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§Ss) B FWITNG TN Last Day: October 1

September 28,1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT\gvﬂﬁﬂ“/

FROM: JIM CANNO

SUBJECT: | H.R. 15319 - Habeas Corpus Rules

Attached for your consideration is H.R. 15319, sponsored by
Representative Hungate.

On April 26, 1976, the Supreme Court promulgated several
amendments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, and
complete revisions of the rules of procedure and practice
for cases involving writs of habeas corpus in State and
Federal cases. Enactment of P.L. 94-349, approved July 8,
1976, delayed the effective dates of the rules of criminal
procedure until August 1, 1977, and the habeas corpus rules
until 30 days after the 94th Congress adjourns sine die, in
order to give Congress an opportunity to study them.

H.R. 15319 would approve in their entirety most of the
habeas corpus rules promulgated by the Supreme Court.

A detailed description of the amendments made to the
habeas corpus rules by this legislation is provided in
OMB's enrolled bill report at Tab A.

OMB, Max Friedersdorf, Counsel's Office (Kilberg) and I
recommend approval of the enrolled bill.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign H.R. 15319 at Tab B.

Digitized from Box 57 of the White House Records Office Legislation Case Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

SEP 23 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 15319 - Habeas Corpus Rules
Sponsor - Rep. Hungate (D) Missouri

Last Day for Action

October 1, 1976 - Friday
Purpose

Approves, with amendments, the habeas corpus rules
promulgated by the Supreme Court on April 26, 1976.

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Approval

Administrative Office of United Approval
States Courts

Department of Justice No objection

Discussion

Pursuant to statutes known as the Rules Enabling Acts,

the United States Supreme Court is authorized to promulgate
rules of practice and procedure governing the conduct of
criminal and civil cases in the Federal courts. Under
these statutes, rules promulgated by the Supreme Court take
effect 90 days after they have been reported to Congress
unless the Congress, by specific Act, rejects or modifies
them.

On April 26, 1976, the Supreme Court promulgated several
amendments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, and
complete revisions of the rules of procedure and practice
for cases involving writs of habeas corpus in State and
Federal cases. Enactment of Public Law 94-349, approved
July 8, 1976, delayed the effective dates of the rules

of criminal procedure until August 1, 1977, and the habeas
corpus rules until 30 days after the 94th Congress adjourns
sine die, in order to give Congress an opportunity to

study them.

The enrolled bill is the product of congressional study

of the habeas corpus rules and would approve them with
certain amendments. Briefly, 28 U.S.C. 2254 and 2255 define
eligibility for habeas corpus actions in State and Federal
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cases, respectively, involving persons in court-ordered
custody. Section 2254 provides that someone who is held

in State custody may apply to a Federal court for a writ

of habeas corpus "only on the ground that he is in custody
in violation of the Constitution or laws or treaties of

the United States." Section 2255 provides that a person
who is held in Federal custody may, by motion, seek release
from that custody "upon the ground that the sentence was
imposed in violation of the Constitution or laws of the
United States, or that the court was without jurisdiction
to impose such sentence, or that the sentence was in excess
of the maximum authorized by law, or is otherwise subject
to collateral attack..."

The two sets of rules of practice and procedure related
to these statutes as promulgated by the Supreme Court
govern cases under 28 U.S.C. 2254 and proceedings under
28 U.S.C. 2255. The procedures that they establish are
very similar.

H.R. 15319 would approve in their entirety most of the
habeas corpus rules promulgated by the Supreme Court; four
of the Section 2254 rules and their counterparts related
to Section 2255 would be amended. The new habeas corpus
rules, as amended, would not take effect until February 1,
1977, in order to give the Administrative Office of the
U.S. Courts time to make changes in forms annexed to the
rules, to print the rules and forms as amended, and to
circulate them to the bench and bar.

The amendments made to the habeas corpus rules by this
legislation regarding both State and Federal cases are
summarized below.

Rule 2 - Form for petition for writ or motions
to vacate, set aside, or correct a sentence.

Certain parts of Rule 2 provide that (1) petitions or motions
must follow the prescribed form annexed to the rules or
prescribed by the local rules of the district court and

(2) the court clerk can return such petitions or motions
for failure to follow the prescribed format. This bill
would permit substantial conformance with the prescribed
forms in order to preclude undue emphasis on strict com-
pliance with format and prevent rejection of otherwise
meritorious claims on that basis. In addition, the amended
rules would not permit the clerk to reject a petition or
motion for nonconformance to format unless the judge has

so directed. The Justice Department, in its attached views
letter, states that this change "would seem unnecessarily
to burden federal judges with essentially clerical duties."




Rule 8 - Court appointment of counsel in evidentiary
hearings.

The Supreme Court's rules would permit the appointment of
counsel if the court or magistrate "determines that the
interests of justice so require and such person is financially
unable to obtain representation."” The bill would amend

the Supreme Court rules by further stipulating that the
appointment of counsel may be done "at any stage of the case
if the interest of justice so requires." This additional
language is intended to state explicitly that the rules

are not intended to restrict a judge's authority to appoint
counsel.

Rule 9 - Delayed and successive petitions or motions.

The Supreme Court's rules would permit dismissal of petitions
or motions on the ground that a delay in filing prejudices
the State's or Federal Government's ability to respond.

