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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

ACTION
Last Day: January 2, 1976

December 30, 1975

,

MEMORANDUM FOR

THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

JIM CANNO?f /

SUBJECT:

H. R. 10035 ::-· Judicial Conference
of the District of Columbia

Attached for your consideration is H.R. 10035, sponsored
by Representative Diggs, which authorizes and directs
the Chief Judge of the D.C. Court of Appeals to conduct
an annual judicial conference to advise on means of
improving the administration of justice in the District
of Columbia.
The enrolled bill would also correct a technical error
in the Education Amendments of 1974, which inadvertently
excluded the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico
from the category of "States" eligible for funding
under title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act.
Additional information is provided in OMB's enrolled
bill report at Tab A.
OMB, Max Friedersdorf, Counsel's Office (Lazarus) and I
recommend approval of the enrolled bill.
RECOMMENDATION
That you sign H.R. 10035 at Tab B.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
Subject:

Enrolled Bill H.R. 10035 - Judicial Conference
of the District of Columbia
Sponsor - Rep. Diggs (D) Michigan

Last Day for Action
January 2, 1976 - Friday
Purpose
To establish the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia
and to make the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico eligible
for Federal assistance under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
Agency Recommendations
Office of Management and Budget

Approval

District of Columbia
Department of Health, Education
and Welfare
Department of Justice
Administrative Office of the
United States Courts

Approval
Approval
No objection
No recommendation

Discussion
Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia
The enrolled bill authorizes and directs the Chief Judge of
the D.C. Court of Appeals to conduct an annual judicial conference to advise on means of improving the administration of justice
in the District of Columbia. The Chief Judge is required to

'
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summon the active judges of the D.C. Court of Appeals and the
D.C. Superior Court to the conference. Each judge summoned
must attend and, unless excused by the Chief Judge, remain
throughout the conference. The D.C. Court of Appeals is also
directed to provide by its rules for participation in the
conference of members of the District of Columbia Bar, and
other persons active in the legal profession such as private
practitioners, law professors, the u.s. Attorney, the Public
Defender, and the Corporation Counsel.
Federal legislation is required in this local D.C. matter
because the District of Columbia Self-Government and Governmental
Reorganization Act (the D.C. "Home Rule" Act), approved
December 24, 1973, did not affect the jurisdiction of the D.C.
courts and, thus, Congress, rather than the D.C. Council,
retained exclusive power to legislate on judicial matters for
the District of Columbia. This legislation has been prompted
by the reorganization of the D.C. judicial system under the
District of Columbia Court Reform and Criminal Procedure Act
of 1970, which divested the Federal courts in the District of
Columbia of jurisdiction over all purely local matters and
transferred such jurisdiction to the D.C. Superior Court and
the D.C. Court of Appeals. As a result of this separation of
the District's court systems, the annual judicial conference
convened by the Chief Judge of the u.s. Court of Appeals for
the District since 1939 is now restricted to Federal matters.
The enrolled bill will afford the D.C. judicial system the same
mechanism employed by the majority of States for advising and
making recommendations on problems concerning the administration
and enforcement of their laws.
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Amendment
The enrolled bill would also correct a technical error in the
Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380), which inadvertently
excluded the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico from the
category of "States" eligible for funding under title IV of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. This error would result
in the D.C. public schools losing $454,780 in fiscal year 1976
title IV funds for innovative educational programs.
HEW has proposed to the 94th Congress a number of technical
amendments to P.L. 93-380, including the amendment in this
enrolled bill. In expectation of this amendment's enactment,
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that Department has reserved funds from the 1976 title IV
appropriation to be granted to the District and Puerto Rico.

~/n-~~
hssistant Director/
for Legislative Reference
Enclosures

'

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
WALTER E. WASHINGTON

WASHING T 0 N, D. C. 2 0 0 0 4

MAYOR

Mr. James M. Frey
Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference
Office of Management and Budget
Washington, D.C. 20503
Dear Mr. Frey:
This is in reference to a facsimile of an enrolled
enactment of Congress entitled:
H.R. 10035 - An Act to establish the Judicial
Conference of the District of Columbia.
The enrolled bill directs the Chief Judge of the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals to summon annually
the active judges of the District of Columbia Court of
Appeals and of the Superior Court of the District of
Columbia for a judicial conference. In addition, the
Court of Appeals is directed to provide by its rules
for representation of, and participation by, members
of the District of Columbia Bar and other persons active
in the legal profession at such conference.
Since 1939, 28 U.S.C. sec. 333 has authorized the
Chief Judge of the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia to convene annually a conference
of judges and lawyers in the District, and this conference has frequently dealt with local as well as Federal
matters. However, pursuant to the District of Columbia
Court Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970, jurisdiction over purely local matters is now vested in the
Superior Court of the District of Columbia and the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. Consequently, the
enrolled bill, by authorizing the local courts to hold
a judicial conference, would allow the local courts to
perform a function which no longer can be adequately
performed under current legislation.
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Additionally, section l(c) of the bill would make a
technical amendment to section 801 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to include the
District of Columbia as a State for the purposes of
title IV of such Act. When the Act cited as the Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380) was
passed, the Congress inadvertently failed to amend
the general definitions section of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to include title IV
among the other titles of that Act under which the
District of Columbia had been deemed to be a State.
This omission affects the eligibility of the District
for funding under such title IV and section l(c) of
H.R. 10035 will correct this oversight. If not corrected, the omission could result in the failure of
the District to receive title IV funds in fiscal year
1976 of approximately $454,780, and the loss of approximately $909,598 which is scheduled to be allotted
to the District in fiscal year 1977.
The enactment of section l(a) of the enrolled bill
will result in additional costs to the District of
Columbia, the exact amount of which has not yet been
determined. It is to be noted, however, that funds
required to implement this subsection of the bill
may not be available.
The District Government recommends the approval of
H.R. 10035.

~~e~ely your;('

/ ~ALTER
l/JJ.J);;cltt..

