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July 11, 1972

National Right to Life Committee
P.0. Box 9365
Washington, D.C. 20005

Dear Father McHugh § Mike,
We have shared with you a growing desire to build a more independent,

increasingly effective, representative national pro-life organization, It
is apparent that many people from other states are also very concerned that

- this type of organization become a reality soon.

Our conversations with you, with Fred and with Right to Life activists
in other states have convinced us that some steps toward independence should
be taken at this time. Because we are interested and somewhat experienced
in building a Right to Life structure we felt it would be helpful for us to vl
brainstorm and formulate a plan whereby this might be accomplished. We are
submitting this plan hoping you will react to it and that we might be further
involved in assisting in any way we can to see that our shared dream boeelu
a reality. o TR ] {

We understand that all the steps for independence cannot be taken at
once and that our ideas are in need of dicussion and refinement, It is our
hope that a meeting of carefully selected, active, effective, pro-life

leadership can meet soon to work out details with you. .
We would be glad to host such a mting if a centml spot were deeme :li ':an‘
asset, : s .y o ,(‘ N A
.Sincc.nly;"
Marjory Mecklenburg Joseph Lampe :
MM3JL/ jml .
i
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A TENTATIVE PLAN FOR A NATIONAL PRO-LIFE ORGANIZATION

The following plan for a national pro-life organization is based upon a number
of principles: 1. The pro-life movement should have an effective national voice in
public policy, 2. this voice should reflect, insofar as possible, the consensus of
the various state organizations, 3. the activities of the state organizations should
be coordinated, 4. the state organizations shéuld receive information on the national
scene, 5. the national pro-life organization should be funded independently, 6., the
state pro-life organizations should cooperate in forming a national organization to
effectively accomplish these ends while at the same time maintaining freedom of action
for the state organizations, 7. the costs of implementing such a national ofganizatiox
should be minimized by effective use of regional organizations, 8. a means should be

provided to promote continuity of purpose in the years ahead.

To accomplish these cnds,‘three levels of representative organization arL
deemed necessary: .

A house of delegates which would meet aﬁnually;

A council which would meet at various times during the year, de-
pending upon need; and

A smaller executive committee of the council which would meet at
frequent intervals to ensure the effecti?e oéeration of the national office,
which would be under the jurisdiction;of’a‘fhll-fine director or executive

secretary,

The following outline explains the role of the various parts of such a national
organization. An organizational diagram is included in this report. In order to
present this in a more orderly fashion, the organization will be discussed from the

most grass roots level to the most cehtral level,

'



I, National Regions. The United States will be divided into a number of

regions, probably between & and 10, Each region will elect a certain mmber of
representatives to the national pro-life council, The regions might be based most
easily on approximately equal pﬁpulation', in which cué each region would elect the
same number of councillors to the council, Alternatively, the regions might be
based with geographic and, particularly, transportation considerations in mind, in
which case the regions would have representation on the council proportional to the
population within the region. Since it is desired that the pro-life council be
kept sﬁall enough that it can afford to meet at least several times during the year,
it is estimated that thers would be one councillor for every 10 to 20 million people
in the region, At least one well established and active state pro-life group
should be included in “",h region. e e RSP SE R i RS kS

Each region will hold a regional convention several months
before ths national convention in order to prepare resolutions and reports and to
elect new councillors,

Representation to the voting body of the regional orgasni-
zation would be fram the component states. Each rogi?n should be allowed to davoiop
| its ovn organiutim and itsc;wn cmit;itntind and bylm in the same manner as does
each state oarganizatiom; howsver, the rcg:lonalorgmizatie:ahmld be required to
hold annual meetings to elect officers and elect councillors to the national couﬁcil.
The mammer in which the states are represented at the regional no.eting shqnld be
left to the camponent states te work out, Ea.ch region should decide upon its own
budget and the means to support this budget. It is anticipated that regional budgets
will be kept very small. The budget would be mainly to support the regional meeting,
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It is not anticipated that the regional organization
would have many standing ﬁmcﬁons. In a sense it would function mc;h like a
congressional district political. convention within a state. The officers of the
regional convention would function as an interim exscutive committee between annual

conventions,

II, National House of Delegates. The national house of delegates will be a

grass roots representative body, Each state will be allowed a maximum of one dele-
gate for every one million of state population; however, the actual seating of
delegates will be contingent upon the state's financial support of the national
organization. Estimating a national budget of $100,000 annually and a maximal size
of about 200 within the house of delegates, esach delegate would be supported by a
$500 contribution to the national organization. Although it is anticipated that the
house of delegates initially might consist of less than the potential maximal num-
ber, it would still allow for partial and, hopefully, increasing support to the
national right to life organization over the years, If the contribution per dele-
gate wers set at $1000, a potential national budget of over $200,000 could be real-
ized. Additional informatien on funding is contained in section ¥ of this report.

The delegates to the house of delegates will be elected by
a coalition of pro-life organizations within each state. This will have the sub-
sidiary benefit of encouraging groups in states with wesk overall cooperatien,
coordination or organization to work together with each other on the national org-
anization, A credentials camittee will be appointed to arbitrate any disputes /
which might arise over who the delegates are fram a given state.

