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ACTION: AMENDED AND PASSED UNDER SUSPENSION OF THE RULES



FEDERAL COURTS CIVIL
PRIORITIES ACT

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 5645) to permit courts of
the United States to establish the
order of hearing for certain civil mat-
ters, and for other purposes, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5645

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SEecTION 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Federal Courts Civil Priorities Act”.

ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIORITY OF CIVIL ACTIONS

SEc. 2. (a) Chapter 111 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“§ 1657. Priority of civil actions

‘“(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, each court of the United States shall
determine the order in which civil actions
are heard and determined, except that the
court shall expedite the consideration of
any action brought under chapter 153 or
section 1826 of this title, any action for tem-
porary or preliminary injunctive relief, or
any other action if good cause therefor is
shown. For purposes of this subsection,
‘good cause’ is shown if a right under the
Constitution of the United States or a Fed-
eral statute (including rights under section
552 of title 5) would be maintained in a fac-
tual context that indicates that a request
for expedited consideration has merit.

‘“(b) The Judicial Conference of the
United States may modify the rules adopted
by the courts to determine the order in
which civil actions are heard and deter-
mined, in order to establish consistency
among the judicial circuits.”. .

‘(b) The section analysis of chapter 111 of
title 28, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
item:

*“16851. Priority of civil actions.”.
AMENDMENTS TO OTHER LAWS

Skc. 3. The following provisions of law are
amended:

(1XA) Section 309(a)10) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1871 (2 U.S.C.
437g(a)(11)) is repealed.

(B) Section 310(c) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437Th(c)), is
repealed.

(2) Section 552(a)}(4XD) of title 5, United
States Code, is repealed.

(3) Section 6(a) of the Commodity Ex-
change Act (7 U.S.C. 8) is amended by strik-
ing out “The proceedings in such cases in
the court of appeals shall be made a pre-
ferred cause and shall be expedited in every
way.”.

(4)(A) Section 6(c)X4) of the Federal Insec-
ticide, FPungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7
U.S.C. 136d(c)4)) is amended by striking
out the second sentence.

(B) Section 10(d)(3) of the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7
U.S.C. 136h(dX3)) is amended by striking
out “The court shall give expedited consid-
eration to any such action.”.
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(C) Section 16(b) of the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7
U.S.C. 136n(b)) is amended by striking out
the last sentence.

(D) Section 25(a)(4)}E)(iii) of the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
(7 U.S.C. 136w(a)(4)(E)(iii)) is repealed.

(5) Section 204(d) of the Packers and
Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 194(d)), is
amended by striking out the second sen-
tence.

(6) Section 366 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1366) is amended
in the fourth sentence by striking out “At
the earliest convenient time, the court, in
term time or vacation,” and inserting in lieu
thereof “The court”. .

(7)(A) Section 410 of the Federal Seed Act
(7 U.S.C. 1600) is amended by striking out
““The proceedings in such cases in the court
of appeals shall be made a preferred cause
and shall be expedited in every way.”.

(B) Section 411 of the Federal Seed Act (7
U.S.C. 1601) is amended by striking out
“The proceedings in such cases shall be
made a preferred cause and shall be expedit-
ed in every way.”.

(8) Section 816(c)(4) of the Department of
Defense Appropriatfon Authorization Act,
1976 (10 U.S.C. 2304 note) is amended by
striking out the last sentence.

(9) Section 5(dX6)A) of the Home
Owners’ Loan Act of 1933 (12 US.C.
1464(dX6)(A)) is amended by striking out
“Such proceedings shall be given precedence
over other cases pending in such courts, and
shall be in every way expedited.”.

(10)(A) Section TA(f)(2) of the Clayton
Act (15 U.S.C. 18a(f)(2)) is amended to read
as follows: “(2) certifies to the United States
district court for the judicial district within
which the respondent resides or carries on
business, or in which the action is brought,
that it or he believes that the public inter-
est requires relief pendente lite pursuant to
this subsection, then upon the filing of such
motion and certification, the chief judge of
such district court shall immediately notify
the chief judge of the United States court
of appeals for the circuit in which such dis-
trict court is located, who shall designate a
United States district judge to whom such
action shall be assigned for all purposes.”.

(B) Section 11(e) of the Clayton Act (15
U.8.C. 21(e)) is amended by striking out the
first sentence. .

(11) Section 1 of the Act of February 11,
1903, commonly known as the Expediting
Act (15 U.8.C. 28) is repealed.

(12) Section 5(e) of the Federal Trade
Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 45(e)) is amend-
ed by striking out the first sentence.

