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Foreword

The Attorney General has directed the Office of Legal Counsel to publish
selected opinions on an annual basis for the convenience of the executive,
legislative, and judicial branches of the government, and of the professional bar
and the general public. The first seventeen volumes of opinions published covered
the years 1977 through 1993; the present volume covers 1994. The opinions
included in Volume 18 include some that have previously been released to the
public, additional opinions as to which the addressee has agreed to publication, and
opinions to Department of Justice officials that the Office of Legal Counsel has
determined may be released. A substantial number of Office of Legal Counsel
opinions issued during 1994 are not included.

The authority of the Office of Legal Counsel to render legal opinions is derived
from the authority of the Attorney General. Under the Judiciary Act of 1789 the
Attorney General was authorized to render opinions on questions of law when
requested by the President and the heads of executive departments. This authority
is now codified at 28 U.S.C. 88 511-513. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §510 the
Attorney General has delegated to the Office of Legal Counsel responsibility for
preparing the formal opinions of the Attorney General, rendering opinions to the
various federal agencies, assisting the Attorney General in the performance of his
function as legal adviser to the President, and rendering opinions to the Attorney
General and the heads of the various organizational units of the Department of
Justice. 28 U.S.C. 50.25.
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Authority for Issuing Hatch Act Regulations

The Office of Personnel Management, rather than the Office of Special Counsel, has the authority to
promulgate regulations delimiting the scope and nature of permissible activities under the Hatch
Act Reform Amendments of 1993.

February 2, 1994

Memorandum O pinion for the D eputy Special Counsel

O ffice of Special Counsel

You have asked whether the Office of Personnel Management (“OPM?™”) or the
Office of Special Counsel (“OSC”) has the authority to promulgate regulations
delimiting the scope and nature of impermissible political activities under the
Hatch Act Reform Amendments of 1993 (“Hatch Act Amendments”), Pub. L. No.
103-94, sec. 2(a), 88 7321-7326, 107 Stat. 1001, 1001-1004." OPM contends that
OSC has plenary authority to issue Hatch Act regulations, whereas OPM is em-
powered to promulgate Hatch Act regulations only on two narrowly-defined sub-
jects.2 OSC, on the other hand, asserts that it lacks authority to promulgate Hatch
Act regulations. It contends that OPM historically has been responsible for issuing
general Hatch Act regulations and that no provision in the Hatch Act Amendments
has reassigned or diminished OPM’s responsibility in this regard. After examining
existing precedent, the statutes outlining the responsibilities of OPM and OSC for
implementing the Hatch Act, and the text and legislative history of the Hatch Act
Amendments, we conclude that OPM possesses the authority to promulgate regu-
lations explicating the Hatch Act as amended.

I. The Needfor Revised Hatch Act Regulations

For more than fifty years, the Hatch Act prohibited federal workers from par-
ticipating in a broad range of political activities. See United Pub. Workers V.
Mitchell, 330 U.S. 75, 78-79 (1947); see also United States Civil Serv. Comm™n v.
National Ass’n of Letter Carriers, AFL-CIO, 413 U.S. 548 (1973) (upholding
Hatch Act provision forbidding federal employees to take an active part in political
management or political campaigns). In 1993, however, Congress eliminated
many of the restrictions that had previously cabined the political activities of fed-
eral employees. See Hatch Act Amendments, Pub. L. No. 103-94, 107 Stat. 1001

1 Letter for Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from James A Kahl,
Deputy Special Counsel, U S Office of Special Counsel (Dec. 28, 1993)

" The position of OPM is set forth in a letter for Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General, Office of
Legal Counsel, from Lorraine Lewis, General Counsel, Office of Personnel Management (Jan 28, 1994).

1
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(1993). Despite the steps taken by Congress to liberalize the rules governing the
political conduct of federal workers, some political activities remain generally im-
permissible for all federal employees, see, e.g., id. sec. 2(a), § 7323(a)(2), 107
Stat. at 1002 (prohibiting federal employees from soliciting, accepting, or receiving
political contributions), and some federal employees must continue to observe
stringent limitations upon involvement in the political process. See, e.g., id sec.
2(a), § 7323(b)(3), 107 Stat. at 1003 (“No employee of the Criminal Division of
the Department of Justice . . . may take an active part in political management or
political campaigns.”). If a federal employee violates any of these provisions,
which will take effect on February 3, 1994, the employee “shall be removed from
his position.” 1d sec. 2(a), 8§ 7326, 107 Stat. at 1004. Accordingly, federal em-
ployees who wish to participate in political activities need immediate guidance in
the form of regulations distinguishing permissible political conduct from impermis-
sible activities.3

Il. The Division of Hatch Act Regulatory Responsibility

Until 1978, the Civil Service Commission bore the entire burden of administer-
ing the Hatch Act. S. Rep. No. 103-57, at 4 (1993), reprinted in 1993
U.S.C.C.A.N. 1802, 1805. But in passing the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978,
Pub. L. No. 95-454, 92 Stat. 1111 (codified as amended in scattered sections of 5
U.S.C.) (“Civil Service Reform Act”), Congress divided the responsibility for im-
plementing the Hatch Act into three discrete tasks: the Merit Systems Protection
Board (“MSPB”) was “charged with adjudicating Hatch Act cases,” OPM became
“responsible for promulgating Hatch Act regulations,” and OSC received the
authority “to investigate allegations of Hatch Act violations and present them to the
MSPB.” American Fed'n of Gov’t Employees, AFL-CIO v. O ’Connor, 747 F.2d
748, 753 (D.C. Cir. 1984) (footnotes omitted), cert, denied, 474 U.S. 909 (1985);
see also S. Rep. No. 95-969, at 24 (1978), reprinted in 1978 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2723,
2746. In 1989, Congress refined this division of authority by formally separating
OSC from the MSPB and independently enumerating the powers and functions of
0SC.4 See Whistleblower Protection Act of 1989, Pub. L. No. 101-12, 8§
3(a)(1 1-(13), 103 Stat. 16, 19-21 (adding 5 U.S.C. 88 1211-1212, which
“established the Office of Special Counsel” as an independent body and set forth
the powers and functions of the Office of Special Counsel).

31In aJanuary 13, 1994, letter concerning Lhe dispute at hand. Representative William L Clay and Senator
John Glenn made precisely this pointl “Given the dire consequences that can result to employees who vio-
late the Hatch Act, in our view it is imperative that Federal employees be provided timely guidance as to
what constitutes permissible and impermissible political activity.” Letter for Walter Dellinger, Assistant
Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from William L Clay, Chairman, Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, and John Glenn, Chairman, Committee on Governmental Affairs (Jan. 13, 1994)

4The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 provided for a “Special Counsel of the Mem Systems Protection
Board" whose powers were defined in conjunction with those of the MSPB See Civil Service Reform Act,
sec. 202(a), §§ 1204-1208, 92 Stat. at 1122-30
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The three-way division of Hatch Act authority now flows from clear statutory
pronouncements. See 5 U.S.C. § 1204 (defining powers and functions of the
MSPB); 5 U.S.C. § 1212 (setting forth powers and functions of OSC); 5 U.S.C. §
1103 (prescribing functions of director of OPM). Specifically, the MSPB has
authority to hear and adjudicate “all matters within the jurisdiction of the Board,” 5
U.S.C. 8 1204(a)(1), take action to enforce its own orders, id. § 1204(a)(2),
“prescribe such regulations as may be necessary for the performance of its func-
tions,” id. § 1204(h), and review “rules and regulations of the Office of Personnel
Management.” Id. 8 1204(a)(4). This last responsibility, of course, presupposes
that OPM will issue general regulations. See American Fed’n of Gov’t Employees,
747 F.2d at 755 (MSPB'’s role includes “the review of Hatch Act regulations
promulgated by the OPM™).

OSC possesses the authority to investigate and prosecute alleged Hatch Act
violations, 5 U.S.C. 8§ 1212(a), 1215(a), 1504, and “prescribe such regulations as
may be necessary to perform the functions of the Special Counsel.”5 Id. § 1212(e).
The regulations issued by OSC are not subject to oversight by the MSPB. See 5
U.S.C. § 1204. OSC also has the power to issue advisory opinions on Hatch Act
questions, id. § 1212(f), but these advisory opinions have no binding effect on the
MSPB. See American Fed’n of Gov't Employees, 747 F.2d at 752-55 (explaining
the nature and effect of “the advice the Special Counsel is permitted to give”).

OPM derives its authority over personnel management from two sources. First,
specific responsibilities are vested in the Director of OPM by 5 U.S.C. § 1103,
including the obligation to “publish in the Federal Register general notice of any
rule or regulation which is proposed by [OPM] and the application of which does
not apply solely to [OPM] or its employees.” 1d. § 1103(b)(1). Second, the Di-
rector of OPM is empowered to assume “authority for personnel management
functions” delegated by the President.6 Id. § 1104(a)(1). The Director of OPM

5 OPM assens that this provision empowers OSC to issue Hatch Act regulations Both the MSPB and
OSC have been granted the basic authority to prescribe all regulations necessary to perform their functions
Indeed, the language of the statutes vesting this fundamental operational authority in the MSPB and OSC is
virtually identical Compare 5 USC § 1204(h) (“The [Merit Systems Protection] Board shall have the
authority to prescribe such regulations as may be necessary for the performance of its functions ") with 5
USC § 1212(e) ("The Special Counsel may prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to perform the
functions of the Special Counsel.") The similarity in the language of these two statutes undermines OPM's
claim that 5 USC 1212(e) confers upon OSC the power to issue Hatch Act regulations and bolsters
OSC's interpretation of 5 U S.C § 1212(e) as a simple assignment of the authority to promulgate the regula-
tions necessary to run OSC itself. Indeed, if OPM is correct in interpreting 5 U SC § 1212(e) as sufficiently
capacious to accommodate the function of issuing Hatch Act regulations, then the MSPB similarly possesses
plenary authority to promulgate Hatch Act regulations under the virtually identical language of 5 USC b
1204(h) The more logical interpretation dictates that the MSPB and OSC have been granted nothing more
than the authority to issue all regulations that they deem necessary for their own internal operations

6 The Director of OPM also derives residual authority from section 102 of the President's Reorganization
Plan of 1978, which transferred to the Director of OPM “all functions vested by statute in the United States
Civil Service Commission' that were not expressly assigned to any other entity Reorg Plan No. 2 of 1978,
3 C.F R 323 (1979), reprinted in 5 U S.C. $ 1101 note, and in 92 Stat 3783, see also American Fed'ti oj
Gov't Employees, 747 F 2d at 753 n 13 (identifying President’s Reorganization Plan as source of OPM
authority)
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may, in turn, delegate to the heads of executive branch agencies “any function
vested in or delegated to the Director [of OPM],” id. § 1104(a)(2), but this broad
authority to delegate cannot “be construed as affecting the responsibility of the
Director [of OPM] to prescribe regulations and to ensure compliance with the civil
service laws, rules, and regulations.” Id. § 1104(b)(3).

The statutory provisions apportioning the power once held exclusively by the
Civil Service Commission clearly authorize OPM to issue general regulations un-
der the Hatch Act. Consistent with these statutes, OPM revised the existing Hatch
Act regulations on April 24, 1984. See Political Activity of Federal Employees, 49
Fed. Reg. 17,431, 17,432-33 (1984) (amendments codified at 5 C.F.R. 88§
733.101(9)-(j), 733.122(b)(12)-(16)(1993)). OPM rejected an attack upon its
authority to issue Hatch Act regulations by emphatically stating that “OPM be-
lieves that it does have the authority to regulate the partisan political activity of
Federal employees.”7 1d. at 17,431. Although OPM now argues that it lacks
authority to undertake such a task, the tripartite system of Hatch Act implementa-
tion — including the statutory language setting up the division of labor — cuts
against OPM’s position. The MSPB has been assigned the task of reviewing “rules
and regulations of the Office of Personnel Management,” 5 U.S.C. § 1204(a)(4),
yet the statute outlining the powers and functions of the MSPB contains no corre-
sponding assignment of responsibility for screening regulations promulgated by
OSC. See 5 U.S.C. § 1204. Instead, OSC gives advice in the form of opinions that
have no binding effect on the MSPB. Id. § 1212(0- As the D.C. Circuit has ex-
plained, these interrelated statutes provide the MSPB with oversight authority “in
the review of Hatch Act regulations promulgated by the OPM,” American Fed’n of
Gov't Employees, 747 F.2d at 755, while insulating the MSPB from any concern
about the myriad non-binding OSC advisory opinions that “offer essentially a fore-
cast, albeit an educated one, of the way the MSPB would rule if an actual case
materialized.” Id. at 753-54.

I11. Congressional Ratification of OPM’s Role

The regime dividing the responsibility for Hatch Act implementation into three
discrete tasks remained in place while Congress formulated the Hatch Act
Amendments, and apparently informed congressional debate concerning the allo-
cation of regulatory responsibility. See, e.g., 139 Cong. Rec. S8610 (daily ed. July
13, 1993) (statement of Senator Roth indicating that, in lieu of congressional
amendment of the Hatch Act, “the Office of Personnel Management, in consulta-
tion with the Office of Special Counsel as well as the Department of Justice, should
promulgate new regulations to clarify the restrictions on political activity”). In

70PM cued the following authorities to support its revision of 5 C.F R. pt. 733: “5 U.S.C 3301, 3302,
7301, 7321, 7322, 7323, 7324, 7325, and 7327; Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1978, 3 CFR 1978 Comp
p.323, and E.O. 12107, 3CFR 1978 Comp, p.264 " See 49 Fed Reg. at 17,432.

4
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fact, while the Hatch Act Amendments wended their way through Congress, OPM
expressly acknowledged its obligation to issue Hatch Act regulations: on April 26,
1993, OPM reported in its semiannual regulatory agenda that it intended to review
the existing regulations regarding political activity of federal employees. See Of-
fice of Personnel Management Semiannual Regulatory Agenda, 58 Fed. Reg.
25,163, 25,169 (1993). In adopting the Hatch Act Amendments, which include no
provision reassigning any regulatory functions among the MSPB, OSC, and OPM,
Congress ratified the roles historically adopted by the three agencies/

The legislative history of the Hatch Act Amendments fortifies the conclusion
that Congress approved of OPM’s traditional obligation to issue Hatch Act regula-
tions. At the inception of the process to amend the Hatch Act during the 103d
Congress, the House of Representatives broke with settled practice by assigning to
the Special Counsel the obligation to “prescribe any rules and regulations neces-
sary to carry out” the Hatch Act amendments. H.R. 20, 103d Cong., § 2(a) (1993)
(proposed version of 5 U.S.C. § 7327 published at 139 Cong. Rec. 3983 (1993)).
The Senate, in contrast, passed a bill striking out the entire House bill — including
the assignment of rule-making authority to the Special Counsel — and adding pro-
visions that authorized OPM to prescribe regulations for certain conduct. 139
Cong. Rec. S9169, S9170-71 (daily ed. July 21, 1993). The House ultimately ac-
ceded to the Senate version of the Hatch Act reform bill, including the provisions
assigning the responsibility for issuing various regulations to OPM. 1d. at H6814,
H6815-16 (daily ed. Sept. 21, 1993).

The tripartite system of Hatch Act implementation created in 1978 has not been
altered by the Hatch Act Amendments, which assign to OPM the authority to pre-
scribe regulations on two specific subjects in language that treats OPM as the
agency with plenary authority to issue Hatch Act regulations. See Hatch Act
Amendments, sec. 2(a), § 7325, 107 Stat. at 1004 (“The Office of Personnel Man-
agement may prescribe regulations permitting employees” in certain geographic
areas “to take an active part in political management and political campaigns in-
volving the municipality or other political subdivision in which they reside.”); id.
sec. 8(a), 8 3303(e), 107 Stat. at 1007 (“Under regulations prescribed by the Office
of Personnel Management, the head of each agency shall ensure that employees
and applicants are given notice of the provisions of this section” pertaining to po-
litical recommendations.). In contrast, the Hatch Act Amendments mention OSC
only in the context of broadening the investigative authority of the Special Coun-
sel. See id. sec. 3, 8 1216(c), 107 Stat. at 1004. These provisions prompted the
Congressional Budget Office to observe that “[t]he bill would require the Office of
Personnel Management (OPM) to issue the necessary regulations and the Office of
Special Counsel to enforce these regulations.” S. Rep. No. 103-57 at 22, reprinted
in 1993 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 1823. We agree with this assessment.
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IV. Conclusion

Since 1978, OPM has assumed the responsibility for promulgating Hatch Act
regulations. The Hatch Act Amendments ratified and supplemented OPM'’s
authority to issue general Hatch Act regulations, while concomitantly reaffirming
and augmenting OSC’s traditional role in investigating and prosecuting Hatch Act
violations. Accordingly, we conclude that OPM has the authority to promulgate
revised Hatch Act regulations.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel



Denial of Public Access to Trial Exhibits in
Child Pornography Prosecutions

Courts may deny public access to exhibits entered into evidence in child pornography prosecutions

February 10, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the Assistant Attorney General

Criminal Division

Y ou have asked whether courts may deny public access to exhibits entered into
evidence in child pornography prosecutions.1 Because the privacy interests of the
children depicted in such trial exhibits overcome the general presumption in favor
of public access to judicial records, we conclude that prosecutors may ask courts to
prohibit access to child pornography exhibits, and that courts may enter orders
providing this type of relief.

I. The Theory Supporting Public Access to Trial Exhibits

“[T]he courts of this country recognize a general right to inspect and copy pub-
lic records and documents, including judicial records and documents.” Nixon v.
Warner Communications, Inc., 435 U.S. 589, 597 (1978) (footnotes omitted).
Moreover, this common law right of access to judicial records does not depend “on
a proprietary interest in the document or upon a need for it as evidence in a law-
suit.” Id. But “the right to inspect and copy judicial records is not absolute. Every
court has supervisory power over its own records and files, and access has been
denied where court files might have become a vehicle for improper purposes.” Id.
at 598. In this respect, “the decision as to access is one best left to the sound dis-
cretion of the trial court, a discretion to be exercised in light of the relevant facts
and circumstances of the particular case.” Id. at 599 (footnote omitted).

While the Supreme Court has acknowledged the common law right of access to
court records, the Court has eschewed constitutional theories proffered in support of
a more expansive right to inspect court documents.2 Nixon, 435 U.S. at 608-10

1The nghl of access afforded to the general public is coterminous with the nght of access granted to the
press Pell v. Procunier, 417 U S 817, 833-34 (1974); cf also Nixon v . Warner Communications, Inc , 435
U S. 589, 609 (1978) (“The Firsi Amendment generally grants the press no right to information about a trial
superior to that of the general public ). Hence, the term “public access” should be regarded as synonymous
with press access.

2 In discussing access to actual court proceedings, the Supreme Court has consistently distinguished
between the Sixth Amendment, which empowers defendants to demand open proceedings in criminal cases,
see, e.g , Waller v. Georgia, 461 V S 39, 44-47 (1984), and the First Amendment, which grants the press
and public the qualified right to attend criminal proceedings even when the defendant wishes to have the
proceedings closed See, eg, Press-Enterprise Co v Superior Court of California, 478 U.S 1, 7-13
(1986); Globe Newspaper Co v Superior Court of Norfolk County, 457 U.S 596, 603-07 (1982) These

7
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(rejecting arguments based on First and Sixth Amendments). With regard to the
First Amendment guarantee of freedom of the press, the Court has held that, within
the courthouse, “‘a reporter’s constitutional rights are no greater than those of any
other member of the public.”” Id. at 609 (quoting Ester v. Texas, 381 U.S. 532,
589 (1965) (Harlan, J., concurring)). With respect to the Sixth Amendment right
to a public trial, the Court has concluded that this requirement “is satisfied by the
opportunity of members of the public and the press to attend the trial and to report
what they have observed.” Id. at 610. Thus, the single rationale supporting public
access to trial exhibits flows from the common law right to inspect and copy judi-
cial records. Id. at 597; Valley Broad. Co. v. United States Dist. Court, 798 F.2d
1289, 1292-93 (9th Cir. 1986).

Il. Presumptions, Privacy Concerns, and the Balancing Test

Application of the common law right of access to judicial records and docu-
ments requires a balancing of the factors militating for and against public viewing
of the records and documents at issue. Nixon, 435 U.S. at 602; United States v.
Criden, 648 F.2d 814, 819 (3d Cir. 1981). The starting point for the balancing test
“is the presumption — however gauged — in favor of public access to judicial
records.” Nixon, 435 U.S. at 602; see also Valley Broad., 798 F.2d at 1293 (col-
lecting cases). Because of this presumption, the press and public ordinarily must be
allowed to inspect and copy trial exhibits. 1d:, Criden, 648 F.2d at 823. But even
when public disclosure has occurred through the admission of evidence at trial,
“there are instances where the right to [inspect and] copy evidence already made
public has been denied pursuant to the court’s power to prevent use of evidence for
improper purposes.” Id. at 825. For example, courts retain the authority to deny
public access to court records that might be “‘used to gratify private spite or pro-
mote public scandal.”” Nixon, 435 U.S. at 598. Courts likewise may prohibit pub-
lic access to trial exhibits that “would result in the great public embarrassment of a
third party.” Valley Broad., 798 F.2d at 1294 n.7. For this reason, a district court
could properly foreclose public access to videotapes made by a defendant prior to
raping a kidnap victim, even though the “evidence had been shown in the court-
room,” “because further broadcast would support sensationalism, would not serve
the public interest, and ‘would impinge upon the precious privacy rights of . . . the
unfortunate victim of the crime.” Criden, 648 F.2d at 825 (quoting In re Applica-
tion of KSTP Television, 504 F. Supp. 360, 362 (D. Minn. 1980)).

The privacy concerns that can justify denial of public access to trial exhibits are
most compelling in the context of child pornography prosecutions. See Valley
Broad., 798 F.2d at 1294 (factors weighing against public access to court records
include “the likelihood of an improper use, ‘including publication of . . . porno-

decisions, of course, do noi speak to the question of public access to court records and exhibits introduced at
tnal. See United Slates v Beckham, 789 F 2d 401, 411, 413 (6th Cir. 1986) (contrasting First Amendment
right to attend tnal and Sixth Amendment right to open proceedings with common law right to inspect and
copy public records).
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graphic . . . materials’”) (quoting United States v. Criden, 648 F.2d 814, 830 (3d
Cir. 1981) (Weis, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part)). As the Supreme
Court has explained, pornographic materials involving children “are a permanent
record of the children’s participation and the harm to the child is exacerbated by
their circulation.” New York v. Ferber, 458 U.S. 747, 759 (1982). Moreover, dis-
tribution of child pornography “violates ‘the individual interest in avoiding disclo-
sure of personal matters.”” Id. at 759 n.10 (quoting Whalen v. Roe, 429 U.S. 589,
599 (1977)). Consequently, children who appear in pornographic pictures and
films suffer a personal invasion with each viewing of the material.3 Indeed, one
district court employed precisely this reasoning in denying press access to video-
tapes depicting relations and conversations between a kidnap victim and the kid-
napper who subsequently raped her. In re Application of KSTP Television, 504 F.
Supp. at 362 (“Release of the tapes for public dissemination would impinge upon
the precious privacy rights of Mary Stauffer, the unfortunate victim of the crime.”).
Because the tapes had previously been shown during the trial of the kidnapper, the
district court concluded that “any additional information inherent in the video tape
form can serve only to accent the morbid and lurid details of the crime and pander
to lascivious curiosity.” Id. at 363.

The decision in KSTP Television has given rise to the settled principle that con-
cern for the privacy of third parties can override the presumption of access to judi-
cial records. Valley Broad., 798 F.2d at 1294 & n.7 (citing KSTP Television with
approval); In re Application of National Broad. Co., 653 F.2d 609, 619-20 (D.C.
Cir. 1981) (same); Criden, 648 F.2d at 825 (same). In child pornography prosecu-
tions, this principle rebuts the presumption of public access to trial exhibits. See
id. (discussing KSTP Television)-, cf. also Nixon, 435 U.S. at 598 (noting that “the
common-law right of inspection has bowed before the power of a court to insure
that its records are not ‘used to gratify private spite or promote public scandal’
through the publication of ‘the painful, and sometimes disgusting, details of a di-
vorce case’”) (quoting In re Caswell, 29 A. 259, 259 (R.l. 1893)). By interposing
concern for the privacy of the children who appear in the pornographic exhibits
admitted at trial, the government can defeat common law claims asserted in support
of public access to such exhibits, and courts can take action to prevent the public
availability of the exhibits.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel

1This problem is compounded when the press and public receive permission to copy exhibits in child
pornography prosecutions.
[A] press representative in reporting a trial may adequately inform the general public about a
challenged motion picture film by describing it as pornographic. It is not necessary that the film
or excerpts be released for use in the evening TV news Indeed, to permit such a showing under
the guise of news would only thwart the laws prohibiting exhibition.
Criden, 648 F.2d at 831 (Weis, J ,concurring in part and dissenting in part)
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Whether the Office of the Vice President is an “Agency” for
Purposes of the Freedom of Information Act

The Office of the Vice President is not an “agency” for purposes of the Freedom of Information Act

February 14, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the
Counsel and Director of Administration

O ffice ofthe Vice President

This memorandum responds to your request for the opinion of the Office of Le-
gal Counsel as to whether the Office of the Vice President (“OVP”) is an “agency”
for purposes of the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552 (“FOIA”). For the
reasons set forth below, we conclude that it is not.

The FOIA definition of “agency” includes an “establishment in the executive
branch of the Government (including the Executive Office of the President).” Id. §
552(f)(1)- Relying on the conference committee report explaining the 1974
amendment to the definition, the Supreme Court has held that the term “agency”
does not cover “the President’s immediate personal staff or units in the Executive
Office whose sole function is to advise and assist the President.”” Kissinger v.
Reporters Comm, for Freedom of the Press, 445 U.S. 136, 156 (1980) (quoting
H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 93-1380, at 15 (1974)).

As a threshold matter, we note that a court might decide that the OVP, which is
only a small personal staff for the Vice President, does not even qualify as an
“establishment.” We believe that is a reasonable position, although the law is un-
settled as to the definition of “establishment.” There is no need to rely on that po-
sition, however, because in our opinion the following analysis, based on case law,
definitively establishes that the OVP is not an “agency.”

The OVP clearly satisfies the Supreme Court’s “sole function” test, because the
Vice President and his staff do not have “substantial independent authority in the
exercise of specific functions,” Soucie v. David, 448 F.2d 1067, 1073 (D.C. Cir.
1971), but rather have the sole function of advising and assisting the President.
See generally Meyer v. Bush, 981 F.2d 1288, 1295 (D.C. Cir. 1993). The Vice
President has no constitutional or statutory responsibilities as an executive branch
officer,1and the common understanding that his executive role is limited to advis-
ing and assisting the President (as determined by each President) is confirmed by
the statute authorizing appropriations and other assistance and services for the Vice

1There is no need, of course, to consider the Vice President's responsibilities as the President of the
Senate, see U S Const art I. § 3, cl. 4, because the FOIA does not apply to Congress.
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for Purposes ofthe Freedom of Information Act

President: “In order to enable the Vice President to provide assistance to the
President in connection with the performance of functions specially assigned to the
Vice President by the President in the discharge of executive duties and responsi-
bilities.” 3 U.S.C. § 106(a).2

Indeed, because of the constitutional status of the Vice President, a court might
decide that it is not even necessary to consider whether the OVP satisfies the “sole
function” test. In holding that the President is not an agency for purposes of the
Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 701-706 (“APA”), the Supreme Court
adopted an “express statement” rule:

The President is not explicitly excluded from the APA’s purview,
but he is not explicitly included, either. Out of respect for the sepa-
ration of powers and the unique constitutional position of the Presi-
dent, we find that textual silence is not enough to subject the
President to the provisions of the APA. We would require an ex-
press statement by Congress before assuming it intended the Presi-
dent’s performance of his statutory duties to be reviewed for abuse
of discretion.

Franklin v. Massachusetts, 505 U.S. 788, 800-01 (1992). Because the Vice Presi-
dent is also a constitutional officer, see U.S. Const, art. I, § 1, cl. 1, the same
“express statement” rule should apply in the present context, which would neces-
sitate an express reference to the Vice President rather than the general
“establishment in . . . the Executive Office of the President” formulation. Thus, the
absence of such an express statement in the FOIA definition of “agency” requires
the conclusion that Congress did not intend to subject the Vice President and his
Office to the FOIA.

The understanding that the Vice President and his staff, like the President and
his staff, are outside the coverage of the FOIA is confirmed by the treatment of the
OVP under the Presidential Records Act, 44 U.S.C. 88 2201-2207 (“PRA").
These two statutes are “in pari materia” and should be construed together. The
PRA covers all EOP records that are not covered by the FOIA. See H.R. Rep. 95-

*  The OVP thus appears to present almost as straightforward and simple a case as the Office of the Presi-
dent (i e , the White House Office) with respect to satisfying the '‘sole function” test “The legislative history
[of FOIA’s ‘agency* definition] is unambiguous in explaining that the ‘Executive Office’ does not in-
clude the Office of the President ” Kissinger, 445 U.S. at 156 (holding that Henry Kissinger’s notes in ca-
pacity of Assistant to the President were not “agency records”) More difficult questions are presented by the
larger Executive Office of the President (“EOP™) units with more diverse responsibilities, such as the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality, which has been held to be a FOIA agency, see Pacific Legal Found v. Council
on Envtl Quality, 636 F.2d 1259 (DC Cir 1980), or the National Security Council (“NSC”), the FOIA
status of which is being litigated, see Armstrong v Executive Office oj President, | F3d (274, 1296 (D.C
Cir 1993), and which this Office has recently opined is not a FOIA agency, see Memorandum for Alan J
Kreczko, Special Assistant to the President and Legal Adviser, NSC, from Walter Dellinger, Acting Assistant
Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re Status 0oj NSC as an "Agencv” under FOIA (Sept. 20, 1993).

11



Opinions ofthe Office ofLegal Counsel

1487, at 3 (1978) (“The definition of Presidential records was designed to encom-
pass those records which currently fall outside the scope of the [FOIA].”) reprinted
in 1978 U.S.C.C.A.N. 5732, 5734; 44 U.S.C. § 2201(2)(B)(i) (“Presidential rec-
ords” do not include “official records of an agency (as defined in [the FOIA]).”).
The PRA contains an express statement that OVP records are presidential records
rather than agency records. 44 U.S.C. § 2207 (“Vice-Presidential records shall be
subject to the provisions of this chapter in the same manner as Presidential rec-
ords”). See generally Armstrong v. Bush, 924 F.2d 282, 286 n.2 (D.C. Cir. 1991)
(explaining that components of the EOP fall into two categories — those that cre-
ate presidential records subject to the PRA and those that create federal (i.e.,
agency) records subject to the Federal Records Act and the FOIA; OVP is in for-
mer category).

For the foregoing reasons, we conclude that the Office of the Vice President is
not an “agency” for purposes of the Freedom of Information Act.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office ofLegal Counsel

12



Applicability of Emoluments Clause to Employment of
Government Employees by Foreign Public Universities

The Emoluments Clause of the Constitution does not apply in the cases of government employees
offered faculty employment by a foreign public university where it can be shown that the university
acts independently of the foreign state when making faculty employment decisions.

March 1, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the Chief Counsel
Goddard Space Flight Center

National Aeronautics and Space Administration

This memorandum responds to your request of September 9, 1993, for our
opinion concerning the applicability of the Emoluments Clause, U.S. Const, art. I,
89, cl. 8 (“Emoluments Clause”), to the employment by the University of Victoria
in British Columbia, Canada, of two scientists on leave without pay from the God-
dard Space Flight Center (“Goddard”), a component of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (“NASA”).1 We conclude that the Emoluments Clause
does not apply in these cases.

As Goddard has explained, Drs. Inez Fung and James K. B. Bishop have sought
your administrative approval for employment as Professors in the School of Earth
and Ocean Sciences at the University of Victoria until August 31, 1994. During
that period, the two scientists would be in Leave Without Pay status from their
positions at the Goddard Institute for Space Studies, a component of Goddard.
(Goddard is itself a NASA field installation.) Both scientists hold the position of
Aerospace Technology (AST)/Global Ecology Studies at the GS-15 level. For
their services in teaching and research while on leave, Drs. Fung and Bishop would
be paid $85,000 and $70,000 respectively by the University of Victoria.

The University of Victoria operates under the University Act, a statute enacted
by the legislature of British Columbia. See University Act, R.S.B.C., ch. 419
(1979) (Can.) (“University Act”). The Act provides that the university is to consist
of a chancellor, convocation, board, senate, and faculties. University Act, § 3(2).
The chancellor is to be elected by the members of the convocation, id. § 11(1), and
is to serve on the board of governors, id. § 19(a). The convocation is composed of

1  See Letter for Walter Dellinger, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from Law-
rence F. Watson, Chief Counsel, Goddard Space Right Center, National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion (Sept. 9, 1993) (the “Goddard Mem ")
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the chancellor, the president, the members of the senate, all faculty members, all
graduates, all persons added to the roll of the convocation by the senate, and all
other persons carried on the roll before July 4, 1974. 1d. §5(1).

The Supreme Court of Canada has outlined the powers of the boards of gover-
nors and senates subject to the University Act:

Under the University Act, R.S.B.C. 1979, c. 419, the management,
administration and control of the property, revenue, business and af-
fairs of the university are vested in a board of governors consisting
of 15 members. Eight of the members are appointed by the Lieu-
tenant Governor in Council, but two of these must be nominated by
the alumni association. The provincial government, therefore, has
the power to appoint a majority of the members of the board of
governors, but it does not have the power to select a majority. The
academic government of the university is vested in the senate, only
a minority of the members of which are appointed by the Lieutenant
Governor.

Harrison v. University of British Columbia, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 451, 459 (Can.)
(plurality op.). Further, “under s. 22(1) of the Act, the Lieutenant Governor ‘may,
at any time, remove from office an appointed member of the board.” Id. at 467
(Wilson, J., dissenting).

In general, the “management, administration and control of the property, reve-
nue, business and affairs of the university are vested in the board.” University Act,
§ 27. In addition, the university “enjoys special government-like powers in a num-
ber of respects and the exercise of these would presumably fall under the jurisdic-
tion of the board. It has the power to expropriate property under s. 48 and its pro-
perty is protected against expropriation under s. 50. It is exempt from taxation un-
der s. 51. The board may also borrow money to meet University expenditures (s.
30) and appoint advisory boards for purposes it considers advisable (s. 33). The
University may not dispose of its property without the approval of the Lieutenant
Governor (s. 47(2)).” Harrison, [1990] 3 S.C.R. at 467 (Wilson, J., dissenting).

As pointed out above, the academic governance of the university is vested in the
senate. University Act, § 36. The senate is composed of a number of persons,
including the chancellor, the president, deans, administrators, faculty, students,
four members of convocation, representatives of affiliated colleges, and four per-
sons appointed by the Lieutenant Governor. Id. 8§ 34(2). Thus, only a relatively
small minority of the senate will consist of governmental appointees.2

2 “With respect to some important matters, however, the decisions of the senate are effectively controlled
by the board of governorsHarrison, [1990] 3 SC R at 469 (Wilson, J, dissenting) For example, “every
resolution passed by the senate respecting the establishment or discontinuance of any faculty, department,
course of instruction, chair fellowship, scholarship, exhibition, bursary or prize (s 36(0) as well as internal
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Applicability of Emoluments Clause to Employment of Government Employees by
Foreign Public Universities
Finally, the faculty is “constituted by the board, on the recommendation of the
senate.” University Act, 8§ 38. The faculty has various powers, including the
power to determine, subject to the approval of the senate, courses of instruction.
Id. § 39(d).

1.
The Emoluments Clause, U.S. Const, art. I, § 9, cl. 8, provides:

No Title of Nobility shall be granted by the United States: And no
Person holding any Office of Profit or Trust under them, shall,
without the Consent of the Congress, accept of any present,
Emolument, Office, or Title, of any kind whatever, from any King,
Prince, or foreign State.

Goddard advances two basic arguments for concluding that the Emoluments
Clause is inapplicable in these cases. First, it maintains that the University of
Victoria is not a “foreign State” within the meaning of the Clause. Second, it sug-
gests that when a Federal employee is on Leave of Absence Without Pay status, he
or she does not occupy an “Office of Profit or Trust” under the United States.

For reasons somewhat different from Goddard’s, we agree that the Clause is in-
applicable here. Although we believe that foreign public universities, such as the
University of Victoria, are presumptively foreign states under the Emoluments
Clause, we also find that, in this case, the university can be shown to be acting in-
dependently of the foreign state with respect to its faculty employment decisions.
Because such a showing can be made, we conclude that in that context the Univer-
sity of Victoria should not be considered a foreign state.

A.

The Emoluments Clause was adopted unanimously at the Constitutional Con-
vention, and was intended to protect foreign ministers and other officers of the
United States from undue influence and corruption by foreign governments — a
danger of which the Framers were acutely aware.3 James Madison’s notes on the
Convention for August 23, 1787, report:

Mr[.] Pinkney urged the necessity of preserving foreign Ministers &
other officers of the U.S. independent of external influence and

faculty matters and terms of affiliation with other universities is of no force or effect unless approved by the
board (s 37) " hi

3 See, eg, The Federalist No 22, at 149 (Alexander Hamilton) (Clinton Rossiter ed , 1961) (“One of the_
weak sides of republics, among their numerous advantages, is that they afford too easy an inlet to foreign
corruption ™)
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moved to insert — after Art[.] VI sect[.] 7. the clause following —
“No person holding any office of profit or trust under the U.S. shall
without the consent of the Legislature, accept of any present,
emolument, office or title of any kind whatever, from any King,
Prince or foreign State[”] which passed nem: contrad.

2 The Records of the Federal Convention of 1787, at 389 (M. Farrand ed., 1966)
(“Records”); see also 3 id. at 327 (remarks of Governor Randolph).4 “Consistent
with its expansive language and underlying purpose, the provision has been inter-
preted as being ‘particularly directed against every kind of influence by foreign
governments upon officers of the United States, based upon our historic policies as
a nation.”” Applicability of Emoluments Clause to Proposed Service of Govern-
ment Employee on Commission of International Historians, 11 Op. O.L.C. 89, 90
(1987) (quoting 24 Op. Att’y Gen. 116, 117 (1902)).

Our Office has been asked from time to time whether foreign entities that are
public institutions but not diplomatic, military, or political arms of their govern-
ment should be considered to be “foreign Statefs]” for purposes of the Emoluments
Clause. In particular, we have been asked whether foreign public universities con-
stitute “foreign State[s]” under the Clause. Our prior opinions on this subject have
not been a seamless web. Thus, in an opinion that Goddard cites and relies upon,
we concluded that while the University of New South Wales was clearly a public
institution, it was not so clear that it was a “foreign State” under the Emoluments
Clause, given its functional and operational independence from the federal and
state governments in Australia.5 Accordingly, we opined that the question posed
there — whether a NASA employee could accept a fee of $150 for reviewing a
Ph.D. thesis — had to be answered by considering the particular circumstances of
the case, in order to determine whether the proposed arrangement had the potential

4 The Emoluments Clause builds upon practices that had developed during the period of the Confedera-

tion:
It was the practice of Louis XVI of France to give presents to departing ministers who signed
treaties with France Before he left France in mid-1780, Arthur Lee received a portrait of Louis
set in diamonds atop a gold snuff box In October 1780 Lee turned the gift over to Congress, and
on | December Congress resolved that he could keep the gift In September 1785 Benjamin
Franklin informed Secretary for Foreign Affairs John Jay that, when he left France, Louis XVI
presented him with a miniature portrait of himself, set with 408 diamonds In October Jay rec-
ommended to Congress that Franklin be permitted to keep the miniature in accordance with its
December 1780 ruling about a similar miniature given to Lee In March 1786 Congress ordered
that Franklin be permitted to keep the gift At the same time, Congress also allowed Jay himself
to accept the gift of a horse from the King of Spain even though Jay was then engaged in nego-
tiations with Spain’s representative, Don Diego de Gardoqui
10 The Documentary History ofthe Ratification of the Constitution 1369 n 7 (John P Kaminski et al. eds ,
1993), see also President Reagan’s Ability to Receive Retirement Benefits from the State of California, 5
Op. O.L C. 187, 188 (1981) (discussing background of the ratification of the Clause).

3 See Memorandum for H Gerald Staub, Office of Chief Counsel, NASA, from Samuel A. Alito, Jr,
Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re. Emoluments Clause Questions raised by
NASA Scientist's Proposed Consulting Arrangement with the University of New South Wales (May 23,
1986)
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for corruption or improper foreign influence of the kind that the Emoluments
Clause was designed to address. On other occasions, however, we have construed
the Emoluments Clause to apply to public institutions of higher education in for-
eign countries without engaging in such an inquiry.6

In re-examining these precedents, we have considered the claim that foreign
universities, even if “public” in character, should generally not be considered to be
instrumentalities of foreign states for purposes of the Emoluments Clause. On be-
half of this view, it can be argued that the Clause was designed to guard against the
exercise of improper influence on United States officers or employees by the po-
litical, military, or diplomatic agencies of foreign states, because payments by
those agencies are most likely to create a conflict between the recipient’s Federal
employment and his or her outside activity. Because public universities do not
generally perform such functions, they ought not, on this analysis, to be brought
within the Clause.7

After considering the question carefully, we have concluded that such an inter-
pretation of the Emoluments Clause is mistaken. Foreign public universities are,
presumptively, foreign states within the meaning of the Clause.8

The language of the Emoluments Clause is both sweeping and unqualified.9
The Clause in terms prohibits those holding offices of profit or trust under the
United States from accepting “any present, Emolument, Office, or Title, of any
kind whatever” from “any . . . foreign State” unless Congress consents. U.S.
Const, art. I, § 9, cl. 8. (emphases added). There is no express or implied excep-
tion for emoluments received from foreign states when the latter act in some ca-
pacity other than the performance of their political, military, or diplomatic
functions. The decision whether to permit exceptions that qualify for the Clause’s
absolute prohibition or that temper any harshness it may cause is textually com-

6 See. eg, Memorandum to File from Robert J. Delahunty, Acting Special Counsel, Re. Applicability’
Emoluments Clause to Employment of CFTC Attorney bv East China Institute oj Politics and Law (Aug. 27,
1992), Memorandum to Files from Barbara E Armacost, Re Emoluments Clause and Appointment to the
President’s Committee on the Arts and Humanities (Nov 15, 1990) The General Accounting Office has
reached a similar result in a related context See 44 Comp. Gen 130 (1964) (retired Coast Guard officer
subject to recall to active duly held not entitled to retirement pay for period in which he was teaching for
Department of Education of Stale of Tasmania, Australia)

See Gerald S Schatz, Federal Advisor: Committees, Foreign Conflicts oj Interest, The Constitution,
and Dr Franklin’s Snujf Box, 2 D C. L Rev 141, 163, 166 (1993) (“The Emoluments Clause's reference to
foreign states was a reference to foreign governments' acts in their sovereign capacity, as distinguished from
the acts . . of foreign governmental entities without the legal capacity to represent the national sovereign

The Clause addresses the problem of conflict of interest on the part of a US Government functionary
vis-a-vis a foreign sovereign in a sovereign capacity The Clause thus may not be assumed to disqualify from
U S Government service an academic paid by a foreign government with which the officer does not
deal."”).