The rules would also provide for a rebuttable presumption

of prejudice in favor of the State or Federal Government
when a petition or motion has been filed more than 5 years
after the judgment of conviction. The enrolled bill would
strike the language relating to a rebuttable presumption
after 5 years on the grounds, as stated in the House Judiciary
Committee report, that (1) it is "unsound policy to require
the defendant to overcome a presumption of prejudice" and

(2) the rule should conform to current statute which per-
mits the filing of an application for writ of habeas corpus
or a motion "at any time." Justice does not believe that

the elimination of the rebuttable presumption is justified.

With regard to successive petitions or motions, the Supreme
Court's rules would permit a judge to dismiss a second or
successive filing, even when new and different grounds for
relief were alleged, if the judge found that failure to
assert those grounds in a prior petition or motion was "not
excusable."” The bill would amend the Supreme Court's rule
by deleting the "not excusable" standard and inserting
"constituted an abuse of the writ" as the test for dismissal.
The House Judiciary Committee report states that the "not
excusable" language would create a new and undefined standard
that would give a judge "too broad a discretion" to dismiss
a second or successive filing, and that the "abuse of writ"
standard conforms to existing law.

Rule 10 - Powers of magistrates.

The Supreme Court's rules would permit a magistrate to per-
form certain duties of a judge if and to the extent he is
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empowered by district court rule. This legislation would
amend the Court's rule by further requiring that the
court-ruled delegations include standards and criteria
governing the magistrate's performance of those duties.

The House Judiciary Committee report argues that the duties
which this rule permits to be delegated to a magistrate

are "important enough to require that they be delegated
with standards and criteria"™ in order to ensure proper
performance.

* % % % % %

In its attached views letter, the Department of Justice
states that while it "does not believe that the bill, on
balance, fulfills its purpose of improving the Rules,"
nevertheless "none of the bill's amendments will have a
serious adverse impact on the criminal justice system."

fyPaul H. O'Neill
Acting Director

Enclosures



ASSISRANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

Bepartment of Justice

Washington, B.¢. 20530
September 23, 1976

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

Dear Mr. Lynn:

Pursuant to your request, I have examined a facsimile
of the enrolled bill H.R. 15319 "To approve in whole or in
part, with amendments, certain rules relating to cases and
proceedings under sections 2254 and 2255 of title 28 of
the United States Code."

The Supreme Court, under the Rules Enabling Acts, on
April 26, 1976, transmitted to Congress various proposed
amendments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, as
well as new Rules to govern proceedings in the nature of
habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. 2254 and 2255. The Court's
proposed Rules carried an effective date of August 1, 1976.
Subsequently Congress enacted, and the President approved,
Public Law 94-349 to extend the effective date-of the fore-

~going Rules proposals in order to give Congress additional
time to study them.

The present bill is the result of that study. The bill
makes amendments to four of the section 2254 Rules (and
duplicative amendments to four of the section 2255 Rules).
‘The amendments are designed to clarify the Rules and to
change certain minor policy decisions embodied therein.

While some of the amendments are unobjectionable, the Depart-
ment of Justice does not believe that the bill, on balance,
fulfills its purpose of improving the Rules. For example,
the changes made in Rule 2 of the proposed section 2254 and
2255 Rules to require the court, rather than a clerk, to
return to the petitioner, with a statement of reasons, a
petition that is not substantially in the proper form would
seem unnecessarily to burden federal judges with essentially
clerical duties. Moreover, we do not consider justified the
elimination, in Rule 9, of the proposed rebuttable presumption
of prejudice to the government in the case of a petition for
relief filed more than five years after the conviction.
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Nevertheless, in our judgment none of the bill's
amendments will have a serious adverse impact on the
criminal justice system. Accordingly, the Department of
Justice has no objection to Executive approval of this

bill.

Sjincerely,
”:.4 QZ‘Z tZ é&ﬂuw

Michael M, Uhlmann
Assistant Attorney General
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

SEP 2 3 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 15319 - Habeas Corpus Rules
Sponsor - Rep. Hungate (D) Missouri

Last Day for Action

October 1, 1976 - Friday _ g

Purpose

Approves, with amendments, the habeas corpus rules
promulgated by the Supreme Court on April 26, 1976.

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Approval
" Administrative Office of United Approval
States Courts
Department of Justice No objection
Discussion

Pursuant to statutes known as the Rules Enabling Acts,

the United States Supreme Court is authorized to promulgate
rules of practice and procedure governing the conduct of
criminal and civil cases in the Federal courts. Under
these statutes, rules promulgated by the Supreme Court take
effect 90 days after they have been reported to Congress
unless the Congress, by specific Act, rejects or modifies

. them .

On April 26, 1976, the Supreme Court promulgated several
amendments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, and
complete revisions of the rules of procedure and practice
for cases involving writs of habeas corpus in State and
Federal cases. Enactment of Public Law 94-349, approved
July 8, 1976, delayed the effective dates of the rules

of criminal procedure until August 1, 1977, and the habeas
corpus rules until 30 days after the 94th Congress adjourns
sine die, in order to give Congress an opportunity to

study them.