(13) Section 21(f)(3) of the Federal Trade
Commission Improvements Act of 1980 (15
U.S.C. 57a-(f)(3)) is repealed.

(14) Section 11A(c)4) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78k-1(¢c)(4)
is amended—

(A) by striking out “(A)” after “(4)”; and

(B) by striking out subparagraph (B).

(15)(A) Section 309(e) of the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C.
687(e)) is amended by striking out the sixth
sentence.

(B) Section 309(f) of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 687a(f)) is
amended by striking out the last sentence.

(C) Section 311(a) of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 687c(a)) is
amended by striking out the last sentence.

(16) Section 10(cX2) of the Alaska Natural
Gas Transportation Act (15 U.S.C. 719h(2))
is repealed.

(17) Section 155(a) of the National Traffic
and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 (15
U.S.C. 1415(a)) Is amended by striking out
*“(1)” and by striking out paragraph (2).

(18) Section 503(b)}3XE) of the Motor Ve-
hicle Information and Cost Savings Act (15
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U.S.C. 2003(b)(3)(E)) is amended by striking
out clause (ii) and redesignating clauses (iii)
and (iv) as clauses (ii) and (iii), respectively.

(19) Section 23(d) of the Toxic Substances
Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2622(d)) is amended
by striking out the last sentence.

(20) Section 12(e)(3) of the Coastal Zone
Management Improvement Act of 1980 (16
U.S.C. 1463a(e)(3)) is repealed.

(21) Section 11 of the Act of September
28, 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1910), is amended by
striking out the last sentence.

(22)(A) Section 807(b) of the Alaska Na-
tional Interest Lands Conservation Act (16
U.S.C. 3117(b)) is repealed.

(B) Section 1108 of the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act (16 U.S.C.
3168) is amended to read as follows:

“INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

“Sec. 1108. No court shall have jurisdic-
tion to grant any injunctive relief lasting
longer than ninety days against any action
pursuant to this title except in conjunction
with a final judgment entered in a case In-
volving an action pursuant to this title.”.

(23)A) Section 10(b)(3) of the Central
Idaho Wilderness Act of 1980 (Public Law
96-312; 94 Stat. 948) is repealed.

(B) Section 10(¢) of the Central Idaho
Wilderness Act of 1980 is amended to read
as follows:

‘“(¢c) Any review of any decision of the
United States District Court for the District
of Idaho shall be made by the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals of the United States.”.

(24)(A) Section 1964(b) of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by striking out the
second sentence.

(B) Section 1966 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by striking out the last
sentence.

(25)(A) Section 408(i)(5) of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C.
346a(i)(5)) is amended by striking out the
last sentence.

(B) Section 409(g)(2) of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 US.C.
348a(g)(2)) is amended by striking out the
last sentence.

(26) Section 8(f) of the Foreign Agents
Registration Act of 1938 (22 U.S.C. 618(f)) is
amended by striking out the last sentence.

(27) Section 4 of the Act of December 22,
1974 (25 U.S.C. 640d-3), is amended by strik-
ing out *““(a)” and by striking out subsection
(b).

(28)(A) Section 3310(e) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 is repealed.

(B) Section 6110(£)(5) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1854 is amended by striking
out “and the Court of Appeals shall expe-
dite any review of such decision in every
way possible”.

(C) Section 6363(d)(4) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 is repealed.

(D) Section 7609¢(hX3) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 is repealed.

(E) Section 8010(c) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 is amended by striking out
the last sentence.

(F) Section 8011(b)(2) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 is amended by striking
out the last sentence.

(29)(A) Section 596(a)3) of title 28,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out the last sentence.

(B) Section 636(cX4) of title 28, United
States Code, is amended in the second sen-
tence by striking out “expeditious and”.

(C) Section 1296 of title 28, United States
Code, and the item relating to that section
in the section analysis of chapter 83 of that
title, are repealed.

(D) Subsection (c¢) of section 1364 of title
28, United States Code, the section heading
of which reads “Senate actions”, is repealed.
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(E) Section 2284(b)(2) of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by striking out the
last sentence. . -

(F) Section 2349(b) of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by striking out the
last two sentences.

(G) Section 2647 of title 28, United States
Code, and the item relating to that section
in the section analysis of chapter 169 of
that title, are repealed.

(30) Section 10 of the Act of March 23,
1932, commonly known as the Norris-La-
Guardia Act (29 U.S.C. 110) is amended by
striking out “with the greatest possible ex-
pedition” and all that follows through the
end of the sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘expeditiously’.

(31) Section 10(i) of the National Labor
Relations Act (29 U.S.C.160(i)) is repealed.

(32) Section 11(a) of the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C.
660(a)) is amended by striking out the last
sentence.

(33) Section 4003(e)(4) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1303(e)(4)) is repealed.

(34) Section 106(a)1) of the Federal Coal
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 (30
U.S.C. 816(a)(1)) is amended by striking out
the last sentence.

(35) Section 1016 of the Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 is amended by striking
out the second sentence.

(36) Section 2022 of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by striking out “the court
shall order speedy hearing in any such case
and shall advance it on the calendar.”.

(37) Section 3628 of title 39, United States
Code, is amended by striking out the fourth
sentence.

(38) Section 1450(iX4) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300j-9(iX4)) is
amended by striking out the last sentence.

(39) Section 304(e) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 504(e)) is repealed.

(40)(A) Section 2004(e) of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (42 U.S.C.
1971(e)) is amended—

(1) in the third paragraph, by striking out
“An application for an order pursuant to
this subsection shall be heard within ten
days, and the execution of any order dispos-
ing of such application” and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘““The execution of an order dis-
posing of an application pursuant to this
subsection”; and

(ii) in the eighth paragraph, by striking
out the first sentence.

(B) Section 2004(g) of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States (42 U.S.C. 1971(g))
is amended—

(i) in the first paragraph, by striking out
“to assign the case for hearing at the earli-
est practicable date,” and by striking out *,
and to cause the case to be in every way ex-
pedited”; and

(ii) by striking out the third paragraph.

(41)(A) Section 10(¢) of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 1973h(c)) Is amended
by striking out “to assign the case for hear-
ing at the earliest practicable date,” and by
striking out “, and to cause the case to be in
every way expedited”.

(B) Section 301(a)(2) of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 1973bb(a)2)) is
amended by striking out “, and to cause the
case to be in every way expedited’.

(42)(A) Section 206(b) of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000a-5(b)) is amend-
ed—

(i) in the first paragraph, by striking out
“to assign the case for hearing at the earli-
est practicable date,” and by striking out *,
and to cause the case to be In every way ex-
pedited’; and

(ii) by striking out the last paragraph.
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(B) Section 706(f)(2) of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-5(£)(2)) is

~amended by striking out the last sentence.

(C) Section 706(f)(5) of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-5(f)5) is
amended to read as follows:

“(5) The judge designated to hear the case
may appoint a master pursuant to rule 53 of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.”.

(D) Section 707(b) of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-6(b)) is amended—

(i) in the first paragraph, by striking out
“to assign the case for hearing at the earli-
est practicable date,” and by striking out “,
and to cause the case to be in every way ex-
pedited”; and

(ii) by striking out the last paragraph.

(43) Section 814 of the Act of April 11,
1968 (42 U.S.C. 3614), is repealed.

(44) The matter under the subheading
“EXPLORATION OF NATIONAL PETROLEUM RE-
SERVE IN ALASKA” under the headings
“ENERGY AND MINERALS"” and “Gezo-
LOGICAL SURVEY” in title I of the Act of De-
cember 12, 1980 (94 Stat. 2964; 42 U.S.C.
6508), is amended in the third paragraph by
striking out the last sentence.

(45) Section -214(b) of The Emergency
Energy Conservation Act of 1979 (42 U.S.C.
8514(b)) is repealed.

(46) Section 2 of the Act of February 25,
1885 (43 U.S.C. 1062), is amended by striking
out “; and any suit brought under the provi-
sions of this section shall have precedence
for hearing and trial over other cases on the
clvil docket of the court, and shall be tried
and determined at the earliest practicable
day”.

(47) Section 23(d) of the Olyer Continen-
tal Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C./1349(d)) is re-
pealed.

(48) Section 511(c) of the Public Utilities
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (43 US.C.
2011(c)) is amended by striking out ‘“Any
such proceeding shall be assigned for hear-
ing at the earliest possible date and shall be
expedited by such court.”.

(49) Section 203(d) of the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline Authorization Act (43 U.S.C.
1652(d)) is amended by striking out the
fourth sentence.

(50) Section 5(f) of the Railroad Unem-
ployment Insurance Act (45 U.S.C. 355(f)) is
amended by striking out ‘“, and shall be
given precedence in the adjudication there-
of over all other civil cases not otherwise en-
titled by a law to precedence”.