8 See also Applicability of the Emoluments Clause To Non-Government Members oj ACUS, 17 Op
O LC 114, 121-23 (1993) (opining that Emoluments Clause applies to foreign public universities)

9Accord 49 Comp Gen 819, 821(1970) (the “drafters [of the Clause] intended the prohibition to have
the broadest possible scope and applicability”)
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mitted to Congress, which may give consent to the acceptance of offices or
emoluments otherwise barred by the Clause.10

Further, it serves the policy behind the Emoluments Clause to construe it to ap-
ply to foreign states even when they act through instrumentalities, such as univer-
sities, which do not perform political, military, or diplomatic functions. Those who
hold offices under the United States must give the government their unclouded
judgment and their uncompromised loyalty.ll That judgment might be biased, and
that loyalty divided, if they received financial benefits from a foreign government,
even when those benefits took the form of remuneration for academic work or re-
search.12 Moreover, institutions of higher learning are often substantially funded,
whether directly or indirectly, by their governments, and university research pro-
grams or other academic activities may be linked to the missions of their govern-
mental sponsors, including national scientific and defense agencies.13 Thus, United
States Government officers or employees might well find themselves exposed to
conflicting claims on their interests and loyalties if they were permitted to accept
employment at foreign public universities.}4

Finally, Congress has exercised its power under the Emoluments Clause to cre-
ate a limited exception for academic research at foreign public institutions of
learning. The Foreign Gifts and Decorations Act provides in part that Federal em-
ployees may accept from foreign governmental sources “a gift of more than mini-
mal value when such gift is in the nature of an educational scholarship.” 5 U.S.C.
8§ 7342(c)(1)(B).15 Thus, Congress has recognized that foreign governmental bod-
ies may wish to reward or encourage scholarly or scientific work by employees of
our Government, but has carefully delimited the circumstances in which Federal
employees may accept such honors or emoluments That suggests that Congress

10 Accordingly, Congress has acted in appropriate cases to relieve certain classes of government person-
nel, e g , reiired military officers, from applications of the Clause. See Ward v United States, 1 Cl Ct. 46
(1982).

1 See Application of Emoluments Clause to Part-Time Consultantfor the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, 10 Op. O.L.C. 96, 100(1986)

Consistent with this view, we have opined that an employee of the National Archives could not serve
on an international commission of historians created and funded by the Austrian Government to review the
wartime record of Dr. Kurt Waldheim, the President of Austria. See generally, 11 Op O L C. 89 (1987)

n Goddard’s own link with Columbia University in New York City, see Goddard Mem. at 3, 7, is illus-
trative.

1“ Of course, the same predicament could anse if Government employees worked at private universities
abroad (or even in the United States). But the fact that the Emoluments Clause does not address every situa-
tion in which Government employees might be subjected to improper influence from foreign slates is no
reason to refuse to apply it to the cases which it does reach.

3 We have opined that this exception applied to an award of approximately $24,000 by a foundation
acting on behalf of the West German Government to a scientist employed by the Naval Research Laboratory
We reasoned that a “program designed to honor United States scientists and enable them to stay for an ex-
tended period at research institutes in the Federal Republic of Germany to carry out research of the
Awardee's own choice seems to be in the nature of an educational scholarship, acceptance of which Con-
gress has permitted.M Letter for Walter T. Skallerup, Jr., General Counsel, Department of the Navy, from
Robert B. Shanks, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel at4 (Mar 17, 1983) (internal
quotation omitted).
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believes both that the Emoluments Clause extends to paid academic work by Fed-
eral employees at foreign public universities and that the Clause’s prohibition on
such activity should generally remain in force.

Accordingly, we conclude that foreign governmental entities, including public
universities, are presumptively instrumentalities of foreign states under the
Emoluments Clause, even if they do not engage specifically in political, military, or
diplomatic functions.16

B.

Having found that foreign public universities may and presumptively do fall un-
der the Emoluments Clause, we turn next to the question whether the University of
Victoria in particular is an instrumentality of a foreign state (the province of British
Columbia), and hence within the Clause. We conclude that it is not, at least with
respect to the faculty employment decisionmaking that is in issue here. Goddard
contends:

The ability of [Canadian] federal or provincial government officials
to influence and control the actions of [the University of Victoria’s
board, senate, and faculty] is most possible concerning the Board,
but in all three cases is minimized by the other members of the or-
ganizations, the sources from which those members are obtained,
the method of their ominations and appointments, and the proce-
dures concerning replacement. ...

Thus, it appears [that] the University of Victoria is established as
a largely self-governing institution, with minimal influence exercis-
able over the daily affairs and even general policies of the Univer-
sity.

Goddard Mem. at 6.

16 We would also reject any argument that foreign public universities should be excluded from the pur-
view of the Emoluments Clause on the theory that the Clause must be taken to prohibit only the acceptance
of office or emoluments bestowed by a foreign state while engaged in performing “traditional” governmental
functions, 1e, functions that governments would normally have performed at the time of the framing The
theory assumes that governmental support for higher education would not have been among such functions.
The argument has several flaws. First, there is no such exception provided by or implicit in the language of
the Clause Second, the purposes of the Clause are better served if it is understood to cover all the functions
of modem government, not some nauow class of them. Third, the Framers appear to have thought that
support for higher education was indeed a legitimate function of government The Constitutional Conven-
tion considered a proposal to empower Congress to establish a national university, but rejected it on the
ground that the power was already embraced within the District of Columbia Clause See 2 Records at 616
President George Washington, in his first and eighth annual addresses, called on Congress to consider estab-
lishing a national university. See 30 rhe Writing\ of George Washington 494 (John Fitzpatrick ed , 1939),
35 id. at 316-17
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Without attempting to decide whether, as Goddard claims, the University of
Victoria is generally free from the control of the provincial government of British
Columbia, we think that the evidence shows that the university is independent of
that government when making faculty employment decisions. We rely here chiefly
on the Supreme Court of Canada’s decisions in the Harrison case, cited above, and
in the companion case, McKinney v. University of Guelph, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 229
(Can.).

The principal question presented in Harrison was whether the University of
British Columbia’s mandatory retirement policy respecting its faculty and admin-
istrative staff was consistent with the requirements of the Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms (“the Charter”).17 Whether the Charter applied turned on
whether the challenged policy constituted governmental action — an inquiry rais-
ing issues at least somewhat akin to those posed by the “State action” doctrine in
United States jurisprudence. See Harrison, [1990] 3 S.C.R. at 463 (plurality
op.).18 Over dissent, the Court held that the university’s policy was not govern-
mental action under the Charter. In reaching that conclusion, three of the seven
judges drew a distinction between “ultimate or extraordinary control and routine or
regular control,” and held that while the government of British Columbia may be
able to exercise the former, it lacked “the quality of control that would justify the
application of the Charter.” 1d.\ see also id. at 478 (L’Heureux-Dube, J., dissent-
ing on the appeal only) (university not “government” for purpose of section 32 of
Charter).

Similarly, in McKinney, a majority of the Court, again over dissent, held that the
mandatory retirement policies of the defendant universities (there, located in the
Province of Ontario) did not implicate the Charter. Moreover, the lead opinion
emphasized the autonomy of the provincial universities when making faculty em-
ployment decisions:

The Charter apart, there is no question of the power of the uni-
versities to negotiate contracts and collective agreements with their
employees and to include within them provisions for mandatory re-
tirement. These actions are not taken under statutory compulsion,
so a Charter attack cannot be sustained on that ground. There is

17 The Canadian Charter is, in essence, a bill of rights The Federal Government of Canada “enacted first
the Canadian Bill oj Rights, R S.C., 1985, App. Ill, in 1960 and then the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms in 1982, the latter having constitutional status. The values reflected in the Charter were to be the
foundation of all laws, part of the ‘supreme law of Canada’ against which the constitutionality of all other
laws was to be measured.*” McKinney v University of Guelph, [1990] 3 S.C R at 355 (Wilson, J., dissent-
ing)

1 But see McKinney, [1990] 3 S.C.R. at 274-75 (plurality op.) (noting certain differences between Cana-
dian and American doctrines), id. at 343-44 (Wilson, J., dissenting) ( “This Court has already recognized that
while the American jurisprudential record may provide assistance in the adjudication of Charter claims, its
utility is limited .. The Charter has to be understood and respected as a uniquely Canadian constitutional
document.”).
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nothing to indicate that in entering into these arrangements, the uni-
versities were in any way following the dictates of the government.
They were acting purely on their own initiative ....

The legal autonomy of the universities is fully buttressed by their
traditional position in society. Any attempt by government to influ-
ence university decisions, especially decisions regarding appoint-
ment, tenure and dismissal of academic staff, would be strenuously
resisted by the universities on the basis that this could lead to
breaches of academic freedom. In a word, these are not government
decisions.

McKinney, [1990] 3 S.C.R. at 269, 273 (plurality op.); see also id. at 418-19
(L’Heureux-Dube, J., dissenting) (while universities may perform certain public
functions attracting Charter review, hiring and firing of employees at universities in
both British Columbia and Ontario are not among such actions: “Canadian univer-
sities have always fiercely defended their independence”).

While the Ontario statute at issue in McKinney differed from the British Colum-
bia statute considered in Harrison (in particular, Ontario’s statutes, unlike British
Columbia’s, did not permit the provincial government to appoint a majority of a
university board’s membership), the Harrison plurality held that these differences
did not establish that the core functions of the British Columbian universities were
under the province’s control. Harrison, [1990] 3 S.C.R. at 463-64 (plurality op.)
Thus, the Court’s statements in McKinney concerning the autonomy of Ontario’s
universities in matters of faculty employment would apparently hold true for the
universities in British Columbia as well.19 Furthermore, even the dissent in Harri-
son acknowledged “the lack of government control over the mandatory retirement
policy specifically in issue here and over matters specifically directed to the princi-
ple of academic freedom.” Id. at 471-72 (Wilson, J., dissenting).20 The remaining
member of the Court accepted the trial court’s finding that the university’s em-

19 Judge Sopinka concurred in the conclusions and reasoning of the Harrison plurality except on the
question whether the mandatory retirement policy was “law” within the meaning of section 15(1) of the
Canadian Charter He would have preferred not to decide that question on the basis of the assumption that
the university was part of the government Harrison, [1990] 3 S.C R at 481 (Opinion of Sopinka, J ). In
McKinnev, Judge Sopinka agreed that “a university is not a government entity for the purpose of attracting
the provisions of the Canadian Charter ofRights and Freedoms ” [1990] 3 S C R at 444. While not being
willing to say that “none of the activities of a university are governmental in nature,”” he was of the opinion
that “the core functions of a university are non-governmental and therefore not directly subject to the Char-
ter This applies afortiori to the university's relations with its staff” Id. (Opinion of Sopinka, J) As in his
opinion in Harrison, he preferred not to reach the question whether, if a university were part of the govern-
ment, its mandatory retirement policies would be “law” for purposes of the Canadian Charter Id.

20 Judge Cory agreed with Judge Wilson that the University of British Columbia formed part of the gov-
ernment for purposes of section 32 of the Canadian Charter, but disagreed with her on other grounds. Harri-
son, [1990] 3 S C.R. at 481 (Opinion of Cory, J).
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ployment agreements were essentially private contracts. Id. at 479-80 (L’Heureux-
Dube, J., dissenting on appeal only).

These Canadian cases cannot of course determine our interpretation of the
Emoluments Clause. But they do provide compelling evidence that the University
of Victoria is independent of the government of British Columbia with respect to
decisions regarding the terms and conditions of faculty employment. Because that
showing can be made, we believe the university should not be considered to be a
foreign state under the Emoluments Clause when it is acting in that context.2L

CONCLUSION

The Emoluments Clause does not prohibit the two NASA scientists from ac-
cepting paid teaching positions at the University of Victoria during their unpaid
leave of absence from their agency.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel

Since it is not necessary to our decision, we do not address Goddard’s alternative argument that Federal
employees in Leave Without Pay status do not occupy an Office of Profit or Trust within the meaning of the
Emoluments Clause
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OCC Mortgage Lending Testing Program

Individuals who serve as “testers” in a proposed Office of the Comptroller of the Currency program
designed to identify discriminatory lending practices by national banks would not violate any fed-
eral criminal laws if, as part of the program, they provide false information to targeted banks

March 8, 1994

M EMORANDUM OPINION FOR THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY

Our office has been asked to respond to your request to the Attorney General
for the Justice Department’s view on whether individuals who serve as “testers” in
a proposed Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (“OCC”) program designed
to identify discriminatory lending practices by national banks would be subject to
criminal liability if, as part of the testing program, they provide false information to
targeted banks. Based on our understanding of the manner in which the testing
program will be conducted,1we do not believe that the testers would violate any
federal criminal laws. The Criminal Division of the Justice Department has ad-
vised us that it agrees with our conclusion.2

I. BACKGROUND

OCC is the primary regulator of national banks. In that role, OCC is responsi-
ble for ensuring that national banks comply with federal laws that prohibit racially
discriminatory lending practices. Last year, OCC announced that it would under-
take a serious effort to ferret out such practices. The proposed testing program is
part of those efforts.3

Posing as prospective borrowers, the testers will communicate with a targeted
bank and inquire about available home mortgage programs. In the course of their
discussions with bank personnel, testers may provide false information about their
identities, employment, income, and credit history. Testers representing different
racial groups will be given similar false background information to provide to the
bank. Accordingly, when OCC evaluates the manner in which a targeted bank re-
sponds to the testers’ inquiries, the false information will serve as the constant
factor, while the race of the tester providing the information will be the variable

10ur knowledge of the program is based on information that we have received from OCC personnel who
are working on its design and implementation

2Our opinion is limited to federal law We have not considered whether false statements made by the
testers would violate any state laws

3Testing is a well-established mechanism for identifying discrimination in the sale and rental of housing
See Havens Realty Corp. v Coleman, 455 U.S. 363 (1982) We have been told the use of testers to identify
lending discrimination is less developed at this point.

23



Opinions ofthe Office ofLegal Counsel

factor. In this way, OCC will seek to determine whether the race of the testers in-
fluenced the bank’s conduct, and thus whether the bank may be in violation of the
federal fair lending laws.

The testing program will be restricted to what is known as the “pre-application”
phase, which means that the testers will only engage in preliminary discussions
with bank personnel about available loan programs. The testers will be instructed
not to fill out any loan applications or any other document, even if the bank re-
quests that the testers do so.

The testers will not be OCC employees, but rather, persons hired by organiza-
tions with which OCC will contract to administer the testing program. Those or-
ganizations will help OCC to design the testing program and to train the testers.
OCC will, however, oversee and retain ultimate control of the program.

Notice of the testing program will be provided to other federal agencies that
have some regulatory authority over national banks.4 In addition, we believe that
OCC should give notice about the testing program to the United States Attorney in
the particular districts in which targeted banks are located; it is our understanding
that OCC has no objection to providing such notice.

1l. DISCUSSION

In considering whether the OCC testers would be subject to criminal liability,
we have analyzed four federal statutes that, in certain circumstances, reach false
statements made to financial institutions. In order of their relevance to the OCC
testing program, those statutes are 18 U.S.C. § 1014, which proscribes false state-
ments made with an intent to influence the actions of a financial institution with
respect to loans and certain other transactions; 18 U.S.C. § 1344, which proscribes
efforts to defraud a financial institution or obtain money from the institution; 18
U.S.C. § 1005, which proscribes the making of false entries in the records of a fi-
nancial institution with the intent to deceive officers of the institution; and 18
U.S.C. § 1001, the general federal false statements statute, which proscribes false
statements made “in any matter within the jurisdiction of any department or
agency.”

We do not believe that false statements made by OCC testers in the context of
pre-application testing would violate any of the four statutes. The critical features
of the OCC testing program are that (i) it will be confined to the pre-application
stage; (ii) the testers only will be seeking information from targeted banks; (iii) the
testers will not fill out application forms or submit any other documents to the
banks; and (iv) the testers will have no intention of applying for a loan or obtaining
any funds from the banks. In light of these limitations, the testers will lack the reg-

4 Those agencies include the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System, and, at least with respect to lending activities, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development and the Department of Justice
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uisite intent to violate 88 1014, 1344, and 1005. As for § 1001, we do not believe
that the testers’ false statements would come within the scope of that statute, be-
cause the statements would not be made in connection with a “matter within the
jurisdiction of any department or agency.” Furthermore, we do not think that the
testers false statements would satisfy the “materiality” requirement that most courts
have read into § 1001.

Our opinion is limited to false statements that may be made as part of the OCC
pre-application testing program. In our view, persons acting outside the particular
context of the OCC testing program who make false statements in connection with
pre-application inquiries could violate the statutes in question here, particularly 8§
1014, 1344, and 1005. Simply put, such persons might well have the requisite in-
tent to violate those statutes, whereas the OCC testers will lack that intent.5

A. Section 1014

18 U.S.C. § 1014 prohibits persons from making false statements, either written
or oral, “for the purpose of influencing in any way the action of [financial institu-
tions] upon any application, advance, discount, purchase, purchase agreement, re-
purchase agreement, commitment, or loan.” One of the elements of a § 1014
violation is “intent to influence action by the financial institution concerning a loan
or one of the other transactions listed in the statute.” United States v. Erskine,
588 F.2d 721, 722 (9th Cir. 1978) (Kennedy, Cir. J.) (emphasis added). See
United States v. Krown, 675 F.2d 46, 51 (2d Cir. 1982); United States v. Pavlick,
507 F. Supp. 359, 362 (M.D. Pa. 1980), affd, 688 F.2d 826 (3d Cir. 1982). Be-
cause the OCC testing program will be limited to the pre-application setting in
which testers only will be seeking information from targeted banks, and because

5 Because OCC will be directing the testers' conduct, and because nonce of the testing program will
provided to other affected agencies, we also believe that the program should be regarded as a valid law en-
forcement tool designed to uncover violations of the federal fair lending rules. In that sense, the testing
program would be analogous to other federal “sting” operations that have been held to be legal, even where
the participants in the operations engage in conduct that would be illegal outside the law enforcement con-
text See Hampton v. United States, 425 U S 484, 490 (1976); id at 490-91 (Powell, J., concurring); United
States v Russell, 411 U.S 423, 432 (1973), Lewis v United States, 385 US. 206, 208 (1966), see also
United States v. Mosley, 965 F.2d 906, 912 (10th Cir. 1992) (“the government can act as both supplier and
buyer in sales of illegal goods”); United States v Milam, 817 F.2d 1113, 1116 (4th Cir. 1987) (government
agents may sell counterfeit currency to uncover scheme to distribute such currency), Shaw v Winters, 796
F2d 1124, 1125-26 (9th Cir 1986) (police department may sell stolen food stamps to uncover fencing op-
eration), cert, denied, 481 U.S. 1015 (1987), United States v. Murphy, 768 F2d 1518, 1528-29 (7th Cir.
1985) (government agents may offer bribes to public officials to uncover corruption), cert, denied, 475 U.S.
1012(1986)

We do not express any opinion as to whether, under the principles of In re Neagle, 135 U S 1(1890;, the
testers’ participation in a valid federal law enforcement operation would shield them from state prosecution
if their conduct violated state laws See Baucom v Martin, 677 F.2d 1346 (1 Ith Cir. 1982) (applying princi-
ples of In re Neagle and holding that FBI agent was not subject to state prosecution for attempting to bribe
state official as part of a federal law enforcement operation designed to uncover corruption in state govern-
ment) As it relates to the OCC testing program, the issue would be whether the principles of In re Neagle
apply to persons who are not themselves federal government employees, but who are working at the direction
of federal officials.
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they will have no intention of actually applying for a loan or entering into any of
the other types of transactions specified in the statute, their false statements will not
come within the scope of § 1014.

Construing § 1014 broadly, some courts have held that the statute covers any
transaction that might subject a financial institution to risk of financial loss.6 But
even under that reading of § 1014, the testers’ false statements would not violate
the statute: again, because the testing program will be restricted to the pre-
application phase, and because the testers will have no intention of either applying
for a loan or entering into any of the specified transactions, there is no risk of fi-
nancial loss to the targeted bank.7

B. Section 1344

18 U.S.C. 8§ 1344, the federal bank fraud statute, makes it a crime to “knowingly
execute[], or attempt[] to execute, a scheme or artifice to (1) defraud a financial
institution or (2) to obtain any of the moneys, funds, credits, assets, securities or
other property ... of a financial institution, by means of false or fraudulent pre-
tenses, representations, or promises.” Under either prong of the statute, it is not
necessary to show that the “scheme or artifice” actually caused the institution a loss
or that the defendant personally benefitted — it is enough that the institution is

6See United States v Stoddart, 574 F2d 1050, 1053 (10th Cir. 1978); see also United States v Payne,
602 F.2d 1215, 1219 (5th Cir 1979), ceri denied, 445 U S. 903 (1980) Court decisions that look to risk of
loss in determining whether a transaction falls within § 1014 do not hold that intent to cause a risk of loss is
a necessary element of a § 1014 violation

7At OCC s request, we have looked at the definition of application under the Federal Reserve Board's
regulation implementing the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, 15 U.SC § 1691 (“ECOA™). Together, ECOA
and the Fed’s Regulation, known as Regulation B, prohibit banks from discriminating on the basis of race
against "‘applicants” for credit, and require banks to send a notice to persons whose applications are rejected,
the notice must set forth the reasons for the bank’s decision to deny the applicant's request for credit
Regulation B defines “application™ as “an oral or written request for an extension of credit that is made in
accordance with procedures established by acreditor. . ” 12 C F.R. § 202 2(f) (1993). The Fed's Official
Staff Interpretation of Regulation B provides that, in the normal course, inquiries of the sort that the OCC
testers will make do not constitute an “application.” For example, the Official Staff Interpretation states that
no application has been made when a consumer asks about (he bank's terms for mortgage loans and provides
information about her income, and in response, bank personnel explain the institution's lending policies 12
C.F R pt 202, Supp. I, App. D, at 48-49 (1993).

The Official Staff Interpretation does state that an inquiry becomes an application when bank personnel
determine that the individual making the inquiry would not qualify for a loan, and that determination is
conveyed to the individual on the spot. It is our understanding that this is unlikely to occur in the OCC
testing program, given the limited nature of the inquiries that the testers will make. However, it is conceiv-
able that a bank could tell a tester that he does not qualify for a loan, and thereby treat the tester’s request for
enformation as an application for purposes of Regulation B. This would not mean, however, that the request
would also be an application for purposes of § 1014 The focus of Regulation B is different from that of §
1014 Regulauon B is concerned with the conduct of the lender, while § 1014 is concerned with the conduct
of the borrower. Accordingly, under Regulation B, whether an inquiry rises to the level of an application
depends on how the bank responds to the prospective borrower, not on what the borrower says. Indeed, that
is what the Fed’s Official Staff Interpretation states. 1d. at 48. By contrast, under § 1014, it is the statements
and intention of the prospective borrower that determine whether an inquiry amounts to an application or
other transaction specified in the statute.
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exposed to a potential loss.8 However, there must be an intention on the part of the
defendant to cause an actual or potential loss to the institution.9 The testers will
have no such intention, since the purpose of the testing program is merely to obtain
information from a targeted bank, rather than obtaining any funds from the bank.
As aresult, the testers’ false statements will not violate § 1344.

C. Section 1005

In pertinent part, 18 U.S.C. § 1005 imposes criminal penalties on “[w]hoever
makes any false entry in any book, report, or statement of [a bank] with intent to
injure or defraud [the bank] ... or to deceive any officer [of the bank].” In light of
the fact that the testers will only seek pre-application information, and will not fill
out any applications or other documents, they will not make any entries in bank
records. To be sure, if it is the policy of a targeted bank to record information ob-
tained in pre-application meetings with prospective borrowers, then it is conceiv-
able that the testers’ false statements could cause bank personnel to make false
entries. In turn, it could be argued that this would lead the testers to violate §
1005, through the “aider and abetter” statute, 18 U.S.C. § 2. In our view, however,
even if the testers’ statements do prompt the bank to make false entries, the testers
would not have any intention of causing that result, and thus they would lack any
intention to violate 8 1005. See United States v. Barel, 939 F.2d 26, 42 (3rd Cir.
1991) (defendant’s action in causing bank employees to make false entries did not
violate 8 1005 because defendant had no intent to cause the bank to violate the
statute); United States v. Rapp, 871 F.2d 957, 963-64 (11th Cir.) (defendant did
not violate § 1005 because there was no evidence that he “knowingly or willfully
directed or authorized” the making of false entries by bank personnel), cert, de-
nied, 493 U.S. 890 (1989).10

D. Section 1001

In pertinent part, 18 U.S.C. § 1001 bars the making of false statements “in any
matter within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the United States.” A
false statement need not be made directly to a federal department or agency in or-

8See, e g., United Stales v Briggs, 965 F 2d 10, 12 (5th Cir 1992), cert, denied, 506 U.S 1067 (1993);
United States v Solomonson, 908 F.2d 358, 364 (8th Cir 1990), United States v Goldhlatt, 813 F.2d 619,
624 (3rd Cir 1987)

9See, e g, United State* v Jones, 10 F 3d 901, 908 (1st Cir. 1993). United States v Saks, 964 F 2d 1514,
1518 (5th Cir. 1992); United States v. Stavroulakis, 952 F 2d 686, 694 (2d Cir ), cert denied, 504 U.S. 926
(1992).

10 In any event, we have not found any reported decision in which a court has applied § 1005 to persons
who were not employees or officers of a bank, agents of a bank, or bank customers acting in conjunction with
bank personnel See Barel, 939 F 2d at 39 (Section 1005 only applies to bank insiders or their accomplices),
United States v Austin, 585 F2d 1271 (5th Cir 1978) (upholding § 1005 conviction of customer who was
acting in tandem with bank executives to defraud the institution)
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der to come within the purview of 8§ 1001; there are cases upholding convictions
under the statute for false statements made to state or local governmental agencies
and private companies.ll In each of those cases, however, there was a clear
“nexus” between the entity to which the false statements were made and the func-
tion of a federal department or agency.2 As a general proposition, we do not be-
lieve that the necessary link will be present here so as to bring the testers’ false
statements within the jurisdiction of a federal department or agency for purposes of
§ 1001.

In a number of the § 1001 cases involving false statements to a nonfederal en-
tity, the required nexus took the form of a funding relationship between that entity
and the federal government. In particular, the false statement to the nonfederal
entity triggered some statutory obligation of the federal entity to disburse funds.13
No such obligation is implicated by the testers’ false statements to targeted banks.
In other cases, false statements to a nonfederal entity were made in connection with
a specific statutory or regulatory arrangement between that entity and a federal
agency. For example, in United States v. Wright, 988 F.2d 1036 (10th Cir. 1993),
false statements in a report submitted to a state environmental protection agency
were reached by § 1001 where the reports were required to be filed with the state
agency pursuant to regulations of the federal Environmental Protection Agency.
Similarly, in United States v. Davis, 8 F.3d 923 (2d Cir. 1993), false statements
made by a federal prisoner to state prison officials were found to be within the am-
bit of § 1001 where the state officials were acting pursuant to a federal statute
authorizing federal prison officials to delegate to state officials the responsibility
for housing federal prisoners.¥4 Here, however, the testers’ false statements will
not be tied to a particular program involving the targeted bank and federal agen-
cies. Nor do we believe that the testers false statements will normally end up being
submitted to federal agencies pursuant to some statutory or regulatory require-
ment.15 That the OCC and other federal agencies exercise general supervisory

1 See, e.g.. United States v. Davis, 8 F3d 923 (2d Cir 1993) (false statement to slate agency); United
States v. Petullo, 709 F.2d 1178 (7th Cir. 1983) (false statement to municipal agency); United States v
Brack, 747 F.2d 1142 (7th Cir 1984) (false statement to private company), cert denied, 469 U S 1216

(1985).
12See, e.g., United States v St Michael’s Credit Union, 880 F.2d 579, 591 (1st Cir 1989) (in order for §
1001 to apply to false statements made to a nonfederal agency, there must be a “nexus .  between the de-

ception of the nonfederal agency and the function of a federal agency").

15See, e.g., United States v Suggs, 755 F 2d 1538 (11th Cir. 1985); United Slates v. Richmond, 700 F.2d
1183 (8th Cir. 1983); United Slates v Petullo, 709 F 2d 1178 (7th Cir. 1983). In United States v Wolf, 645
F.2d 23 (10th Cir 1981), the defendant made a false statement to a private corporation, which induced the
corporation to disburse money to the defendant Because the disbursement was made pursuant to a federal
regulatory scheme, the false statements were held to be a matter within the jurisdiction of a federal depart-
ment or agency for purposes of § 1001.

M See also United States v. Milton, 8 F3d 39. 46 (DC. Cir. 1993) (false statements to private company
made pursuant to EEOC directive were within the jurisdiction of a federal agency because there was a
“statutory basis" for the EEOC directive), cert denied, 513 U.S 919 (1994)

5 The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (“HMDA") and the relevant implementing regulations require a
financial institution to submit to the federal banking agencies certain information regarding “completed
applications” to the institution for home mortgage loans See 12 U.S C. § 2803, 12 C.F.R. pt 203 (1993)
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authority over the banks does not convert the testers’ false statements into a
“matter within the jurisdiction” of those agencies.

In addition to our view that the testers’ false statements probably will not meet
the “jurisdictional” requirement of § 1001, we also believe that the statements will
not satisfy the materiality requirement that nearly all courts have held to be a nec-
essary element of the pertinent part of the statute.16 The most common formulation
of the materiality test of § 1001 and other criminal statutes that proscribe misrepre-
sentations is as follows: the false statement must have a natural tendency to influ-
ence, or be capable of influencing, a federal department or agency to take action
that it otherwise would not take.Z7 If OCC notifies other relevant federal agencies
about the testing program, then it would be difficult to see how the testers’ false
statements could influence those agencies in such a fashion, and thus difficult to
see how the statements would be material.18

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel

HMDA defines “completed application” as “an application in which the creditor has received the information
that is regularly obtained in evaluating applications for the amount and type of credit requested.” 12 U S.C
§ 2802(3) It is conceivable that a targeted bank could treat a pre-application inquiry as a “completed appli-
cation” for purposes of HMDA, and submit information gleaned in the inquiry to the OCC. In such cases,
the requisite § 1001 nexus between the bank and a federal agency might exist In the normal course, how-
ever, it is very unlikely that a tester’s pre-application inquiry will rise to the level of an application that trig-
gers the HMDA reporting requirements CJ supra note 7 (discussing meaning of “application™ for purposes
of Regulation B notification requirements and stating that pre-application inquiries will generally not con-
stitute a Regulation B application) Indeed, it is our understanding that OCC has decided to use pre-
application testing precisely because information about pre-application contacts between prospective bor-
rowers and financial institutions is not a reportable event under HMDA If on the remote chance a tester is
told outright at the pre-application stage that he will not qualify for any loan, OCC could notify the bank
immediately and instruct the institution not to treat the tester's inquiry as an application for HMDA pur-
poses

16 The Second Circuit is the only court to hold otherwise. See United States v. Bilzerian, 926 F 2d 1285,
1299 (2d Cir.) (citing previous Second Circuit cases rejecting materiality requirement), cert, dented, 502
U.S 813 (1991)

17See, e.g., Kungvs v United Suites, 485 U S 759,770(1988), United States v Meuh, 8 F 3d 1481, 1485
(10th Cir 1993), cert, denied, 511 U.S 1020 (1994); United States v. Notarantomo, 758 F 2d 111, 785 (1st
Cir. 1985).

18 Notification of United States Attorneys would make it highly unlikely that testers ever would be sub-
jected to a federal prosecution We believe that federal prosecutors would treat the OCC testing program as a
valid law enforcement operation (see supra note 5) and decline to prosecute testers participating in the op-
eration, even if the testers’ false statements were technically to violate any federal criminal statutes (which,
in our view, they will not).
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Application of the Brady Act’s Criminal Penalties to State or
Local Law Enforcement Officers

The criminal penalties contained in the Brady Handgun Violence Protection Act do not apply to state
or local law enforcement officers in the performance of their duties under the Brady Act Accord-
ingly, the United Stales lacks the authority to prosecute state or local officials for violations of the
Brady Act.

March 16, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the Attorney General

This memorandum presents our analysis of the application of the criminal pen-
alties contained in the recently enacted Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act,
Pub. L. No. 103-159, 107 Stat. 1536 (1993) (“the Act”). Specifically, we address
the question whether the Act’s criminal penalties apply to state or local law en-
forcement officers. We conclude that the Act’s criminal penalties do not apply to
such officials in performance of their duties under the Act.

Section 102(c) of the Act amends 18 U.S.C. § 924(a) in relevant part by adding
the following new paragraph:

(5) Whoever knowingly violates subsection (s) or (t) of section
922 [the Act’s interim and permanent systems for background
checks] shall be fined not more than $1,000, imprisoned for not
more than 1year, or both.

107 Stat. at 1541.

Three provisions of the Act could be interpreted as placing obligations on a
“chief law enforcement officer” (“CLEO”):1 18 U.S.C. § 922(s)(2), which pro-
vides that CLEOs “shall make a reasonable effort to ascertain within 5 business
days” whether a handgun transfer would be illegal; 18 U.S.C. 8§ 922(s)(6)(B),
which provides that CLEOs shall destroy information received pursuant to the Act;
and 18 U.S.C. §922(s)(6)(C), which provides that if a CLEO determines that a
transfer would be illegal, he or she shall provide reasons for such determination
within 20 days.

The Act specifically exempts CLEOs from liability for damages in 18 U.S.C.
§922(s)(7), which provides that

1 18 U.S.C. § 922(s)(8) provides that, "{fJor purposes of this subsection, the term ‘chief law enforcement
officer’' means the chief of police, the sheriff, or an equivalent officer or the designee of any such individual."

* Editor's Note: In Printi v United Slates, 521 U S. 898, 933-34 (1997), the Supreme Court struck down
18 U.S C §922(s)(2), together with 18 US C. § 922(s)( 1)(A)(i)(Ill) & (1V), as unconstitutional
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A chief law enforcement officer or other person responsible for
providing criminal history background information pursuant to this
subsection shall not be liable in an action at law for damages—

(A) for failure to prevent the sale or transfer of a handgun to a
person whose receipt or possession of the handgun is unlawful un-
der this section; or

(B) for preventing such a sale or transfer to a person who may
lawfully receive or possess a handgun.

The Act does not, however, specifically exempt CLEOs from the criminal pen-
alties of 18 U.S.C. § 924(a)(5). Consequently, the question arises whether a
CLEOQO’s failure to comply with the Act would subject him or her to the criminal
penalties of 18 U.S.C. § 924(a)(5).

The history of the Act indicates that Congress did not envision its criminal
sanctions applying to CLEOs. The 1991 version of the Brady .Bill, which was
passed by the House but never enacted into law, contained the criminal penalty
provision from the public law quoted above but did not include the principal obli-
gation now imposed on CLEOs — that CLEOs shall make a reasonable effort to
ascertain within five days whether a transfer would be illegal. When the bill’s pro-
ponents added the “reasonable effort” language of 18 U.S.C. § 922(s)(2) in 1992,
no member of Congress even intimated that the modification to § 922(s)(2) would
enlarge, or in any way affect, the application of the bill’s criminal sanctions. In
fact, there was never any suggestion that the criminal sanction applied to CLEOs.
Such congressional silence strongly supports the conclusion that Congress did not
intend to apply 18 U.S.C. § 924(a)(5) to CLEOs.

This reasoning is reinforced by the great solicitude paid to law enforcement of-
ficials in other provisions of the Act. It would be incongruous to insulate the
CLEO against liability for damages and even for attorneys’ fees for providing er-
roneous information that prevents a sale and then turn around and subject him or
her to criminal fine or imprisonment for failure to perform ministerial acts. Our
conclusion is further supported by the impracticality, if not impossibility, of prose-
cuting a chief law enforcement officer for failing to make “a reasonable effort.”
The use of the term “reasonable effort” reflects Congress’ apparent intent to vest
discretion in CLEOs by providing a flexible statutory requirement. This elasticity,
though common in civil statutes, is unusual in criminal laws because it does not
clearly define a punishable act. It would be difficult to prosecute a CLEO for fail-
ing to make “a reasonable effort,” and such prosecution could be subject to a Fifth
Amendment due process challenge. In light of the fact that applying criminal pen-
alties to the “reasonable effort” requirement would be both unusual and arguably
unconstitutional, we find it difficult to believe that Congress intended the
“reasonable effort” standard to be criminally enforceable.
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Established principles of statutory construction further support our conclusion
that the criminal penalty provision does not extend to law enforcement officials,
but only to gun dealers and other nongovernmental persons. The Supreme Court
has repeatedly cautioned that courts should not lightly construe federal statutes as
intended to intrude into state governmental processes or to change the traditional
relationship between federal and state institutions. Where a statute arguably

would upset the usual constitutional balance of federal and state
powers ... it is incumbent upon the federal courts to be certain of
Congress’ intent before finding that federal law overrides this bal-
ance. We explained recently: [I]f Congress intends to alter the
usual constitutional balance between the States and the Federal
Government, it must make its intention to do so unmistakably clear
in the language of the statute.

Gregory V. Ashcroft, 501 U.S. 452, 460 (1991) (citations and internal quotation
marks omitted). A federal statute imposing criminal penalties on a state law en-
forcement official because, for example, he or she destroyed a weapons pur-
chaser’s statement a few days late or failed to “make a reasonable effort” to
research the information available on a potential purchaser certainly alters “the
usual constitutional balance between” the states and the federal government. We
are unaware of any other instance where Congress has assigned specific tasks to
state or local officials and then deemed a failure to perform those tasks to be a
crime. Moreover it would have the effect of placing the operational and record-
keeping activities of state and local law enforcement agencies under the supervi-
sion and control of federal prosecutors and the federal criminal law. Because there
is no explicit reference to chief law enforcement officers in the penalty provision, it
does not contain the “unmistakably clear” language that would be necessary for a
court properly to construe the provision to have such a purpose.

To include chief law enforcement officers within the ambit of the criminal pen-
alty provision would be contrary to Congress’ intent as determined according to
rules of statutory construction and the relevant legislative history. Furthermore, the
absence of a definitive standard inherent in the term “a reasonable effort” would
very likely pose an insurmountable hurdle to successful prosecution or raise a
substantial due process question.  Accordingly, we conclude that 18 U.S.C.
§924(a)(5) does not apply to state officials and that the United States therefore
lacks the authority to prosecute such officials for violations of the Act.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel
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Whether Members of the Sentencing Commission Who Were
Appointed Prior to the Enactment of a Holdover Statute May
Exercise Holdover Rights Pursuant to the Statute

Statutory provisions that allow members of the United States Sentencing Commission to hold over in
office after their terms have expired apply to incumbent members who were appointed prior to the
enactment of the holdover statute

Commissioners who were appointed pnor to the enactment of the holdover statute may constitutionally
exercise such holdover rights without violating the Appointments Clause.

April 5, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the Attorney General

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY

On August 26, 1992, President Bush signed “An Act to amend [28 U.S.C. §
992] to provide [that] a member of the United States Sentencing Commission
whose term has expired may continue to serve until a successor is appointed or
until the expiration of the next session of Congress.” Act of Aug. 26, 1992, Pub.
L. No. 102-349, 106 Stat. 933 (1992) (codified at 28 U.S.C. § 992(b)) (“the holdo-
ver statute”). This memorandum addresses whether members of the Sentencing
Commission (“Commission”) who were in office at the time the holdover statute
was enacted may exercise holdover rights pursuant to the statute.

We first address whether Congress intended the holdover statute to apply to
commissioners who were appointed prior to its enactment. The plain meaning of
the holdover provision belies any claim that it does not apply equally to incumbent
commissioners and to newly appointed commissioners. By its own terms, it ap-
plies to any “voting member of the Commission whose term has expired” regard-
less of when the member was appointed. Id. Only by consulting the legislative
history does any ambiguity arise regarding its application to incumbent commis-
sioners. Even then, the legislative history of the holdover provision and the presi-
dential signing statement provide inconclusive evidence of intent. Assuming that
an examination of the legislative history is appropriate, there simply is insufficient
evidence to disregard the plain meaning of the holdover provision.

We next address whether the holdover provision is constitutional as it applies to
commissioners who were appointed before its enactment. As applied to such
commissioners, the holdover provision raises questions under the Appointments
Clause of the Constitution. It may be argued that the holdover provision interferes
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with the President’s appointment power because it extends the terms of office of
appointees beyond that contemplated by the appointing authority and amounts to a
legislative reappointment. Although this issue is not entirely free from doubt, we
conclude that the particular holdover provision at issue would survive an Appoint-
ments Clause challenge. In sum, we conclude that the commissioners serving at
the time the provision became law on August 26, 1992 may (like those appointed
after the provision was adopted) constitutionally exercise holdover rights pursuant
to the statute.

The threshold issue requires us to construe the holdover provision to determine
whether it applies to commissioners who were serving at the time of its enactment.
The holdover provision provides that:

Section 992(b) of title 28, United States Code, is amended to read
as follows:

“(2) A voting member of the Commission whose term has expired
may continue to serve until the earlier of—

“(A) the date on which a successor has taken office; or

“(B) the date on which the Congress adjourns sine die to end
the session of Congress that commences after the date on which the
member’s term expired.”

106 Stat. at 933. The text of the holdover provision does not distinguish between
commissioners appointed before or after its enactment. By its own terms, it applies
to any “voting member of the Commission whose term has expired” without refer-
ence to when the member was appointed. Although the text of the holdover provi-
sion contains no language either raising or addressing the question of whether it
applies to a commissioner who was serving at the time of its passage, such a com-
missioner is a “voting member of the Commission” and one “whose term has ex-
pired,” and thus is unquestionably within the plain meaning of the terms of the
holdover statute.

The Supreme Court has instructed that “[t]he plain meaning of legislation
should be conclusive, except inthe ‘rare cases [in which] the literal application ofa
statute will produce a result demonstrably at odds with the intentions of its draft-
ers.”” United States v. Ron Pair Enterprises, Inc., 489 U.S. 235, 242 (1989)
(second set of brackets in original) (quoting Griffin v. Oceanic Contractors, Inc.,
458 U.S. 564, 571 (1982)). See also INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U.S. 421, 432
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and n.12 (1987) (where “the plain language of [the] statute appears to settle the
question. ... [W]e look to the legislative history to determine only whether there is
‘clearly expressed legislative intention’ contrary to that language, which would
require us to question the strong presumption that Congress expresses its intent
through the language it chooses”). In his signing statement, President Bush cited a
portion of the legislative history of the holdover provision and rejected the plain
reading of the statute. See infra. After examining the legislative history of the
holdover provision, we conclude that President Bush was mistaken in his statement
about its legislative history and that a careful reading of the legislative history as a
whole provides no support for rejecting the plain meaning of the statute.

The legislative history of the holdover statute contains, at most, some ambigu-
ous evidence of congressional intent. The text of the holdover provision is con-
tained in the only section of the statute. When the bill was introduced in the
Senate, it also contained a second section that provided:

Sec. 2. EXTENSION OF TERMS OF PRESENT MEMBERS OF
THE COMMISSION

The amendment to [28 U.S.C. § 992(b)] contained in section 1 of
this Act shall apply to the term of any voting member of the Com-
mission whose term expires on October 31, 1991.