The manner of selecting delegates needs to be worked on in
some detail, particularly because of the tax camplications created by the different
tax statuses held by the various organizations. To avoid problems, it would seem

e

reasonable that the state organizations will not themselves send delegates, but that
those who are to be members of the house of delegates represent the pro-life people
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in the state, the only requirement being that thay be members in googi standing of “
organizations which have primary aims in support of the mﬂm&i orgﬂutim. In
this way, no state organization with tax deductible status would be jeopardized by
by one of its members being a delegate te the natiomal organizatien's houu of dele-
gates, because the delegates would represent the people of the state rather than a

specific organization.

‘ To avoid this and other problems inherent in formal af-
filiation, a tactic similar to that used by the tax deductible Association for the
Study of Abortion would be used in reverse. The ASA publishes in its newsletter a
(pro-abortion only) list of state "Organizations Interested in Abortion®, The
mtional pro-life organization would also publish such & list, including (pro-life
only) tax deductible érgmiutim "interested in abortion". :

The house of delegates will meet annually to elect &
president, vice president, secretary-treasurer, and speaker of the house of dele-
gates, It will also ratify the regional councillors and will be empowered to form
special reference committees during itas session to consider resolutioms submitted by
the states and the regions, The house of delegates will have no standing committees,
but can instruct the speaker of.tha hoiua and the couwil to set up standing com-
mittees.

The armual mtin; of the house of delegates will be held
in conjunction with the annual National Right to Life Convention. Attendance and
partiecipation at the comvention will, as at present, be open to all comers, but only
seated delegates will be able to vote on policy matters and other business con-
sidered by the house of delegates.

III. The Pro-lLife Council. The pro-1ife council will consist of the pru__}dent.,

vice president, secrstary, treasursr, and speaker of the house elected by the house
of delegates, and councilloers from each region elected by the regional conventions



aSe
and ratified by the house of delegates. Emphasis should be placed on electing
councilors who are active in state right to life organizations in policy and oper-

ational roles,

In order to assure continuity, it is anticipated that the
councilor term of office will be for a period of three years, with the terms stag-
gered. Should a councilor resign, then the region from which he came would be re-

quired to appoint or elect a new councilor to complete the term of office.

The council will carry out the organizational policies
and will be responsible to the house of delegates. The council will be required to

submit a report to the house of delegates annually.,

The.council will elect from among its members an executive

committee which will meet frequently and guide the executive director in his duties

and responsibilities at the national office. In lieu of always travelling tov4:$:;7'

Washington, consideration should at times be given to convening the executivqlf

i 3 :\ \ :\,‘
committee by m=-~= nf lon¢ distance conference calls, NG

In order to save money for the pro-life movement by mini= -
mizing travel, it is hoped that the standing committees which the council might es-

tablish will be more or less regionally based. It might even be possible to dele-

gate to a particular state the responsibility for a pérticular function,

IV, Declaration of Purpose. It is essential in establishing such an organi-

zation that a national pro-life declaration of purpose be formulated, and that all
voting members (officers, councilors, delegates) agree to this declaration of purpose.
The declaration of purpose should not be so narrow as to exclude those who may be in-
volved in more than anti-abortion activities, or so broad as to allow within the org-
anization those who might be to our long term detriment. If is necessary that the
declaration of purpose be one with which both conservatives and liberals can live, if

2

not feel entirely comfortable with, We believe that considerable thought will have

to be given to the wording.
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The voting members should belong to state organizations
whose basic and primary purpose corresponds to that of the national organization.
However, the state organization may be basically educational (tax deductible) or
political (not tax deductible). Tax status will not be a qualifying characteristic

for organizations to which voting members belong.

V. Funding the National Organization. Funding of the National Right to Life
Committee is presently from several sources, inéluding, but not limited to, private
donations, and fees for services such as the Newsletter, sale of materials, and the
825 weekly informational and strategy mailings. This income will continue under the
proposed plan, but income from donations will have to be increased enormously. Dona-
tions generated within each state will activate that state's voting membership in the

house of delegates.

These donations will have to come from individuals and.
groups within the states, Motivation for states to raise the money will come from
several sources, among them being the possibility of creating a larger, more visible,
more effective and more independent national organization, and the knowledge that
having an effective voice in this organization will require contributing to its sup-

port so that the states' delegates could be seated at the national convention.

States should be free to raise money for the national or-
ganization in any way they wish: donations from right to life organization budgets,
appeals to their membership, donations from other individuals, direct mail to selected

lists, etc. Guidelines and procedurea fon,éuch,fund,raising,wil;}thgm;pwyevggyg;oped

Jgﬁfor all to follow, however, to avoid duplication of effort and to present a consistent

Eﬁessage to the public.

