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COMMENDATIONS

The following Assistant United States Attorneys have been commended

LYNDIA BARRETT and KEVIN MOORE Florida Northern by

Mr Richard Kusserow Inspector General Health and Human Services for

their successful prosecution of medicaid fraud case

WILLIAM FAHEY California Central by Mr Richard Bretzing

Special Agent-in-Charge Federal Bureau of Investigation for his successful

prosecution of bank robbery case

DARRELL MACINTYRE California Central by Mr Diogenes Galanos

Special Agent-in-Charge Drug Enforcement Administration for his successful

prosecution of cocaine trafficker

ROBERT MANDEL South Dakota by Mr James Molash Agency Special

Officer Bureau of Indian Affairs Department of the Interior for his

successful prosecution of manslaughter case

JOEL MERKEL Illinois Southern by Deputy Attorney General Lowell

Jensen for his recent accomplishments in the prosecution of fish and wildlife

offenses

STEPHEN PREISSER and KENNETH SUKHIA Florida Northern by Attorney

General Edwin Meese III for their outstanding advocacy and professionalism in

the prosecution of United States Home

ERIC WILLIAM RUSCHKY South Carolina by Mr R.M Hazeiwood III

Inspector-in-Charge United States Postal Service for his successful

prosecution of postal clerk for theft of United States Treasury checks

PAUL SEAVE and NANCY STOCK California Central by Mr Robert

Skopeck Special Agent-in-Charge Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms for

their successful prosecution of an arson-insurance fraud case

POINTS TO REMEMBER

Legal/Policy Advisory on Asset Forfeiture Matters

The Asset Forfeiture Office of the Criminal Division prepares advisories

on numerous legal/policy issues each month in the course of their regular

duties

copy of the following advisory may be obtained by contacting the Office

of Legal Services Executive Office for United States Attorneys at FTS

633-4024
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Opinion Number L86-1 United States vonNeumann in which the Supreme
Court reversed the Ninth Circuit opinion which held that 36-day delay in

responding to petition for administrative remission of forfeiture
deprived the respondent due process of law in violation of the Fifth
Amendment

Please ask for item number CH-29

Executive Office

Request for Notice of Separation of Power Cases

The Civil Division is currently engaged in litigation concerning the
constitutionality of the exercise of law enforcement powers by independent
administrative agencies whose heads are not subject to removal at will by the
President To coordinate the Executive Branchs position on this issue it is

important that the Civil Division be advised of all cases where the exercise of
law enforcement authority by administrative agencies is challenged as viola
tion of the separation of powers

Because this issue may arise in cases which do not routinely come to the
attention of the Civil Division please notify Brook Hedge 633-3501 or Thomas
Millet 633-3428 of any cases in United States Attorneys offices which raise
this issue

Civil Division

United States Attorneys Bulletin

Beginning with this issue the Bulletin will now be published monthly-on
the 15th of each month This action is Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cost savings
measure that is being made to reduce the Bulletins publication costs

Executive Office

AS OTE

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL

The Solicitor General has authorized the filing of

brief amicus curiae in University of Tennessee Elliott 766 F.2d 982
6th Cir 1985 The question presented is whether federal court

adjudicating Title VII action should give preclusive effect to decision of

state administrative agency previously rejecting the claim of employment
discrimination
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petition for certiorari in United States General Dynamics Corp 773

F.2d 1224 Fed Cir 1985 The question is whether ataxpayer using the

accrual method of accounting may deduct an addition to reserve for future

expenses expected to be paid under an employee medical plan where the addition

is based on an erroneous estimate by the taxpayer of its liability to employees

during the year

CIVIL DIVISION

D.C CIRCUIT STRICTLY APPLIES RULE 770 IN DISMISSING AN APPEAL AS

UNTIMELY DESPITE CLERKS FAILURE TO GIVE NOTICE TO COUNSEL

In this case the D.C Circuit dismissed an appeal as untimely holding

that the clerks failure to send notice of an adverse judgment in time for

counsel to file notice of an appeal under Rule 4a1 Federal Rules of

Appellate Procedure or seek 30-day extension from the district court under

Rule 4a5 Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure was insufficient as

matter of law to justify relief from the judgment under Rule 60b Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure In rejecting the appeal as untimely the court ruled

that Rule 77d of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure iiended after the