S. 1963, 102d Cong., § 2 (1991). The same provision was contained in the bill
when it was reported out of committee. On January 31, 1992, Senate Majority
Leader Mitchell sought and received unanimous consent to consider passage of the
bill immediately. 138 Cong. Rec. 1166 (1992). At that date, the event specified in
section two (the expiration of two commissioners’ terms on October 31, 1991) had
already occurred. Rather than alter section two, an amendment was offered on
behalf of the bill’s sponsors, the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of the
Judiciary Committee, to strike section two of the bill entirely. Id. Without any
discussion, the amendment striking section two was approved (by unanimous con-
sent) and then the bill as amended was passed by unanimous consent. Id.

The Senate’s decision to strike all of section two rather than to amend it to
cover other sitting commissioners is subject to different interpretations. Based on
the future verb tense “expires” rather than the past tense “expired” in draft section
two, it can be inferred that the sponsors of S. 1963 originally hoped to introduce
and pass the bill prior to October 31, 1991. It could be argued that the sponsors
thought that it was important to provide in the text that the holdover provisions in
section one applied to these commissioners whose terms would soon expire be-
cause they believed that section one, in and of itself, might not apply to commis-
sioners who were then serving on the Commission. If that were the case, however,
it seems curious that they would want to grant holdover rights only to the commis-
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sioners whose terms expired in October of 1991 and not to any of the other incum-
bent commissioners. It is also possible that at the time the Senate deleted section
two, it simply realized that it could do nothing for the commissioners whose terms
had already expired but that it assumed section 1 would apply to all of the then
incumbent commissioners whose terms of office had not yet expired. These con-
flicting arguments based on the Senate’s deletion of section two are difficult to
reconcile, which suggests that placing much reliance on them is not warranted.

The signing statement issued by President Bush reflects a misinterpretation of
the Senate’s action in deleting section two. The signing statement states that:

Today | am signing into law S. 1963, which permits Members of
the United States Sentencing Commission whose terms have expired
to continue to serve until either a successor takes office or the next
session of the Congress ends.

The legislation does not specify whether it would apply to the
current Members of the Commission. Were the Act read to apply to
the current Members, it would appear to violate the Appointments
Clause of the Constitution by, in effect, permitting the Members to
extend the terms of the office to which they were appointed by the
President and confirmed by the Senate. Accordingly, | sign this
legislation based on my understanding that it applies only to ap-
pointments made after the date of enactment of the Act, so as not to
infringe on my constitutional appointment authority. This is in
keeping with the well-settled obligation to construe ambiguous
statutory provisions to avoid constitutional questions.

| note that this interpretation of the Act is supported by the fact
that the Senate deleted from the Act a provision that would have
expressly applied it to current Members ofthe Commission.

Statement of President George Bush Upon Signing S. 1963, Il Pub. Papers 1432
(Aug. 31, 1992) (emphasis added).

There are two problems with giving much weight to President Bush’s signing
statement. In general, the use of presidential signing statements by the courts and
others as evidence of legislative history and the weight to be given such evidence
— if it is to be given any weight at all — is controversial. See The Legal Signifi-
cance of Presidential Signing Statements, 17 Op. O.L.C. 131 (1993) (discussing
arguments for and against such use of presidential signing statements). Moreover,
we believe President Bush’s signing statement quoted above is subject to even less
weight than is normally appropriate because it is based on a misreading of the leg-
islative history. It simply is not true “that the Senate deleted from the Act a provi-
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sion that would have expressly applied it to [then] current Members of the Com-
mission.” 1l Pub. Papers at 1432. The deleted section only applied to commis-
sioners whose terms had already expired when the section was deleted; it did not
apply to those then serving as commissioners whose terms would expire after en-
actment of the law. That fact makes questionable the inference drawn in the sign-
ing statement.

Two other statements of congressional intent are contained in the House report
on S. 1963. H.R. Rep. No. 102-827, at 3 (1992). The section-by-section analysis
describes the effect of the holdover statute:

Section 1of S. 1963 (the bill’s only section) amends 28 U.S.C.
992(b) to provide for a voting member of the United States Sen-
tencing Commission whose term has expired to continue to serve
beyond the expiration date until a successor has taken office or until
the end of [Congress’s next] session .... No distinctions between
types of voting members is intended; this provision is intended to
apply to all voting members of the Sentencing Commission, in-
cluding those appointed to fill a vacancy that occurs before the ex-
piration of the term. In addition, the section is intended to have
prospective application only.

Id. (emphasis added). The underlined language of the House report is also am-
biguous. One possible meaning of “prospective application only” is that the
holdover statute would apply to commissioners who were appointed to serve on the
Commission in the future but not to commissioners who were already serving on
the Commission. Another possible meaning of “prospective application only” is
that the holdover statute could not be invoked by a commissioner whose term had
already expired, i.e., the commissioners whose terms had expired in October of
1991. This second proposition is obviously true. If a commissioner’s presidential
commission had expired, nothing short of a renomination, reconfirmation, and re-
appointment consistent with the Appointments Clause would allow the former
commissioner to serve again on the Commission. Thus, this statement in the House
Report, which is subject to two reasonable but different interpretations, is to no
avail in resolving the interpretive question.

There is some unambiguous evidence in the legislative history to support the
plain meaning of the holdover provision. The congressional purpose in passing the
holdover statute, as expressed in floor statements and the House Report, would
apply equally to sitting commissioners and future members of the Commission.1
The House Report explained that the problem of vacancies on the Commission was
exacerbated by “the requirement that sentencing guidelines be promulgated or

1 See H. R Rep. No 102-827, at 2-3, 138 Cong Rec 23,098-99 (1992) (statements of Reps. Schumer and
Sensenbrenner)
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amended with the support of at least four of the seven authorized voting members
of the Commission. Consequently, whenever there is less than a full complement
of sentencing commissioners, the work of the Commission may be impaired.” H.R.
Rep. No. 102-827, at 2. The House Report also related that:

On October 31, 1991, the terms of three voting members of the
Commission expired with no successors having been nominated.
Two of these terms remain unfilled at the time of the writing of this
report — more than eight months later. * * * In 1989-90, the
Commission was forced to operate approximately seven months
with only four voting members. * * * This legislation is neces-
sary to ensure that this situation is not repeated whenever commis-
sioners’terms expire in thefuture.

Id. (emphasis added).

The situation that Congress was attempting to prevent would exist now if the
holdover statute did not apply to commissioners who were appointed prior to the
statute’s enactment. For this reason, we believe the legislative history of the
holdover provision, on balance, reinforces the plain meaning of the statute. At
worst, the legislative history is ambiguous regarding whether Congress intended
the holdover statute to apply to commissioners who were appointed before it was
passed. It is simply not conclusive enough to reject the plain meaning of the stat-
ute.

We do not believe that “the well-settled obligation to construe ambiguous
statutory provisions to avoid constitutional questions,” to which President Bush
referred in his signing statement, is to the contrary. Il Pub. Papers at 1432. We
may not avoid all constitutional questions whenever a statutory ambiguity exists.
The Supreme Court has instructed instead that statutes should be read, when fairly
possible, to avoid grave and doubtful constitutional questions. See Rust v. Sulli-
van, 500 U.S. 173, 191 (1991) (“[a] statute must be construed, if fairly possible, so
as to avoid not only the conclusion that it is unconstitutional but also grave doubts
upon that score”) (quoting United States v. Jin Fuey Moy, 241 U.S. 394, 401
(1916)). To begin with, we are not convinced that the interpretation of the statute
in President Bush’s signing statement is “fairly possible.” This is because such an
interpretation would violate another canon of construction, the plain meaning rule,
and was based on an erroneous reading of the legislative history.

Moreover, to satisfy the canon of construction articulated in Rust, one interpre-
tation of the statute must be necessary to avoid a “grave and doubtful constitutional
question[].” Id. at 191 (quoting United States v. Delaware and Hudson Co., 213
U.S. 366, 408 (1909)). The Supreme Court has explained that although this canon
is followed “out of respect for Congress, which [is presumed to] legislate” in the
light of [its] constitutional limitations, . . . avoidance of a difficulty will not be
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pressed to the point of disingenuous evasion.” Id. (quoting Moore Ice Cream Co.
v. Rose, 289 U.S. 373, 379 (1933)). In Rust, for example, the Court concluded that
the constitutional questions were not so doubtful that it should read the statute as
precluding the questions. 1d. As we explain in part I, we do not believe that the
constitutional question is so grave and doubtful that we should evade answering it.

We conclude that the holdover provision does apply to commissioners who
were appointed prior to its enactment. By its own terms, the text of the holdover
provision applies to any “voting member of the Commission whose term has ex-
pired,” regardless of when the member of the Commission was appointed. We also
find support for this interpretation in the legislative history of the holdover provi-
sion. Although the legislative history contains some ambiguous evidence of legis-
lative intent, we simply cannot say that it is sufficient to reject the plain meaning of
the statute.

We next address whether the application of the holdover provision to commis-
sioners who were appointed before its enactment violates the Appointments
Clause. The Appointments Clause provides that the President “shall nominate, and
by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate shall appoint . . . [principal]
Officers of the United States.” U.S. Const, art. 1l, § 2, cl. 2. It further provides
that “the Congress may by Law vest the Appointment of such inferior Officers, as
they think proper, in the President alone, in the Courts of Law, or in the Heads of
Departments.” I1d. The Commission is “an independent commission in the judicial
branch of the United States.” 28 U.S.C. § 991(a). See also Mistretta v. United
States, 488 U.S. 361, 368, 384-94 (1989). The Commission’s seven voting mem-
bers are appointed by the President “by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate.” 28 U.S.C. §991(a).

The Appointments Clause by its terms and its structure prohibits Congress from
itself exercising the power to appoint “Officers of the United States.” See Buckley
V. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 126-28, 139 (1976) (per curiam). The text and structure of
the Constitution reflect a deliberate constitutional choice to deny to the legislature
the power to select the individuals who exercise significant governing authority as
(non-legislative) officers of the federal government. See id. at 128-31 (reviewing
the debates in the Philadelphia convention). That choice can be set at naught either
by legislation overtly vesting in Congress the power of appointment or by statutes
that functionally enable Congressional exercise of a power to appoint. This latter
concern arises most pointedly in connection with statutes that attempt to extend the
fixed tenure of an officer with a set term, thus denying the President the power he
would otherwise have to reappoint the officer or select someone else.

In 1951, for example, the President requested the Justice Department’s views on
the validity of a statute extending the terms of the members of a commission: ac-
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cording to the original legislation creating the commission, the terms were to ex-
pire in June 1951, but prior to that date Congress amended the legislation to extend
the commissioners’ tenure to August 1952. Acting Attorney General Perlman ad-
vised the President that while he did not think “there can be any question as to the
power of the Congress to extend the terms of offices which it has created,” that
legislative power was subject “to the President’s constitutional power of appoint-
ment and removal.” Displaced Persons Commission — Terms of Members, 41 Op.
Att’y Gen. 88, 90 (1951). However, because the legislation did not attempt to re-
strict the President’s authority to remove the commissioners at will, it was consti-
tutionally harmless: the President remained free to exercise his appointment power
simply by removing the incumbents from office. Id. (“As so construed, the
[extension legislation] presents no constitutional difficulties”).2 See also Pension
Agents and Agencies, 14 Op. Att’y Gen. 147 (1872) (discussing the President’s
power to remove officer serving a term extended by statute).

We think that the Department’s 1951 opinion adopted the correct approach to
this issue: while the power to lengthen the tenure of an incumbent officer is inci-
dent to Congress’s general power to create, determine the duties of, and abolish
offices,3 that power cannot legitimately be employed to produce a result that is,
practically speaking, a congressional reappointment to office or a removal from
office. This problem is not presented where a statutory change in the term of office
is applied to subsequent appointees, for the appointing authority in the latter case
appoints to an office that includes the potential for holdover as one of its attributes.
Where a statutory change in the term of office is applied to incumbent officers,
however, we must analyze the statute to determine whether it amounts to a legisla-
tive exercise of the executive’s appointment powers.

The situation presented by the holdover statute at issue is on a continuum be-
tween legislation that we would view as non-objectionable and legislation we
would view as constitutionally questionable. On one end of the continuum is a
statute that extends the terms of officers whose appointment is vested in the Presi-
dent alone and who serve at the will and pleasure of the President. The extension
of these officers’ terms does not interfere with the appointing authority’s (here, the
President’s) power to terminate or reappoint a given officer. Such legislation ad-
justs the interval at which the President must either make another appointment or
face a vacancy, but does not infringe the appointment power. The President can
terminate and replace the person who is serving in the office at any time, notwith-

2 Cf In re Benny, 812 F2d 1133, 1142-43 (9th Cir. 1987) (Noms, J, concurring in the judgment):
*[T]he Appointments Clause precludes Congress from extending the terms of incumbent officeholders | am
simply unable to see any principled distinction between congressional extensions of the terms of incumbents
and more traditional forms of congressional appointments Both implicate the identical constitutional evil—
congressional selection of the individuals filling nonlegislative offices ”

See Crenshaw v. United States, 134 US. 99 (1890), Civil Service Retirement Act — Postmasters —
Automatic Separation From the Service, 35 Op. Att’y Gen 309, 314 (1927): “If, as stated in [Embry v
United States, 100 U S 680 (1879)], Congress may at any time add to or take from compensation fixed, it
may also, it would seem, by analogy, at any time shorten or lengthen a term of office ™
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standing the term extension. Approaching the other end of the continuum is a stat-
ute that lengthens the fixed terms of officials who can be removed only for cause,
thus depriving the appointing authority of the opportunity to reappoint the incum-
bent or to chose someone else. In sum, the extension of tenure of officers serving
at will raises no Appointments Clause problem, but lengthening the term of an offi-
cer who may be removed only for cause is constitutionally questionable.4

However, this conclusion, which we think sound in principle, has been partly
rejected, at least in one context, by the courts. Congress’s extension of the tenure
of bankruptcy judges (who can be removed only for cause) in the Bankruptcy
Amendments and Federal Judgeship Act of 1954 has been sustained repeatedly
against constitutional challenge. The leading case, In re Benny, held that a statu-
tory extension of tenure “becomes similar to an appointment” only “when it ex-
tends the office for a very long time.” 812 F.2d at 1141. See also In re Investment
Bankers, 4 F.3d 1556, 1562, 1563 (10th Cir. 1993) (“Although plausible argu-
ments can be raised in response to the reasoning adopted by the Benny court, we
are ultimately persuaded that this reasoning is correct;” noting that the Appoint-
ments Clause challenge “has been rejected by every court that has considered it”);
Matter of Koerner, 800 F.2d 1358, 1366-67 (5th Cir. 1986) (“Congress has the
constitutional power to make reasonable changes in the duties of any office it cre-
ates, including shortening or lengthening the term of service. ... Under the limited
circumstances of this case, ... the action of Congress was a constitutionally rea-
sonable change in the term of an existing office”) (citations omitted). Although we
are not persuaded by Benny's reasoning, we must acknowledge that the courts may
follow Benny’s conclusion in analogous situations.5 In light of the fact that Benny

4 In 1987, this Office opined that legislation extending the terms of the certain members of the United
States Parole Commission was an unconstitutional interference with the President's appointments power.
See Reappointment of United States Parole Commissioners, 110p. O L C 135 (1987) If, as we think likely
under the rule of Wiener v United States, 357 U.S 349 (1958), the Commissioners were removable only for
cause, that conclusion was consistent with the earlier views of the Attorneys General, which we believe are
sound. However, the analysis in the opinion suggests that the extension legislation was invalid because the
Commissioners were “purely executive officers,” id. at 352, removable (presumably) by the President at will,
a line of reasoning with which we disagree The opinion might be read to suggest that extension legislation
concerning officers removable only for cause is not unconstitutional That conclusion may be dictated by
judicial precedent, see mjra, but the'reasoning would be contrary to our view of the better interpretation of
the Appointments Clause.

5 Bennv stated that Wiener implicitly rejected any Appointments Clause problem with term-extension
legislation, but that overreads the decision The date on which the President removed the plaintiff in Wiener
from office was in fact within the term of office for which the plaintiff was originally appointed, although
part of the back pay the plaintiff ultimately recovered was for a period after his original term would have
expired. See 357 U S. at 350-51 (the term should have expired on March 1, 1954 as the law stood at the time
plaintiff was appointed, the President removed plaintiff on December 10, 1953; plaintiff recovered back pay
for four months after March 1, 1954 under a post-appointment extension of term) The additional Supreme
Court cases that Benny and other courts have cited are distinguishable. See, e g, Bennv, 812 F.2d at 1141
(citing Shoemaker v United States, 147 US 282 (1893), which upheld legislation imposing additional
duties on an officer), In re Tom Carter Enters , 44 B.R. 605, 607 (Bankr. C.D. Cal 1984) (citing Shoemaker
and cases dealing with issues under the Contracts Clause and the Philippine Organic Act) Benny also
pointed out that the First Congress twice extended the tenure of the first Postmaster General. 812 F.2d at
1142. While we agree that this fact supports the argument that Congress generally possesses the power to
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does not rule out an Appointments Clause objection to legislation giving tenure for
extraordinary long terms to incumbent officers removable only for cause, we be-
lieve that a short term holdover provision is likely to be upheld by the courts.

As we explained above, the holdover statute at issue is, constitutionally, some-
where in between the situations we believe represent the two extremes. Although
the voting members of the Commission do have tenure protection and new mem-
bers of the Commission must receive the advice and consent of the Senate before
they are appointed, the secured or “guaranteed” terms of office of hold-over mem-
bers are not being lengthened. The holdover provision simply allows them to con-
tinue to serve in office after their terms have expired until the earlier of two events:
“(A) the date on which a successor has taken office; or (B) the date on which the
Congress adjourns sine die to end the session of Congress that commences after the
date on which the member’s term expired.” 106 Stat. at 933.

We must determine whether this change in the incumbent commissioners’ serv-
ice effectively frustrates the President’s appointment power or confers on the Leg-
islature a reappointment power (albeit for a short period of time). As to the first
issue, the President’s formal appointment power is not affected in the least. He
may nominate whomever he wants at precisely the same time as he could before,
presumably in advance of the expiration of the term he is seeking to fill. Moreo-
ver, it is not even clear that the effect of the holdover provision is to limit the dis-
cretion of the Executive, since it gives the President the option of retaining the
holdover officer until he chooses to nominate a successor. In short, it is not clear
whether the appointing authority’s power is augmented or diminished by a holdo-
ver statute that applies to incumbent office holders. See FEC v. NRA Political
Victory Fund, 6 F.3d 821, 824 (D.C. Cir. 1993) (holding that the NRA’s challenge
to the alleged restriction on the President’s appointment power to select more than
three commissioners from one party is not justiciable because “it is impossible to
determine in this case whether the statute actually limited the President’s appoint-
ment power[;] ... we [cannot] assume [] that the President wished to appoint more
than three members of one party”).

The only problematic effect we see that the holdover statute could have on the
President’s power of appointment is that the Senate might be less inclined to act on
a nomination for bureaucratic or institutional reasons, such as a less pressing need
to act on a nomination where there is a holdover, or for political or inter-branch
advantage. But all of these reasons for Senatorial inaction are present for commis-
sioners who are appointed after the holdover statute is enacted, and there can be no
reasonable argument that the holdover statute as applied to subsequent appointees
is unconstitutional. It is simply not persuasive to argue that the President’s ap-
pointment power is effectively frustrated when incumbent commissioners hold over
but not when subsequent commissioners hold over.

extend terms, the original Postmaster General served at the pleasure of the President, and thus the First
Congress’s actions placed no practical limitation on the appointments power
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With regard to Congress, we must still consider whether the application of a
holdover provision to incumbent officer holders with tenure protection amounts to
a legislative designation or legislative reappointment. Once again, there is no leg-
islative reappointment in granting future appointees holdover rights because when
the President makes a future appointment the holdover provision simply defines
one of the attributes of the office to which the appointment is made. However, in
his concurrence in Benny, Judge Norris argued that the problem with extending the
terms of incumbents lies in the fact that Congress can review the track record of the
incumbents and manipulate the tenure of officials it likes and dislikes. 812 F.2d at
1143-44. As Judge Norris argued in the context of extending the fixed term of
bankruptcy judges:

Congress can dictate with certainty who occupies an office by
extending the terms of known incumbents. ... By extending the
terms of known incumbents, Congress can guarantee that its choices
will continue to serve for as long as Congress wishes, unless the of-
ficers can be removed. Thus, congressional extension can effec-
tively block the exercise of appointing power by the only officials
constitutionally authorized to exercise it—officials of the other
branches of government. Selective exercise of this extension power
could prove to be a potent political weapon. For example, if Con-
gress wished to prevent the executive or judicial branch from filling
an office about to become vacant with an appointee unfavorable to
the prevailing congressional majority party, it could simply extend
the incumbent’s term until a more favorable group of officials took
control of either the executive or judicial branch. * * * |n effect,
extension statutes allow Congress to arrogate to itself one of the
powers of appointment—the power of reappointment. Indeed, it is
hard to see any distinction between the congressional extension at
issue here and a statute expressly authorizing congressional reap-
pointment of incumbents.

Id. (emphasis in original).

Judge Norris was in the minority in Benny, and furthermore, there are several
important differences between the extension statute he was considering and the
holdover statute we are considering. For Congress to extend the tenure of a known
incumbent by means of a holdover statute beyond that desired by the President,
Congress not only would have to pass a holdover statute, over the President’s veto
if necessary, but the Senate would also have to cooperate in refusing to confirm the
President’s subsequent nominee. Such bad faith concerted action is too speculative
and hypothetical a basis to support a claim of unconstitutionality. Cf. NRA Politi-
cal Victory Fund, 6 F.3d at 824-25 (holding not justiciable the NRA’s separation
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of powers claim that the President would have appointed other commissioners but
for the political party restriction in the statute).

There are two other important limitations on the Congress’s power to frustrate
the President’s appointment power by means of this holdover statute. One limita-
tion is that the office probably is vacant for Recess Appointments Clause purposes,
and the President probably would be able to make a recess appointment to fill the
position whenever the Senate is in recess for the requisite length of time.6 See U.S.
Const, art. Il, 8 2, cl. 3 (“The President shall have Power to fill up all Vacancies
that may happen during the Recess of the Senate, by granting Commissions which
shall expire at the End of their next Session.”). The Department of Justice has long
interpreted the term “Recess of the Senate” to include intrasession recesses if they
are of substantial length.7 There usually is a recess of the Senate of sufficient
length to satisfy the constitutional standard in August and December of each year.

The Sentencing Commission holdover statute, moreover, contains its own time
limit. In Benny, the Ninth Circuit held that an extension of a term of short duration
did not constitute a congressional appointment:

Congress’[s] power to extend prospectively terms of office can be
implied from its power to add to the duties of an office other duties
that are germane to its original duties. Shoemaker v. United States,
147 U.S. 282, 300-01 (1893). Logically, the only point at which a
prospective extension of term of office becomes similar to an ap-
pointment is when it extends the office for a very long time. . .. [A]
short extension, like the one at issue here [as much as a six year ex-
tension, does not] preventf] those who have the appointment power
from exercising that power.

6 There may be some question, however, whether the position being filled by the holdover officer is va-
cant for recess appointment purposes Compare Staebler v. Carter, 464 F. Supp. 585, 588-601 (D.D C
1979) (holding that the FEC office was vacant for Recess Appointments Clause purposes when the incum-
bent continued to exercise authority pursuant to a holdover provision that provided that “[a] member of the
Commission [FEC] may serve on the Commission after the expiration of his term until his successor has
taken office™ with Mackie v. Clinton, 827 F. Supp. 56, 58 (D.D.C. 1993) (whether a vacancy exists for
Recess Appointments Clause purposes depends on the wording and structure of the particular holdover
provision, deciding that the Postal Service holdover provision did not create a vacancy) The Sentencing
Commission holdover statute has features in common with the holdover statutes in both Staebler and
Mackie. Although the Sentencing Commission holdover statute is similar to the wording of the statute in
Staebler in two respects, there is a limitation on the length of time that the incumbent can hold over, which
the court in Mackie said was important in deciding that a vacancy did not exist in the office. Thus, in the
present case, it is unclear whether courts would hold that the President could exercise his recess appointment
power to oust a holdover commissioner and fill the vacancy. We believe that the better view is that this
holdover statute creates a vacancy for purposes of the Recess Appointments Clause

7See generally Executive Power — Recess Appointments, 33 Op Att'y Gen. 20 (1921) (opining that the
President had the power to make recess appointments dunng an intrasession recess of the Senate lasting from
August 24 to September 21. 1921); Recess Appointments During an Intrasession Recess, 16 Op OLC. 15
(1992), Intrasession Recess Appointments, 13 Op OLC. 271 (1989); Recess Appointments Issues, 6 Op
OLC 585(1982).
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812 F.2d at 1141 (parallel citation omitted). Judge Norris disputed the short/long
distinction and the majority’s reliance on Shoemaker. He argued that:

The congressional power to expand the duties of an existing of-
fice is subject to a reasonable and relatively clear limitation: Con-
gress may not devolve upon an officeholder responsibilities which
are not germane to his existing duties [citing Shoemaker]. When
Congress merely adds duties to an office that are germane to the of-
ficeholder’s existing duties, Congress has simply expanded the
power of an official in the field and for a period of time in which a
valid appointing authority has already entrusted him to act. The in-
terference with the appointing authority’s choice of personnel is
marginal. By contrast, it is apparent from reading the majority
opinion that there is no principled or coherent limitation on the
power to extend an incumbent’s term of office. * * * | fail to see
how a line can be drawn between “short” and “long” extensions on
any principled basis. The same constitutional evil the majority finds
inherent in “long” extensions ... is also present with short exten-
sions. It is merely present for a shorter period of time.

Id. at 1145.

Although we are not prepared to articulate the precise line at which an extension
would effect a congressional appointment, we do not share Judge Norris’s skepti-
cism either. In contrast to the hypothetical cases Judge Norris writes about where
there is no “principled or coherent limitation” on extending the term of office, there
is a “reasonable and relatively clear limitation” in the Sentencing Commission
holdover statute. In fact, we think that the time limit in the Sentencing Commis-
sion holdover statute serves the same function, and is a close proxy for,
“germaneness” as that concept is used when Congress expands the duties of an
existing office. If the “interference with the appointing authority’s choice of per-
sonnel is marginal” where additional but germane duties are added, we do not see
any reason why the interference is greater, at least in a constitutional sense, for
holdover provisions of short duration. We do not need to address the precise point
at which an extension becomes impermissibly long, because we are satisfied that
the time limit chosen by Congress in the Sentencing Commission holdover statute
is shorter than the time limit in Benny and comes with a venerable pedigree. The
time limit in the holdover provision at issue is almost identical to the one in the
Recess Appointments Clause. The Framers provided that the President alone could
fill vacancies in principal offices for this length of time without receiving the ad-
vice of the Senate. In other words, they decided that keeping the government run-
ning for this length of time was more important than adhering to the formalities of
the Appointments Clause. We conclude that this time limit is also a reasonable
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length within which Congress may by law keep independent agencies running until
the appointing authority fills the position at issue.8

In summary, we conclude that the holdover statute applies to the members of the
Commission who were appointed prior to its enactment. We also conclude that
such commissioners may hold over without violating the Appointments Clause,
because the President remains free to appoint a successor who, upon confirmation,
would displace the holdover and because there is a reasonable limit to the period
during which they can serve as holdover commissioners.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office ofLegal Counsel

8 We do not address other hypothetical statutes that are not neutral in their application For example, we
do not address a statute that would create or repeal holdover provisions for selective members of the same
commission or for classes of members on the same commission, e.g., those appointed on a certain date or
those from a particular political party Such statutes might amount to a prohibited congressional designation,
even if the holdover period is for a short period of time
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Sixth Amendment Implications of Law Enforcement
Contact with Corporate Executives

Law enforcement contacts with high-ranking executives of a corporation without the presence of coun-
sel after criminal charges have been filed against the corporation violate the corporation’s Sixth
Amendment right to counsel

No Sixth Amendment violation occurs when such law enforcement contacts with high-ranking execu-
tives occur while civil penalty proceedings are in progress against the corporation

April 15, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the

Principal Associate Deputy Attorney General

You have asked us to consider the Sixth Amendment implications of law
enforcement contacts with high-ranking corporate executives while criminal or
civil penalty proceedings are pending against the corporation that employs the ex-
ecutives.1 We conclude that such contacts outside the presence of counsel violate
the Sixth Amendment when criminal charges have been filed, but that law en-
forcement contacts of this nature do not contravene the Sixth Amendment when
civil penalty proceedings are in progress.

. The Sixth Amendment as a Restriction on Interrogation

The Sixth Amendment guarantees that “[i]n all criminal prosecutions, the ac-
cused shall enjoy the right ... to have the assistance of counsel for his defence.”
U.S. Const, amend. VI. This constitutional safeguard comes into play concomi-
tantly with the “first formal charging proceeding,”2 Moran v. Burbine, 475 U.S.
412, 428 (1986), and encompasses the right to the assistance of counsel during all
forms of interrogation. See, e.g., Brewer v. Williams, 430 U.S. 387, 400-01 (1977)

1Memorandum for Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from Irvin B.
Nathan, Principal Associate Deputy Attorney General (Feb 24, 1994) We also received and considered
comments contained in a Memorandum for Mary Jo White, United States Attorney, Southern District of New
York, from David B Fein, Deputy Chief, Criminal Division, Southern District of New York (Mar. 11,
1994).

21In 1980, we explained that, “[gjenerally, no infringement of the Sixth Amendment can occur prior to the
initiation of formal judicial proceedings " Ethical Restraints oj the ABA Code oj Professional Responsibility
on Federal Criminal Investigations, 4B Op. O L.C 576, 581 (1980) Although the Supreme Court had
previously held that the Sixth Amendment right to counsel could attach prior to indictment, we noted that the
Court’s decision in that case — Escobedo v Illinois, 378 U'S 478 (1964) — “has been limited to its facts ”
4B Op O.L C at 581 n 10 (citing Johnson v New Jersev. 384 U S. 7 19, 733-34 (1966), and Ktrbv v. Illinois,
406 U S. 682, 690(1972)).
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(confession elicited by so-called Christian burial speech); Massiah v. United
States, 377 U.S. 201, 206 (1964) (surreptitious interrogation).

Most judicial decisions interpreting the right to counsel involve individual
defendants, but the Sixth Amendment also affords corporations the right to coun-
sel. United States v. Rad-O-Lite of Philadelphia, Inc., 612 F.2d 740, 743 (3d
Cir. 1979); see also United States v. Unimex, Inc., 991 F.2d 546, 549 (9th Cir.
1993) (holding that “a corporation has a Sixth Amendment right to be represented
by counsel” at trial); United States v. Thevis, 665 F.2d 616, 645 n.35 (5th Cir.
1982) (accused corporation can avail itself of guarantees provided to “an
‘accused’ by Sixth Amendment), cert, denied, 459 U.S. 825 (1982). Because a
corporation “*is an artificial entity that can only act through agents,”” American
Airways Charters, Inc. v. Regan, 746 F.2d 865, 873 n.14 (D.C. Cir. 1984) (quoting
Jones v. Niagara Frontier Transp. Auth., 722 F.2d 20, 22 (2d Cir. 1983)), the pro-
scription of interrogation in the absence of counsel after the commencement of
adversary judicial proceedings engenders some confusion when a corporation is
named as a defendant. Nevertheless, the contours of the Sixth Amendment right to
counsel available to corporations can be defined in both the criminal and civil
contexts.

Il. Criminal Proceedings Involving Corporations

Once the government files criminal charges against a corporation, the Sixth
Amendment forecloses interrogation of the corporation outside the presence of
corporate counsel. United States v. Kilpatrick, 594 F. Supp. 1324, 1350 (D. Colo.
1984), rev'd on other grounds, 821 F.2d 1456 (10th Cir. 1987), ajf'd sub
nom. Bank of Nova Scotia v. United States, 487 U.S. 250 (1988). Although the
district court opinion in Kilpatrick provides the only direct affirmation of this
proposition, Sixth Amendment precedent bolsters the conclusion reached in Kil-
patrick. The Supreme Court has emphasized that the Sixth Amendment “provides
the right to counsel at postarraignment interrogations.” Michigan v. Jackson, 475
U.S. 625, 629 (1986). Because the Sixth Amendment right to counsel applies to
corporations as well as individuals, Unimex, 991 F.2d at 549; Rad-O-Lite, 612
F.2d at 743, corporations — like individuals — cannot be subjected to interroga-
tion outside the presence of counsel after the initiation of criminal proceedings.
See Maine v. Moulton, 474 U.S. 159, 170 (1985); 4B Op. O.L.C. at 580 (“Once
the right to counsel has attached, the government may not elicit incriminating
statements from the [defendant] unless it has obtained a waiver of his Sixth
Amendment right.”).

The question, then, is whether interrogation of high-level corporate executives
amounts to contact with the corporation itself. The relationship between corpora-
tions and their high-level executives provides the answer to this question. Corpo-
rate executives possess the power to invoke a corporation’s right to counsel.
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Potashnick v. Port City Constr. Co., 609 F.2d 1101, 1119 & n.12 (5th Cir.), cert,
denied, 449 U.S. 820 (1980). Moreover, statements made by high-level corporate
executives can be imputed to the corporation itself as admissions. Miano v. AC &
R Advertising, Inc., 148 F.R.D. 68, 76-77 (S.D.N.Y.) (Katz, Magistrate J.),
adopted, 834 F. Supp. 632 (S.D.N.Y. 1993). In sum, a corporation can invoke
constitutional rights and make binding inculpatory statements through its high-
ranking executives. Thus, interrogation of corporate executives constitutes inter-
rogation of the corporation itself.3 Id. (collecting cases holding that contact with
high-level executives amounts to contact with corporation itself). Accordingly,
when law enforcement officials question high-ranking corporate executives outside
the presence of counsel after the initiation of formal criminal proceedings, the
Sixth Amendment dictates that — absent a valid waiver of the right to counsel —
all statements made by corporate executives are inadmissible against the corpora-
tion at a criminal trial.4 See Moulton, 474 U.S. at 180.

I11. Civil Penalty Actions Against Corporations

Courts traditionally have rejected assertions of the Sixth Amendment right to
counsel in civil penalty proceedings on the assumption that the Sixth Amendment
applies only after the filing of criminal charges. See, e.g., Williams v. United
States Dep’t of Transp., 781 F.2d 1573, 1578 n.6 (11th Cir. 1986); Collins v
Commodity Futures Trading Comm’n, 737 F. Supp. 1467, 1482-83 (N.D. 11
1990). One commentator has suggested, however, that the Supreme Court’s ruling
in United States v. Halper, 490 U.S. 435 (1989), may have rendered this assump-
tion obsolete. Linda S. Eads, Separating Crime From Punishment: The Constitu-
tional Implications of United States v. Halper, 68 Wash U.L.Q. 929, 971-72
(1990). Consequently, you have asked us to address the effect — if any — of the
Halper decision upon the notion that the Sixth Amendment right to counsel does
not apply in civil penalty proceedings.

The Halper case involved a Double Jeopardy Clause challenge to a $130,000
civil penalty imposed upon an individual who had previously been convicted on
felony charges for the same conduct that led to the civil penalty. Halper, 490 U.S.
at 437-38. The Supreme Court found that the $130,000 civil penalty served re-
tributive or deterrent purposes, rather than merely remedial purposes, because the
penalty bore “no rational relation to the goal of compensating the Government” for

3 The New Jersey Supreme Court has even suggested that a “corporation's Sixth Amendment right to
counsel may be implicated if government prosecutors might, after indictment, unqualifiedly interview [a
lower-level employee] whose conduct establishes the guilt of the corporation * Matter of Opinion 668 ofthe
Advisory Comm on Professional Ethics, 633 A.2d 959, 963 (N J. 1993)

4 1f the executives themselves have not been formally charged, however, the statements they make can be
introduced in a subsequent criminal proceeding against the executives See Moulton, 474 U.S at 180 C‘[T]o
exclude evidence pertaining to charges as to which the Sixth Amendment right to counsel had not attached at
the time the evidence was obtained, simply because other charges were pending at that time, would unneces-
sarily frustrate the public's interest in the investigation of cnminal activities )
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the $585 loss caused by Halper’s conduct. Id. at 449. Therefore, the civil penalty
amounted to “punishment” as contemplated by the Double Jeopardy Clause. Id. at
452.

The Halper Court unmistakably extended the reach of the Fifth Amendment,
but the Court carefully distinguished the Double Jeopardy Clause from “the proce-
dural protections of the Sixth Amendment” and other constitutional safeguards
traditionally confined to criminal proceedings. Halper, 490 U.S. at 447. Specifi-
cally, the Court reaffirmed that the application of such constitutional guarantees
turns upon the “abstract approach” prescribed in United States v. Ward, 448 U.S.
242, 248-51 (1980), rather than the “intrinsically personal” approach devised by
the Halper Court to assess the availability of Double Jeopardy Clause protection.
Halper, 490 U.S. at 447. In the wake of Halper, the lower courts have agreed that
the availability of Sixth Amendment protections in civil penalty actions depends
upon the Ward test, rather than the Halper standard. See United States v. 38 Whal-
ers Cove Drive, 954 F.2d 29, 35 (2d Cir.), cert, denied, 506 U.S. 815 (1992);
United States v. Nevada Power Co., 31 Env’t Rep. Cas. (BNA) 1878, 1882 (D.
Nev. 1990).

According to Ward, a civil penalty action ordinarily should not be viewed as
a criminal case with all the attendant Fifth and Sixth Amendment guarantees.
Ward, 448 U.S. at 248-51. When a litigant in a civil penalty proceeding invokes
Sixth Amendment rights by characterizing the action as a criminal prosecution, the
court must engage in a two-part inquiry. Id. at 248. First, the court must “set
out to determine whether Congress, in establishing the penalizing mechanism,
indicated expressly or impliedly a preference for one label or the other.” Id.
Second, “where Congress has indicated an intention to establish a civil penalty,”
the court must “inquire[] further whether the statutory scheme [is] so punitive ei-
ther in purpose or effect as to negate that intention.” Id. at 248-49. “Only the
clearest proof that the purpose and effect of the [civil penalty] are punitive will
suffice to override Congress’ manifest preference for a civil sanction.” United
States v. One Assortment of 89 Firearms, 465 U.S. 354, 365 (1984). Because the
“protections provided by the Sixth Amendment are explicitly confined to ‘criminal
prosecutions,”’ Austin v. United States, 509 U.S. 602, 608 (1993), and civil pen-
alty actions generally cannot be characterized as “criminal prosecutions,” see
Ward, 448 U.S. at 248-51, the Sixth Amendment does not foreclose interrogation
of a corporation’s executives while a civil penalty action is pending against the
corporation.

IV. Conclusion
Law enforcement contact with high-ranking corporate executives must be
judged by the same Sixth Amendment standards that govern individual defendants’

right to counsel. Thus, contact with corporate executives outside the presence of
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counsel is impermissible after the initiation of criminal proceedings against a cor-
poration, but such contact passes muster under the Sixth Amendment when civil
penalty proceedings are in progress.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel
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Authority of USDA to Award Monetary Relief
for Discrimination

The Department of Agriculture has authority to award monetary relief, attorneys’ fees, and costs to a
person who has been discriminated against in a program conducted by USDA if a court could
award such relief in an action by the aggrieved person That question is controlled by whether the
anti-discnmination provisions of the applicable civil rights statute apply to federal agencies, and if
so, whether the statute waives the sovereign immunity of the United States against imposition of
such relief.

The anti-discrimination provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 do not apply to federal
agencies. Some anti-discrimination provisions in each of the other civil rights statutes addressed in
the opinion do apply to federal agencies, but only one of the statutes, the Equal Credit Opportunity
Act, waives sovereign immunity with respect to monetary relief, authorizing imposition of compen-
satory damages. The Fair Housing Act and the Rehabilitation Act do not waive immunity against
monetary relief Attorneys’ fees and costs may be awarded pursuant to the waiver of immunity
contained in the Equal Access to Justice Act

April 18, 1994

M emorandum Opinion for the General Counsel

Department of Agriculture

This memorandum responds to your request for our opinion concerning the
authority of the Secretary of Agriculture to award damages and other forms of
monetary relief, attorneys’ fees, and costs to individuals who the Department of
Agriculture (“USDA?”) has determined have been discriminated against as appli-
cants for, or participants in, USDA conducted programs.1l You have informed us
that the statutes authorizing these programs do not authorize such relief and have
asked our opinion whether various civil rights statutes authorize the Secretary to
afford such relief.

The Secretary has authority to award monetary relief, attorneys’ fees, and costs
if a court could award such relief in an action by the aggrieved person. Accord-
ingly, the dispositive questions regarding your inquiry are whether the anti-
discrimination provisions of the individual civil rights statutes apply to federal
agencies, and if so, whether the statutes waive the sovereign immunity of the
United States against imposition of such relief. In considering your request, we
have reviewed Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Fair Housing Act, the
Rehabilitation Act, and the Equal Credit Opportunity Act. With respect to attor-
neys’ fees and costs, we have also reviewed the Equal Access to Justice Act.

1 See Letter for Walter Dellinger, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from James
S. Gilliland, General Counsel, Department of Agriculture (Oct 8, 1993).
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We conclude that the anti-discrimination provisions of Title VI do not apply to
federal agencies. Some anti-discrimination provisions in each of the other statutes
that we reviewed do apply to federal agencies, but only one of the statutes, the
Equal Credit Opportunity Act, waives sovereign immunity with respect to mone-
tary relief, authorizing imposition of compensatory damages. The Fair Housing
Act and the Rehabilitation Act do not waive immunity against monetary relief.
Attorneys’ fees and costs may be awarded pursuant to the waiver of immunity
contained in the Equal Access to Justice Act.

I. BACKGROUND

A federal agency must spend its funds only on the objects for which they were
appropriated. 31 U.S.C. § 1301(a). Consistent with this requirement,2 appropria-
tions law provides that agencies have authority to provide for monetary relief in a
voluntary settlement of a discrimination claim only if the agency would be subject
to such relief in a court action regarding such discrimination brought by the ag-
grieved person.