../1"'-""'\'

E. WASHINGTON
Mayor

,
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-DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE

The Honorable James T. Lynn
Director, Office of Management
and Budget
Washington, D. C.
20503
Dear Mr. Lynn:
This is in response to your request for a report on
H.R. 10035, an enrolled bill "To establish the Judicial
Conference of the District of Columbia."
The portions of the enrolled bill relating to the Judicial
Conference of the District of Columbia do not affect the
programs of this Department. However, subsection (c) of
the bill is a technical amendment to the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act which is necessary to enable the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico to participate in
programs assisted under title IV of that Act. This technical
amendment was originally proposed by this Department and
we favor its enactment.
When a number of elementary and secondary education programs
were consolidated into title IV of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 by Public Law 93-380,
through an oversight the definition of the term "State"
for the purposes of that Act was not amended to apply to
title IV. As a result, the term "State" when used in
title IV technically means only the fifty States. Since
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands are taken care of by a
separate allotment, the allotment of the remainder of the
title IV funds among the "States" would exclude the District
of Columbia and Puerto Rico from that program.
The Department proposed a number of technical amendments
to Public Law 93-380 in February of this year, including
the amendment in subsection (c) of the enrolled bill.
The Congress has not acted on most of those amendments;
but since this amendment affects the eligibility of two

,

The Honorable James T. Lynn
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jurisdictions to receive an allocation under the new title IV,
Congress has appropriately given special attention to this
amendment.
In expectation of the enactment of this amendment, we
have reserved funds from the 1976 appropriation for title IV
to make an allocation to the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico.
Subject to any objection of the District of Columbia and
the Department of Justice with regard to the establishment
of the Judicial Conference, we recommend that the enrolled
bill be approved.
Sincerely,

'

ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

IJrpnrtmrut nf llustitt
llaBipugtnu. D.<!!. 20530

December 23, 1975
Honorable James T. Lynn
Director, Office of Management
and Budget
Washington, D. C. 20503
Dear Mr. Lynn:
In compliance with your request, I have examined a
facsimile of the enrolled bill (H.R. 10035), "To establish
the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia."
The Department of Justice interposes no objection to
the approval of this bill.

Michael M. Uhlmann

,
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE
UNITED STATES COURTS
SUPREME COURT BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20544
ROWLAND F. KIRKS

December 22, 1975

DIRECTOR

WILLIAM E. FOLEY
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

James M. Frey
Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference
Office of Management and Budget
Washington, D. C.
Dear Mr. Frey:
This will acknowledge receipt of your
enrolled bill request of December 22, 1975, transmitting for an expression of views H.R. 10035, an
Act "To establish the Judicial Conference of the
District of Columbia."
Inasmuch as the local courts of the District
of Columbia, namely the District of Columbia Court
of Appeals and the Superior Court of the District
of Columbia, are not within the jurisdiction of the
Judicial Conference of the United States, the proposed
legislation was not referred to the Conference for
comment and accordingly no recommendation is made
regarding Executive approval.
Sincerely,

6__. /

-1:-~

William E. Foley
Deputy Director
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Dick Parsons
FOR ACTION: Max Friedersdorf

1549

cc (for information):

Ken Lazarus
Jim Falk
David Lissy

Jack Marsh
Jim Cavanaugh
Warren Hendriks

FROM THE STll.FF SECRETARY

DUE: Date:

December 30

Time:

500pm

SUBJECT:

H.R. 10035 - Judicial Conference of the District
of Columbia

ACTION REQUESTED:
---For Necessary Action
____ Prepare

~llgenda

a.nd Brief

For Your Comments
REMARKS:

--For Your Recommendations

Draft Reply
_ _ Draft Remarks

T ~u,..~J e;~V--(

.J;/1(.

ltlo

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing

,..-

~J .

;;:r;s;::::>
,

~
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PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.
I£ you have any que-otions or if you anticipate a
delay in subm~i.!inq the required ma.::~ria.l, please
l~leiJl1:.;11.e tl1c S~c. ££ S . . :r~tnry irnrncdlo.tely.

(
THE WHITE HOUSE
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December 30, 1975
r1EHORANDU!4 FOR:

JIM CAVA.NAUGH

FROM:

MAX L.

SUBJECT:

H.R. 10035 - Judicial Conference of the District
of Columbia

FRIEDERSDORF

,Ill· b•

The Office of Legislative Affairs concurs with the agencies
that the

subject bill be signed.

Attachments
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SUBJECT:

H.R. 10035 - Judicial Conference of the District
of Columbia

ACTION REQUESTED:
_ _ For Necessary Action

_ _ For Your Recommendations

___ Prepare l\genda. and Brie£

_ _ Draft Reply
_ _ Draft Remarks

to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.
I£ you have any questions or if you anticipate a
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_ _ Draft Remarks

For Your Comments
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Floor West Wing
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FORACTION: Max Friedersdorf
Ken Lazarus
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1549
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Jack Marsh
Jim Cavanaugh
Warren Hendriks

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY
DUE: Date:

December 3 0

Time:

500pm

SUBJECT:

H.R. 10035 - Judicial Conference of the District
of Columbia

ACTION REQUESTED:
---For Necessary Actio:.1.

_ _ For Your Recommendations

___ Prepare Agenda and Brie£

_ _ Dza£t Reply

-~L For Your Comments

_ _ Draft Remarks

RE:rviARKS:

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing

12/30/75

No objection. --Ken Lazarus
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE 'PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
Subject:

Enrolled Bill H.R. 10035 - Judicial Conference
of the District of Columbia
Sponsor - Rep. Diggs (D) Michigan

Last Day for Action
January 2, 1976 - Friday
Purpose
To establish the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia
and to make the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico eligible
for Federal assistance under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
Agency Recommendations
Office of Management and Budget

Approval

District of Columbia
Department of Health, Education
and Welfare
Department of Justice
Administrative Office of the
United States Courts

Approval
Approval
No objection
No recommendation

Discussion
Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia
The enrolled bill authorizes and directs the Chief Judge of
the D.C. Court of Appeals to conduct an annual judicial conference to advise on means of improving the administration of justice
in the District of Columbia. The Chief Judge is required to

Attached document was not scanned because it is duplicated elsewhere in the document
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Date:

LOG NO.: 1549

WASlllNGTON

December 29

Time:

Dick Parsons~

FOR ACTION: Max Friedersdorf

1.-1-

1030am

ec (for information): Jack Marsh

Ken Lazarus~
Jim Falk -~
David Lissy ,. ·

Jim Cavanaugh
Wareen Hendriks

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY
DUE: Date:

December 3 0

Time:

500pm

SUBJECT:

H.R. 10035 - Judicial Conference of the District
of Columbia

ACTION REQUESTED:
- - For Necessary Action

_ _ For Your Recommendationa

- - Prepare Agenda and Brief

- - Draft Reply

_A..