Hopefully, the national executive committee and staff will
also attempt to raise money via direct mail, advertising, etc, Establishment of a
tax deductible educational fund under IRS Code Section 501(c)(3) might facilitate this
Care should be taken, of course, not to overlap functions and activities of organi-

zations such as Americans United for Life,



=T

Under the proposed organizational scheme a bookkeeping
system would have to be established at the national office which would enable con-
tributions from each state to be totaled separately. If the national organization
anticipates doing computerized direct mail it should be possible to easily program

most of the necessary bookkeeping into such a system,

VI. Sequence of Implementing this Proposal. The chart on the next page is a

schematic representation of the structure and relationships of the elements of the
proposed national organization. The numbers in circles represent the most probable

sequence in which the various elements could be activated.

A small meeting of key right to life people from around the
country should be convened within the next six weeks (and preferably sooner) to dis-
cuss this and other plans for creating a national organizational structure. The
creation of a united front in presenting such a plan to those in the right to life
movement is as essential to its ultimate success as is the content of the plan

itself,

VII. Grandfather Clause. In order to assure a successful, orderly transition

period a scheme must be worked out for continued involvement and participation of
all present National Right to Life Committee personnel and resources. What this
might entail is largely unkmown to the authors of this report, and will have to be

negotiated.

Paul H, Andreini, M.D. [
\

Marjory Mecklenburg ;33

Joseph A, Lampe P

July 11, 1972
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NATIONAL RIGHT TO LIFE COMMITTEE

P.O. Box 9365 Washington, D. C. 20005

Tel: (202) 638-6235

November 1, 1972

To: Board of Directors, National Right to Life Committee;
Pro-Life Leaders
From: Michael Taylor, Executive Secretary

Re: Meeting on National Organization, Washington, D.C.,
Saturday, December 9, 1972, 9:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Last December NRLC called a meeting of the Board of Dircctors
and other pro-life leaders to discuss the needs and prospects
for the development of national organization. At that time a
five member executive committee, drawn from the existing Board
of Directors, was established. The national office committed itsclf
to funding three meetings of the executive committee between
January and June. The purpose of the executive committee was to
provide a more formal structure for Right to Life Committees to
funnel advice to the national level on programs and national
policies.

This coming December, then, NRLC would like to hold another
meeting with the same essential purpose as last year's meeting,
to disucss the development of national organization

Undoubtedly in the last 11 months Right to Life Organizations
have continued to grow in strength and experience, on both the
state and the national levels. So as to best utilize this
gathered experience at the upcoming meeting the agenda will be
limited to only national organization. It will not be the purpose
of this meeting to discuss legislative strategy, court strategy,
educational programs, etc.

I commit myself to having a more fully developed agenda in
the mail ten days prior to the meeting. This agenda will include,
as I can best manage it, summary references to any specific feed-
back that I receive between now and then on the following points:




1. What, in order of priority, are organizational needs/goals of the
pro-life movement on the specifically national level?

2. What are the resources available/needed to accomplish some/all of
these goals? ; ~

i :
3. In light of projected needs/resources, what, in fact, should/can be
done? According to what plan/time schedule?

The December 9 meeting, then, should be geared toward the implementa-
tion of specific plans of action.

The meeting is formally structured as a Board meeting. However, inter-
ested pro-life leaders with particular viewpoints are invited and encouraged
to attend. We would ask that those who plan to attend would inform us of
their intentions so that we can better plan for the meeting. The meeting
room will be announced later.

% B ofer ooy e ol R T e

The new stationery used with this mailing lists the names of new members
of the Board of Directors. The number of Board members is slightly expanded.
Several members, because of personal or professional reasons, or in deference
to other colleagues, have asked to be retired from the Board. Our thanks
is extended to the following: Joseph Gartlan, Jr., Esq.; Gloria Volini
Heffernan, M.D.; Sandra Tobis; Walter Trinkaus, Esq.; Carolyn Wright. A
welcome to the new members: - Mary Winter; Richard M. Applebaum, M.D.; Diane
Arrigan; William F. Colliton Jr., M.D.; Albert H. Fortman, M.D.; Gerry
Ghiglieri; Mildred F. Jefferson, M.D.; Gloria Klein; Rose Polito.

The Officers and members of the Board of Directors, of course, do not
officially represent states, regions or other pro-life organizations. They
represent, so to speak, only themselves. The NRLC, from its inception to
date,is a committec of individuals who seek to provide visibility on the
national level to the scope of the pro-life movement and, within the resources
at their disposal, seek to provide essential services to the pro-life move-
ment on the national level.
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December 1, 1972

To: Board of Directors, National Right to Life Committee;

Pro-Life Teaders

Froms Michael Taylor, Executive Secretary

Re: Agenda for National Organizational Meeting,
December 9, 1972

Place: Ramada Inn
Normandy/Savoy Room

10 Thomas Circle (1lhth/Massachusetts Ave., N.W.)

Washington, D.C. 20005
(202-T783-4600)

Time; 9:00 a.m. = 5:00 p.m.

Lunch will be served at noon.

A preliminary comment: please let us know if you
plan to attend. This will help the hotel to plan for
proper room arrangement, lunch, etc.

Over the last several months there has been increasing
concern about the development of nmational orgenization.
Hopefully, on December 9th, a productive resolution of these
organizational problems can be achieved.