This principle has been applied in a number of Comptroller General opinions.
For example, the Comptroller General has concluded that agencies have the
authority to settle administrative complaints of employment discrimination by
awarding back pay because such monetary relief is available in a court proceeding
under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (“Title VI1I”); however, “[t]he
award may not provide for compensatory or punitive damages as they are not per-
mitted under Title VII.” Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 62 Comp.
Gen. 239, 244-45 (1983).3 The Comptroller General has come to the same conclu-
sion with respect to the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967
(“ADEA”). Albert D. Parker, 64 Comp. Gen. 349, 352 (1985). The Comptroller
General has applied this appropriations law limitation directly to USDA. See Nina
R. Mathews, B-237615, 1990 WL 278216, at 1 (C.G. June 4, 1990) (“Employee
may not be reimbursed for economic losses pursuant to a resolution agreement
made under [ADEA or Title VII] since there is no authority for reimbursement of
compensatory damages under either statutory authority.”).4

2See aho 31 U S C. § 1341(a)(1) (Anti-Deficiency Act)

1 Waiving sovereign immunity, Title VII expressly authorizes awards of back pay against federal agen-
cies A provision in Title VII entitled “Employment by Federal Government,”42 U SC  2000e-16, pro-
hibits discrimination by federal agencies (subsec (a)); authorizes a civil action in which *the head of the
department, agency, or unit .. shall be the defendant" (subsec (c)), and incorporates the remedies provi-
sions of 42 U.S.C § 2000e-5 for such civil actions (subsec (d)) Awards of back pay are expressly author-
ized by 42 U.S.C § 2000e-5(g) Subsequent to issuance of the Comptroller General opinions cited in the
text, Title VII was amended to provide for compensator)’damage awards against all parties, including federal
agencies, and punitive damage awards against all non-government parties. 42 U.S C § 1981a(b)

4 The same appropriations limitation exists for settlements of litigation by the Department of Justice as
exists for settlements of administrative proceedings by agencies. This Office has previously opined that the
permanent appropriation established pursuant to 31 U.S.C. & 1304 (“the judgment fund”) is available “for the
payment of non-tort settlements authorized by the Attorney General or his designee, whose payment is ‘not
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Therefore, the question you have raised regarding the Secretary’s authority to
award monetary relief in administrative proceedings turns on whether the various
civil rights statutes authorize the award of such relief against federal agencies in a
court proceeding. That question requires a two-step analysis: whether federal
agencies are subject to the discrimination prohibitions of the statute; and, if so,
whether the statute waives the sovereign immunity of the United States against
monetary relief. See United States Dept of Energy v. Ohio, 503 U.S. 607, 613-14
(1992) (Energy Department conceded it was subject to procedural requirements of
Clean Water Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and liable for co-
ercive fines under those statutes; therefore, only question presented was whether
the statutes waived sovereign immunity from liability for punitive fines).5

The first step of the analysis requires application of conventional standards of
statutory interpretation. The second step, however, requires application of a spe-
cial, “unequivocal expression” interpretive standard that the Supreme Court has
established to govern determinations as to whether a statute waives sovereign im-
munity — either the inherent constitutional immunity of the federal government or
the Eleventh Amendment immunity of the States:

Waivers of the Government’s sovereign immunity, to be effective,
must be unequivocally expressed. ... [T]he Government’s consent
to be sued must be construed strictly in favor of the sovereign, and
not enlarge[d] beyond what the language requires .... As in the
Eleventh Amendment context, the unequivocal expression of elimi-
nation of sovereign immunity that we insist upon is an expression in
statutory text. If clarity does not exist there, it cannot be supplied
by a committee report.

United States v. Nordic Village, Inc., 503 U.S. 30, 33-37 (1992) (internal quotation
marks and citations omitted). Thus, “[t]here is no doubt that waivers of federal
sovereign immunity must be ‘unequivocally expressed’ in the statutory text.”
United States v. lIdaho, ex rel. Dir.,, Dept of Water Resources, 508 U.S. 1, 6
(1993).

The methodology required by this “unequivocal expression” standard may be
illustrated by the decision in Nordic Village. Seven Justices joined in an opinion
for the Court that found that although a provision of the Bankruptcy Code could be

otherwise provided for,” ifand onlv if the cause ofaction that gave rise to the settlement could have resulted
in afinal monev judgment.” Availability of Judgment Fund in Cases Not Involving a Monev Judgment
Claim, 13 0p O.L C. 98, 104 (1989) (emphasis added) (quoting 31 U S.C. § 1304).

5 The Court in Department of Energy expressly identified the fundamental difference between the sub-
stantive coverage of a statute and liability for violations of the statute, stating that the Clean Water Act con-
tains "separate statutory recognition of three manifestations of governmental power to which the United
Stales is subjected: substantive and procedural requirements, administrative authority; and ‘process and
sanctions, whether ‘enforced” in courts or otherwise. Substantive requirements are thus distinguished from
judicial process.” 503 U.S. at 623.
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read to effect a waiver of sovereign immunity for monetary claims against the
United States by a bankruptcy trustee, the provision was “susceptible of at least
two interpretations that do not authorize monetary relief.” 503 U.S. at 34. The
Court made no effort to apply traditional rules of statutory construction to deter-
mine which was the better reading of the provision and simply concluded:

The foregoing [two alternative interpretations] are assuredly not the
only readings of [the provision], but they are plausible ones —
which is enough to establish that a reading imposing monetary li-
ability on the Government is not “unambiguous” and therefore
should not be adopted.

Id. at 37.6 The Court held that sovereign immunity against imposition of monetary
relief had not been waived.

In consultation with the Civil and Civil Rights Divisions of the Department of
Justice, and having received and considered submissions from various interested
governmental and nongovernmental parties,7 we have identified four civil rights
statutes that may apply to USDA programs: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, the Fair Housing Act, the Rehabilitation Act, and the Equal Credit Opportu-
nity Act. We will discuss Title VI first. That analysis presents the least difficulty,
because it is well established that the anti-discrimination provisions of Title VI do
not apply to federal agencies and thus there is no need to discuss whether sovereign
immunity has been waived. The remaining three statutes require more discussion.
The first step of the analysis is satisfied in each case because federal agencies are
covered by the anti-discrimination provisions of each statute, at least to some ex-
tent. Applying the “unequivocal expression” standard required under the second
step, however, we have concluded that sovereign immunity has been waived with
respect to monetary relief by only one of the statutes: the Equal Credit Opportu-
nity Act. The final section of the memorandum discusses attorneys’ fees and costs.

Il. TITLE VI

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (“Title V1”), 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, pro-
vides that “[n]o person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be

6 Applying us rule that waivers of sovereign immunity must be unequivocally expressed in the statutory
text, the Court declined to consider the legislative history in an attempt to resolve the ambiguity. Id.

7See Letters from Roberta Achtenberg, Assistant Secretary for Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, and
Nelson Diaz, General Counsel, US Department of Housing And Urban Development (Nov 15, 1993),
Elaine R. Jones, Director-Counsel, NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. (Oct 28, 1993); Bill
Lann Lee, Western Regional Counsel, NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. (Nov 12, 1993,
Nov 24, 1993); Les Mendelsohn, Esq , Speiser, Krause, Madole & Mendelsohn (Nov 4, 1993), David H
Hams, Jr, Executive Director, Land Loss Prevention Project (Nov. 5, 1993, Nov 8, 1993).
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subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal finan-
cial assistance.” By its terms, this anti-discrimination provision does not apply to
programs conducted directly by a federal agency, but rather applies only to “any
program or activity receiving federal financial assistance.” The conclusion that
this provision does not include federal agencies is reinforced by the definitions of
“program or activity” and “program” contained in 42 U.S.C. § 2000d-4a. That
provision specifically identifies the kinds of entities that are covered, including
State and local governments, but contains no reference to the federal government.
The courts have held that Title VI “was meant to cover only those situations where
federal funding is given to a non-federal entity which, in turn, provides financial
assistance to the ultimate beneficiary'.” Soberal-Perez v. Heckler, 717 F.2d 36, 38
(2d Cir. 1983), cert, denied, 466 U.S. 929 (1984); Fagan v. United States Small
Business Admin., 783 F. Supp. 1455, 1465 n.10 (Title VI inapplicable to SBA di-
rect loan program), ajfd, 19 F.3d 684 (D.C. Cir. 1992).

In light of our conclusion that the discrimination prohibition of Title VI does
not apply to federal agencies, there is no need to consider whether Title VI waives
sovereign immunity.

I1l. THE FAIR HOUSING ACT
A

The Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 3601-3619,8 prohibits covered persons and
entities from engaging in any “discriminatory housing practice,” which is defined
as “an act that is unlawful under section 3604, 3605, 3606, or 3617 of this title.”
42 U.S.C. § 3602(f). Section 3604 prohibits discrimination in the sale or rental of
housing. Section 3603(a)(1)(A) of the Act provides that “the prohibitions against
discrimination in the sale or rental of housing set forth in section 3604 . . . shall
apply” to “dwellings owned or operated by the Federal Government.” Thus, a fed-
eral agency is subject to the discrimination prohibitions of 8§ 3604 whenever the
agency itself is engaged in selling or renting real estate.

In contrast to the language explicitly subjecting federal agencies to the discrimi-
nation prohibitions of § 3604, it is unclear whether federal agencies are subject to
8§ 3605(a), which prohibits “any person or other entity whose business includes
engaging in residential real estate-related transactions to discriminate against any
person in making available such a transaction, or in the terms or conditions of such
a transaction.” The definition section of the Act does not include governments or
government agencies in the definition of “person,” see § 3602(d), and unless oth-
erwise specified, the term “person” in a statute does not include the federal gov-
ernment or a federal agency. United States v. United Mine Workers, 330 U.S. 258,

8 The Fair Housing Act was originally enacted as Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, Pub L. No.
90-284, 82 Stat. 73 (1968).
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275 (1947) (“In common usage,” the term person “does not include the sovereign,
and statutes employing it will ordinarily not be construed to do so.”). The term
“entity” is not defined at all in the Act. It is not necessary to resolve this question
for purposes of this opinion, however, because we conclude in the next section that
the Act does not waive the sovereign immunity of the United States against mone-
tary liability.9

B.

Whether federal agencies are subject to monetary liability for violations of
8§ 3604 of the Fair Housing Act turns on application of the “unequivocal expres-
sion” standard for waivers of sovereign immunity discussed in section | of this
memorandum. We conclude that the Act does not waive sovereign immunity be-
cause its text falls well short of satisfying the “unequivocal expression” standard.

Section 3613 authorizes aggrieved persons to enforce the Fair Housing Act’s
anti-discrimination prohibitions in court. Although 8 3613 is silent as to whom this
action may be brought against, it does specify what relief may be awarded. Sub-
section (c)(1) authorizes a court to award an aggrieved person “actual and punitive
damages,” as well as injunctive relief. In addition, under subsection (c)(2), the
court “may allow the prevailing party, other than the United States, a reasonable
attorney’s fee and costs. The United States shall be liable for such fees and costs
to the same extent as a private person.”

We do not believe that § 3613 waives sovereign immunity, except with respect
to attorneys’ fees and costs. Although the Fair Housing Act expressly establishes a
general cause of action for redress of discriminatory practices, it is silent as to the
parties against whom such a cause of action may be brought and it does not contain
language expressly subjecting the United States to such a suit.

It is possible to infer from the fact that § 3603 expressly subjects the United
States to the discrimination provisions of § 3604 that Congress intended that the
cause of action established by § 3613 would also apply to the United States. How-
ever, § 3613 does not say so and the Supreme Court has held that subjecting a gov-
ernmental entity to the substantive or procedural requirements of a statute does not
necessarily mean that sovereign immunity has been waived or abrogated with re-
spect to claims for damages. See, e.g., United States Dep’t of Energy v. Ohio, 503
U.S. 607 (1992) (federal agencies subject to procedural requirements of Clean
Water Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act but immune from actions

9  For the same reason it is also unnecessary to resolve whether the discrimination prohibitions in §§ 3606
and 3617 apply to federal agencies We note, however, that these sections do not appear to be directed at
government activities. Section 3606 makes it unlawful to discriminate with respect to “access to or member-
ship or participation in any multiple-listing service, real estate brokers' organization or other service, organi-
zation, or facility relating to the business of selling or renting dwellings.” Section 3617 makes it unlawful to
mcoerce, intimidate, threaten, or interfere with any person” with respect to the exercise of rights protected by
1)§ 3603-3606 of the Act.
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for punitive fines); Atascadero State Hosp. V. Scanlon, 473 U.S. 234, 244-46
(1985) (States subject to section 504 of Rehabilitation Act but immune from ac-
tions for monetary relief); Employees v. Missouri Pub. Health Dep’t, 411 U.S. 279
(1973) (States subject to Fair Labor Standards Act but immune from actions for
monetary relief).10 The Court has stated that additional language in the suit
authorization provision is necessary to “indicat[e] in some way by clear language
that the constitutional immunity [is being] swept away.” Id. at 285.

The only additional relevant language in § 3613 is subsection (c)(2), which
authorizes the award of attorneys’ fees:

In a civil action [brought by an aggrieved person under section
3613], the court, in its discretion, may allow the prevailing party,
other than the United States, a reasonable attorney’s fee and costs.
The United States shall be liable for such fees and costs to the same
extent as a private person.

The presence, in a provision authorizing the bringing of suits by private parties, of
language indicating that the United States may be liable for attorneys’ fees and
costs certainly indicates a recognition that the United States may be subject to suits
under the provision. The question remains whether that is a sufficient expression
of a waiver of sovereign immunity against damages or any other monetary relief
except attorneys’ fees and costs.

We recognize that it is a plausible reading of the statute to answer that question
in the affirmative. We note, however, that the Supreme Court has declined to give
such a reading to an attorneys’ fees provision in a State sovereign immunity con-
text. See Dellmuth v. Muth, 491 U.S. 223, 231 (1989) (stating in decision holding
State sovereign immunity not abrogated by Education of the Handicapped Act:
“The 1986 amendment to the EHA deals only with attorney’s fees, and does not
alter or speak to what parties are subject to suit.”). In any event, we conclude that
the statute does not meet the “unequivocal expression” standard because there is
another plausible interpretation of the attorneys’ fees language that would not en-
tail waiver of immunity for damages and other monetary relief. Just because the
United States is subject to the cause of action does not necessarily mean it is sub-
ject to the full range of remedies that are set forth in the statute. These remedies
include not only compensatory and punitive damages, but also a “permanent or
temporary injunction, temporary restraining order, or other order (including an
order enjoining the defendant from engaging in such [discriminatory housing]
practice or ordering such affirmative action as may be appropriate).” 42 U.S.C.
§3613(c)(1).

10 The Supreme Court has stated that the standard for establishing a waiver of the federal government’s
sovereign immunity is substantially the same as the standard for finding congressional abrogation of state
Eleventh Amendment immunity See Nordic Village, 503 U S at 37. Eleventh Amendment cases like Atas-
cadero and Missouri Public Health Dep't are therefore helpful in our analysis
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The alternative plausible interpretation of the statute is that the attorneys’ fees
provision contemplates an action that is limited to seeking relief other than money
damages. This reading is based on the fact that the sovereign immunity of the
United States against non-monetary relief already has been waived by the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act (the ”APA™), 5 U.S.C. 88 701-706 which provides that

[a]n action in a court of the United States seeking relief other than
money damages and stating a claim that an agency or an officer or
employee thereof acted or failed to act in an official capacity or un-
der color of legal authority shall not be dismissed nor relief therein
be denied on the ground that it is against the United States.

5 U.S.C. §702.1 “[T]he caselaw of [the Court of Appeals for the District of Co-
lumbia Circuit] confirms that ‘the [APA] waiver applies to any suit, whether under
the APA ... or any other statute.””22 Other Circuits are in accord,13 and the Su-
preme Court has implicitly held that the APA waiver is not limited to actions
brought under the APA, see Bowen Vv. Massachusetts, 487 U.S. 879, 891-901
(1988) (APA waiver applied in action brought under 28 U.S.C. § 1331).

Under the Supreme Court’s “unequivocal expression” standard, the availability
of this alternative interpretation of the Fair Housing Act attorneys’ fees provision
— that it contemplates an action for non-monetary relief based on the APA waiver
of sovereign immunity — precludes finding a waiver of sovereign immunity. See
Nordic Village, 503 U.S. at 37 (when a provision is subject to more than one plau-
sible interpretation, the “reading imposing monetary liability on the Government is
not ‘unambiguous’ and therefore should not be adopted”).4

1 The legislative history of this APA provision indicates that us purpose was “to eliminate the defense of
sovereign immunity with respect to any action m a court of the United States seeking relief other than money
damages and based on the assertion of unlawful official action by a Federal officer.”™ S Rep. No 94-996, at
2 (1976) SeealsoH.R Rep. No 94-1656, at 9 (1976), reprinted m 1976 USC C AN 6121, 6129 C‘[T]he
time (has] now come to eliminate the sovereign immunity defense in all equitable actions for specific relief
against a Federal agency or officer acting in an official capacity ") See generally Kenneth C Davis, Admin-
istrative Law Treatise § 23 19, at 192 (2d ed. 1983) (“The meaning of the 1976 legislation is entirely clear
on its face, and that meaning is fully corroborated by the legislative history. Thai meaning is very simple.
Sovereign immunity in suits for relief other than money damages is no longer a defense.").

2 Alabama v Buwsher, 734 F Supp 525, 533 (D D C. 1990), afj'd, 935 F.2d 332 (D C Cir 1991), ten
denied, 502 US 981 (1991) (quoting P Bator, P Mishkin, D. Mellzer & D. Shapiro, Hart and Wech.sler's
The Federal Courts and The Federal System 1154 (3d ed. 1988), and citing National As.sn of Counties v
Baker, 842 F 2d 369, 373 (DC. Cir. 19S8), cert denied, 488 U S 1005 (1989)), Schnapper v Foley, 667
F 2d 102, 108 (D.C Cir 1981), cert denied, 455 U S 948 (1982), Sea-land Service, Inc v Alaska R.R , 659
F.2d 243, 244 (D C Cir 1981), cert denied, 455 U S. 919 (1982)

n See, e.g., Specter v. Garrett, 995 r.2d 404, 410 (3d Cir 1993) (“the waiver of sovereign immunity
contained in [the APA] is not limited to suits brought under the APA"), Red Lake Band oj Chippewa Indians
v Barlow, 846 F.2d 474, 476 (8th Cir 1988) C‘[T]he waiver of sovereign immunity contained in [the APA]
is not dependent on application of the procedures and review standards of the APA It is dependent on the
suit against the government being one for non-monetary relief")

u Another alternative interpretation may also be possible Because the United States may intervene
private actions brought under § 3613 in order to seek broader relief, .see 42 U S.C § 3613(e), it is possible
that the United States could incur liability for attorneys' fees and costs without being a defendant. We find
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We therefore conclude that the text of the Fair Housing Act as amended does
not waive the sovereign immunity of the United States against imposition of
monetary relief. The APA waives sovereign immunity as to any non-monetary
relief available under the Act.

C.

The foregoing conclusion is reinforced by consideration of the text and legisla-
tive history of the Fair Housing Act when it was originally enacted as Title VIII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1968 (“Title V111”), supra, and of the 1988 amendments to
the Fair Housing Act (the “1988 Amendments”), Pub. L. No. 100-430, 102 Stat.
1619 (1988). This is a useful methodology for considering whether the Act waives
sovereign immunity because it allows a focused analysis of whether Congress spe-
cifically intended to waive sovereign immunity.55

As discussed above, the language in the Fair Housing Act that provides the most
specific basis for an argument that sovereign immunity for monetary liability has
been waived is the language in the attorneys’ fees provision authorizing a court to
award “the prevailing party, other than the United States, a reasonable attorney’s
fee and costs. The United States shall be liable for such fees and costs to the same
extent as a private person.” 42 U.S.C. 8 3613(c)(2). This specific reference to the
United States was not contained in the original Fair Housing Act’s (Title VIII’s)
attorneys’ fees provision, which authorized the courts to “award to the plaintiff . . .
reasonable attorney fees in the case of a prevailing plaintiff: Provided, [t]hat the
said plaintiff in the opinion of the court is not financially able to assume said attor-
ney’s fees.” Pub. L. No. 90-284, § 812(c), 82 Stat. 89, 107 (1968). As with the
current version of the Act, the original provision on enforcement by private per-
sons authorized an award of damages to an aggrieved person but was silent as to
who could be potential defendants in the civil actions. Id. § 812, 82 Stat. at 107.

this interpretation to be less plausible than the non-monetary relief interpretation because the latter gives
effect to provisions in the same subsection, which is devoted to *[r]elief which may be granted/” 42 U.S.C.
§ 3613(c), while the former requires reading together separate subsections and inferring that Congress may
have contemplated in subsection (c) that interventions by the Attorney General under subsection (e), in cases
where she “certifies that the case is of general public importance” and seeks broader relief, might result in
awards of attorneys fees and costs against the United Stales

15 Justice Scalia criticized this methodology in Pennsylvania v. Union Gas Co., 491 U.S. at 29-30 (Scalia,
J., concurring in part and dissenting in part) (“That methodology is appropriate if one assumes that the
task of a court of law is to plumb the intent of the particular Congress that enacted a particular provision.
That methodology is not mine . . Itis our task .. not to enter the minds of the Members of Congress

. but rather to give fair and reasonable meaning to the text of the United States Code, adopted by various
Congresses at various times.") Notwithstanding this criticism, we believe the methodology is appropriate
here  Whatever the merit of Justice Scalia’s emphasis of code meaning over congressional intent in other
contexts, we do not think that approach is required or desirable where the question presented is whether
sovereign immunity has been waived and more than one statutory enactment is involved. We note that no
other Justice expressed agreement with Justice Scalia’s statement in Union Gas. Moreover, the Court's
majority in Dellmuth used this approach See 491 U.S. at 227-32
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Thus, the original Fair Housing Act contained no express or implied reference
to any cause of action against the United States in its provisions establishing a pri-
vate cause of action and authorizing awards of attorneys’ fees. The 1988 Amend-
ments to the Act removed the “ability to pay” limitation on attorneys’ fee awards
and added language making it clear that the United States was subject to an award
of attorneys’ fees and costs. The 1988 Amendments, however, did not add any
language suggesting that the United States was subject to damages claims.

The legislative history of the 1988 Amendments reinforces the conclusion that
the Fair Housing Act does not waive the sovereign immunity of the United States
for monetary relief.16 The principal legislative history for those amendments is
contained in the report of the Committee on the Judiciary of the House of Repre-
sentatives. H.R. Rep. No. 100-711 (1988), reprinted in 1988 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2173.
In a paragraph giving an overview of the purpose of the amendments made by the
committee, the report stated that the revision “brings attorney’s fee language in title
VIII closer to the model used in other civil rights laws.” Id. at 13, reprinted in
1988 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 2174. The committee went on to state later in the report that
“[t]he bill strengthens the private enforcement section by expanding the statute of
limitations, removing the limitation on punitive damages, and brings [sic] attor-
ney’s fee language in title VIII closer to the model used in other civil rights laws.”
Id. at 17, reprinted in 1988 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 2178.77

The committee report indicates that the thrust of the amendments was to remove
limitations on effective private enforcement by changing the statute of limitations,
removing the limit on punitive damages, and removing the “ability to pay” limita-
tion on the award of attorneys’ fees. It also indicates an intent to conform the lan-
guage of the attorneys’ fees provision to that in other civil rights laws.18 There is
no discussion whatsoever of actions against the United States, much less any refer-

16 Although legislative history cannot be relied upon to provide the “unequivocal expression” the Su-
preme Court requires, Nordic Village, 503 U S at 37, we believe it is permissible to cite legislative history to
reinforce a text-based conclusion that a statute does not waive sovereign immunity. Confidence in a conclu-
sion based on the text can be strengthened where the legislative history reveals no evidence of intent to
waive sovereign immunity

7 In the discussion of section 813(c) in the section-by-section portion of the report, the committee fo-
cused on removing the punitive damages limitation. The following is the entirety of the discussion of section
813(c)

Section 813(c) provides for the types of relief a court may grant This section is intended to con-
tinue the types of relief that are provided undercurrent law, but removes the $1000 limitation on
the award of punitive damages The Committee believes that the limit on punitive damages
served as a major impediment to imposing an effective deterrent on violators and a disincentive
for private persons to bring suits under existing law The Committee intends that courts be able
to award all remedies provided under this section. As in Section 812(0), the court may also
award attorney's fees and costs.
H R. Rep. No. 100-711, at 39-40, reprinted m 1988 U.S.C C.A.N at 2200-01.

18 For example, the attorneys' fees provision in Title VII of the Civil Rights of 1964 (employment dis-
crimination) contains the following similar language concerning the United States. “[T]he court ... may
allow the prevailing party, other than ... the United States, a reasonable attorney’s fee (including expert
fees) as part of the costs, and .. the United Slates shall be liable for costs the same as a private person.”
42 U S.C. §2000e-5(k)
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ence to an intent to waive sovereign immunity or to establish monetary liability for
the United States.

Given the focused nature of the 1988 Amendments to the Fair Housing Act, it is
not reasonable to infer any intent to waive the sovereign immunity of the United
States against imposition of monetary relief. At most, the amendments can be read
to waive sovereign immunity against awards of attorneys’ fees. Reading into the
amendment a broader waiver would be impermissible under the interpretative
method required by the Supreme Court and would amount to finding an accidental
waiver or a waiver by inadvertence.

D.

Our conclusion regarding waiver of sovereign immunity under the Fair Housing
Act is supported by the case law on other statutes. In Dellmuth v. Muth, 491 U.S.
223 (1989), the Supreme Court discussed whether the Education of the Handi-
capped Act (“EHA™), which, like the Fair Housing Act, had been amended to im-
pose liability for attorneys’ fees on an otherwise immune governmental entity (in
that case, the States), subjected the States to suit. Although the textual basis for
arguing waiver of sovereign immunity under that statute appears to be stronger
than is the case under the Fair Housing Act, the Court declined to find waiver.

The EHA “enacts a comprehensive scheme to assure that handicapped children
may receive a free public education appropriate to their needs. To achieve these
ends, the Act mandates certain procedural requirements for participating state and
local educational agencies.” Id. at 225. In Dellmuth, the Supreme Court reversed
a decision of the Third Circuit Court of Appeals that the EHA abrogated the States’
sovereign immunity against suit for damages. According to the Supreme Court,

[T]lhe Court of Appeals rested principally on three textual provi-
sions. The court first cited the Act’s preamble, which states Con-
gress’ finding that “it is in the national interest that the Federal
government assist State and local efforts to provide programs to
meet the education needs of handicapped children in order to assure
equal protection of the law.” Second, and most important for the
Court of Appeals, was the Act’s judicial review provision, which
permits parties aggrieved by the administrative process to “bring a
civil action ... in any State court of competent jurisdiction or in a
district court of the United States without regard to the amount in
controversy.” Finally, the Court of Appeals pointed to a 1986
amendment to the EHA, which states that the Act’s provision for a
reduction of attorney’s fees shall not apply “if the court finds that
the State or local educational agency unreasonably protracted the
final resolution of the action or proceeding or there was a violation
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of this section.” In the view of the Court of Appeals, this amend-
ment represented an express statement of Congress’ understanding
that States can be parties in civil actions brought under the EHA.

Id. at 228 (citations omitted).
We quote at length the Supreme Court’s rejection of the Court of Appeals’
analysis, because it can be applied directly to the Fair Housing Act:

We cannot agree that the textual provisions on which the Court of
Appeals relied, or any other provisions of the EHA, demonstrate
with unmistakable clarity that Congress intended to abrogate the
States’ immunity from suit. The EHA makes no reference whatso-
ever to either the Eleventh Amendment or the States’ sovereign im-
munity. Nor does any provision cited by the Court of Appeals
address abrogation in even oblique terms, much less with the clarity
Atascadero requires. The general statement of legislative purpose
in the Act’s preamble simply has nothing to do with the States’ sov-
ereign immunity. The 1986 amendment to the EHA deals only with
attorney’s fees, and does not alter or speak to what parties are sub-
ject to suit. . .. Finally, [the private cause of action provision] pro-
vides judicial review for aggrieved parties, but in no way intimates
that the States’ sovereign immunity is abrogated. As we made plain
in Atascadero, “[a] general authorization for suit in federal court
is not the kind of unequivocal statutory language sufficient to abro-
gate the Eleventh Amendment.”

. We recognize that the EHA’s frequent reference to the Slates,
and its delineation of the States’ important role in securing an ap-
propriate education for handicapped children, make the States,
along with local agencies, logical defendants in suits alleging viola-
tions of the EHA. This statutory structure lends force to the infer-
ence that the States were intended to be subject to damages actions
for violations of the EHA. But such a permissible inference, what-
ever its logical force, would remain just that: a permissible infer-
ence. Itwould not be the unequivocal declaration which ... is
necessary before we will determine that Congress intended to exer-
cise its powers ofabrogation.

Id. at 231-32 (emphasis added) (citations omitted).

Dellmuth presented a stronger case for waiver of sovereign immunity than the
Fair Housing Act because the EHA contains “frequent reference[s] to the States”
and is obviously very much focused on the activities of the States, while the Fair
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Housing Act is focused on the private sector and has relatively minor relevance to
the activities of federal agencies. Nonetheless, the Supreme Court refused to find
that the EHA waived sovereign immunity, relying on specific points that are di-
rectly applicable to the Fair Housing Act: that an attorneys’ fees provision speaks
only to attorneys’ fees and does not address who is subject to suit or what remedies
are available; that a general authorization for suit is not an “unequivocal expres-
sion”; and that legitimate inferences that Congress intended a damages cause of
action are not “unequivocal expressions.”19

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD?”) has submitted a
letter stating its conclusion that “a federal agency .. .may be required to pay dam-
ages and other relief . . . [for] violations of the [Fair Housing Act].”20 HUD relies
principally on the analysis contained in Doe v. Attorney General of the United
States, 941 F.2d 780 (9th Cir. 1991), which held that the Rehabilitation Act waives
the sovereign immunity of the United States against damage awards. As discussed
in the next section of this memorandum, we believe that Doe used a method of
statutory interpretation that is impermissible under the Supreme Court precedents
and that the case was incorrectly decided.

IV. REHABILITATIONACT

We reach fundamentally the same conclusions with respect to the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, as amended (the “Rehabilitation Act”), 29 U.S.C. 8§ 794-794c, as we
have reached with respect to the Fair Housing Act.

A.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, 29 U.S.C. § 794, prohibits discrimination
on the basis of disability:

No otherwise qualified individual with a disability in the United
States, as defined in section 706(8) of this title, shall, solely by rea-
son of her or his disability, be excluded from the participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance or under

19 The Court's opinton in Dellmuth relies heavily on Atascadero State Hosp. v Scanlon, 473 U S 234
(1985). See 491 U.S. at 227, 230-32 Atascadero also strongly supports the conclusion that the Fair Hous-
ing Act does not waive sovereign immunity for monetary relief Atascadero concerned the discrimination
provisions of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and is discussed in detail in the next section of this memoran-
dum, which addresses that act. Atascadero held that the Rehabilitation Act does not abrogate the sovereign
immunity of the States We conclude in the next section that the analysis in that case should apply fully to
actions against the federal government The case is significant for purposes of the discussion in this section
because the Rehabilitation Act has a structure that is similar to the Fair Housing Act

Letter for Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from Roberta Achten-
berg, Assistant Secretary for Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, and Nelson Diaz, General Counsel at |
(Nov 15, 1993).
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any program or activity conducted by any Executive agency or by
the United States Postal Service.

Id. 8 794(a) (emphasis added). The italicized language, which was added to sec-
tion 504 in 1978,2 expressly subjects federal agencies to the discrimination prohi-
bitions of the Act.

B.

Section 505 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. § 794a), which also was added
in 1978,2 sets forth the remedies available for violations of the discrimination pro-
hibitions. The following provisions of section 505 are pertinent here:23

(a)(2) The remedies, procedures, and rights set forth in title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 [42 U.S.C. 88 2000d et seq.] shall be
available to any person aggrieved by any act or failure to act by any
recipient of Federal assistance or Federal provider of such assis-
tance under section 794 of this title.

(b) In any action or proceeding to enforce or charge a violation of a
provision of this subchapter, the court, in its discretion, may allow
the prevailing party, other than the United States, a reasonable at-
torney’s fee as part of the costs.

Id. § 794a(a)(2), (b).

Thus, as with the Fair Housing Act, the Rehabilitation Act has had two legisla-
tive enactments that bear on the sovereign immunity question: the original dis-
crimination prohibition and a later amendment that can be argued to effect a waiver
of immunity against imposition of monetary relief because it refers to the United
States in a way that recognizes that federal agencies may be defendants in private
actions. The history of the Rehabilitation Act enactments would at least initially
suggest the possibility of a more plausible argument in favor of waiver, however,
because its amendments were more sweeping than the Fair Housing Act amend-
ments: while the Fair Housing Act amendments of 1988 merely made relatively
minor changes to an existing cause of action and modified an attorneys’ fees provi-
sion, the section 504 amendments in 1978 added for the first time a provision
authorizing a private action for violations and a provision authorizing attorneys’
fees awards.

* Pub. L No 95-602  119. 92 Stat. 2955, 2982 (1978)

" Id. i} 120, 92 Stat at 2982.

2l The only other provision of section 505 (29 USC <9794a(a)(l)) concerns discrimination in federal
employment, which we do not understand to be covered by your opinion request
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However, after analyzing the Rehabilitation Act enactments under the Supreme
Court’s “unequivocal expression” standard, we conclude that there is no waiver of
sovereign immunity for monetary relief. There is no fundamental difference be-
tween the effect of the Rehabilitation Act enactments and the effect of the Fair
Housing Act enactments. In both cases, there is no express language authorizing
actions against the United States for damages or other monetary relief and it is rea-
sonable to read the cause of action and attorneys’ fees provisions as allowing ac-
tions against the United States for injunctive relief pursuant to the waiver of
sovereign immunity for such relief contained in the Administrative Procedure Act.
As the Supreme Court made clear in Nordic Village, where a plausible reading is
available that does not authorize monetary relief, “areading imposing monetary
liability on the Government is not ‘unambiguous’ and therefore should not be
adopted.” 503 U.S. at 37.4

C.

Our conclusion is supported by the case law. The Supreme Court already has
held that the Rehabilitation Act does not abrogate the sovereign immunity of the
States. In Atascadero State Hosp. v. Scanlon, 473 U.S. 234 (1985), the Court held
that sections 504 and 505 of the Act do not abrogate the States’ Eleventh Amend-
ment sovereign immunity against imposition of monetary relief. 1d. at 244-46.
Applying an “unequivocally clear” standard,2 which is substantially the same as
the “unequivocal expression” standard governing waiver of federal immunity
(Nordic Village, 503 U.S. at 37), the Court held that States that receive federal
assistance are clearly subject to the discrimination prohibition of section 504,

[b]ut given their constitutional role, the States are not like any other
class of recipients of federal aid. A general authorization for suit in
federal court is not the kind of unequivocal statutory language suffi-
cient to abrogate the Eleventh Amendment. When Congress
chooses to subject the States to federal jurisdiction, it must do so
specifically. Accordingly, we hold that the Rehabilitation Act does
not abrogate the Eleventh Amendment bar to suits against the
States.

"4 As we explained in the course of our consideration of the Fair Housing Act, we believe it is permissible
to cite legislative history 10 reinforce atext-based conclusion that a statute does not waive sovereign immu-
nity We have reviewed the legislative history of the Rehabilitation Act amendments of 1978 and have
found, as was the case with respect to the Fair Housing Act amendments of 1988, that it does not include any
consideration of the subjects of sovereign immunity or of establishing monetary liability for the United
Slates. Thus, it is consistent with our conclusion that those amendments do not waive sovereign immunity.

28 Atascadero established the following standard '‘Congress may abrogate the States’ constitutionally
secured immunity from suit in federal court only by making its intention unmistakably clear in the language
of the statute.” 473 U S at 242.
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473 U.S. at 246 (citations omitted)2 The Court did not specifically address the
section 505 attorneys’ fees and costs provision, but its holding contains an implicit
conclusion that the provision does not waive immunity for any monetary relief
other than the attorneys’ fees and costs themselves. The statutory framework with
respect to the United States is substantially the same as with respect to the States,
and we see no basis for concluding that the language of the Act waives the federal
government’s sovereign immunity when it does not abrogate the immunity of the
States.Z/

A panel of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has concluded otherwise, holding
that the Rehabilitation Act does indeed waive the sovereign immunity of the United
States against imposition of damages. Doe V. Attorney General of the United
States, 941 F.2d 780 (1991). We believe, however, that Doe was incorrectly de-
cided. First, the Ninth Circuit’s analytical approach was inconsistent with the Su-
preme Court’s requirement of an “unequivocal expression” in statutory text without
resort to legislative history. See Nordic Village, 503 U.S. at 33-37. In the section
of its opinion entitled “The Legal Standard for Ascertaining Whether the Govern-
ment has Waived Sovereign Immunity,” 941 F.2d at 787, the Ninth Circuit incor-
rectly stated that “[t]he key to determining whether there has been a waiver is
Congress’s intent as manifested in the statute’s language and legislative history.”
Id. at 788. Rather than using the special standard established by the Supreme
Court, the Ninth Circuit chose to view the issue as requiring application of the
factors for implying a private right of action under Cort v. Ash, 422 U.S. 66, 78
(1975), with an additional sovereign immunity gloss that “only explicit congres-
sional intent in the statutory language and history will suffice” for implying a pri-
vate right of action against the United States. Doe, 941 F.2d at 788.

In addition, the Ninth Circuit’s analysis of the Rehabilitation Act is unpersua-
sive. The court’s conclusion was as follows:

In amending section 504, Congress made certain that federal agen-
cies would be liable for violations of the statute. Congress’s inser-
tion of federal agencies in the pre-existing clause subjecting others
to liability and its broad-brush remedy provision indicate that Con-
gress intended that there be no distinction among section 504 de-
fendants.

26 Responding (o the Supreme Court's decision in Atascadero, Congress passed legislation expressly
abrogating the sovereign immunity of the Slates under the Rehabilitation Act and other civil rights statutes
Pub L No 99-506, § 1003, 100 Stat 1807, 1845 (1986). That legislation contained no provisions bearing
on the sovereign immunity of the United States

27 The only treatment of the federal government in section 505 that is different from the treatment of the
States (other than the obvious difference that federal agencies are not recipients of federal assistance) is that
the attorneys fees provision (paragraph (b)) does not allow the United States as a prevailing party to recover
attorneys' fees That exception says nothing, of course, about the liability of the United States for damages
or other monetary relief, and the fact that the United States may be subject to attorneys fees awards does not
waive sovereign immunity for damages and other kinds of monetary relief.
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Id. at 794. That conclusion is incorrect in two fundamental respects. First, the
addition of federal agencies to section 504 was not to a “clause subjecting others to
liability'" but rather to a clause that imposed a non-discrimination substantive re-
quirement and did not address liability in any way; it was not until section 505 was
added in 1978 that the Rehabilitation Act addressed remedies. Second, the Su-
preme Court has rejected the view that the “broad-brush remedy provision [section
505] indicate[s] that Congress intended that there be no distinction among section
504 defendants.” 1d. As discussed above, the Supreme Court opined in Atas-
cadero State Hospital v. Scanlon that there are indeed distinctions to be made
among section 504 defendants, holding that

given their constitutional role, the States are not like any other class
of recipients of federal aid. A general authorization for suit in fed-
eral court is not the kind of unequivocal statutory language suffi-
cient to abrogate the Eleventh Amendment. When Congress
chooses to subject the States to federal jurisdiction, it must do so
specifically.

473 U.S. at 246. The United States, of course, also has special constitutional
status, and the approach taken in Atascadero requiring an unequivocal specific
expression of intent to waive sovereign immunity is equally applicable in the con-
text of the federal government. Nordic Village, 503 U.S. at 37.

V. EQUAL CREDIT OPPORTUNITY ACT

In contrast to our preceding conclusions, we conclude that the Equal Credit Op-
portunity Act (the “Credit Act”), 15 U.S.C. 88 169]-1691f, partially waives the
sovereign immunity of the United States against the imposition of monetary relief,
by authorizing an award of compensatory damages. Although this conclusion is
not completely free from doubt because it is possible that the Supreme Court
would require a more explicit statement of waiver, we reach this conclusion be-
cause we can find no reasonable explanation for a provision exempting all govern-
ment creditors from liability for punitive damages other than that the provision
recognizes that government creditors are liable for compensatory damages. There

is no comparable provision in any of the other civil rights statutes addressed in this
memorandum.

A.

The Credit Act prohibits any creditor from discriminating against any applicant
with respect to any aspect of a credit transaction. Id. § 1691(a). The term
“creditor” is defined as “any person who regularly extends, renews, or continues
credit; any person who regularly arranges for the extension, renewal, or continua-
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tion of credit; or any assignee of an original creditor who participates in the deci-
sion to extend, renew, or continue credit.” Id. § 169la(e). For purposes of the
Act, a “person” is “a natural person, a corporation, government or governmental
subdivision or agency, trust, estate, partnership, cooperative, or association.” Id.
§ 1691a(f) (emphasis added).

Although the Credit Act contains no further indication in its text or legislative
history as to whether the governmental references in the definition of “person”
were intended to include federal agencies, the natural understanding of the refer-
ences is that the federal government is included, because the language is unre-
stricted and there is no language suggesting any different treatment for different
levels of government. If it were intended that the federal government was to be
exempt and the statute limited in its coverage to State and local governments, we
would expect that the text of the statute would make such a distinction — or at
least the distinction would be identified in legislative history. Neither the statute
nor the legislative history contain any such suggestion.

Our conclusion that the federal government is subject to the discrimination pro-
visions of the Credit Act may be reinforced by reference to another, previously
enacted statute that also regulates the extension of credit, the Truth in Lending Act
(“TILA™), 15 U.S.C. 8§ 1601-1681u. Both the Credit Act and TILA are part of the
Consumer Credit Protection Act.28 Statutes addressing the same subject matter —
that is, statutes “in pari materia” — should be construed together.2

TILA uses the same language as the Credit Act concerning covered government
organizations. TILA applies to any “creditor,” which is defined as a “person” who
regularly extends certain types of consumer credit. I1d. § 1602(f). “Person” is de-
fined as a “natural person” or an “organization.” 1d. § 1602(d), and “organization”
includes a “government or governmental subdivision or agency.” 1Id. § 1602(c).
As with the Credit Act, there is no further indication of what levels of government
are covered. Unlike the Credit Act, however, TILA contains an express assertion
of sovereign immunity in the enforcement section of the statute, thus indicating a
clear recognition that the federal government is subject to the substantive provi-
sions of TILA:

[N]o civil or criminal penalty provided under this subchapter for
any violation thereof may be imposed upon the United States or any
department or agency thereof, or upon any State or political subdi-
vision thereof, or any agency of any State of political subdivision.

2LTILA was enacted in 1968 as title | of the Consumer Credit Protection Act, Pub. L. No 90-321, 82 Stat.
146, and the Credit Act was added to the Consumer Credit Protection Act as title VIl in 1974, Pub. L. No.
93-495, tit V, 88 Stat. 1500, 1521.

29 See 2B Norman J Singer, Sutherland Statutory Construction § 51.02, at 121 (5th ed 1992) (“ltis
assumed that whenever the legislature enacts a provision it has in mind previous statutes relating to the same
subject matter In the absence of any express repeal or amendment, the new provision is presumed in accord
with the legislative policy embodied in those prior statutes Thus, they all should be construed together ™).
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Id. 8§ 1612(b). It is reasonable to assume that when Congress defined “person” in
the Credit Act to include a “government, governmental subdivision or agency,” it
intended those terms to have the same scope as the identical terms used in the pre-
viously enacted TILA.3

B.

Of course, as discussed in prior sections of this memorandum, the fact that fed-
eral agencies are subject to the substantive requirements of the Credit Act does not
necessarily mean that there has been a waiver of sovereign immunity against impo-
sition of monetary liability for violation of such requirements. The Credit Act sov-
ereign immunity question is not a simple one, because there is no language directly
addressing the subject of sovereign immunity or directly stating that the United
States may be subject to an award of monetary relief. However, as discussed be-
low, we find there has been a waiver because the Act contains a provision that indi-
rectly, but in our view unequivocally, indicates that the United States may be
required to pay compensatory damages.