(51) Section 305(dX2) of the Regional Rail
Reorganization Act of 1973 (45 U.S.C.
745(d)(2)) is amended—

(A) in the first sentence by striking out
“Within 180 days after” and inserting in
lieu thereof “After”; and

(B) in the last sentence by striking out
“Within 80 days after” and inserting in lieu
thereof “After”.

(52) Section 124(b) of the Rock Island
Transition and Employee Assistance Act (45
U.S.C. 1018(b)) is amended by striking out *,
and shall render a final decision no later
than sixty days after the date the last such
appeal is filed”.

(63) Section 402(g) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 402(g) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “At the earliest con-
venient time the” and inserting in lieu
thereof “The”; and

{B) by striking out “10(e) of the Adminis-
trative Procedure Act” and inserting in lieu
thereof 706 of title 5, United States Code”.

(54) Section 405(e) of the Surface Trans-
portation Assistance Act of 1982 (Public
Law 87-424; 49 U.S.C. 2305(e)) is amended
by striking out the last sentence.

(55) Section 606(c)X1) of the Rail Safety
and Service Improvement Act of 1982
(Public Law 97-468; 49 U.S.C. 1205(c)(1) is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

amended by striking out the second sen-
tence.

(56) Section 13A(a) of the Subversive Ac-
tivities Control Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 792a
note) is amended in the third sentence by
striking out “or any court”,

(57) Section 12(a) of the Military Selective
Service Act of 1967 (50 U.S.C. App. 462(a)) is
amended by striking out the last sentence.

(58) Section 4(b) of the Act of July 2, 1948
(50 U.S.C. App. 1984(b)), is amended by
striking out the last sentence.

EFFECTIVE DATE

SEC. 4. The amendments made by this Act
shall not apply to cases pending on the date
of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from Wisconsin {Mr.
KasTENMEIER] will be recognized for 20
minutes and the gentleman from QOhio
[Mr. KiNDNESS] will be recognized for
20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTENMEIER].

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. KASTENMEIER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
this afternoon the House has before it
H.R. 5645, a bill to restructure the way
in which the Federal courts prioritize
the cases before them. This bill has
the support of the administration, the
Judicial Conference of the United
States, the American Bar Association
and the Association of the Bar of the
city of New York.

The basic purpose of this bill is to
create an orderly system of civil prior-
ities. Under current Federal law there
are over 80 types of civil cases which
must receive expedited treatment. It is
clearly impossible for each of these
categories of cases to be first—at the
same time. The reason the courts have
been presented with this chaotic mix
of inconsistent directions is the inabil-
ity of Congress to rationalize compet-
ing interests. Each time a committee
passes out a new Federal cause of
action it believes that those cases
should be given a priority. This ad hoc
type of development is incoherent and
impossible to follow.

The bill repeals virtually all the ex-
isting civil priorities and creates a gen-
eral rule. The general rule is that
cases involving liberty such as habeas
corpus or collateral review cases shall
be given priority. In addition, Federal
courts shall give priority to applica-
tions for temporary or preliminary in-
junctive relief. Finally, the courts may
grant a priority status to other cases
for good cause shown. This last provi-
sion is designed to permit the courts to
sort out important cases from the friv-
olous. Not all civil cases contain the
same intrinsic merit, even those
brought under important Federal stat-
utes. In sum, we trust Federal judges
to decide cases on the merits; the least
we can do is to trust them to set their
own calendar within these general
confines.

H 9291

I do not believe there is any contro-
versy about this bill; it passed the
House unanimously last Congress and
it is without opposition this Congress.

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the mem-
bers of other committees of this House
will pay some gttention to H.R. 5645
and hopefully not report to this House
in the future bills to set up a lot of
new civil case priorities. It tends to
have happened in a piecemeal fashion
over the years.

I would like to commend the chair- .
man and members of the Courts Sub-
committee for their excellent work on
H.R. 5645, the Federal Courts Civil
Priorities Act, which would permit
courts of the United States to estab-
lish the order of hearing for certain
civil cases. The legislation accom-
plishes the objective basically by re-
pealing most of the statutory provi-
sions that require the expediting of
civil cases in the Federal courts.

Now lately we have had a rush of
provisions in other legislation to try to
establish Federal causes of action,
Federal civil actions. That is another
thing, another fad, just like the civil
priorities that have been established
over a period of time and that this bill
seeks to wipe out so that we can have
an orderly way of dealing with civil
litigation in the Federal courts.