Supreme Courts decision in Hill Hawes 320 U.S 520 1944 expressly

precluded any reliance on failure of the clerk to give notice as an excuse

for failing to notice an appeal or request an extension to file such notice

The court reasoned that Rule 77d created an implied duty of diligence on the

part of counsel to become aware of any decision of the district court The

court also narrowly construed its prior decision in Expeditions Unlimited

Aquatic Enterprises Inc Smithsonian Institute 500 F.2d 808 D.C Cir

1974 which had held that Rule 60b could be used to circumvent Rule 77d in

specific circumstances suggesting that the case was wrongly decided and might

well be overruled in an appropriate case In concurring opinion Judge

Edwards emphasized that Expeditions Unlimited was wrongly decided and that in

the future no attorney woul.d be well advised to rely on Expeditions Unlimited

to justify an untimely appeal

Altriough this case did not involve government counsel the case emphasizes

the importance of vigilance in staying abreast of the district court docket

sheet and makes clear that Rule 77d will be strictly enforced in the D.C

Circuit

Ashby Enterprises LTD Weitzman Dmy Associates F.2d No
85-5010 D.C Cir Jan 14 1986
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D.C CIRCUIT RULES THAT DEPARTMENT OF LABORS DECISION NOT TO
INSTITUTE ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS IS UNREVIEWABLE BUT REMANDS CASE FOR
DISTRICT COURT TO CONSIDER WHETHER SECRETARYS ANNOUNCED STATUTORY
INTERPRETATION IS ARBITRARY CAPRICIOUS OR CONTRARY TO LAW

This case involves the Labor Departments enforcement of certain reporting
provisions of the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act Plaintiff
union sought to require the Secretary to bring an action against Kawasaki Motor
Corp for failure to comply with these reporting requirements Plaintiff also
attacked the Secretarys general enforcement policies which they claimed
unfairly enforced these reporting provisions against unions but not against
employers The district court dismissed all of plaintiffs claims

The D.C Circuit has now upheld the governments position that Heckler
Chaney precludes judicial review of the Secretarys enforcement decisions
including his overall enforcement policies However the panel remanded the
case back to the district court to consider whether certain statements which
were made by the Secretary in his statement of reasons for not bringing an
action against Kawasaki and which in the panel view constituted announce
ments of statutory interpretation are arbitrary capricious or not in
accordance with law Government counsel are currently consulting with the
Department of Labor to determine whether to recommend seeking further review
of the panels remand order

International Union UAW Brock F.2d Nos 84-5051 84-5864 D.C
Cir Feb 11 1986 145-1T9O4

Attorneys Robert Greenspan FIS 633-5428 and John Hoyle FTS
633-3547 Civil Division

SECOND CIRCUIT AFFIRMS DISTRICT COURTS GRANT OF SUMMARY JUDGMENT
DISMISSING CLASS ACTION SUIT CHALLENGING ARMY AND AIR FORCE REGULA
TIONS WHICH EXCLUDE SINGLE PARENTS FROM ENLISTMENT

In per curiam opinion issued by panel of the Second Circuit the court
of appeals affirmed the district courts grant of summary judgment in favor of
the Army and Air Force in class action challenging military regulations that
prevented single parents from enlisting in the regular or reserve forces The
plaintiffs were class of single mothers with custody of children under
eighteen years of age who were denied enlistment in the services unless they
relinquished custody of their children Plaintiffs challenged the military
regulation on numerous constitutional grounds alleging that the enlistment
policies unjustifiably discriminated against unmarried parents penalized
fundamental rights in the area of marriage and family life discriminated
against women and erected an irrebuttable presumption as to the fitness of

single parents for military service The district court held that the military
regulations were subject to judicial review but ruled that the military had to
show only that the challenged regulations were reasonably relevant and

necessary to the furtherance of national defense On the basis of the record
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the court found that the military had established that the enlistment of single

parents could have deleterious effect on military readiness deployment and

mobility

Mack Rumsfeld F.2d No 85-6184 2d Cir Jan 29 1986
145-15-874

Attorneys John Cordes FTS 633-3380 and Linda Silberman FTS 633-1673

Civil Division

SIXTH CIRCUIT APPLIES $75 CAP TO CASE ARISING UNDER THE NEW EAJA

AND HOLDS THAT POST-JUDGMENT INTEREST ON RECOVERY UNDER THE SOCIAL

SECURITY ACT IS BARRED BY SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY

The new Equal Access To Justice Act EAJA Pub No 99-80 99 Stat

186 1985 retained the $75 per hour limitation on fees awarded under the Act

which had been imposed under the original EAJA passed in 1980 28 U.S.C

2412d2A Both the original EAJA and the new EAJA provided that this cap

may be increased to take into account an increase in the cost of living or

other special factors In this case the Sixth Circuit acknowledged that the

cost of living had increased since 1980 but held that Congress readoption of

the same cap under the new EAJA justified the district courts refusal to award

more than the cap in case arising under the new EAJA This holding appears

to be inconsistent with dicta appearing in recent decision of the D.C

Circuit in Hirschey Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 777 F.2d D.C
Cir 1985 where the court allowed cost of living increase from the date of

enactment of the original EAJA The court also held that the district court

had not abused its discretion in holding that other special factors such as

the alleged unavailability of attorneys did not justify higher hourly rate

The Sixth Circuit also affirmed the district courts refusal to award

post-judgment interest on the award of past-due disability benefits under the

Social Security Act The court held that the disability program did not

constitute business venture sufficient to overcome the general rule that

the United States is not liable for interest The court acknowledged that

under Sixth Circuit precedent this general rule was subject to the exception

that interest may be assessed where the United States embarks on business

venture The court reasoned however that the mandatory nature of the

program the non-self-supporting nature of the program and the absence of

standard form insurance contracts under the program made the program more in

the nature of traditional governmental function as opposed to business

venture

Chipman Secretary of Health and Human Services F.2d No 855575

6th Cir Jan 16 1986

Attorneys Alice Howze Assistant U.S Attorney Tennessee Western FIS

222-4231
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NINTH CIRCUIT HOLDS THAT AN EMPLOYERS DUTY TO ACCOMMODATE ITS
EMPLOYEES RELIGIOUS BELIEFS IS SATISFIED BY THE EMPLOYERS OFFER OF

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION EVEN IF THE EMPLOYEE PREFERS DIFFERENT
ARRANGEMENT

This case involves the extent of an employers duty under Title VII to
accommodate its employees religious beliefs Two postal window clerks who
are opposed to the draft on religious grounds challenged the Postal Services
decision to require its window clerks to handle draft registration materials
The employees requested that they be permitted to refer all queries concerning
registration to other postal windows The Postal Service refused and instead
offered to facilitate the employees transfer to different position within
the Postal Service which did not involve draft registration duties The
district court concluded that the Postal Services actions violated Title Viis
prohibition against religious discrimination in the workplace In the courts
view an employer must accept an employees suggested accommodation--in this
case referring customers to other windows--unless the employer can demonstrate
that such action would have created an undue burden on Postal Service
operations which the Postal Service did not do in this case

The court of appeals has reversed agreeing with us that an employers
duty under Title VII does not extend beyond offering reasonable proposal
that would satisfactorily accommodate its employees religious beliefs In
other words if the accommodation suggested by the employer is objectively
reasonable the employer need not accept its employees counterproposal even
if the employees proposal is also reasonable The courts decision recognizes
that while Title VII protects employees from job related requirements that
impinge on their religious beliefs it does not authorize employees to pick and
choose among various job options for secular reasons and thereby infringe
legitimate employer prerogatives Accordingly the court remanded the case
for the district court to determine whether the Postal Services transfer
option did in fact constitute reasonable accommodation similar Title
VU_issue is currently pending in the Supreme Court School Board of Ansonia
Philbrook

American Postal Workers Union Postmaster General ____F.2d ____ No
84-2388 9th Cir Jan 31 1986 35-11-380

Attorneys John Cordes FTS 633-3180 and Harold Krent FTS 633-3159
Civil Division

ELEVENTH CIRCUIT UPHOLDS CONSTITUTIONALITY OF STATUTORY FREEZE
IMPOSED ON RATES THAT DOCTORS CAN CHARGE MEDICARE RECIPIENTS

