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THE WHITE HOUSE ACTION

WASHINGTON Last Day: January 2,
December 30, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: JIM CANNO& 7
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.

1976






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

PurEose

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 Educa-
tion Act.

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Approval
District of Columbia Approval
Department of Health, Education

and Welfare Approval
Department of Justice No objection
Administrative Office of the

United States Courts 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 confer-
ence to advise on means of improving the administration of justice
in the District of Columbia. The Chief Judge is required to



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 erxor 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. 1In expectation of this amendment's enactment,




that Department has reserved funds from the 1976 title 1V
appropriation to be granted to the District and Puerto Rico.

Assistant Directox:
for Legislative Reference

Enclosures



THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

TR B raoHINGTON WASHINGTON, D. C. 20004

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 Tawyers in the District, and this confer-
ence has frequently dealt with Tocal as well as Federal
matters. However, pursuant to the District of Columbia
Court Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970, juris-
diction over purely local matters is now vested in the
Superior Court of the District of Columbia and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals. Consequently, the
enrolled bill, by authorizing the local courts to hold
a8 judicial conference, would allow the local courts to
perform a function which no longer can be adequately
performed under current legislation.




Additionally, section 1(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 Edu-
cation 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 1{(c) of
H.R. 10035 will correct this oversight. If not cor-
rected, 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 ap-
proximately $909,598 which is scheduled to be allotted
to the District in fiscal year 1977.

The enactment of section 1(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.

Sincerely yours,

A

/QALTER E. NASHINGTON
Mayor (

y,
7

fed



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION., AND WELFARE

DEC 24 iwo

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 2

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,

(

Secretary




ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

Bepartment of Justice
Washington, B.C. 20530

275,016

wan®

December 23,

Honorable James T. Lynn
Director, Office of Management
and Budget
Washington, D. C. 20503

Dear Mr. Lynn:

1975

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.

Siprerely,
éﬁZ%i;yﬁL‘neézﬁjﬁgd; 62341&444QAA,,-

Michael M. Uhlmann



ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE

UNITED STATES COURTS

SUPREME COURT BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20544

ROWLAND F. KIRKS

DIRECTOR

December 22, 1975

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, trans-
mitting 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,

o %

William E. Foley
Deputy Director
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THL WHITE HOUSE

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 1549
Date: Pecember 29 Time: 1030am
Dick Parsons . . ‘
FOR ACTION: Max Friedersdorf cc (for information): Faok Marsh
Ken Lazarus . Jim Cavanaugh

Jim Falk ) Warren Hendriks
David Lissy :

FROM THE STAFT SECRETARY

DUE: Date: December 30 Time: 500pm

SUBJECT:

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

ACTION REQUESTED:

. For Your Recommendations

e FoY Necessary Action
e Prepare Agenda and Brief e Draft Reply

—X _ For Your Comments Draft Remarks

REMARKS: 7/ ,.eaowmé 44%4}/4«( f /7/// . [ 3S”

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing /§§§?:>

M
PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUEBMITTED.
If yvou have any questions or if you anticipate a o
delay in submiiting the reguired material, please ) o T e

-

telephone the Steff Doorelary immediately. I k. 11



THE WHITE HOUSE

WaSHINTETON

December 30, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CAVANAUGH
FROM: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF /“/6
SUBJECT : H.R. 10035 - Judicial Conference of the District

of Columbia

The Office of Legislative Affairs concurs with the agencies

that the Subject bill be signed.

Attachments
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' THE WHITE HOUSLE
ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LCG NO.: 1549

December 29 1030am

Date: Time:

Dick Parsons , . L
F'CR ACTION: Max Friedersdorf cc (for information): jack Marsh
Jim Cavanaugh
Warren Hendriks

FROM THE STAFL SECRETARY /

DUE: Date: December 30 Time: 500pm

SUBJECT:

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

ACTION REQUESTED:

For Your Recommendations

For Necessary Action

. Prepars Agenda and Brief e Draft Reply

Draft Remarks

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a
delay in submiiting the recuired meterial, please

s ap o 3 e T P T e

tzlephone the Staif Scorelary imimediately, SREENS-
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THL WHITLE HOUSE

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 1549
Dale: December 29 Time: 1030am
Dick Parsons . i
FCR ACTION: Max Friedersdorf ce (for information): 330k Marsh
Ken Lazarus . Jim Cavanaugh

