
:·U;;\UTES OF THE OCTOBER 1961 XEETING OF THE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE O~,: BANK.~UPTCY RULES 

The second meeting of the Advisory Committee on Bank~ptcy 

Rules convened in the Supreme Court Buildlng on October 23, 19tr1, 

at 9:30 a.~. The following mem~ers were present ~uring the 

session: 

Phillip Forman, Chairman 

Edward T. Gignoux 

Charles A. Horsky 

G. Stanley Joslin 

Norman H. Nachman 

Stefan A. Riesenfeld 

Charles Seligson 

Estes Snedecor 

Arthur J. Stanley, Jr. 

Elmore Whitehurst 

Frank R. Kennedy, Reporter 

The following members were unable to attend: 

George D. Gibson 

John B. Sanborn 

Roy M. Shelbourne 

Others attending were Professor James William Moore, a 

member of the standing Committee; Edwin L. Covey, Chief, Division of 

Bankruptcy, and special Nlvlso,r to the Coamittee; and Aubrey 

Gasque, Assistant Director of the Administrative Office, who 

serves as Secretary of the standing Committee on Rules of Practice 

and Procedure and the Advisory Committees. 



T!1c mirl'.:itc:s of the l(1~t [peeting ,;;ere considerc,l nd with

out objection here accepted ,;: correct as distributet:. 

Supreme Court acorted the Amendmc:"1ts to the Gf2ner.11 Ord.:=rs .1nd 

OffieL:!l For:ns ill :::km:,ruptey 01: ~":..::y 29, 19t1> d!l.d that t!1ese 

bec~me e[f8ctive ~s of July 19, 19~1. 

Ttlc= Chairman i!lfor~l!ed the Corn:.r.ittee that H.l. 7405, a bill 

to provide the Sup:'eme Court ~y'ith ruler..1;Jking power in ~&.n.k
~ 

ruptcy, \';<.15 not!~passed by the Congress and asked Nr. Gasque, 

who Jk:..intDins liaisl..Jn bet'...:een the Congress and the Judicial 

Con[ert.:nc..:e, to brief the ;:;-".em:)crs on t:1.C subject. 

~!r. Gctsque st~~ted that the bill was passed by the Ho\1~et 

but by the thne i t rc<'!che~ the Senate, :::enator Ervin had intro

duced il bill providinr::, t::,;!t all of the ;m~ndment5 of the Com

mit tee'> on Rules of Practice and Procedure to the various rules 

layover in Congress [or a full year before becoming effectlva. 

Hr. Gasque reported th.J.t he was in contact with the Senator 

and pointed out to him t~1t this one-year provision would 

deL~y the workings of the ?.ules Corrmittees needlessly in many 

ins t :tnCeb. Jud;e ~':aris, too, was;; concerned about this, and t 

t~ntc.tively, it was agreed that as a matter of practice all 
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.. 
Jam.:;:;.ry to ::ct ulJoI': them Cl1d, if 'doI'ted, they would be 

t~c rulc~ ~mend~ents ~oul~ be placed before Congress At H 

ti!ut.' ",her. the Contsruss '.v.~lS not w.Ler such ~-Iedvy pressure. 

and sent to th~ Pn:sident [or sign~~ture in the early part of 


19(7. 


Froposed af:1cndl.lcnt of General Order 45. 


The Reporter recalled the Co~ittec'r attention to the 

action :';y tlie Cocr..ittee in ;;ece:-;,ler ,1pproving Generr.l Order 4:' 

and d ne\; proposed Gelleral Order 4-::. He stn.ted that the J'..ldir.:i.:tl 

Co:;ferf~nce had suhseC;l~ently referred to the Committee a pro

pasnl dCQling \.o.'itl-: a disquQlific:Jtion provision, namely, th,1t 

n::o p~-="!."':"on h'ho is nn employee of the Judicial Branch or the 

;)cpart:nen~ of Justice shall be eligii:>le for appointment or 

c:mployment as an ::n..lctioncer, .::cconnt-lnt or appr3iser." The 
\ ",To 

Rcport...:r incorporated thL Judicial Conference proposal..,.. the 

dr.:oft the Comrr.ittee hud <11 ("cody approved. He continued to 

explain that this draft of the Judicial Confe{.ence would 
V\t'f,~, ft< 

autOIT'.atically include di5qualific~)tion of tJ.s;o-):?;rshalse 

He raised the issue as to whether 
\ A-..v-~.1. •.../.... )...-:;; .-"' "-j"" 

