IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

NEW ORLEANS DIVISION

RICHARD B. SOBOL, et al.
Plaintiffs,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff-Intervenor,
CIVIL ACTION
V.
NO% "6 7=
LEANDER H. PEREZ, SR., et al.
SiE@METI@N- - "B
Defendants,
STATE OF LOUISIANA,
Defendant-Intervenor,
JOHN P. DOWLING, et al.
Defendant-Intervenors,

LOUISIANA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION,

Defendant-Intervenor
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TRIAL, BRIEF OF THE UNITED STATES

The United States submits this brief before
trial pursuant to Rule 6 of the Court and pursuant
te the Japiary 12, 1968, letter ef the Court reguest-
ing all counsel to submit their appreciation of the
isstes iluwelved in this case. Il #his brief we

therefore state what we believe to be the ultimate



issues of fact raised by the complaint of the
United States, and we outline what we understand to
be the controverted question of law in this case. In
addition, for the convenience of the Court, we attach
to this brief two appendices -- one containing a
statement of all the persons we have been advised as
ef ‘e time ©f filing this Bricef om Friday, January 1@,
1968, will be called as witnesses by the parties
(Appendix A) and another containing the text of what
we believe to be pertinent federal and state statutes
(Appendix B).
I. Ultimate TEsiSuas oRNicct

The complaint of the United States calls upon
this Court to decide two issues: first, whether the
threatened prosecution against Richard Sobol is a
form of harassment and second, whether the state
statutes in question as construed by defendants --
thereby unreasonably and unnecessarily restricting
the practice of law by out-of-state lawyers -- deprive
Negroes in Plaquemines Parish from obtaining fair
and adequate representation in civil rights cases.
The Univiiesl States maidtging that the proof of wrigil
will show that both these questions should be answered
in the affirmative. If so, a claim under the equal
protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment will
have been established and the United States will ask
this #@art teo cemameise iis cguitalle jurisdietion by
enjeining the dfesceution of Richard Sebel and plas-

ing appropriate limits on the statutes in question so



as to insure that Negroes in Plaquemines Parish have
the opportunity to obtain fair and adeguate represen-
tation in civil rights cases.

In support of its complaint the United States
claims the following ultimate facts:

1. Plaintiff Richard Sobol, who is an attorney
licensed to practice law in jurisdictions other than
Louisiana and who is authorized to practice law in
federal courts in Louisiana and elsewhere has, pur-
suant to employment with the Lawyers Constitutional
Defense Committee, represented Negroes and civil
rights workers in cases involving civil rights and
constitutional rights in the 3tate and Federal Courts
in Louisiana in association with counsel license to
practice law in Louisiana.

2. The arrest and threatened prosecution of
plaintiff Richard sobol in Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana,
charging him with the unauthorized practice of law, has
the purpose and effect of deterring Sobol and other
lawyers similarly situated from providing fair and
adequate legal representation to Negroes in the local
courts of Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana, in cases
involving constitutional and civil rights of Negroes.

3. As alleged in paragraph 11 of the complaint
of the United States, Negroes in Plaquemines Parish,
Louisiana, are less able than white persons to secure
in the local courts of Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana,
fair and adequate representation by lawyers licensed

to practice law in Louisiana in e¢ivil rights cases
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because: (a) The opportunity of Negroes in Louisiana
to become lawyers has been limited, thereby restricting
the number of lawyers available to provide fair and
adequate representation for Negroes in civil rights
cases; (b) Negroes in Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana,
would not have confidence in being represented by a
White atbterngy in a civil rights case wrless the

lawyer is identified with organizations or activities
promoting the cause of racial equality or has adequately
handled such controversial cases in the past:; (c)
Community hostilities, harassment and other pressures
deter lawyers from representing Negroes in Louisiana,
Tmeilishifne tthese  in. Pliaememines: Bamiish, dn eilvil whights
cases; (d) The financial position, geographic loca-
tion and other professional commitments of those
Louisiana lawyers, who are willing to represent Negroes
in civil rights cases restrict their ability or avail-
ability to handle such cases; (e) There are no legal
services pregrams serving indigewmts im Plaguemines
Parisgh, and becauge there are fon ektlgr programs
threugheut the State, the ability or awailability of
lawyers to handle civil rights cases which are usually

handled by attorneys without fee, is limited.

