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MINUTES OF MEETING
oF
SEPTEMBER 23 AND SEPTEMBER 24, 19564

Pursuant to the call of the Chairman, the California Law
Revision Commission met at 9:30 A.M. at the Patio Room of the
Hotel del Corenade, Bomnado; California on Septsmber 23, 1884 and
at 9:30 A.M, st the Crest Room of the Hotel U, S, Grant in San
Die;o; California on September 24, 1984.

PRESENT :

Mr, Thomas E. Stanton, Jr., Chairman
Honorable Jess H. Doraty; Senate

Mpe, John D. Babbage

Mr. Righard C. Pildew

Mr. Bert W, Levit ‘
Mr. Samuel D. Tharman i

Mr. Ralph N, Klaps, ex officio
ABSENT:

Honorable Stanford C. Shaw, Assembly
My, John H. Swan
Mr. John R, MoDonough, Jr., Executive Secoretary of the
Commission, was present. Yr. Norris Burke, Chief Research Attorney



for the Judioclal Council was present during a part of the meeting
on Thnruday; September 33. During a part of the meeting on
Thursday a manber of members of the Bench and Bar were also present
at the invitation of the Commission to make suggestions for
substantive law revision.

A motion was made by Mr. Thnrnan; seconded by Mr. Babbage
and unsaaimously passed that the Minmutes of the Meetings of the
Corminsion of July 17 and August 28 be approved,

Probate de 8

The Executive Seoretary reported that a contraot had been
negotiated with Mr., Paul E. Basye to do the Probate Code study undof
Assembly Conourrent Resolution No. 8 for an honorarium of bdetween
$750 and $1,000 to be fixed after the work is done in accordance with
the time required to do it. This contract was negotiated pursuant
to suthority given to the Chalrman at the last meeting. A metion
was mapde by Mr. Levit, seconded by Mr. Fildew, and unanimously
passed that the ocontract made with Mr. Basye be ratified by the
Commisgsion. The Chairman then appeinted a committee of the Comxiasion,
consisting of Comuissioners Levit and Thurman, to supervise the
study to be made by Mr. Basye. Mr. Levit was appointed Chairman
of the Committee.

Disoussien of Judieial C 1

7 The Commlssion disoussed its relationship te the Judicial
Couneil, The Chairman reported that hs had written to Chief Justice

g
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Gibson inviting him to attend this meeting of the Commiassion and
that the Chief Justioe had reported that he would noi Le ables to
attend but that he had ssked Mr. Norris BDurke, Chief Researeh
Attorney of the Judiocisl Council, to attend and discuss with the
Commission the question of itis relationship to the Judieial Counecil.
M, Burke was present and was introduced to the members of the
Commission., Mr. Burke was then invited to state his views as to
the soope of the Judicial Couneil's funotion and its relstionship to
the Law Revision Commission.

Mr., Burke stated that the two major current projects of
the Judioial Council are (1) the revision of Article VI eof the
California Constitution and (2) a proposal for the adoption of
pre-trial precedurs.

Mr., Burke stated that in his opinion one of the outstanding
needs for 1aw revision in California is a revision of the Censtitution,
fle sketched briefly the history of attempts to revise the present
Constitution. He stated that it seemz apparsnt that an over-all
revision of ths Constitution is not feasible and suggested that a
worthwhile prejsct might be to attempt in several succeeding general
eleotions to ashieve deletien of mich of the material now found in
the Constitution, in order to provide a basis for & mors affirmative
revision effort. He suggested in partiocular that Artiocle X and
Sections 1 to 18 of Artiole XII should be repealed.

In reaponsa to a question from Chairman Stanton, Mr. Burke
stated that in hia opinien the jurisdiction of the Judioial Council
extends to civil, prabtta; and ocriminal procedures, i.s. the areas
falling within three of the four original Califoernia Codes. He
stated, hnwnvnr; that he helieves that there iz sufficient work to
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be dons to ensble both the Judiocial Cduncil and the Commission to
function in all of these areas. In response to another question

from Cheirmsan Stanton, Mr. Burke said that the Judicisl Council would
be happy to reoceive suggestions from the Law Revision Commission
relating to flelds in which the Judicial Councoil is interested. He
suggested the Commission might confer informally with him and that

he could then present the suggestions to the Judicial Counecil for
consideration.