Jim F —_— Warren Hendriks
avid Lissy

FROM THE STAFT SECRETARY

DUE: Date: December 30 Time: 500pm

SUBIZCT:

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

ACTION REQUESTED:

For Your Recommendations

—— For Necessaxry Action

»

— . Prepoare Agenda and Brief ceme Dradt Reply

—X_For Your Commentis Draft Remarks

REMARKS:
Please return to Judy Johnstog,'Ground Floor West Wing

&/944"*{”’ ,
UW
Rl

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any gussiions or if you. aniicipate a

delay in submiiting the reguired malerial, please | 7° Lo
' & R

»
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~ THE WHITE HOUSE
ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG KO.: 1549

Date: December 29 | Time: 1030am
Dick Parsons o .

FCR ACTION: Max Friedersdorf cc (for information): 350k Marsh
Ken Lazarus . Jim Cavanaugh
Jim Falk Warren Hendriks

David Lissy

FROM THE STAFT SECRETARY

DUE: Date: December 30 Time: 500pm

SUBJECT:

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

ACTION REQUESTED:

- For Necessary Action ’ For Your Recommendations
. Prepare Agenda and Brief —— . Draft Reply

X _Tor Your Comments Draft Remazrks

REMARKS:

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing

No objection, -- Ken Lazarus 12/30/75

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. ‘

If yvou have any questions or if you aniicipate a
¢
delay in submiiting the reguired material, please

Lelephone the Steffl Deoretory humediately. R P O AR A



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

Purgose

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 Educa-
tion Act.

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Approval
District of Columbia ' Approval
Department of Health, Educatlon

and Welfare ; Approval
Department of Justice No objection
Administrative Office of the

United States Courts 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 confer-
ence 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




THE WHITE HOUSE

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOC NO.: 1549

Date: December 29 Time: 1030am
Dick Parsons *%— 5 3

FOR ACTION: Max Friedersdorf ~/ ecc (forinformation): Jack Marsh
Ken Lazarus/A«— Jim Cavanaugh
Jim Falk <7 Wareen Hendriks
gavid Lissy /7

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY

DUE: Date: December 30 Time: 500pm

SUBJECT:

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

ACTION REQUESTED:

For Necessary Action For Your Recommendations

Prepare Agenda and Brief Draft Reply
—X_ For Your Comments Draft Remarks
REMARKS:

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a
delay in submitting the required material, please K. R. COLE, JR.
telephone the Staff Secretary i dicitely., For the President
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Calendar No. 503

941H CONGRESS SENATE ReporT
1st Session : No. 94-524

JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

DecCeEMBER 10, 1975.—Ordered to be printed

- Mr. EacLETON, 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. 10085) 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 Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 which precedes subsection (a),
is amended by striking out “As used in titles I, II1, V, VI,
and VIL” and inserting in lieu thereof, “As used 1n titles
IL, 111, 1V, V, VI and VII”,

Purroses or 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 1n 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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Magor Provisioxs or TR By _
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 confer-
ence. 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 J udge of the D.C. Court of
Appeals has indicated that invited delegates will be broadly repre-
sentative of the legal profession, including active private practitioners,
law professors, the U.S. Attorney, the Public Defender, and the Cor-
poration Counsel.

It is intended that all delegates have a vote and be expected to-
participate fully in conference work. Every judge summoned will
attend, and unless excused by the Chief J udge, will remain through-
out the conference. This bill authorizes and directs the Chief Judge
to conduct an annual judicial conference similar to those which the
Courts of Appeal in the various Federal Circuits hold pursuant to
28 11.8.C. § 333, but it will be confined to local, rather than Federal,
judicial matters. The judicial conference proposed by the bill is in
accord with the practice of the states, the great majority of which have-
established such a mechanism for ascertaining and solving problems
concerning the procedure and administration of the courts.

Bacrerouxp or TaE Courts oF THE DISTRICT or Corumeia

Until 1942, the only important court of general jurisdiction in the
District of Columbia was the United States District 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
judgments of the U.S. District Court.