In 1984 as part of the Deficit Reduction Act Congress decided to freeze
for 15 months Medicare reimbursement rates the amounts that Medicare
recipients would receive as reimbursement for amounts paid for medical
services Doctors were given choice of being participating or non-partici
pating physicians The latter could treat Medicare patients but would receive
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payment from the patient directly and the patient would then seek reimburse

ment from the government Congress was worried that by freezing only the

reimbursement rates it would place on Medicare recipients alone the burden of

this budget deficit reduction measure because physicians would raise their fees

and the Medicare patients would have to make up out of their own funds the

increased difference between the new higher charge and the frozen amount that

the Medicare program would reimburse This was not concern for patients of

participating physicians who would receive payment directly from Medicare and

therefore would not be able to attempt to extract higher fee from the

patient Therefore Congress concomitantly froze the amount that nonpartici

pating doctors could charge Medicare patients Two doctors brought suit

challenging this statute on variety of constitutional grounds

The district court upheld the validity of the statute and the court of

appeals has now affirmed that ruling The Eleventh Circuit held that the

statute was rationally related to permissible legislative goal even though it

did not contain mechanism to ensure that all covered doctors can obtain

reasonable profit during the freeze The court also held that the statute did

not constitute prohibited taking did not infringe the liberty of contract

rights and was not bill of attainder Other doctors have sued challenging

this statute elsewhere This decision should help defeat those suits and

thereby protect Medicare patients from bearing alone the burden of reducing the

cost of the Medicare program which also benefits doctors significantly

Whitney Heckler F.2d No 85-8129 11th Cir Jan 22 1986

137-19-558

Attorneys Anthony Steinmeyer FTS 633-3380 and Douglas Letter FTS

633-3427 Civil Division

CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION

FOURTH CIRCUIT UPHOLDS PLAN TO END BUSING OF ELEMENTARY STUDENTS

Adopting the arguments made in the governments amicus curiae brief

three-judge appeals court panel upheld the constitutionality of the decision of

the Norfolk Virginia School Board to abandon its busing of elementary school

students in favor of neighborhood school assignments The court held that

because Norfolk had eliminated all vestiges of its dual system it was free to

eliminate busing unless its decision wasmotivated by discriminatory intent

Applying this standard the court concluded that the Boards decision was

prompted by desire to retain parental support and students not by

discriminatory intent

Riddick School Board of the City of Norfolk F.2d No 84-1815

4th Cir Feb 1986 169-794

Attorney Irving Gornstein FTS 633-4491 Civil Rights Division
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LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION

BANKRUPTCY CODE RESTRICTS TRUSTEES ABILITY TO ABANDON TOXIC WASTE
SITE

________________________________

The case explores the interaction between liability arising from
possession of toxic waste site and relief from liability afforded by the 1978
Bankruptcy Code In the face of state agency directives that Quanta Resources
Corporation clean up its waste sites Quanta filed bankruptcy petition The
bankruptcy proceeding eventually entailed liquidation of Quantas assets under
Chapter of the Code and trustee in bankruptcy was appointed The trustee
sought leave of the bankruptcy court pursuant to 11 U.S.C 554a to abandon
the Bankrupts two sites in New York and New Jersey The Supreme Court held
that Congress in enacting the 554a abandonment provision intended to adopt
pre-Code court decisions holding that public health and safety laws served to
qualify and restrict the trustees power to abandon bankrupt assets The
Supreme Court specifically held that Section 554a of the 1978 Bankruptcy Code
did not preempt all state and local laws and that bankruptcy courts do not
have the power to authorize an abandonment without formulating conditions that
will adequately protect the publics health and safety The court remanded
leaving to the courts below to decide which state laws to apply and how theywould be applied to the abandonment proposed

Midlantic Nat Bank N.J Dept of E.P.U.S Nos 84-801 84-805Jan 27 1986 90-11-2-54

Attorneys Jeffrey Minear FTS 633-3957 Assistant to the Solicitor
General and Dirk Snel FTS 633-4400 Land and Natural Resources
Division

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR NOT PRECLUDED FROM ESTABLISHING MARKET
VALUE FOR ROYALTY TO INDIANS IN EXCESS OF STATE PRICING ACT

Sitting en banc the majority adopted the prior dissenting opinion of
Judge Seymour as the opinion of the court The Jicarilla Apache Tribe sued
both number of oil companies that had leases on the reservation as well asthe Secretary of the Interior The district court held that all lessees must
calculate the value of the natural gas produced using two different accountingmethods with the higher value to be used to determine royalties owed the
Tribe The district court further held that the Secretary had breached
fiduciary duty in not requiring dual accounting Finally the district court
held that price ceilings under the New Mexico Natural Gas Pricing Act did not
apply to the Jicarilla Reservation