Mr. Kleps stated that he doubted thutrtha Judioial Council
has acted on suggestions for law revision received from outside
sources to any great extent. !e said that the staff of the Couneil
has wvorked usually on one or twe major projects in each biennium;
for example, the Rules on Appeal prnjoat; the Administrative law
projsct, and the Inferior Court Reorganiszation project. The
relationship between the Commission and the Judicial Council was
further discussed at considerable length by the members of the
Cosmmisesion and Mr, Burke. At the end of this discussion Mr. Burke
left the meeting.

Discussion of Report to Lexlislature

The Commission discussed the form which its first report to
the Legislature should take. At the end of the discussion a uotion
wvas nade by Mr. lLevit, seconded by Senator Dorsey, and mnanimously
passed that the Executive Seoretsary be instructed to prepare a
preolictinary draft of the Comedssien's first repert; that the report
should be in the form of a single report to cover what the Commimsion
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has been doing, what it proposes to do -- i.e., its Agenda - and its
apecific recommendations to the Legislature; and that the report
should have separate appendices on the Education Code projsct, the
Probate Code project and the Agenda. It was agreed that the
Commission's report should be submitted to the Legialature in such

a way that it would be printed in the Journal without the appendices,
and that arrangements be made, if possible, to have the appendices
separately printed.

Preliminary Discussion of Agenda

The Cornmission discussed wvhat general principles should be
followed in preparing its first Calendar of topics selected for
study to be reported to the Legialature in January. Chsirman
Stanton raised the question whether the Comuissioen should now decide
wvhether certain ocategories of subjects should be included in the
Commission's work and other categories excluded. Senator lorsey
expressed the view that the Commission should be careful not to
put on its first Calendar matters whioch sre highly ocentroversial,
e.K., ocomparative negligence, Mr, Kleps stated that he believes
that the Commission should have a relatively snall number of itens
on its first Calendar - e.g., that ten items would be better than
fifty - in order to minimize conflict with the Interim Committees
of the Legislature., MNr. Fildew ralised the guestion vhether the
commiasion could not have a category of miscellaneous minor
substantive changes as a part of its agenda. These would not
involve problems requiring sxtended study but would be concerned
with the correction of relatively minor defects in the law. lr.
Levit ralsed the gquestion whether the Commission should not aseek



authority from the Legialature to act as a clearing-house for
mggestions for law revision from various persons in the State;
the Commission would then report to the Legislature twe categories
of matters (1) a group which the Commission would propose to study
in an extensive way; (2) a group whioch would not require extenszive
study but oould he acted upon at onoce.

atio for Revision m Members
of neh d Bar

On the af'ternoon of Thursday, September 23, begimning at 3:00
6'ocleck, the Commission received membders of the Bench and Bar who
responded to the Comrdssionts general invitation to attend the
meeting for the purpese of making suggestions for substantive
revision of the law. The persons who attended the meeting of the
Commission inoluded Mr. Norris Burkse, Hr. Max Gilford of Hollywood,
Mr, Garrett Elmore of the State Bar and Seoretary of the Committee
on the Administration of Justice, Mr. Frank Davis of Hollyweod,

Hr. Pranocis J. Carr of San Franoclsoo, Mr. Carlyls Miller of Santa
Craz, Juiige Raymond Peters of San Francisoco, lrs, Frank Baker,
representing her hasband, Mr. Frank Baker, of the Bancroft-Whitney
Company ef San Frlnnineo; Asgemblysan S. C. Masterson of Richmond,
Mr. Proffitt of Oakiland, Dean Willissm Prosser of Bealt Hall, and
Hr, Homer Crotty of Los Angeles. The following suggestions were
made:

1. Mr. Max Gilford suggested that the Constitution of
California be revised and stated that he has some matsrials which may
be of intersst if this project ia undertaken.
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2. NMr, Garrett Elmore reported that the Committee on
AMdministration of Justioce of the State Bar has requested the
Beoard of Governors of the State Bar to reguest the Commission to
study the possibility of achieving greater uniformity with respect
te the various statutes in California relating to procedurss to be
folloved in presenting oclaims against governmental sagencies. He
reported that there is material on this subject in 39 Jtate Bar
Journal 230 and in the Supplement to the Second Progress Repert of
the Senats Interim Judiciary Committee, 1953 Regular Session. ie
stated that the problem embraces claims both in the area of contracts
and of torts and that the Committese on the Administration eof
Justioe has wrestled with the preblem unsuccessfully for twe or
thres years. He reported that no State Bar Committes is now
working on the subjest,

d., Mr, Frank Davis of the Hellywood Bar suggested that in
the case of porsens who have bheen juvenile delinguents and have
beon rehabilitated soms procedurs ought to be availahle te expunge
the reseord of their juvenile delingquency and to make it possible
for them to make application for licenses, etc., without disclosing
this faot,