The need to bring some semblance
of order to the vast array of civil prior-
ities that are spread throughout the
United States Code, from title 2 to
title 49, is well documented. The De-
partment of Justice in their testimony
before the Subcommittee on Courts,
Civil Liberties and the Administration
of Justice accurately observed that:

These provisions have been enacted in a
piecemeal fashion over the years with no at-
tention to their cumulative impact on the
courts and no effort to create an integrated,
internally consistent set of instructions that
can be effectively implemented by the
courts. Thus, for instance, there are a
number of provisions which require the
court to hear particular categories of cases
before all others, but no indication of how
conflicts between such categorical priorities
are to be resolved.

So, in other words, everything be-
comes first.

The current situation of unrecon-
ciled civil priorities led the Associa-
tion of the Bar of the city of New
York to conclude in their report on
“The Impact of Civil Expediting provi-
sions of the U.S. Courts of Appeals,”
that “* * * it becomes impossible to
comply literally with the statutory re-
quirements.” H.R. 5645 effectively ad-
dresses this problem by revoking all
but the most necessary expediting pro-
visions, such as habeas corpus, and re-
places them with a single standard
which the courts can apply to all cases
to determine the need for expedition.

This is as it should be.



H.R. 5645 is needed and important
legislation that I urge my colleagues
to actively support.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs.
ScHROEDER], a member of the subcom-
mittee.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of H.R. 5645, the Fed-
eral Courts Civil Priorities Act. This
bill recognizes that the courts are in
the best position to determine which
particular cases need to be expedited
on their docket. The courts, after
weighing the relative needs of various
cases on their dockets, can then estab-
lish an order of hearing that treats all
litigants fairly.

The bill would retain priority status
for only three types of cases: Cases in-
volving personal liberty, cases involv-
ing requests for temporary restraining
orders or preliminary injunctions, and
cases where “good cause” had been
shown.

I want to commend Chairman Kas-
TENMEIER for addressing the unique
nature of cases filed under the Free-
dom of Information Act [FOIA] and
establishing it as a priority under the
“good cause” clause.

The Freedom of Information Act is a
major tool through which the public
and the press obtain information
about their Government. Such infor-
mation is perishable in most cases.
Prompt review of decisions denying
access to Government information is
critical to insure its value to the
public.

I offered an amendment to H.R.
5645 during full Judiciary Committee
deliberations that would have given
expedited treatment to FOIA cases.
The committee instead adopted a sub-
stitute offered by Chairman KAasSTEN-
MEIER that defined ‘“good cause” so
that FOIA cases could be eligible for
expedited treatment. The bill's report
language clearly states FOIA cases’
priority.

Chairman KASTENMEIER has done a
great job of ©preserving FOIA’s
strength. He has insured the American
public that their right to know their
Government’s actions is secure.
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Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Wisconsin.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to compliment the gentleman for
her role in the subcommittee for
bringing forward the concern that the
press in this country have continued
ability to bring freedom of informa-
tion cases in terms of the timing of
cases before Federal courts. And it was
in response to that concern that we
placed in the bill the “good cause’ lan-
guage, specifically relating to section
552 of title 5, United States Code, and
courts’ involvement in that type of
case.

So I want to commend the gentle-

woman from Colorado for her role and
reaffirm that what she says is correct
in terms of freedom of information
cases.
~ Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
very much.
e Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of H.R. 5645 which
would eliminate most of the existing
civil priorities. Over the past 200 years
various Congresses have acted in an ad
hoc and random fashion to grant pri-
ority to particular and diverse types of
civil cases. Unfortunately, so many ex-
pediting provisions have been added
that it is impossible for the courts to
intelligently categorize cases.

When this proposal was originally
introduced, approximately 40 expedit-
ing provisions had been located. As a
result of a further computer assisted :
search by the Library of Congress and !
Federal Judicial Center, an additional -
40 priority provisions have been locat-
ed.

This bill wipes the slate clean of
such priorities with certain narrow ex-
ceptions. The courts are instructed
under the bill to give appropriate pri-
ority to criminal cases and habeas
corpus cases, because of the involve-
ment of personal liberty. In addition,
the courts are directed to give priority
treatment to cases that involve either
applications for temporary restraining
orders or preliminary injunctions or to
any other cases where good cause has
been demonstrated. Moreover, because
every congressional committee as-
sumes that actions involving their ju-
risdiction are the most important, it is
virtually impossible to reconcile com-
peting priorities among the tens of
provisions.

H.R. 5645 which is supported by the
administration, the Judicial Confer-
ence, the American Bar Association,
and the Bar of the city of New York
represents an important court reform
initiative and I urge my colleagues’
support for it.e

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
have no requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FRANK). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. KASTENMEIER] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 5645, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the. bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.






