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COMMENDATIONS

Assistant United States Attorney GARY DANIEL ARBEZNIK
Northern District of Ohio was commended by Mr John McManus
Regional Inspector Internal Revenue Service for his successful

prosecution of Robert Plummer

Assistant United States Attorney JUDITH BARTNOFF District of

Columbia was commended by Mr Allie Latimer General Counsel
General Services Administration GSA for her outstanding job in

support of GSA in GTE Communication Systems Corp United
States

Assistant United States Attorney MITCHELL BERGER District

of Columbia was commended by Mr William Jones Associate
General Counsel Office of Contracts and Property Law United
States Postal Service for his excellent representation provided
in American Postal Workers Union United States Postal
Service

Attorney MARCELLA COHEN Miami Strike Force Organized Crime
and Racketeering Section Criminal Division was commended by Mr
William Webster Director Federal Bureau of Investigation for

her successful prosecution of several MIPORN cases

Assistant United States Attorney NATHAN DODELL District of

Columbia was commended by Mr John Farley III Director
Torts Branch Civil Division for his successful conclusion of

National Black Police Association Velde

Assistant United States Attorneys JOHN FISHER WILLIAM

HUNT RICHARD LETTS ROBYN JONES and DAVID SHROYER
Southern District of Ohio were commended by Mr Dwight Joseph
Chief of Police Public Safety Department Police Division for

their diligent efforts in curtailing the illicit drug problems in

Columbus

Assistant United States Attorney JOHN GALLAGHER JR
Eastern District of New York was commended by Mr Kenneth

McAllister United States Attorney Middle District of North

Carolina for his assistance and cooperation in the search of

various information and documents located in the Eastern District
of New York that were necessary to the prosecution of United
States Reid

United States Attorney FREDERICK HESS and his staff
Southern District of Illinois were commended by Mr Paul

Adams Inspector General Designate Department of Housing and
Urban Development for their efforts in obtaining the convictions
of Jacox and Boyd
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Assistant United States Attorneys MARGARET HUTCHINSON and

JAMES SHEEHAN Eastern District of Pennsylvania were commended
by Mr James Seif Regional Administrator Environmental
Protection Agency EPA Region III for their participation in

EPAs threeday training seminar on investigation case develop
ment and litigation of environmental enforcement actions

Assistant United States Attorney HERBERT LEWIS III
Northern District of Alabama was commended by Ms Susan Smith
Chief Counsel National Aeronautics and Space Administration
George Marshall Space Flight Center Alabama for his excellent
representation in Solberg United States and Paetz United
States

Assistant United States Attorney GEORGE NOONAN District
of Oregon was commended by Mr Brian Riley Chief of Police
City of Salem Oregon for his prosecution of all cases presented
by the Salem Police Department and his help to police officers in

obtaining and preparing search warrants

United States Attorney GEORGE PROCTOR and Assistant United
States Attorneys SHERRY BARTLEY and TERRY DERDEN Eastern
District of Arkansas were commended by Mr William Webster
Director Federal Bureau of Investigation for their outstanding
work in connection with the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task
Force case ROCBAN

Assistant United States Attorney MARK ROSENBAUM District
of Alaska was commended by Mr Kenneth Thompson Regional
Inspector Internal Revenue Service for his efforts in the

successful prosecution of former Internal Revenue employee

Assistant United States Attorney ROBERT SELDON District
of Columbia was commended by Mr Joseph Davis Chief Counsel
Drug Enforcement Administration for his representation in the

case of Edwin Meese III Attorney General Seqar

Assistant United States Attorney GEORGE ROBERT SMITH
Southern District of Georgia was commended by Mr Fowler
District Counsel Department of the Army for his continuous
conscientious and dedicated service in representing the govern
ment

Assistant United States Attorney JAMES SPENCER Eastern
District of Virginia was commended by Mr William Webster
Director Federal Bureau of Investigation for his successful
prosecution of the case against Henry James Wright

Attorney MARY STERLING Organized Crime and Racket
eering Strike Force in Kansas City Missouri Criminal Division
was commended by Mr Gerald Auerbach General Counsel United
States Marshals Service for her outstanding performance and
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efforts in handling the case of Ruffalo United States while an
Assistant United States Attorney in the Western District of

Missouri

Assistant United States Attorney ROBERT WELSH JR Chief
of Major Crimes Eastern District of Pennsylvania was commended
by the District Attorney of Philadelphia for his successful prose
cution of United States Hoskins

Assistant United States Attorney STEPHEN WEHNER Chief of

the Frauds Section Eastern District of Pennsylvania was
commended by Mr John Hogan Special AgentInCharge Federal
Bureau of Investigation for his assistance during the Bureaus
Regional Governmental Fraud Conference

CLEARINGHOUSE

Foreign Agents As Jurors

The United States Attorneys Office for the District of

Connecticut has recently brought to our attention that the Compre
hensive Crime Control Act of 1984 has amended Title 18 United
States Code Section 219 in way that may require new voir

dire question by the government in all cases Jurors are now in

the same class as public officials who are prohibited from acting
as foreign agents Therefore if an empanelled juror qualifies
under Title 22 United States Code Section 616 as foreign
agent then the juror arguably has committed felony and the jury

may be found invalidly constituted

If any additional questions arise regarding this matter
please contact Peter Clark Assistant United States Attorney
FTS 6452108

The Impact of the Seedy Trial Act on Investigation and Prosecu
tion of Federal Criminal Cases

The Federal Justice Research Program of the Office of Legal

Policy has published the report The Impact of the Speedy Trial

Act on Investigation and Prosecution of Federal Criminal Cases
The report is based on study conducted by Abt Associates Inc
under the sponsorship of the Federal Justice Research Program
The study examined the impact of the speedy trial limits on

investigative and prosecutorial policies and practices now that

the sanctions are fully in place and districts have had several

years experience under the Speedy Trial Act In addition the

impact of the Act on the courts defense bar and overall
processing of federal criminal cases is also examined
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copy of the report has been mailed to all United States
Attorneys offices The Federal Justice Research Program has
limited copies of the report and limited number of additional
copies can be requested by contacting Ms Barbara Hayes on FTS
6333789

POINTS TO REMEMBER

Attorney Generals Special Designation

On March 28 1985 by Order No 108885 Attorney General
Edwin Meese III made special designation of Assistant Attorneys
General to authorize applications to federal judqe for court
orders to interceptions of wire and oral communications under

Chapter 119 Title 18 of the United States Code copy of the
Order is appended to this issue of the Bulletin

Executive Office

Allegations of Misconduct Against Assistant United States
Attorneys

By Memorandum of July 1985 Mr William Tyson
Director Executive Office for United States Attorneys reminded
United States Attorneys of the requirement to report all allega
tions of misconduct concerning Assistant United States Attorneys
and other Department employees in their offices to the Office of

Professional Responsibility and the Executive Office pursuant to
the provisions of 28 C.F.R 0.39a and USAM 14.200 Mr Tysons
memorandum is appended to this Bulletin

Executive Office

Authority of Veterans Administration to Waive Claim After Referral
to Department of JusticeOffice of Legal Counsel Memorandum

By memorandum dated June 14 1985 the Office of Legal
Counsel responded to an inquiry by the United States Attorneys
office for the Northern District of Georgia concerning whether the

Veterans Administration could exercise its statutory authority
under 38 U.S.C 3102b to waive deficiency balance after the

matter was transferred to the United States Attorney for

prosecution The Office of Legal Counsel concluded that as

general matter referral of case to the Department of Justice
vests in theDepartment the exclusive right to conduct terminate
or compromise the litigation as it sees fit copy of the

memorandum is attached as an appendix to this issue of the

Bulletin
Executive Office
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Bar Membership Requirements for Assistant United States
Attorneys

All United States Attorneys and Assistant United States
Attorneys should be reminded that prerequisite to appointment as

an Assistant United States Attorney is that the individual be an
active member of state bar USAM 102.222A5 is being amended
to include this longstanding requirement

