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mmagmw,\mmwm He then informed ae
that on Friday atfternoon, October 13, we were servedt
with & sotion by the Statedf louisiase to imtervene
in Sigkol v. BIESE, He also resd to zs 2 lektexr frum
Judge lson which istisated that the Iouisiama ¥ax
Association was istending to muwe to intervene in this
case, (In s comwexrsatiom with Tony Acsterdss, on
Septexber 21, he inforumd me that the defendants had
previously reguested ths State Bar issecistiom €o
intervene but thay declined the invitation because
they ware of the view that Sobol had pot violsted
the statutes in questiom.)

This moxming I was advissd by NHiss Gorman that
the motion of the Mats to intervens was noticed for
a beaxing at 11:00 am Octeober 13, 1367. Accoxdinmgly,
I Selephoned Judge Cassibxy's secretssy to sk whether
bearing, Fixst, sbe told ae that the heaxing will be
reossned until Octuber 15 and secondly, she asked
whatber I would like to spsak to the Judge. I said
that I would, if she thought it was appropriate,

phone about the motiom of the State to intaxvene. He
to e zepresented st the heaxing., Be asked whether

oes Chromo Fleischex
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ﬁ Pile, Scutbern Sec,
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by the Stata, I replied that 1 had not sesn the papers
nﬂiv&ggggnﬂxﬁiggé
the Unitad States would cbiect, I said that it vas im
our interest to have all the views exyressed,. He Lthen
zgagggﬁfgg
to intexvene,. Be apologised for the delay in ruling
an our motion Mt he said that was due to the fact
that be had not given the State aotiee of that hearing.
fle xexarked that bhe did sot thiak it ves mecessscy,
under the statute, to give notice of that hearing but
that he thought fﬁwﬁw@&s“gggsgg
side., He aisc saidé that he Ielieved that such notice
would ke unbeosssary onos the State had inteaxvensd in
the case and that be was glad be did mot rule on the
motion of the United States before this deceuse it
mnant that the United States would enly be permitied
to coms in and go out, ani then cone in again,
Fimalliy, be said he saw no reoson why the nited States
should not be parmitted o intexvens in the caew,

At the and mggﬁa inguized as
to wiwthexr he thought it necessary for the United States
to brief the 2243 issue at this stage, or whether the
iwgg%gg%g&;?
basis of Tiktie IX, REe said that the motion of the
gggggigvﬂgimgi
therxe would be o intexrmedisic hearing cn defendants®
motion for ssomary judgeent, In all likeliboud there

would ba just the single lwaring on the mexits at which
time the Court would consider the 2383 issue, He also
said that anothex pre-trial conferemos would be Mmic
&?mﬁﬂigw&ggfgﬁ ﬁ!&uﬁ»
wgwmgignﬁﬁwﬁg;ggﬁngg
any such meeting whensver it wvas called,
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