the di:-;,;uc11ification ","1ttonieys (G.O. 44) and Oil accountants 

(G.O. etc). The Iteportcr did not deem the issue serioas enough 

to ~Drr::mt inclusion of such disqualifications. lmifll!!ltJ!!ItP, 
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Protessor Seligson disagreed .. ~nd he Q.Vm:l suggested that all 


employees of the Federal Government should be disqualified. 
-~ ,> 

/"(,)1) h' In 	his rr~erf'lorandur.l of September '27, 1961, Professor 
~ 

Seligson/suggested the possibility of incorporating a proviso 

which \vould allow the retention of employment of an accOWltant 

at least for normal bookkeeping and maybe professional accounting 

operations. 

" _I{\",)'~' Professor Seligson asked v:hy a distinction should be made 

between an employee of the Judicial Brru1ch or the Department .. 

) Justice and an employee of the Le~i.._lat~v:':..~an~) Wft¥ "h-
I
I qu.a1.M'3b 1iNit:8 aBe .8. ~M •••• .,~ Referee Snedecor agreed that 

Professor Seligson's point was well taken and that all empl0y6es 

of the Federal Government should be disqualified. 

Professor Riesenfeld stated that unless there should be a 

possible conflict of interest problem, we should not make 

second-class employees out of federal employees. Mr. Nachman 

expressed his view that whatever the committee does ought to be 

related to this problem of conflict of interest and how it affects 

bankruptcy administration. '1 
• T _ • •• - - - -- • 

After some further discussion, the Chairman placed the 

issues before the Committee: (1) whether to adopt the original 

language as proposed by Professor Kennedy in line with the 
d~'\,"\"<"\\~'f 

Judicial Conference draft; (2) whether to alll,.u." all Govern
\tft,~~A.OI"" 1:; ~/ 

rnent employees entirely; or (3) Inc)" ne"rr-anguage in G. o. 45 (this 
~. . ..j to 

last alternative \ta~"d .... suggestiaaar.. Hr. Whitehurst). 
\ 
I 

J
,'\ 
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(·Ir. Horsky sug;;eE;ted that it 

dis(jualificati0l)J should be put in Gener;l1 Orders 44 and 46. 


~:r. ~achm.:m expressed apprehension regarding the el imina


tion of all Govern;-ncnt employees from acting as auctioneers 

, 

\ and appraisers, stating thDt this might possibly lead to 

-~ situations \vhich \..Jould be extremely embarrassing and which 

J would actually impede bankruptcy administration if such broad 
( .. 
j language l,-lere to be adopted. \ 

--_.- ,/ 

.-~Ylr. '}hitehurst suggested the following language: 11 No 

active, full-time officer or employee of the Federal Govern

ment shall be paid a fee from bankruptcy funds for services 
\~ 

as an auctioneer or asyifP~raiser." Hr. Nachman 

~~ 


expressed approvc11 of this language, .. a-. Professor 
\.~-t;,;.) ...,}..... ~-,:;n (l ~b ~~Q ......,. o~,~. <.t.. ~j.,·4"""'---G,,.... q~.,-'1.. u-.-~~~";' ..."", ~0. 

Ke~,eaYrdi&fte~ad .5M~;pg(it was 'not necessary to go;tbid~far. 
,'" - ""-0 ,-' 

A vote was taken and it was the general consensus to 


adopt Profc~sor Kennedy's proposed language as outlined in 

_\~~ ~).

Enclosure No.1 to his ~!OOrandurn of August 11, 19c1''Iinsertilll '\ 

the Hords "officer or" before "employee" in the second sentence 

and the words "United St.etes" both after" judicial branch" and 

imrncdhitely preceding "Dep3rtI"lcnt of Justice." This sentence 

would then read: "Xc> officer or employee of the judicial branch 

of the United States or of the United States Department of Justice 

sh,lll be elisible • • <.-u.-, 

Professor !loore stated that General Order 4;, as presently 
I$. 

adopted by the ConT.1ittec, w.s sound for ordinary bankruptcy 



d ''>€!. ii.;t-: 
C;]S(;,::, b'...~t t:'''"1t i.t cU••,' t 

Ie 

see:n practical .1 I bt to h:lVe e ,;pecL:11 

\ S 
order every tL:1C a piece of property over $2:.,000 w.s to be 

a.Ju4.....~ 
appr~1ised. He vms referring speci fically to problems _i:slt(P; 
''"I 

B;r railro.::1d reorganization cases. ~~r. Horsky suggested revising 

G.O. 49 r.::1thcr than ~~ in this regard. Mr. Borsky also ~aid 

agreed to this) and 

mind. 