Any question concerning bar memberships and the recent
amendment should be directed to the Office of Legal Services FTS

6334024

Executive Office

D.C Circuit Clarifies When Appeal Should Be Taken To The Federal
Circuit

In Van Drasek Lehman No 832343 D.C Cir Ma.y 31
1985 the D.C Circuit transferred an appeal to the Federal
Circuit stating we issue published opinion in this case to
alert counsel especially those who regularly defend actions
against the United States to the impact of the Federal Courts
Improvement Act upon our appellate jurisdiction Slip op at

n.2 emphasis added This opinion is worthy of note because it

clarifies the circumstances where the notice of appeal should be

to the Federal Circuit not to the regional circuit within which
the district court is located

The Federal Courts Improvement Act 28 U.S.C 1295a2
provides that the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal
Circuit shall have exclusive jurisdiction of an appeal from
final decision of district court if the jurisdiction of that

court was based in whole or in part on 28 U.S.C 1346a2
the Tucker Act The Tucker Act gives district courts concurrent
jurisdiction with the Claims Court over civil action
or claim against the United States not exceeding $10000 in

amount founded either upon the Constitution or any Act of

Congress or any regulation of an executive department
The D.C Circuit in Van Drasek explained that in deciding whether
the case was based in whole or in part on the Tucker Act the

focus must be on the basis of the district courts original
subject matter jurisdiction rather than on the claims advanced on

appeal

The D.C Circuit stated that all of the following require
ments must be met for suit to be considered valid Tucker Act

case requiring appeal to the Federal Circuit and if any require
ment is not met then appeal to the regional circuit is still

appropriate
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Money Claim The Tucker Act is not implicated when the

plaintiff seeks only declaratory or injunctive relief However
Tucker Act jurisdiction cannot be avoided by disguising
money claim as request for mandamus injunctive or declara
tory relief Slip op at 12 n.h

Not in .Excess of $10000 If the case was validly in

the district court because the claim was for less than $10000
or the plaintiff waived any right to recover in excess of $10000
then the appeal is to the Federal Circuit However if the case
remained in district court despite the fact that the monetary
claim exceeded $10000 the district courts jurisdiction could
not have been based even in part on the Tucker Act and the

regional circuit can exercise appellate jurisdiction over the

case Slip op at 67 Note however that the government
would argue that the monetary award in such case must be vacated
for lack of jurisdiction in the district court

Against the United States Although the Tucker Act by
its terms applies to suits against the United States suits
against federal officials in their officialbut not individual
capacities are considered Tucker Act cases Slip op at 78

Substantive Right to Compensation The Tucker Act
waives sovereign immunity but does not create any substantive
right for money damages Thus for claim to be based on the
Tucker Act it must be founded either upon contract provision
of the Constitution federal statute or an agency regulation
that can fairly be interpreted as mandating compensation by the

for the damages sustained Slip op at

If any of plaintiffs district court claims meets the four

requirements the jurisdiction of the district court was based
in part on the Tucker Act and appellate jurisdiction over the
entire case lies in the Federal Circuit The D.C Circuit noted
two exceptions in extraordinary circumstances plain
tiffs Tucker Act claim may be so frivolous that it was not
sufficient to be the basis for district court jurisdiction and

money claim brought under statutes that independently confer
jurisdiction on the district court and waive sovereign immunity
will not be deemed to be based on the Tucker Act for the

purposes of determining appellate jurisdiction Slip op at

910 Thus for example the appeal of Title VII suit seeking
monetary award remains to the regional circuit not to the

Federal Circuit

Although attempting through its opinion to alert attorneys
to the possibility of appeal to the Federal Circuit the D.C
Circuit acknowledged in its conclusion that this issue has become

jurisdictional quagmire Slip op at 13 In fact there are
considerable complexities not even mentioned by the D.C Circuit
such as the point at which the $10000 amount is determined in
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case where for example back pay continues to accrue during the
district court litigation By the same token because the Tucker
Act issue is jurisdictional and may be raised until briefing and

argument are completed much wasted litigation effort can result
from failure to recognize the issue

For these reasons when in doubt about whether district
courts jurisdiction was in fact based in part on the Tucker
Act file protective notice of appeal to both the Federal
Circuit and your regional circuit and seek advice from the

Appellate Staff Civil Division at the Department of Justice
In addition be alert for instances where an opponent erroneously
notices an appeal to the wrong circuit and file motion to

transfer the case at the earliest opportunity See 28 U.S.C
S1631

Civil Division

Employment Opportunities

The United States Attorneys office for the Northern District
of Texas has an attorney vacancy in the Amarillo branch office
The attorney one of two Assistant United States Attorneys in the
Amarillo office will do primarily civil litigation Interested
attorneys should send resume to United States Attorney Marvin
Collins Room 16G28 U.S Federal Building and Courthouse 1100
Conunerce Street Dallas Texas 75242 to the attention of Civil
Chief Charles Cabaniss Additional information about this

position can be obtained by calling Assistant United States
Attorney Cabaniss on FTS 7290956

Executive Office

New Procedures for Handling of Social Security Litigation

By teletype to all United States Attorneys dated June 17
1985 the Civil Division advised that the Department of Health and

Human Services HHS has recently modified its procedures for

drafting the governments answers in social security cases The

major changes outlined in the handling of social security matters
by the teletype are set out below

The function of preparing the transcript which must be filed
as part of the governments answer under Section 205g of the
Social Security Act 42 U.S.C 205g done by the Social
Security Administrations SSA Office of Hearings and Appeals in

Arlington Virginia and the process for drafting answers which up
until now has been done by the Social Security Division of the HHS
Office of the General Counsel in Baltimore Maryland will be
colocated in Arlington Virginia The Social Security Division
will establish in Arlington Virginia located with the Office of

Hearings and Appeals unit specifically charged with responsi
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bility for preparing initial draft responses to complaints filed

under Titles II 42 U.S.C 401 et seq and/or XVI 42 U.S.C
1381 et of the Social Security Act

The new Social Security Answer Unit will prepare the

suggested initial responses for all complaints served on the

United States Attorney on or after June 24 1985 Suggested
initial responses include answers motions for remand prior to

answer motions to dismiss for untimely filing res udicata
failure to exhaust motions to vacate entry of defaiiTE for fail
ure to answer motions for extensions of time for filing initial

responses to complaints and requests for remand prior to answer

All copies of summonses and complaints and other pleadings
and materials filed prior to the governments plead.ings and

materials filed prior to the governments initial response in

cases served on your office after June 24 1985 should be mailed
to

Office of the General Counsel
Social Security Division
Answer Unit
P.O Box 10724

Arlington Virginia 22210

Executive Office

Payment of Judgments by General Accounting Office and Postal
Service

Many United States Attorneys offices are sending final

judgments and/or settlements to the United States Marshals Service
or to the Fiscal and Data Services Section of the Justice

Management Division to be paid United States Attorneys and their

Assistants are reminded that procedures for payment of final

judgments and/or settlements are set out in the United States
Attorneys Manual Manual or USAM Title Chapter 43.210

Judgments and certain compromise settlements payable in

accordance with 28 U.S.C 2414 or 2517 which are final or

further appellate review will not be sought may be paid by the
General Accounting Office GAO or the Postal Service as

appropriate Final judgments adverse to the United States can
sometimes be paid by the client agency or an insurer surety or
indemnitor The Civil Division however will request payment of

final judgments and settlements in cases for which it retains

primary responsiblity

It is particularly important that all requests for payment
be consistent with the compromise stipulation of judgment The

litigating attorney is responsible for ensuring this conformity or
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requesting the judgment be modified by the court accordingly
USAM 43.214

If further information is needed regarding this matter
please contact Christine Krouse of the Financial Management Staff

on FTS 2726935

Executive Office

Personnel

Effective April 1985 Charles Rule was named the Acting
Assistant Attorney General for the Antitrust Division