There were, however, three petty courts: ( 1) the Police Court, which
exercised jurisdiction over traffic and breaches of ordinance or regula-
tions adopted by the D.C. Board of Commissioners; (2) a Municipal
Court which heard damage actions for small claims; and (3) a Juvenile
Court. Under the D.C. Judicial Reorganization Act of April 1, 1942
(56 Stat. 190), the Police Court and the Municipal Court were merged
into what was called the Municipal Court of the District of Columbia
and was given jurisdiction over misdemeanors arising under the D.C.
Code and actions for damages up to $10,000. This 1942 Act also cre-
ated a Municipal Court of Appeals, the predecessor of the present.
District of Columbia Court of Appeals.

The next local judicial reorganization act of any importance was
the Act of December 23, 1963 (77 Stat. 478), effective January 1,
1964. Under this Act, the name of the Municipal Court was changed
to Court of General Sessions and was given additional jurisdiction,
viz, domestic relations and landlord-tenant cases. Under this Act, the
name of the Municipal Court of Appeals was changed to the District
of Columbia Court of Appeals which still continued as a three-jud
court. By 1967, the volume of local appeals had increased sufficient y

-

S.R. 524
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:so that the court was enlarged by an Act of Congress to authorize the
-appointment of six rather than three judges. It remained an inter-
mediate appellate court as its decisions could be reviewed by the

Jnited States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit on applications
E}r leave to appeal. In other words, the U.S. Circuit Court for the
District of Columbia had discretionary review. o

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 jurisdic-
tion 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 court 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 agen-
.cies, the 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 directly by the
United States Supreme Court. The membership of the court was
increased from six to nine, and for all practical purposes the jurisdic-
‘tion of the D.C. Court of Appeals was made equivalent to that of a
state supreme court.

The Distriet of Columbia Self-Government ang Governf‘nental
Reorganization Act, December 24, 1978 (87 Stat. 774) (the “Home
Rule” Act), did not affect the jurisdiction of the D.C. courts.* Congress
rather than the D.C. Council, retained the exclusive power to legis-
late on judicial matters encompassed within Title 11 of the D.C. Code.

Nrrp ror 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 gongress‘ under the terms of the District of Columbia
Court Reform 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. o
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.

1 wever, two changes relating fo the selection of judges were made by the “Home
Rulg’oAgt : (1) nominafions for fugture vacancies on the bench are to be made by a Judicial
Nomination Commission which is to submit a Ilist of three names to the President for his
consideration in appointing new judges, subject to Senate confirmation é {2) the Commis-
ston on Judicial Digabilities and Tenure was given new responsbiilities for evaluating and
passing upon pitting judges seeking reappointment.

8.R. 524
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§ 833 to the “business of the courts,” which necessarily excludes the
business of the local courts. H.R. 10035, authorizing an annual
judicial conference to deal with local rather 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 (Consolida-
tion 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.

Boarp or Epvcarion
or THE Distrior oF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C., July 15, 1975.
Hon. Cuarues McC. MarHias, Jr., :
Russell Office Building, '
Washington, D.C.

Drear Sexaror Marnias: Both the President of the Board of Educa-
tion and the Superintendent of Schools have expressed thelr concern
over the inadvertent loss of $454,780 in 'Y 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 TV
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 sup-
port for programs funded through FY 1975 by Title I11, 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 proj-
ects funded through FY 1875 or planned for FY 1976, eliminating
some programs and personnel in order to accommodate the current.
funding level. Certainly this difficult selection process was not in-
tended by the Congress. Rather, the efforts required to modify current
planning 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

5

In general, the impact of the funding loss falls into two categories,
Library and Learning Resources programs and projects which are
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 areas is as follows:

Part B—Library and Learning Resources programs and projects.
would be cut in half. Acquisition of learning materials and visual:
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 C—Educational Innovation and Support programs would be
cut more than one-third, At least four projects, including two vali-
dated projects which are relying on Title IV support for demonstra-
tion 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 serv-
ices including evaluation, dissemination and monitoring would be re-
dnced 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 per-
sonnel and the inability to provide employment for persons to staff
new projects.

Every public school in the District of Columbia wonld 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 programs from part C, and fifty schools scheduled to
participate in or receive services from part C programs.

Some of the ESEA Title IIT Projects funded through FY 1975
which would have to be considered for elimination or reduction with-
out corrective legislative action are the Junior-Senior High Tutor/
Aide Program at Malcolm X Elementary School, the Model Compre-
hensive Program in Urban Environmental Education, Project Ad-
vance 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 Stu-
dents, 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 unnecessary and
unintentional; nevertheless, it is very real unless positive legislative
steps are taken as soon as possible. Timely action by the Congress
would allow the planning, preparation, and administration of these
programs to continue in the current fiscal year.

