MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 1961 MEETING OF THE
ADVISORY COMMITTEE O BANKRUPTCY RULES

The second meeting of the Advisory Committee on Bankguptay
Rules convened in the Supreme Court Building on October 23, 19%¢1,
at 9:30 a,m., The following memhers were present during 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
?h$’¥f§~“* Others attending were Professor James William Moore, a
| member of the standing Committee; Edwin L, Covey, Chief, Division of
Bankruptcy, and special Advisor/ to the Committee; 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 Committess,



The Chair: n opened the meeting Ly extending o welcoon

Ty o,

N TR - O S R T N T ST N S .
to Jucge Gignouvw, who wos abesent roo the Iiret weeting,

to the Zwo now menters of the Zommittee, Messy-, Joslin and
achman,
)

The minutes of the lact meeting were considered nd with-
out objection were accepted =¢ correct as distributed,

It was mentioned for the record by the Chalrmon that Lhe
Supreme Court acopted the Amendments to the General Orders and
Cfficial Forms in Jankruptey on Yay 29, 19€L and that these
became elfective as of July 19, 18c1,

The Chairman informed the Comirittee that H,., 7405, a bill
to provide the Supreme Court with rulemsking powecr in Banke-

e
ruptcy, was nod;passed by the Congress and asked Mr, Gasque,
who maintains liaison between the Congress and the Judiclal
Conference, to brief the members on the subject,

Mr. Gasgue stated that the bill was passed by the House,
but by the time it reached the Senate, Zenator Ervin had intro-
duced a bill providing that sll of the wmendments of the Cow-
mittees on Rules of Practice and FProcedure to the various rules
lay over in Congress for a full year before becoming effective.
tir, Gasque reported that he was in contact with the Senator
and pointed out to him that this one-year provision would
delay the workings of the Rules Committees needlessly in many

instunces., Judge Marils, too, was concerned about this, and,

tentctively, it was agreed that as a matter of practice all
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roles avendments would e put before tie Judicial Conference

in Septembor of eoch vesr: the Jourt would then have until
January to act upor thewm and, if ‘dopted, they would be
transoitted to the Congres:+ early in January. 1In this way,
the rules amendments would be placed before Congress AU a
time when the Congress was not w.der such heavy pressure.

Mr, Gasque expressed optimiswy that the bDill would be approved
and sent to the President for signuoture in the early part of
19¢€2,

AGINDA ITZM (1): Pronosed amendment of General Qrder 4%,

The Reporter recalled the Committee's attention to the
action Ly the Committee in Zecember approving General Order 4%
and a new proposed General Crder 4¢, He stated that the Judicial
Cornference had subseguently referred to the Committee a pro-
posal dealing with a disqualification provision, namely, that
o perscn who is an emplovee of the Judicilal Branch or the
Departaent of Justice shall te eligible for appointment or
cmploviment as an auctioneer, cccountant or appralser.” The
Reporter incorporated thi. Judiciel Conference proposal :;;i the

dre

r

the Committec had alrcady approved. He continued to
explain that this draft of the Judiclal von‘efence would

automatically include disqualificotion of U, ',.,ﬂ?}sﬁals.

He raised the issue as to whether

v aeen 28 Mprtw ) S ~Ts
the dlsqualificatlon.ﬂl ﬁttorreyb (G C. 44) and 8 accountants

G.0. 4z). The Reporter did not deem the issue serious enough

to warrant inclusion of such disqualifications, Kowesmes
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Professor Seligson disagreed, gnd he even suggested that all
_ wg@ployees of the Federal Government should be disqualified,

Cem i In Qis remorandunm of September 27, 1961, Professor
Seligson?t&ggested the possibility of incorporating a proviso
which would allow the retention of employment of an accountant
at least for normal bookkeeping and maybe professional accounting

operations,

.~ Professor Seligson asked why a distinction should be made

[ AV

‘1 between an employee of the Judicial Branch or the Department of

/ Justice and an employee of the Legislatlve Branch/) Way—dte -

‘ N,

S ——— -y o

L B Y B e Referee Snedecor agreed that

i

; Professor Seligson's point was well taken and that all employees

L of the Federal Government should be disqualified,

a 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 administratl?p A

" After some further digcussion, the Chairman placed the
issues before the Committee: (1) whether to adopt the original

language as proposed by Professor Kennedy in line with the

; Ci Squd\\‘:
) Judicial Conference draft; (2) whether to c&tuénn‘u all Govern-
\;)g’\l\»v‘aw’ ‘C':. odd.