Section 1691e of the Credit Act provides for a private right of action against
creditors who violate the discrimination prohibitions of the Act. Under subsection
(a), all creditors are liable for compensatory damages: “[A]ny creditor who fails to
comply with any requirement imposed under this subchapter shall be liable to the
aggrieved applicant for any actual damages sustained by such applicant acting ei-
ther in an individual capacity or as a member of a class.” Under subsection (b), all
creditors except governmental creditors are liable for punitive damages: “[Alny
creditor, other than a government or governmental subdivision or agency . . . shall
be liable to the aggrieved applicant for punitive damages . ...” Equitable relief is
authorized under subsection (c).3 Finally, under subsection (d), costs and attor-
neys’ fees may be imposed: “Inthe case of any successful action under subsection
(a), (b), or (c) ..., the costs of the action, together with a reasonable attorney’s
fee as determined by the court, shall be added to any damages awarded by the
court

Subsection (b) of section 1691e provides the key to finding a partial waiver of
sovereign immunity against monetary relief. Coming immediately after a provision
(subsection (a)) that states that all creditors are liable for compensatory damages, a
provision exempting government creditors from liability for punitive damages nec-
essarily implies a recognition that government creditors are otherwise liable for
damages under the Act and remain liable for compensatory damages under the pre-
ceding section, which contains no such limitation. “[A] limitation of liability is

,0See id § 51 02, at 122 ("“Unless the context indicates otherwise, words or phrases in a provision that
were used in a prioi act pertaining to the same subject matter will be construed in the same sense ")

N “Upon application by an aggrieved applicant, the [court] may grant such equitable and declaratory relief
as is necessary to enforce the requirements imposed under this subchapter.” 15USC § 1691e(c)
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nonsensical unless liability existed in the first place.” Pennsylvania v. Union Gas
Co., 491 U.S. 1,13 (1989) (holding that CERCLA abrogated State sovereign im-
munity based in part on implication of provisions exempting States from liability
for certain actions).

Thus, the Credit Act is different from the Fair Housing Act and the Rehabilita-
tion Act in the fundamental respect that it contains a provision indicating liability
for damages that is susceptible to no other plausible interpretation that would not
impose liability. Whereas we concluded that the attorneys’ fees provisions in the
Fair Housing Act and the Rehabilitation Act did not satisfy the “unequivocal ex-
pression” standard because there was another plausible interpretation that did not
impose monetary liability, see Nordic Village, 503 U.S. at 37, the interpretation of
subsections (a) and (b) that subjects government creditors, including the United
States, to liability for compensatory damages is the only plausible interpretation.
Accordingly, we conclude that the Credit Act waives sovereign immunity with re-
spect to compensatory damages.2

VI. ATTORNEYS’FEES AND COSTS

The analysis for whether attorneys’ fees and costs may be awarded under the
civil rights statutes whose anti-discrimination provisions apply to federal agencies
is simpler than the foregoing analysis on whether monetary relief may be awarded.
There is no need to decide whether the individual civil rights statutes waive sover-
eign immunity for attorneys’ fees and costs, because the Equal Access to Justice
Act (the “EAJA”) expressly waives sovereign immunity. Immunity for costs is
waived by 28 U.S.C. § 2412(a), and immunity for attorneys’ fees is waived by 28
U.S.C. 88 2412(b) and 2412(d). Each of these sections contains language author-
izing an award of attorneys’ fees or expenses to “the prevailing party in any civil
action brought by or against the United States.”

The EAJA also specifically addresses the extent of the United States’ liability
for attorneys’ fees and costs. There are two separate attorneys’ fees regimes under
the EAJA. Under 28 U.S.C. § 2412(b), a court may award attorneys’ fees against
the United States, and if it does, “[t]he United States shall be liable for [attorneys’]
fees and expenses to the same extent that any other party would be liable under the
common law or under the terms of any statute which specifically provides for such

12 Our conclusion with respect lo (he waiver of sovereign immunity under the Credit Act has implications
with respect to claims alleging violations of the Fair Housing Act Although the latter statute does not waive
sovereign immunity, conduct violative of that statute may also violate the Credit Act The fact that the two
statutes are, to some extent, coextensive is acknowledged in the Credit Act's provision that “fn]o person
aggrieved by a violation of this subchapter and by a violation of section 3605 of [the Fair Housing Act] shall
recover under this subchapter and section 3612 of [the Fair Housing Act], if such violation is based on the
same transaction " 15 U SC § 1691e(i) Thus, where a federal agency is discriminating in the extension of
credit, that conduct may violate both statutes. |If it does, the agency would have authority pursuant to the
Credit Act's waiver of sovereign immunity to provide monetary relief in settlement of a claim, even if the
claim cites only the Fair Housing Act, to the extent allowed by the Credit Act
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an award.”3 Because the common law applies the “American Rule,” which pro-
vides that each litigant must ordinarily pay his or her own lawyer, Alyeska Pipeline
Service Co. v. Wilderness Society, 421 U.S. 240, 247 (1975), the extent of liability
for attorneys’ fees under the individual civil rights statutes should generally be
governed by the specific fee-shifting language of the statutes, each of which
authorizes the court to award “a reasonable attorneys’ fee.”34

As an alternative to an award of attorneys’ fees under 8 2412(b), the EAJA pro-
vides in § 2412(d) for a mandatory award of attorneys’ fees against the United
States (upon application by the prevailing party), except when the United States’
position was substantially justified or when special circumstances would make an
award of fees unjust. Under subsection (d), attorneys’ fees are capped at the rate
of $75 per hour, absent a special judicial finding that special factors justify higher
fees, § 2412(d)(2)(A), and parties may only recover if they have incomes or net
worths below certain levels, § 2412(d)(2)(B).

The EAJA also provides for the extent of the United States’ liability for costs:
“A judgment for costs when taxed against the United States shall ... be limited to
reimbursing in whole or in part the prevailing party for the costs incurred by such
party in the litigation.” 28 U.S.C. § 2412(a)(1). Because this provision begins
with the caveat “[ejxcept as otherwise specifically provided by statute,” it is neces-
sary to decide whether the civil rights statutes provide differently with respect to
costs. The Rehabilitation Act and the Equal Credit Opportunity Act do not contain
language specifically addressing the liability of the United States for costs. See 29
U.S.C. 8 794a(b); 15 U.S.C. §1691e(d). Therefore, the EAJA provision applies
under those two statutes. The Fair Housing Act, however, does contain a specific
provision that displaces the EAJA provision. It provides that “[t]he United States
shall be liable for ... costs to the same extent as a private person.” 42 U.S.C.
§3613(c)(2).

VIlI. CONCLUSIONS

The Supreme Court has established a strict “unequivocal expression” standard
for determinations on whether a statute waives the sovereign immunity of the
United States against imposition of monetary relief. One of the civil rights statutes
that we have been asked to review, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, does
not prohibit discrimination by federal agencies. Anti-discrimination provisions in
the remaining statutes do apply to federal agencies, but only one of them, the Equal
Credit Opportunity Act, contains a waiver of sovereign immunity regarding mone-
tary relief, and that waiver is limited to compensatory damages. Agencies there-

31 Because § 2412(b) begins with the caveat “[u]nless expressly prohibited by statute,” we have reviewed
the civil rights statutes to determine whether they “expressly prohibit" an award of attorneys’ fees against the
United Slates. They do not.

14 See Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S C § 3613(c)(2), Rehabilitation Act, 29 U S.C. § 794a(b), Equal Credit
Opportunity Act, 15 U S C. § 1691e(d).
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fore have authority to provide compensatory damages to the extent allowed by the
Credit Act in their voluntary settlement of discrimination claims if the conduct
complained of violates the Credit Act. In addition, the Equal Access to Justice Act
authorizes awards of attorneys’ fees and costs against federal agencies.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel
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Equitable Transfers of Forfeited Monies or Property

W hen the federal government makes an equitable transfer of forfeited monies or property to a state or
local law enforcement agency, that transfer is more appropriately characterized as a conditional gift
to the agency rather than as a formal contract between the federal government and the agency.

If the state or local agency fails to use the transferred property for law enforcement purposes, the fed-
eral government may be able to pursue restitution of the properly.

April 19, 1994

Memorandum Option for the Director and ChiefCounsel

E xecutive Office for Asset Forfeiture

You have requested our assistance in determining whether equitable transfers of
forfeited property to state and local law enforcement agencies should be viewed as
contracts or as conditional gifts. Pursuant to 21 U.S.C’ § 881 and 19 U.S.C.
§ 1616a, the Attorney General has the authority to share forfeited monies or tangi-
ble property with any state or local law enforcement agency which participated
directly in the investigative or prosecutorial efforts leading to the seizure and for-
feiture of the property. The local agency wishing to share in the forfeited property
must apply by submitting an “Application for Transfer of Federally Forfeited
Property — Form DAG-71” (“DAG-71") within sixty days of the seizure. See A
Guide to Equitable Sharing of Federally Forfeited Property for State and Local
Law Enforcement Agencies, December 1990, at 3 (“Guide”). Both the shared
property and any income generated from it “must be used for the law enforcement
purposes” specified by the requesting agency in its DAG-71 form. |Id. at 4; see
also The Attorney General’s Guidelines on Seized and Forfeited Property, July
1990, at 8 (“Guidelines™).1 Permissible law enforcement purposes include, but are
not limited to, the purchase of vehicles, weapons, or protective equipment and the
payment of salaries and other expenses. Guide at 4.

The question about the appropriate characterization of equitable transfers has
arisen because of the failure of some local agencies to comply with the Guidelines.
Specifically, a 1992 audit by the Inspector General revealed that some agencies
have failed to use transferred monies and property for permissible law enforcement
purposes. The General Counsel of the Office of the Inspector General concluded
that the Justice Department could seek to recover these misspent monies through
restitution because the equitable transfer created a contractual relationship.2 See

1Both the DAG-71 form and its accompanying instructions also state that all assets transferred must be
used for the law enforcement purpose specified in the request.

" The General Counsel also concluded that the Department could act to preclude future disbursements to
an agency misusing funds The availability of this remedy has not been questioned
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Memorandum for Guy Zimmerman, Assistant Inspector General for Audit, from
Howard L. Sribnick, General Counsel, Office of the Inspector General (Sept. 9,
1992). The Executive Office of Asset Forfeiture, however, has stated that it
is more inclined to view equitable transfers as conditional gifts rather than
contractual relationships and thus believes the Department is powerless to seek
restitution of transferred funds. See Memorandum for Walter Dellinger,
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from Cary H. Copeland,
Director and Chief Counsel, Executive Office for Asset Forfeiture (Dec. 17,
1993).

We believe that the equitable transfers at issue here are more analogous to
a conditional gift than to a formal contractual relationship. Although it is true
that the Guide states that the DAG-71 should be “treated as a contract” between
the requesting agency and the Department of Justice, see Guide at 4, we believe
that this language is better read as signifying that the conditions placed on the
transfer are binding on the local agency rather than as creating a formal contract.
A formal contract is not created for three reasons. First, the language of both the
Guide and the Guidelines suggests that the intent of the program is to reward local
law enforcement agencies for their valuable past assistance in securing the prop-
erty, rather than to create a bargained-for exchange of the agency’s promise to use
the money for law enforcement in return for a share in the forfeited property. For
example, the amount of the equitable share awarded depends in part on the degree
of direct participation in the law enforcement effort by the local agency and on
whether the local agency provided unique or indispensable assistance. Guidelines
at 9. A promise to reward past conduct is not sufficient to create a contract under
settled principles of contract law. Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 86 (1981).
Second, the absence of bargained-for legal detriment on the part of the requesting
agency suggests that the relationship created is that of a conditional gift rather than
a formal contractual relationship. Even though the requesting agency promises not
to use the money for any purpose other than that specified in the request, this is not
an example of a promise not to do something the agency would otherwise have the
right to do. Finally, neither the DAG-71 form nor the Guidelines suggest that the
federal government is ever bound to make the requested transfer. See, e.g., Guide-
lines at 1 (Guidelines are not intended to create any rights on behalf of claimants or
petitioners).

It is also our belief, however, that the conclusion that an equitable transfer is
a conditional gift does not necessarily preclude the federal government from seek-
ing restitution of transferred funds being used for non-law-enforcement purposes.
As an initial matter, it is clear that a promise to use the transferred property for

' The legislative history of the amendments to 21 U SC. §881 and 19 U S C § 1616a also makes plain
that the purpose of allowing the Attorney General to transfer funds to local agencies was to recognize the
assistance of those agencies in securing the forfeiture and to enhance cooperation between local and federal
law enforcement agencies HR Rep. No 98-1030, at 216, 219 (1984), reprinted in 1984 USCCAN
3182,3399, 3402
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law enforcement purposes is in fact a condition of receiving an equitable
share from the federal government. See, e.g., DAG-71 (requiring requestor to
certify that property will be used for law enforcement purpose stated); Guidelines
at 8 (stating that all property transferred shall be used for law enforcement pur-
poses). The DAG-71 further reinforces the interest of the federal government in
ensuring that the money is used for law enforcement purposes by requiring the lo-
cal agency to certify that it will report on the actual use of equitably shared prop-
erty upon request. In addition, the Guidelines make plain that “the integrity of the
entire forfeiture program depends upon the faithful stewardship of forfeited prop-
erty and the proceeds thereof.” Guidelines at 1. Permitting local agencies to use
the proceeds of forfeited property for any purpose whatsoever would undermine
the integrity of the program.

The fact that the Department has placed such a clear condition on the use of
funds received under the equitable sharing program and has reserved the right
to confirm that an agency uses transferred funds as promised suggests that the
Department did not intend to pass unconditional control of the funds to the
local agency. Instead, it appears that the Department intended to make a condi-
tional gift, which remains in effect only so long as the gift is being used for its
intended purpose. “A gift may be conditioned upon the donee’s performance
of specified obligations ... If the obligation is not performed, the donor is entitled
to restitution.” Ball v. Hall, 274 A.2d 516, 520 (Vt. 1971). In the analogous
context of federal grants to state and local agencies, courts have stated that the
federal government may use principles of restitution to recover monies that
were granted for specific purposes and then used in contravention of those
purposes, even in the absence of statutory authority expressly permitting such
recovery. See, e.g., West Virginia v. Secretary of Educ., 667 F.2d 417, 419
(4th Cir. 1981) (per curiam); Mount Sinai Hosp. v. Weinberger, 517 F.2d 329
(5th Cir. 1975), cert, denied, 425 U.S. 935 (1976). But see 2 Richard B. Cappalli,
Federal Grants and Cooperative Agreements § 8:15, at 80-82 (1982) (suggesting
that federal agency may have forfeited its right to recover improperly used funds if
it has not established a right to recovery in the grant agreement or in duly promul-
gated regulations). Restitutionary remedies are available because, although not a
formal contractual relationship, federal grant programs are nonetheless “much in
the nature of a contract: in return for federal funds, the [grantee] agree[s] to com-
ply with federally imposed conditions.” Pennhurst State School v. Halderman,
451 U.S. 1, 17 (1981).

Whether to pursue restitution against local agencies misusing funds transferred
to them under the equitable sharing program is a policy question not suited for

4  The Supreme Court has not yet resolved the question whether the federal government has a common law
right to recover funds whenever a grant recipient fails to comply with the conditions of the grant. Bell v.
New Jersey, 461 U.S. 773, 782 n 7 (1983)
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resolution by this office. We mean to suggest only that a right to recover misspent

funds on a restitution theory may well be supportable under current case law.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office ofLegal Counsel
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MARAD Rulemaking Authority Under Cargo Preference Laws

The U.S. Maritime Administration has the authority to promulgate rules establishing mandatory uni-
form charter terms for the carriage of cargoes subject to the Cargo Preference Act of 1954.

April 19, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the General Counsel

Department of Transportation

This responds to your letter requesting our opinion whether the U.S. Maritime
Administration (“MARAD?”) has authority to promulgate rules establishing man-
datory uniform charter terms for the carriage of cargoes subject to the Cargo Pref-
erence Act of 1954, section 901(b) of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as
amended (“MMA”), Pub. L. No. 83-664, ch. 936, 68 Stat. 832, 1034 (1954)
(“CPA™). In addition to the submission accompanying your letter, on November
23, 1993, the Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) and the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development (“USAID”) each submitted memoranda setting forth their
views in opposition to MARAD?’s position (hereinafter cited as “USDA Mem.” and
“USAID Mem.”). On January 25, 1994, we received a final submission from
MARAD in reply to the submissions of USDA and USAID.

We conclude that MARAD’s statutory authority is broad enough to warrant is-
suance of charter term regulations. Under the CPA, agencies are only required to
allocate the targeted share of cargo to U.S.-flag carriers to the extent that shipment
on such carriers is available at “fair and reasonable rates.” The proposed regula-
tions appear to be a reasonable means of containing charter-related pass-through
costs incurred by U.S.-flag carriers in the preference trade, thereby helping those
carriers to maintain “reasonable” rates and to utilize the full statutory allocation
of cargo preference, both overall and by “geographic areas,” see 46 U.S.C. app.
§ 1241(b)(1). MARAD has explicit authority to issue regulations governing fed-
eral agencies in the “administration” of their cargo preference programs, and there
is persuasive historical evidence that such program administration, as understood
by Congress, encompasses the promulgation of charter party terms.

I. BACKGROUND
A. The Cargo Preference Act of 1954
This dispute centers around the nation’s cargo preference laws, which require

that a minimum percentage of ocean cargo generated by certain U.S. government
programs (e.g., foreign food aid grants or foreign purchases financed by U.S. Gov-
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ernment loans) must be transported in U.S.-flag vessels. The Cargo Preference Act
provides in relevant part:

Whenever the United States shall procure, contract for, or other-
wise obtain for its own account, or shall furnish to or for the ac-
count of any foreign nation without provision for reimbursement,
any equipment, materials, or commodities, within or without the
United States, . . . the appropriate agency or agencies shall take such
steps as may be necessary and practicable to assure that at least 50
per centum of the gross tonnage of such equipment, materials, or
commodities . . . which may be transported on ocean vessels shall
be transported on privately owned United States-flag commercial
vessels, to the extent such vessels are available at fair and reason-
able rates for United States-flag commercial vessels, in such manner
as will insure a fair and reasonable participation of United States-
flag commercial vessels in such cargoes by geographic areas ....

46 U.S.C. app. § 1241(b)(1). As a result of amendments enacted in the 1985 Farm
Bill, the percentage of food aid program shipments subject to cargo preference was
increased from 50% to 75%. Food Security Act of 1985, Pub. L. No. 99-198, 99
Stat. 1354, 1496, 46 U.S.C. § 1241b.

In 1970, Congress enacted section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1970, Pub.
L. No. 91-469, § 27, 84 Stat. 1018, 1034, which added the following explicit cargo
preference rulemaking authority as § 901 of the MMA:

Every department or agency having responsibility under this sub-
section shall administer its programs with respect to this subsection
under regulations issued by the Secretary of Transportation. The
Secretary of Transportation shall review such administration and
shall annually report to the Congress with respect thereto.

46 U.S.C. app. § 1241(b)(2). Based on this authority (delegated to MARAD by
the Secretary of Transportation, see 49 C.F.R. § 1.66(e)(1993)), MARAD has
promulgated regulations governing participating agencies in the administration of
their cargo preference responsibilities. 46 C.F.R. pt. 381 (1992). Those regula-
tions establish various reporting requirements, rules governing the cargo “mix” of
covered shipments, and other matters relative to compliance with the CPA’s re-
quirement for allocating a minimum cargo share to U.S-flag carriers. However,
none of the existing CPA regulations purports to establish or regulate the substan-
tive terms of cargo charters utilized by agencies in contracting for shipments cov-
ered by the CPA. MARAD’s attempt to promulgate regulations that would do just
that gave rise to this dispute between MARAD and the chief agencies (USDA and
USAID) administering food aid programs subject to cargo preference.
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B. Agricultural Export Programs

USDA and USAID both participate in various overseas food aid programs in-
volving shipments covered by the CPA, including programs authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended, 7 U.S.C.
88 1691-1738r, commonly known as “Public Law 480.” Under these programs,
agricultural commodities and other forms of food aid are shipped overseas to for-
eign governments pursuant to grants or U.S. Government-financed purchases.
USDA is in charge of market development credit sales to friendly developing
countries under title 1 of Public Law 480, while USAID is in charge of grant pro-
grams for emergency food assistance and food donation programs benefiting least
developed countries under titles Il and III.

In 1990, Public Law 480 was amended to provide the Secretary of Agriculture
and the AID Administrator with certain additional powers in connection with the
administration of their respective food aid programs. See 7 U.S.C. § 1736a(a)(2)
(USDA) and (d)(2), (4) (USAID). These provisions authorize the Secretary and
the Administrator to purchase ocean transportation for their program shipments
under such competitive bid procedures as they consider appropriate. USDA and
USAID contend that the imposition of uniform charter party rules by MARAD
would undercut their ability to establish such competitive bidding procedures.

C. MARADs Proposed Rule

The proposed rule that precipitated this dispute was developed by MARAD in
response to complaints from U.S. shipowners that they were being adversely af-
fected by various practices in the awarding of cargo preference ocean transport
contracts, referred to as “charter parties.” See Liberty Maritime Corporation; Fil-
ing of Rulemaking Petition, 57 Fed. Reg. 8287 (1992)." In brief, the shipowners
claim that U.S. agencies administering CPA programs, as well as recipient nations,
have increasingly included terms and conditions in charter parties that place an
excessive burden of cost and risk upon the shipowner, as opposed to the shipper or
the recipient. Thus, MARAD’s notice of proposed rulemaking stated that it was
issued “in response to vessel owners’ complaints of discriminatory, non-
commercial contracting terms in the preference trade.” NPRM at 1.2 An important
example of such objectionable terms is a provision requiring the shipowner (as
opposed to the charterer or the recipient nation) to absorb the added costs caused
by delays in unloading the cargo. As the NPRM continued:

1 MARAD's draft nouce of proposed rulemaking (“NPRM?") defines "Charter Party” as “a contract be-
tween the cargo charterer and the vessel owner/operator reflecting the terms and conditions agreed to by both
parties regarding the shipment of the cargo” NPRM at 18 The draft NPRM was transmitted to the Office
of Management and Budget ("“OMB?”) for pre-promulgation clearance on December 29, 1992, but it was not
cleared by OMB due to the inter-agency legal dispute over MARAD's authority to issue it.

“The shipowner's petition also asked MARAD to issue a rule requiring sealed bidding in all CPA charter
lenders, but MARAD declined to include such a requirement in the NPRM.
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These discriminatory terms increase vessel owners’ costs and risks.
This, in turn, causes higher freight rates and unnecessary expendi-
ture of U.S. Government funds. Currently, there is a vast array of
contracting procedures affecting U.S. flag vessels carrying prefer-
ence cargoes; some programs have uniform charter parties contain-
ing minimal onerous, non-commercial terms, whilst others allow a
multiplicity of nonstandard, discriminatory charter parties. . . . This
regulation attempts to harmonize all the disparate charter parties
into one consistent, orderly, fair and commercially justifiable char-
ter party.

Id. 1-2.

The MARAD proposed rule would (1) require MARAD’s pre-approval of all
freight tenders (i.e., bid solicitations) for CPA charter parties; and (2) require the
utilization of a uniform charter party (“UCP”) by all agencies in arranging for their
CPA program shipments. The mandatory provisions proposed for the UCP en-
compass a range of subjects, including loading and discharging conditions and
procedures; shipment cancellations due to delays; procedures for handling bills of
lading; arrangements for the use of stevedores; and various rules and procedures
for allocating contractual responsibility with respect to the timeliness of various
actions (e.g., readiness to load or discharge the cargo).

The NPRM described the anticipated effect of the proposed rules as follows:

It would substantially affect the operation of U.S.-flag vessels in the
preference trade by improving their prospects for achieving a rea-
sonable profit through eliminating unfavorable conditions now ex-
isting under the affected Government sponsored programs. Based on
a survey of participating vessel owners, adoption of these uniform
charter party provisions could result in significant annual savings.

NPRM at 16.

MARAD contends that it has authority to promulgate the UCP regulations under
46 U.S.C. app. 8§ 1114(b) and 46 U.S.C. app. § 1241(b)(2). Both USDA and
USAID contend that those provisions do not authorize MARAD to impose sub-
stantive charter terms on agencies administering cargo preference programs.
Those agencies also contend that MARAD’s attempt to impose mandatory terms to
govern all CPA cargo charters conflicts with the statutory powers assigned to them
under the foreign food aid programs.

1. ANALYSIS
A. The Secretary’s General Authority under § 204(b) ofthe MMA

We first examine the general authority given the Secretary of Transportation
under section 204(b) of the MMA, 46 U.S.C. app. § 1114(b), to ascertain whether
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it provides a legal basis for issuance of the charter term regulations. That section
provides that the Secretary is “authorized to adopt all necessary rules and regula-
tions to carry out the powers, duties and functions vested in [him] by [the Act].”
Id. Construing the Secretary’s authority under section 204(b) in States Marine
Int’l. v. Peterson, 518 F.2d 1070, 1079 (1975), cert, denied, 424 U.S. 912 (1976),
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit observed:

[U]nder this grant of authority the Secretary . .. has broad discre-
tionary authority to deal with the everchanging technological and
economic conditions of the commercial shipping industry, as long
as its actions are reasonable and consistent with the 1936 Act.

The legislative history underlying section 204(b) confirms that Congress in-
tended to give the Secretary broad (but not unlimited) authority and discretion to
respond to problems afflicting the U.S. merchant shipping industry. As stated in
the Senate Commerce Committee Report on the 1936 Act:

Title 1l creates a Maritime Authority .... The Authority is
given a considerable amount of discretion in the solution of its
problems. This discretion is necessary since many questions will
require prompt treatment. Shipping is a business of a highly com-
petitive and constantly changing nature, and its governmental
contact must be given the power of prompt decision in dealing
with situations as they arise. Such discretion, however, must have
limits, and in framing the bill it has been our endeavor to confer no
greater powers than are necessary and proper considering the ends
in view.

S. Rep. No. 74-713, at 4 (1935).

These authorities raise the question of whether MARAD's issuance of the pro-
posed regulations is both a reasonable response to developments in the merchant
shipping business and consistent with the 1936 Act.

There seems little doubt that the proposed regulations are “consistent with the
1936 Act.” That Act was intended “to help develop an American merchant fleet
that would be competitive with foreign flag fleets.” Peterson, 518 F.2d at 1076.
We think MARAD could reasonably determine that regulating charter parties in a
manner designed to eliminate terms having a disproportionately adverse affect on
U.S.-flag carriers would further the competitive interests of the U.S. merchant
fleet. Thus, the proposed regulations appear generally consistent with the permis-
sive standards for sustaining regulatory actions by the Secretary under the general
authority of section 204(b) of the MMA. In that regard, cases construing the
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MMA have been consistently deferential to the Secretary’s discretion in regulating
merchant shipping matters.3 As stated by the Federal Circuit in American Presi-
dent Lines, Ltd. v. United States, 821 F.2d 1571, 1578 (Fed. Cir. 1987), “The
[Merchant Marine] Act gave the Secretary very broad powers and authority and
wide discretion in administering programs under its provisions.”

Thus, the language and judicial construction of section 204(b) confirm that it
constitutes a broad grant of discretionary authority and indicate that the Secretary’s
issuance of regulations reasonably framed to enhance the competitiveness of the
U.S. merchant fleet would normally fall within that authority. However, although
this factor lends support to MARAD's position, we do not view the breadth of sec-
tion 204(b)’s grant of general regulatory authority as necessarily conclusive on the
more specific and difficult question posed here: Whether the Secretary’s admit-
tedly broad rulemaking authority within his areas of statutory responsibility en-
compasses the power to dictate the specific terms that must be included in
contracts governing cargo preference charters issued by other federal agencies4
Resolution of this question must address the more particular grant of regulatory
power found in the CPA itself, 46 U.S.C. app. § 1241(b)(2).

B. The Secretary’s Authority under § 901(b)(2) ofthe MMA

1 "Administration™ of Cargo Preference "Programs”. In 1970, Congress
amended the CPA to provide that, “Every department or agency having responsi-
bility under this subsection [i.e., the CPA] shall administer its programs with re-
spect to this subsection under regulations issued by the Secretary of
[Transportation].” MMA, § 901(b)(2) (codified as amended at 46 U.S.C. app.

§ 1241(b)(2)). The Senate Commerce Committee Report explained the purpose
behind the amendment.

The Committee amended the bill to provide that each agency having
responsibilities under [the CPA] will administer its program with

1 E.g , Seatram Shipbuilding Corp v Shell Oil Co , 444 U.S 572, 585 (1980) (Secretary's broad con-
trading powers and discretion lo administer the MMA encompassed authority 10 release shipowner from its
obligation to operate subsidized ship exclusively in foreign trade); American President Lines, Ltd ,821 F 2d
at 1578 (court defers to Secretary s authority to charge buyer only one-half of layup costs in determination of
trade-in allowance under obsolete vessels trade-in program, stating, “The Act gave the Secretary very broad
powers and authority and wide discretion in admimsiering programs under its provisions *), American Mari-
time Ass'n v United Slates, 766 F 2d 545. 560 (D C Cir 1985) ("AMA ' case) (substantial deference stan-
dard applied in sustaining MARAD rules fixing rate structure for subsidized ships in preference trade,
stating, "MarAd s attempt to implement the 1970 amendments ‘represents a reasonable accommodation of
the conflicting policies that were committed to the agency's care by the statute * (quoting Chevron U SA. v
National Resources Dejense Council, 467 U S. 837, 844-46 (1984))

4 Moreover, a letter written by the MARAD Administrator in 1969 (when MARAD could rely only on the
general authority granted the Secretary under 204(b) of the MMA) suggests that MARAD did not lay claim
to substantial authority in this area prior to the 1970 CPA amendments that gave it specific regulatory
authority over other agencies in their administration of cargo preference programs That letter stated “fOJur
surveillance over the program is very limited We have no jurisdiction over the activities of the government
agencies that actually ship government-sponsored cargoes ” Letter for the Hon James A Burke, House of
Representatives, from J.W Gulick, Acting Administrator, Maritime Administration at 3 (Mar 6, 1969).
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respect thereto in accordance with regulations promulgated by the
Secretary. . ..

Although the cargo preference program is generally recognized
as an important pillar of our maritime policy, its administration has
tended to be uneven and chaotic. A lack of uniform and rational
administration has worked to the disadvantage of shippers, carri-
ers, and various geographic areas of our nation, and has also made
it exceedingly difficult to assess and review the overall impact of
the program. The situation is easily understandable when one con-
siders the fact that at present each shipping agency administers its
own program independently and that none of the agencies primarily
involved has an expertise in, or a mandate with respect to, overall
U.S. maritime policy.

S. Rep. No. 91-1080, at 19, 58 (1970), reprinted in 1970 U.S.C.C.A.N. 4188,
4193, 4232 (emphasis added).5

The Committee then explained how it intended to foster uniformity of admini-
stration and to advance the basic goals of the CPA by giving the Secretary the
power to impose regulatory control over participating agencies in their administra-
tion of cargo preference programs. Id. at 58-59, reprinted in 1970 U.S.C.C.A.N.
4232-33:

Thus, in order to bring some order out of chaos, to correct some
of the inequities which have resulted from lack of uniformity in ad-
ministration, and to facilitate the achievement of the program’s ob-
jectives ... the committee amended H.R. 15424 to provide that
each agency having responsibilities under section 901(b) of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, will administer its program in accor-
dance with regulations promulgated by the Secretary .... This
provision should prove beneficial in bringing some uniformity to
the administration of the cargo preference laws. ... It also has the
advantage of giving some control over the administration of laws
designed to assist the merchant marine to the government official
who has the primary responsibility for the merchant marine — an
altogether logical and sound approach.

5 The Senate floor debate on the measure expressed similar sentiments and purposes Senator Magnuson
stated that the provision vesting the Secretary with rulemaking authority over the administration of cargo
preference programs “should alleviate some of the anomalies and injustices that have resulted from a lack of
coordinated administration of cargo preference. Section 901 is promotional legislation and the promotional
agency for mantime matters should guide its administration.” 116 Cong. Rec. 32,491 (1970)
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In adopting the provision referred to in the Senate Report, the Conference
Committee expressed a similar legislative purpose:

There is a clear need for a centralized control over the admini-
stration of preference cargoes. In the absence of such control, the
various agencies charged with administration of cargo preference
laws have adopted varying practices and policies, many of which
are not American shipping oriented. Since these laws were de-
signed by Congress to benefit American shipping, they should be
administered to provide maximum benefits to the American mer-
chant marine. Localizing responsibility in the Secretary ... to issue
standards to administer these cargo preference laws gives the best
assurance that the objectivefs] of these laws will be realized.6

H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 91-1555, at 6 (1970), reprinted in 1970 U.S.C.C.A.N. 4260,
4262-63 (emphasis added).

This legislative history confirms that Congress intended the Secretary to have
substantial authority and leeway in imposing a degree of uniformity upon other
departments and agencies in the administration of their cargo preference programs.
See AMA, 766 F.2d 545 at 551 (Congress gave MARAD “broad discretion to super-
vise the implementation of the 1970 amendments”). We therefore must determine
whether the promulgation of mandatory charter party terms to govern CPA tenders
is properly regarded as an aspect of the “administration” of cargo preference “pro-
grams” as those terms are used in the CPA. If so, the proposed charter term regu-
lations would appear to be a proper exercise of the Secretary’s statutory authority.

Although the legislative history of the 1970 amendments does not address this
precise point, evidence that Congress understood agency administration of cargo
preference programs to encompass regulation of charter terms can be found in the
Senate Commerce Committee report prepared in 1962 concerning problems in the
administration of the cargo preference laws. See S. Rep. No. 87-2286 (1962)
(1962 Senate Report”). That report included a summary of various representative
episodes in which the Commerce Committee had worked with departments and
agencies to achieve results favorable to American shipping interests “in keeping
administration of the cargo preference policy in line with the intent of Congress as
expressed in the statutes.” Id. at 3. One of the seven episodes cited by the Com-
mittee as “excellent guidance for the future” was described in the Report as fol-
lows:

6 The underscored language in the Conference Report could reasonably be viewed as encompassing the
very kind of practice addressed by the proposed rulemaking at issue here — 1e., the practice of imposing
charter terms that are unfavorable to U.S -flag carriers in their efforts to attain and retain at least the statutory
minimum share of cargo preference traffic.
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Complaints from tramp ship operators that the Department of
Agriculture had revised certain procedures for the handling of Gov-
ernment-financed cargoes, to the detriment of U.S.-flag vessel own-
ers, were taken up with Secretary [of Agriculture] Freeman, in a
letter by the chairman on June 4, 1962.

The Secretary’s reply, under date of July 3, presented the Govern-
ment’s side of the matter, and gave assurance that —

“The Department has recognized the problem presented in your
letter concerning charter terms on U.S. vessels which are sometimes
burdensome to owners. We are of the opinion that the adoption of
a uniform charter party would be helpful in this matter. Experience
has demonstrated that diverse requirements of individual importing
countries make uniformity of charter party terms and conditions dif-
ficult to obtain. We have recognized for some time, however, that
to the extent practicable uniformity is desirable. To that end, about
a year ago a form of charter party was developed, and since that
time has been in use for a part of the chartering required under Pub-
lic Law 480 programs. The possibility of extending the use of the
uniform contract is presently being studied.”

Id. at 7 (emphasis added).

This pertinent material from the 1962 Senate Report strongly indicates that
agency “administration” of cargo preference programs has long been understood to
encompass the subject of charter terms or “uniform charter party”. While we do
not regard this 1962 report as actual legislative history on the CPA — since it is not
material prepared or contemplated by the same Congress that passed or amended
that act — the report does represent pertinent historical material evidencing con-
gressional and executive branch understanding of what the “administration” of
cargo preference programs encompasses. Moreover, we are not aware of evidence
demonstrating a contradictory understanding of the term in subsequent years.7

2. Implementing the “Reasonable” Rate Standard. It also appears that
MARAD’s regulatory authority under section 901(b)(2) would extend to aspects of

7 MARAD called to our attention a 1993 report issued by the House Merchant Marine Committee that
touches on this subject, but that report likewise does not constitute legislative history as to the relevant pro-
visions of the MMA and the CPA because it was not issued in connection with the enactment or successful
amendment of those acts. See H.R. Rep No 103-251, at 56 (1993) Nonetheless, in stating the Commmit-
tee's view that charter terms do fall within the Secretary's regulatory authority under 46 U S.C. app
§ 1241(b)(2), the 1993 Committee Report lends contemporary reenforcement and continuity to the general
congressional understanding indicated in the 1962 Senate Report — i.e, that the regulation or control over
charter terms is part and parcel of the ‘administration of the cargo preference policy "see 1962 Senate Re-
port at 3.
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cargo preference administration that affect the rates charged by United States-flag
carriers. Under section 901(b)(1), U.S. carriers are only eligible for cargo prefer-
ence to the extent that they charge “fair and reasonable rates for United States-flag
commercial vessels.” 46 U.S.C. app. § 1241(b)(1). Exercising the Secretary’s
substantial administrative discretion, MARAD could reasonably conclude that er-
ratic charter party terms imposing increased costs and risks on U.S.-flag carriers
might undercut the carriers’ ability to calculate and offer rates that are
“reasonable.” MARAD could also reasonably conclude that the effect of burden-
some charter party terms on the rate-setting practices of the U.S. carriers would
adversely affect MARAD’s ability to apply the “fair and reasonable” rate standard
in a correct and consistent manner. Thus, the proposed UCP regulations could be
justified on the basis of MARAD?s authority to regulate the administration of cargo
preference programs in a manner that effectively implements the “reasonable rate”
standard of the CPA.

In that regard, we reject USDA’s argument (USDA Mem. at 8) that the pro-
posed UCP rules must be “practically indispensable and essential” to the perform-
ance of MARAD’s statutory responsibilities (quoting from In re United Missouri
Bank of Kansas City, N.A., 901 F.2d 1449, 1454 (8th Cir. 1990)) in order to be
sustainable. The opinion from which that language was quoted held that an Article
I bankruptcy court could not conduct jury trials on the basis of authority allegedly
implied by the Bankruptcy Amendments Act of 1984. The reasoning of that opin-
ion, and the test of “necessity” that it employed, have little relevance here, where
(1) MARAD s authority to promulgate regulations governing other agencies in the
administration of their cargo preference programs is explicit, not implied; and (2)
the legislative history of the 1970 amendments unambiguously demonstrates that
Congress intended MARAD to use that authority to eradicate agency practices in
cargo preference programs that are adverse to the interests of U.S.-flag carriers.
See supra note 6 and accompanying text.

3. Reduction of the Rate Gap and Cargo Preference Costs. The NPRM and
MARAD?’s submissions also indicate that the Government’s interest in reducing the
costs of the cargo preference program — primarily by reducing the rate gap be-
tween American- and foreign-flag carriers — provides an additional valid basis for
issuance of the UCP regulations. This contention finds some support in caselaw
and legislative history construing the 1970 amendments to the CPA. In the AMA
case, the court concluded that “Congress clearly intended the 1970 amendments [to
the CPA] to reduce the government cost of preference cargo carnage.” 766 F.2d at
5618 Relatedly, the House Report underlying the 1970 amendments explained

8The same opinion also concluded lhat
Congress clearly intended the 1970 amendments .  gradually, to phase out the expensive and
ineffective system of indirect subsidies paid to existing bulk shippers in the form of premium
rates for preference cargo carnage
766 F 2d at 549 Rate-gap reductions achievable through UCP regulations would serve lhat end
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how the bill was intended to achieve such cost reductions in the long run: “The
aim of the Administration’s program and the bill is to enable American bulk carri-
ers, eventually at least, to carry government cargoes at world rates.” H.R. Rep. No.
91-1073, at 38 (1970).

MARAD’s proposed UCP regulations appear reasonably designed to reduce
shipowner costs and risks entailed by burdensome and inconsistent charter party
terms, such as those shifting the cost of unloading delays to the shipowner. The
reduction in shipowner costs and risks contemplated by the regulations should lead
to reduced cargo rates, which in turn would naturally reduce the government’s
costs in subsidizing cargo preference. Therefore, as the court similarly concluded
in the AMA case, “[W]e believe Ihat MarAd’s . . . rule reasonably accomplishes
Congress’ aim to lower the overall government costs of the preference cargo pro-
gram ....” 766 F.2d at 560.

C. Reasonable Participation by Geographic Areas

The CPA not only requires that U.S.-flag carriers be allocated an overall mini-
mum share of covered cargo, but also requires that the cargo allocation be done “in
such manner as will insure a fair and reasonable participation of United States-flag
commercial vessels in such cargoes by geographic areas.” 46 U.S.C. app.
§ 1241(b)(1) (emphasis added). The meaning of this particular clause of the CPA
was explained by the Seventh Circuit in City of Milwaukee v. Yeutter, 877 F.2d
540, 543 (7th Cir. 1989), as follows:

The command . . . speaks of “a fair and reasonable participation
of United States-flag commercial vessels in such cargoes”, not of a
fair and reasonable participation of ports or port ranges. Section
1241(b)(1) is special-interest legislation, but the interest is that of
U.S.-flag lines, not of ports. “By geographic areas” means “by des-
tination”, not “by origin”. This ensures that the government can’t
short-haul domestic carriers. It can’t send shipments from Bangor,
Maine, to Providence, Newfoundland, on U.S. ships while reserving
all the traffic from Philadelphia to Bangkok for foreign bottoms.

Thus, MARAD'’s regulation under the CPA may include measures intended to
assure that U.S.-flag carriers receive a proportional share of CPA shipments to
particular geographic destinations, such as the former Soviet republics or other
distant regions.

The charter term regulations may also be sustained, therefore, because they fa-
cilitate the “reasonable-participation-by-geographic-areas” requirement of the
CPA. As stated in the NPRM, vessel dimension and cargo size requirements em-
ployed in charter parties used in some countries “often do not match the history of
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the port(s) to be served.” NPRM at 10. As the NPRM further stated, “Owners
who have recently successfully discharged in these ports are now being denied
access to cargoes to be shipped to those ports.” Id.

There has been testimony before Congress that such unfavorable charter party
terms have been particularly injurious to U.S.-flag vessels in their efforts to deliver
and unload preference cargo bound for Russia and other former republics of the
Soviet Union. See Hearing by Joint Subcomms. on U.S. Flag Shipping Rates on
Grain Sales to the Former Soviet Union: Hearing Before the Subcomm. on Agric.,
Rural Dev., Food and Drug Admin., and Related Agencies and Commerce, State,
Justice and Judiciary of the House Comm, on Appropriations, 103d Cong. 9-13,
57-62 (1993) (“1993 Hearings”). According to this testimony, when adverse
charter terms are combined with the chaotic and difficult conditions in Russian
ports, the U.S.-foreign freight differential increases and American-flag vessels are
disproportionately harmed in the effort to compete for Russia-bound cargoes. Id.
at 9, 14-15, 57-58.

MARAD could reasonably find that such adverse charter terms might ultimately
discourage U.S.-flag carriers from maintaining a reasonable degree of participation
in CPA shipments to geographic areas where American shipping interests are dis-
proportionately harmed by such charter terms. Issuing UCP regulations in an effort
to prevent that from occurring would appear to be a valid means for MARAD to
further the “reasonable geographic participation” standard of the CPA.