The Committee then tun1ed attention to Professor Seligson's 

problem with regard to G.O. 46 -- 1.\1hether or not !lG.O. 46 shoou.ld 

specifically provide that the. court m.ay authorize a receiver, 

trustee or debtor in possession to retain accountants pre

viously engaged by the debtor, when such appointment is found 

by the court to be in the interest of the receiver, trustee, 

debtor i!1 possession or the estate.!1 ~1r. Horsky mentioned th,d: 

this L:mguage Jhould 31so .:1pply to C.O. 44. He moved to adopt 

Professor Seligson's language in principle. Judge Stanley 

seconded the r.lOtion.,) .:L.'1d \...ithout objection it was carried. 

COFFEE BREAK 

The Committee resumed discussion of General Order 46. 

Mr. Nachman suggested that the word Udebtor" be inserted in 

the first line of G.O. 46 after the word "tr..lstee." Several 

http:shoou.ld


7. 


members expressed various opinions on this poin~ and it was 

moved by Professor Seligson that this be left to the Reporter 

for examination and recommendation to the Committee. Without 

objection, the motion was carried. 

Mr. Nachman suggested a second language change in G.O. 46,) 

and it was agreed that the last sentence of the Order should 

K II read: "If any accountant acting for a receiver or trustee 

[(\.1 or debtor in possession shall hold or without disclosure shall 
~ 

have represented any interest adverse to the receiver, 
i

trustee •• }f\, G.O. 44 should be revised accordingly. 
~b 

Professor Riesenfeld suggested that the caption of G.O. ti 

should read "Appointment of Accountan~ to be consistent with 44. 

AGENDA ITEH (2): Proposed revision of General Order 35(4) amd 
new Official Form to deal with installment fees. _ 

The Reporter outlined briefly the material contained in _l~ 

~emorandum of June 8, 1961. 

The proposed language under new section c., "&fter hea.r1nc 

on notice to the bankrup9' was revised, after some dlscussiGRw 

to read "after notice and opportunity for hearing." 

Hr. Whitehurst suggested that the words "or obtainecS byf 

be inserted before the words "the attorney" in new se-ction h. of 

G.O. 35(4).Prof. Joslin gl••IRB.g.I~; stated that he would refuse to 

approve any accusation ag~~~tG-(:~;J' fr~;~~,~ion by an outside~ a8 

in his opinion is indicated1.n·"'j5(4 }b. Prof. Joslin sugge~ 

\~1.1 	 the elimination of the use of the word "attorney." lle expressed 

the view that this point should be handled on a loea1. leva)..... 



, . 

8. 


~:es srs. Horsky and !'achman St2 ted that they clef initely do not 
, \


(. C. :.\,v<·,<ct \, 


regard thw-\'\5'1f:iEement in section ~. as an accusation, but j\.t.iit ~o.. 

~............ ¥ "f'>~\(.e... 

y' 	 ~~ 'business(. :'~r. Kachmnn went on to explain that there i $ 

a rule in Chicago whic~1 requires that a petition t 11 be 

accompanied by an affidavit of the'petitioner's attorney setting 

forth these facts rather than placing the responsibility on the 

petitioner himself, and in this affidavit the attorney states 

that he has received no compensation and that he will not recalve 

any until the filing fees are paid. 

Mr. Horsky made a motion to reaffirm the Committee's basic 

position~which was for disclosure by the bankrupt. The Chairman 
. 	 I' 

requested a showing of hands. Seven member':~ favor;::~~' opposed, 

the moti.on was carri.ed. 

Following a very brief discussion of section d., Mr. Horsk, 

moved to omit paragraph d. of General Order 35(4) as unnecessary. 

Seven members in favor of the motion, it was carried. 

The next item for consideration by the members was Form No.LA. 