On appeal the Tenth Circuit set aside the district courts holdings
Judge Seymour dissented arguing that the regulations dealing with oil and gason tribal lands spelled out specific duties which the Secretary had breached
Judge Seymour also concluded that the New Mexico Natural Gas Pricing Act could
not limit the royalties paid to the Tribe
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The Secretary petitioned for rehearing en banc on two issues Whether the

Secretary was precluded from establishing miket value for royalty purposes in

excess of the State Pricing Act and whether the court of appeals had erred on

limiting the use of dual accounting to particular situations After the suit

had been brought the Secretary had begun requiring all lessees to maintain

dual accounting systems Thus the Department of the Interior prevailed on

the issues on which it petitioned for rehearing

Jicarilla Apache Tribe Supron Energy Corp F.2d_ Nos 81-1680

10th Cir Jan 23 1986 90-2-18-139

Attorneys Maria lizuka FTS 633-2753 and Anne Almy FTS 633-2749

Land and Natural Resources Division

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS OFFICE

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

5TH CIRCUIT HOLDS THAT FEDERAL PRISONERS MUST EXHAUST THEIR

ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES AS CONDITION OF PURSUING THEIR BIVENS

CONSTITUTIONAL TORT CLAIMS FOR MONETARY DAMAGES IN FEDERAL COURT

This Bivens constitutional tort against individual prison employees

sought relief only in the form of monetary damages based on allegations of 8th

Amendment violations of denial of medical care The lower court dismissed the

case and the 5th Circuit upheld dismissal for failure to exhaust administra

tive remedies stating it perceived no statutory constitutional or persuasive

policy reason to excuse federal prisoners from application of the exhaustion

requirement simply because prisoner selfstyles the case Bivens action and

seeks only monetary relief It joined the holding in Brice 604 F.2d

664 10th Cir 1979 requiring exhaustion and specifically rejected non-

exhaustion rulings of the 3d and 10th Circuits in Muhammad Carison 739 F.2d

122 3d Cir 1984 and Goar Civiletti 688 F.2d 27 6th Cir 1982 The 5th

Circuit stated broad exhaustion requirement is particularly appropriate in

federal prisoner complaints against prison officials relating to their

conditions of or treatment during confinement

Hessbrook Lennon 777 F.2d 999 5th Cir 1985 JJFJLE157-76-

896

Attorney Hugh Shovlin FTS 7304250 Assistant United States

Attorney Western District of Texas
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CUMULATIVE LIST OF CHANGING FEDERAL CIVIL POSTJUDGMENT INTEREST RATES

As provided for in the amendment to the Federal Postjudgment Interest

Statute 28 U.S.C 1961 effective October 1982

Effective Annual

Date Rate

12-20-85 7.57%

01-17-86 7.85%

02-14-86 7.71%

NOTE When computing interest at the daily rate round 5/4 the product

i.e the amount of interest computed to the nearest whole cent

For cumulative list of Federal Civil Postjudgment Interest Rates effective

October 1982 through December 19 1985 see United States Attorneys

Bulletin Vol 34 No Page 25 January 17T86
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UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS1 LIST

DISTRICT U.S ATTORNEY

Alabama Frank Donaldson

Alabama John Bell

Alabama Sessions III

Alaska Michael Spaan

Arizona Stephen McNamee

Arkansas George Proctor

Arkansas Michael Fitzhugh

California Joseph Russoniello

California Donald Ayer

California Robert Banner

California Peter Nunez

Colorado Robert Miller

Connecticut Stanley Twardy Jr
Delaware William Carpenter Jr

District of Columbia Joseph diGenova

Florida Thomas Dillard

Florida Robert Merkle

Florida Leon Keliner

Georgia Stephen Cowen

Georgia Joe Whitley

Georgia Hinton Pierce

Guam David Wood

Hawaii Daniel Bent

Idaho Maurice Ellsworth

Illinois Anton Valukas

Illinois Frederick Hess

Illinois Gerald Fines

Indiana James Richmond

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 Breckinridge Wilicox

Massachusetts William Weld

Michigan Roy Hayes

Michigan John Smietanka

Minnesota Francis Herrnann

Mississippi Robert Whitwell

Mississippi George Phillips

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 Anthony Nyktas
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 Vinton DeVane Lide
South Dakota Philip Hogen
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 Oiehm

Virginia Justin Williams

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
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