4. Judge Peters slaborated on his suggestion te the Commission
that statiutory instructions be enscted for use in personal injury
oasen, conserning such matters as negligence, contributery
negligence, preximate cause, etc. There was consideradle discussion
of whethsr statutery instructions on abstract prinoiples of law
would mest the problem., Judge Beters sald that they have dons se
in the case of certain instruotiens in eriminal cases.



5. Judge Poters suggested that the Commdassion might also
consider the problem whether decisions of the Appellate Departments
of the Superier Court should be subjeoted to reviev.

€. Mr. Homer Crotty suggested that the Commission consider
the problen of the establishment of miniemin standards of judioial
adrinistration in California. 1In this conneotien ha oalled
attention & the beok on this subjeot written seme years ago by
Chief Justioce Vanderbilt of the New Jersay Suprems Court.

7. The Commdasion also reveived tha suggestion that it
consider wvhsther California should sdopt the Federal rule prohibiting
the use of evidencs which is illegally obtained,

Dean Prosser of the lav School at the University of
Californis was introduced and Chairman Stanten asked him for his
oepinien respecting vhether the Commission should undertake a study
of imputed negligence betwesn lushand and wvife in Cglifernia. Dean
Prosser stated that vhils in general he believes that the Law
Revision Commission must consern itself with contreversial matters
if 1t is to he effsctive, it may possibly be unvise to put a
subjeost as controversial as that of imputed negligenoce on its
Calendar in the first year of its operation,

Agends Matters

The Executive Secrstary reported that expenditures under
the Agenda contraot with Stanford University to September 15
totalled $1,197.28 ($957.67 for research urvieu; $165.75 for
stenegraphic services and §73.80 fer mipplies) leaving $808.78
still available of the eriginal $2,000 appropriation. The
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Executive Secretary reported that the Agenda contract with
Stanford will terminate by its terms on Octeber 31, He reported
that Stanford'as work under the contract has been very satlafaotory
and that the study and reports baing made pursuant to the contract
onght to be continued to enable the Commission to prepare its
Agends as Provided in Section 10335 of the Government Code, The
Executive Seorstary suggested that the Agenda contract with
Stanford be extended to June 30, 1955 and that additional funds

be made avallable, After this proposal was discussed, Mr. Babbage
made a motion whioh was seconded by Mr. Thurman and unanimously
passed that the Commlssion'’s Agenda contract with Stanford University
be extended to June 30, 19565 and that additienal funds 1in the
amount of $1,000 be made avallable to finance the contract,

The Commlssion decided that in the future matters to be
considered for inclusion en the Comwission's Calendar will be first
considered by a Committee of the Commission whieh shall maks a
report and recommendations to the Commission.

The Executive Seoretary was dirscted to have a study made
to determine what California statutes, if any, have bheen declared
uncenstitutional by the Supreme Court of the United States or
the Supreme Court of California sinoe the last repert of the
Legislative Counsel on this subject, s60 that these statutes can
be reported to the Legislature in acocordance with Section 10331 of

the Government Cde.

Calendar of Tepios Proposed for Study

The Cormission considered a number of suggestions which
it has received from members of the Bench and Bar with respect to
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toplios to be included on its Calendar of topics selected feor study
to be reported to the Leglislature in January. It was decided that
each suggestion considered would be tentatively put in one of five
categeries:

1) Current Agenda -~ Suggestions tentatively accepted for
inclusion on the Commiassion’'s rirst Calendar to be reported to the
Legislature In Jamiary, 1845,

2) Daferred - Suggestions wvhich the Commission deems worthy
of study in the nesr future bhut does not wish to include on its
first Calendar,

3) Postponed - Suggestions which the Commission desms worthy
of study after the topiocs included on the Current and Deferred lists
have been studied.

4) Not Acceptsd - Suggestions which the Commissien

deoclded not to study.
5) Under Investigation - Suggestions requiring further
investigation befere the Commiasion can deocide what aoction to taks

upon them,
The follewing disposition was made of 1954 Suggestions Nes. 1
through 37 as & result of disoussion of them by the Commission:

rent nd

Noes. 10, 31¢(1 d 31{2) - Study to determine whethsr
SArsay o in California should be revised.