For the sake of clarity, ~1r. Nachman proposed the following language 

for the last paragraph of the forn l : "Wherefore this applicant 

prays that the court fix the amount, number and dates of paymeDts 
, 	 :,. If 

of such installments •• '.~,,,A question arose as to"'whether the 

words "presenting for" in paragraph 1 of the form sr..ould remain,..........., 

or be deleted. No definitive action was taken) and Mr. Horsky 

moved to leave this to the discretion of the Reporter. There 

was a second and the motion was carried. 
eu. . i ~v-JM( J 


':J,~ Referee w'hitehurst raised the question ~g 'to-';;~o~ lA 


(5ei:q addressed to the judge. It was.the consensus of theCo~


mittee that it should be addressed~!TO the United State£ 
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I ~~ 

District Court fo~tn~rict of in Bankruptc*,." 
The Connittee than reverted __--.t,~.,...'")O-:)-:3-5-/(-4-)-a'n~iii;!1t-!r-~"( 

~u...~ revisions in section a.: the words "and 


examination of the bankrup~~,tor debtor" were eliminatedfand th(t 


word "shall" was changed to "may~" Section a. would then read: 


"At the first meeting of the creditors or any adjournment thereof, 


the court, after hearing, may • • "';-1.1.,,) 

The Reporter suggested that the new language in the last
&.0. 

gentence of\r3!3(4) be amended to read: ". • • shall state that 

the petitioner has made no paY'l!l!nt to his attorney •• 
( 

~\ 

Professor Seligson offered a further amendment in the form of 

a motion -- that the debtor be permitted to payor secure his 

attorney out of exempt property. This last statement would 

affect 'both 35(4) and 35(4)b. 

LUNCHEON 

The members resumed discussion of 35(4) and whether or not 

the filing fee shottld be paid out of exempt property. Judge 

$nedeoor felt the fee should be paid from exempt property. 

Referee whitehurst suggested deleting the words "and cannot 

ebtainP ~~dge Snedecor agreed. Professor Riesenfeld stated 

that for the sake of consistency, if the words "and cannot 

obtain" were deleted, the words "paid any money" should remain. 

In other words, if the petitioner has exempt cash» he has to 

use it. Mr. H~rsky made the motion to amend 35(4) by leaving out .... 
the words Hand cannot obtain" in the order and in the form and i <) 

leave in the words "has not paid any money to his attorney" in 

both. places. The motion was carried. 



1(. 


rrofCS50r Sel igson made the motion that it be the con.-.• ", 
It 

of the co:nmi t tE!e th<}t~the. Genernl Order pr,scribe the pLtyiruilH 
', .. ~'~~G_Q.~.(.'1)~ 

of :noney to icntion for in-the attorne", bef3~e or a£.t.e~'."1n 
I '-~' '-~ 

stallrnent pa)'T:lent:l"and thnt the drafting 'sh 1 be left to th~' 


Reporter. The mot ion was cdrrL;d. 


AGENDA ITE~'; (3); Proposed revision of forms for use in debtor

relief proceedings. 

The Reporter outlined his :nemorandum of August 14, 19c~ 

ra revision of forms for use in debtor-relief proceedings aMd 
~ 

explained that since these forms conform ~ G.O. 23, which 

requires orders of referees to contain recitals about the lIbth.~'! 

and the manner thereof, it may be well to amend G.O. 23 or 

possibly to eliminate the General Order. Professor Hoore 

stated he would leave out the m~ndatory requirement for reclt~} ,. 
in the General Order. Professor Seligson saw no need for G.O... } 

Professor Kennedy recommended its 3~rogation. 

The Chair'£!l3:1 surnmarized by SAying that subject to Ft;~esaor 

Kennedy' 5 lookinG further into this, ~....QoM\••(I!ir,."J;18 '(; .... sene••, 
-,. ? 

~.~' t't' ~~G be l.gieed ~h(l!t the Corrmittee .w.o\!W r~l1et1d..s 

tht:: deletion of G.O. 23. T~ w&e-a~lI.iiuI4 tQ", 

Form ~o. :0: ~~~~ addressed'~o >The United sta? 
"!'''? 

DL~trict Court .t:M:' Proccedln,ss [or 2n Arrangement • ., 

I'rofcssor }~cnnedy revised hL; propofied Form No. 50 to ~ 
\"'" .. ". t 

re:-I(1: )tl'..C ;lbo·.... c-n.:lmed debtor, respectfully represe.n1af dvit 
to. 

t~~ eroposeJ arr~n;~ment under chD~ter Xl of 

i:'::.t filed on thc •••• day of •••• 19 •• , has been duly aC~d, 

• , t 



11. 

in accordance with the provisions of this chapter, and that 
~ -1

the depositior depositsl required by the chapter and by the 
~.......... ..... 