D. Claims of Conflict with AID’s and USDA’s Statutory Authority Regarding
Transportation Arrangements under the Food Aid Programs

The 1990 Food Act provides both the Secretary of Agriculture and the AID
Administrator with authority to establish competitive bid procedures for the pro-
curement of ocean transportation for the food aid shipment programs they admin-
ister. Pub. L. No. 101-624, 104 Stat. 3650 (1990). Thus, 7 U.S.C. § 1736a(a)(2)
(“Invitation for bid”) provides with respect to USDA:

All awards in the purchase of commodities or ocean transportation
financed under subchapter Il of this chapter shall be consistent with
open, competitive, and responsive bid procedures, as determined
appropriate by the Secretary.
Similar authority is provided to the AID Administrator under 7 U.S.C.
§ 1736a(d)(2) with respect to the programs he administers.9 Additionally, 7 U.S.C.
§ 1736a(d) provides as follows with respect to USAID program cargo arrange-
ments:

9  That subsection provides that purchases of ocean transportation under the relevant programs must be
made “‘on the basis of full and open competition utilizing such procedures as are determined necessary and
appropriate by the Administrator.” 1d
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(1) Acquisition.— The Administrator [of USAID] shall transfer,
arrange for the transportation, and take other steps necessary to
make available agricultural commodities to be provided under sub-
chapter[s] Il and . .. IlI-A of this chapter.

(4) Ocean transportation services. — Notwithstanding any provision
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949
(40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.) or other similar provisions relating to the
making or performance of Federal Government contracts, the Ad-
ministrator may procure ocean transportation services under this
chapter under such full and open competitive procedures as the
Administrator determines are necessary and appropriate.

(Emphasis added.) These provisions thus authorize USAID to arrange for the
shipment of Public Law 480 cargoes under such “competitive procedures” as the
Administrator considers “necessary and appropriate.”

USDA and USAID contend that the charter party regulations proposed by
MARAD are incompatible with their authority to establish the competitive proce-
dures they deem appropriate for the procurement of food aid shipping arrange-
ments.

There is nothing to indicate that the “competitive procedures” provisions of the
1990 Food Act were intended to interfere with the Secretary of Transportation’s
administration of the Cargo Preference laws. See S. Rep. No. 101-357, at 169
(1990), reprinted in 1990 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 4825. On the contrary, the legislative
history of the 1990 Food Act states as follows: “None of the revisions to Public
Law 480 contained in this legislation are intended to modify, alter or reduce the
75[%] U.S. flag shipping requirement provided for under current law.” Id.

We conclude that the Food Act’s competitive procedures provisions can be rec-
onciled with MARAD’s authority to regulate the administration of USDA’s and
USAID’s cargo preference programs.10 For example, Congress plainly did not
believe that the competitive procedures provisions would be incompatible with the
basic 75% cargo preference set-aside for U.S.-flag vessels, see id., which imposes
far more severe restrictions on competition than those presented by UCP regula-
tions. Rather, the Food Act provisions authorize USDA and USAID to establish

10  The requirement for sealed bidding on all CPA charter parties initially proposed by the petitioning
shipowner, but not included by MARAD in the NPRM it proposed, would appear to present another matter
Whether or not to require sealed bidding would seem to be the very kind of "competitive procedures” that
were left to the detei mination of USDA and USAID under the 1990 Food Act However, we do not under-
stand MARAD's request for opinion to extend to this issue, since MARAD itself declined to include a sealed
bidding requirement in its draft NPRM.
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competitive procedures for the procurement of ocean transportation in a manner
that is compatible with the requirements of the CPA. Cf. AMA, 766 F.2d at 561
n.25 (“Congress clearly intended MarAd to control the subsidized carriage of pref-
erence cargoes and that shipper agencies would adjust their preference cargo pro-
cedures to conform with MarAd’s.”). We find nothing in the 1990 legislation or its
legislative history indicating that USDA or USAID authority over the terms of
charter parties was considered necessary to the establishment of competitive pro-
curement procedures. Uniform charter party regulations would merely represent an
element of the unique cargo preference trade environment within which USAID
and USDA have been authorized to establish competitive procurement proce-
dures."

E. Allocation v. Availability

USDA and USAID also contend that MARAD'’s proposed imposition of UCP is
fundamentally different than the kind of regulatory authority contemplated under
the CPA — i.e.,, the authority to assure that a 75% share of cargo subject to the
CPA is allocated to U.S.-flag carriers “to the extent such vessels are available at
fair and reasonable rates,” 46 U.S.C. app. § 1241(b)(1). See USAID Mem. at 17-
20; USDA Mem. at 8-15. The covered agencies have consistently satisfied the
CPA’s 75% requirement for eligible U.S-flag vessels, and MARAD does not con-
tend otherwise. The opposing agencies therefore contend that the proposed UCP
regulations are unnecessary and bear no valid relationship to what they view as
MARAD'’s limited statutory authority. In this regard, the more favorable charter
terms proposed by the NPRM would presumably affect the overall and long-term
availability of rate-qualified U.S. carriers rather than MARAD's application of the
75% preference requirement to the pool of available U.S.- and foreign-flag carri-
ers. Thus, this dispute also raises the question whether the CPA grants MARAD
the authority to take regulatory action designed to encourage the availability of
qualifying U.S.-flag carriers but not directly related to the allocation of preference
cargo among the available and eligible carriers.

MARAD'’s allocation authority is largely inconsequential unless there is a sub-
stantial number of U.S. merchant vessels “available” to take on the preference
cargo at reasonable rates. Cf. Yeutter, 877 F.2d at 541-45 (agencies could properly
allocate cargo preference tonnage on a nationwide, rather than port-by-port, basis;
effect of this action was to force diversion of cargo preference shipping of Midwest

n Although the point is not pressed in the submissions, we assume lhat MARAD's authority under the
proposed rule to review and approve freight tenders for preference cargo prior to release to the trade would
be exercised in a manner that would not unreasonably delay or impede the affected agencies* ability to issue
freight tenders in a timely fashion If MARAD s actual practice in exercising such authority unduly inter-
fered with the affected agencies’ food aid operations, it might well exceed even its expansive statutory
authority in this area See S Rep. No 74-713, at4 (although MARAD s discretionary authority to deal with
problems falling within its jurisdiction is “considerable,” it nonetheless “must have limits")
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grain from more cost-effective Great Lakes ports, where U.S. carriers did not oper-
ate and were thus not “available,” to more distant coastal ports, where they were
“available”). For MARAD to enforce the 75% requirement on behalf of a sparse
and dwindling fleet of available U.S. carriers would do little to further the broad
objectives of the MMA and the CPA — i.e., to assure the maintenance of a vigor-
ous and competitive U.S. merchant fleet. We conclude therefore that MARAD’s
regulatory jurisdiction encompasses administrative measures designed to foster the
availability of reasonable-rate U.S. vessels to pursue the preference trade, as well
as overseeing the allocation of the minimum cargo preference percentages.

That leaves the question of whether the proposed UCP regulations represent a
reasonable means of seeking to enhance or sustain U.S.-flag vessel availability for
the preference trade. We think that the proposed regulations do pass that test. As
demonstrated by the 1962 Senate Report quoted above, the relevance of charter
terms to effective implementation of the cargo preference program was recognized
by the Secretary of Agriculture over 30 years ago.

In the absence of any restrictions sensitive to U.S. merchant fleet concerns,
onerous and erratic charter party terms might deter some U.S.-flag carriers from
pursuing their statutory share of cargo preference trade. Although USDA and
USAID reasonably point out that U.S. carriers may include the increased costs
caused by adverse charter terms in their proposed rates, and although MARAD
retains considerable discretion to approve such rate increases as reasonable, that
discretion is not unlimited. Rates could conceivably be raised to a level that is
objectively too high for the United States to continue to sustain within realistic
budgetary constraints. Further, rote approval of escalating charter-driven rate in-
creases would conflict with MARAD’s duty to “reduce the government cost of
preference cargo carriage,” AMA, 766 F.2d at 561, in keeping with the goals of the
1970 Amendments.

F. MARAD Authority to Fix Freight Rates

Another argument against MARAD’s proposed regulation is that it is designed
to reduce the rates charged by U.S.-flag carriers, whereas USDA contends that
MARAD lacks authority to fix rates (USDA Mem. at 14-18). In support of this
contention, USDA relies upon the Fifth Circuit’s observation in United States v.
Bloomfield Steamship Co., 359 F.2d 506, 509 (5th Cir. 1966), cert, denied, 385
U.S. 1004 (1967), that, “[T]here is nothing in the Cargo Preference Act that indi-
cates that it is intended to fix freight rates.” USDA Mem. at 16.

Whether or not MARAD has such authority, the proposed MARAD regulation
would not “fix freight rates.” It instead aims to remove obstacles to the reduction
of the rate gap between the U.S. merchant fleet and foreign-flag carriers that might
otherwise occur in the absence of such obstacles.

Placed in context, the Fifth Circuit’s statement in Bloomfield does not signifi-
cantly relate to the issue presented here. That statement was made in the course of
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demonstrating that Congress did not intend to provide still further subsidies to U.S.
shipowners “by having the Government pay higher rates for shipping than it might
bargain for.” 359 F.2d at 509 (emphasis added). More specifically, the Bloomfield
opinion rejected the proposition that the CPA was intended to prohibit rates for
U.S. carriers that “are lower than rates shown to be fair and reasonable.” Id. at
509-10. The quoted statement from Bloomfield, and the holding of which it was a
part, simply do not address the distinct issue of whether MARAD could properly
take regulatory measures designed to reduce the “rate gap” between U.S. and for-
eign carriers in the interests of fostering a more competitive and cost-efficient U.S.
merchant fleet. The reduction of that rate gap could advance the overall competi-
tive interests of the U.S. merchant fleet and help reduce the costs of the cargo pref-
erence program.

Conclusion

To conclude that issuance of UCP regulations exceeds the Secretary’s authority
would require an overly narrow construction of the mandates of the MMA, the
CPA, and the 1970 amendments. MARAD’s authority under those statutes is not
limited to rote application of the statutory percentage formula to whatever number
of U.S. shipowners find it profitable to apply for CPA shipments. Rather,
MARAD may regulate the administration of cargo preference programs with a
view to achieving recognized goals of the MMA and the CPA: developing a mer-
chant fleet that is at “parity with foreign competitors,” Peterson, 518 F.2d at 1076;
reducing the costs of the cargo preference program, AMA, 766 F.2d at 561; and
eradicating divergent agency practices in the preference trade that are “not Ameri-
can shipping oriented,” H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 1555, at 6, reprinted in 1970
U.S.C.C.A.N. at 4262. MARAD could reasonably conclude that erratic and bur-
densome charter party terms hinder the achievement of those goals, and it follows
that UCP regulations aimed at eliminating such terms would be a valid exercise of
MARAD’s authority under sections 204(b) and 901(b) of the MMA.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel
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Eligibility of Involuntary Wartime Relocatees to Japan for
Redress Under the Civil Liberties Act of 1988

The proposed Department of Justice change in its interpretation of the Civil Liberties Act of 1988 to
extend redress under the Act to minors who accompanied their parents to Japan during World War
Il and to adults who are able to show that their relocation to Japan during that period was involun-
tary is a reasonable and permissible interpretation of the statute

Although an agency interpretation that has been modified or reversed is likely to receive less deference
by a reviewing court than a consistent and contemporaneous interpretation, the fact of modification
does not preclude the court from granting deference to the new interpretation

May 10, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the Assistant Attorney General

Civil Rights Division

This memorandum is in response to your request for this Office’s review of the
proposed change in eligibility determinations under the Civil Liberties Act of
1988, Pub. L. No. 100-383, 102 Stat. 903 (codified at 50 U.S.C. app. § 1989
(1988)) (“the Act”). The proposed change would extend redress under the Act to
minors who accompanied their parents to Japan during World War Il and to adults
who are able to show that their relocation to Japan during that period was involun-
tary. We conclude that the proposed change is a reasonable and permissible inter-
pretation of the statute.

We also have analyzed the implications of this,change as to the deference the
Department can expect from a reviewing court in the event of a challenge. An
agency interpretation that has been modified or reversed is likely to receive less
deference than a consistent and contemporaneous interpretation, but the fact of
modification does not preclude a court from granting deference to the new inter-
pretation.

1 The Civil Liberties Act of 1988 enacts into law the recommendations of the
Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians established by
Congress in 1980. H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 100-785, at 1(1988). The Commission
submitted a unanimous report to Congress in 1983, entitled Personal Justice De-
nied, “which extensively reviewed the history and circumstances of the decision to
exclude, remove,” and ultimately to intern “Japanese Americans and Japanese resi-
dent aliens from the West Coast, as well as the treatment of the Aleuts during
World War I1.” Redress Provisions for Persons of Japanese Ancestry, 54 Fed.
Reg. 34,157 (1989). The final part of the Commission’s report, Personal Justice
Denied 2: Recommendations, concluded that these events were influenced by ra-
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cial prejudice, war hysteria, and a failure of political leadership and recommended
that Congress and the President take remedial action. Id.

The Civil Liberties Act of 1988 was signed into law by President Reagan on
August 10, 1988. The purposes of the Act are to acknowledge and apologize for
the fundamental injustice of the evacuation, relocation, and internment of Japanese
Americans and permanent resident aliens of Japanese ancestry; to make restitution
to the individuals who were interned; and to fund a public education program to
prevent the occurrence of any similar event in the future. 50 U.S.C. app. 88 1989-
1989a. Any “eligible individual” living on the date of enactment is entitled to a
restitution payment of $20,000. 50 U.S.C. app. § 1989b-4(a)(l).

The Attorney General is responsible for identifying, locating, and authorizing
payment to all eligible individuals. 50 U.S.C. app. § 1989b-4. The Attorney Gen-
eral delegated the responsibilities and duties assigned by the Act to the Assistant
Attorney General for Civil Rights, who created the Office of Redress Administra-
tion in the Civil Rights Division (the “Division”) to execute the duties of the De-
partment under the Act. The regulations governing eligibility and restitution were
drafted in the Office of Redress Administration and published under the authority
of the Department in 1989. 54 Fed. Reg. 34,157 (1989) (final rule) (codified at,28
C.F.R. §74).

Section 108(2) of the Act defines the individuals eligible for redress payments
as any United States citizen or permanent resident alien of Japanese ancestry who
was evacuated, relocated, or interned during World War 11.1 This provision spe-
cifically excludes from eligibility “any individual who, during the period beginning
on December 7, 1941, and ending on September 2, 1945, relocated to another
country while the United States was at war with that country.” 50 U.S.C. app. §
1989b-7(2) (“the relocation exclusion™”). The relocation exclusion in the regula-
tions governing eligibility determinations under the Act uses precisely the same
language. 28 C.F.R. § 74.4.

The regulations do not specifically address the eligibility of minors who accom-
panied their parents to Japan during this period or of adults who claim that their
relocation was involuntary. However, the notice accompanying the publication of
the final regulations noted that the Department had received sixty-one comments
supporting eligibility for the minors. After considering these comments, the De-
partment determined that “the exclusionary language of the Act would preclude
from eligibility the minors, as well as [the] adults, who were relocated to Japan
during that particular time period.” 54 Fed. Reg. at 34,160.

In a 1989 memorandum outlining the eligibility determinations, the Civil Rights
Division considered the claims of the minor evacuees. The Division noted that

1 As enacted in 1988. the Act limited eligibility to those of Japanese descent The 1992 amendments
added language extending eligibility to any spouse or parent of an individual of Japanese descent who ac-
companied her spouse or child through the evacuation, internment, or relocation  Civil Liberties Act
Amendments of 1992, Pub L No 102-371, 106 Stat. 1i67 The question of the eligibility of the minor and
involuntary adult relocatees was not considered or discussed in the debates on the 1992 amendments.
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minor children were not in a position to make their own choice regarding emigra-
tion. However, in light of the language excluding any individual who relocated to
Japan during the period and the lack of any expression of legislative intent to dis-
tinguish the minor relocatees from adults, the Division took the position that these
minors were ineligible. Memorandum for Douglas W. Kmiec, Assistant Attorney
General, Office of Legal Counsel, from James P. Turner, Acting Assistant Attorney
General, Civil Rights Division at 11-12 (Feb. 27, 1989). OLC concurred in this
determination without exposition. Memorandum for James P. Turner, Acting As-
sistant Attorney General, Civil Rights Division, from Douglas W. Kmiec, Assistant
Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel (Apr. 17, 1989).

In litigation challenging the Division’s current eligibility standards, counsel for
the plaintiffs have advanced an analysis that was not considered by the Department
in 1989. In that analysis, claimants’ counsel contend that the use of the active
voice in the language of the relocation exclusion provision renders the statute am-
biguous as to the eligibility of relocatees who were involuntarily returned to Japan.
Given this ambiguity, counsel argue, an interpretation which allows involuntary
relocatees to recover under the Act is reasonable. The Division is persuaded by
this analysis and takes the position that while its original interpretation of the stat-
ute deeming involuntary relocatees ineligible was reasonable, the proposed new
interpretation is equally reasonable. The proposed change in eligibility determina-
tions is thus a change in the Department’s interpretation of its own regulation.
Since the language of the regulation is identical to the language of the statute, the
Department would effectively be changing its interpretation of the statute as well.

2. In reviewing the Division’s proposed modification to the interpretation of the
regulation, this Office’s task is to determine whether the construction adopted by
the Civil Rights Division is a permissible one. As the Supreme Court stated in
Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837
(1984):

If the intent of Congress is clear, that is the end of the matter; for
the court, as well as the agency, must give effect to the unambigu-
ously expressed intent of Congress. If, however, the court deter-
mines Congress has not directly addressed the precise question at
issue, . . . the question for the court is whether the agency’s answer
is based on a permissible construction of the statute.

Id. at 842-43 (footnotes omitted). The Department cannot revise its interpretation
of the Act’s eligibility exclusion if the original interpretation is mandated by the
plain language of the statute. If, however, the statutory language is ambiguous and
the proposed modification is reasonable, the Division’s proposed interpretation is
permissible.

96



Eligibility of Involuntary Wartime Relocatees to Japanfor Redress Under the
Civil Liberies Act of 1988

3. As enacted, section 108(2)(B)(ii) of the Act expressly excludes from eligi-
bility “any individual who, during the period beginning on December 7, 1941, and
ending on September 2, 1945, relocated to [another] country while the United
States was at war with that country” (emphasis added). This language does not
specifically address the eligibility of minor relocatees who accompanied their par-
ents, or the voluntariness of these repatriations.

While the statute uses the active voice in this exclusion clause, the eligibility
clauses of the statute use the passive voice. For example, section 108 begins by
defining an “eligible individual” as a person of Japanese ancestry “who, during the
evacuation, relocation and internment period — ... was confined, held in custody,
relocated, or otherwise deprived of liberty or property as a result of . . . [various
Executive Orders and Acts].” 50 U.S.C. app. & 1989b-7(2) (emphasis added).
Title 1l of the Act, which provides reparations to Aleuts evacuated from their home
islands during World War Il, similarly defines an eligible Aleut as a person “who,
as a civilian, was relocated by authority of the United States from his or her home
village ... to an internment camp.” 50 U.S.C. app. § 1989c-1(5) (emphasis
added). The use of the active voice in the exclusion clause suggests the possibility
that Congress intended to exclude only those individuals who voluntarily relocated
to an enemy country during the war.

We agree that this language creates an ambiguity which provides a reasonable
basis for distinguishing between voluntary relocatees, who are ineligible under the
statute, and involuntary relocatees. The U.S. Courts of Appeals for the District of
Columbia and the Ninth Circuits have deemed the use of the active as opposed to
the passive voice relevant for purposes of statutory interpretation. Dickson v. Of-
fice of Personnel Management, 828 F.2d 32, 37 (D.C. Cir. 1987) (isolated use of
passive voice in phrase defining liability is significant and allows suit against OPM
whenever an adverse determination “is made,” even if by another agency); United
States V. Arrellano, 812 F.2d 1209, 1212 (9th Cir.) (clause of statute defining
criminal intent phrased in active voice applies to conduct of the accused, while
second clause phrased in passive voice applies only to the conduct of others), as
amended, 835 F.2d 235 (9th Cir. 1987).

The legislative history of the Act does not provide any insight into congres-
sional intent regarding the eligibility of involuntary relocatees. As originally intro-
duced, neither the House or the Senate bill included a relocation exclusion
provision in the section defining eligible individuals. Entering conference, the
House version of the Act contained the exclusion, while the Senate version had no
such provision. The conferees agreed to adopt the House provision, which ex-
cluded “those individuals who, during the period from December 7, 1941, through
September 2, 1945, relocated to a country at war with the United States.” H.R.
Conf. Rep. No. 100-785, at 22. There is no additional discussion of the relocation
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exclusion or of the circumstances surrounding the relocation of internees to Japan
in the conference report.2

While the Civil Rights Division’s proposed interpretation is not the only possi-
ble interpretation of the statute, it is neither precluded by the plain language of the
statute nor unreasonable. Since minor relocatees below a certain age lacked the
legal capacity to consent to relocation, their relocation was involuntary per se.3
The statute does not bar the Civil Rights Division from declaring these minors eli-
gible for relief. Similarly, it is reasonable to conclude that the statute does not bar
from relief claimants who can provide evidence that their relocation was in fact
involuntary.

Arguably, the Civil Rights Division’s proposed narrowing of the breadth of the
relocation exclusion is more reasonable than its earlier interpretation. Generally,
remedial statutes should be interpreted broadly to effectuate their remedial pur-
pose. Any exceptions should be interpreted narrowly. Norman J. Singer, Suther-
land Statutory Construction §60.01 (5th ed. 1992). While courts have generally
held that waivers of sovereign immunity granting rights of action against the
United States must be strictly construed, they “have on occasion narrowly con-
strued exceptions to waivers of sovereign immunity where that was consistent with
Congress’ clear intent.” See United States v. Nordic Village, Inc., 503 U.S. 30, 34
(1992) (citing, e.g., Franchise Tax Bd. of Calif, v. United States Postal Serv., 467
U.S. 512, 517-19 (1984) (statute authorizing Postal Service to “sue and be sued”
waives immunity from orders to garnish wages issued by state administrative
boards); Block v. Neal, 460 U.S. 289, 298 (1983) (plaintiff’s claim under Federal

2The sole discussion of whether individuals who were returned to Japan should be included in the defini-
tion of “eligible individuals” is contained in two witness statements submitted to the House and Senate
subcommittees considering the legislation In testimony opposing the enactment of the bill, the Assistant
Attorney General for the Civil Division, Richard K Willard, noted lhat as then written (without the reloca-
tion exclusion), the breadth of the definition would cover any individual who had been subject to exclusion,
relocation, or internment including persons living outside the United States In the Department s view, this
overlooked the fact that at least several hundred of the detainees were "fanatical pro-Japanese, .. and [had]
voluntarily sought repatriation to Japan after the end of the war.” The Department believed that allowing
these disloyal individuals to receive the benefit of the legislation would be unfair to the United Slates and to
loyal persons of Japanese descent To Accept the Findings and to Implement the Recommendations oj the
Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians. Hearing on S 1009 Before the Suhcomm.
on Federal Services, Post Office, and Civil Service of the Senate Comm, on Governmental Affairs, 100th
Cong, 1st Sess 281, 296 (1987) (“Hearings”).

Responding to the Department's objections, another witness argued that many of these repatriates acted
as they did for reasons unrelated to disloyalty to the United States, namely, their sheer frustration at being
incarcerated in prison camps like common criminals and summarily deprived of their personal and constitu-
tional rights Hearings at 145, 196-97 (statement of Mike Masaoka, representing the Go For Broke Nisei
Veterans Assn ) Neither of these statements reveals, or even suggests, an intention to exclude persons who
involuntarily relocated lo an enemy country.

3 Young children are not capable of exercising the judgment required to manifest legal consent Further-
more, a minor generally has no right to leave the custody and control of his parents until he reaches majority
or is granted emancipation Cf Pierce v Societ\’ofSisters, 268 U S 510, 518 (1925) (parents'constitution-
ally protected liberty includes the right to direct the upbringing of their children), Gimlett v Gimlett, 629
P 2d 450, 452 (Wash 1981) (upon emancipation or majority a person is released from parental authority and
becomes sui juris); In re Luscier's Welfare, 524 P 2d 906, 908 (Wash. 1974) (the interest of a parent in the
custody and control of his minor child is recognized as a sacred right).
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Tort Claims Act for negligent inspection not barred by exception disallowing
claims for negligent misrepresentation); United States v. Yellow Cab Co., 340 U.S.
543, 554-55 (1951) (FTCA waives immunity where U.S. impleaded as third-party
defendant)). The compensatory character of the Act’s grant of reparations to spe-
cific individuals of Japanese descent interned by the government is of a different
nature than a general waiver of immunity in actions that will be brought by un-
known plaintiffs. It is appropriate to narrowly construe an exception to this Act.

4. There are potentially two groups of plaintiffs who would have standing
challenge the proposed modified interpretation in court. Because section 104 of
the Act provides for payments to be made in order of date of birth, with no more
than $500 million to be paid in any year, the newly eligible claimants could
“bump” other eligible claimants, delaying or jeopardizing their payments. The age
and relatively low number of minor relocatees (as estimated by the Department)
make it unlikely that the minor relocatees would significantly affect the payment
schedule, but the number and age of involuntary adult relocatees is harder to as-
certain.4 The second group of potential plaintiffs consists of relocatees who are
unable to prove that their relocations were involuntary. This second type of chal-
lenge is more likely to focus upon the burden of proof and the definition of
“voluntary” than upon the reasonableness of the Department’s interpretation of the
regulation.5

It is true that a contemporaneous, consistent interpretation of a regulation or
statute by the agency charged with its enforcement will be accorded the greatest
deference by the courts, while “[a]n agency interpretation of a relevant provision
which conflicts with the agency’s earlier interpretation is ‘entitled to considerably

4 Under ihe Act, the order of payment is determined by date of birth, with the oldest eligible individuals

receiving payment first 50 U SC app § 1989b-4(b) Payment from the trust established by the Act is
authorized until August 1998 or until the funds appropriated are depleted. 50 U.S C. app ~ 1989b-3(d) The
1992 amendments placed an additional $400 million in the trust because the Department had already located
more eligible individuals than originally estimated

Estimates of the number of minors who were relocated to Japan vary widely Plaintiffs counsel in a suit
seeking restitution payments for fourteen minor relocatees cite a Department estimate ’‘that as many as 135
minor children were relocated to Japan" with their parents during the war Memorandum for James P
Turner, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Civil Rights Division from Gen Fujioka, Asian Law Caucus, Jim
McCabe & Owen Clements, Morrison & Foerster at 3-4 (Sept 22, 1993). In contrast, a witness before the
Senate relying on figures published in a monograph by the former director of the War Relocation Authority
testified that between 1942 and 1946 a total of 4724 repatriates and expatriates sailed for Japan Of this
total, 1659 were alien repatriates, 1949 were American citizens, virtually all children under 20 years of age
accompanying their alien parents, and 1116 were former American citizens who had renounced their citizen-
ship. Hearings at 197 (statement of Mike Masaoka, representing the Go For Broke Nisei Veterans Assn)
(citing Dillon S. Meyer, Uprooted Americans The Japanese Americans and the War Relocation Authority
Dunng World War 1)

Approximately 75 adult relocatees have filed claims with the Office of Redress Administration alleging
that their relocations were not voluntary Memorandum for Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General,
Office of Legal Counsel, from James P Turner, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Civil Rights Division at
4 (Mar 16, 1994)

3The 1992 amendments require that individual claimants receive the benefit of the doubt where *there is
an approximate balance of positive and negative evidence regarding the merits of an issue material to (a]
determination of eligibility * 50 U SC app &1989b-4(a)(3)
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less deference’ than a consistently held agency view.” INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca,
480 U.S. 421, 446 n.30 (1987) (citation omitted); see also General Elec. Co. v.
Gilbert, 429 U.S. 125, 143 (1976). However, in both Cardoza and General Elec-
tric, the Court concluded that the agency’s revised interpretation was in conflict
with the plain language of the statute in question. The underlying rationale for
judicial deference to agency interpretations is as applicable to a modified interpre-
tation of a statute as to the agency’s initial construction. See Chevron, 467 U.S. at
865 (“it is entirely appropriate” for the agency “to make . . . policy choices”).
Accordingly, the Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit has held that the principle
of deferring to an agency’s reasonable construction of an open-ended statutory
provision “appliefs] equally where ... we review modification of a previous pol-
icy.” Office of Communication of the United Church of Christ v. FCC, 590 F.2d
1062, 1068-69 (D.C. Cir. 1978). Cf. Phoenix Hydro Corp. v. FERC, 775 F.2d
1187, 1191 (D.C. Cir. 1985) (an administrative agency is entitled to change its
prior erroneous interpretation of a statute).

Conclusion

The Civil Rights Division’s proposed interpretation of the regulation governing
eligibility for redress payments is a reasonable interpretation of the regulation and
of the Act. The language of the exclusion provision is ambiguous as to whether
Congress intended to prevent involuntary relocatees from receiving restitution.
The proposed interpretation does not contradict the language of the statute or the
statute’s legislative history and is consistent with the strong remedial purpose un-
derlying the Act. Although there is a litigation risk associated with this modifica-
tion, it is unlikely that a court would overturn the proposed interpretation. While
this modification does not require formal rulemaking procedures, it would be ad-
visable for the Department to publish a notice of the change and the underlying
reasons in the Federal Register.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel
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Authority of Department of Housing and Urban Development to
Initiate Enforcement Actions Under the Fair Housing Act
Against Other Executive Branch Agencies

Because substantial separation of powers concerns would be raised by construing the Fair Housing Act
to authorize the Department of Housing and Urban Development to initiate enforcement proceed-
ings against other executive branch agencies, the Act cannot be so construed unless it contains an
express statement that Congress intended HUD to have such authority Because the Act does not
contain such an express statement, it does not grant HUD this authority

There is no basis for construing the Act so that the HUD investigative and administrative process under
the Act may be deemed applicable, but the judicial enforcement procedures deemed inapplicable

May 17, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the General Counsel

Department of Agriculture

Pursuant to Executive Order No. 12146, 3 C.F.R. 409 (1979) you have asked us
to resolve a dispute between the Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) regarding “whether a
Federal agency, such as USDA, may be a respondent under the enforcement proc-
ess contained in sections 810-812 and [814] of [the Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C.
88 3601-3619 (“the Act”)], 42 U.S.C. §8 3610-3612, 3614.”"

Applying the standard the Supreme Court has used when a particular interpreta-
tion or application of an Act of Congress would raise separation of powers or feder-
alism concerns, we believe that because substantial separation of powers concerns
would be raised by construing the Act to authorize HUD to initiate enforcement
proceedings against other executive branch agencies, we cannot so construe the
Act unless it contains an express statement that Congress intended HUD to have
such authority. Because the Act does not contain such an express statement, we
conclude that it does not grant HUD this authority. In light of this conclusion, we
do not decide whether such a grant of authority would be constitutional.

. Background

A. Enforcement Procedures under the Fair Housing Act

The procedures for enforcement of the Act by the government are set forth in
88 3610-3614 of title 42. Under § 3610, an aggrieved individual may file a dis-

1 Letter for Waller Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from James Michael
Kelly, Associate General Counsel, USDA, at 1(Jan. 6, 1994) ("Kelly Letter")
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crimination complaint with HUD, or HUD may file such a complaint on its own
initiative. HUD must then investigate the complaint and engage in conciliation
with respect to it.2 If HUD finds that reasonable cause exists to believe that a dis-
criminatory housing practice has occurred, then HUD issues a charge on behalf of
the complainant.

Under § 3612, the HUD charge results in either an administrative proceeding
before a HUD administrative law judge (“ALJ”) or, if elected by the complainant
or any respondent, a civil action in federal district court. In the HUD administra-
tive proceeding, the ALJ makes findings of fact and conclusions of law and may
order relief for any discriminatory housing practice, including damages and civil
penalties. Judicial review of the final HUD decision (including any review by the
Secretary) is available in a federal court of appeals. If there is an election for a
civil action instead of the administrative proceeding, the Act provides that the Sec-
retary of HUD “shall authorize” and the Attorney General “shall commence and
maintain” the civil action in federal district court on behalf of the complainant.
The court may award the same relief that is available to private plaintiffs under
section 3613, including injunctive relief and monetary damages.3

Finally, under § 3614(a), the Attorney General may bring a civil action in fed-
eral district court if she believes that “any person or group of persons is engaged in
a pattern or practice of resistance to the full enjoyment of any of the rights granted
[under the Act], or that any group of persons has been denied any of the rights
granted by [the Act] and such denial raises an issue of general public importance.”
She may also bring a civil action with respect to a breach of a conciliation agree-
ment referred to her by HUD.

B. USDA’s Position

USDA concedes that it is subject to discrimination prohibitions in the Act,
Kelly Letter at 1 (citing 42 U.S.C. 8§88 3603, 3608(d)), and that it is required to co-
operate with HUD to further the purposes of the Act, id. at 2 (citing 42 U.S.C.
§ 3608(d), Exec. Order No. 12259). USDA takes the position, however, that it
may not be made be made a respondent in enforcement proceedings brought by
HUD under the Act.

2 Section 3611 authorizes HUD to "issue subpoenas and order discovery in aid of investigations [under
§ 3610] and hearings [under § 3612] * “Such subpoenas and discovery may be ordered to the same extent
and subject to the same limitations as would apply if the subpoenas or discovery were ordered or served in
aid of a civil action in the United States district court for the district in which the investigation is taking
place," § 3611(a), and criminal penalties are authorized for failure to comply with the subpoenas or orders,
§3611(c)

3 Section 3613 governs enforcement of the Act by private parties, but it also provides that the Attorney
General may intervene in a private action if she certifies that the case '‘is of general public importance”
(S 3613(e)). This Office’s conclusion that the Act does not waive the sovereign immunity of federal agen-
cies against imposition of monetary relief in private actions under § ?613 is set forth in a recent opinion to
you. See Authority of USDA to Award Monetary Relieffor Discrimination, 18 Op. OLC 52 (1994)
(“Monetary Relief Memorandum?™).
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USDA argues that “the Act does not provide a sufficiently clear and unequivo-
cal waiver of the sovereign immunity of the United States to permit Federal agen-
cies to be subjected to the enforcement procedures of the Act or to pay money
damages as is allowed under the Act in either an administrative or a judicial fo-
rum.” Id. at 2-3. It also argues that “allowing Federal agencies to be respondents
under the Act offends the unitary nature of the Executive Branch by allowing one
Executive agency to use a unilateral compulsory process against another,” id. at 3,
and that if HUD’s invocation of these procedures against USDA resulted in an ac-
tion in court, that “would create the untenable situation of having the Attorney
General representing both the aggrieved person and USDA,” id. at 5. Finally,
USDA argues that such a suit “would fail to constitute a justiciable controversy
under Article Ill of the Constitution” because “a person may not sue himself and
there would appear to be serious constitutional difficulties with suits between two
officers of the Executive Branch, each serving in his or her official capacity.” Id.

C. HUDs Position

HUD takes the position that “it may issue charges against Federal agencies,
prosecute such claims through administrative proceedings, and have [the Depart-
ment of Justice] prosecute election cases through judicial proceedings.” Letter to
Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, from Nel-
son A. Diaz, General Counsel, Department of Housing and Urban Development, at
6 (Jan. 26, 1994) (“Diaz Letter™).

HUD argues that the term “respondent” is defined in the Act “as broadly as pos-
sibly so as to include any ‘person or entity’ without limitation,” Diaz Letter at 1,
and that both the Act and the Administrative Procedure Act (the “APA™), 5 U.S.C.
88 701-706, provide a sufficient waiver of sovereign immunity for actions against
federal agencies, id. at 1-3. HUD rejects USDA’s “unitary Executive” argument
and notes that “there exists precedent for allowing one Executive agency to sue
another” and in any event an enforcement action under the Act “is not a contro-
versy solely between two Federal agencies, but in addition, involves a controversy
between the USDA and an individual complainant.” 1d. at 4-5. HUD’s concluding
argument is that

[Alggressive enforcement of civil rights statutes requires that
[HUD] proceed wherever reasonable cause exists to believe that a
violation has occurred. [HUD’s] mandate from Congress is to en-
force fair housing. Congress gave no indication either in the statute
or legislative history that it intended that [HUD] make a special ex-
ception for Federal agency respondents that would deprive persons
aggrieved by Governmental discrimination to the right to have their
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claim prosecuted in a fair and impartial manner through the proce-
dures established in the Act.

Id. at 6.
Il1. Analysis

The initial question presented is whether the Act’s government enforcement
scheme may be construed to apply to executive branch agencies as a general mat-
ter. If we conclude that it may not be, then there is no need to resolve the Article Il
and Article 11l constitutional issues raised by USDA, although it will be necessary
to determine whether the Act may be construed in such a way that only certain as-
pects of the scheme that may raise less of a constitutional problem may found ap-
plicable. We conclude that neither construction is permissible.4

A. Whether the Act’s Enforcement Scheme Applies to
Executive Branch Agencies

Relying on the Act’s definition of “respondent” as meaning “person” or
“entity,” 42 U.S.C. 8§ 3602(n), HUD argues that “Congress gave no indication ei-
ther in the statute or legislative history that it intended that [HUD] make a special
exception for Federal agency respondents ....” Diaz Letter at 6.

We do not believe that HUD is correct that Congress’s silence in the context of
a broad definition of “respondent” justifies the conclusion that Congress intended
that executive branch agencies could be made respondents. In the course of con-
sidering whether the APA applies to the President, the Supreme Court made a fac-
tual statement that was similar to HUD’s statement about the Fair Housing Act:
“The President is not explicitly excluded from the APA’s purview, but he is not
explicitly included, either.” Franklin v. Massachusetts, 505 U.S. 788, 800 (1992).
Because of the separation of powers concerns that would arise from a conclusion
that the APA applies to the President, the Court applied an “express statement”
standard and concluded that the President is not covered by the APA:

Out of respect for the separation of powers and the unique constitu-
tional position of the President, we find that textual silence is not
enough to subject the President to the provisions of the APA. We
would require an express statement by Congress before assuming it

4  Because the dispute presented tr us is between two executive branch agencies fully under the supervi-
sion of the President, there is no need to address whether the Act authorizes HUD to initiate enforcement
proceedings against an independent agency In addition, because of our conclusion that the Act’s govern-
ment enforcement scheme does not apply to executive branch agencies, there is no need to address the sover-
eign immunity issue raised by USDA That issue would only arise if the judicial enforcement aspect of the
enforcement scheme were found applicable.
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intended the President’s performance of his statutory duties to be
reviewed for abuse of discretion. As the APA does not expressly
allow review of the President’s actions, we must presume that his
actions are not subject to its requirements.

Id. at 800-015 The Supreme Court’s use of an “express statement” standard in
Franklin represented an example of the Court’s traditional

reluctance to decide constitutional issues[,] [which] is especially
great where, as here, they concern the relative powers of coordinate
branches of government. Hence, [the Court is] loath to conclude
that Congress intended to press ahead into dangerous constitutional
thickets in the absence of firm evidence that it courted those perils.

Public Citizen v. Department of Justice, 491 U.S. 440, 466 (1989) (construing
Federal Advisory Committee Act not to apply to Justice Department’s consulta-
tions with American Bar Association regarding judicial candidates).6

We believe that an “express statement” requirement is necessary in the present
context, for the same reasons one was applied in Franklin and the federalism cases
cited above. Substantial separation of powers concerns would arise if the Fair
Housing Act were construed to authorize HUD to initiate enforcement proceedings
against other executive branch agencies. The concerns relate to both the Presi-
dent’s authority under Article Il of the Constitution to supervise and direct execu-
tive branch agencies and the Article Il limitation that the jurisdiction of the federal
courts extends only to actual cases and controversies. These concerns were suc-
cinctly summarized by President Reagan in his statement vetoing legislation con-
taining a provision that would have authorized the Special Counsel of the Merit
Systems Protection Board to litigate against executive branch agencies:

3 Cf Monetary Relief Memorandum, 18 Op. O.LC at 54-55 (Supreme Court requires an “unequivocal
expression” of Congressional intent to waive the sovereign immunity of the United States or to abrogate the
Eleventh Amendment immunity of the States)

6 The Supreme Court also applies an “express statement” or “clear statement” requirement when a par-
ticular construction of a statute would raise federalism concerns.

[An] ordinary rule of statutory construction [is] that if Congress intends to alter the “usual con-
stitutional balance between the States and the Federal Government,” it must make its intention to
do so “unmistakably clear in the language of the statute ” Atascadero Stale Hospital v. Scanlon,
473 U.S. 234, 242 (1985) . was an Eleventh Amendment case, but a similar approach is ap-
plied in other contexts Congress should make its intention “clear and manifest” if it intends to
pre-empt the historic powers of the States, Rice v Santa Fe Elevator Corp ,331 US. 218, 230
(1947), or if it intends to impose a condition on the grant of federal moneys, Pennhurst State
School and Hospital v Halderman, 451 U.S 1, 16 (1981), South Dakota v. Dole, 483 U.S 203,
207 (1987)
Will v Michigan Dept, of State Police, 491 U.S. 58, 65 (1989) See also Gregory v Ashcroft, 501 U S. 452,
460-64 (1991) (applying “plain statement” standard and holding that Age Discrimination in Employment Act
does not apply to state judges)
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Implementation of this provision would place two Executive branch
agencies before a Federal court to resolve a dispute between them.
The litigation of intra-Executive branch disputes conflicts with the
constitutional grant of the Executive power to the President, which
includes the authority to supervise and resolve disputes between his
subordinates. In addition, permitting the Executive branch to liti-
gate against itself conflicts with constitutional limitations on the ex-
ercise of the judicial power of the United States to actual cases or
controversies between parties with concretely adverse interests.

Memorandum of Disapproval on a Bill Concerning Whistleblower Protection, Pub.
Papers of Ronald Reagan 1391, 1392 (Oct. 26, 1988).

As USDA indicated in its submission for this dispute, see Kelly Letter at 4-6,
this Office has discussed in other contexts the separation of powers concerns that it
raises. With respect to the Article Il issue, this Office has consistently said
that “lawsuits between two federal agencies are not generally justiciable.” Nuclear
Regulatory Commission’s Imposition of Civil Penalties on the Air Force, 13 Op.
O.L.C. 131, 138 (1989) (citing Proposed Tax Assessment Against the United
States Postal Service, 1 Op. O.L.C. 79 (1977)). We have reasoned that federal
courts may adjudicate only actual cases and controversies, that a lawsuit involving
the same person as both plaintiff and defendant does not constitute an actual con-
troversy, and that this principle applies to suits between two agencies of the execu-
tive branch. See 13 Op. O.L.C. at 138-39.7 With respect to Article Il, we have
indicated that construing a statute to authorize an executive branch agency to ob-
tain judicial resolution of a dispute with another executive branch agency impli-
cates “the President’s authority under Article Il of the Constitution to supervise his
subordinates and resolve disputes among them.” INS Review of Final Order in
Employer Sanctions Cases, 13 Op. O.L.C. 370, 371 (1989) (citing Myers v. United
States, 272 U.S. 52, 135 (1926)).