Effective June 1985 Charles Fried was named the Acting
Solicitor General

Effective July 22 1985 Frederick Motz resigned as the

United States Attorney for the District of Maryland and was sworn

in as United States District Judge in that district

Effective July 22 1985 Catherine Blake was court

appointed United States Attorney for the District of Maryland

Effective July 31 1985 Hunt Dumont resigned as the

United States Attorney for the District of New Jersey

Effective August 1985 Thomas Greelish was court

appointed the United States Attorney for the District of New

Jersey

Correction Alexander Taft Jr is the court appointed
United States Attorney for the Western District of Kentucky and

Marvin Collins is the court appointed United States Attorney for

the Northern District of Texas

Executive Office

Revocation of HHS Social Security Administrations NonAcquies
cence Policy

On June 1985 the Department of Health and Human Services
HHS Social Security Administration announced revocation of its

socalled nonacquiescence policy that is the policy of not

adhering to Court of Appeals decisions within circuit except for

orders issued in specific cases The new policy is as follows
The agency will review Court of Appeals decisions to determine
which are inconsistent with agency policy and then translate the

principles of the court decisions into operative administrative
instructions Administrative Law Judges AU will advise
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claimants in the notice of hearing that the applicability of such

precedent will be considered at the hearing If after the

hearing the AU is prepared to rule against the claimant on the

basis of agency policy but for the claimant on the basis of

circuit principles he/she will issue recommended decision The

appeals council will review all such decisions and assuming it

agrees with the AU that circuit principles require decision in

all but the relatively rare instance where relitigation of the
issue is determined after consultation with the Justice Depart
ment to be appropriate Another change to current policy is that

when the AU is prepared to rule against the claimant on the basis
of agency policy and circuit principles the decision will address
the issues required under circuit principles as well as under

agency policy copy of HHS interim Circular No 185 will be
added to the Office of Hearings and Appeals Handbook in the Social
Security Administration The Circular sets forth the new policy
in detail If you have any questions please call Brian Kennedy
FTS 6331359 or Brook Hedge FTS 6333501 of the Civil
Division

Civil Division

San Diego Debt Collection Unit Arranqes for Fine Debtors Property
in Foreclosure to be Sold by Broker to Get Top Sale Price

Debt collection personnel in the Southern District of

California persuaded mortgage company to postpone the fore
closure sale of house owned by criminal fine debtor on which
the government had placed lien to secure payment of the fine

debtors fines and then in an effort to obtain the highest
possible sale price arranged for the property to be put on the
market by real estate broker

California contractor hired to repair decks on Navy ships
was convicted in 1983 of conspiracy to defraud and presenting
false and fraudulent claims to the United States The contractor
was sentenced to ten years in jail and given standcommitted fines

totalling $300000 To secure payment of the fines the govern
ment placed lien on the fine debtors house in Lake Tahoe
However the house was already encumbered by $60000 first mort
gage and other smaller liens The fine debtor who had escaped
from prison and was fugitive defaulted on the mortgage and the
Debt Collection Unit was notified that the property was in

foreclosure and might be sold at public auction

It was in the governments interest to ensure that the house
was sold for the highest possible price because the sale proceeds
which remained after the mortgage loan and the several smaller
liens were satisfied would be applied to the fines The Debt
Collection Unit knew that the house would probably command
higher sale price if it were put on the market by real estate
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broker than if it were sold at foreclosure sale Because the
fine debtor was still at large the Debt Collection Unit contacted
his attorney who had previously been given power of attorney by
his qlient to get permission to hire real estate broker to sell
the house The attorney realizing that it was in his clients
best interest to maximize the sale price and therefore the
amount of sale proceeds which could be applied to the fines
agreed to list the property with real estate broker The

savings and loan company which held the mortgage was persuaded to
postpone the foreclosure sale and real estate broker was engaged
to market the property

The house sold month later for $165000 and nearly $79000
was applied to the fines As result of the San Diego -Debt
Collection Units initiative and creative approach the government
undoubtedly realized greater amount than it would have realized
if the property had been sold at foreclosure sale

Executive Office

Special Assistant United States Attorneys Expiration of
Appointments

Several United States Attorneys offices have recently
experienced difficulties arising from failure to timely extend
the appointment of Special Assistant United States Attorneys In
light of these problems the following comments are provided as
reminder of the appropriate procedures to extend Special Assistant
United States Attorney appointments

All attorneys practicing law in United States Attorneys
offices must be duly appointed See USAM 13.540 91.140
102.230 Since the appointments ofecial Assistants are for

certain time generally one year they must be closely
monitored so that any extensions can be processed prior to expira
tion of the current appointment

The consequences to the United States for failing to ensure
that Special Assistant United States Attorneys are at all times

duly appointed as required by 28 U.S.C 543 may be severe by
allowing defendants prosecuted by these attorneys to challenge the
indictment and in nongrand jury proceedings to challenge the
jurisdiction of the presiding court

If attorneys who are not duly appointed appear in grand jury
proceedings defendants could argue that unauthorized persons
appeared before the grand jury in violation of Rule 6d Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure They could then invoke the accepted
principle of criminal law that the appearance of the unauthorized
person requires voiding the indictment and move for dismissal
pursuant to Rule 12b1 Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure



VOL 33 NO 14 AUGUST 1985 PAGE 426

Although there is split of authority majority of courts

considering the issue have adopted per se rule requiring
dismissal of an indictment for violatT of Rule 6d No

showing of prejudice to the defendant is required See United

States Echols 542 F.2d 948 951 5th Cir 1976 citT Latham

United States 226 F.2d 420 5th Cir 1975 cert denied 431

U.S 904 1977 United States Fulmer 722 F.2d 1192 1195 5th
Cir 1983 United States Carper 116 Supp 817 D.C
1953 United States Pignatiello 582 Supp 255 259 CD
Cob 1984 United States Bowdach 324 Supp 123 124 S.D
Fla 1971 United States Daneals 370 Supp 1289 1296

W.D N.Y 1974 For more complete list of cases see United

States Lill 511 Supp 50 58 S.D W.Va 1980 However
minority of courts have held that violation of Rule 6d does

not require se dismissal of the indictment See United

States Rath 406 F.2d 757 6th Cir 1969 cert dTed 394

U.S 920 1969 United States Computer Sciences Corp 689

F.2d 1181 1185 4th Cir 1982 cert denied 459 U.S 1105

1983

In nongrand jury proceedings defendant prosecuted by an

attorney who was not duly appointed could argue on appeal or in

habeas corpus action that the district court did not have

jurisdiction over the case since private party without

authority was prosecuting an offense which was committed against
the United States See United States Panza 381 Supp 1133
1134 W.D Pa 1974 But see United States Denton 307 F.2d

336 338339 6th Cir T2 in which the court found that the

proceedings had been conducted by the proper authority since the

United States Attorney initiated the case and an Assistant United
States Attorney actually tried the case with assistance from the

attorney who was not duly appointed However the court in Denton

emphasized that if the United States appeared in case only
through an assistant who was not properly appointed the United
States may not be properly in court

Defendant challenges based on whether Special Assistant
United States Attorney was duly appointed at the time of the

judicial proceeding can be avoided by monitoring appointment
expiration dates closely and ensuring that requests for extensions

are forwarded to the Executive Office sufficently in advance of

expiration to preclude potentially problematic gaps in Special
Assistants due appointment Questions relating to the legal

aspects of Special Assistant United States Attorney appointments
should be directed to the Office of Legal Services FTS 6334024
Other questions concerning appointments should continue to be

addressed to Mr Laurence McWhorter Deputy Director
Executive Office for United States Attorneys to the attention of

Mr Glen Stafford FTS 6332074

Executive Office
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Supreme Court Held That The Petition Clause Of The First Amendment
Does Not Provide Absolute Immunity To Defendants Charged With
Expressing Libelous And Damaging Falsehoods In Petitions To
Government Officials