IT. Controverted Questions of Law
The controverted gquestiens of law tadsed pEier
to trial have not involved the question whether the
United States would be entitled to the relief it seeks

if Ehis ldegations of its complaint drs pEevem at trial,



but rather involve the following preliminary issues:
(i 3 Uss.c. §2283; (B) sbstentic@y anll (€) the
prepricty of having this case adjudiecated by a three-
Jjulge distirict court. We will briefly discuss cach of
the issues as it bears on the complaint of the United
States, reserving the right to brief the issueg subse-
gEent 28 Al if gt all apprepriate or necessSarY.

A. The $§2283 Issue. The United States

A
taltes the positien that 28 U.s.C. §2283 is e Bar

to this Court granting any of the relief prayed for
in its complaint, including the injunction against the
pending prosecution of Richard Sobol. This position

s Essd on the settlad prepesitien of Leiter Minamals,

Inc. v. United States, 352 U.S. 220 (1957) and United

Sheabes v, Wesd, 295 FP.2d 772 (5 Cir. 1961) that §2283
is no bar to applications by the United States to stay

State court proceedings. See also United States v.

McLeod, B. 28 (5 ©ie. Gebtebsr 16, 1967) ;

Eosisnes v, Chilewefi Danvidile,. 337 Ei2d 579, 590, 592-3

(4 Cir. 1964). As the Supreme Court pointed out in

Leiter Minerals, section 2283 is intended to prevent

unnecessary conflict between state and federal courts,
but the significance of its peliey pales whem the Unibed

States seeks teo pregerve a hiigh mafional InESEaSE.

Ay 2BUSS. C. 82585 prevades:

A court of the United States may not grant
an injunction teo stay proceedifigs in a
state court except as expressly authorized
by Act of Congress, or where necessary in
ale @ ivs jerlsdietien, o to protagt or
effectuate its judgments.



The Court there said:

There is a persuasive reason why the
fcileral court"s power te stay state
court proceedings might have been
restricted when a private party was
cseglking the stay but not when the
United States was seeking similar
relisE. The Statute is designed to
prevent conflict between federal and
state cowrts. This peliey is much
mere campelling when it is the liti-
gation of private parties which
threatens to draw the two judicial
systems into conflict than when it is
the United States which seeks a stay
to prevent threatened irreparable
injury to a national interest. The
frustration of superior federal
interests that would ensue, from
precluding the Federal Government
from obbainidg & Jeay oF d stake court
proceeding except under the severe
restrictions ef 28 U.S8.C. §2283 would
be so great that we cannot reasonably
impute sueh a purpese @ Congress
from the génesksl longudge @f 28 U.S.C.
§2283 alone. It is alwaygs difficult
to feel confideont abeut cemstruing an
ambiguous statute when the aids to
construction are so meager but the
interpretation excluding the United
States from coverage of the statute
seems to us preferable in the context
of healthy federal-state relation.
(352 U.8., =& 225-26.)

The Leiter Minerals rule "excluding the United States

from coverage of the statute" applies with the same force
in this case, even though the United States did not
initiate this action, but rather intervened as a party-
plaintiff after the private plaintiffs had filed their
suit. What is inportast is that the Unikell Stakes is a
party to the law suit, asserting a national interest and
seeking relief against a State court proceeding on the

basis of that interest, not whether its technical posture
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ig plajneiff or plaintiff-intervener, The interest
of the United States, in this case, like that in

United States v. Wood, supra, where the United States

was seeking to enjoin the criminal prosecution, is not

se mileh te pretept the Fights of the individual whe is
being prosecuted but to protect the rights of other
persons who are not parties to the State prosecution

but who are affected by the prosecution. In this case,
the isterest of the Umitcd Stabes is te protect the
rights of Negroes in Plaquemines Parish to obtain fair
and adequate legal representation in civil rights cases,
and we will undertake to prove that the arrest and
pEesscwiion of Richard -Sobel threabens that high national

interest. Hence, the rationale of the Leiter Minerals

rule is fully applicable to this case, even though
the United States technically is a plaintiff-intervenor
rather than a plaintiff and Title IX of the Civil Rights