The foregoing separation of powers concerns are the essential backdrop for our
analysis of whether the Fair Housing Act authorizes HUD to initiate enforcement
proceedings against other executive branch agencies. Like the Supreme Court, we

7 Our opinions have carefully distinguished the reported cases in which executive agencies were nomi-
nally both plaintiff and defendant In all of these cases, we have concluded, “one of the executive agencies is
not the ‘real partly] in interest’ but simply a stand-in for private interests.” 13 Op OLC at 139 (citing |
Op. O.L.C at81). HUD asserts that an action under the Act on behalf of a private complainant falls within
the exception where one of the agencies is not the real party in interest Diaz Letter at 5. Although we read-
ily concede Ihat the private complainant is one of the parties in interest, the issue is not as simple as HUD
suggests because the Attorney General, in bringing the action upon a referral from HUD, would also be
representing government interests Thus, this Department and HUD might also properly be viewed as parties
in interest and under this view could not be characterized as mere “stand-ins” for the complainant Indeed,
HUD’s submission makes this very point* “This is not a controversy solely between two Federal agencies,
but in addition, involves a controversy between the USDA and an individual complainant ” 1d (emphasis
added) See generally, AhiUtx oj the Environmental Protection Agency to Sue Another Government Agency,
9 Op. O L.C 99 (1985) (reviewing cases on “real party in interest” issue)
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are “loath to conclude that Congress intended to press ahead into dangerous con-
stitutional thickets in the absence of firm evidence that it courted those perils.”
Public Citizen v. Department of Justice, 491 U.S. at 466.

Nothing in the text of the Act indicates that Congress contemplated enforcement
actions against executive branch agencies, which would involve (in the administra-
tive proceeding) a contest between HUD and a respondent agency and (in any judi-
cial proceeding) a contest between this Department and the respondent agency,
which would be entitled to be represented by this Department. Indeed, we are in-
clined to agree with USDA that, in light of the Act’s various express references to
the United States and the federal government, see, e.g., 42 U.S.C. 8§ 3603(a),
3608(d), 3612(p), 3613(c)(2), 3614(d)(2), Congress’s “failure to include the
United States in the definition of respondent [42 U.S.C. § 3602(n)] — a term used
repeatedly throughout the statutory description of the enforcement mechanism —
evinces an intent that Federal agencies are not subject to the administrative proce-
dure.” Kelly Letter at 3. In any event, “no purpose to alter the President’s usual
superintendent role is evident from the text of the statute.” Franklin v. Massachu-
setts, 505 U.S. at 800.8

Because initiating statutory enforcement proceedings that could result in judicial
resolution of disputes between HUD and respondent executive branch agencies
would necessarily “prevent[] [the President] from exercising his accustomed su-
pervisory powers over his executive officers” (id.), and raise substantial justicia-
bility questions if litigation ensued, we believe that the “express statement”
standard used by the Supreme Court in Franklin and other cases applies here. We
conclude in the absence of such an express statement in the Act that the Act does
not authorize enforcement actions against executive branch agencies.

B. Whether Non-Judicial Aspects of the Act’s
Enforcement Scheme Apply to Executive Branch Agencies

The foregoing discussion makes it clear that the most constitutionally problem-
atic aspect of applying the Act’s government enforcement scheme to executive
branch agencies is that such an interpretation might result in judicial rather than
Presidential resolution of inter-agency disputes. We therefore consider now
whether the Act may be construed so that the HUD investigative and administrative
process may be deemed applicable, but the judicial enforcement procedures
deemed inapplicable.

The executive branch, which is constitutionally charged with enforcing the Act,
may enjoy somewhat greater latitude to construe a statute to avoid constitutional

8  Nor does the Act's legislative history suggest in any way an intent to authorize HUD to initiate enforce-
ment proceedings against executive branch agencies. As with the statutory text, the legislative history sim-
ply speaks of “respondents” when it lays out the enforcement procedures See H.R Rep No 100-711
(1988), reprinted in 1988 USCCAN.2173
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difficulties than does a court. In this instance, however, while construing the Act
to remove the courts from any role in HUD’s enforcement against other executive
branch agencies would reduce the constitutional problem, it would not eliminate it.
Such a construction would remove the Article 11l “case or controversy” issue, but it
would merely substitute one interference with the President’s Article Il authority to
supervise and guide the executive branch for another: although no judicial role
would threaten the President’s ability to resolve an intra-executive branch dispute,
the Act as construed would mandate a dispute resolution mechanism within the
executive branch. This Department has long objected on separation of powers
grounds to congressional micromanagement of executive branch decisionmaking.
The manner and method of resolving disputes within the executive branch should
be determined by the President, not by Congress.

Moreover, even if there were no constitutional difficulty presented by a con-
struction of the Act that authorized HUD to bring enforcement proceedings against
executive branch agencies so long as resolution of the dispute would remain within
the executive branch, we do not believe that such a construction would be permis-
sible in this instance because it would amount to a rewrite rather than a construc-
tion of the statute. See generally Eubanks v. Wilkinson, 937 F.2d 1118 (6th Cir.
1991) (discussing distinction between construing and rewriting a statute). To read
out of the Act’s government enforcement scheme the provisions authorizing judi-
cial review of final HUD administrative action and authorizing complainants and
respondents to elect judicial resolution and the Attorney General to bring enforce-
ment actions would “create a program quite different from the one the legislature
actually adopted,” which is the mark of illegitimate rewriting. Sloan v. Lemon, 413
U.S. 825, 834 (1973). Nothing in the text or legislative history of the Act provides
us any indication of a congressional intent that would serve as a basis for us to
even consider such an exercise.

I1l. Conclusion

Because of the absence of an express statement in the Fair Housing Act author-
izing HUD to initiate enforcement proceedings against other executive branch
agencies under the Act, we conclude that the Act does not grant such authority to
HUD. We find no basis for construing the Act to eliminate judicial resolution of
intra-executive branch disputes while retaining the statutory administrative mecha-
nism.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel
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Reconsideration of Applicability of the Davis-Bacon Act to the
Veterans Administration’s Lease of Medical Facilities

Contrary to the view expressed in an earlier opinion of the Office of Legal Counsel, the plain language
of the Davis-Bacon Act does not bar its application to a lease contract on the ground that such
contracts are per se not contracts for construction. The applicability of the Davis-Bacon Act to any
specific lease contract can be determined only by considering the details of the particular contract.

May 23, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the Solicitor
Department of Labor
and
The General Counsel

Department of Veterans Affairs

At the request of the Attorney General, we have reviewed the principles and
reasoning of a 1988 Office of Legal Counsel opinion concluding that the Davis-
Bacon Act did not cover a contract entered into by the Veterans Administration
(now Department of Veterans Affairs) (“VA”) for the long-term lease and con-
struction of a building to be used as an outpatient clinic. Applicability of the
Davis-Bacon Act to the Veterans Administrations Lease of Medical Facilities, 12
Op. O.L.C. 89 (1988) (“1988 O.L.C. Opinion,” or “1988 Opinion”). We have
concluded that the 1988 Opinion erred in concluding that the plain language of the
Davis-Bacon Act bars its application to any lease contract, whether or not the lease
contract also calls for construction of a public work or public building. We believe
that the applicability of the Davis-Bacon Act to any specific lease contract can be
determined only by considering the facts of the particular contract.

The 1988 O.L.C. opinion arose out of a dispute between the VA and the De-
partment of Labor. The VA had entered into a contract (the “Crown Point con-
tract”) with a developer for the long-term lease of space for use as a VA health
clinic, in a building that the developer would build to house the clinic. In re Appli-
cability of Davis-Bacon Act to Lease of Space for Outpatient Clinic, Crown Point,
Indiana, WAB Case No. 86-33, 1987 WL 247049, at 2 (W.A.B. June 26, 1987)
(“1987 WAB Opinion”). The dispute concerned whether the contract was covered
by the Davis-Bacon Act. That Act applies to

every contract in excess of $2,000 to which the United States or the
District of Columbia is a party, for construction, alteration, and/or
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repair, including painting and decorating, of public buildings or
public works ....

40 U.S.C. § 276a(a). The Act provides that such contracts shall include provisions
that mechanics and laborers employed on these projects be paid prevailing wages
to be determined by the Secretary of Labor. Id.  Although the Crown Point
contract called for the lease of clinic space, it also included numerous provisions
requiring that the building be constructed according to VA specifications, on a
VA timetable, and subject to VA inspection. 1987 WAB Opinion at 4-5. Nonethe-
less, the VA had concluded that the Act did not apply to the Crown Point agree-
ment because it was a lease and, in the VA’s view, a lease is not a “contract... for
construction” under the Act. Therefore, the contract contained no provisions man-
dating compliance with the prevailing wage requirements of the Davis-Bacon Act.

Upon learning of VA’s plans, the Building and Construction Trades Department
of the AFL-CIO requested a ruling from the Wage and Hour Administrator of the
Department of Labor that the construction of the building was covered by the
Davis-Bacon Act. The Administrator, applying the Wage Appeals Board’s
(“WAB?™) analysis in a similar case, agreed that the contract should have included
Davis-Bacon prevailing wage provisions. See 1987 WAB Opinion at 1-2 (noting
Administrator’s reliance on In re Military Housing, Ft. Drum, WAB Case No. 85-
16 (Aug. 23, 1985)). The VA appealed to the WAB, which upheld the Adminis-
trator’s action. Id.

However, the VA continued to resist the Department of Labor’s interpretation
of the Act. While the AFL-CIO sought a court judgment to compel the VA to
comply with the WAB’s decision, the VA sought an opinion from the Attorney
General that the WAB had misread the law. The result was a court determination
that the WAB decision was a reasonable interpretation of ambiguous language in
the Act under Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.,
467 U.S. 837 (1984), Building and Constr. Trades Dep’t, AFL-CIO v. Turnage,
705 F. Supp. 5 (D.D.C. 1988), and an O.L.C. ruling that the WAB decision con-
flicted with the plain language of the Act (the 1988 Opinion). The Department of
Justice did not appeal the Turnage case because of the confused procedural posture
it presented, but instructed Labor to comply with the reasoning of the 1988 O.L.C.
opinion in future cases. Letter for Jerry G. Thorn, Acting Solicitor, Department of
Labor, from Douglas W. Kmiec, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal
Counsel (Jan. 23, 1989).

You have asked that we review our ruling in the 1988 Opinion that the plain
language and legislative history of the Davis-Bacon Act indicate that the Act does
not extend to leases. We have reviewed the prior opinion, solicited the views of
affected executive departments, and conducted a thorough review of the legislative
history, case law, and executive, judicial, and congressional interpretations of the
Act. We have concluded that the portion of the 1988 Opinion that addressed the
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meaning of the Davis-Bacon Act was incorrect. We do not, however, address the
question whether the particular contract at issue in that case was a contract for con-
struction of a public work within the meaning of the Davis-Bacon Act, because the
decision not to appeal the ruling in the Turnage case has mooted the point. Nev-
ertheless, we can say that the fact that a contract is a lease is not the sole determi-
native factor in deciding whether that contract is also a contract for construction
within the meaning of the Davis-Bacon Act.

The 1988 OLC Opinion concluded that a lease-construction contract for a Vet-
erans Administration outpatient clinic was not a contract for construction of a pub-
lic building or public work within the meaning of the Davis-Bacon Act, because
the plain meaning of the term “contract . . . for construction” could not be read to
include a lease, even one that contemplated, and resulted in, the construction of a
building for long-term public use.

We do not think the question is so simple. The words “contract ... for con-
struction ... of public buildings or public works” do not plainly and precisely indi-
cate that a contract must include provisions dealing only with construction. Rather,
the plain language would seem to require only that there be a contract, and that one
of the things required by that contract be construction of a public work. This inter-
pretation of the Act is supported not only by its language, but also by the legisla-
tive history, by reference to the goals of the Act, by judicial and executive
interpretation of the Act, and by the interpretation of similar language in related
Acts.

A

Since the 1988 Opinion rested on its reading of the plain language of the Act,
we begin by setting forth that language. The Act provides that

[tlhe advertised specifications for every contract in excess of
$2,000, to which the United States or the District of Columbia is a
party, for construction, alteration, and/or repair, including painting
and decorating, of public buildings or public works of the United
States or the District of Columbia . . . which requires or involves the
employment of mechanics and/or laborers shall contain a provision
stating the minimum wages to be paid various classes of laborers
and mechanics which shall be based upon the wages that will be
determined by the Secretary of Labor to be prevailing for the corre-
sponding classes of laborers and mechanics employed on projects of
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a character similar to the contract work in the [area where] the work
is to be performed ....

40 U.S.C. § 276a(a).'

The 1988 Opinion concluded that this language “plainly and precisely” limited
the Act’s coverage to “construction contracts,” and thus could not be read to
include a lease. 1988 Opinion at 93-94.2 While this may be true so far as it goes,
we do not think the term “construction contract” sheds much light on the meaning

of the more elaborate statutory term “contract . . . for construction, alteration,
and/or repair, including painting and decorating.” In particular, we do not think
the term “construction contract,” any more than the term “contract ... for

1An earlier version of the Act provided for coverage of
every contract in excess of $5,000 in amount, to which the United States or the District of Co-
lumbia is a party, which requires or involves the employment of laborers or mechanics in the
construction, alteration, and/or repair of any public buildings of the United Slates.
Davis-Bacon Act, ch. 411, § 1, 46 Stat. 1494, 1494 (1931) See Armand J Thieblot, Jr., Prevailing Wage
Legislation. The Davis-Bacon Act, State “Little Davis-Bacon ” Acts, the Walsh-Healey Act, and the Service
Contract Act 31 (1986) (“Thieblot™)

The Act was revised in 1935 to add coverage of public works and of painting and decorating contracts, to
lower the contract threshold from $5,000 to $2,000 (to reflect the relatively small dollar value of painting and
decorating contracts), to provide for predetermination of wage rates by the Department of Labor, and to
provide for remedies for workers not paid the proper rates on covered contracts See S. Rep No. 74-1155
(1935), HR Rep No. 74-1756 (1935); Thieblot at 3, 28, 29 (discussing purpose of Act); id at 32-34
(discussing 1935 amendments) There is no suggestion in the legislative history that the switch from
“contract . which requires or involves the employment of laborers or mechanics in . construction” to the
current language of “contract . . . for construction . . . which requires or involves the employment of me-
chanics and/or laborers” was intended to have any narrowing effect See, e.g, S Rep No. 1155; HR Rep
No. 74-1756 The Act was modified again in 1964 to include fringe benefits in the calculation of prevailing
wages See S Rep. No 88-963 (1964), reprinted in 1964 U.S.C CA N 2339; Thieblot at 34.

The 74th Congress — the same one that amended the Davis-Bacon Act to include the language at issue
here (Act of Aug. 30, 1935, ch 825, § I, 49 Stat 1011) — also passed the closely related Miller Act, 40
USC § 270a (Act of Aug 24, 1935, ch. 642, § 1, 49 Stat. 793). The Miller Act provides lhat contractors
shall furnish bonds on “any contract, exceeding $25,000 in amount, for the construction, alteration, or repair
of any public building or public work ™ The language of the Miller Act is almost identical to that used in the
1935 amendments lo ihe Davis-Bacon Act then being considered, and the Miller Act originally included the
same $2,000 threshold as the 1935 Davis-Bacon Act Thieblot at 37 n 40, Universities Research Ass'n v.
Coutit, 450 U.S 754,758-59 (1981). See also S Rep No. 74-1155, at 4, H.R Rep No 74-1756, at 4, 5
(noting relation between Davis-Bacon amendments and the Heard Act (which the Miller Act replaced))

The nearly identical language of the Miller Act has been applied lo construction even of public works that
would be privately owned, see, eg. United States ex rel Noland Co v Irwin, 316 US 23 (1942)
(construction of Howard University library), and to the relocation of a privately-owned railroad that would be
flooded by a federal dam, Peterson v. United States, 119 F.2d 145 (6th Cir 1941) These cases focused on
whether the construction in question was of a public work; ihere seems to have been no challenge on the
basis thai the contracts were not for construction The one difference in language between the Miller and
Davis-Bacon Acts — lhat the Davis-Bacon Act refers to contracts “to which the United Stales or ihe District
of Columbia is a party,” 40 U S C. § 276a(a), while the Miller Act does not, see 40 U.S C § 270a(a) — is
not significant in this setting, since the United States is undeniably a party to the contract to build and lease
the Crown Poini facility; the difficulty is tn determining what sort of contract that contract is.

mThe 1988 Opinion does not indicate where the new term “construction contracts” comes from. It is not
a technical term drawn from case law interpreting the Davis-Bacon Act, or used elsewhere as a means of
explaining what the Act covers or does not cover Rather, it appears to be an improvised shorthand for the
more elaborate statutory language. We can see no justification for using a shorthand phrase neither endorsed
by Congress nor explained in ihe case law to buttress a narrow reading of the statutory language
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construction,” unambiguously excludes a contract for the long-term lease of a
building to be constructed to comply with the contract, especially when the con-
tracting agency contemplates the construction of a new building and includes sub-
stantial provisions concerning construction in the contract. Even prominent critics
of the Act have conceded as much. See, e.g., Thieblot at 39 n.50 (“In some cir-
cumstances, privately financed construction may be subject to prevailing wage
requirements if, for example, the facilities are specially constructed with the inten-
tion of leasing them to government occupants.”). To rule otherwise would leave
substantial room for agencies to evade the requirements of the Act by contracting
for long-term lease rather than outright ownership of public buildings and public
works.

The Crown Point lease provides a good illustration of the principle that a
lease may look very much like a “contract ... for construction.”3 According to
the 1987 WAB Opinion, the Solicitation for Offer “specifically provides for lease
of a building to be ‘constructed in accordance with VA specifications.”” Id. at 3.
The requirements under the Solicitation include “preliminary plans and specifica-
tions; other working drawings; issuance of a building permit; completed construc-
tion documents; start of construction; completion of principal categories of work;
phase completion; and final construction completion;” along with “name and expe-
rience of the proposed construction contractor,” and “evidence of award of the
construction contract within 15 days of award.” Id. Under the terms of the Solici-
tation, the winning bidder would be required to submit construction progress re-
ports to the VA and to allow the VA to inspect the site. Id. All of these
requirements indicate that while the contract was labeled a lease, it called for the
construction of a building, at least as one expected means of satisfying the terms of
the contract. To say that the contract is not “for construction” ignores what the
contract itself says.

In short, to regard all lease-construction contracts as outside the scope of the
Davis-Bacon Act is contrary to the plain language of the Act: many such leases are
in fact contracts that call for the construction of a public work. The difficulty is in
determining whether a particular lease is really a contract for construction of a
public building or public work, or just a contract to secure the use of private prem-
ises on a temporary basis. “Plain language” is of little use in policing this border-
line.

1 There can be no question that a lease is a contract, obliging each party to take certain actions See 1
Arthur Linton Corbin, Corbin on Commits St 12-1 3 (rev ed , Joseph M Penllo, ed , 1993) (defining
“legal obligation” and “contract,” respectively); Alaska v. United States’, 16 CI Ct. 5(1988) (document need
not be labeled a contract to be a contract) The real question is whether such a contract is “for construction.™
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B.

The legislative history and the purposes of the Act strongly support this inter-
pretation as well. The Act was passed in 1931, and amended in 1935, to ensure
that contractors bidding on public works projects would not lower wages so as to
be sure to make the lowest bid; and to permit government agencies, which were
required to accept the lowest bids, to employ contractors who paid a “fair” wage
rather than those who competed by reducing wage rates. S. Rep. No. 74-1155,
(1935); H.R. Rep. No. 74-1756 (1935); S. Rep. No. 71-1445, at 1-2 (1931); H.R.
Rep. No. 71-2453, at 1-2 (1931);4see also 74 Cong. Rec. 6505 (1931) (remarks of
Rep. Welch). The sponsor, Representative Bacon, justified the bill by stating that
the “Government must not be put in the position of helping to demoralize the local
labor market.”5

The Davis-Bacon Act was passed during the Depression, when federal con-
struction accounted for a large portion of construction overall6 and workers des-
perate to take any job could be hired at wages far below those available in the
past.7 The result was a concern that the federal public works program would not
achieve its desired effect of assisting local communities in regaining prosperity, but
instead would allow contractors — and indeed the government itself — to exploit

4These reports staled that
The Federal Government has entered upon an extensive public building program . intended [in
part] .. to benefit the United States at large through distribution of construction throughout the
communities of the country without favoring any particular section

The Federal Government must, under the law, award its contracts to the lowest responsible bid-
der This has prevented representatives of the departments involved from requiring successful
bidders to pay wages to their employees comparable to the wages paid for similar labor by pri-
vate industry in the vicinity of the building projects under construction. [SJome successful
bidders have selfishly imported labor from distant localities and have exploited this labor at
wages far below local wage rates

This practice, which the Federal Government is now powerless to stop, has resulted in a very un-
healthy situation. Local artisans and mechanics, many of whom are family men .. can not hope
to compete with this migratory labor Not only are local workmen affected, but qualified con-
tractors residing and doing business in the section of the country to which Federal buildings are
allocated find it impossible to compete with the outside contractors, who base their estimates for
labor upon the low wages they can pay to unattached, migratory workmen .. ..

S Rep. No. 71-1445, at 1-2; H.R. Rep No. 71-2453, at 1-2.

574 Cong Rec. 6510(1931). See also S. Rep No. 74-1155, at 1-2, H.R Rep. No. 74-1756, at 1 (both
stating that the amendments were needed to make the Act more enforceable, because “unscrupulous con-
tractors have taken advantage of the wide-spread unemployment among the buildings crafts to exploit labor
and to deprive employees of the wages to which they were entitled under the law”); S. Rep. No. 88-963, at 1,
2 (1964), reprinted m 1964 USC C.A N 2339, 2340 (reviewing the purposes of the Act), Thieblot at 3, 28,
29, 32-34 (reviewing the purposes of this and related acts and discussing the 1935 amendments).

6 See, e.g., Thieblot at 29, 29 n. 18 (between 1929 and 1933, public construction rose from less than one-
quarter to more than one-half of all construction nationwide); S Rep. No. 71-1445, at | (1931) (federal
government has embarked on new, large-scale public works construction program); H R Rep No. 71-2453,
at 1(1931) (same), 74 Cong. Rec 6511 (1931) (remarks of Rep. Bacon) (same).

7 See, eg, Thieblot at 28 (indicating that average construction wages had fallen to half their pre-
Depression rates by 1931); 74 Cong Rec 6510 (1931) (remarks of Rep. Johnson hypothesizing wage reduc-
tion from $4 to $2 75 per day)
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desperate laborers, in some cases imported from other parts of the country.8 While
Congress was presented with evidence that the loss of jobs to outsiders was rare,
see 74 Cong. Rec. at 6506 (chart noting origins of workers on public building proj-
ects), the evidence before Congress also showed that it did occur. Representative
Bacon, for example, who sponsored the bill in the House, saw a contract for a Vet-
erans’ Bureau hospital in his district go to an outside contractor who employed
laborers from Alabama, “huddled in shacks living under most wretched conditions
and being paid wages far below the standard,” 74 Cong. Rec. at 6510 (statement of
Rep. LaGuardia). Meanwhile, unemployed workers in Representative Bacon’s
own community apparently remained jobless, unable or unwilling to compete for
jobs with those willing to accept the substandard conditions.

This view of the purposes of the Act — that government should not act to de-
press labor conditions, but should ensure that government and government con-
tractors employ workers at fair wages — continues to prevail. See, e.g., Walsh v.
Schlecht, 429 U.S. 401, 411 (1977) (Davis-Bacon protects workers, not contrac-
tors, setting a floor but not a ceiling for wage rates); United States v. Binghamton
Constr. Co., 347 U.S. 171, 177 (1954) (same), Unity Bank <& Trust Co. v. United
States, 756 F.2d 870, 873 (Fed. Cir. 1985) (same); Building and Constr. Trades
Dept AFL-CIO v. Donovan, 712 F.2d 611, 613-14, 620-21 (D.C. Cir. 1983)
(noting that Davis-Bacon was designed to counteract the potential effect of the
government’s low-bid requirement on wages), cert, denied, 464 U.S. 1069 (1984).9
In view of these purposes, we believe that the device of lease-construction, at least
to the extent that it is used to build public works outside the prevailing wage sys-
tem, lies well within the contours of the Act. Whether the government construction
is paid for upfront or by means of a long-term lease is of no significance to workers

8See. eg, S Rep No. 74-1155, at 2, H.R Rep No. 71-2453, at 2, 74 Cong Rec at 6510 Some com-
mentators have suggested that the purposes of ihe Act were not al! benign and Ihat some of ihe concern about
outside labor may have been based on the fact that some of the new competition for jobs came from black
workers See Thieblot at 30, David E Bernstein, Roots ofthe ‘Underclass’ The Decline oj Laissez-Faire
Jurisprudence and the Rise ofRacist Labor Legislation, 43 Am. U L Rev 85, 114-16 (1993) (arguing that
Davis-Bacon reinforced labor unions’ discrimination against black workers by eliminating nonunion work-
ers’ ability lo compete by offering to work for lower wages), 74 Cong. Rec at 6513 (remarks of Rep. All-
good). Indeed, ihe contract to build the Veterans' hospital in Representative Bacon's district went lo an
Alabama contractor who brought black laborers to Long Island to build the project Bernstein at 114, see
also 74 Cong Rec. at 6513 (remarks of Rep Allgood, apparently concerning the project in Rep. Bacon’s
district) Other Congressmen, however, without discussing the race of the workers involved, argued that the
imported workers were being exploited by the substandard wage rates and working conditions. See, e.g , 74
Cong. Rec at6510 (remarks of Rep LaGuardia concerning the situation in Rep Bacon's district)

9 See also Thieblot at 122-23 (quoting Davis-Bacon Works and Works Wellr: An Interview with Jormer
U.S. Labor Secretary Ray Marshall, 3 Builders Special Rep (March 7, 1981), in turn quoting Secretary
Marshall as staling Ihat “[ilhe basic rationale for ihe Davis-Bacon law is really quite simple It is based on
the idea that the federal government should not use taxpayers’ money to undercut local area employment

conditions [11f the federal government permitted its construction dollars lo be used [in this way to]
undercut prevailing pay standards[, w]e would be helping to drive down wages in any community in which
such federal or federally-assisted construction was taking place . ")
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who must take lower pay or to local contractors forced to compete by cutting labor
costs. The effect on them is the same.

While the public generally has an undeniable interest in paying as little as pos-
sible for the construction of public works, the purpose of the Davis-Bacon Act was
precisely to subordinate that interest to the extent necessary to set minimum wage
standards for such construction work. If an agency decides to construct a public
work — not just acquire a privately-owned building — that agency cannot evade
the purposes of this country’s labor laws by clever drafting. This does not mean
that construction related to any lease is “construction, alteration and/or repair” of a
public work within the meaning of the Act — but neither can the “plain language”
of the Act be read as declaring that a 99-year lease of a brand new building that
would never otherwise have been built is not the construction of a public work.
The answer in any particular case will depend on the facts.

C.

The Department of Labor’s longstanding interpretation of the Davis-Bacon Act
is designed to counteract just such evasion, and the views of the courts, Comptrol-
lers General, and Attorneys General, with few exceptions, support this interpreta-
tion of the Act.

The Department of Labor consistently has taken the position that a contract is a
contract for construction within the meaning of the Davis-Bacon Act “if more than
an incidental amount of construction-type activity is involved in the performance
of a government contract.” 1987 WAB Opinion at 2 (quoting In re Military
Housing, Ft. Drum, WAB Case No. 85-16, at 4 (Aug. 23, 1985)). Similarly, the
Federal Acquisition Regulations instruct agencies that Davis-Bacon wage rates
should be included in nonconstruction contracts involving some construction work
when “[t]he contract contains specific requirements for a substantial amount of
construction work,” 48 C.F.R. § 22.402(b)(ii) (1994), which is “physically or
functionally separate from, and is capable of being performed on a segregated basis
from, the other work required by the contract,” 48 C.F.R. § 22.402(b)(iii). See
also 29 C.F.R. 84.116(c)(2) (1994) (providing that Davis-Bacon wage rates shall
apply in similar circumstances in contracts otherwise covered by the wage and hour
provisions of the Service Contract Act).

This interpretation has been approved by the Comptroller General. In re
Fischer Eng’g & Maintenance Co., No. B-223359, 1986 WL 64093, at 2 (C.G.
Sept. 16, 1986) (Davis-Bacon applies to lease-construction of military housing, so
long as project is “clothed sufficiently with elements indicating that [it] indeed . . .
serv[es] a public purpose”); Inre D.E. Clarke, No. B-146824, 1975 WL 8417, at 1
(C.G. May 28, 1975) (contract is covered if it “essentially or substantially contem-
plates the performance of work described by the enumerated items”); 40 Comp.
Gen. 565, 565, 567 (1961) (“[t]he test for determination of the applicability of the
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Davis-Bacon Act ... is not the nature of the specific work but the nature of the
contract, that is, whether the contract essentially or substantially contemplates the
performance of work described by the enumerated items ‘construction, alteration,
and/or repair, including painting and decorating’; applying this standard to a con-
tract ostensibly dealing with “maintenance,” the Comptroller General ultimately
determined that the work required was in fact maintenance rather than construc-
tion); 34 Comp. Gen. 697 (1955) (lease-purchase agreements fall within the Davis-
Bacon and related Acts); 10 Comp. Gen. 461 (1931) (Act applies to temporary
housing and other buildings erected for use during construction of the Hoover
Dam).

The 1988 O.L.C. Opinion, however, relied heavily on a 1962 Comptroller Gen-
eral opinion at odds with the Comptroller’s other cases, without discussing the
more recent cases. In that opinion, the Comptroller General argued that leases are
never contracts for the construction of public works. 42 Comp. Gen. 47 (1962).
The 1962 opinion addressed the concept of lease and lease-option contracts in the
abstract, and concluded that such contracts are not Davis-Bacon contracts because
“of the basic distinction which exists between the procurement of a right to use
improvements, even though constructed for that particular usage, and the actual
procurement of such improvements.” Id. at 49. The opinion asserted that “the
mere fact that construction work is prerequisite to supplying a public need or use
does not give such work a Davis-Bacon status.” Id. In rejecting such a sweeping
interpretation of the Davis-Bacon Act, the Comptroller General unnecessarily sug-
gested that no leases are covered unless the government ultimately acquires title to
the work. In contrast, the Attorney General had already determined that acquisi-
tion of title was not necessary to bring a contract within the Davis-Bacon Act,
Wage Law Applicable to Alley Dwelling Authorityfor the District of Columbia, 38
Op. Att’y Gen. 229, 233 (1935); and the courts had reached the same conclusion in
construing the nearly identical language of the closely related Miller Act, e.g.,
United States ex rel. Noland Co. v. Irwin, 316 U.S. 23 (1942) (construction of
Howard University library).

In a later opinion, the Comptroller General emphatically rejected the 1962
opinion’s reading of the statute, approving instead the Department of Labor’s
analysis of a particular lease-construction contract similar to the one involved in
the 1988 O.L.C. Opinion. In re Fischer Eng’g & Maintenance Co., No. B-
223359, 1986 WL 64093 (C.G. Sept. 26, 1986). The Fischer Engineering case
emphasized that the 1962 opinion had addressed the issue only in the abstract.
Even were we to regard the decisions of the Comptroller General as controlling,
which we do not, we think the reasoning of the more recent Fischer Engineering
case is both more consistent with other Comptroller General opinions and more
accurate in its reading of the Act, because it is more attentive to the underlying
intent of the Act.
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Similarly, the courts have identified the Davis-Bacon Act as a remedial statute
that should be “liberally construed to effectuate its beneficent purposes.” E.g.,
Drivers Local Union No. 695 v. NLRB, 361 F.2d 547, 553 n.23 (D.C. Cir. 1966)
(citing United States v. Binghamton Constr. Co., 347 U.S. 171, 177 (1954), for
conclusion that statute is remedial). While the courts have not addressed the lease-
construction contract situation directly, except in the Turnage case (which con-
cluded that the Crown Point contract was covered by the Davis-Bacon Act), they
have made clear that public ownership is not essential for a finding that a contract
is for construction of a public work under the related Miller Act. See, e.g., United
States ex rel. Noland Co. V. Irwin, 316 U.S. 23 (1942) (Howard University li-
brary). This and similar cases did not even consider the possibility that the con-
tracts were not for construction; rather they focused on whether the construction
was of a public work, defining the term as “including ‘any projects . . . carried on
either directly by public authority or with public aid to serve the interests of the
general public.”” Id. at 28, 30 (quoting the National Industrial Recovery Act’s
definition of “public work” and applying it to a Miller Act bond case). The classic
definition of a public work for purposes of the Depression-era labor statutes was
set forth in the case of Peterson v. United States, 119 F.2d 145 (6th Cir. 1941),
which stated that

The term “public work” as used in the [Miller Act] is without tech-
nical meaning and is to be understood in its plain, obvious and ra-
tional sense. The Congress was not dealing with mere technicalities
in the passage of the Act in question. “Public work” as used in the
act includes any work in which the United States is interested and
which is done for the public and for which the United States is
authorized to expend funds.

There is nothing in [Title Guaranty & Trust Co. v. Crane Co., 219
U.S. 24 (1910) (holding that ships are public works under predeces-
sor Heard Act, though not on public soil, because they are publicly
owned)] from which an inference may be drawn that ownership was
the sole criterion. To so circumscribe the act would destroy its
purpose.

Id. at 147. See also 29 C.F.R. § 5.2(k) (1994) (project is a public work if it is
“carried on directly by authority of or with funds of a Federal agency,” and
“serve[s] the interest of the general public regardless of whether title thereof is in a
Federal agency™).

While Peterson and other cases do not address directly the question whether a
lease-construction contract is covered by the Davis-Bacon Act, they do suggest that
a technical reading of the Act that defeats its purpose is inconsistent with the text
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as well as the purpose of the Act. See also Title Guaranty & Trust Co. v. Crane
Co., 219 U.S. 24 (1910) (ships are public works under Heard Act though not af-
fixed to public property); Applicability of Certain Acts to Construction, Alteration,
and Repair of Coast Guard Vessels, Boats, and Aircraft, 38 Op. Att’y Gen. 418
(1936) (same, under Davis-Bacon Act); Fidelity and Deposit Co. v. Harris, 360
F.2d 402, 408 (9th Cir. 1966) (construction of building for the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory at the California Institute of Technology is a public work under the
Miller Act); Autrey v. Williams and Dunlap, 343 F.2d 730, 734 (5th Cir. 1965)
(Capehart Housing Act military housing project is a public work under Miller Act,
“[although title . . . does not pass immediately to the United States, due to the
novel financing plan” of the Capehart Act); United States ex rel. Gamerston &
Green Lumber Co. V. Phoenix Assurance Co., 163 F. Supp. 713 (N.D. Cal. 1958)
(Miiler Act applies to construction of post library at the Presidio, though paid for
from nonappropriated funds).10

Finally, past Attorney General opinions also support a broad reading of the Act.
See, e.g., Federal Aid Highway Program — Prevailing Wage Determination, 41
Op. Att’y Gen. 488, 500-01 (1960) (definition of mechanics and laborers under
Davis-Bacon Act “is not to be given a niggardly construction” because the Act “is
to be interpreted broadly to accomplish its purpose”); Wage Law Applicable to
Alley Dwelling Authority for the District of Columbia, 38 Op. Att’y Gen. 229, 233
(1935) (“broad construction” that Act covers buildings that may be resold to pri-
vate parties is “supported both by the language of the Act and by the apparent pur-

10 The 1988 Opinion did not address the question whether the clinic construction called for under the
Crown Point contract fell within the definition of a “public buildmg[] or public work[]” for purposes of the
Davis-Bacon Act, and the status of the Crown Point contract is no longer a matter of dispute in light of
Building and Constr. Trades Dep’t, AFL-CIO v Turnage, 705 F. Supp 5 (D D C 1988) (holding Ihat lease-
construction of Veterans Administration outpatient clinic under the Crown Point contract was covered by
Davis-Bacon). With respect to the Crown Point contract, however, we would note that veterans’ hospitals,
when constructed under ordinary financing mechanisms, were among the principal public buildings that the
drafters had in mind, see, e.g ,74 Cong. Rec 6510-11 (1931) (remarks of Rep Bacon), id at 6506 (chart),
and unquestionably serve a public purpose Furthermore, it is well established that the government need not
have either initial or permanent title to a building for the construction project to be deemed a public work
(though government-owned property presents an easier case) See, e.g.. Wage Law Applicable to Alley
Dwelling Authority for the District oj Columbia, 38 Op. Att'y Gen 229 (1935) (housing constructed under
D C. Alley Dwelling Authority Act of 1934 is a public work even though it may later be sold to private par-
ties), United States ex rel. Noland Co v. Invin, 316 U S. 23, 29-30 (1942) (construction of Howard Univer-
sity library is a public work under related Miller Act, though library was to be the property of a private
university), Peterson v. United States, 119 F 2d 145 (6th Cir 1941) (relocation of privately-owned railway
that would be flooded by federal dam is a public work) We believe that, in general, the determination
whether a lease-construction contract calls for construction of a public building or public work likely will
depend on the details of the particular arrangement. These may include such factors as the length of the
lease, the extent of government involvement in the construction project, the extent to which the construction
will be used for private rather than public purposes, the extent to which the costs of construction will be fully
paid for by the lease payments, and whether the contract is written as a lease solely to evade the requirements
of the Davis-Bacon Act, a possibility contemplated by the dissenter from the 1987 WAB Opinion. However,
we further believe that the fact that a novel financing mechanism is employed should not in itself defeat the
reading of such a contract as being a contract for construction of a public building or public work.
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poses intended to be accomplished”). The sole exception to this trend is the 1988
O.L.C. Opinion.

The 1988 Opinion quoted language from the 1935 and 1960 Attorney General
opinions to suggest that the use of direct federal funds was an absolute requirement
for Davis-Bacon coverage, citing a statement in the 1935 opinion that the Act ap-
plied to “buildings erected with funds supplied by the Congress,” 38 Op. Att’y
Gen. at 233, and a statement in the 1960 opinion that it applied to “direct Federal
construction,” 41 Op. Att’y Gen. at 495. Neither the opinions nor the quoted ex-
cerpts suggest that these are the only situations in which Davis-Bacon would apply.
In both opinions, the Attorney General explicitly rejected narrow readings of the
Act in favor of quite expansive ones, and used the “federal funds” concept to argue
that a narrower reading would undermine the Act and the public goals it was de-
signed to serve. Neither opinion discussed lease-construction or any similar con-
struction financing mechanism, nor did either opinion suggest that the Act would
not apply if the construction was not built with federal funds but instead was built
under federal direction and later paid for with federal funds. A consideration of
the context in which these opinions arose will illustrate the point. The 1935 opin-
ion involved construction and demolition of buildings under the D.C. Alley
Dwelling Authority, which was empowered to tear down old buildings and con-
struct new ones to redevelop alleys in the District of Columbia. Because the Act
contemplated that the new dwellings might later be leased or sold to private parties,
it was contended that Davis-Bacon should not apply. Attorney General Cummings,
however, determined that the prospect that the buildings would be sold did not
detract from the public character of the construction:

| approve the broad construction which has thus been placed upon
the statute and regard it as supported both by the language of the
Act and by the apparent purposes intended to be accomplished.
Under this view buildings erected with funds supplied by the Con-
gress for the furtherance of public purposes are not to be distin-
guished, so as to affect the application of the statute, upon
consideration of their character or the particular public purpose
which their building is intended to further; nor do | regard it as
controlling that some of them will be, or may be, conveyed for a
consideration to private persons at some time after completion.

38 Op. Att’y Gen. at 233.

The 1988 Opinion’s quote from the 1960 opinion is itself a quote from the leg-
islative history of the Federal Highway and Highway Revenue Acts of 1956, and
was drawn from a section of the history urging that Davis-Bacon wage standards
should apply not only to “direct Federal construction” — highways constructed by
the government (without regard to financing mechanisms) — but also to highways
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constructed by state and local governments, with federal financial assistance. 41
Op. Att’y Gen. at 495; H.R. Rep. No. 84-2022, at 12-13 (1956); 23 U.S.C. § 113
(successor Act). While the quoted legislative history indicates that the Congress
thought that federally-aided nonfederal highway projects were not covered, this
distinction is irrelevant to the question at issue here. Neither the 1960 opinion nor
the Highway Act nor the quoted legislative history defines “direct Federal con-
struction” in such a way as to exclude lease-construction contracts. The only light
these sources shed on the question of how lease-construction should be categorized
is to emphasize that where the government is financially responsible for construc-
tion costs, the purposes of the Davis-Bacon Act may be implicated. Furthermore,
this commentary was meant as background. The question at issue in the 1960
opinion was whether independent owner-operators of trucks on a Davis-Bacon
project were nonetheless employee “mechanics and laborers,” subject to the Act’s
prevailing wage requirement. The Attorney General concluded that they were, in
part because a “niggardly construction” of the term “mechanics and laborers”
would be inconsistent with the remedial purposes of the Act. 41 Op. Att’y Gen. at
500.

In short, the cited Attorney General opinions interpreted the Davis-Bacon Act
expansively to ensure that its beneficial purposes would not be evaded. Conse-
quently, we do not think that these opinions support the argument that particular
financing mechanisms remove public construction projects, such as those paid for
by long-term lease, from the Act.

D.

One final argument has been put forth to support the conclusion reached by the
1988 Opinion: that Congress, in other statutes, explicitly indicated that Davis-
Bacon requirements would apply to particular lease contracts; and that these stat-
utes “indicate[] not only that Congress knows how to insure that leases are covered
by the Davis-Bacon Act in those few situations where it so chooses, but also that
section 276a(a) by itself does not include leases.” 1988 Opinion at 95. The pri-
mary statute relied upon is 39 U.S.C. § 410(d)(1), which states that

A lease agreement by the Postal Service for rent of net interior
space in excess of 6,500 square feet in any building or facility, or
part of a building or facility, to be occupied for purposes of the
Postal Service shall include a provision that all laborers and me-
chanics employed in the construction, modification, alteration, re-
pair, painting, decoration, or other improvement of the building or
space covered by the agreement, or improvement at the site . . . shall
be paid [Davis-Bacon wage rates].
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This statute covers not just the lease-construction of entire buildings, but construc-
tion involved in short-term use of relatively small amounts of space in larger
buildings, including incidental construction and improvements beyond those cited
in the Davis-Bacon Act. It would take a more expansive reading of the Davis-
Bacon Act than Labor has urged in this case to match this coverage. In light of
this, the House Report cited in the 1988 Opinion almost certainly was correct in
concluding that the statute extended Davis-Bacon coverage. H.R. Rep. No. 91-
1104, at 27 (1970). Too, the Act was passed in 1970, before the Comptroller Gen-
eral reversed his 1962 decision that Davis-Bacon did not apply to leases. In view
of these factors, we do not believe that this statute sheds much light on how Con-
gress intended Davis-Bacon to apply in other lease-construction settings.