Following the national meeting in Philadelphia in June,
several organizations and individuals expressed an interest
in submitting plans for the development of national organi=-
zation. It was the conviction of the national office that
further develonment of national organization was necessary.
A couple of individuals submitted specific ideas on methods
of fund raising. Only Minnesota Citizens Concerned for ILife
(MCCT) submitted a plan on national organization. Marjory
Mecklenburg, Dr. Paul Andreini and Joe Lampe should be

- commended for the many hours of work over the months since

June that they have committed to the development and refine-

ment of this plan. =
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On the basis of my job experience, and the dialogue with the Executive
Committee of NRIC from January - June of 1972, I am submitting, with this
mailing, a plan for the development of national organization. Like the
MCCL plan it should be taken as a model for discussion. In many ways it
builds on the MCCL modely though it also differs in substantial ways.

Before I engage in 'a discussion of specific plans and proposals for
national organization, some preliminary remarks should help clarify the
discussion.

Background Comments

A fair amount of the concern directed toward NRIC regarding national
organization/programs relates to the media. NRIC is deeply concerned about
media problems and always has, within its limits, sought to provide a
response to the pressing needs of particular occasions as they arose. .Most
recently NRIC helped assemble, at the request of several pro-life organiza-
tions, an ad hoc media meeting to respond to the PBS situation. (Maury
Sheridan, of Seattle, Washington, appointed secretary by the meeting
participants, is preparing a memo on the meeting.)

At the present time Americans United for Life and the U.S. Coalition
for Life are two organizations that are deeply concerned about national
media. As regards future developments every effort should be made so that

such organizations assume effective responsibility in this area.

From its inception the NRIC has been a factotum on the national level
doing what was required within its capabilities. - However, the primary
task that WIRIC set for itself was a development of a loose coalition of
grassroots volunteer citizen groups that would implement political action/
public education programs on the state and national levels.

NRIC has also monitored court cases and has fostered a development
of a body of right-to-life legal experts across the country. The Legal
Advisory Board of the NRIC, founded June 1972, contains some 76 lawyers.

No matter the range of problems that NRIC may or may not continue to be
involved in, future developments should anticipate the political/legal
needs on both state and national levels. Ultimately, any effective action
programs directed toward Congress will be dependent on the development of
grassroot organizations in each state and in each Congressional district
within the states.

Some of the problems regarding national organization spring from two
sources.
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First of all, increasing, and generally legitimate, demands have been
put on the national office by the expanding state and local organizations.
However, there has not been a corresponding increase in the resources of
the national office. Thus, the national office's responses to legitimate
requests from the states at times is satisfactory neither to the national

office nor the states.

In my estimation to moderately respond to the legitimate demands
presently put on the national office by local and state organizations the
present staff of two full-time, two part-time employees should, ideally,
be increased to eight full-time employees (four directors, four assistants),
in the following areas: action programs; court action; organization;
ggggarch/publlcatlons (program research, not research on pro~life issues;
the latter could be the concern of a whole new organization). There should
also be flexibility in the budget to hire personnel for specific important
projects, for example, one individual to work full time on referenda when
they occur.

The second source of concern with national organization derives from a
general concern for democratic participation in the decision-making
processes on the national level. There are several aspects to this concern.

There is the fear, sometimes legitimate, sometimes exaggerated,
that after a substantial amount of work on the local or state level the

—>whole pro-life cause will "go down the tube" on the national level. To help

offset this possibility the local and state organizations want 1npqt/control
vis-a-vis the national organization. a1t

On the other hand, effective action on the part of any political organ-
ization requires that a small group of informed and trusted individuals
have the authority to implement programs as they judge necessary. As a
matter of fact, the MCCL plan and my own plan provide for this in the
Executive Committee structure.

It ic my firm conviction that the general concern fopigggpcratlc parti=
cipation in decision-making processes on the national level first of all, :
and.pr;maxi;g, requires that aa<?25§ﬁﬁgﬁﬂﬁétlonal offlcé be established in
Washington, D.C., which is essentially financed by and accountable to local
and state right-to-life organizations.

I do not think that it is necessary that $100,000 or $200,000 be placed
on the table before an independently financed and independently functioning
national office be established. Financially, such an office could be
established on a pay-as-you-go basis. Before such an office is established,
it is necessary, first of all, that local and state right-to-life organiza-
tions in fact make the initial and long-range commitment to financially
sustain the office; and that such financial resources be within the limits
of possibility. I think that both these conditions presently exist.
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MCCL Plan: Comments

With these remarks stated, I should like to enter into a discussion
of MCCL's plan.

Briefly, three general remarks: .

Yy

1. The plan seems historically ahead of its time, specifically,

< the plan presupposes that state organizations be relatively

2 developed; vwhereas, in fact, a great deal of work is generally required

e p in this area. Tremendous strides are being made in the various states
to develop internal organization. Thus, I would propose a concerted
effort at this time to assist states in the continued development of
effective state organization suited to each particular state.

2. Correlatively, in that the effective political units derive from
state and inter-state structures, I would be inclined to deemphasize

DK (but not eliminate) the regional structures. The development of mean-
ingful structures beyond the state level ultimately depends upon the
effective functioning of the state structures.