Ng, ;4&2 - Study to determine whether $31377 and 1378 of
¢ Penal Code, relating to compromise of certain
xisdemeanor offenses, should be revised particularly
in light of the repeal of $811 of the Penal Code.

No, 15(3) - 3Study to determine whether a statute sheuld be
snacted rendering it unnecessary in gquliet title suilts
against deceased persens to have an admintstrater

‘Ppei nted,
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No. 23(3) - Study to determine whether 365808 of the Government
de, relating to procedure when a oty or county
lagislative body performs the functions of a planning
comul vsion should be revised,

No, 33 - Study to determine whether $137.3 of the Civil Code
should be amended to provide that in defaunlt divorece
and ammulment cases the court may allow reasenable
attorney fees and costs without a previous order to
show cause or notice of motion if the same are praysd
in the complaint.

DNealerrad

Nos, 2 and 26 - Study to determine whether it would be desirable
feaslble to enact statutory instructiens for personal
injury oases to cover such matters as negligence,
contributery negligence, proximate caunse, res ipsas
loguitur and iast olear chance,

Nog, &, 8, 27 snd 30 -~ Study to determine whether the
commitiment procedures for mentally 111 perseons set
forth in the Welfars and Institutions Cede should be
revised, with particular attention to the commitment
procsdures in respeot of sexual psychopaths.

Yo, 36 - Stuidy to determine whether the California rule

T imputing the negligenca of one spouse to another when
the recovery will ba coemsmunitiy property should be
abolished or modifiled,

Egltggnod

No, 4 - Study to determine whether the words "to a moral
certainty” should be eliminated from $1098 of the
Penal Code and instruections in criminal eases,

No, 13 - Study to determine whether §1962 of the Code of
vil Preocedurs, which oreates a conclusive presumption
that the issue of & wife cehabiting with her husbhand is
legitimate, sheuld be revised te provide an exception
when & blood test would normally be given thes effect
of negating paternity under §1980.6 of the Code of
Civil Procsdure.

ot _Accepted

Ho. 1 - Sufg::tian by Asseublyman Conrsd that the Commlasion
oons whether it would welcome an mssignment to
standardize eleotion procedures in Califernia.
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No, 11 - Suggestion that the Commiasien oconsider certain
T propesed amendments of the statutes desling with
precedure in oconnection with decrees confirming,
vaoating or modifying awvards made in arbitration proceedings.

;gé;% Suggostion that the rule permitting a defendant
anhad by proof of a former conviction of orime

No. 12{2) - Suggestion that the rule that former eriminal
acts of s defendant in a eriminal osse may be shown to
prove sochems, plan, or motive bs repsaled.

No. 12(3) « Suggestion that a defendsnt's attorney be gliven
¢ same acooess 1o witnesses in juvenile halls and
under the jurisdistion of juvenile officers as prosecuting
attorneys new have.

Ne, 12 - sstion that wvhen several defendants are ocharged
ac and ons of them is on probation, m hearing
on whether or not batien shonld be revoked should
not be held prier the trial of the fellow defendanis.

- Suggestien that a law be passed perwmitting an
r?qy constitutionally to have one perempiory challenge
“I udge,

No ~ Suggestion that the Californis habitual criminal
statutes be made more striot.

No, ;5’;! - estion that consideration be given the adoption
ral Rules of Civil Procedurs in Californias.

No, 15(2) - Suggestion that the statutory seotions on mechanics
on laws be revised,

No, ;si%% - ation that the penaliy on sevend offense
on vers under $502 of the Califernia Vehicle Code

be levwered in order to place second offensss within the
hudesdiction of the lover courts.

No, 18(3) -~ Suggestion that Vehicle Code §743, permitting a
peraxptory challenge to a judge in cortaiu traffioe
cases, he repsaled.

No, ggib! - stion that provision be made feor the taking
positions of witnesses residing eut of state in

small claims astions,

No, gg;%i Suggestion that the jurisdiostion of the small
ocourt be snlarged frem $100 te $300,

No, 34 stion that Code of Civil Procedurs $538,3 be
nnanggg" provide that the minimum ameunt for wﬁioh an

attachment nill issue be $30 instesd of $30.
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No. 28(3) - Suggestion that Erovisiun be made to glve
abaentes bmllots to clolstered nuns who are not
pormitted by the rules of their order to leave the
convent,

No. 31531 - Suggnstion that the Codes exemptions from jury
¥ be revised to limit the exemptions.