..." 
,1rrangement has i~ have 

'-' 
i been made." This would be irmnediately 

;..-~ -i 

followed by the prayer. There was no objection to this amended 

form .. 
\ \~ \~,)':Y 

Form No!! 51: The first paragraph was revisedito read: 
, • # "0- ~..I' 

i'¥""proposed arrangement under chapter XI of the Bankruptcy Act 
/ 

00 ehaving been filed on the to day of • e .. 0, 19 ... ~ [if alt~r,~_Q/ 

so !ngt_c:_g.,t;~ J and duly accepted in writing by all creditors 

affected thereby; and". ~he remainder of the first paragraph 

would be eliminated. 

The second paragraph of Form No. 51 would generally comply 

with the revisio~of the Act. 

Form No, 52: The first paragraph was revised to read: 

"The application of e • 0 ~ • e • 0 • e e _ • • • • • 0 G e , the above-named debtor, 

for confirmation of the proposed arrangement under chapter XI 

of the Bankruptcy Act, filed on •••• day of .&.~, 19 •• , [if 

altered} 30 indicntel having been heard and duly considered; 
~- --- ---- .". 

and"~ er;;JIhe remainder of the first paragraph would be eliminated. 
,y" 

,"" The second paragraph was revised to read: , 
"It appearing that the arrangement has been duly accepted in 

accordance with the provisions of this chapter, and that the 

deposit\or depositslrequired by the arrangement having been,.....- ........ 


made,." e'" 

It was the consensus of the Conmittee that the language in 

the third paragraph of Form No. 52 should encompass somewhat 
\ "',' - '1 <;: fr~, ~ c,', "'1!)

that of, 3(,6, and should generally c-oTllf)i¥ ,w!~ that in Form No. 
l 

51. The Reporter agreed to draft such general language. • . 
lo • 



!;':aption was revised to read: "Appltcation 

for Confi.rnmtion of a.n Arrangement Pro.E.9_sed by a-.Q!i!btor under 
c, 	 "\ -\'" 

Chapter KIlo" This fOl.-m will A substantially fiim' SMIi8~__ Form 50., 

form No, The caption was amended by adding the phrase 

to 

"Propo~ed by a 
, f c"'" '., • 

th...~t in' 51. 

,\",., 0, 

The language:~of156 would be comparableDebtor,,!11 

Professor Riesenfeld was doubtful about adding 

the phrase: "Proposed by a Oe;btor" to 5~ and the Reporter agreed 

to look into this. 

the 	si~~ature element in Form 56 was amended to read: 

•• til • • 	 • • • • • • ., ••• e •••••••• 41 •• 

United States District Judge
LW R.eferee in Bankruptcy.-=-m

t'-.-c ".J I 
Form No, ~7: This will be adapted to Form No. 52. 

\" '~" 	 \;'. 

Form No. §Qs TIlis will conform generally with 55. 

Professor Riesenfeld suggested a parenthetical phrase under the 

caption of Form No. 60 to aid the attorney in knowing when to use 

this 	form. 

lorm No. 6.: This will be adapted to Forms 51 and 56. 

F9rm He. 62, This will be adapted to Forms 52 and 57. 

AGINDA ITEM (4): Proposed amendments of General Order 48 and 
~f~eia~ Fprm N2s ~. 

The Reporter briefed the Committee by outlining his "100
randum of September 25, 1961, calling attention to pages 6 and 

7 of this ~morandum and his proposals theretn to amend Official 

Fo~ No. 48 and General Order 48(3). He stated that these 
~~ e..e 110. """5 ,p' \~ 

-revisions were ~6ir..W- -\;atisfYtta request from the 
~ Securities and Exchange Commission te-....~¥e copies of 

Chapter XI petitions. Judge Forman wondered whether it was 



1.3. 


re~lly nece~s[lry to amend the ~neral ~rders, especially 

since :--:r. Co..;.::.] rt:!ported that the Administrative Cffict: 
0" 

furni:~!l(:!s monthly IB::-run li.:.;ts, including corporatiWie cases, 

to the sse. Referee ',il'litehurst l':1oved that no action be taken. __ 

1here was a secor.d ;wd the ::iotion '",",,'1S carried. 