For Your CoJ:nnlftnts

- - Draft Remarks

REMARKS:

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing
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PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.
If you have any questions or if you anticipate a

delay in submitting the req~ material, please
telephone the Sta££ Secretary ; . ~ _·
'.

K. R. COLE, JR.
For the President

Calendar No. 503
94TH CoNGREss
1st Session

SENATE

}

{

REPORT
No. 94-524

JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

DECE~IBER

10, 1975.-0rdered to be printed

Mr. EAGLETON, from the Committee on the District of Columbia,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R. 10035]

The Committee on the District of Columbia, to which was referred
the bill (H.R. 10035) having considered the same, reports favorably
thereon with an amendment and recommends that the bill as amended
do pass.
On page 2, on the second line after line 14, insert the following:
(c) The portion of section 801 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 which precedes subsection (a),
is amended by striking out "As used in titles II, III, V, VI,
and VII," and inserting in lieu thereof, "As used in titles
II, III, IV, V, VI, and VII".
PuRPOSES oF THE BrLL
The purpose of H.R. 10035 is to authorize and direct the Chief
Judge of the D.C. Court of Appeals to convene an annual judicial
conference designed to improve the operation of the civil and criminal
justice system in the District of Columbia. The bill would provide a
mechanism whereby the local bench and the bar are brought together
periodically on a regular basis to discuss major problems incident to
the administration and enforcement of the laws of the District of
Columbia, and to make recommendations for solutions to such
problems.
The bill as amended will also correct an error in the final version of
the Education Amendments of 1974, enacted August 21, 1974, which
omitted the District of Columbia from eligibility for funding under
title IV of the Education Amendments of 1974.

57-010
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MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
The bill directs the Chief Judge of the District of Columbia Court
of Appeals to summon annu.ally the active judges of the D.C. Court of
-;\-ppeals and <?f the Superror Court, the appellate and trial conrt
JUdges, resp~!,rvely, of the District of Columl!ia for a judicial confer~nce. In addrtron, the D.C .. Court of Appeals 1s dHected to provide bv
Its rules ~or ~he representa~wn of, and active participation by, members
of the p1str1ct of Columbia Bar and other persons active in the legal
professiOn at .sucJ1 conferenc~. ~he Chief Judge of the D.C. Court-of
App~ls has md1cated that. mv~ted d~legates wm be broadly representative of the legal professwn, mcludmg active private practitioners,
law p_rofessors, the U.S. Attorney, the Public Defender and the Corporatwn Counsel.
'
It. i~ intended ~hat all delegates have a vote and be expected to
participate fully m conference worl~. Every judge summoned will
attend, and unless excu_sed_by the C~Ief Judge, will remain throughout the conference. Th;ts ~Il_l authonzes and directs the Chief Judge
to conduct an annl!-al JUdicia~ conference similar to those which tlie
Courts of Appeal I~ th~ vanous Federal Circuits hold pursuant to
~8 1J..S.C. § 333, but It .will be confined to local, rather than Federal,
JUdicral !fiatters. Th~ JUdicial conference proposed by the bill is in
accor~ with the practice of the states, the great majority of which have
estabhs~ed such a mechanism for ascertaining and solving problems
concernmg the procedure and administration of the courts.
BACKGROUND

OF

THE CoURTS oF THE DISTRICT oF CoLUMBIA

.Un~il1942, the o~ly important court of general jurisdiction in the
D1stnct _of. Columbia. '!as the United States District Court which
heard cnmmal and CIVIl cases arising under the D.C. Code as well
as. all. Federal matt~rs. ~he :United States C~:mrt of Appeals for the
pistriCt of Columbia Circmt was vested w1th appellate review o:f
JUdgments of the U.S. District Court.
Th~re ~er~, h?w.ever, three petty courts: (1) the Police Court, whieh
e;Xermsed JUrisdiCtiOn over traffic and breaches of ordinance or regulations adopted by the D.C. Board of Commissioners; (2) a Municipal
Court wluch heard damage actions for small claims· and ( 3) a ,Juvenile
Court. Under the D.C. Judicial Reorganization Act of April1 1942
.(56 Stat. 190), the Police Court and the Municipal Court were m~raed
mto what :was ~al1!3d ~h~ MunicipaJ Court of the District of Columbia
and was g1ve:r: JUriSdiCtiOn over misdemeanors arising under the D.C.
Code and a~h_ons for damages up to $10,000. This 1942 Act also creat~d !1 Municipal ~ourt of Appeals, the predecessor of the present.
District of Columb1a Court of Appeals.
The next local judicial reorganization ·act of any importance was
the Act of De~ember 23, 1963 (77 Stat. 478), effective January 1,
1964. Under this Act, ·the name of the Municipal Court was chanO'ed
tC! Court o~ Gener:al Sessions and was given additional jurisdict~n,
mz, domestic rela~I?ns :and landlord-tenant cases. Under this Act, the
name of ~e MumCipal Oourt of Appeals was changed to the District
of Columbia Court of Appeals whioh still continued as a three-judge
court. By 1967, the volume of local arppeals had increased sufficiently