Act of 1964, under which the United States has intervened

Ly CE., eNdl., Shidicliaiaes Seiie. V. GiEelie, 380 F.2d4
692 (2 Cir. 1966}, Wiske the Ceurt held that even
though a privete party ctather then the United States

was asserting the national interest, the assertion of
that interest brought Leiter Minerals into play, and
§2283 did net bar an iEjURPELION sgalnst staks eeurt pro-
ceedings. The Court there said:

[Tlhere is little question that if the
[Securities and Exchange] Commission had
sought the injunction here, £$2283 would not
have blocked its way. We are not persuaded
that a different decision is compelled under
the circumstances of this case. If the policy
of the anti-injunction statute is superseded
by the need for immediate and effective
enforcement of federal securities statutes
and regulations, the fact that enforcement
here is by a private party rather than the
agency should not be eenbrolling.

(360 F.2d at 698.)



in this case, further supports this conclusion. The
Skatuse; 42 U,5.C, §2000h-2, provides that "[ilm such
action the United States shall be entitled to the
same relief as if it had instituted the action.”

This statutory language thus explicitly removes any
defense to the complaint of the United States that

seeks to avoid the Lejter Minerals doctrine on the

ground that the United States is a plaintiff-
intervenor rather than a plaintiff.

B. Abstention. The defendants urge that

because the plaintiff, Richard Sobol, may assert
all of his #ights im his State criminal presecution,
this Court should on the basis of equity and comity
abstain from enjoining that prosecution. The United
States does not agree that all of the interests
sought to be protected in this lawsuit -- including
those sought to be protected by the United States --
may be adequately safeguarded in the state proceed-
ing. It would therefore be inappropriate for this
Court to abstain.

In this regard, this case is quite similar to

Unided States v. UBed, 298 F.2d 772 (5 Cir. 1861),

a suit to enjein a crimimal presecutien Sgeinst =
voting registration worker. The defendants there
argued that the worker, Hardy, could assert all

of his rights in the courge of his state pr@secu-
tion, and that therefore injunction against the
prosecution was unnecessary. The Court of Appeals
recognized, however, that the United States asserted

an interest much broader than that of the individual



criminal defendant, and that that interest cauld not
be protected in the state criminal trial. The Court
said:

[T ]he Government makes very clear

that the rights the Governmert asserts

are not the rights of Hardy ....

Rather the Government here asserts

the rights of all thase Negre citizens

of Walthall County who are qualified

to register and vote. The rights of

these citizens are not at issue in

Hardy's prosecution, and remedies

available to Hardy in his trial are

in no way available to them.

(298 F.2d ot 78
For this reason, the court concluded that a federal
injunction was necessary. Similarly here the United
States seeks to protect not so much the rights of
plaintiff Sobol, but rather the rights of all Negro
citizens of Plaquemines Parish to fair and adequate
legal representation in civil rights cases. The very
fact of Sobol's prosecution -- regardless of its
ultimate outcome -- threatens these rights because
it deters Sobol and other lawyers similarly situated
from effering shch Depresenmtation, and thus these

interests cannot be protected adequately in the course

of the state court prosecution. See Dombrowski v.

Pfigker, 380 U.S. 479 (1965).

C. The Three-Judge Court Issue. It has

been urged that the three-judge court convened under
A
ZEULISErL sl be dissolved. That contention appears

_3/ 28 U.S$4C. 228l 6f 28 U.8.C. pEevides:
An interldeitery er permanent injunction
restraining the enforcement ... of any
State statute by restraining the action
of amp effiecr of such State in the
ehforcement ... of such statlute ...
shall not be granted by any district
court or judge thereof upon the ground
of the unconstitutionality of such
statute unless the application therefor
is heard and determined by a district
court of three judges under section 2284
ef s EilEle.
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to have been rejected by this Court insofar as it
was based on the Supreme Court's deposition of
Hackin v. Arizona, No. 533, October Term 1967, 32
U.S5.L. Week 3202 {(November 14, 1967). We are unable
to find any other basis for such a contention even
if the question were narrowed to whether a three-
judge court was required to adjudicate the complaint
in intervention of the United States. The United
States! complaint in intervention alleges that even
apart from any question of harassment, L.S.A.-R.S.
37:213 and 37:214 are unconstitutional as construed
by the defendants and applied to plaintiff Sobolf's
activities, and asks that the defendant be enjoined
from so enforcing them. (See Memorandum of the
United States in Response to the Motion to Dismiss
and for Judgment on the Pleadings of the State Bar
Association.) This Court has recently held that
such a complaint requires adjudication by a three-

Judge courkt. Peindesxiter v, Louwisiana Financial

Assistante Commission, 258 F. Supp. 158, 165 (E.D.