Sincerely, :
Davm A. Serrrr,
General Counsel, D.C. Board of Education.

8.R. 524
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Lixcispative 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 the committee on Novem-
‘ber 11, 1975. A hearing was held on December 3, 1975, at which Chief
Judge Gerard D. Reilly, and Judges John W. Kern ITI and Stanley S.
Harris appeared. There were no adverse witnesses.

Coarrree VOTE

The Committee on the District of Columbia by unanimous vote
approved H.R. 10035, as amended, on December 9, 1975,

Costs

Based upon estimates presented at the hearing the cost of holding
a 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.

Cuanges 1n Exmsting Law Mape By THE Birr, As REPORTED

In compliance with subsection 4 of rule XXIX of the Standing
TRules of the Senate, 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
Jaw in which no change is proposed is shown in roman) :

Cuarrer 7 or Troe 11, District or Covomsia Copr
CHAPTER 7—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS

BUBCHAPTER I~—CONTINUATION AND ORGANIZATION

SKee,
11-761. Continuation of court ; court of record ; seal.
11702, Composition,
11-703. Judges; service; compensation,
11-704. Oath of judges.
11-705, Assignment of judges; divisions ; hearings,
11-708. Absence, disability, or disqualification of judges; vacancies; gquorum.
11-707. Assignment of judges to and from Superior Court.
11-708. Clerks and secretaries for judges.
11-709. Reports.

’ SUBCHAPTER IL—JURISDICTION

11-721. Orders and judgments of the Superior Court,
11-722. Administrative orders and decisions.

SUBCHAPTER IIT~~MISCOELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

11-741. Contempt powers.

11-742. Oaths, affirmations, and acknowledgements.

11~743. Rules of courts.

11144 Judicial conference )
* % % *

-
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§ 11-744. Judicial conference

The chief judge of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals shall
summon annudzg/ the active associate judges of the District of Colum~
bia 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 ac&m‘sm%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 Con-
ference of the District of Columbia. Every judge summoned shall
attend, and, unless excused by the chief judge of the District of C'olum-
bia 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 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

Srorron 801. As used in titles IT, III, 7V, V, VI,* and VII of this
Act, except when otherwise specified—

1 Repealed effective July 1, 1971,

@)
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941 Coxcress | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES " REPORT
1st Session No. 94-615

JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

NoveEMBER 3, 1975.—Committed to the Committee of the thle House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. Diaas, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, sub-
mitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 10035]

The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred
the -bill (H.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.

Purrose or THE BiLo

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 administration and enforcement of the laws of the District of
Columbia, and to make recommendations for solutions to such
problems.

Masor Provisions oF THE BrLL

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 repre-
sentative of the legal profession, including active private practitioners,
law professors, the U.S. Attorney, the Public Defender, and the
Corporation Counsel.

57-008
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It is intended that all delegates have a vote and be expected to
participate fully in conference work. Every judge summoned will
attend, and, unless excused by the Chief Judge, will remain through-
out the conference. This bill authorizes and directs the Chief Judge
to conduct an annual judicial conference similar to those which the
Courts of Appeal in the various Federal Circuits hold pursuant to
28 U.S.C. § 333, but it will be confined to local, rather than Federal,
judicial matters. The judicial conference proposed by the bill is in
accord with the practice of the states, the great majority of which have
established such a mechanism for ascertaining and solving problems
concerning the procedure and administration of the courts.

BackGROUND OF THE COURTS OF THE Distrior oF CoLuMBIA®

Until 1942, the only important court of general jurisdiction in the
District of Columbiz was the United States District 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 Cireuit was vested with appellate review of
judgments of the U.S. District Court.

There were, however, three petty courts: (1) the Police Court, which
exercised jurisdiction over traffic and breaches of ordinance or regula-
tions adopted by the D.C. Board of Commissioners; (2) a Municipal
Court which heard damage actions for small claims; and (3) & Juvenile
Court. Under the D.C. Judicial Reorganization Act of April 1, 1942
(56 Stat, 190), the Police Court and the Municipal Court were merged
into what was called the Municipal Court of the District of Colum%)i&
and was given jurisdiction over misdemeanors arising under the D.C.
Code and actions for damages up to $10,000. This 1942 Act also cre-
ated & Municipal Court of Appeals, the predecessor of the present
District of Columbia Court of Appeals.