AGENDA IrC::: (:.): Pro,?osa1s to imph!1':lent the policy of en
c0uraging wider use of trustees in no-asset cases, 

The :\.eporter eJ,ve a short briefing en tr,e subje(~t.J statini 

tlut thi.s ~:1ib:lt possibly ent::d 1 r8visions of :;.0. 1:, Section 

lj4 of the 3i1n~-(ru~)tcy Act, ,'lnd G.O. 1~. :ie re:)crted that the 

~~i~~iundl ,~.s.;ociatioi:1 of riefel-ec.:; in Senkruptc: r , .lcc-ording to 

the Jourr.:tl cd i ted by Referee '.illi tehur's t, recommende<': that 

G.O. l~ be abro&Jted because it is incompatible with the 


Bank.ruptcy Act. 


" f ,....At this ti;J.1e ~·.r. ,-ovey was asked to brief the Committee 

or. the results of a survey made in the endeavc.t to secure 

certain information regarding the administration of no-asset 

:,;mkruptc~' co ses. ~lr. :o'Jey cii stributed copies of the ~u(!stioa-

n~ire ~hich ~as sent to referees in those districts selected 

to be studied, together with sheets indicating the replies te 

the questionn::lire in t,1Dulated form. 

After t:r. Covey's cletailed explanation of the IT....,terial 

distributed, Nr. Hot'sky ,c:aid th(it even tl-lOugh there is a wealth 

of material here, it '.J'ou1d be i:npossible for the members to 

digest it at this meeting, ;md suggested that it may be well 
• 

,J 

I " 
f 

i 

/ 



b:.~ expl~,ined, wot.:.ld p::"ace G.O. 1::' in 

, . " r-" " " t 1 t h '" " ... , ...1 .. Iony ,\ 1.. \.; .'1.1.. '- • 

ProfC!':>30r Selig~;Gn ~Ub;ested de[errL'1g ~ll1y Cletion on G.O. l~ 

1,.;.nttl the eV~11u[ltion of the survey h<.Hl been mdJe by :lessrs. Cov~y 

<.:nd ::'::!IDcdy and cor,~dc:er<1:::ion ha~ been given to Referee Snedecor's 

~~oposal. It was agreed that this course of action would-be 

£0 11o\.-;ed. 

[The following :norning, 5'.eferee Snedecor announced he 
\-:ould yield the tb,e giver. hi;n for consideration of his 
draft and would prE.pclre a memorandufil on the subject for 
distri~t.:.tion to the me~:1b2rs before the next meeting_:" 

.\djm.U'"J:1ed at :':10 p.m., 10/2.3/61 
Reconvened ~t 9:00 a.m., 10/24/C1 

on the second clay.j 

ACE.:;DA ITE:'~ (G): Proposed revlsion of General Order 21 and 
Cf f i eLll Forn,::, ~~o! 18 1 19 , iInd 28 -31 

Professor Kennedy distributed to the members his proposal 
C{;>" . '; 

10 -Jeneral Order Z1. :lr. Nachman raised the question ~ 
t \->

\'.hether there W:a$ any ju.:;tification for the necessity for an 

o.gent to state the reason the proof is not made by the claimant 

in person and suggested this be eli~inated. Referee \?:hitehurst 

,"vas strongly of the same view. Proiessor Seligson suggested 

.""",,,,!,~ ••1' Zli...... I••• IU AI ....... a. ail:a. 
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:'.,:1<}C t,y the clni:11~nt or In}' 

was left to t~ 

the effect th.t tNt 

i.(~. t it rroof3 of claim shall be filed-----, 
\~ith the clerk ~ithc~t referenc2 to the trustee. A vote was t~ken 

rnr:.u it \lrlS 2grce:c to Jelcte t>e L::m;ua encompassi~g the f11i.t1.&• 

tr'JS tee Sl::111 :.:,~ de 18 ted dnd that it be m.."1dc cleRr that prodfs or 

c1.:1i:41 s-:'ould be rUed ;"lith thE: referee or \.vith the clerk. Fol1.~ 

t:,is, he :;;lid, there 5ho~.Jld ::'e language that should a claim be 

rc::cc i \·-el~] l)y the t n::'~ tce, it .:: n0ul d be filed forthwith by the 

trus~ee ~:itil the referee or the clerk. Profes~.. or Joslin agreed, 

out sta.ted t:wt this ..:;1:1ould be P'-.lt in C.O. 17. The consensus of 

the CO;nr;'i t tc(; \':-:1;:; I.:I1i1t this should be incorporated in 17. 