The enrolled bill is the product of congressional study

of the habeas corpus rules and would approve them with
certain amendments. Briefly, 28 U.S.C. 2254 and 2255 define
eligibility for habeas corpus actions in State and Federal
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ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG NO.:

Date: September 25 Time: 1000am
Dick Parsons **—
FOR ACTION:  may Friedersdorf AA-sc (for information): 32k Marsh

Bobbie Xilberg Aé# Jim Connor
Ed Schmults

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY

DUE: Date: September 27 Time: 500pm
SUBJECT: | |

H.R. 15319-Habeas Corpus Rules

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,grcund 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 Becretary immediately. For the President



ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE

UNITED STATES COURTS

SUPREME COURT BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20544

ROWLAND F. KIRKS

DIRECTOR

September 20, 1976

WILLIAM E. FOLEY

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

James M. Frey

Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference

Office of Management and Budget

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr, Frey:

Reference is made to your enrolled bill
request of September 20, 1976, transmitting for
views H.R. 15319, an act "To approve in whole or
in part, with amendments, certain rules relating
to cases and proceedings under sections 2254 and
2255 of title 28 of the United States Code."

Inasmuch as this legislation carries out
in large measure a recommendation of the Judicial
Conference of the United States, as approved by the
Supreme Court, Executive approval is recommended.

William E. Foley

Deputy Director mwﬁu_“‘"““j>
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Dick Parsons A .
ACTION:  Max Friedersdorf ce (for information): y,50k Marsh
Bobbie Kilberg Jim Connor
Ed Schmults-
FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY
DUE: Date: September 27 Time: 500pm

SUBJECT:

H.R. 15319-Habeas Corpus Rules

ACTION REQUESTED:

For Necessary Action For Your Recommendations

Prepare Agenda and Brief Draft Reply

X . For Your Commenis Draft Remarks

REMARKS:

please return to judy johnston,ground floor west wing

o TXW M\D ?/27/75/

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a James M. Cannon .

e or the President
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. Fox



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINZTCN

September 27, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CAVANAUGH | .
FROM: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF /ﬂ( (‘)
SUBJECT : HR 15319 - Habeas Corpus Rules

The Office of Legislative Affairs concurs with the agencies

that the subject bill be signed.

Attachments
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please return to judy johnston,ground floor west wing

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.
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delay in submitting the required material, please For the President
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately.



941 Congress | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { Rrrogrr
2d Session No. 94-1471

. HABEAS CORPUS RULES

SEPTEMBEB 2 1976 —Commtted to the Commxttee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be prmted .

\Ir HU\IGATE, from the Commlttee on the Judlcmry,
: submltted the following o

REPORT

- [To accompany H._R. 15319]

The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 1.)319} to approve in whole or in part, with amendments, cer-
tain rules relating to cases and proceedings under sections 2254 and
2255 of title 28 of the United States Code, having considered the same,
report favorably thereon with amendments and recommend that the
bill as amended do pass.

The amendments are as follows:’ ' S

Page 3, line 12, strike out “This rules does” and msert in lieu thereof
“These rules do” '

Page 3, beginning in line 13, strlke out “gection 3006A of tltle 18,
United States Code,” and insert in lieu thereof “18 U.S.C. § 3006A”.

Page 3, line 16, strlke out “2555” and msert in lieu thereof “2255”.

Page 3 beglnnmg in line 16, strike out “proceeding” and insert in
lieu thereof ¢ proceedings”.

Page 3, begmnmg in line 17, strike out “This rules does” and insert
in lieu thereot “These rules do”. -

Page 3, beginning in line 18, strike out “section 3006A of title 18,
United States Code,” and 1nsert in lieu thereof “18 U.S.C. § 3006A”,

Page 3, line 25, insert “in lieu thereof” immediately after “inserting”.

Page 4 line 5, insert “in lieu thereof” immediately after “inserting”.

Page 4 line 14 strike out “atfer” and insert in lieu thereof “after”.

. Page 4 line 14 insert a comma 1mmed1ately after “duties”.

Puorpose -

The purpose of this legislation is to make certa,m amendments to the
rules of, procedure for use in cases and proeeedlngs ansmg under 28
US.C. §§ 2954 and 2255. S T , .

57-008. -
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Section 2254 of title 28, United States Code, provides that someone
who is held in State custody may apply to a Federal court for a writ
of habeas corpus “only on the ground that he is in custody in violation
of the Constitution or laws or treaties of the United States.” Section
2255 of title 28, United States Code, provides that a person who is held
in Federal custody may, by motion, seek release from that custody
“upon the ground that the sentence was imposed in violation of the
Congtitution or laws of the United States, or that the court was with-
out jurisdiction to impose such sentence, or that the sentence was in
cxcess of the maximum authorized by law, or is otherwise subject to
collateral attack . . . .” :

On April 26, 1976, the Supreme Court promulgated two sets of rules
of practice and procedure related to these statutes that shall be re-
ferred to in this report from time to time as the Aabeas corpus rules.?
One set of rules governs cases under 28 U.S.C. § 2254; the other set
governs proceedings under 28 U.S.C. § 2255. The procedures that they
establish, however, are very similar.

The Court, acting pursuant to statutes known as the “Rules Ena-
bling Aects,” ? provided that the rules were to take effect on August 1,
1976. The August 1 effective date was postponed, however, by Public
Law 94-349. The habeas corpus rules are now scheduled to take effect
30 days after the 94th Congress adjourns sine die.

The purpose for delaying the effective date of the habeas corpus
rules was to give Congress an adequate amount of time in which to
study them.® ILR. 15319 is the product of the Congressional study of
those rules that Public Law 94-349 contemplates.

