve of, but there's
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definitely some things that they could not approve of.

MR. COAOK: Mr. Uddo, one of the
things that you've got to keep in mind is I have also had
some experience witthSC investigators, What appears at
first blush with LSC investigations, you know, there's very
often a disparity ?etween what appears at first blush and
what in fact -- |

MR, UDDO: éome 6F_these things there

are copies of. The campaign contribution letter on Reggie

~stationery is the real thing. There's copies of that, so

there's not just suggestions. You don't want to answer my
guestion, | ;

MR. COOK: It's not that I don;t wa;t
fp angwer your question.

MR. UDDO: Assuming these are

substantially true, shouldn't we be pretty concerned about

the way the Reggie program has been administered over the

past several years and do something to make sure that thesei

things don't happen again?

MR.. COOK: I have two answers for
that. First of all, I can't assume that they are true. And
the other thing is they have to be taken in tHe context of
how he was operating at Howard Uniyersity with the Law

School.
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Davis where there's a fairly concrete record here, you're

MR. UDDO: Let me tell you our
problem-with that, Five minutes ago you told us exactly
what Gene Protak's intent was when he redid the survey. You
told us exactly what it was he was looking for. You told us
exactly whét his motivatiﬁn was, all neéative; and as far as

I know, ;hat's just your assumption, Now, talk about Mr.

not willing to assume anything.

MR. CODK: I simply gave you my
opinion about what happened at LSC vis-a-vis the Reggie
program and i'm giving you my opinion. ‘

MR. UDDO: Is it your opinion that
these thing did happen?

‘Mé} CO0K: I don't knaw that those

things did happen.

MR. MENDEZ: Shouldn't we explore

this more thoroughly?

MR. COBK: Sure.

MR. MENDEZ: pr should we go about
exploring this more fully?

MR, CO0DK: I don't know how you can-
go about it, Mr., Mendez?

MR. MENDEZ: As the advisor for the

Reggie program and as the chairman, how would you suggest
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that we more fully explore this to insure allegations made
here are either true of false?

MR. COO0K: I don't know how you
should go forward in doing that,

MR; MENDEZ: But you do think. we
should go forward and do that?

MR. COOK: I didn't say -- I think
what you should do is have investigations as they should be
should be balanced, that is, Mr. Davis and LSC nepds to be
heard from on those issues,land Howard University.

MR. VALBIS: I'm sure this is all

very important, gentlemen, but we don't want to eat into tHe

Y

time of the other important questions on the agenda.
Mr. Cook; I thank you very much. Go

back ta ybur offices and give us a written response to this

response. We'd appreciate it very much.
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