In McDonald Smith No 84476 slip op June 19 1985
the Supreme Court affirmed the Court of Appeals holding that the
Petition Clause does not provide absolute immunity to defendants
expressing falsehoods Respondent David Smith alleged that while
he was being considered for the position of United States
Attorney petitioner wrote letters to President Reagan which
contained false slanderous libelous inflammatory and deroga
tory statements about respondent The Court relied on White
Nichols How 266 1845 holding that the defendants petition
was actionable if prompted by express malice defined as false
hood in the absence of probable cause Under North Carolina
common law damages may be recovered if petitioner is shown to
have acted with malice defined in terms that the North Carolina
Court of Appeals considered consistent with New York Times Co
Sullivan 376 U.S 254 knowledge at the time that the words are
false or without probable cause or without checking for truth by
the means at hand The Court concluded that to accept
petitioners claim of absolute immunity would elevate the Petition
Clause to First Aniendment status and the Petition Clause does not
require the state to expand the privilege into an absolute one

McDonald Smith No 84476 slip op June 19 1985

Executive Office

Teletypes to All United States Attorneys

listing of recent teletypes sent by the Executive Office
is appended to this Bulletin If United States Attorneys
office has not received one or more of these teletypes copies may
be obtained by contacting Ms Theresa Bertucci Chief of the
Communications Center Executive Office for United States Attor
neys at FTS 6331020

Executive Office

Use of Social Security Teletype Facilities

In accordance with present procedures United States
Attorneys should continue to teletype to the Social Security
Division and Office of Hearings and Appeals notice of new social
security court cases within three days of service on your office
By letter dated June 1985 the Office of General Counsel of
Health and Human Services HHS requested the ExecutiveOffice to
remind the United States Attorneys offices of the three day
notification procedure for advising HHS of new matters see Points
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to Remember October 1984 Volume 32 No 19 United States

Attorneys Bulletin HHS requests that United States Attorneys
offices increase their use of the HHS teletype facility so that

HHS can improve their ability to meet court deadlines for filing

answers which would consequently reduce the need for obtaining
extensions of time to answer

Procedures for notifying HHS by teletype of new cases are set

forth in USAM 19.130 3/84 In brief they require that United
States Attorneys offices notify HHS within three days of being
served with complaint that new cases have been filed and require
HHS to prepare an answer The notification should whenever

possible be made via the use of teletype The teletype should
be routed to BR AA SSAGC and should contain the following
informat ion

Case caption
Plaintiffs social security number
District court where case filed
Date the complaint was filed
Date the United States Attorney was served
Name and FTS telephone number of the Assistant United

States Attorney handling the case and

Date petition in forma pauperis was filed if

applicable

United States Attorneys are also reminded that new proce
dure providing for early notification to HHS of pending trial

orders was implemented last year Points to Remember supra
Briefly United States Attorneys are requested to provide the

following information to HHS via teletype in matters where the

United States Attorney is served with an order requiring compli
ance and action by HHS during the trial of the case The same

routing indicator should be used as set out above and the infor
mation requested is as follows

Case caption
Plaintiffs social security number
Type of order issued
Operative time limits for HHS action and

Name and FTS telephone number of the Assistant United
States Attorney handling the case

Should United States Attorneys office not have teletype
equipment compatible with that of HHS the responsible Assistant
United States Attorney should provide HHS with the appropriate
information via telephone call When using the telephone the
information should be directed to Ms Margaret Handel at FTS
9347543 United States Attorneys are however requested to use
the teletype whenever possible since this allows HHS the maximum
response time

Executive Office
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OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL

The Solicitor General has authorized the filing of

petition for writ of certiorari in EEOC Missouri State

Highway Patrol 748 F.2d 447 8th Cir 1984 The issue is

whether the court of appeals correctly decided that respondents
age limitations for hiring and compulsorily retiring law
enforcement personnel were bona fide occupational qualifications
in light of the Supreme Courts subsequent decisions in Western
Air Lines Criswell No 831545 June 17 1985 Johnson

Mayor of Baltimore No 84518 June 17 1985 and Anderson

City of Bessemer City No 831623 Mar 19 1985

petition for writ of certiorari in Cuyahoga Valley R.R
Co Secretary of Labor 748 F.2d 340 6th Cir 1984 The

Tiue is whether an employee may challenge and the Occupational
Safety and Health Review Commission may review decision by the

Secretary of Labor to withdraw citation issued for an alleged
OSHA violation

brief amicus curiae supporting petitioners in Evans Jeff
Ct No 841288 The issue is whether it is se

unethical for defendants in civil rights case to insist on tying
settlement negotiations on the merits of the case with settlement
of any claim for attorneys fees that might be advanced by the

plaintiffs attorneys

brief amicus curiae supporting petitioners in Wgant
Jackson Board of Education Ct No 841340 The issue is

whether the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
permits public entity to grant certain public employees prefer
ential protection against layoffs solely on the basis of their

race or national origin even in the absence of any evidence of

past discrimination by the entity

brief amicus curiae supporting respondents in Davidson

Cannon Ct No 846470 The issues are whether state

prisoner injured in an attack by another prisoner due to the

failure of state prison authorities to protect him has been

deprived of liberty under the Due Process Clause of the

Fourteenth Amendment and if so whether reasonably compre
hensive state tort claims statute which nevertheless bars actions

arising out of injuries to one prisoner by another can constitute

adequate process
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ANTITRUST DIVISION

GRAND JURY SECRECY ROLL SHEETS ATTENDANCE RECORDS AND
OTHER GRAND JURY MATERIALS HELD TO BE MATTERS OCCURRING
BEFORE THE GRAND JURY

Five highway contracting firms Movants filed motion
requesting access to certain sealed records and orders relating to
the grand jury The issue was whether access to the records would
disclose matters occurring before the grand jury and thereby
come within the scope of Rule 6e The Movants had requested
access to roll sheets attendance records and any substitutions
on the grand jury after July 1984 any written authority
allowing special prosecutor to present evidence to the grand
jury records disclosing the names of persons receiving informa
tion about matters occurring before the grand jury and orders
authorizing the summons of grand jury in the District of North
Dakota extensions of the grand jury or recalling the grand
jury

The district court denied Movants motion The court ruled
that in applying the broad standards required by the objectives of

grand jury secrecy to the materials sought by Movarits revealed
that each of the requests were within the scope of Rule 6e
Grand jury materials within the scope of Rule 6e may not be
disclosed unless they fall within one of the five exceptions set
out in Rule 6e3 The court stated that review of those excep
tions showed none to be applicable The court concluded that even
if one of the exceptions to Rule 6e did apply the Movants had
not made showing of particularized need required to justify
disclosure of otherwise secret grand jury materials The Movants
only explanation of need was to ensure that the procedural
aspects of the grand jurys investigation and deliberation are in

accord with due process which the court ruled as insufficient
to demonstrate the required need

In Re 1985 Grand Jury Proceedings Misc No 38521
N.D May 31 1985

Attorneys Barry Kaplan Antitrust Division Chicago FTS

3539286 Lorenzo Bracy Antitrust Division Chicago FTS

3537565
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CIVIL DIVISION

D.C CIRCUIT HOLDS THAT SECTION 2412b OF THE EQUAL
ACCESS TO JUSTICE ACT DOES NOT AUTHORIZE AWARDS OF

ATTORNEYS FEES IN ACTIONS ANALOGOUS TO ACTIONS
BROUGHT UNDER 42 U.S.C 1983 AND THAT TO QUALIFY FOR

FEE AWARD UNDER SECTION 2412d OF THE ACT PARTY MUST
MEET BOTH THE NEW WORTH AND EMPLOYEE LIMITATIONS IN THE
ACT

Plaintiffs the Unification Church and several of its

members brought this action challenging the INSs refusal to

admit aliens who seek to enter the United States to work for the

Church Plaintiffs raised both statutory and constitutional
challenges to the INSs action The district court ruled for

plaintiffs on statutory grounds and plaintiffs then sought attor
neys fees under both section 2412b and 2412d of the EAJA
The district court denied the request and the D.C Circuit has now

affirmed

First the court joined three other circuits and held that

section 2412b of the EAJA does not authorize awards of attor
neys fees in constitutional and statutory actions analogous to
actions brought under 42 U.S.C 1983 Second the court held
that the Church could not qualify as party entitled to fee
award under Section 2412d of the Act Despite the use of

disjunctive or in section 2412d2B the court held that

party seeking fee award must meet both the net worth and

employee limits contained in section 2412d2B Third the

court held that the Church could not show that it had fewer than
500 employees as required by section 2412d2B Specifi
cally the court concluded that Church members who in exchange
for fulltime work receive food clothing shelter and some

cash are employees under the EAJA Finally the court rejected
the Churchs argument that fee award could be made to the
individual plaintiffs who admittedly do qualify as parties under
the Act The court relied upon the fact that the Church had

agreed to pay all legal fees in the litigation and therefore to
award fees to the individuals would in effect constitute an
award of fees to the nonqualifying Church In the courts view
Congress could not have intended to allow such circumvention of
the strict eligibility criteria contained in the Act