L. 1966), abfid, Octeber Tewn 1967 (Jan. 15, 1968 .

See alse, s.¢., Bifaete Bromafard. 310 U.S. 354,

361 (1940):; Query v. United States, 316 U.S. 486

(1942); Wright, Federal Courts 164 (1963). 1In any
event, 1f there were any doubt as to the propriety
of convening the three-judge court, in light of the
imminence of the trial, sound judicial administra-

tion would require that the case be heard by all three

150



judges and, if an unanimous decision is reached,
Elasle tehie eortlginal district judege cerkify, if he
can, that he individually arrived at the same conclu-

siien. See Swilfls & Co. v. Wickham, 382 U.S. 111, 114

n.4 (1965).

Respectfully submitted

LOUISs C. LA COUR STEPHEN J. POLLAK
United States Attorney Assistant Attorney General

OWEN M. FISS
HUGH W. FLEISCHER
ALLEN D. BLACK
LESTER N. SCALL
Attorneys
Department of Justice
Washington, D. C. 20530



APPENDIX A

List of Witnesses

Pleintiffs' Witnesses

The plaintiffs will call the following
persons as witnesses: (Witnesses are arranged
in the order listed by the plaintiffs in their
pre-trial document.)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(%)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)

Gary Duncan

Richard B. Sobol
Robert F, Collins
Isaac Reynolds

A, Z. Young

Zelma Wyche

Father Albert McKnight
Henry Schwarzschild
Benjamin Smith

John P. Nelson

The plaintiffs might call the following
persons as wlinesses:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(%)
(5)

Mrs. Lambert Duncan
Lambert Duncan

Richard Haley

Professor Michael D, DeVito

Allen L. Lobrano




I1., Wiltnesses of the United States
The United States will call the following
persons as witnesses: (Witnesses are sarranged
in alphabetlcal order, and not necessarily in
the order that they might be called.)
(1) Earl J. Amedee
(2) Richard Buckley
(3) Alan F. Helseth
(4) Jack Peebles
{3) A. P, Tureeud
The United States might call the following
persons as wiltnesses:
(1) Murphy W, Bell
(2) Johnnie A, Jones
(3) Officials and other persons who
will testify to the authenticity
of documents to be introduced by
the United States, if a stipula-

tion as to authenticity of such
documents cannot be reached,



IIT.

Defendants' Witnesses

The defendants will call the following
persons as witnesses: (Witnesses are arranged
in the order listed by the defendants in their
pre-trial document.)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

(1)

(8)

(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)
(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)

Luke A, Petroevich
Ewile E. Martin, III
Joseph B, Defley, Jv.
Jerald N. Andry
Gilbers ¥V, Gndry, 11X
Blmer R. Tepper
Thomas MeBride, III
Raelph L. Barnett
Nathan Greenberg
George C. Bhmdg

John P. Dowling
Edward M. Baldwin
John P. Nelson
Rudolph Becker, III1
William B. Morgen, II
Edward A, Wallace

G. Wray G1ll

Richard A. Dowling
Irvin F. Dymond
Bernard A. Horton
George M, Leppert
Allen Lobrano

Jack Peebles

Richard J. Garvey
Bernard J. Bagert

Glivery 3. Delery




Iv.