After a careful study of all of the proposed rules, the Committee on
the Judiciary has concluded that the majority of them ought to be ap-
proved as drafted. Accordingly, H.R. 15319 amends only 4 of the
§ 2254 rules-and 4 of the § 2255 rules. It approves the rest in their
entirety.. ) o : S . :

During the. course of .the hearings on the habeas corpus rules, it
was suggested that the legislation ought specifically to overturn the
recent Supreme Court decision in Stone v. Powell, 44 U.S.L.W. 5313
(July 6, 1976). In Stone, the Supreme Court held that where a State
has provided an opportunity for a full and fair litigation of a Fourth
Amendment elaim, a State prisoner is not entitled to habeas corpus

* Rules of practiee and precedure premulgated by the Supreme Court are nof drafted
exelusively by it. The Judicial Conférence of the United States Is aunthoriied to “carry on
a continuous study of the operation and effect of the general rules of practice and pro-
cedure now or hereafter in uge as preseribed by the Supreme Court for the other courts
of .the United States pursuant to kaw.” 28 U.S.C. . § 331, The Judicial Conference has set
np committees to asgist it in this responsibility, The Advisory Committee on Criminal
Rules gives inftial consideration ‘to. new rules or amendments to existing rules relating
to practice and procedure in criminal cases and proceedings. Any draft of a rule or amend-
ment that it prepares is forwarded to the Standing Committee on Rules of Practice and
Procedure. If the Standing Committee approves the draft, it forwards it to the Judielal Con-
ference. The Judiclal Conference then decides whether to recommend that the Supreme
Court promulgate the rule or amendment. . . . .

For o brief discusslen of how the Advisory Commlttes works, see Ststement of Judge
1. Edward Lumbard in Hearings on Pm&?sed Amendments to Federal Bules of Criminal
Procedure Before the Rubeomimittes ot Criminal Justice of the IFouse Commitieé on the
Jndiclary, 93d Congress. 2d Session, serfal No. 61, 8-19 (1974). See #lss testimony of
Professor Howard Lesnick. ¥, at 197209, :

2 In this Instance 18 U.B.C. §§ 377172 and 28 U.8.C. § 2072, Ree nlso 28 U.S.C. § 2075
(rules of procedure for bankruptey proceedings) ; 28 U.B.C. § 2078 (rules of evidence) :
and 18 1.8.C, § 3402 (rules of procedure for ecriminal trials before magistrates).

8 See House Report 94-1204.

H.R: 1471
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relief on the ground that evidence obtained through an unconstitu-
tional search and seizure was introduced at his trial. This legislation
is intended neither to approve nor to disapprove the Stone decision.

During the hearings, the forms annexed to the rules were criticized
in several respects. One witness,* for example, criticized item 12 in the
forms insofar as it listed 10 possible grounds upon which the petitioner
could base his claim of unlawful incarceration. The witness stated that
“it is seriously questioned whether any proposed form should set forth
the ‘top ten’ most popular allegations on federal habeas corpus.” He
further went on to note that, “The volatile state of federal law itself
precludes such an approach.”

Representatives of the Judicial Conference who testified conceded
that the forms could be improved and ought to be revised from time
to time, not only to take account of changing rules of law but also to
improve the clarity of the forms. These representatives testified that
it was the opinion of the General Counsel of the Administrative Office
of the United States Courts that these forms could be changed as
necessary by the Administrative Office, without the necessity for the
Supreme Court to promulgate the changes. The Committee concurs
in this opinion, and the legislation, therefore, does not address itself
to the forms annexed to the rules. It is expected that the Administra-
tive Office of the United States Courts, from time to time, will make
changes in the forms in order to comply with court decisions or in
order to make the forms easier to read and understand.’ '

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE LEGISLATION

Section 1 ; ' v

Section 1 of H.R. 15319 provides that the habeas corpus rules
promulgated by the Supreme Court on April 26, 1976, as amended by
the bill, are approved and shall take effect with respect to petitions
and motions filed on or after February 1, 1977, This provision intended
to give the Administrative Office of the United States Courts ample
time to make changes in the forms annexed to the rules, to print the
rules and forms as amended, and to circulate them to bench and bar.

Section 2 : :
Section 2 of H.R. 15819 amends rules 2, 8, 9 and 10 in both the
§ 2254 rules and the § 2255 rules.

fiule 2

Rule 2(c) of the § 2254 rules, as promulgated by the Supreme Court,
required that a petition for habeas corpus be in the form annexed to
the rules or in a form preseribed by the local rules of the district court.
It further provided that the “The petition [for habeas corpus] shall
follow the prescribed form.” Rule 2(b) of the § 2255 rules, as promul-

- 4 Californias Agsistant Attorney General Daniel J. Kremer, testifying on behalf of Call-
fornia IAt\tomey General Evelle J. Younger and the National Assoclation of Atforneys
General,

- 5 PDuring the hearings, the following language in the § 2254 petition was objected to
as being unclear: “In order to proceed in the federal court, you must ordinaril{' first
exhaust your state court remedies as to each ground on which you request action by the
federal court. If you fail to set forth all grounds in this petition, you may be barred
from presenting additional grounds at a later date.” It is anticipated that the Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts will review this language and make such changes
as are necessary to make it more readily understandable.

H.R. 1471
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gated by the Supreme Court, provided similarly for motions to va-
cate, set aside, or correct a sentence. )

The legislation amends Rule 2(c) in each set of rules by deleting
the provision that the petition or motion “shall follow the prescribed
form.” The legislation also amends the first sentence of each Rule 2(c)
to provide that the petition or motion “shall be in substantially the
form annexed” to the rules (emphasis added). The Committee believes
that the rules as promulgated by the Supreme Court put too much
emphasis upon a strict compliance with the forms, perhaps leading to
a rejection of otherwise meritorious claims on the ground of failure
to adhere strictly to the form. L

Rule 2(e) of the § 2254 rules deals with the return of a petition for
habeas corpus for failure to comply with the requirements of rule 2
or Rule 3 of the § 2254 rules. As promulgated by the Supreme Court,
Rule. 2(e) permitted a court clerk to return a petition for noncompli-
ance. Rule 2(d) of the § 2255 rules provided similarly with respect
to motions to vicate, set aside, or correct a sentence which did not
comply with the requirements of Rule 2 or Rule 8 of the § 2255 rules.