Unification Church INS ____F.2d ___ No 832238 D.C
Cir June 1985 D.T 3916712

Attorneys William Kanter Civil Division FTS 6331597
Nicholas Zeppos Civil Division FTS 6335431
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NINTH CIRCUIT RULES THAT DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONS
UNWRITTEN $50 RULE USED IN IMPACT AID PROGRAM IS VALID

Pursuant to 20 U.S.C 236 et the Secretary of Educa
tion makes annual Impact Aid payments to local educational
agencies LEAs that provide free public education to
certain number of federal children whose parents live or work on
federal property The amount of assistance is based upon
comparison of the per pupil expenditure by the applicant LEA and

generally comparable school districts in the state Since the

early 1950s the Secretary has used an unwritten rule called the

$50 Rule to help evaluate the claims of Impact Aid applicants
that particular school districts are generally comparable to
their own districts In FY 1978 the Secretary also used grid
to make that evaluation

Plaintiffs are fiftyfive LEAs in California which had filed

Impact Aid applications for FY 1979 when the $50 Rule was in

effect each requesting only the statutory minimum payment After
plaintiffs filed these applications the Department suspended use
of the $50 Rule and decided to judge comparability solely by the

grid Plaintiffs then submitted amended applications claiming
under the grid that they were generally comparable to the
richest LEAs in the state Instead of approving the amended
applications the Department reactivated the $50 Rule and denied
them Plaintiffs then brought the instant action to challenge the

validity of the $50 Rule and to obtain the Departments approval
of their amended applications

The district court determined that the $50 Rule was invalid
because it acted as cap on benefits where neither the statute
nor its legislative history authorized such cap The court
remanded the matter to the Department with directions to process
plaintiffs amended applications in accordance with the grid
The district court however also held that the $50 Rule was not
invalid even though it had not been published pursuant to the
notice and comment requirements of the Administrative Procedure
Act APA or the General Education Provisions Act GEPA It also

rejected plaintiffs theory that the government must apply the

grid alone under an estoppel theory

The court of appeals held for the government on all points
First it ruled that it lacked jurisdiction over 49 of the claims
because they all exceeded $10000 and should have been brought in
the Claims Court We raised that argument for the first time on

appeal Second with respect to the remaining six claims it

held that the $50 Rule was valid because it was consistent with
the language of the statute and the entire scope of the legisla
tive history and because the Secretary was entitled to great
deference since the $50 Rule was contemporaneous with the imple
mentation of the Impact Aid law and had been in effect constantly
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for 30 years The court noted that the entire 30year history of

the law which included 14 amendments none of which changed the

Secretarys determination of comparability supported the Secre
tarys interpretation Third the court ruled that the notice and

comment procedures of the APA and the GEPA were not applicable to

the $50 Rule Finally the court rejected the plaintiffs
estoppel argument emphasizing that Supreme Court has never
decided that estoppel may run against the government

Chula Vista City School District Bell ___F.2d____ Nos
835627 and 835631 9th Cir June 1985
145162094

Attorneys Anthony Steinmeyer Civil Division FTS

6333388 Howard Scher Civil Division FTS 6334820

TENTH CIRCUIT HOLDS THAT DISTRICT COURT LACKS JURISDIC
TION OVER CAUSE OF ACTION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEE REASSIGNED
TO ANOTHER POSITION WITHOUT CHANGE IN GRADE OR PAY

Plaintiff an air traffic control superviser was reassigned
to another air traffic control tower by the FAA as result of

comprehensive evaluation which recommended number of personnel
changes at the Oklahoma City Tower Specifically the FAA pro
posed plaintiffs transfer to another GS14 position at its

DallasFt Worth Tower After initially protesting the proposed
reassignment through the agencys grievance system plaintiff
dropped his grievance and accepted position as GS13 at the

FAAs Tulsa Tower Subsequently plaintiff brought an action in

district court seeking reinstatement in his prior job at the

Oklahoma City Tower and damages for violation of his Fifth
Amendment property and liberty interests and for the FAAS Vio
lation of its own internal procedures The district court

dismissed the action for want of jurisdiction

Relying on the Fifth Circuit.s decision in Broadway
Block 694 F.2d 979 1982 the Tenth Circuit has affirmed the
district courts decision In sum the panel held that the
district court lacked jurisdiction over plaintiffs action under
the Civil Service Reform Act either as Bivens action or under
the Administrative Procedure Act stating that this was one of the
kinds of agency personnel actions that are simply not subject to

judicial review The Tenth Circuits decision follows those of
the Fifth Fourth and Ninth Circuits that federal district courts
lack jurisdiction to review minor federal personnel actions

Weatherford Dole F.2d No 1252 10th Cir June
1985 35607g

Attorneys Anthony Steinmeyer Civil Division FTS

6333388 Peter Maier Civil Division FTS 6334052
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ELEVENTH CIRCUIT HOLDS THAT TITLE VII CONSENT DECREE
ENTERED AGAINST THE AIR FORCE MAY BE INTERPRETED AND
ENFORCED WITHOUT REGARD TO ANY BUT FOR CAUSATION
INQUIRY AND WITHOUT REGARD TO THE LIMITATIONS PLACED ON
THE DISTRICT COURTS AUTHORITY BY SECTION 706G OF
TITLE VII

Under Title VII consent judgment the Secretary of the Air
Force agreed to make good faith effort to reach and maintain
specified racial proportions for certain job categories for hiring
and promoting civilian applicants and employees at Eglin Air Force
Base in Florida The judgment provided that the terms of the
decree would be interpreted by reference to Title VII case law
Violations of the judgment could be remedied by appropriate
relief The district court found that defendants had violated
the good faith provisions by failing properly to consider for
promotion class member and awarded promotion and back pay
without any finding of discrimination and without any finding that
but for the violation the class member would have received the
position

The Eleventh Circuit affirmed rejecting our argument that
Section 706g of Title VII as interpreted by the Supreme Court
in Firefighters Local Union No 1784 Stotts 104 S.Ct 2576
1984 authorized such remedy only for actual victims of
discrimination stating that Title VIIS remedy provisions are

of no assistance in determining what relief is appropriate
for the Secretarys violation of the consent judgment In
particular the court held that Section 706g merely limits the

power of court to order certain remedies under Title VII in the
absence of fin6ing that the promoted individual was victim of
discrimination it does not limit the remedies to which
parties may voluntarily agree under consent judgment
concluding that Section 706g nor the Stotts decision
is applicable The panel also applied this ruling to reject the

argument that the relief was erroneously awarded without but
for finding of causation holding that because the violation was
of consent decree and not Title VII but for finding is

required petition for certiorari from these rulings has been
authorized by the Solicitor General

Turner Orr ___F.2d No 843266 11th Cir Apr 18
1985 35179

Attorneys Robert Greenspan Civil Division FTS
6335428 Mark Pennak Civil Division FTS 6334215
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LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION

ENTRAPMENT REQUIRES REVERSAL OF INDIANS CONVICTION FOR

TAKING EAGLES

threejudge panel of the Eighth Circuit entered the final

part of bifurcated decision in crossappeals arising from the
Fish and Wildlife Services Operation Eagle

In January 1985 the Circuit Court sitting en banc held that

the Endangered Species Act and the Bald and Goldh Eagle Act did

not apply to Indians taking protected species for noncommercial
purposes pursuant to treaty rights

In the May decision the panel reversed the convictions of

two of the four Indian defendants on an additional ground finding
entrapment as matter of law Despite jury decision rejecting
the entrapment claims the appellate court ruled that the defen
dants were improperly lured into committing the offenses It

considered the length of the undercover operation the poverty on

the reservation and the knowledge on the reservation that the

undercover agents were purchasing eagles for large sums of money
several hundred dollars

The panel did affirm the convictions of two other Indian
defendants It rejected arguments of religious freedom selective
prosecution unconstitutional delegation of legislative authority
and equal protection The court also rejected arguments that

defendants were denied effective assistance of counsel and an

impartial jury

United States Dwi9ht Dion Sr ___F.2d No 832353
8th Cir May 20 1985 90831393

Attorneys James Kilbourne Land and Natural Resources
Division FTS 7247353 Claire McGuire Land and Natural
Resources Division FTS 6332855

CORPS PROPERLY FOLLOWED SECTION 404b GUIDELINES IN

ALLOWING CONVERSION OF BOTTOMLAND HARDWOODS TO AGRICUL
TURE

Six environmental organizations filed suit objecting to the

issuance by the United States Army Corps of Engineers of six

individual permits issued under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act allowing private landowners to clear and convert to agricul
ture about 5200 acres of bottomland hardwood wetlands
Plaintiffs also opposed construction of the Sicily Island Levee
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Project federal flood control project to abate backwater

flooding in 75000acre area of Catahoula Parish Louisiana
without preparing an additional environmental impact statement
EIS to supplement the Corps 1981 EIS The district court
dismissed the complaint 603 Supp 518 and plaintiffs
appealed The court of appeals affirmed in part vacated in part
and remanded The court held that the Corps properly followed
both NEPA and the APAs regulatory guidelines in issuing permits
for clearance of the wetlands with regard to the flood

control project the Corps was required to reconsider its

assumption that 17200 acres in the project area would be cleared
by landowners regardless of the project in light of the Fifth

Circuits 1983 decision in Avoyelles Sportsmens League Inc
Marsh 715 F.2d 897 rendering that assumption questionable
Judge Rubin dissented from this part of the decision writing that

in his view plaintiffs had failed to sustain their burden of

showing that the environmental impact of the Avoyelles decision
was sufficiently significant as to require the Corps to prepare
supplemental EIS

Louisiana Wildlife Federation York ____F.2d ____ No
844699 5th Cir May 31 1985 905111816

Attorneys Jacques Gelin Land and Natural Resources
Division FTS 6332762 David Shilton Land and Natural
Resources Division FTS 6335580 Hubert Crean Land and
Natural Resources Division FTS 7247363

DISTRICT COURT LACKS JURISDICTION DETERMINE VALIDITY
OF REGULATIONS GOVERNING EMISSIONS OF VINYL CHLORIDE
UNDER SECTION 112 OF CLEAN AIR ACT

The court of appeals reversed the dismissal of civil enforce
ment proceedings based on alleged violations of the regulations
governing relief valve emissions of vinyl chloride promulgated
pursuant to Section 112 of the Clean Air Act The district court
ruled that it had jurisdiction to determine whether the regula
tions were emission standards within the meaning of Section 112
and decided that they were unauthorized work practice standards
and hence unenforceable The court of appeals decided that the
district court lacked jurisdiction to determine whether the regu
lations were valid because of the preclusive review provision of

Section 307b of the Clean Air Act 42 U.S.C 7607b which
bars review of regulator actions in enforcement proceedings The

appeals court found that the rationale of Adamo Wrecking Co
United States 437 U.S 275 1978 which permitted limited
review of regulations in criminal enforcement proceedings did not

extend to civil enforcement actions Finally the court ruled
that the regulations were emissions standards authorized by the

Act
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United States Ethyl Corporation F.2d Nos 833537
833656 5th Cir June 1985 921527
Attorneys Anne Almy Land and Natural Resources
Division FTS 6332749 Robert Klarquist Land and Natural
Resources Division FTS 6332731

RECLAMATION PROJECT MUST SUPPLY WATER NECESSARY FOR
SURVIVAL OF CHINOOK EGGS IN YAKIMA RIVER FOR YAKIMA
NATION

The Ninth Circuit has issued its third and hopefully last

opinion in this case involving the Yakima Nations fishing rights
and the water rights of irrigation districts involved in the
Yakima Reclamation Project In 1980 the district court ordered
the water master serving under 1945 consent decree governing
distribution of project water to supply water necessary for the
survival of Chinook eggs in the Yakima River The irrigation
districts appealed claiming that various congressional acts and
the 1945 consent decree had abrogated the Tribes right to water
from the river for fishery purposes They also claimed that the
commencement of general water adjudication in state court
deprived the federal district court of jurisdiction over this
waterrelated issue The court of appeals initially affirmed the
district courts orders in an opinion issued in September 1982
Because one of the issues involved in Kittitas was also raised in

United States Washington Phase II petitions for rehearing
remained pending while Phase II was resolved by Ninth Circuit
en banc panel In April 1985 the en banc panel issued its final
opinions in Phase II and this finI Kittitas opinion followed
The court ruled that the district court retained jurisdiction
despite the commencement of the state water adjudication and that
the issues raised fell within the courts retained power to
interpret and administer the consent decree It further ruled
that the 1945 decree was not res judicata of the Yakima Nations
water rights because the tribes not party to the litigation
Finally it affirmed the district courts orders concerning the
release of water from the project without addressing the scope of
the fishing rights reserved to the Tribe in the treaty with the
Yakimas

Kittitas Reclamation Districtv Sunnyside Valley Irrigation
District ___F.2d___ Nos 803505 9th Cir June 14 1985

901254

Attorneys Anne Almy Land and Natural Resources
Division FTS 6332749 Jacques Gelin Land and Natural
Resources Division FTS 6332762
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OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

SELECTED CONGRESSIONAL AND LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES
MAY 28 1985 JUNE 25 1985

HIGHLIGHTS

Technical Corrections Crime Package We received Office of

Management and Budget clearance for our 85part technical correc
tions bill which will clean up minor problems created by enactment
last year of the most comprehensive revision in federal criminal
law ever enacted at one time The package was formally
transmitted to the Congress on May 24 and was jointly introduced
by bipartisan leadership in both the Senate and the House

Drug Enforcement Appropriations The Office of Management
and Budget has authorized the Department to seek enhanced funding
for drug enforcementapproximately 70 additional drug prosecu
tors 200 additional DEA agents support personnel and funding for

equipment and drug eradication efforts This would be in the form
of an enhancement to our prior FY 1985 supplemental and expanded
drug enforcement efforts we are optimistic that these additional
funds will be approved The Coast Guard and Customs Service have
also been authorized to seek additional funding for the balance of
FY 1985 and for FY 1986 This should to some extent defuse
claims that the Administration is not devoting sufficient
resources to the drug problem

Designer Dru9 Legislation The Department has completed
action on draft bill to strengthen our ability to deal with the
socalled designer crug problem i.e development by chemists of

new chemical formulations which have the effect of illegal drugs
but which use different chemical formulation in order to evade
the list of drugs classified as illegal We are submitting our
bill to 0MB and anticipate clearance by early July as our bill was
drafted in close consultation with the FDA There is intense
Congressional interest in the designer drug issue

Money Laundering Legislation The Departments comprehensive
antimoney laundering bill has been introduced in both the House
and the Senate The bill would create new substantive Title 18

money laundering offense which would enhance law enforcement
access to financial records and make numerous other improvements
in federal laws governing financial institutions
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flIazIingtuufl 20530