Witnesses of the Criminal Courts Bar Assoclation,
gt al., Defendant-Intervenors

The defendant-intervenors, Criminal Courts
Bar Association, et al., might call the following
persons as witnesses: (Witnesses are arranged
in the order listed by the defendants in their
pre~trial document.)
(1) Gerara Schreiber
(2) A. J. Levy
(3) Walter Kelly
(4) Jack Peebles
(5) James McGovern
(6) Bruce C. Waltzer
(T) Nils Douglas
(8) Ermest Morial
(9) Revius Ortigue
(10) Evangeline Molero Vavrick
(11) Sylvia Roberts
(12) Thomas Brahney, III

(13) Harry F. Connick



Witnesses of the Louilslana State Bar Association,
Defendant-Intervenor

The defendant-intervenor, Loulsiana State
Bar Assoclation, might call the following persons

as witnesses: (Witnesses are arranged in the

order listed.)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(%)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)

Thomas 0. Ccllins, Jr.
Edward F. Glusman
John J. Cumnminbs, III
Sem Monk Zelden
Benjamin E. Smith
John P. Dowling
William Wessel

Nat Kieffer

Eldon Fallon

A, J. Levy

Bdgar Corey

Floyd Reed

George M. Leppert



APPENDIX B

FEDERAL & STATE STATUTES



42 § 1982 CIVIL RIGHTS Ch. 21
§ 1983. cCivil action for deprivation of rights

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regula-
tion, custom, or usage, of any State or Territory, subjects, or causes
to be subjected, any citizen of the United States or other person
within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights, priv-
ileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be
liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other
proper proceeding for redress. R.S. § 1979.



Ch. 21 MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 42 § 2000h—3

§ 2000h—2. Intervention by Attorney General; denial of
equal protection on account of race, color,
religion, or national origin

Whenever an action has been commenced in any court of the United
States seeking relief from the denial of cqual protection of the laws
under the fourteenth amendment to the Constitution on account of
race, color, religion, or national origin, the Attorney General for or in
the name of the United States muay intervene in such action upon
timely application if the Attorney General certifics thut the case is of
general public importance. In such action the United States shall be
entitled to the same relief as if it had instituted the action. Pub.L.
88-352, Title IX, § 902, July 2, 1964, 73 Stat. 266.



28 § 2281 THREE-JUDGE COURTS Ch. 155

§ 2281. Injunction against enforcement of State statute;
three-judge court required

An interlocutory or permanent injunction restraining the enforce-
ment, operation or execution of any State statule by restraining the
action of any officer of such State in the enforcement or execution
of such statute or of an order made by an administrative board or
commission acting under State statutes, shall not be granted by any
distriet court or judge thereof upon the ground of the unconstitu-
tionality of such statute unless the application therefor is heard
and determined by a district court of three judges under section 2284
of this title. June 25, 1948, c¢. 646, 62 Stat. 968.



Ch. 155 INJUNCTIONS 28 § 2283

§ 2283. Stay of State court proceedings

A court of the United States may not grant an injunection to stay
proceedings In a State court except as expressly authorized by Act
of Congress, or where necessary in aid of its jurisdiction, or to pro-
tect or effectuate its judgments. June 25, 1948, ¢. 646, 62 Stat. 968.



Ch. 135 INJUNCTIONS 28. § 2284
§ 2284, Three-judge district court; composition; procedure

In any action or proceeding required by Act of Congress to be
heard and determined by a district court of three judges the compo-
sition and procedure of the court, except as otherwise provided by
law, shall be as follows:

(1) The district judge to whom the application for injunction or
other relief is presented shall constitute once member of such court.
On the filing of the application, he shall immediately notify the chief
judge of the circuit, who shall designate two other judges, at leuast
one of whom shall be a circuit judge. Such judges shall serve as
members of the court to hear and determine the action or pro-
ceeding.

(2) If the action involves the enforcement, operation or execution
of State statutes or State administrative orders, at least five days
notice of the hearing shall be given to the governor and attorney gen-
eral of the State.

If the action involves the enforcement, operation or execution of
an Act of Congress or an order of any department or agency of the
United States, at least five days’ notice of the hearving shall be given
to the Attorney General of the United States, to the United States
uattorney for the district, and to such other persons as may be de-
fendants,

Such notice shall be given by registered mail or by cerfifled mail
by the celerk and shall be complete on the muiling thercof.

(3) In any such case in which an application for an interlocutory
injunction is made, the district judge to whowm the upplication is
made may, at any time, grant a temporary restraining order to pre-
vent irreparable damage. The order, unless previously revoked by
the distriet judge, shall remain in force only until the hearing and
determination by the full court. It shall conlain a specifie findiny,
based upon evidence submitted to such judge and idenfified by ref
erence thereto, that specified irreparable damage will result it the
order is not granted.