3. Thus far, right to life has derived its impact from the fact that
it has involved the mobilization of an informed volunteer body of
concerned citizens; with a minimum of financing. The MCCL structure
implies a shift from a loose, minimally financed structure, to a
well defined, financed organization.

In this respect I would like to offer two comments/questions:

a) The assumption of increased activities on the national level
will realistically require increased funding; we make impossible
demands on ourselves if we do not increase our financial resources.
Some projects require substantial funds, for example, AUL and
nedia.

S
AN

AR, ,,,ifﬁb) A deeper question/problem needs to be discussed: In terms of
1800/ 02 volunteer, grassroot character of the right-to-life movement,
el does the MCCL plan involve over-organization, either at this
‘ time, or at any time? If implemented, would it generate counter=-
_ /aoe productive negative feedback on the volunteer aspect of the movement? ~**”
Piter . ! #,Considering right~to-life as volunteer political units, would over-

(o oo gnganization have the unintended effect of excluding many volunteer

workers/leaders from active Rartigipgtidn in policy-making for the

e movement? Over the last few mcnths several individuals have expressed
a deep concern that a professionally run organizational structure
will impede the activation of the essential volunteer grassroot non-

professional effort.



A NRIC Plan

In summary, it is my feeling that the launching of a whole new
grassroot national organization at this time is precipitous; and that a
~more continuous transfer of responsibilities/development of national
structures is possible. To this end I would submit the following proposal
for consideration: s

g

li/(,f;ifll Bona fide pro-life organizationé’pledgegﬁygms§l§E§3to raise $20,000
. © in two months to establish an dndependent) NRIC office in Washington,
D.C. (one individual/one assistant); with the commitment to raise an

additional $40,000 over the next ten months.

2. During this time continue the Committeéﬂg%?;cture of the NRIC, i.e.,
maintain o loose representational structure between the states and the
national office/programs; in this way:

o T eleed” | a) all states so desiring should be allowed_one person on the
\~¢7( o f{ Board of Directors. States vith a very large population be
ST, 77 4 alloved two memberships. Such membership would not be dependent
7T on financial contributions to NRIC. Strictly speaking (legally),
Sfwae@ 2V these persons will represent only themselves. In a broader
5 sense, they should provide a visible mechanism for particular state/
- local organizations to express<925cegg§_and viewpoints to thg 2
national organization. T T Aeeddtorad/

s\,

b) +the (Bxecutive Committee’during this 12-month period would be / '5
ALY Gose ,./’ /

those individuals/organizations who commit themselves to funding
the national office/projects. zziﬂz;go‘444/QV/AA515h%varouq,/
i = o M%’Mm

3. This plan would entail the following steps/augmentations: / 5

a) assemble/determine those organizations/individuaels willing to
commit themselves to raising the required money over the next 12
months.

b) aqseﬁblg names for expanded Board of Directors.

rre w7

e¢) simultaneously, two committees should be established:

i) _Committee on State Organizations. The purpose of this

/ committee would be to actively assist the pro-life organiza-

; tions within a state to better organize and develon their state
efforts, in light of the social dynamics particular to each
state. This team of advisors could consider not only visiting
particular states, or cities, but also could consider holding
ad hoc regional meetingss these latter might be scheduled in
an orderly fashion over the next 12 months.

7’!‘ o e 2 -
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ii) Committee on Ilational Organization. The purpose of this
committee would be to continue dialogue, research and reflection
on further ways to fulfill the needs of national organization;
monitor the source of developments over the next 12 months;

so that at the end of the 12-month period, or even prior,
changes/developments in national organization should occur.

The primary purpose of this committee would be to present, in
due time, to the Fxecutive Committee and Board of Directors of
IIRIC a plan on national organization that could be operative

at the end of this 12-month period.

d) it would be the responsibility of the new Txecutive Committee
to explore ways in which money could be raised for the national
office/projects.

e) by the time the new office is ready to begin functioning,
negotiations with the present NRIC office should have established
some plan for the transfer of function and responsibilities;
presunably the actual transfer process would occur over a several-
month period.

T would also submit the following format for the 4th Annual NRIC

Meeting:

Y

2
L7

dIna st

1. Be held the U4th week of September (either weekend or during week).

2. Suggested location: 'ashington, D.C. (because of political impli-
cations on national level and related media coverage).

3. Details of meeting be responsibility of national office in conjunc-
tion with a program committee drawn from the states.

4, Some basic structures of meeting:

a) prior to meeting Txecutive Committee should select a Chairman
of the Convention who would have knowledge/experience of
parliamentary procedure. The Chairman would conduct all main
sessions. ‘

b) resolutions on national policies/programs would be submitted
by state units; to be voted on at the Convention by the full
Board of Directors of NRIC; to be considered advisory to the
Tixecutive Committee of WRTC. Resolutions be prepared by the
states so that two weelks prior to meeting the national office
could make resolutions subject of a national mailing.

5. By means of a reasonable registration fee, and judicious meeting
expenditures, the national meeting should be able to pay its own way.