SPECIAL DESIGNATION OF ASSISTANT ATTORNEYS GENERAL
TO AUTHORIZE APPLICATIONS FOR COURT ORDERS FOR

INTERCEPTION OF WIRE AND ORAL

COMMUNICATIONS UNDER CHAPTER 119
TITLE 18 UNITED STATES CODE

Order No 108885

By virtue of the authority vested in me by 28 U.S.C 509

510 U.S.C 301 and 18 U.S.C 2516 hereby specially

designate the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the

Criminal Division the Assistant Attorney General in charge of

the Tax Division the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the

Office of Legal Counsel the Assistant Attorney General in charge

of the Antitrust Division and the Assistant Attorney General in

charge of the Land and Natural Resources Division to exercise

the power conferred by Section 2516 of Title 18 United States

Code to authorize applications to Federal judge of competent

jurisdiction for orders authorizing the interception of wire or

oral communications by the Federal Bureau of Investigation or

Federal agency having responsibility -for the investigation of the

offense as to which such application is made when such

interception may provide evidence of any of the offenses

specified in Section 2516 of Title 18 United States Code

Provided that the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the
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Tax Division is authorized to exercise the power herein conferred

only when the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the

Criminal Division is not in the District of Columbia or is

otherwise not available Provided further that the Assistant

Attorney General in charge of the Office of Legal Counsel is

authorized to exercise the power conferred only when both the

Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division and

the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Tax Division are

not in the District of Columbia or are otherwise not available

Provided further that the Assistant Attorney General in charge

of the Antitrust Division is authorized to exercise the power

herein conferred only when the Assistant Attorney General in

charge of the Criminal Division the Assistant Attorney General

in charge of the Tax Division and the Assistant Attorney General

in charge of the Office of Legal Counsel are not in the District

of Columbia or are otherwise not available Provided further

that the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Land and

Natural Resources Division is authorized to exercise the power

herein conferred only when the Assistant Attorney General in

charge of the Criminal Division the Assistant Attorney General

in charge of the Tax Division the Assistant Attorney General in

charge of the Office of Legal Counsel and the Assistant Attorney

General in charge of the Antitrust Division are not in the

District of Columbia or are otherwise not available
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Order No 93181 of January 19 1981 and Order No 93481

of February 27 1981 are revoked

Date March 28 1985
510 p.m

EDWIN MEESE III

Attorney General
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U.S Department of Justice

Executive Office for United States Attorneys

Office of the Director WaMIngon D.C 20530

JUL

MEMORANDUM TO All United States Attorneys

illiam Tyson
Director
Executive Office for United States Attorneys

SUB ECT Allegations of Misconduct Against Assistant
United States Attorneys

DOES NOT AFFECT TITLE 10

United States Attorneys should be mindful of the requirement
to report all allegations of misconduct concerning Assistant
United States Attorneys and other Department employees in their
offices to the Office of Professional Responsibility OPR pur
suant to the provisions of 28 C.F.R 0.39a and USAM 14.200
2/84 This requirement extends to all complaints of misconduct
regardless of whether they appear to be without merit are the

subject of state br proceeding or are part of an opinion or
order issued by judicial forum In addition reports should be
made regarding allegations of misconduct against federal employees
who are not employed in your offices where such allegations are

brought to your attention The requirement would encompass
allegations regarding for example special agent investigators
Border Patrol agents etc Attached is copy of memorandum
dated February 16 1982 by former Attorney General Smith which
provides greater detail regarding the functions of OPR

In order to report allegations of misconduct please send

written report to Mr Michael Shaheen Jr Counsel OPR which
sets out the source of the allegation name and position of the

federal employee involved and summary of the circumstances
surrounding the incident copy of the report should be forwar
ded at the same time to the Executive Office with an appropriate
notation that the allegation has been reported to OPR

OPR ahd the Executive Office must have timely notification of

all allegations so that there is time for appropriate action to be

taken If you have any questions regarding this policy do not
hesitate to contact either Mr Michael Shaheen Jr FTS 633
3365 or myself FTS 6332121

Attachment
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U.S Department of Justice

Office of Legal Counsel

Office of the Wathingron D.C 20S30

Aiitnt Attorney General

JN1I4

MEMORANDUM FOR UNITED STATES ATTORNEY THOMPSON

Northern District of Georgia

Attn Myles Eastwood

Re Authority of Veterans Administration to Waive
claim after referral to Department of Justice
United States Morris Finley USDC N.D Ga
Civil Action No 781520A

In memorandum to Theodore Olson dated October
1984 you requested that this Office resolve an apparent
conflict between the authority of the Veterans Administration
VA and that of the Department of Justice Specifically
your memorandum related that VA loan guaranty case was
referred to your office for collection and summary judgment
was obtained in the Governments favor garnishment was
filed on behalf of the United States and the VA Regional
Office in Atlanta then granted the debtor waiver of the

deficiency balance without notifying your Office You have
inquired whether the statutory authority of the VA to waive
indebtedness survives even after the claim has been transferred
to the Department of Justice and reduced to judgment

We have conducted art extensive review of the legal

authorities and we are able to state that as aeneral
matter referral of case to the Department of Justice vests
in the Department the exclusive right to conduct terminate
or compromise the litigation as it sees fit There is

historical support for this position in Executive Order No
6166 which transferred to the Department of Justice the

functions of prosecuting all claims of the United States and

defending all claims against it 0As to any case referred to

the Department of Justice for prosecution or defense in the

courts the function of decision whether and in what manner
to prosecute or to defend or to compromise or to appeal
or to abandon prosecution or defense now exercised by any
agency or officer is transferred to the Department of Justice
Exec Order No 6166 1933 reprinted in U.S.C 901

app 1982 This Executive Order was interpreted by the

Attorney General as having vested in the Department exclusive
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control of any case referred to it 38 Op Atty Gen 124
125 1934 38 Op Atty Gen 98 99 1934 Of course the

Executive Order applied only to functions then performed by

the agencies which did not include the statutory function of

the VA to waive indebtedness arising from loan guarantee
However it continues to be cited for the principle of centralization

of exclusive litigation authority in the Department of Justice

See e.g Sullivan United States 348 U.S 170 173

1954 purpose of Exec Order No 6166 was to fix responsibility
in Department of Justice Sagebrush Rebellion Inc Watt
713 F.2d 528 532 9th Cir 1983 Wallace dissenting

Attorney General has exclusive and plenary power to supervise
all litigation Village of Kaktovik Watt 689 F.2d 222
234 D.C Cir 1982 Greene concurring in part United

States Newport News Shipbuilding Dry Dock Co 571 F.2d

1283 128788 4th Cir cert denied 439 U.S 875 1978
Adhering to the same principle Congress has vested in the

Attorney General the sole authority to conduct litigation for

the United States 28 U.S.C 516 1982 These authorities
of course do not specifically address themselves to the

Departments role in decisions regarding enforcement of judg
ments once litigation is complete

In the context of claims collection certain regulations
indicate that as general matter once case has been

referred to the Department of Justice the referring agency
no longer has authority to adjust the claim or make decisions

regarding collection For example Department of Justice

regulations authorize Assistant Attorneys General to compromise
cases irrespective of whether the agency involved agrees to

the compromise 28 C.F.R 0.160 1984 Moreover the

applicable section of the Federal Claims Collection Standards

provides that Once claim has been referred to GAO or to

the Department of Justice pursuant to this section the

referring agency shall refrain from having any contact with

the debtor and shall direct the debtor to GAO or the Department
of Justice as appropriate when questions concerning the

claim are raised by the debtor C.F.R 105.1d 1985
Mr Finleys request for waiver of deficiency balance

arguably would constitute such contact under the regulation
and should have been referred to the Department
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On the other hand Congress has vested in the VA the

specific authority to waive payment of indebtedness when
collection would be against equity and good conscience
38 U.S.C 3102b 1982 This authority was intended to

liberalize the Administrators discretion in ensuring fairness
in the administration of the veterans law See H.R Rep
No 1125 92d Cong 2d Sess reprinted in 1972 U.S Code Cong