The pext local judicial reorganization act of an importance was
the Act of December 23, 1963 (77 Stat. 478), effective January 1,
1964. Under this Act, the name of the Municipal Court was changed
to Court of General Sessions and was given additional jurisdiction,
viz, domestic relations and landlord-tenant cases. Under this Act, the
name of the Municipal Court of Appeals was changed to the District
of Colurnbia Court of Appeals which still continued as a three-judge
court. By 1967, the volume of local appeals had increased sufficiently
<0 that the court was enlarged by an Act of Congress to authorize the
appointment of six rather than three judges. It remained an inter-
mediate 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-sta% phase-out, removed from the
United States District Court for the District of Columbia all jurisdic-
tion 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 court 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

H.R. 815

-

3

vested in the Court of General Sessions, the Juveni
D.C. Tax Court. These latter courts were aboﬁs%%lclleb(;ogﬁg aa?td ‘g}l?,
the Ludl%es thereof were made part of the new Superior Court bench.
SuT e D.C. Court of Appeals was given appellate jurisdiction over the
uperior Court as well as review over all District of Columbia agen-
cies, the 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 directly by the
United States Supreme Court. The membership of the court was
ﬁ:;eﬁe& fr%rncs,néj 1o r;me;, Xnd f(ir all practical purposes the jurisdic-
e D.C. Court o eq . i
stglg(flsu%'eme C. Lo ppeals was made equivalent to that of a
e District of Columbia Self-Government and 1
Reor;g’amzatlo.n Act, ]_)ecember 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 774)(}?1?}?;’%?%;2;?;
Rule’ Act), did not affect the jurisdiction of the D.C. courts.! Congress
rather than the D.C. Council, retained the exclusive power to legis-
lgte on ]Eldlelal matters encompassed within Title 11 of the D.C. Code.

Neep ror LEGISLATION

Since 1939, 28 U.S.C. § 333 has authorized the Chief ' :
§ v
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circui{ ;%ggogﬁrégg
annually a conference of judges snd lawyers in the District and this
%mference frequently dealt with local as well as Federal matters.
Cowever, the Congress, under _the terms of the District of Columbia
ourt Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970, 84 Stat. 473
divested the Federal courts in the District of Columbia of jurisdictior;
over all purely local matters and transferred such jurisdiction to the
D.Ss. Supeml)g' (?Eo&rp and the D.C. Court of Appeals.
a result of this separation of the court systems in the District
O’I‘nhlly the Federal court is authorized to canduc{ a judicial cogggﬁﬁéf
s continuing judicial conference conducted by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for t}}e istrict of Columbia Circuit is hmited by 28 U.S.C
g 333 to the “business of the courts,” which necessarily excludes the
E ngfn_ﬁs offthe local courts. H.R. 10035, authorizing an annual
,‘]N ! %;ﬁll : tﬁ?;lnee;:él.ce to deal with local rather than Federal matters,
additional justification for this legislation is based on the e
lafr%ed jurisdiction given the D.C. Superior Court and the D.C. (%ourll‘t;
Sh ppeals, 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.

LecisLamive History

The bill to authorize a judicial conference for e Distr

e bil t ; ce for the Distric -

lumbia was first introduced in the House by Chaiimi:xsl %fggﬂf ?l;)v

flequfast) on March 5, 1975, as H.R. 4286, and on September 25, 1975
earings and markup were held by the Judiciary Subcommittee.

t However, two changes reléting to the selec
7er, tion of judges were made by the ¢ & :
gxgg&?{? ioﬁislétg‘rg gracancies on the beneh sre to be made by a Judicial Ngnugatgg%%ggiessigf;&)eﬁgﬁi.
S et of fnee mames Lo e President for s sonsdoration iy appoiniing nw Judges,suleet 1o
for evaluating and passing upon sitting judges saekingsareag;;%%r%g;ﬁ?um wasgiven uew responsibilities

H.R. 615
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Testifying in su ort of the bill were three distinguished judges of
tll‘riaes tg?éégC?ustu g}) Appeals: Chief Judge Gerald D. Reilly, Associate
Judge John W. Kern, III, and Assoclate Judge Stanley S. Harris.
No expressions in opposition to the legislation have been received
foy the Committee. The bill was favorably reported to the Full Com-
mittee, with an amendment changing the name by which the con-
ference would be known, and also a few minor technical changes
were made to the language of the bill. A clean bill incorporating same
introduced as H.R. 10035.