Due to the close relationship of G.O. 20 to G.O. 21, Professor 

:Zennedy outl inea the proposal of Referees Heisey and Owens to 

delete ':;.0. 20 and to incorporate it with 21. As Profegsor 

KenlH.:dy e::~)lains in hi:; mc.nor;}:1du::1 of October 1 t, 19f1, he think~ 

thts UTI\visc Dnd has, therefore, proposed a new Gener~ll Order 20 

which ·JPfleDn~ in the :\te;-norandurn. 

i·'!r. Nach~1l,1n sug[;CS ted the insertion of the words n to .il r~"""'" 
fit' {-""r'c. ",," 

i'l[ter t~,c ,,'ot"d "Act!' in the first s~'1tence. Professor Selt.iCoft 

suggc;;:,ted th'2 phrase f! including proofs of claim" after the ward 



I f' 
, . 


rc\<' rs ins the order and 

< -; , 

~1(l). 
OV" 

,:;.O.21C). ',.',0', a:;e.i1d"d ~o l"t.;,lci: !Ie::) .tJ1~: creditor ~ his 

:1CC:"~ Ciled or iE U.leJ ,mc nO~tddrE3S is therein3tated, at the 

,,1 ,'g; ,; ;:;"10',:': in the lie;t ,)[ cn::ditors." 
,-r . . . "J., " ',,~ " .. 

~~.C • .:.'l(3)""'~Ap~roved \'Jit~l t:1f: exception of the substitution 

(if t:1C ..lord "t c.:1l1S fer" for fl 25 s12118d" throughout the general order. 

G.o, 21 (L:), ~<r. 1~,lC:1,,~,m suggested the elblin3.tion of the 

f'lilur(;: to [ilc cl:..;u<'e. Fro[essor Seligson agreed. Professor 

Rie,,~c;ifelci '.':,':; strot:t;}:: clgninst thi.:::; proposal, .::;tating this would 

[;tion Has made to a:nend this phrase 

',:ith appro1:rLltel:mgli.'lge :':0 statl::!,in effect, failure to file at 

the first u~eting. This TtJi:l~, sGltis:.::ctory to Professor Riesanfe14, 
-' 

and it ""as d,;reed that thL; should '::>e done. 



.

17. 

Referee '.mi tehurst su[;ges ted pI&cinS a riod after the word 

"liablel! in the second sentence and> ginning the third st:~ntc~1c.t:; 

\,;ith the word I'~;oo" This wus agreed to v 

G.O, 21 (:, i. In his proposal the :lei)Orter recomrr~nded t 

0li.min.Jtior1 of the r:::cuir2rnent of :lckno\·!ledgmer.t and~1c require, 
ment that J PO-,lCL' of att.on',ey :'8 .:1CCO;11pC1lied by 311 oath that the 

person executL1'; it. is a mecn:)t~r of tilt; ~<irtnership or. <1 cluly 

i h~~ld requirc n 

The :r,otion \r.'u.s carried unani- ~ 

A 

A.::. to t 

the COl1

EC:1SUS thu.'t the 1::1 t t~vo sentence:') of tn.-' o~dct" s~lould ~)e de1et.:c 

.:1::d d:~::e.:.:d that the order \lOu1d tlW:1 1."c::11 ('1S [0110H::;: itA ?O\]cr 

1" . ..,
J , r-n ~~o. L~ or Cfficial 70;"-: 

':::icers e~~mer~ted in SGccion ~~ 

01 the Act." 

G.O. 2l(c.) Due to the liraitation of time, n0 definitive ,.iCl I,. 

~ .. l-en... ul." J. o~1._ t'.,,.,. :'>" or'--r l 
.......,t.:::? L\: . .s . ro' OC''-'1,) t')': U ot: ')1("·)J..", v "'~d",1.1 "'1'"... , _ ~'j1'"'>""" '.'.•.... ,..,,,,,.L. ••t:l~. ~,. tee 

this ite3 would ~e pl~C0d OG the a~cnJd for the nc~t ..le~ tit.... :;;>. 

The ne.:..t meeting \'J(1:3 tent~:tively ::;c:1cci.llec! :':or April 2;'" 2,6) 

~r:-ld 27, 1~\:2o TIw meeting H::W .1.djourncd at 1 :·JO po;:1. 