NATTIONAT, ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING

ashington, D.C.
December 9, 1972

AGEINDA
9:00 = 9:30 a.nm. Presentation of MCCI, Plan
©:30 =10:00 a.m. Questions
10:00 =10:30 a.m. Presentation of NRIC Plan
10:30 =11:00 a.m. Questions
11:00 =12:00 noon Within this time slot seek to determine the

forming consensus for concrete action.

12500 = 1:00 p.m. Tunch

The afternoon agenda be formed during lunch hour, along these lines:

Ls If still major disagreements after morning discussion,
then these areas be identified and scheduled for discussion.

2, If the morning session results in a working consensus
on a plan of concrete action, then the afternoon dis-
cussion should center on questions relating to implementation.

The afternoon session may very well be a .combination of 1 and 2.

I7 by 4:00 p.m. there is an impasse regarding concrete action, then
the above discussion should stop and in the time remaining ways of
dealing with the impasse be considered, for example, appoint a
committee, further wmeetings, etc.
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A meeting of Right to Life leaders interested in the concept of national organization
was held in Washington, DC on December 9, 1972, at the Ramada Inn, 10 Thomas Circle.

Fred Mecklenburg, M.D., chairman of the Board of Directors of the National Right to Life
Committee (hereinafter referred to as NRLC) presided. Dr. Mecklenburg appointed Judy
Fink of Pittsburgh, PA, as secretary for the meeting.

The following minutes are submitted by Mrs. Fink for perusal by the Board of Directors
of NRLC.

The meeting opened with the establishment of rules to be followed for the day;
specifically, 1) each individual present was permitted one vote, 2) a simple majority
was needed to cut off debate and 3) a consensus of 2/3 of the persons present was
required to determine a substantive consensus on any issue.

Dr. Mecklenburg announced that the assemblage had convened on an ad hoc basis to discuss
national organization of Right to Life groups and that the deliberations of the
assemblage (hereinafter referred to as "the council') were not a legal meeting of the
Board of Directors of the NRLC. He emphasized, however, that the NRLC, its Directors
and others present would be strongly influenced and bound by decisions made in the room.

The agenda for the meeting is attached to these minutes.

The first item of business was the presentation of the Minnesota Citizens Concerned for
Life plan of national organization (hereinafter referred to as the MCCL plan). Paul
Andreini, M.D., of MCCL, served as spokesman. He explaied that the MCCL plan had arisen
out of the apparent consensus at the June, 1972 National Right to Life Convention in
Philadelphia that a definite plan for broadening the base of pro-life activities was
needed to effectuate new avenues of approach and to stimulate idea exchange as well as
increase political effectiveness.

He stated that the MCCL plan was common to many organizational structures, and offered
an explanation of the flow chart, regional organization and proposed funding. (Refer to
MCCL plan attached to complete organizational outline). Dr. Andreini also stressed

that there was no need to adopt the plan in its entirety at the present time.

Questioning of MCCL representatives by the council was the next scheduled agenda item.

Dr. Andreini stated that the MCCL plan would, for tax purposes, by a 501 c4 organization
and that it would be possible to retain a prcfessional lobbyist under this IRS
classification. Marjory Mecklenburg, in response to a question, informed the council
that Americans United for Life has a 501 c3 tax status and at this point in time a

Board of Directors with a newly established office located in Chicago staffed by Mr.
David Mall as Executive Director. She said that AUL could potentially be a liaison
group for c3 prolife groups nationally. It was emphasized bl Dr. Andreini that

adoption of the MCCL plan did not exclude the continued existence of viable splinter
groups in the country but that the national structure was needed for effective political
activity.

Clarification of the role of the present National Right to Life Committee in a new
organizational structure was requested. Rev. James T. McHugh informed those present
that the logic of the adoption of any plan depended on funding and that the aid and
support of the Family Life Bureau currently invested annually in the NRLC was not a
factor in a new structure. He emphasized that there was no way that the monies
presently alloc ated for Right to Life activity would ever be transferred outside the
control of the present NRLC. - FEOBS
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Rev. McHugh also stated his concern that the MCCL plan left no provision for pro-life
persons who were active but not interested in being part of formal pro-life groups to
have a part in the decision-making process. He felt that there was a danger in the
MCCL plan of isolating possible dissident individuals or groups with the potentiality
for producing conflict situations and pushing some groups to an "outsider" status.

The MCCL spokespersons responded with assurances that allowances of flexibility must be
built in as policy.

Rev. McHugh informed the assembled council that they had two responsibilities for the
results of the meeting; namely, to listen and respond to the spokesmen and to plan a
means to raise money to fund any plan adopted.

Dr. Mecklenburg suggested that a legal entity corporation can raise funds more easily
than a group dependent for identity on the United States Catholic Conference, especially
funding for a lobbying organization.

Rev. McHugh outlined three options that, in his opinion, were present for the NRLC to
consider. They were 1) take a low profile and prepare to be assimilated, 2) fold up
and create a vacuum and 3) aggressively sell a plan for organization and sponsor it as
a driving force.