Wa%k:: ggmlig?tt.ee by unanimous voice vote approved H.R. 10035‘011
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: o N )
Covumsis COURT OF APPEALS,
Drswmior oF Washington, D.C., May 2, 1975.

Hon. Cuaries C. Digas, Jr., )
Chairman, Committee of the District of Columbia, »
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. ,

Drar ME. Cuatruan: I have your letter of March 12, 1975, request-
ing the views of this court on H.R. 4286, which .Wopid addla n{;'w
section to the D.C. Code (§ 11-744), directing the District of Co url:} ia
Court of Appeals to hold an annual udicial conference. We_b_fi 1ev§
the proposed legislation would improve the operation of the av1 and
criminal justice system inbthis jurlsdmtlo}%,t and aceordingly recommen

; le consideration your committee. )
fa"yl(‘)]:ﬁgbobjective of the b%l is to provide a mechanism whereby the
bench and the bar are brought together periodically to discuss mlamr
problems incident to the administration and enforcement of thﬁ1 aws
of the District and to propose methods of dealing with such pﬁ*o emz.

Comparable federal legislation has existed since 1939 with th e(tilp,g i
ment of Public Law 76-299, 28 U.S.C. § 333 requiring annua }])111 }13;;1
conferences in every United States circuit. The purpose of esta mﬁ tg
such a program as Teported inlﬁiena,%etgiocuments at that time reflects

irability of similar local legislation. ; o
th?‘.désfrilbl?slt%ﬂl gives that judigéial conference an official posmc_)(ril,
requires it to be held, requires the circuit judges to make rules pll)'oxgl -
ing for the admission of members of it, not merely as invitees, & 131 a8
actual participants by right, of members of the bar, so th?t wl'l ; an
official status the lawyers of a particular circult will feel perfectly ;'.ee,
indeed will feel an ogggation of responsibility, to bring to the ?ttendxin
of the courts whatever matters of criticism they have Ic—)Iun L to
exist . . .’ (Senate Report 76—42;? S)n S. 188 at p. 3, Senate Hearings
. 188, April 4-5, 1939, at p. 11. . o

Ongntli!lggt’hep]?ederai courts h%re were divested of jurisdiction over

purely District of Columbia matters—such éurisdiction being trans-

' erior Court and the D.C. Court of Appeals by the
%ljg.d(fgu%%{%}lopm and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970—the ;a'm?‘éf‘l
judicial conference of this cirenit served 2 dual purpose. Frequsnth;j;
discussions at such conferences among members of the bar ;tsm‘ the
appellate and trial judges in attendance resulted in the appomntmen
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study committees in areas of District of Columbia law in which it was
felt that reform: was needed. Where such reports in particular fields
were then threshed out in ensuing conferences and gained widespread
acceptance by the conferees, these reports often bore fruit in the form
of Congressional amendments to the District of Columbia Code. Some'
reécent examples that come to mind have been the succession of judicial
Teorganization acts,; local amendments to the Bail Reform Act of 1988,
and numerous changes in the laws relating to local criminal procedure.
“‘Althoigh the U.S. Court of Appeals for this circuit has and will
continue to hold annual judicial conferences, the scope of those
conferences is limited by 28 U.S.C. § 333 to “‘the business of the courts”
of the circuit, i.e., the Federal Court of Appeals itself and the U.S.
District Court. As this excludes by implication the business of this
court and our Superior Court, enactment of the proposed bill would
fill this gap. S ' o DR
If approved, the proposed legislation would establish a completely
local judicial conference not concerned with Federal matters. All of
the judges of this court and the Superior Court would be voting
delegates, as would the members of the bar invited to participate.

- Such members would include not only active private practitioners in

the local courts and representative professors from our law schools,.
but also the United States  Attorney, the Public Defender, and the
Corporation Counsel with certain members of their staffs. In the light
of the recent home rule legislation, such local conferences would seem
desirable and in harmony with the spirit of that charter. :
Respectfully submitted. S
T - GErarp D. Bemry, =
- Chief Judge. .