The legislation amends Rule 2(e) of the §2254 rules and Rule
2(d) of the § 2255 rules to permit return of a petition for noncom-
pliance with Rule 2 or Rule 3 only “if a judge of the court so di-
rects * * *” The Committee believes that the decision to return a
petition or motion for failure to comply with Rule 2 or Rule 3 is not
a decision that a court clerk should make but, rather, is a decision
that a judge should make.

Rule 8

Rule 8(c) of the § 2254 rules authorizes the judge to hold an eviden-
tiary hearing and to “appoint counsel for a petitioner who qualifies
for the appointment of counsel under 18 U.S.C. § 3006A (g) * * *.7 ¢
Rule 8(c) of the § 2255 rules provides similarly with respect to mo-
tions to vacate, set aside, or correct a sentence.

The legislation adds the following sentence to Rule 8(c) in the
§ 2254 rules: “These rules do not limit the appointment of counsel
under section 3006A of title 18, United States Code, at any stage of
the case if the interest of justice so requires.” 7 A similar provision
is added to Rule 8(c) of the § 2255 rules. This language is intended
to state explicitly that appointment of counsel provisions in the habeas
corpus rules are not intended to restrict a judge’s authority to appoint
counsel under 18 U.S.C. § 3006 A. For example, it may be appropriate,
prior to a request for discovery under Rule 6, for a judge to appoint
counsel in an instance where the petition or motion raises a substantial
legal issue.

Bule 9

Rule 9(a) of the § 2254 rules is entitled, “Delayed petitions.” As
promulgated by the Supreme Court, it permitted dismissal of a petition
for habeas corpus on the ground that the delay in filing it prejudiced

618 U.8.C. §83006A(g) provides that a person seeking relief under 28 U.S.C. §§ 2254
or 2235 may be furnished with counsel, at government expense, if a court or magistrate
“determines that the interests of justice so require and such person is financially unable
to obtain representation.” .

7 The plural (‘These rules’’) is used in order to cover other provisions in the rules
dealing with the appointment of counsel under 18 U.8.C. § 3006A. See Rule 6(a) of both
the § 2254 rules and the § 2255 rules.

H.R. 1471
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the State’s abinty to respond to the petition. As promulgated by the
Supreme Court. it further provided that

If the petition is filed more than five years after the judgment
of conviction, there shall be a presumption, rebuttable by the
petitioner, that there is prejudice to the state. When a peti-
tion challenges the validity of an action, such as revocation of
probation or parole, which occurs after judgment of convie-
tion, the five-year period as to that action shall start to run
at the time the order in the challenged action took place,

Rule 9(a) of the § 2255 rules provides similarly with respect to mo-
tions to vacate, set aside, or correct a sentence.

The legislation amends Rule 9(a) in both the § 2254 rules and the
§ 2255 rules by deleting the language relating to the rebuttable pre-
sumption after 5 years and the calculation of the 5 year period. The
Committee believes that it is unsound policy to require the defendant to
overcome a presumption of prejudice ® and that the legislation brings
Rule 9(a) into conformity with other provisions of law.?

Rule 9(b) of the § 2254 rules is entitled “Successive petitions.” As
promulgated by the Supreme Court, it permitted a judge to dismiss
a petitioner’s second or successive petition. even if the petition alleged
new and different grounds for relief, if the judge found that the failure
to assert those grounds in a prior petition was “not excusable.” Rule
9(b) of the § 2255 rules provided similarly with respect to motions to
vacate, set aside, or correct a sentence.

The legislation amends Rule 9(b) in both the § 2254 rules and the
§ 2255 rules by deleting the “not excusable” standard. As amended by
the bill, Rule 9(b) of the § 2254 rules permits a judge to dismiss a
second or successive petition alleging new and different grounds if
the judge finds that the failure to assert those grounds in a prior peti-
tion “constituted an abuse of the writ.” The legislation makes a similar
amendment to Rule 9(b) of the § 2255 rules.

The Committee believes that the “not excusable” language created
a new and undefined standard that gave a judge too broad a discretion
to dismiss a second or successive petition. The “abuse of writ” standard
brings Rule 9(b) into conformity with existing law. As the Supreme
Court has noted in reference to successive applications for habeas
corpus relief and successive § 2255 motions based upon a new ground
or a ground not previously decided on the merits, “full consideration
of the merits of the new application can be avoided only if there has
been an abuse of the writ or motion remedy ; and this the Government

8 Those facts which make it difficult for the State to respond to an old claim (such as
the death of the prosecutor) can readily be discovered by ithe State. It is not easy, perhaps
in some instances not possible, for a prisoner to discover those facts that he would have
to show in order to rebut the presumption of prejudice.