Under Investigation

No. J {(oheok with Judfcial Council)
No.» 8 (cheok first suggestion with Probate Code project
and sesond with Centreller's office)
No, 7 irtport in proeuuu;
No. 9 (report in precess
No. 13 {1} (ocheck with State Bar)
No. 16 (eheok with State Bar)
No. 17 (rsport in process
No. 10 (report in preocess
No. 20 (repert in process
No. 21 (report in proocess
No. 228A (report in process)
No. 236 ( rt in process)
No. 2821} refer to Legislative Counsalg
28(2) (refer to Legislative Counsel
No. 29 2ru’urt in process)
No. 32 (Mr. Kleps will discuss with Judge Halbert and
report to Commission)
No. 34 (report in process
No. 35 (repert in procesa
%o. 37 {(check with State Bar)

Proposed Budget for 1955-56

The Executive Seoretary submitted a revised draft of a budget
of the Commimsion for fiscal year 1855-568. After discussien and
some changes, the draft was approved and the Chalrman was directed
to submit the Commiseion's preposed budget to the Department of Finance
te be supplemented by such information relating te ithe werk of the
Comisaion for flscel year 1965-5€ as may be available freom time
to time.
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Fducation Code act

The Executive Secretiry reported that expenditures under the
Commiasion's Education Codo contraect with Stanferd University to
September 15, 1954 totalled $3,835.49 ($2,830.90 for ressarch services,
$609.26 ror stenographic services and $305,33 for supplies), leaving
s total of $6,164.51 available for the $10,000 committed to the
contract. He reperted that there is also available $2,000 of the
Educatien Code appropriation which has not yet been committed to
the ocontract.

The Exeoutive Saqrut:rf reported that it 1s necessary for
Stanford University to iind someone to assume direct supervision of
the Education Cede projeot. He stated that the University has been
‘disoussing with Mr, George Brunn, a Stanford law graduate of 1950
and @ member of the Bar practicing in San Franoisce, the possibility
of his taking charge of the Education Code projeot at Stanferd.
¥Mr. Brunn wvould be paid a salary of $800 per month, The Executive
Secretary reporied that in his opinion and that of other members
of the Stanford faculty Mr, Brunn is well gualified to do the werk.

The Executive Secretary also stated that Stanford is considering
the employment of Mrs., Rigwmor Barker, a member of the Har now
practicing in Santa Barbara, a® a Research Assistant under the
Education Code contract at a salary of $500 per month. He reperted
that Mrs. Barker graduated from the University of California Law
School in 1927, served in the office of the District Atterney in
Santa Barbara County for several years, and then served with the
Department ofJustice in New York and Washington fer a mumber of
years. Mra. Barker has been given strong recommendations by her
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superdoers in all of theae offices,

The Executive Secretary reported that if both Mr. Brunn and
Mrs. Barker are hired, the Education Code appropriation of $12,000
will be virtuslly exhausted by December 31, 1954. The stalf
assembled at Jtanford to work on the Education Code preojeot will
then have to be disbanded unless other funds are made svailable,
The Executive Secretary stated that in his opinion this would bhe
most undesirables if the Commisaion is to be given a further sssignment
to revise the Code by the next Lagislatiure beoause a new and
inexperienced staff will then have to be assembled, He ralsed the
question wvhether the work at Stanflord might be continued after
December 31, 1934 by (a) having the Commission appropriste a part
of the research funds in ite 1984-56 budget to ocarry en the work
for a time after that date and (b) seeking a defloiency appropriation
from the Legislature to carry on the work until the next regular
appropriation for the Educatien Code revision project decomes
available. This prodlem was disoussed al length. Ssnator Dersey
and Mr, Kleps beth expressed ths opinton that it would be almost
impossible te obdtain a deficiency appropriatien. It was therefore
decided net to seek such an apprepriation and, in censequence, not
to utilixze any of the Commission's researsh funds for the Bducation
Code preject, The projeot will terminate as of Decemder 31, 18564,
to be resmumed by the Commission Af, as, and when the lLegislature
directs the Cemmission to do =0 and makes the necessary funds
availabls.