(4) In any such case the application shall he given precedence an:
assigned for a hearing at the earliest practicable day. Two judee
must concur in granting the application.

(5) Any one of the three judges of the court may pcrform .l
functions, conduct all proceedings except the triul, and enter all or
ders required or permitted by the rules of civil procedure. A singl:
judge shall not appoint a master or order a reference, or hear ar!
determine any application for an interlocutory injunction or motio:
to vacate the same, or dismiss the action, or enter a summary or finl
judgment. The aclion of a single judge shall Le reviewable by th-
full court at any time before final hearing.

A district court of three judges shall, before final hearing, stay ans
action pending therein to enjoin, suspend or restrain the enforcemen:
or exceution of a State statute or order thereunder. whenever i
appears thual a State court of competent jurisdiction has stayed pro-
ceedings under such statute or ovder peuding the determination in
such Stute court of an action to enforee the sume. I the action in
the Stale court is not prosecuted dilivently and in good Taith, the
district court of three judges may vacate its stay after hearving upon
ten days notice served upon the attoraey peneral of the State. June
95, 1918, ¢. G146, 62 Stat. 968; Junc LI 1960, Pub.L. S6 507, § 110,
i S T



Ch.

1 ATTORNEYS R.S. 37:212

§ 212. “Practice of law” defined
The practice of law is defined as follows:

(1) In a representative capacity, the appearance as an advocate,

or the drawing of papers, pleadings or documents. or tlie nerformance
of any act, in connection with proceedings, pending or prospective,

before any court of record in this state; or

(2) For a comsideration, reward, or pecuniary benefit, present
or anticipated, direct or indirect,

(a) the advising or counseling of another as to secular law, or

(b) in behalf of another, the drawing or procuring, or the assisting
in the drawing or procuring of a paper, document, or instrument
affecting or relating to secular rights, or

(¢) the doing of any act, in behalf of another, tending to obtain or
secure for the other the prevention or the redress of a wrong or
the enforcement or establishment of a right.

Nothing in this Section prohibits any person from attending to and
caring for his own business, claimg, or demands; nor from preparing
abstracts of title, or certifying, guaranteeing, or insuring titles to
property, movable or immovable, or an interest therein, or a privilege
and encumbrance thereon; or from performing. as a notary public,
any act necessary or incidental to the exiercise ol the powers and func-
tions of the oflice of notary public.



Ch. 4 ATTORNEYS R.S. 37:213

§ 213. Persons, professional associations and professional corpo-
rations entitled to practice law; penalty for unlawful
practice

No natural person, who has not first been duly and regularly licensed
and admitted to practice law by the Supreme Court of this state, no
partnership except one formed for the practice of law and composed
of such duly lic_énsed natural persons, and no corporation or voluntary
association except a professional law corporation organized pursuant to

Chapter 11 of Title 12 of the Revised Statutes, shall:

(1) Practice law;

(2) Furnish attorneys or counsel or an attorney and counsel to ren-
der legal services;

(3) Hold himgelf or itself out to the public as being entitled to prac-
tice law;

(4) Render or furnish legal services or advice;
(5) Assume to be an attorney at law or counselor at law ;

(6) Assume, use or advertise the title of lawyer, attorney, counselor,
advocate or equivalent terms in any language, or any phrase containing
any of these titles, in such manner as to convey the impression that
he is a practitioner of law ; or

(7) In any manner advertise that he, either alone or together with
any other person, has, owns, conducts or maintains an office of any kind
for the practice of law.

No person, partnership or corporation shall solicit employvment for a
legal practitioner.

This Section does not prevent any corporation or voluntary associa-
tion formed for benevolent or charitable purposes and recognized by
law, from furnishing an attorney at law to give free assistance to per-
sons without means.

Any natural person who violates any provision of this Section shall
be fined not more than one thousand dollars or imprisoned for not more
that two years, or both.

Any partnership, corporation or voluntary association which violates
this Section shall be fined not more than five thousand dollars. Every
officer, trustee, director, agent, or employee of a corporation or volun-
tary association who, directly or indirectly, engages in any act violat-
ing any provision of this Section or assists the corporation or voluntary
association in the performance of any such violation is subject to the
penalties prescribed in this Section for violations by a natural person.
As amended Acts 1964, No. 357, § 1.