9 The legislation will bring Rule 9(a) of the § 2255 rules into conformity with the pres-
ent statute, which permits the ﬁlirgg of an application for a writ of habeas corpus ‘“‘at any
time.” 28 U.8.C. § 2255. Cf. 28 U.S.C. § 2244,

The legislation will bring Rule 9(a) of the § 2254 rules into conformity with case law.
Pennsylvania ex rel. Herman v. Olaudy, 350 U.S. 116 (1956). See also 28 U.S8.C. § 2244,

See also Heflin v. United States, 358 U.S. 419, 420 (1959) (opinion of Stewart, J.) ;
Palmer v. Ashe, 342 U.8. 134 (1951). In Fay v. Noia, 372 U.8. 391, 438 (1963), the Su-
preme Court noted: “[Wle recognize a limited discretion in the federal judge to deny
relief to an applicant under certain circumstanees. Diseretion is implicit in the statutory
command that the judge, after grantng the writ and holding a hearing of appropriate
scope, “dlspose of the matter as law and justice require,” 28 U.S.C. § 2243 ; and discretion
was the flexible concept emploved by the federal courts in developing the exhaustion role.
qut};erl'more, habeas corpus has traditionally been regarded as governed by equitable
principles.”
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has the burden of pleading.” Sanders v. United States, 373 U.S. 1, 17
(1963). See also 28 United States Code, section 2244 (b).
Lule 10 ' : S

Rule 10 of the § 2254 rules and the § 2255 rules is entitled, “Powers
of magistrates.” As promulgated by the Supreme Court, Rule 10 in
both sets of rules permits a magistrate to perform certain duties of a
judge “if and to the extent that he is so empowered by rule of the dis-
triet court * * *.? ‘ : .

The legislation amends Rule 10 in both sets of rules by adding a
provision that a_magistrate may perform these duties only “to the
extent that the district court has established standards and criteria
for the performance of such duties.” The Committee believes that the
duties which this rule permits to be delegated to a magistrate are im-
portant enough to require that they be delegated with standards and
criteria.® , .

Cosr

Pursuant to clause 7, rule XIIX of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Committee estimates that no new cost to the United
States is entailed by H.R. 15319.

New Bupeer AUTHORITY

H.R. 15319 creates no new budget authority.

StatemeNT OF THE BUpeET COMMITTEE

No statement on this legislation has been received from the House
Committee on the Budget. ' ‘ :

StaTEMENT oF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

No statement on this legislation has been received from the House
Committee on Government Operations.

INrrLATION IMPACT STATEMENT

H.R. 15319 will have no foreseeable inflationary impact on prices
or costs in the operation of the national economy.

OVERSIGHT

The Committee makes no oversight findings.

Commrrree Vore

H.R. 15319 was reported out of Committee on Tuesday, August 31,
1976, by voice vote. Twenty-six members of the Committee were
present, '

®The Committee assumes that it Is always within the power of a district judge to
reverse the decision of a magistrate in an instance when the magistrate is acting pursnant
to authority delegated to him by the district court under Rule 10. .

-
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Cuaxees 1§ Prorosep Rures Mape By tae Birr, os REPORTED

Changes in the rules proposed by the Supreme Court made by the
bill, as reported, are shown as follows (portions proposed to be omitted
are enclosed in black brackets, new matter in italic, matter in which no
change is proposed is shown in roman) :

RuLes Goverxixe Skorion 2254 Cases 18 tag Unrrep Stares
Disrricr Courrs

* & * * * & *

RULE 2. PETITION

(a) ApprrcaxTs iN Present Cusropy. If the applicant is presently
in custody pursuant to the state judgment in question, the application
shall be in the form of a petition for a writ of habeas corpus in which
the state officer having custody of the applicant shall be named as
respondent.

(b) AprricanTs Susrecr to Furure Custopy. If the applicant is
not presently in custody pursuant to the state judgment against which
he seeks relief but may be subject to such custody in the future, the
application shall be in the form of a petition for a writ of habeas
corpus with an added prayer for appropriate relief against the judg-
ment which he seeks to attack. In suc% a case the officer having present
custody of the applicant and the attorney general of the state in which
the judgment which he seeks to attack was entered shall each be named
as respondents. ;

(¢) Form or Prrrrion. The petition shall be in substantially the
form annexed to these rules, except that any district court may by
local rule require that petitions filed with it shall be in a form pre-
seribed by the local rule. Blank petitions in the prescribed form shall
be made available without charge by the clerk of the district court to
applicants upon their request. [The petition shall follow the pre-
seribed form.] It shall specify all the grounds for relief which are
available to the petitioner and of which he has or by the exercise of
reasonable diligence should have knowledge and shall set forth in
summary form the facts supporting each of the grounds thus specified.
It shall also state the relief requested. The petition shall be typewrit-
ten or legibly handwritten and shall be signed and sworn to by the
petitioner.

(d) Perition To Be Directrep 1o JupeMeNTS oF ONE Court ONLY.
A petition shall be limited to the assertion of a claim for relief against
the judgment or judgments of a single state court (sitting in a county
or other appropriate political subdivision). If a petitioner desired to
attack the validity of the judgments of two or more state courts under
which he is in custody or may be subject to future custody, as the case
may be. he shall do so by separate petitions.

(¢) Rerur~ or InsurrrcienT Perrtron. If a petition received by the
clerk of [the] « district court does not substantially comply with the
requirements of rule 2 or rule 3, it may be returned by the clerk] to
the [petitioner] petitioner, if o judge of the court so directs, together
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with a statement of the reason for its return [, and it shall be returned
if the clerk is so directed by a judge of the court] . The clerk shall re-
tain a copy of the petition. ;

Tow o * * * - .