Srarements Requirep Y Rure XI(1)(3) -or Housk Rures . °

Oversight Findings and Re;:ommenddtions . .

The Committee’s oversight findings with respect to the matter with
which the bill is concerned remains as a part of its continuing Congres-
sional oversight required by the Constitution and specifically provided
for in the Home Rule Act (Sections 601, 602, 604.and 731 of Public
Law 93-198).

Budget Authority

This local legislation for the District of Columbia creates no new
budget authority or tax expenditure by the Federal Government.
Therefore, a statement required by Section 308(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is not necessary.

Congressional Budget Office Estimates and Comparison ; ,
No. estimate and comparison of costs has been received by the
Committee. from_ the Director of the Congressional Budget Office,
pursuant to Section 403 of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974. See cost estimate below by this Committee.
Commilttee on Government Operations Summary - R .
~No oversight findings and' recommendations have been received

‘which relate to this measure from the Committee on Government

Operations under clause 2(b)(2) of Rule X,

H.B. 615



Costs

Tt 1s estimated that the operatlonal costs for the ;udxcml conference
authorized by this legislation will be approximately $1000 annually.

Inflationary Impact :
H.R. 10035, if enacted into law, will have no foreseeable inflationary -
lmp&ct on pnces or costs in the operation of the national economy.

CHANGES N Existing Law MADE BY THE B, As RerorTED

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

CHAPTER 7 or Tm'w 11, DisTrICT OF COLUMBIA Copg

Crarter 7.—~Digrricr oF CovvMsia Covurt oF AFPEALS
‘ SUBCHAPTER I.—CONTINUATION AND ORGANIZATION .
See, ’
11-701. Continuation of court; court of record seal
11-702. Compoesition.
11-703. Judges; service; compensatmn
11-704. Oath of judges.
11-705. Assignment of judges; divisions; hearings. ‘ T
11-706. Absence, disability, or dlsquahﬁcatmn of udges, vacancxes, quomm.
11-707. Assignment of judges to and from Superior Court.
11-708.. Clerks and secretaries for judges. :
11-708. Reports

SUBCHAPTER II—JURISDICTION

11-721. Orders and judgmens of the Superior Court.
11~-722. ~Administrative orders and decisions.

SUBCHA?TER IIL—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

11-741. Contempt powers.

- 11-742. Oaths, affirmations, and a,cknowledgements
11-743. Rules of courts.

11-744.  Judicial conference

* * * * * o *

§ 11-744, Judieial conference

The chief judge of the Distriet of Columbia Court of A;ppeais sfzaﬁ
summon annually the active associate judges of the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals and the active judges of the Superior Court of the District
qf Columbia to a conference at a time and place that he designates, for the

fase of advising as to means of im romng the adminisiration of Justice

the District of Columbia. He shall preside at such confference which
skall be known as the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia.
Every judge summoned shall atiend, and, unless excused by the chief
judge of the District of Columbia Courts of Appeals shall remazn through-
out the cenference. The District of Columbia Court of Appeals shall pro-
vide by-its rules for representation of and active participation by mem-
bers of the District of Columbia Bar and other persons active in the legal
profession at such conference. ,

O
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H. R. 10035

CCRRECTED SHEET

Rinetp-fourth Congress of the Wnited States of America

AT THE FIRST SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday, the fourteenth day of January;

one thousand nine hundred and seventy-five

An Act

To establish the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United 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 judges 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 improv-
ing 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 Colum-
bia 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 Columbia 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.”.

(¢) 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 IT, II1, V, VI, and VII,” and inserting
in lieu thereof, “As used in titles II, 111, IV, V, VI, and VII”.

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and
Presgident of the Senate.



December 22, 1975

Dear Mr. Director:

The following bills were received at the White

House on December 22nd: /
v HeJ. Res. mléx.n. 830k|/ ~H.R.

v H.R. h016/ vn.n 9968 //B.J. vl 1571/
/H.R. 10287/ . L] 1m35
v H.R. 4573 o B.B. 10284 8. 322/ &

H.R. 5900, / * E.R. 10355 . k69
51{.3. 6673 vH.R. 10T2T V8. 2327/

Please let the President have reports and
recommendations as to the approval of these bills
as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

Robert D. Linder
Chief Executive Clerk

The Honorable James T. Iynn
Director

Office of Management and Budget
Washington, D. C.