The Exeoutive Seoretary raised the guestion vhether he should
report to Ir. Pulliam's committes and to Assemblyman Geddes, the
aponser of the Education Code revision bill, the genersl situation
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vith respect te the revision proeject: (1) that work on the Eduoatien
Code revision project will be terminsted on Decesber 31, 1954; (2)
that the Commission will probably sponsor a limited mumber of bills
to revise the Education Code in January; and (3) that the Commission
will probably then repert to the Legislature that the job i3 not yet
done with an estimate of the time and money which weuld be required
to finish {t, After disousaicn; 1t was decided that these matters
should be communicated tothe Committes and te Assemblyman Geddes,

The Exacutive Secretary reperted that the arrangement to
have a group of educateor-consultants assist in the revision of the
Eduostion Code has gone forward., He reported that more than 40 such
consultants have heen selected and that nearly all of them have
indicated their willingness to sarve, He reported that he has written
to sach of these consultianta outlining his proposed participation
in the project, which is te cenaist of making a careful study of
parts of the Educatien Code ansijnud to him and repeorting to the
Comuission seotions which are, in his opinien, ambiguous, ehselets
or confliocting., Each consultant will alse receive for comment and
critiolsm ocepies of the propesed revision of the Code prepared by the
staf'f at Stanferd whioh fall in the area assigned fer him, The
Executive Secretary reported that sach of the sonsultantz has been
agked to send to the Commission by October 15 as many suggeations
a3 he can and to send additienal suggestions thereafter.

The Executive Seoretary reported that the present cireulation
of propoassd revisions of the Eduoatien Cade is the folleowing: 12 coples
are sent to the 3tate Department of Educatien and one copy each is
sent to each member of Dr, Pulliam's Committee, ssch of the
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educator-consultants concerned, the Attorney General's office,

Mr. George Wakefield of the County Counsel's office in Leos Angeles
County, Mr. Ray Sullivan, County Counsel of Riversids County, and
the prefessors of education administration at Stanford Unlversity
and the University of Califernia. This program of oirculatien of
proposed revisions was approved.

The question of appointing committees of the Conmmlssioii
to study the proposed revisions of the Liucation Cede prior to
thelr presentation to the wvhole Commission was then disoussed. It
was deocided that three committees shall be appeinted:

Committee No, 1 ~~ Messrs., Jtanton and Thurman
Committee No. 2 —«- Messra. Kleps and Swan
Comdttes No. 3 ~- Mesars. Babbage and Fildew
The Chairman, assisted by the Executive Seoretary, will saesign
proposed revisions of the Code to these Committees for atudy.
The Comxittees will meet with the Exeoutive Secretary, disocusa ihe
proposals with him, and make recommsndations concerning them teo the
Commiysion. _

The Executive Seoretary raised the gueation whether it weuld
be agreesable, after the Commission has approved a particular prepesed
revisien of the Coue, for him to make mingr changes therein with
respect to such matiers as punetuatien, the elimination of mdnoer
unnacessary words, the capitalixzation or non-capitalization of letters,
ate, The making of such minor changes witheut further consultstion
with the Cemmission was appreoved.

The Executive Secretary raised the question of whe will draft
the Lills recommended by the Commissien. After discussien, it wvas
declded that the bills will be drafted by the Leglislative Counsel's
office,
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The Conmission discussed what procedure will be fellewed in
handling the bhills recommernded by the Commission in the Leglslature,
It was agreed that the Legislsative msmbers of Lhe Commission will
sponsor the Commission's bills and that if possible, an arrangement
should be made with the Legislature whereby the hills will be
designated in such & way as to indicate that they are bills
recommended by the Law Revision Commission.

The Commission censidered whether it would approve in
prinoipls the proposed revisions of the previsiona of the Educatien
Code dealing with the appoiniment and election of soheol district
governing board members which have been prepared by the staff at
Stanford and sent to the members of the Commissien., The Exeoutive
Secrstary peinted out that these revisiens invelve a fairly
thorough recasting of the provisiens of the Code relating to these
natters,‘rnquiring substantive revision in some cases in order te
provide uniforadty with respesct to elections in vardous distriots,
After discuasion, the Commissien approved in prinoiple this type
of revision of the Educatien Cede,

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned
at 3:48 P.M, Friday, September 34, 1954,

Respectfully submitted,

John R, ﬁobonnugh, Jr.
Executive Secretary