RULE 8. EVIDENTTARY HEARING

(a) DererMrxarion py Courr. If the petition is not dismissed at
a previous stage in the proceeding, the judge, after the answer and
the transcript and record of state court proceedings are filed, shall,
upon a review of those proceedings and of the expanded record, if any,
determine whether an evidentiary hearing is required. If it appears
that an evidentiary hearing is not required, the judge shall make such
disposition of the petition as justice shall require.

(b) Foxcron or rie Maastrate,. When empowered to do so by
rule of the district court, the magistrate may recommend to the district
judge that an evidentiary hearing be held or, in the alternative, that
the petition be dismissed. In doing so the magistrate shall give to the
district judge a sufficiently detailed description of the facts to enable
him to make a decision to hold or not to hold an evidentiary hearing.

{c) ArrornTMEXNT 0F CovunseL; Trae ror Hesrine. If an evidentiary
hearing is required the judge shall appoint counsel for a petitioner
who qualifies for the appointment of counsel under 18 U.S.C. § 3006A

(g) and shall conduct the hearing as promptly as practicable, having

regard for the need of counsel for both parties for adequate time for
mvestigation and preparation. These rules do not limit the appoint-
ment of counsel under 18 U.S.C. § 3006A at any stage of the case if
the interest of justice so requires. '

RULE ‘9. DELAYED OR SUCCESSIVE PETITION

(a) DeLavep Perrrions. A petition may be dismissed if it appears
that the state of which the respondent is an officer has been prejudiced
in its ability to respond to the petition by delay in its filing unless
the petitioner shows that it is based on grounds of which he could not
have had knowledge by the exercise of reasonable diligence before
the circumstances prejudicial to the state occurred. [Tf the petition is
filed more than five years after the judgment of conviction, there shall
be a presumption, rebuttable by the petitioner, that there is prejudice
to the state. When a petition challenges the validity of an action, such
as revocation of probation or parole, which occurs after judgment of
conviction, the five-year period as to that action shall start to run at
the time the order in the challenged action took place.J

“(b) Svccrsstve Prririons. A second or successive petition may be
dismissed if the judge finds that it fails to allege new or different
grounds for relief and the prior determination was on the merits or,
if new and different grounds are alleged, the judge finds that the
failure of the petitioner to assert those grounds in a prior petition [is
not excusable.} constituted an abuse of the writ. '

RULE 10. POWERS OF MAGISTRATES

The duties imposed upon the judge of the district court by rules
2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 may be performed by a United States magistrate if
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and to the extent that he is so empowered by rule of the district court,

and to the extent the district court has established standards and eri-

teria for the performance of such duties, except that when such duties

involve the making of an order, under rule 4, dismissing the petition

the magistrate shall submit to the court his report as to the facts and

his recommendation with respect to the order to be made by the court.
* * * * * % %

Rures GoverNing § 2255 ProceepiNgs For THE UNTTED SraTES
Districr Courts '

* #* ® * * * %
"RULE 2., MOTION

- (2) Naroure or Arprication ror Revier. If the person is presently in
custodypursuant to the federal judgment in question, or if not pres-
ently in custody may be subject to such custody in the future pursuant
to such judgment, the application for relief shall be in the form of a
motion to vacate, set aside, or correct the sentence,

(b) Form or Morion. The motion shall be in substantially the form
annexed to thege rules, except that any distriet court may by local rule
require that motions filed with it shall be in a form prescribed by the
local rule. Blank motions in the prescribed form shall be made avail-
able without charge by the clerk of the district court to applicants
upon their request. [The motion shall follow the prescribed form.} It
shall specify all the grounds for relief which are available to the
movant and of which he has or, by the exercise of reasonable dili-
gence, should have knowledge and shall set forth in summary form
the facts supporting each of the grounds thus specified. It shall also
state the relief requested. The motion shall be typewritten or legibly
handwritten and shall be signed and sworn to by the movant. :

(¢) Morion To Br Direcrep to OnE JopeMENT ONLY. A motion
shall be limited to the assertion of a elaim for relief against one judg-
ment only of the district court. If a movant desires to attack the va-
lidity of other judgments of that or any other district court under
which he is in custody or may be subject to future custody, as the case
may be, he shall do so by separate motions.

(d) Rerovr~y or Insurricient Motiox. If a motion received by the
clerk of [the} « district court does not substantiolly comply with the
requirements of rule 2 or 3, it may be returned [by the clerk] to the
Imovant] movant, if a judge of the court so directs, together with a
statement of the reason for its return [, and it shall be returned if the
clerk is so directed by a judge of the court}. The clerk shall retain a
copy of the motion. '

& * # # * % *

RULE 8. EVIDENTIARY HEARING

(a) Drerermiwvarion By Courr. If the motion has not been dismissed
at a previous stage in the proceeding, the judge, after the answer is
filed and any transcripts or records of prior court actions in the mat-
ter are in his possession, shall, upon a review of those proceedings
and of the expanded record, if any, determine whether an evidentiary
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hearing is required. 1f it appears that an evidentiary hearing is not
g;quired, the judge shall make such disposition of the motion as justice
ictates. ' ’

(b) Foxcrion or tae MacistraTe. When empowered to do so by
rule of the district court, the magistrate may recommend to the district
judge that an evidentiary hearing be held or, in the alternative, that
the motion be dismissed. In doing so the magistrate shall give to the
district judge a sufficiently detailed description of the facts to enable
him to make a decision to hold or not to hold an evidentiary hearing.