-so that the court was enlarged by an Act of Congress to authorize the
appointment of six rather than three judges. It remained an intermediate appellate court as its decisions could be reviewed by the
United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit on applications
:for leave to appeal. In other words, the U.S. Circuit Court for the
District of Columbia had discretionary review.
A much more sweeping reform was accomplished by the District
of Columbia Court Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970 (84
Stat. 473). This Act, in a three-stage ·phase-out, removed from the
United States District ·Court for the District of Columbia all jurisdiction over criminal matters, including felonies arising under the D.C.
Code, and all civil matters not otherwise provided for by statute.
Such matters were transferred to a new trial oourt called the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia to which, in addition to its new
jurisdiction, was given all jurisdiction which had been previously
vested in the Court of General Sessions, the Juvenile Court, and the
D.C. Tax Court. These latter courts were abolished by the act, but
the judges thereof were made part of the new Superior Court bench.
The D.C. Court of Appeals was given appellate jurisdiction over the
Superior Court as well as review over all District of Columbia agenthe D.C. Commissioner, and the D.C. Council. Perhaps more
importantly, this court was made the court of last resort for the
District, as its decisions were made subject to review direc-tly by the
United States Supreme Court. The membership of the court was
increased from six to nine, and for all practical purposes the jurisdiction of the D.C. Court of Appeals was made equivalent to that of a
state supreme court.
The District of Columbia Self-Government and Governmental
Reor~anization Act, December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 774) (the "Home
Rule" Act), did not affect the iurisdiction of the D.C. courts. 1 Congress
rather than the D.C. Council, retained the exclusive power to legislate on judicial matters encompassed within Title 11 of the D.C. Code.
NEED

FOR LEGISLATION

Since 1939, 28 U.S.C. § 333 has :authorized the Chief Judge of the
u.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit to convene
annually a conference of judges and lawyers in the District and this
conference frequently dealt with local as well as Federal matters.
However, the Congress. under the terms of the District of Columbia
Court Refonn and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970, 84 Stat. 473,
divested the Federal courts in the District of Columbia of jurisdiction
over all purely local matters and transferred such jurisdiction to the
D.C. Superior Court and the D.C. Court of Appeals.
As a result of this separation of the court system in the District,
only the Federal court is authorized to conduct a judicial conference.
This continuing judicial conference conducted by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit is limited by 28 U.S.C.
' However. two changes relating to the selection of judges were made by the "Home
Rule" Act: (1) nominations for future vacancies on the bench are to be made by a Judicial
Nomination Commission which Is to submit a list of three names to the President for his
consideration In appointing new iudg<ts, subject to Senate confirmation· (2) the Commission on Judicial Disabilities and Tenure was given new responsbiilities for evaluating and
pnss!ng upon sitting judges seeking reappointment.

S.R.:S24

S.R. 524
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§ 333 to the "business of the courts," which necessarily excludes the
business of the local courts. H.R. 10035, authorizing an annual

In general, the impact of the funding loss falls into two categories~
Library and Learning Resources programs and projects which ani
funded under Part B of Title IV and Educational Innovation and
Support programs funded by Part C of Title IV. The FY 1976 impact
in each of these :;treas is as follows:
Pa1t B-Library and Learning Resources programs and projects
would be cut in half. Acquisition of learning materials and visualt
aids, equipment purchases, and new programs in guidance counseling>·
and testing would have to be cancelled. Administrative services and!
positions would be reduced by half.
Part G-Educational Innovation and SuJ?port programs would be
cut more than one-third. At least four proJects, mcluding two validated projects which are relying on Title IV support for demonstration and implementation in the regular budget would be cancelled.
Eight other projects would have to be selected for reductions of about
twenty percent. One project designed to meet the needs of handicapped
children would be unfundable.
Development of new programs planned :for drop-out prevention and
nutrition and health would have to be cancelled. Administrative services including evaluation, dissemination and monitoring would be reduced at least twenty-five percent. At least two positions on the staff
of the Board of Education would be unsupported. All of these reduc.,tions and cancellations would result in the loss of some existing personnel and the inability to provide employment for persons to staff
new projects.
Every public school in the District of Columbia would be adversely
affected by the loss of these funds because each of the ,approximately
200 schools is scheduled to receive some funding support from the part
B allocation. Several part C programs are citywide in nature. Most
heavily affected would be five schools which would lose support for
innovative programs, at least four schools scheduled to obtain initial
support for new progrn,ms from part C, and fifty schools scheduled to
participate i:n or receive services from part C programs.
Some of the ESEA Title III Projects funded through FY 197~
which would have to be considered for elimination or reduction without corrective legislnHve action are the .Junior-Senior High Tutor/
Aide Program at Malcolm X Elementary School, the Model Comprehensive Program in Urban Environmental Education, Project Advance at the Morse Crisis Intervention Center, Project Inspire at
Francis ,Junior High School, the Training Center for Open Space
'Schools, Mainstream Programming for Behaviorally Problemed Students, and the Lenox: Early Childhood Outreach Program :for Parents.
These are just some of the existing programs which would be among
the choices facing the school system for reduction or elimination if
Title IV funding authorization is not added to the law.
The threat of loss of funding to these programs is unnec('ssar:v and
unintentional; nevertheless, it is very real unless positive legislative
steps are taken as soon as possible. Timely action by the Congress
woulrl allow the p]anning, preparation, and administration of these
programs to C{)lltinue in tihe CUrrent fiscal year.
Sincerely,
DAVID A. SPLITT.
General Counsel, D.O. Board of Ed1u:ationr