Ad News 2708 2712 This power and its underlying policy
are unique to the VA Further the VA manual provides that

claims collection regulations which may prohibit the waiver
in this case do not apply to any indebtedness that is

waived under authority of other laws MP4 Part Ch
5A.02 1983 Finally it is not clear whether the authorities

placing litigating power and discretion in the Department of

Justice also give the Department exclusive control of enforce
ment decisions after litigation has ceased and judgment has

been rendered The question raised by the Finley matter
therefore is whether the statutory waiver authority which
must be construed broadly is absolute or whether it is

circumscribed by the powers that are generally vested in the

Department of Justice in short whether the Administrators

power to waive debt owed to the VA also empowers him to
waive debt owed to the United States and represented by
valid judgment

In our view the correct resolution of this dispute is not

at all clear and perhaps ought to be found in some practical
accommodation by the agencies It is particularly difficult
for us to predict with certainty how court would resolve
the matter in light of the various eauitable considerations

weighing on both sides including the significant period of

time that has elapsed since the grant of the waiver In

addition to the closeness of the question several other
considerations tend to counsel in favor of cooperative
solution to this problem First the Finley case appears to

be sui generis its resolution will be dependent primarily
upon its own complex facts Second we are hesitant to

render legal opinion which will bind all parties and perhaps
cast relations between the Department and its client agencies
into more rigid posture than is necessary or desirable for

future cases Agreements regarding the terms on which represen
tation is conducted are generally matters of mutual agreement
reached either informally or through Memorandum of Understanding
Indeed the VA and the Department entered into such Memorandum
of Understanding on October 21 1980 setting out guidelines
for referral of certain small claims which do not include
the Finley case We believe this pragmatic approach to the

type of problem raised here is more satisfactory than an

attempt by the Office of Legal Counsel to resolve it on

-3-
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technical legal basis We fear that bare legal analysis
in sensitive case such as this one would not prove helpful
to the Department as an institution or to the other agencies

Finally member of our staff Rebecca Brown has

contacted the General Counsels office of the VA in Washington

and has spoken on numerous occasions with Douglas Bartow of

that Office Mr Bartow has acknowledged that the waiver in

the Finley case should not have been granted and that the VA

Reqional Office was in error in its handling of the matter
He has expressed his willingness to assist in initiating
efforts to resolve this dispute administratively and to ensure

against repetition of this type of controversy in the future

Ms Brown has also discussed the matter with members of the

Civil Division and with Myles Eastwood of your Office Based

on these discussions we believe this matter is not an appropriate

subject of legal opinion from this Office We have attempted

above to lay out relevent legal arguments as an illustration of

the closeness of the issue and we will be pleased to assist

in any other way that we can

Ralph Tarr

Acting Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legal Counsel

cc David Seaman
Civil Division

Douglas Bartow
Office of General Counsel
Veterans Administration

3893688

William Tyson
Director
Executive Office for United States Attorneys

-4-



VOL 33 NO 14 AUGUST 1985 PAGE 447

TELETYPES

062085 From William Tyson Director Executive Office for

United States Attorneys re Carrying of Firearms by
United States Attorney Office Personnel

062085 From Richard Kidwell Assistant Director Facilities
Management and Support Services by Gini Trotti Support
Services Manager re Preparation of SF344 FEDSTRIP
Corrections

062185 From William Tyson Director Executive Office for

United States Attorneys by Thomas Schrup Acting
Director Office of Legal Education re Civil Trial

Advocacy Course July 18August 1985

062685 From William Tyson Director Executive Office for

United States Attorneys by Susan Nellor Director
Office of Legal Services re Current Asset Forfeiture
Issues for Consideration by the Members of the Asset
Forfeiture Subcommittee

062685 From William Tyson Director Executive Office for

United States Attorneys by Thomas Schrup Acting
Director Office of Legal Education re Criminal
Trial Advocacy Course August 516 1985

062685 From Madison Brewer Director Office of Management
Information Systems and Support Executive Office for

United States Attorneys re Criminal Briefs Bank

070285 From William Tyson Director Executive Office for

United States Attorneys by Richard DeHaan Director
Office of Administration and Review re Office
Retreats

070985 From Madison Brewer Director Office of Management
Information Systems and Support Executive Office for

United States Attorneys by Tim Murphy Assistant
Director Debt Collection Staff re Change in Federal
Civil Postjudgment Interest Rates

071085 From Madison Brewer Director Office of Management
Information Systems and Support Executive Office for

United States Attorneys by Tim Murphy Assistant
Director Debt Collection Staff re Imprest Funds

071185 From William Tyson Director Executive Office for

United States Attorneys re Status of United States

Attorneys
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UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS LIST

DISTRICT U.S ATTORNEY

Alabama Frank Donaldson

Alabama John Bell

Alabama Sessions III

Alaska Michael Spaan
Arizona Stephen McNamee

Arkansas George Proctor
Arkansas Asa Hutchinson
California Joseph Russoniello
California Donald Ayer
California Robert Bonner
California Peter Nunez
Colorado Robert Miller
Connecticut Alan Nevas
Delaware Joseph Farnari Jr
District of Colunibia Joseph diGenova

Florida Thomas Dillard
Florida Robert Merkie

Florida Stanley Marcus
Georgia Larry Thompson
Georgia Joe Whitley
Georgia Hinton Pierce
Guam David Wood
Hawaii Daniel Bent

Idaho William Vanhole
Illinois Anton Valukas
Illinois Frederick Hess
Illinois Gerald Fines
Indiana Lawrence Steele Jr
Indiana John Tinder
Iowa Evan Hultman
Iowa Richard Turner
Kansas Benjamin Burgess Jr
Kentucky Louis DeFalaise
Kentucky Alexander Taft Jr
Louisiana John Volz
Louisiana Stanford Bardwell Jr
Louisiana Joseph Cage Jr
Maine Richard Cohen
Maryland Catherine Blake
Massachusetts William Weld
Michigan Joel Shere
Michigan John Smietanka
Minnesota James Rosenbaum
Mississippi Glen Davidson
Mississippi George Phillis
Missouri Thomas Dittmeier
Missouri Robert Ulrich
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UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

DISTRICT U.S ATTORNEY
Montana Byron Dunbar
Nebraska Ronald Lahners
Nevada William Maddox
New Hampshire Richard Wiebusch
New Jersey Thomas Greelish
New Mexico William Lutz

New York Frederick Scullin Jr
New York Rudolph Giuliani
New York Raymond Deane
New York Salvatore Martoche
North Carolina Samuel Currin
North Carolina Kenneth McAllister
North Carolina Charles Brewer
North Dakota Rodney Webb
Ohio Patrick McLaughlin
Ohio Christopher Barnes
Oklahoma Layn Phillips
Oklahoma Roger Hilfiger
Oklahoma William Price
Oregon Charles Turner
Pennsylvania Edward Dennis Jr
Pennsylvania James West
Pennsylvania Alan Johnson
Puerto Rico Daniel Lopez-Romo
Rhode Island Lincoln Almond
South Carolina Cameron Littlejohn Jr
South Dakota Philip Hoqen
Tennessee John Gill Jr
Tennessee Joe Brown
Tennessee Hickman Ewing Jr
Texas Marvin Collins
Texas Henry Oncken
Texas Robert Wortham
Texas Helen Eversberg
Utah Brent Ward
Vermont George Cook
Virgin Islands James Diehm
Virginia Elsie Munsell
Virginia John Alderman
Washington John Lamp
Washington Gene Anderson
West Virginia William Kolibash
West Virginia David Faber
Wisconsin Joseph Stadtmueller
Wisconsin John Byrnes
Wyoming Richard Stacy
North Mariana Islands David Wood