Mr. Joe Lampe of MCCL suggested that a fourth option remained open to the NRLC,
specifically that the present NRLC continue exactly as presently structured and that a
new group form that would not impinge or infringe on the NRLC. Dr. Andreini added that
he felt that increased participation by states in the new plan would take at least a
year to develop and that the NRLC could be one of numerous participants.

Further debate centered around the regional organization concept, the proposed funding
base and the suggestion that AUL could be the C3 arm. Discussion of the MCCL plan was
then closed by the Chairman.

Mr. Michael Taylor, Executive Secretary of the NRLC, then presented his organizational
plan. (see attachment)

He stated that the NRLC plan emerged from the Executive Committee meetings of January-
April 1972 in reaction to the MCCL plan. He proceeded to outline the attached NRLC
plan summarized as follows:

A gradually evolving process of grassroots organizations concerned with right to life
activities should allow room for flexibility and creativity within a loosely defined
representative association. A more rigid structure than in effect at present should be
approached very gradually. He stressed the diversity among Right to Life groups together
with their multi-faceted approaches to problem solving and stated that several group
spokesmen had expressed fears surrounding a tight national organization. He felt that a
continuing dialogue over several more months was necessary with appropriate contributions
from interested participating groups supporting the establishment of a new office in
Washington, D.C., separate from the present NRLC office.

The council then proceeded to question and debate the NRLC plan.

The main points of concern centered around the use of the proposed funds. Questions were
raised as to who would be the policy-makers, with the answer that any contributors to an
expanded NRLC plan of organization would set the policy. This policy-making body could
differ from the funding approach of the MCCL plan in that the NRLC's Executive Committee
might consist of 2/3 funders and 1/3 non-funders.



Mr. John Archibold of NRLC clarified the status of the current Board of Directors,
declaring them to be an amorphous group, and asked that the council consider the debate
from the angle of what would happen to the structure of the current board under any plan
of re-organization. He recommended retaining the present name ''National Right to Life
Committee' on any re-vamped groups emerging from the council's process.

Rev. McHugh then stated that if a consensual agreement could be reached during the day
on a positive plan of action, the Family Life Bureau would not withdraw any invested
funds that were contribued to any evolving structure, regardless of legal identity.

The discussion then turned to the parallels co-existent on both the MCCL and NRLC plans--
chiefly, that both plans required new funding and the hiring of additional personnel.
Michael Taylor stated that he did not see himself as the prime mover of a new organi-
zation, but rather that a new board would eventually come into existence.

Dr. Mecklenburg asked the group to consider whether a legal entity should be established
as the first priority.

Dr. Jack Willke stated that, while he felt it advisable to retain a plug-in to the USCC
and to retain the educational mailings of the NRLC, he was concerned about the continu-
ance of '""Catholic" labeling of Right to Life groups by opposition. He felt that a new
name and a new legal identity were necessary to reach a cut-off point in establishing

a new image.

Mr. Juan Ryan, President of NRLC, stongly stressed that the development of state organ-
izations was vital to the existence of Right to Life, and that any national group must
initially and continually feed the emergence of grassroots structures.

Dr. Andreini, at this point, moved that a caucus committee be established to try to
reach a compromise on the MCCL and NRLC plans. The motion was seconded. Discussion on
the motion centered around the continued existence of the Family Life Bureau of the USCC
in the Right to Life battle, with assurances given that this participation would con-
tinue, although with clearer identification of the Family Life Bureau as a Catholic
participant.

A motion was made to table the motion to caucus, was seconded, and unanimously approved
by the council.

FURTHER DISCUSSION, TERMINATING IN CONSENSUS AND RESOLUTION, PROCEEDED IN OUTLINE AS
FOLLOWS:

The suggestion of Dr. Edward Kilroy of Ohio to hire a new person to work alongside
Michael Taylor to develop new organization structure was answered by Rev. McHugh in
the negative. He stressed that legal problems would ensue.

Continued debate indicated that the emerging consensus of the council was pointed to-
ward the concept of divorcing Right to Life Activities from an established church
structure.

Martin McKernan, Esq., general counsel for NRLC, informed the council that pending
Supreme Court decisions may mean a radical change both in policy and thrust for Right
to Life. He said that state organizations are vital in any case. He affirmed the
opinions of some others present that the national movement must be directed strongly
at organizing and strengthening state organizations, and said that only when this goal
was seemingly accomplished should a national body be formed, deeming national organi-
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zation premature at this time.

While acknowledging that a beefed-up national office was necessary, he urged the coun-
cil not to buy into either the MCCL or the NRLC plan, and emphasized his opinion that
the thrust of the meeting should be to set up a state organization committee, suggesting

that proven organizers be appointed to the committee to strengthen states requesting
their aid.

Further around-the-table discussion reiterated the forming consensus toward establishing
a clearly identifiable structure with a legal identity of its own that would be both
educative and political. A reaffirmation of the need for a commitment to funding the
new group emerged.

Dr. Andreini re-introduced his motion to appoint a caucus committee to reach a consen-
sus. This was seconded, brief discussions ensued with the suggestion adopted that
Rev. McHugh sit on the caucus committee, and the council voted unanimously in favor of
the motion.