judicial conference to deal with local I"ather than Federal matters,
will fill this need.
An additional justification for this legislation is based on the en~
larged jurisdiction given the D.C. Superior Court and the D.C. Court
of Appeals, which has resulted in substantially increased caseloads at
the trial as well as appellate levels. Consequently, the need for a
judicial conference to deal with this problem is a compelling one.
The amendment added by the committee corrects an eror in the final
version of the Education Amendments of 1974, enacted August 21,
1974. The District of Columbia was omitted from eligibilitY. for fund~
ing under title IV of the Education Amendments of 1974 (Consolidation of Education Programs). This oversight in the law has made it
impossible to allocate the $454,780 scheduled to support programs
under this title in the District.
The following letter from the General Counsel of the D.C. Board of
Education, Mr. David A. Splitt, details the impact of this loss of
funds and the need for swift action on the part of Congress.
BoARD oF EnucATION
OF THE DrsTRICT OF CoLU:i\<IBIA,
Washington, D.O., July 15, 1975.
Hon. CnARI.Es :.\IcC. MATHIAS, Jr.,
Ru.s8ell Office Building,
lVashington, D.O.
DEAR SENATOR xlATHIAS: Both the President of the Board of Education and the Superintendent of Schools have expressed their concern
over the inadvertent loss of $454,780 in FY 1976 Title IV E.S.E.A.
funds through a drafting oversight in P.I. 93-380. The Board and
superintendent have urged swift legislative action to add the District
of Columbia to the definition of "States" eligible to receive Title IV
funds under the provisions of the amended statute. This office has
been asked to supply additional information describing the impact of
funding loss under Title IV.
The nature of the consolidation of programs under Title IV of the
1974 Education Amendments does not allow a precise delineation of
which positions and programs will have to be curtailed or how many
new programs would have to be eliminated due to the loss of funding.
However, it is certain that approximately half of the funding support for programs funded through FY 1975 by Title III, Title IV,
and part of Title V (consolidated under the amendment) has been lost
due to the omission of the District of Columbia from the new Title IV
structure.
Thus, the District of Columbia will have to choose among the projects funded through FY 1975 or plauned for FY 1976, eliminating
some programs and personnel in order to accommodate the current
funding level. Certainly this difficult selection process was not intende~ by the Congress. Rather, the efforts required to modify current
planmng and program levels could be expended on planning for new
programs and improving and administering programs scheduled to
continue under Title IV.
S.R. 524
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LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
·H.R. 10035, the bill to ·authorize a judicial conference of the District
·of Columbia passed the House of Representatives on November 10,
1975, by a vote of 337-0. It was referred to t:he committee on Novem.ber 11, 1975. A hearing was held on December 3, 1975, at which Chief
.Judge Gerard D. Reilly, and Judges John "\V. Kern III and Stanley S.
Harris appeared. There were no adverse witnesses.
Col\:IliiTTEE VoTE
The Committee on the District of Columbia by unanimous vote
approved H.R. 10035,,as amended, on December 9,1975.
CosTs
?as~~

upon ~stimates presented at the hearing the cost of holding
JUdiCial conference should not exceed $500 per year. The Chief
Judge said it was his intention to require the individual participants
to pay their own personal expenses. The cost of the amendment to the
Education Amendments of 1974: is estimated to be $454,780 for the
present fiscal year. A similar amount would be required in subsequent
:fiscal years.
11

CIHNGEs IN ExiSTING LAw J\IADE BY THE BILL, As REPORTED
In compliance with subsection 4 of rule XXIX of the Standing
:Rules of the Senate, changes in e.xi~ting law made by the bill, as
~eported, a~e shown as follows ( ex1stmg law proposed to be omitted
Is eD;close~ m black bra?kets, new ~atter is prmted in italic, existing
law m which no change IS proposed IS shown in roman):

§ 11-744. Judicial conference
The chief judge of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals shall
summon annually the active associate judges of the Di'itrWt of Columbia Court of Appeals and the active judges of the Superior Court of
the Dist1iot of Col!umbia to a conference at a time fffnd place that he
designates, for the purpose of a:ilvising as to means of irnpr01Jing tl~e
administration of Justice within the Di11trict of Columbia. He shall
preside at such conference whifJh shall be krwwn as the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia. Every judge summoned shall
attend, and, unless excused by the chief judge of the District of Col!umbia Courts of Appeals, shall 'remain throughout the conference. The
District of Coluv~bia Court of Appeals shall prm;ide 0y its rules for
representation of and active partu;ipation by members of the District
of Columbia Bar and other persons active in the legal profession at"
such conference.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT' OF
1965, AS AMENDED
TITLE VIII-GENERAL PROVISIONS
DEFINITIONS
SooriON 801. As used in titles II, III, IV, V, VI, 1 and VII of thisAct, except when otherwise specified1

Repealed effective July 1, 1971.

0

CHAPTER 7 oF TITLE 11, DISTRICT OF CoLUMBIA ConE
CHAPTER 7.-DISTEICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF .APPEALS
SUBCHAPTER .I.--cONTINUATION AND ORGANIZATION

Sec.

11-701.
11-702.
11-703.
11-704.
11-705.
11-706.
11-707.
11-708.
li-709.

Continuation of court; court of record; seal.
Composition.
Judges; service; compensation.
Oath of judges.
Assignment of judges; divisions: hearings.
.Absence, disability, or disqualification of judges; vacancies; quorum.
Assignment of judges to and from Superior Court.
Clerks and secretaries for judges.
Reports.
SUBCHAPTER II.-JURISDIOTION

11-721. Orders and judgments of the Superior Court.
1.1-722. Administrative orders and decisions.
SUBOH.APTEB m.-MISOELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

11-741. Contempt powers.
11-742. Oatbs, affirmations, and acknowledgements.
11-743. Rules of courts.
_11-144 Judicia~ contereMe

•

*

*

*

*

*

*
S.R. 524
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94TH CoNGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES {
REPORT
1st Session
No: 94,---615

JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

NovEMBER 3, 1975.-0ommitted to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. DIGGs, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, submitted the following

REPOR'l,
[To accompany H.R. 100351

The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred
the bill (I-I.R. 10035) to establish the Judicial Conference of the
District of Columbia, having considered the same, report favorably
thereon without amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.
PuRPOSE oF THE BILL

The purpose of H.R. 10035 is to authorize and direct the Chief
Judge of the D.C. Court of Appeals to convene an annual judicial
conference designed to improve the operation of the civil and criminal
justice system in the District of Columbia. The bill would provide a
mechanism whereby the local bench and the bar are brought together
periodically on a regular basis to discuss major problems incident to
to the adininistration and enforcement of the laws of the District of
Columbia, and to make recommendations for solutions to such
problems.
lVIAJOR PROVISIONS OF . THE BILL