95



h.

1 ATTORNEYS R.S. 37:214

§ 214, Visiting attorneys of other states; reciprocity

Except #s provided in this Section, no person licensed or qualified
to practice as an attorney at law or as an attorney and counsellor at
law in anv other state and temporarily present in this state shall
practice law in this state, unless he has been first duly licensed to
practice law by the supreme court of this state or unless he acts in
association with some attorney duly licensed to practice law by the
supreme court of this state,

Nothing in this Chapter prevents the practice of law in this state
by a visiting attorney from a state which, either by statute or by
some rule of practice accorded specific recognition by the highest
court of that state, has adopted a rule of reciprocity that permits an
attorney duly licensed and qualified to practice law in this state to
appear alone as an attorney in all courts of record in the other state,
without being required to be admitted to practice in such other
state, and without being required to associate with himself some attor-
ney admitted to practice in the other state.

Whoever violates any provision of this Section shall be fined not
more than one thousand dollars or imprisoned for not more than
two years, or both.



Art. 8,81 STATE BAR ASSOCIATION

ARTICLE VIII. STANDING COMMITTEES

Section 1. Creation of committees
The following are the Standing Committees of the Association:|
(8) (a) There is hereby established a Standing Committee on the
Unauthorized Practice of Law to be composed of 11 practicing lawyers,
one of whom shall be appointed from each Congressional District and
three to be selected at large from the State.

One of said members shall be designated as General Chairnian who
shall be appointed by the President of the Louisiana State Bar Asso-
ciation with the advice and consent of the Board of Governors.

(b) The Committee on Unauthorized Practice of the Law shall be
charged with the duty of keeping themselves, the Board of Governors
and the House of Delegates informed with respect to the practice of
law by unauthorized parties and agencies and the participation of
attorneys therein contrary to the provisions of Cancen of Ethics 45,
Article XIV of the Charter of this Association, and concerning meth-
ods for prevention of the same. They shall seek the elimination of
such unauthorized practice and participation there by such action and
methods as may be appropriate for that purpose, subject to approval
of the House of Delegates, including cooperation with the similar coni-
mittees of the American Bar Association, of Bar Associations of other
States, and of Local Bar Associations in this stute. This Committee
shall invite complaints from members of the Association uand, upon in-
vestigation, shall make report to the Board of Goveruors and the House
of Delegates,

(¢) There shall be one Committee for the First and Second Con-
gressional Districts.

(d) For the purpose of coordinating the work of the Committees
on the Unauthorized Practice of Law, the President, with the advice
and consent of the Board of Governors of the Louisiana State Dar
Association, shall appoint a General Chairman, vwho shall hiave general
Supervision of the Committees in each District.

(e) The General Chairman, together with the Chairman of ithe
Committee of each District, shall constitute an Executive Committee
of the whole.



EHRISNEIRE AMENEEIES B RV

T herehy certifvithatiaicomiaf the Fforegs g
Has been . serpved vpeh therfollowing dttorneys of
record, at the addresses indicated, by depositing
Ehersanevin - Bhe WUnitediStates Manl § postage prepsid,

A
ellnsids) /g£1 day: ‘of! January, 1268.
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344 Camp Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130

2ilyan W Bronstein, ‘Esquire
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SddnesilisiBrovansal', Jr.,", BEsquire
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New Orleans, Louisiana FOILEO)

Wistel< 12, 1 o Cieemiliibhlenn - iiceitlise
Attorney General

State of Louisiana

State Capitol Building

Baton Rouge, Louisiana

WELALIL Sisim 12, SelnbllEie, N ITSEiiileE
Assistant Attorney General

30 Shogeilia fAse T e

New Orleans, Louisiana FQILILZ

Thomas M. Brahney, III, Esqguire
Special Counsel to the
Attorney Ceneral

1d4 BSupreme Court Building

New Orleans, Louilsiana OS2

Wood Brown, III., Esquire

806 National Barnk of Commeree BWiSeEh e
New Orleans, Louisiana 7oL Z

John P. Dowling, Esquire
2538 Tulane Avenue
New Orleans, Louisiana 70119

William F. Wessel, Esquire
National Bank of Commerce Building
New Orleans, Louisiana 7e130
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