The Department of Labor also suggests that we should defer to its determination
whether a particular contract is covered by Davis-Bacon, citing 29 C.F.R. 8§ 5.13
and 7.1(d) (1994), Reorg. Plan No. 14 of 1950, 3 C.F.R. 1007 (1950), reprinted in
5 U.S.C. app. at 1261 (1988),1and a variety of cases. While the authorities cited
clearly indicate that Labor has authority to set wage rates, they do not indicate
whether Labor’s resolution of legal questions relating to coverage disputes super-
cedes the Attorney General’s authority, under Executive Order No. 12146, 3
C.F.R. 409 (1979), to resolve legal disputes between executive branch agencies.
Rather, these sources state that the contracting agency has the initial responsibility
for determining coverage, see, e.g., Universities Research Ass’n v. Coutu, 450 U.S.
754, 759 n.6, 760 (1981); North Georgia Building and Constr. Trades Council v.
Goldschmidt, 621 F.2d 697, 703 (5th Cir. 1980); and that the Reorg. Plan and La-
bor Department regulations provide for review by Labor of contracting agencies’
coverage determinations. Reorg. Plan No. 14 of 1950; 29 C.F.R. 8§ 5.13 and
7.1(d); Coutu, 450 U.S. at 760; North Georgia, 621 F.2d at 704.22

11 Reorg Plan No. 14 provides
In order to assure coordination of administration and consistency of enforcement of ihe labor
standards provisions of each of the following Acts [including the Davis-Bacon Aci] by the Fed-
eral agencies responsible for the administration thereof, the Secretary of Labor shall prescribe
appropriate standards, regulations, and procedures, which shall be observed by these agencies,
and cause lo be made by the Department of Labor such investigations, with respect to compli-
ance with and enforcement of such labor standards, as he deems desirable
5U.S C app at 1261
122 While lhe North Georgia case also stales that the Wage Appeals Board is “authorized [by 29 C F.R.
§ 7 1(d)] to act with finality on behalf of the Secretary of Labor” in reviewing determinauons made by agen-
cies in applying the Davis-Bacon Act, 621 F 2d at 704, the quoted language indicates only that the WAB has
final authority to act for the Secretary of Labor and does not indicate whether, and lo whai extent, the De-
partment’s exercise of that authority is reviewable by the Attorney General or by the courts. 29 C FR
§ 7.1(d) says only that the Board “shall act as fully and finally as might the Secretary of Labor concerning
such matters.”
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It is true that Reorganization Plan No. 14 of 1950 seeks coordination of admini-
stration and consistency of enforcement of, among other statutes, the Davis-Bacon
Act, and that the Plan places the principal authority for bringing about consistent
administration of the statute with the Department of Labor. 5 U.S.C. app. at 1261.
That authority, however, must be reconciled with the authority of the Attorney
General to make final decisions for the executive branch on legal determinations
under Executive Order No. 12146, which provides that the Attorney General may
resolve “legal disputes” between executive agencies. See also 28 U.S.C. § 511
(“The Attorney General shall give [her] advice and opinion on questions of law
when required by the President”) and 28 U.S.C. § 512 (“The head of an executive
department may require the opinion of the Attorney General on questions of law
arising in the administration of his department”). We believe that, read together,
the Davis-Bacon Act, the Reorganization Plan, 28 U.S.C. 8§ 511 and 512, and
Executive Order No. 12146, while granting the primary responsibility for inter-
preting Davis-Bacon to Labor, also confer on the Attorney General, at the request
of appropriate officials, the authority to review the general legal principles under-
lying certain of the Secretary’s decisions under the Act. Accord Application of the
Davis-Bacon Act to Urban Development Projects that Receive Partial Federal
Funding, 11 Op. O.L.C. 92, 94-95 (1987) (Reorganization Plan 14 “speaks only to
the respective functions of HUD [the contracting agency] and Labor in adminis-
tering [Davis-Bacon provisions of] the Housing and Community Development
Act,” and “does not preclude either the head of a department from seeking, or the
Attorney General from rendering, an opinion on a question of law arising in the
administration of his department”).13

1B This view is consistent with prior decisions of the Attorney General sometimes cited for the proposition
that Labor has final authority to interpret the Davis-Bacon Act. Thus, for example, in Federal Aid Highway
Program — Prevailing Wage Determination, 41 Op Att’'y Gen. 488 (1960), the Attorney General agreed
only lhat Labor has authority under the Reorganization Plan and the statute to determine whether certain
employees were 'laborers or mechanics” within the meaning of the Davis-Bacon Act — not whether the
contract itself was covered. Since this opinion resolved a dispute between the Departments of Labor and
Commerce over which of those iwo agencies should make the determination, it did not fully address the
question of the extent of the authority of the Department of Justice to review Labor Department legal deter-
minations under the Act

Similarly, in Office of Federal Procurement Policy — Authority to Determine Whether the Service Con-
tract Act, Wal.sh-Healev Act, or Davis-Bacon Act Applies to Classes of Federal Procurement Contracts, 43
Op. Att’y Gen 150 (1979), while the Attorney General did conclude thai the Department of Labor had
authority to make contract coverage determinations under the Walsh-Healey and Service-Contract Acts that
are "binding on the procurement agencies,” id at 161, and that the Office of Federal Procurement Policy
does not have statutory authority to make coverage determinations under those statutes, id , these statements
do not undermine the authority of the Attorney General to review legal aspects of interagency disputes relat-
ing to coverage decisions made by the Department of Labor Furthermore, the 1979 Attorney General opin-
ion made no such express determination concerning the Secretary’s authority to make final Davis-Bacon
coverage decisions, and indeed, no one had contended that Davis-Bacon covered the particular contract at
issue in that case. See id. at 151 While the 1979 opinion also stated that Labor has authority to make cov-
erage determinations under “the contract labor standards statutes,” including Davis-Bacon, id at 153, this
statement does not address the disputed question: whether this authority precludes the Department of Justice
from reviewing such decisions, and neither the opinion nor the cases cited in support of this passage indicate
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V.

For these reasons, we conclude that the ruling of the 1988 O.L.C. Opinion that
the plain language of the Davis-Bacon Act indicates that it can never apply to a
lease that calls for construction of a public work was incorrect. We believe that the
determination whether a particular lease-construction contract is a “contract... for
construction” of a public building or public work within the meaning of the Davis-
Bacon Act will depend upon the details of the particular agreement.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office ofLegal Counsel

that the Attorney General may not address legal questions arising from Labor Department Davis-Bacon
coverage decisions.
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Deputization of Members of Congress as
Special Deputy U.S. Marshals

The deputization of Members of Congress as special Deputy U.S. Marshals is inconsistent with separa-
tion of powers principles and with the statutory language and historical practice governing special
deputation.

May 25, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the Acting General Counsel

United States Marshals Service

You have requested our assistance in determining whether the United States
Marshals Service may deputize Members of Congress as special Deputy U.S. Mar-
shals. The Director of the Marshals Service is authorized to deputize the following
individuals to perform the functions of Deputy Marshals: selected officers or em-
ployees of the Department of Justice; federal, state or local law enforcement offi-
cers; private security personnel to provide courtroom security for the Federal
judiciary; and other persons designated by the Associate Attorney General. 28
C.F.R. 8 0.112; see also 28 U.S.C. § 561(f) (authorizing Director of Marshals
Service to appoint “such employees as are necessary to carry out the powers and
duties of the Service”).

We believe that deputation of Members of Congress is inconsistent with separa-
tion of powers principles and with the statutory language and historical practice
governing special deputation.1 First, deputizing Members of Congress violates the
principle recognized in Bowsher v. Synar, 478 U.S. 714 (1986), that Congress may
not exceed its constitutionally prescribed authority by playing a direct role in exe-
cuting the laws. The Marshals Service is clearly a part of the executive branch2
and the primary duties of Deputy Marshals are the execution and enforcement of
federal law. See Steele v. United States, 267 U.S. 505, 508 (1925) (deputy mar-
shals are “chiefly charged with the enforcement of the peace of the United States™);
United States v. Krapf, 285 F.2d 647, 649 (3d Cir. 1960) (duties of marshals in-
clude the “enforcement, maintenance and administration of federal authority”); 28
U.S.C. 8566 (describing the duties of the Marshals Service). Permitting Members
of Congress to execute and enforce the laws encroaches upon the very heart of the
executive authority and violates one of the fundamental tenets of separation of

1Because we think that (he result is clear under a separation of powers analysis, we do not address the
argument that special deputation of Members of Congress is invalid under the Incompatibility Clause

*The United States Marshals Service is a bureau within the Department of Justice and under the authority
and direction of the Attorney General. 28 U S C 1) 561.
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powers jurisprudence: “The structure of the Constitution does not permit Congress
to execute the laws.” Bowsher v. Synar, 478 U.S. at 726.

Members of Congress presumably request special deputation so that they may
carry weapons for personal security and not so that they may actually execute or
enforce the law. Nonetheless, deputized Members of Congress will have statutory
authority to enforce the law. Moreover, the fact that a legislative usurpation of
executive power may prove to be innocuous or inchoate does not mean that it is
constitutionally permissible. Legislative intrusions into the executive sphere that
may prove harmless in practice nonetheless violate separation of powers principles.
See Metropolitan Washington Airports Auth. v. Citizensfor the Abatement of Air-
craft Noise, Inc. 501 U.S. 252 (1991): Bowsher, 478 U.S. 714. “The separated
powers of our Government cannot be permitted to turn on” speculative assessments
about the likelihood of a legislative official actually exercising usurped executive
authority; “in the long term, structural protections against abuse of power [are]
critical to preserving liberty.” Bowsher, 478 U.S. at 730.

Deputation of Members of Congress, furthermore, is not authorized by the stat-
ute and regulations governing special deputation. 28 U.S.C. § 561(f) states that the
Director of the Marshals Service may appoint “such employees as are necessary to
carry’ out the powers and duties of the Service.” (emphasis added). Similarly, 28
C.F.R. §0.112 provides that the Director may deputize certain persons “to perform
the functions of a Deputy U.S. Marshal.” Both the Marshals Service and this Of-
fice have repeatedly taken the position that the use of the special deputation
authority should be limited to those circumstances where the United States Marshal
needs the deputations in order to accomplish his or her specific mission. See Spe-
cial Deputations of Private Citizens Providing Security to a Former Cabinet
Member, 1 Op. O.L.C. 67 (1983) (concluding that Marshals Service could not
deputize Henry Kissinger’s private security service); Memorandum for the Attor-
ney General, from John M. Harmon, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office of
Legal Counsel (Mar. 28, 1977) (advising that it would be unlawful for the Mar-
shals Service to deputize former Vice President Rockefeller’s security detail). The
Marshals Service does not need Members of Congress to serve as deputy marshals
in order to perform its assigned functions; indeed, Members of Congress cannot
perform the functions of the Marshals Service without running afoul of separation
of powers principles.

It is therefore our conclusion that the Marshals Service cannot continue to grant
requests from Members of Congress for special deputation.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel
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Prejudgment Interest Under the Back Pay Act for Refunds of
Federal Insurance Contributions Act Overpayments

The Back Pay Act’s authorization of prejudgment interest does not apply to the return of a Federal
Insurance Contributions Act tax overpayment.

Even if the Back Pay Act did apply to such returns, an agency’s specific exemption from liability un-
der the Federal Insurance Contributions Act would ovemde the provisions of the Back Pay Act.

May 31, 1994

Memorandum Opinion for the Acting General Counsel

Department of Defense

This memorandum responds to your Office’s request for our opinion whether
civilian employees of the Department of Defense (“DoD”) who receive from the
Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) a refund of taxes that were deducted from their
pay pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 3121(a) of the Federal Insurance Contributions Act, 26
U.S.C. §8 3101-3128 (“FICA™), as amended, are entitled to receive prejudgment
interest on the refund from DoD pursuant to the Back Pay Act, 5 U.S.C. 8 5596, as
amended. We conclude that these DoD employees are not entitled to receive addi-
tional interest from DoD.

l.
BACKGROUND

FICA imposes a tax on the income of every employee, calculated as a percent-
age of wages, for the support of old-age, survivors, disability, and hospital insur-
ance. 26 U.S.C. §3101. A corresponding payroll tax for the same purpose is
imposed on every employer with respect to each employee. Id. § 3111. Under
FICA, every employer must deduct its employees’ share of the FICA tax from their
wages “as and when paid.” 1d. § 3102(a). All sums collected must be paid over to
the IRS. 1d. § 3102(b). In 1983, FICA taxation was extended to all subsequently
hired civilian federal employees. See Social Security Act Amendments of 1983,
Pub. L. No. 98-21, § 101(b)(1), 97 Stat. 65, 69 (codified as amended at 26 U.S.C.
§ 3121(b)(5), (6)); S. Rep. No. 98-23, at 5 (1983). Each federal agency is treated
as a separate employer for purposes of FICA. See 26 U.S.C. § 3122.

Certain civilian DoD employees receive allowances for living quarters and for
temporary lodging costs pursuant to the Overseas Differentials and Allowances
Act, 5 U.S.C. § 5923, as amended (“ODAA allowances”). ODAA allowances have

127



Opinions ofthe Office ofLegal Counsel

always been expressly exempted from income tax. See 26 U.S.C. §912(1)(C);
Anderson V. United States, 929 F.2d 648, 649 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Because FICA
does not expressly exempt ODAA allowances from taxation, an issue arose as to
whether such payments were taxable for that purpose. DoD concluded that they
were and, accordingly, deducted appropriate sums from its employees’ ODAA
allowances and paid those funds over to the IRS. See Anderson v. United States,
16 CI. Ct. 530, 532-33 (1989) At least some of the affected employees filed ad-
ministrative claims for refunds, which the IRS denied. Id. at 533-34.

The IRS’s denial of these claims did not survive judicial scrutiny. In Anderson,
a number of DoD employees brought suit against the United States, seeking a re-
fund of the FICA taxes paid on ODAA allowances for the years 1984 through
1987. The Court of Federal Claims granted them summary judgment, holding that
ODAA allowances are exempt from FICA taxation. 16 Cl. Ct. at 541. The deci-
sion was affirmed on appeal. Anderson v. United States, 929 F.2d 648 (Fed. Cir.
1991). The United States did not petition the Supreme Court for a writ of certio-
rari. As a result of Anderson, certain DoD employees (and other similarly situated
federal employees) will receive refunds of the contested FICA taxes (“Anderson
employees”).

1.
ISSUE FOR CONSIDERATION

We have been asked to determine the amount of interest that must be paid on
FICA tax refunds to Anderson employees. Absent a waiver of sovereign immunity,
the United States and its agencies are not liable for prejudgment interest. See, e.g.,
Library of Congress v. Shaw, 478 U.S. 310, 310, 314-15 (1986); Loefflerv. Frank,
486 U.S. 549, 554, 556-57 (1988). The Internal Revenue Code (“Code”) contains
such a waiver with respect to refunds of FICA tax overpayments. See 26 U.S.C.
88 6413(b), 6611(a). The Office of Personnel Management (“OPM”) and DoD
agree that the IRS must pay Anderson employees prejudgment interest on their
FICA tax refunds pursuant to these provisions.

The Back Pay Act, however, also expressly permits prejudgment interest on an
award of “back pay,” as defined by that Act. See 5 U.S.C. § 5596(b); Brown V.
Secretary of the Army, 918 F.2d 214, 216-18 (D.C. Cir. 1990), cert, denied, 502
U.S. 810 (1991). OPM believes that Anderson employees are entitled to receive
interest on their refunds under the Back Pay Act. See Letter for Albert V. Conte,
Director, Defense Finance and Accounting Service, Department of Defense, from
Constance Berry Newman, Director, Office of Personnel Management at 1 (Apr.
27, 1992) (“Newman Letter”); Letter for Philip M. Hitch, Deputy General Counsel
(Fiscal), Department of Defense, from Arthur Troilo Ill, General Counsel, Office
of Personnel Management at 3-4 (Nov. 30, 1992) (“Troilo Letter”). Accordingly,
OPM instructed federal agencies that: “Because IRS computes interest in a manner
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that would result in a smaller interest payment to employees, agencies must com-
pute interest due employees under the back pay law (5 U.S.C. 5596).” Attachment
to Memorandum for Directors of Personnel from Claudia Cooley, Associate Di-
rector for Personnel Systems and Oversight at 3 (Dec. 3, 1991). OPM further in-
structed that each agency must add to the IRS’s interest payment an amount
sufficient to make the total equal to the larger amount of interest prescribed under
the Back Pay Act. Newman Letter at 1-2. OPM suggests that agencies failing to
make this payment could be held liable for the additional amount. Troilo Letter at
3, 4. DoD’s position is that it has no legal obligation to pay any additional inter-
est.1

1.
LEGAL ANALYSIS

We conclude that the Back Pay Act’s authorization of prejudgment interest does
not apply to the return of a FICA tax overpayment. The Back Pay Act was not
intended to remedy this type of injury. Indeed, as discussed below, FICA contains
a provision that exempts employers from liability in these circumstances. Conse-
quently, there is no legal basis for OPM’s instruction to agencies to pay additional
interest computed under the Back Pay Act.

A. THE REQUIREMENTS FOR APPLICATION
OF THE BACK PAY ACT ARE NOT MET

The Back Pay Act provides:

An employee of an agency who, on the basis of a timely appeal
or an administrative determination ... is found by appropriate
authority under applicable law, rule, regulation, or collective bar-
gaining agreement, to have been affected by an unjustified or un-
warranted personnel action which has resulted in the withdrawal or
reduction of all or part of the pay, allowances, or differentials of the
employee—

. is entitled, on correction of the personnel action, to receive
for the period for which the personnel action was in effect—

1 DoD estimates lhat paying additional interest under the Back Pay Act would cost approximately $7
million Memorandum for Daniel L Koffsky Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel,
Department of Justice, from Jamie S. Gorelick, General Counsel, Department of Defense at 6 (June 21,
1993).
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. an amount equal to all or any part of the pay, allowances, or
differentials, as applicable which the employee normally would
have earned or received during the period if the personnel action
had not occurred, less any amounts earned by the employee through
other employment during that period.

5 U.S.C. §5596(b).

In general, the Back Pay Act grants a cause of action to an employee who has
lost pay as a result of a wrongful personnel action. Its purpose is to permit such an
employee to recover money damages sufficient to make the employee whole.
United States v. Testan, 424 U.S. 392, 407 (1976): Wells v. FAA, 755 F.2d 804,
807 (11th Cir. 1985). The need for the Act arises “by the fact that, absent specific
command of statute or authorized regulation, an appointed employee subjected to
unwarranted personnel action does not have a cause of action against the United
States.” United States v. Hopkins, 427 U.S. 123, 128 (1976). The Supreme Court
repeatedly has adhered to a narrow construction of the Back Pay Act, finding that it
authorizes money damages only in the *“‘carefully limited circumstances™ ex-
pressly set forth in the statute. United States v. Mitchell, 463 U.S. 206, 217 (1983)
(quoting United States v. Testan, 424 U.S. at 404).

OPM maintains that the Back Pay Act applies concurrently with the provisions
of the Code as a remedy for an agency’s erroneous deduction of too much FICA
tax from its employees’ earnings. OPM has not, however, cited (nor have we
found) any reported decision applying the Back Pay Act in such circumstances. In
light of the Supreme Court’s strict construction of the Back Pay Act, the absence of
authority suggests that OPM’s novel application should be approached with skepti-
cism.

OPM, moreover, has not demonstrated that the specific requirements of a Back
Pay Act action have been met. The first requirement is that an employee must have
been subject to an “unjustified or unwarranted personnel action.” The legislative
history of the Back Pay Act discusses the types of personnel actions falling within
its purview:

H.R. 1647 does not prescribe the specific types of personnel ac-
tions covered. Separations, suspensions, and demotions constitute
the great bulk of cases in which employees lose pay or allowances,
but other unwarranted or unjustified actions affecting pay or allow-
ances could occur in the course of reassignments and change from
full-time to part-time work. If such actions are found to be unwar-
ranted or unjustified, employees would be entitled to backpay bene-
fits when the actions are corrected.
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S. Rep. No. 89-1062, at 3 (1966); see United States v. Testan, 424 U.S. at 405-06
(quoting this cited legislative history).

The examples given in the Senate report all involve an alteration of the terms of
employment, such as the downgrading of an employee’s appointed position, that
cause an employee to earn less money. The damages owed to the employee equal
the reduction of earnings arising out of the adverse personnel action. In contrast,
the Anderson employees did not suffer a loss of earnings: they concededly earned
the money that was deducted from their paychecks. Their claim, rather, was that
the United States was indebted lo them to the extent that the FICA deductions ex-
ceeded their actual tax liability. See Stone v. White, 301 U.S. 532, 534-35 (1937)
(claim of tax overpayment is in the nature of one for money had and received);
King v. United States, 641 F.2d 253, 259 (5th Cir. 1981) (same); Missouri Pac.
R.R. Co. v. United States, 338 F.2d 668, 670 (Ct. Cl. 1964) (taxpayer bringing
action for refund must show payment of excess taxes that equitably belong to him
or there can be no recovery). At least one court has held that a claim for money
due is not cognizable under the Back Pay Act:

Mere failure by a government agency to pay money due is not
the kind of adverse personnel action contemplated in the Back Pay
Act. We are not called upon to correct an adverse personnel ac-
tion. ... Plaintiffs’ claims are analogous to ones for unpaid salary
for time actually worked.

Bell v. United States, 23 Cl. Ct. 73, 77 (1991). Thus, we conclude that DoD’s er-
roneous deduction of too much FICA tax was not an adverse personnel action
within the contemplation of the Back Pay Act. OPM has not called our attention
to, and we have not discovered, any decision that might compel a different conclu-
sion.

A second essential element under the Back Pay Act is that the personnel action
must have caused the “withdrawal or reduction of all or part of the pay, allow-
ances, or differentials of the employee.” OPM suggests that an agency’s deduction
of too much FICA tax constitutes a reduction in pay (or, in this case, allowances).
Section 3123 of FICA, however, provides:

Whenever under ... [FICA] ... an employer is required or per-
mitted to deduct any amount from the remuneration of an employee
and to pay the amount deducted to the United States, ... then for
purposes of [FICA] the amount so deducted shall be considered to
have been paid to the employee at the time of such deduction.

26 U.S.C. §3123 (emphasis added). See Pope V. University of Washington, 852
P.2d 1055, 1062 (Wash. 1993), cert, denied, 510 U.S. 1115 (1994); IRS Private
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Ruling 7702012130A, 1977 PRL Lexis 60. Cf. Slodov v. United States, 436 U.S.
238, 243 (1978) (“[o]nce net wages are paid to the employee, the taxes withheld
are credited to the employee regardless of whether they are paid by the employer,
so that the IRS has recourse only against the employer for their payment”). DoD
was “required or permitted” to determine the amount of remuneration subject to tax
and to make the appropriate deduction. See 26 U.S.C. §3102(b); id. § 3122.
Thus, the deductions at issue here must be considered as having been paid to the
Anderson employees.2

Finally, the Back Pay Act requires that the employing agency have been found
by an “appropriate authority” to have engaged in a wrongful personnel action.
OPM has defined this term in its regulations: “Appropriate authority means an
entity having authority in the case at hand to correct or direct the correction of an
unjustified or unwarranted personnel action, including . .. the Office of Personnel
Management.” 5 C.F.R. § 550.803.

OPM regards itself as the “appropriate authority” that has found that DoD has
engaged in a wrongful personnel action with respect to the Anderson employees:

OPM clearly meets the definition [of an “appropriate authority”
set forth in 5 C.F.R. §550.803] ... and, in addition, is specifically
mentioned as such an authority [in the regulation], ... In the case
of the FICA tax issue, OPM, consistent with its mission as the Fed-
eral personnel administrator, was compelled to issue guidance to
Federal agencies setting forth instructions on how to implement the
Anderson decision, including how to correct the erroneous with-
holdings of FICA taxes.

2 Section 3123, by its terms, applies only "for purposes” of FICA. Thus, it is possible Ihat the deduction
might be treated as a non-payment of wages for purposes of some other statute. But there is no basis for
doing so here, because ihe Back Pay Act is purely remedial: it restores pay lost to an employee from the
violation of a right granted under another “applicable law, rule, regulation, or collective bargaining agree-
ment.” 5 U S C. (j 5596(b) The "‘applicable law" in this case— FICA—expressly authorized DoD to make
the contested deductions and commanded that they be considered as a payment of remuneration Thus,
DoD’s erroneous FICA deductions cannot serve as the predicate for an action under the Back Pay Act, which
requires that the claimant have suffered a loss of pay resulting from a wrongful personnel action.

We note also that the clash of assumptions between FICA and the Back Pay Act concerning whether an
agency's deduction of FICA tax is a payment of wages could expose the Anderson employees to unpleasant
tax consequences if, as OPM proposes, the two schemes were applied concurrently. It is settled law that
awards under the Back Pay Act are taxable earnings for FICA and income tax purposes, subject to tax with-
holding when they are paid to the employee. See, e.g., Tanaka v. Department of Navy, 788 F.2d 1552, 1553
(Fed. Cir. 1986), Ainsworth v. United Stales, 399 F 2d 176, 185-86 (Ct Cl 1968), Kopp v. Department of
Air Force, 37 M.S P R 434, 436 (1988) This tax treatment comports with the theory that the Back Pay Act
provides ““reparation . based upon the loss of wages which the employee has suffered from the employer’s
wrong.” Ainsworth, 399 F 2d at 185 (quoting Social Security Bd. v. Nierotko, 327 U S 358, 364 (1946)).
Thus, although ODAA allowances ordinarily are excluded from FICA and income taxation, the Anderson
employees’ recovery would be taxable as ordinary wage earnings if they were received as an award of back
pay rather than as a tax refund (absent an equitable adjustment). This anomaly highlights the dubious nature
of any suggestion that the Back Pay Act has a role to play in the return of a tax overpayment.
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Troilo Letter at 3.

We do not agree that OPM is an “appropriate authority” under the Back Pay
Act. Whatever OPM’s authority to “issue guidance” to agencies concerning how
to correct the FICA tax treatment of ODAA allowances in light of Anderson, it did
not have authority to correct the improper FICA tax deductions contested in An-
derson, which is “the case at hand.” DoD was vested with initial authority to de-
termine the amount of FICA tax to be deducted from its Anderson employees’ pay.
26 U.S.C. § 3122. That determination was subject to review and correction by the
Secretary of the Treasury. 1d. (As noted in § I, supra, the Secretary agreed with
DoD and allowed the deductions to stand.) The Secretary’s decision was final
within the executive branch. See 26 U.S.C. § 6406.3 Judicial review of the Secre-
tary’s decision was available in either the federal district courts or the Court of
Federal Claims. See 26 U.S.C. § 7422; 28 U.S.C. § 1346. (The Anderson em-
ployees proceeded in the Federal Claims Court.) In either case, the decision was
not subject to further review by the executive branch. See Hayburn’s Case, 2 U.S.
(2 Dali.) 409 (1792) (executive branch revision of final judgments of the judicial
branch violates the separation of powers); United States v. O'Grady, 89 U.S. (22
Wall.) 641 (1874) (same). Thus, at no point did OPM have authority to “correct or
direct the correction o f’ the decision to deduct FICA taxes from the ODAA allow-
ances of the Anderson employees. Therefore, OPM does not meet the criterion set
forth in its own regulation defining an “appropriate authority.”

B. OPM’S PROPOSED APPLICATION OF THE BACK PAY ACT
IS INCONSISTENT WITH FICA’S EXPRESS GRANT
OF AN EXEMPTION FROM LIABILITY FOR EMPLOYERS

As a general matter, the Code’s remedial provisions have been held to be the
exclusive remedy for those seeking a return of tax overpayments. See, e.g., Bruno
V. United States, 547 F.2d 71 (8th Cir. 1976) (suit for refund of taxes was governed
by the specific limitation period in the Internal Revenue Code and not the general
limitations period for civil actions against the United States in title 28); Michigan
State Employees Ass’n v. Marian, 608 F. Supp. 85, 90-92 (W.D. Mich. 1984) (the
existence of specific remedial procedures in the Internal Revenue Code to redress
tax overpayments foreclosed any possibility of relief under 42 U.S.C. § 1983). In
this case, moreover, Congress provided specific procedures to apply “[i]f more
than the correct amount of [FICA] tax .. . is paid [by an employee] with respect to
any payment of remuneration.” 26 U.S.C. § 6413; see 26 C.F.R. § 31.6413. See
generally Rev. Rul. 81-310, 1981-2 C.B. 241; Rev. Proc. 81-69, 1981-2 C.B. 726;

3 Ordinarily, 26 U S C. § 6406 permits review of the Secretary’s decisions by the Tax Court Such review
was not available here because the Tax Court has no jurisdiction to adjudicate FICA tax liability 26 U.S.C.
§ 7442
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Atlantic Dept Stores, Inc. v. United States, 557 F.2d 957 (2d Cir. 1977); Macy’s
New York, Inc. v. United States, 484 F. Supp. 181 (S.D.N.Y. 1980); Entenmann’s
Bakery, Inc. v. United States, 465 F. Supp. 1118 (E.D.N.Y. 1979).4 It seems un-
likely that Congress intended the very general remedial provisions of the Back Pay
Act to apply as well, thereby giving federal employees a more generous remedy
than that available to employees in the private sector.

Even if the Back Pay Act were generally applicable here, OPM’s proposal that
each agency pay additional interest to its Anderson employees is inconsistent with
8§ 3102(b) of FICA. That section provides that an employer who has collected
FICA taxes and paid them over to the IRS “shall be indemnified against the claims
and demands of any person for the amount of any such payment.” 1d.5 An
“indemnity” is a “legal exemption from liability for damages.” American Heritage
Dictionary of the English Language 917 (3d ed. 1992). Section 3102(b), further-
more, has been held to serve the same purpose as 26 U.S.C. § 3403,6 which applies
to the collection of income taxes. See United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co. .
United States, 201 F.2d 118, 119 (10th Cir. 1952) (equating 26 U.S.C. § 3102(b)
with 8 3403). Section 3403, in turn, invariably has been construed to mandate that
an employer is immune from suit by its employees concerning federal income taxes
that have been withheld by the employer and paid over to the IRS. See, e.g., Edgar
v. Inland Steel Co., 744 F.2d 1276, 1278 (7th Cir. 1984); Pascoe V. IRS, 580 F.
Supp. 649, 654 (E.D. Mich. 1984), aff'd, 755 F.2d 932 (6th Cir. 1985); Chandler
V. Perini Power Constructors, Inc.,, 520 F. Supp. 1152, 1156 (D.N.H. 1981).
Therefore, we conclude that §3102 provides an employer with a legal exemption
from liability to the extent of the amount of FICA taxes collected and paid over to
the IRS.7

OPM’s proposal that federal agencies pay their Anderson employees additional
interest under the Back Pay Act contravenes this exemption. Under familiar prin-

4 An employer has an incentive to calculate the tax correctly because its own share of the FICA tax mir-
rors that of its employees See 26 U SC §3111. Also, an employer who has collected too much FICA tax is
not permitted to receive a return of its own overpayment unless it has repaid the affected employees (or
former employees) or has made a reasonable effort to perfect their claims for a refund See Rev Rul. 8 1-310,
at 242.

5See also 26 C F.R § 31.3102- 1(c) (“The employer is indemnified against the ctaims and demands of any
person for the amount of any payment of such tax made by the employer to the district director )

6 Section 3403 provides

The employer shall be liable for the payment of the [income] lax required to be deducted and
withheld under this chapter, and shall not be liable to any person for the amount of any such
payment

7 An indemnity can also be a “(s]ecurity against damage, loss, or injury/* American Heritage Dictionary
of the English Language at 917 Under the latter definition, § 3 102(b) might be read as a promise to com-
pensate employers for their liability arising out of the FICA tax collection process rather than as a legal ex-
emption from liability in the first instance It is, however, a recognized rule of statutory construction that a
waiver of sovereign immunity must be unequivocal. Thus, if two readings are plausible, the one that does
not waive sovereign immunity must be adopted. See United States v Nordic Village, Inc , 503 U S 30, 33-
37 (1992). Consequently, we read §3102(b) as conferring a legal exemption Indeed, § 3102(b) fails to
name an indemnitor, which supports our reading and also fatally undermines any claim that § 3102(b) con-
tains an unequivocal waiver of sovereign immunity

134



Prejitdgment Interest Under the Back Pay Actfor Refunds of
Federal Insurance Contributions Act Overpayments

ciples of statutory construction, the exemption in § 3102(b), which is specifically
applicable to the collection of FICA taxes, must prevail over the more generally
applicable interest provision of the Back Pay Act. See Brown v. Secretary of
Army, 918 F.2d at 218 (Title VII’s limit of two years on recovery of back pay
would take precedence over the more generous term in the Back Pay Act when
both remedies were facially available to federal employees who had successfully
sued their employer under Title VII). See generally Bulova Watch Co. v. United
States, 365 U.S. 753, 758 (1961) (a provision of the Code specifically addressed to
the computation of interest on carry-back tax refunds would prevail over provision
on computation of interest on tax refunds generally); 2B Norman J. Singer, Suth-
erland Statutory Construction § 51.02 (5th ed. 1992) (“Where a conflict exists the
more specific statute controls over the more general one.”). Thus, even if the Back
Pay Act’s interest provision were facially applicable, it could not be applied in
these circumstances.

CONCLUSION

We conclude that DoD is not required to pay its Anderson employees any inter-
est under the Back Pay Act. The Back Pay Act does not apply in these circum-
stances. Even if it did, the interest provision of the Back Pay Act must yield to the
legal exemption from liability granted to employers under FICA. Thus, OPM’s
instruction to agencies to pay additional interest has no legal basis.

WALTER DELLINGER
Assistant Attorney General
Office ofLegal Counsel
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Government Official to the Board of Connie Lee

An executive branch officer or employee appointed to the Board of Directors of Connie Lee would be a
“director” within the meaning of 18 U S.C § 208(a) and therefore would be disqualified from par-
ticipating “personnally and substantially” in any “particular matter” implicating the financial inter-
ests of Connie Lee unless the conditions of subsecuon 208(b) are satisfied.

June 22, 1994

Memorandum O pinion for the Assistant General Counsel

Department of the T reasury

This memorandum is in response to your request of May 23, 1994, for an opin-
ion as to whether the Deputy Assistant Secretary, if appointed to the Board of Di-
rectors of the College Construction Loan Insurance Association (“Connie Lee”),
would be subject to the requirements imposed by 18 U.S.C. § 208 on “directors” of
outside organizations. We have concluded that if appointed, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary would be a “director” of an outside organization within the meaning of
§ 208, and accordingly would have to comply with the provisions of that section in
discharging his or her government duties. This conclusion does not preclude the
appointment of the Deputy Assistant Secretary or another Treasury official to the
board of Connie Lee. Rather, it means that if appointed, the official could not par-
ticipate in any particular matter in his or her government capacity in which Connie
Lee had a financial interest, unless he or she received a waiver issued pursuant to
§ 208(b).

Background

Connie Lee was incorporated as a private, for-profit corporation of the District
of Columbia in 1987 as directed by Title VII of the Higher Education Amendments
of 1986, Pub. L. No. 99-498, sec. 701, § 751, 100 Stat. 1268, 1528 (codified at 20
U.S.C. 88 1132f-1132f-9).* At that time, many colleges and universities were un-
able to obtain private financing for capital improvements and routine maintenance
of their physical plants. By providing financial insurance and guarantees for quali-
fying loans, Connie Lee enhances the credit quality of these educational institu-

* Editor’s Note The statutory provisions concerning Connie Lee that are discussed in this opinion were
subsequently repealed in 1996 and replaced by the provisions that are now codified at 20 U.S.C. § 1132f-10
See Student Loan Marketing Association Reorganization Act of 1996, Pub. L No. 104-208, § 603, 110 Stat
3009-275, 3009-209 (enactment of current section), 3009-293 (repeal) The changes to the statute do not
affect the analysis or conclusions of this opinion.
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tions, facilitating their access to private credit. H.R. Rep. No. 99-383, at 71-73
(1985), reprinted in 1986 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2572, 2642-44 (*House Rep.”). In form
and function, Connie Lee is similar to the Student Loan Marketing Association
(“Sallie Mae”).

Connie Lee began operating as a joint venture of the Secretary of Education,
Sallie Mae and interested members of the higher education community. Congress

“intended that the Corporation . . . initially operate under the stewardship of the
Student Loan Marketing Association, subject to the direction and control of the
Corporation’s Board of Directors. ... [T]he direct interest of the federal govern-

ment in the Corporation is expected to diminish and eventually terminate.” House
Rep. at 74, reprinted in 1986 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 2645. The statute authorized the
Secretary of Education and Sallie Mae to subscribe to voting common stock in a
four to one ratio. See 20 U.S.C. § 1132f-4(a), (b). Congress gave the board the
authority to issue additional shares of voting common stock for sale to the public
and institutions of higher education. Id. § 1132f-4(d). After five years, the statute
authorized the Secretary of Education to sell the stock held by that department, and
gave Sallie Mae a right of first refusal in the event of such a sale. 1d. § 1132f-7(a).

Connie Lee is governed by an eleven member board of directors. At present,
two directors are appointed by the Secretary of Education, two by the Secretary of
the Treasury, and three by Sallie Mae. The remaining four directors are elected by
the holders of the voting common stock. I1d. 8§ 1132f-3(a). A director serves for a
term of one year or until a successor has been appointed and qualified. Id. If Sal-
lie Mae acquires enough voting common stock from the Secretary of Education to
own more than fifty percent of the outstanding voting shares, the entire board is to
be elected by the shareholders. 1d. § 1132f-7(c).

In the past, the individuals appointed by the Secretary of the Treasury have been
private citizens. The Secretary is now considering appointing a Deputy Assistant
Secretary to the board of Connie Lee. You are concerned that if appointed, the
Deputy Assistant Secretary would no longer be able to participate in the formula-
tion of the Department’s policies regarding its interests in Connie Lee.

Discussion

Under § 208, no officer or employee in the executive branch may participate
“personally and substantially” in any “particular matter” in which an “organization
in which he is serving as officer, director, trustee, general partner or employee . . .
has a financial interest” unless he obtains a waiver or satisfies an exception as out-
lined in subsection 208(b). 18 U.S.C. § 208(a). However, this Office has previ-
ously taken the position that “a federal official serving on the board of an
essentially private entity by virtue of a federal statutory mandate is not an ‘officer,
director or trustee’ of that entity within the meaning of section 208.” Memoran-
dum for David H. Martin, Director, Office of Government Ethics, from Samuel A.
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Alito, Jr., Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: USIA
Director’s Service on the Board of the United States Telecommunications Training
Institute at 2 (Dec. 3, 1986) (“USTTI Memo”). You have suggested that the Sec-
retary’s appointment of a Deputy Assistant Secretary to the Connie Lee board
would establish a position analogous to an “ex officio” director and therefore
should not trigger the application of § 208. Unfortunately, we cannot agree.

This Office has found that a government official serves on the board of a private
entity in an ex officio rather than personal capacity where that service is expressly
authorized by statute.1 We have also ruled that a government official’s service as a
director does not violate § 208 where the rules of the private entity designate that
official as a member of the board and neither the rules or state law appear to im-
pose a fiduciary duty to the private entity on that director.2

The proposed arrangement for Connie Lee would not fall into either of these
categories. While the governing statutes do not prohibit the appointment or elec-
tion of federal officers to the Connie Lee board, no government official is desig-
nated as a board member in either a personal or official capacity. See 20 U.S.C.
88 1132f-3, 1132f-7(c). As we stated in the USTTI opinion:

[S]ection 208 is premised on a concern to avoid any conflict be-
tween a federal official’s public and private obligations and inter-
ests. ... [WJhere a government official is authorized by statute to
serve on the board of a private group as part of his or her official
governmental duties, in what is essentially an ex officio capacity,
the reasonable inference to be drawn is that the official is to serve
the interests of the government in the event of any conflict between
those interests and the interests of the private organization.

Id. at 2. Any fiduciary duty the director owes to the organization in question is
clearly subordinate to that director’s duties to his or her government office and the
United States.

1 Thus this Office has determined that the restrictions of § 208 did not apply where a federal statute ex-
phcitly designated the Attorney General as an ex officio member of the Board of Trustees of the National
Trust for Historic Preservation, Questions Raised by the Attorney General's Service as a Trustee of the
National Trustfor Historic Preservation, 6 Op. OLC. 443, 446 (1982), or where the Director of the U.S.
Information Agency served on the board of a private institute pursuant to a federal statute authorizing several
executive agencies to provide official support to that institute “including . . . service on the board of the
Institute/” USTTI Memo at 2 (quoting the Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Anti-Terrorism Act of 1988,
Pub. L No 99-399, § 1307, 100 Stat 853,899).

#wNor did § 208 apply where the constitution of the American Bar Association designated the Attorney
General as an ex officio member of the ABA House of Delegates, Memorandum for Thomas E. Kauper,
Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust Division, from Mary C Lawton, Deputy Assistant Attorney General,
Office of Legal Counsel, Re. Contemplated ABA Suit (May 21, 1976), or where every Director of the Na-
tional Bureau of Standards since 1951 had served on the board of a private standard setting organization and
that organization amended its bylaws to designate the Director as a non-voting ex officio member of the
board Letter for the Hon. Warren G Magnuson, Chairman, Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation, from Leon Ulman, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel at 4-6 (Dec.
13, 1977)
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There is no indication that the fiduciary duty of a Connie Lee director appointed
by the Secretary is subordinate to any duty to the government. Congress expressly
provided that absent a conflict with the provisions of the Higher Education Act,
Connie Lee was to be subject to the corporation law of the District of Columbia.
20 U.S.C. § 1132f(c). The language and structure of the statutory provisions gov-
erning the board of directors are in no way inconsistent with the proposition that all
Connie Lee directors, including those appointed by the Secretary, owe the fiduci-
ary duty dictated by D.C. law to the corporation and its shareholders. While the
Secretaries of Education and the Treasury were both granted the power to appoint
two directors and to replace these directors by appointing replacements anytime
after the end of their one year term because of the “significant interests” of the
government in the early years of operation, see House Rep. at 73, reprinted in
1986 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 2644; 20 U.S.C. 8§ 1132f-3(a), the articles and bylaws of
Connie Lee vest limited removal power in the board, not in any of the appointing
bodies.3 If a government official appointed by the Secretary resigned or was re-
moved from that government position, he or she could retain a seat on the Connie
Lee board for the duration of the term unless he or she resigned or was removed by
the remaining board members.4 This structure suggests that Congress did not in-
tend for the Secretary to exercise direct control over his appointees once they were
appointed.

Connie Lee’s status as a private, for-profit corporation with outstanding voting
shares held by private individuals and institutions strengthens the conclusion that
its directors are bound by a fiduciary duty to the corporation and to these share-
holders in their capacity as directors. 20 U.S.C. § 1132f(a),(b); Bylaws, art. Ill,
§ 3.8. Furthermore, directors may receive compensation for their service to the
corporation “in their capacities as Directors or otherwise.” Bylaws, art. Ill, § 3.8.
While you have indicated that a Treasury official appointed to the board would
waive any compensation, this provision is additional evidence of the directors’
fiduciary duty to the corporation and potentially presents the appearance of a con-
flict of interest. These obligations and the attendant potential for conflict are pre-
cisely the circumstances that § 208 is designed to address.

Conclusion

An executive officer or employee appointed to the board of Connie Lee by the
Secretary would be a “director” within the meaning of 18 U.S.C. § 208(a). Ac-

3 Article VII, clause 4 of the original articles of incorporation, see District of Columbia Department of
Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, Business Regulation Administration Certificate of Incorporation, College
Construction Loan Insurance Association (Feb. 13, 1987), and article IIl, section 3 6 of the bylaws, see By-
laws of the College Construct