The bill directs the Chief Judge of the District of Columbia Court
of Appeals to summon annually the active judges of the D.C. Court of
Appeals and of the Superior Court, the appellate and trial court judges,
respectively, of the District of Columbia for a judicial conference.
In addition, the D.C. Court of Appeals is directed to provide by its
rules for the representation of, and active participation by, members
of the District of Columbia Bar and other persons active in the legal
profession at such conference. The Chief Judge of the D.C. Court of
Appeals has indicated that invited delegates will be broadly representative of the legal profession, including active private practitioners,
law professors, the U.S. Attorney, the Public Defender, and the
Corporation Counsel.
57-006
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It is intended that all delegates have a vo~ and be expected ~o
participate fully in conference work. Every JUdge summoned wtll
attend and, unless excused by the Chief Judge, will remain. throughout th~ conference. This bill authorizes and directs the Chtef. Judge
to conduct an ann~al judicia~ conference sir~il~ to those whiCh the
Courts of Appeal m the varwus Federal 0Ircmts hold pursuant to
28 U.S.C. § 383, but it will be confined to local, rather than ~e~erB;l,
judicial matters. The judicial conference propos~d .by the ~Ill 1s m
accord with the practice of the states, the ~e~;tt ma]onty o~ which have
established such a mechanism for ascertammg and solvmg problems
concerning the procedure and administration of the courts.
BAcKGROUND oF THE CouRTS OF THE DISTRICT OF CoLUMBIA

Until 1942, the ocly important ~ourt of generfi:l j~risdiction in ~he
District of Columbia was the Umted States D1stnct Court which
heard criminal and civil cases arising under the D.C. Code as well
as all Federal matters. The United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit was vested with appellate review of
judgmentR of the U.S. District Court.
.
.
There were, however, three petty courts: (1) the Po~ICe Court, whiCh
exercised jurisdiction over traffic and breac~es. of ordmance or r~g~Ila
tions ado:pted by the D.C. Bo;trd of Commissi~mers; (2) a Mumci~al
Court whiCh heard damage actwns for small claims; and (3) 8; Juvemle
Court. Under the D.C. Judicial Reorganiza~i<?n Act of Apnl 1, 1942
(56 Stat 190) the Police Court and the Mummpal Court were merged
into wh~t wa~ called the Municipal Court of the District of Columbia
and was given jurisdiction over misdemeanors a~sing under the D.C.
Code and actions for damages up to $10,000. This 1942 Act also created a Municipal Court of Appeals, the predecessor of the present
.
District of Columbia Court of Appeals.
The next local judicial reorganization act of any u;nportance was
the Act of December 23, 1963 (77 Stat. 4?~), effective January 1,
1964. Under this Act, the name of the M~tmcipal 9?urt ~as. ch.an~ed
to Court of General Sessions and was given additional JUpsdtction,
viz, domestic relations and landlord-tenant cases. Under this Ac.t, t?e
name of the Municipal Court of Appeal~ was c?-anged to the DI~tnct
of Columbia Court of Appeals which still contm~Ied as a three-:Judge
court. By 1967, the volume of local appeals had mcreased suffi?Iently
so that the court was enlarged by an Act of Congress to. authon~e the
appointment of six rather t~an th~e~ judges. It remai?-ed an mtermediate appellate court as Its dec1s10ns could. be .reviewed .by .the
United Sta.tes Court of Appeals for the D.C. C1rcmt on apphcatwns
for leave to appeaL In ot~er w~rds, the lJ.S. Circuit Court for the
District of Columbia had discretionary rev1ew. .
. .
A much more sweeping reform "Ya~ accomplished by the D1stnct
of Columbia Court Reform and Cnmmal Procedure Act of 1970 (84
Stat. 473). This. Ac.t, in a three-stage yh!Lse-out, remoyed f:on; t_he
United States D1stnct Court for the Distnct of Columbia all JUriSdiCtion over criminal matters, including felonies arising under .the D.C.
Code, and all civil matters not otherwise provided for by statu.te.
Such matters were transferred to a new trial court called the Supenor
Court of the District of Columbia to which, .in addition to it~ new
jurisdiction, was given all jurisdiction which had been preVIously

vested in'the Court of General Sessions, the Juvenile Court, and the
D.O: Tax Court. These latter courts were abolished by the act, but
the JUdges thereof were made part of the new Superior Court bench.
· The D.C. Court of Appeals was given appellate jurisdiction over the
~perior Court as wel~ a.s review over all District of Columbia agen~es, the D.C. CommissiOner, and the D.C. Council. Perhaps more
rmportantly, this court was made the court of last resort for the
District, as its decisions were made subject to review directly by the
United States Supreme Court. The membership of the court was
~creased from six to nine, and for all practical purposes the jurisdictiOn of the D.C. Court of Appeals was made equivalent to that of a
state supreme court.
The District of Columbia Self-Government and Governmental
Reolflanizati~n Act, ~ecemb~r ~4,, 1~73 (87 Stat. 774) (the "Home
Rule Act), d1d not affect the JUrisdwtwn of the D.C. courts. 1 Congress
rather than the D.C. Council, retained the exclusive power to legislate on j?dieial matters encompassed within 'I'itle 11 of the D.C. Code.
NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Since 1939, 28 U.S.C. § 333 has authorized the Chief Judge of the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit to convene
annually a conference of judges a.nd lawvers in the District and this
conference. frequently dealt with local as well as Federal matters.
However, the Congress, under the terms of the District of Columbia
qourt Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 14d70, 84 Stat. 473,
divested the Federal courts in the District of Columbia of jurisdiction
over all purely local matters and transferred such jurisdiction to the
D.C. Superior Cour~ and the D.C. Court of Appeals.
As a result of tlns separation of the court systems in the District
only the Federal court is authorized to conduct a judicial conference:
This continuing judicial conference conducted by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit is hmited bv 28 U.S.C.
§ 3~3 to the "business of the courts," which necessarily excludes the
~us~n.ess of the local courts. H.R. 10035, authorizing an annual
.J~diCtal conference to deal with local rather than Federal matters,
will fill this need.
An additional justification for this legi;;lation is based on the enlarged jurisdict~on given the D.C. Superior Court and the D.C. Court
of Appeals, which has resulted in substantially increased caseloads at
~he. ~rial as well as appellate levels. Consequently, the need for a
JUdicial conference to deal with this problem is a compelling one.
LEGIS LA TI VE HISTORY