(e) ArrornTMenT OF CoUNSEL; Trme vor Hearixe, If an eviden-
tiary hearing is required, the judge shall appoint counsel for a movant
who qualifies for the appointment of counsel under 18 U.S.C. § 3006A.
(g) and shall conduct the hearing as promptly as practicable, having
regard for the need of counsel for both parties for adequate time for
investigation and preparation. These rules do not limit the appoint-
ment of counsel under 18 U.8.0. § 3006 A at any stage of the proceeding
if the interest of justice so requires. :

RULE 9., DELAYED OR SBUCCESSIVE MOTIONS

(a) Drravep Morions. A motion for relief made pursuant to these
rules may be dismissed if it appears that the government has been
prejudiced in its ability to respond to the motion by delay in its filing
unless the movant shows that 1t is based on grounds of which he could
not have had knowledge by the exercise of reasonable diligence before
the circumstances prejudicial to the government occurred. [If the
motion is filed more than five years after the judgment of conviction,
there shall be a présumption, rebuttable by the petitioner, that there
is prejudice to the government.] ' ' :

(b) Successive Morrons. A second or successive motion may be dis-
missed if the judge finds that it fails to allege new or different grounds
for relief and the prior determination was on the merits or, if new
and different grounds are alleged, the judge finds that the failure
of the movant to assert those grounds in a prior motion [is not ex-
cusable] constituted an abuse of the procedure governed by these rules.

RULE 10. POWERS OF MAGISTRATES

The duties imposed upon the judge of the district court by rules 2,
3, 4, 6, and 7 may be performed by a United States magistrate if and
to the extent that he is so empowered by rule of the district court, and
to the ewtent the district court has established standards and criteria
for the performance of such duties, except that, when such duties in-
volve the making of an order under rule 4 dismissing the motion, the
magistrate shall submit to the court his report as to the facts and his
recommendation with respect to the order to be made by the court.

#* & * #* %* * *

O
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H. R. 15319

Rinetp-fourth Congress of the WAnited States of America

AT THE SECOND SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the nineteenth day of January,
one thousand nine hundred and seventy-six

An Act

To approve in whole or in part, with amendments, certain rules relating to
cases and proceedings under sections 2254 and 2255 of title 28 of the United
States Code.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the rules gov-
erning section 2254 cases in the United States district courts and the
rules governing section 2255 proceedings for the United States district
courts, as proposed by the United States Supreme Court, which were
delayed by the Act entitled “An Act to delay the effective date of
certain proposed amendments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Pro-
cedure and certain other rules promulgated by the United States
Supreme Court” (Public Law 94-349), are approved with the amend-
ments set forth in section 2 of this Act and shall take effect as so
amended, with respect to petitions under section 2254 and motions
under section 2255 of title 28 of the United States Code filed on or
after February 1, 1977.

Sec. 2. The amendments referred to in the first section of this Act
are as follows:

(1) Rule 2(c) of the rules governing section 2254 cases is amended—

(A) by inserting “substantially” immediately after “The peti-
tion shall be in”; and

(B) by striking out the sentence “The petition shall follow the
prescribed form.”.

(2) Rule 2(e) of the rules governing section 2254 cases is amended
to read as follows:

“(e) Rerurx oF INsuFriciENT PETITION—If 2 petition received by
the clerk of a district court does not substantially comply with the
requirements of rule 2 or rule 3, it may be returned to the petitioner,
if a judge of the court so directs, together with a statement of the
reason for its return. The clerk shall retain a copy of the petition.”.

(3) Rule 2(b) of the rules governing section 2255 proceedings is
amended—

(A) by inserting “substantially” immediately after “The mo-
tion shall be in”; and

(B) by striking out the sentence “The motion shall follow the
prescribed form.”.

(4) Rule 2(d) of the rules governing section 2255 proceedings is
amended to read as follows:

“(d) RerurN or INsurricieNT Morron.—If a motion received by
the clerk of a district court does not substantially comply with the
requirements of rule 2 or rule 3, it may be returned to the movant, if
a judge of the court so directs, together with a statement of the reason
for its return. The clerk shall retain a copy of the motion.”.

(5) Rule 8(c) of the rules governing section 2254 cases is amended
by adding at the end: “These rules do not limit the appointment of
counsel under 18 U.S.C. § 3006A. at any stage of the case 1f the interest
of justice so requires.”.
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(6) Rule 8(c) of the rules governing section 2255 proceedings is
amended by adding at the end the following : “These rules do not imit
the appointment of counsel under 18 U.S.C. § 3006A at any stage of
the proceeding if the interest of justice so requires.”.

(7) Rule 9(a) of the rules governing section 2234 cases is amended
by striking out the second and third sentences.

(8) Rule 9(b) is amended by striking out “is not excusable” and
inserting in lieu thereof “constituted an abuse of the writ”.

(9) Rule 9(a) of the rules governing section 2255 proceedings is
amended by striking out the final sentence.

(10) Rule 9(b) of the rules governing section 2255 proceedings is
amended by striking out “is not excusable” and inserting in lien
there?f “constituted an abuse of the procedure governed by these
rules”.

(11) Rule 10 of the rules governing section 2254 cases is amended
by inserting “, and to the extent the district court has established
standards and criteria for the performance of such duties” immedi-
ately after “rule of the district court”.

(12) Rule 10 of the rules governing section 2255 proceedings is
amended by inserting “, and to the extent the district court has estab-
lished standards and criteria for the performance of such duties,”
immediately after “rule of the district court”.

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

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