Dr. Mecklenburg appointed the following persons to the caucus committee:
Michael Taylor -- representing the NRLC plan

Paul Andreini -- representing the MCCL plan
Marjory Mecklenburg

Judy Fink -- representing states well-established organizationally
Valerie Dillon -- representing a state weakk in organization
Jay Bowman -- representing a new organization in process

Fr. James McHugh -- representing the Family Life Bureau, USCC
The caucus committee met during the lunch hour, and agreed upon the following:

BE IT RESOLVED THAT TEE NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING COMMUNICATE TO THE BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF THE NRLC THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATIONS:

1) That the NRLC Board of Directors legally constitute itself as soon as possible,
but no later than April, 1973

2) That the Board of Directors examine itself with regard to expansion and repre-
sentation.

3) That the Board of Directors immedistely establish a committee to help states to
organize & the Right to Life movement.

L) That the Board of Directors explore and execute the means of fund raising.

5) That the Board of Directors keep the NRLC office informed of all meetings, deliber-
ations and actions, and that this information be distributed by the NRLC office to the
Right to Life organizations.

EACH POINT WAS DEBATED INDIVIDUALLY, VOTED SEPARATELY, AND PASSED UNANIMOUSLY BY THE
COUNCIL.

During debate over point #2, a 15 minute official board meeting consisting of a legal
quorum of the NRLC Board of Directors was held in an anteroom. John Archibold, Esq.
reported to the Council that the Board had considered the following methods of elec-
tion of a new board of Directors for the new organization:

<
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the board would be exclusively self perpetuvating, and would elect itself.

the organizationg either on a state, local, or regional basis, would elect the board
members '

3) the individual participating states alone would elect the board

h) individuals would elect the board

g
2
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Points #1 and #L were eliminated by consensus, leaving #2 and #3 an open-ended matter
for further board action.

The Board of Directors accepted in principle that the Directors would be elected 2/3 by
some mechanism, and 1/3 by the board itself.

They accepted a motion to incorporate in legal entity as per guidelines discussed at
the council today.

They mandated each participating organization to contribute seed money, freely given
with no strings attached and no guarantees promised, to the new NRLC Inc. to facilitate
growth and expansion.

The debate over the amount of seed money needed was vigorous and no reasoned decision
was possible under the pressure of time.

It was resolved by the Board that a mechanism would be developed to make the Board a
representative one.

Following the debate and voting on the resolutions, the Chairmen mandated the partici-
pating groups represented on the council to return home and determine how much seed
money could be raised. February 1, 1973 was set as the deadline for communication.
Dr. Edward Kilroy of Ohio was designated as the contact person for the seed money con-
tributions. Dr. Kilroy's address is 20800 Westgate, Fairview Park, Ohio.

Dr. Mecklenburg announced that he would ask Michael Taylor to send a letter to all viable
groups not present concerning the need for seed money. A reference to a figure should
be included in this letter. Checks would be made payable to the National Right to Life
Committee.

It was moved and seconded that seed money will be sought, and the council voted unani-
mously in favor of the motion.

At this point, the meeting of the council was adjourned by the Chairman.



To: The National Right to Life Comnittee
F. Z. Mecklenburg, Chairman Board of Directors » N
M. A. Taylor, Execuftive Secretary .
From: O. K. Harling L,_gvl, 2054 Sohier St., Cohassel; Mass. 02025’
Subject: National Organization
Date: December 13, 1972

The decision reached on December 9th to set up a National
Organi-ation (N.0.) which is independently financed and
which is demonstrably separate from any sectarian group, is
a wise and progressive stev in the fight against the anti-l1ife
forces. To successfully implement the decision to set up an
N.0O. will require skillful planning and presentation of the
propcsed program. Following are some comments and suggestions
which I would like to submit for your consideration.

In ofder to successfully promote a: N.0. the Board of Ilirectors
is encouraged to prepare a clear and detailed outline for tihe
new N.,0. Isuggest that this outline include:

The organization of the N.O.

A detailed statement of what it is the N.0. will do.
How these activities will differ from the present NRLC and
to what extent they will be extensions of present activities.

How the program of the N.0. will be carried out eg. who will
run the N.O., what qualifications and responsibilities will
the staff have.

The level of effort vroposed. Obviously flexibility is re-
quired because the level of support is uncertain. However

a level of effort should bhe provosed and carefully justified
on a cost to benefit basis. Considerarion should be given

to enswering questions like, why should a local R.L. group.
send a substantial fraction of its hard earned dollars to

a remotely located N.O. which will use a substantial fractian
of these dollars to pay the salaries of professionals.

The best qualified individuals who can be found should be
obtained for the N.0., staff. A realistic salary at the pro-
fessional level must be offered. Volunteerism is great but

it seems unrealistic to expect a substantial level of support from

well qualified fulltime profeesionals who are also volunteerc.

Obtaining adequate funds will be difficult at least initially.
However, it can easily be shown that there is sufficient money
available, (discretionary income) among those known to have
a proxlife vosition,to support a thriving N.O0. In fact we are
really talking about an average of about 1-2 dollars per nerson
per year. To get these funds a convincing sales pitch will
be required. 2 FOR,
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