Th~ bill to aut~orize a judicial conference lor the District of Columbia was first mtroduced in the House by Chairman Diggs (by
requ~st) on March 5, 1975, as H.R. 4286, and on September 25, 1975,
heanngs and markup were held by the Judiciary Subcommittee.
1 Howe'\'er, two changes relating to the selection of judges were made by the "Home Rule" Act: (1) nominations for.future vacancies on the bencb are to be made by a Judicial Nomination Commission wblch Is to
~ubmlt a. list of three n11mes to the President for his consideration in appointing new judges subJect to
enate oon~tlon; (2) .the Commission on Judicial Disabilities and Tenure was given new rcsP<>nslbilities
f or evaluating and passing upon sitting judges seeking reappointment.

li.R. 615
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Testifying in support of the bill were three distingtJished judges of
the D.C. Court of Appeals: Chief Jud~e Gerald D. Reilly, Associate
Judge ,John W. Kern, III, and Assoc1ate Judge Stanley S. Harris.
No expressions in opposition to the legislation have been received
by the Co.mmittee. The bill was fav.orably reported to th~ Full Committee with an amendment changmg the name by whiCh the conferenc~ would be known and also a few minor technical changes
were made to the languag~ of the bill. A clean bill incorporating same
was introduced as H.R. 10035.
The Committee hy unanimous voice vote approved H.R. 10035 on
November 3, 1975.
·
DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS
The report to the Chairman on this legislation from the Chief Judge
of the D.C. Court of Appeals, follows:
DisTRICT oF CoLUMBIA: CouRT oF APPEALs,
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1975.
Hon. CHARLES C. DIGGS, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee of the District of Columbia,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I have your letter of March 12, 1975, requesting the views of this court on H.R .. 428~, which .wo"!lld add a ne:w
section to the D.C. Code(§ 11-744), d1rectmg the D1stnct of Columb1a
Court of Appeals to hold an annual· judicial conference. We believe
the proposed legislation would improve the operation of the civil and
criminal justice system in this jurisdiction, and accordingly recommend
favorable consideration by your committee.
The objective of the bill is to provide a mechanism whereby the
bench and the bar are brought together periodically to discuss major
problems incident to the administration and enforcement of the laws
methods of dealing with such problems.
of the District and to pro
Comparable federallegi ation has existed since 1939 with the enactment of Public Law 76-299, 28 U.S.C. § 333 requiring annual judicial
conferences in every United States circuit. The purpose of establishing
such a program as reported in Senate documents at that time reflects
the desirability of similar local legislation.
.
..
" . . . this bill gives that judicial conference an offietal pos1t11;m,
requires it to be held, requires the cir?uit judges to ma~e r:ules proVIding for the admission of members of 1t, not merely as InVItees, ~ut as
actual participants by right, of members of the bar, so that W1th an
official status the lawyers of a particular circuit wil! feel perfectly fr:ee,
indeed will feel an obligation of responsibility, to brmg to the attentiOn
of the courts whatever matters of criticism thev have found to
exist . . . " (Senate Report 76-426 on S. 188 at p. 3, Senate Hearings
on S. 188, April4-5, 1939, at p. 11.)
.
.. . . .
Until the Federal courts here were dtvested of JUrisdiCtiOn over
purely District of Columbia matters-such jurisdiction bei·n·g. tran··· sferred 'to the Superior Court and the D.C. Court of Appe~:tls. _Qy_ the
D.C. Court Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970-the annual
judicial eonference of this circuit served a dual purpose. Frequently
discussions at such conferences among members of the b~r and the
appellate and trial judges in attendance resulted in the appomtment of
H.R. 615

study committees in areas of District of Columbia law in which it was
felt that reform was ne~ded. "\Yhere such reports in particular fields
were then threshed out m ensumg conferences and gained widespread
acceptance ?Y the conferees, these reports often bore fruit in the form
of CongressiOnal amendments to the District of Columbia Code. Some
recent e;x-a~ples that come to mind have been the succession ofjudicial
reorgamzat10n acts, loc~l amendments to the Bail Reform Act of 1968
and numerous changes m the laws relating tolo?al ?ri~inal procedu:r:e:
Al.though the U.S. Court of Appeals for this CirCUit has and wdl
contmue · . to. h.ol~ annual judicial conferences, the score of those
conferen:ces ~s h;mtedby 28 U.S.C. § 333 to "the business o the cou.rts"
of. th~ Clrcmt, 1.e., the Federal Court of Appeals itself arid the U.S.
D1stnct Court. As t!tis excludes by implication the btl.siness of this
court. and our Supenor Court, enactment of the proposed biB would
·
··
··
fill this gap.
If ll;PPI,'oyed, the proposed legislation w?uld establish a completely
local. JUdictal con~erence not concerned ·w1th Federal matters. All of
the Judges of this court and the Superior Court would be voting
delegates, as would t~e. members of the bar invited to participate.
Such members would mclude not only active private practitioners in
the local courts .and representative professors from our law schools.
but also .the Umted S~ates Attorney, the Publi:c Defender, and th~
CorporatiOn Counsel with 9ertfl;in mempers of their staffs. In the light
of t.he recent ~orne rule leg~slatwn, such local conferences would $eem
desirable and m harmony with the spirit .of that charter. ·
· Respectfully submitted:
.
. GERA:,RD I). RE11JL Y, •
· Qhiej Judge.
STATEMENTS REQUIRED

BY'

RuLE XI(l) (3) OE HousE RuLES

Over-sight Findings (Jirtd Recommendations
The Com.mi.ttee's oversight findings with resrect to the matter ·with
~hich the b~ll1s conc~rned remains as~ pa_rt of Its continuing CorigresslOn.al oversight reqmred by the ConstitutiOn and specifically provided
form the Home Rule Act (Sections 601, 602, 604.and 731 of Public
Law 93-198).
·
Budget Authority
This local le.gislation for the District of Columbia creates no new
budget authonty or tax exl-?enditure by the Federal Govenm1ent.
r:J;herefore, a statement reqmred by Section 308(a) .of the CongressiOnal Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is not necessary.
Congressional Budget Office Estimates and Comparison ·
No. ~stimate and co~parison of costs has been· received bv the
Committee from. the .Drrector of the ~ongressional Budget. Office,
pursuant to Sectu~n 403 of the Conw;essiOnal·Budgetand.Impoundment Control Act of 1974. See (lost estimate qelow bv this Committee.
Committee on Govefflme-dt Operations Summary . . ~ . . . . .
~o oversight fin~ings and recommendations have been received
which :elate to this measure from the Committee on Government
OperatiOns under clause 2(b) (2) of Rule X.
lUt. 6Vi
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Costs
It is estimated that the operational costs for the judicial conference
authorized by this legislation "'ill be approximately $1000 annually.
I njlat:ionary 1mpact
H.R. 10035, if enacted into law, "ill have no foreseeable inflationary
impact on prices or costs in the operation of the national economy.
CHANGES IN ExiSTING LAw MADE BY THE BILL,

As

REPORTED

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rule~ of the House.
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing law
in which no change is proposed is shown in roman) :
CHAPTER

7

oF TtTLE

11,

DisTRicT OF CoLuMBIA CooE

CHAPTER 7.-DISTRICT OF CoLUMBIA CounT OF APPEALs
SUBCHAPTER I.-CONTINUATION AND ORGANIZATION .

See.

11-701. Continuation of court; court of record; seal.
11-702. Composition.
11-703. Judges; service; compensation.
11-704. Oath of judges.
·
·
. ·
11-705. Assignment of judges; divisions; hearings.
11-706. Absence, disability, or disqualification ofd'udges; vacancies; quorum.
11-707. Assignment of judges to and from Superior ourt.
11-708. Clerks and secretaries for judges.
11-709. Reports.
SUBCHAPTER II.-JURisDICTION

11-721.
11-722.

Orders and judgmens of the Superior Court.
Administrative orders and decisions.
SUBCHAPTER III.-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

11-741.
11-742.
11-743.
11-744.

•

Contempt powers.
Oaths, affirmations, and acknowledgements.
Rules of courts.
Judicial conference

•

•

*

§ 11-744. Judicial conference
The chief judge of the Di8triet of Columbia Court of Appeals shall
8'1tmmon annually the active associate judges of the District of Cotumbia
C<rurt of Appeals and the active judges of the Superior Court of the Dutrict
of Columbia to a conference at a time and JJlace that he designates, for the
purpose of advising as to means of improvtng the administration of justice
witkin the District of Columbia. lie skall preside at such conference. which
shall be known as the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia.
Every judge summoned shall atf..end, and, unless excused by the chief
judge of the District of Columbia Courts of Appeals, shall remain throughout the crmference. The District of Columbia Oottrt of Appeals shall proV'ide by its rules for representation of and active part,icipation by members of the Distrwt of Columbia Bar and other persons active in the legal
profession at such confm·ence.

0

H.R. 61;)

..

CORRECTED Si·tEET

H. R. 10035

RintQtfourth <tongrtss of tht tlnittd ~tatts of >lmtrica
AT THE FIRST SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday, the fourteenth day of January;
one thousand nine hundred and seventy1ive

an £let
To establish the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
Dnited States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) subchapter
III of chapter 7 of title 11 of the District of Columbia Code is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following new section:
"§ 11-744. Judicial conference
"The chief judge of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals
shall summon annually the active associate judge.s of the District of
Columbia Court of Appeals and the active judges of the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia to a conference at a time and place
that he designates, for the purpose of advising as to means of improving the administration of justice within the District of Columbia. He
shall preside at such conference which shall be known as the Judicial
Conference of the District of Columbia. Every judge summoned shall
attend, and, unless excused by the chief judge of the District of Columbia Courts of Appeals, shall remain throughout the conference. The
District of Columbia Court of Appeals shall provide by its rules for
representation of and active participation by members of the District
of Cblumbia Bar and other persons active in the legal profession at
such conference.".
(b) The chapter analysis for such chapter 7 is amended by inserting
immediately after the item relating to section 11-743 the following
new item:
"11-744. Judicial conference.".

(c) The portion of section 801 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 which precedes subsection (a), is amended by
striking out "As used in titles II, III, V, VI, and VII," and inserting
in lieu thereof, "As used in titles II, III, IV, V, VI, and VII".

Speaker of the House of Repreaentativea.

Vice Preaident of the United Statea OJnd
Preaident of the Senate.

'

Deesber 22, 1915

Dear Mr. Director:

!be tolloviDg bills vere received. at tbe
Bouae on Deesber 22Dd:

t/ B.J. Bes.

~.a. B]OIJ?~.B. ~ V

v B.R. ltol6 /
,., B.R.

White/

Ja-287 ,1"

VB.R. 9968 /( S.J. ~· 151

.AI.R. 10035

vs. 95 /

B.R. a.573
~H.B. 102&;/ 8. 322v /__
vB.R. ~
B.R. 10355 vs. 1Ja69 ~
v&.R. 6613
vB.R. 10127 vs. 2321

V'

Please let the President have reports and
rec• e;nend.atiolla as to the approql ot tbeae b1lla
as

IJOOll

aa poaaible.

S11lcerel7,

Robert D. L1Dder
Cbiet lxecutive Clerk

'1'be Boilorabl.e Juaea '1'. lqDn
Director
Ottice cd ~t
Vaahingtoll, D. C_.
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