e
ment employees entirely, or (3)/no néw language in G, 0., 45 (this

ed
last alternative ﬂ;;%adduécusssﬂﬂ»suggest od Mr, Whitehurat),

!
i&
!
A
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tlr, Horsky suggested that it might;be con>1durei)aLeeM§n~ehe

'ﬂgﬁ;tner os—met a similar

disqualificationsshould be put in General QOrders 44 and 46,

Mr, Nachman expressed apprehension regardingz the elimina-

tion of all Government employees from acting as auctioneers
\ and appraisers, stating that this might possibly lead to
f

i situations which would be extremely embarrassing and which 3

} would actually impede bankruptcy administration if such broad 5
f
' language were to be adopted.i '

C&h. Jhitohurst unoestOd the following language: "No ¢

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

ment shall be paid a fee from bankruptcy funds for services tg
, as an auctioneer or GnpethEwct igyiﬁgyaiser." Mr, Nachman i
; expressed approval of this languabe, ﬂil!.l!; Professor ‘g

o\u«.. Nahest a0 s &mbﬁm Ko Iy Alrare o ra sz Cre- Rl PE XV( 3
}1 as not necessary to go, th-smfar.

Aenne

A vote was taken and it was the general consensus to
adopt Professor Kennedy's proposed language as outlined in

R VN

Enclosure No. 1 to his ﬁkmorandum of August 11, 19¢ 1,‘insertin; 9\
the words "officer or" before "employee" in the second sentence
and the words "United States"™ both after "judieial branch" and
immediately preceding "Department of Justice," This sentence
would then read: "No officer or employee of the judicial branch
of the United States or of the United States Department of Justicc
shall be eligible , . &%\

Professor lloore stated that General Order 4£, as presently

L¥-
adopted by the Comnmittec, wme sound for ordinary bankruptcy



@

.
A mes ofE
cascs, but that it odelwesy scem practical vmsdsten to have a special

order cvery time a pilece of property over $2:,000 u;; to be
appraised, He was referring specifically to problems 3:2:;3£

;§ railroad reorganization cases., Mr, Horsky suggested revising
GeC. 49 vather than 4% in this regard, Mr, Horsky also said

that there is belore Congress a general reorganization of Section

77. The Chairman suggested 8 - i to
L. e PPV I VPV UV YU _«»J:ba.. b Al &.0. '{p}

e . —F-with-a -potation

agreed to this, and the Reporter was instructed to Keep st Ih
mind,

The Committee then turned attention to Professor Seligson's
problem with regard to G.0. 40 -- whether or not "G.,0. 4€ should
specifically provide that the court may 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, trustea,
debtor in posscssion or the estate.” Mr, Horsky mentioned that
this language should also apply to G.0. 44, He moved to adopt
Professor Seligson's language in principle. Judge Stanley
seconded the motion, and without objection it was carried,

COFFEE BREAK
The Committee resumed discussion of General Order 46,

Mr, Nachman suggested that the word "debtor" be inserted in

D) the first line of G.0, 4% after the word "trustee," Several
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members expressed various opinions on this poing,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.0. 46,
and it was agreed that the last sentence of the Order should

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

2
-

T
o
7

or debtor in possession shall hold or without disclosure shall
have represented any interest adverse to the receiver,
trustee , , E%\ G.0. 44 should be revised accordingly.

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

should read "Appointment of Accountanty to be consistent with &4,

AGENDA ITEM (2): Proposed revision of General Order 35(4) and
new Official Form to deal with installment fees,

The Reporter outlined briefly the material contained in his
ﬂfmorandum of June 8, 1961,

The proposed language under new section c,, "after hearing
on notice to the bankrupgp was revised, after some discussiom,
to read "after notice and opportunity for hearing,” |

Mr, Whitehurst suggested that the words "or obtained by*
be inserted before the words "the attormey" in new section b. of

G0, 35(4).Prof, Joslin stwommip stated that he would refuse to

approve any accusation against the Erofession by an outsider as
4] \dha geagow d Go. :
E&i in his opinion is indicated in '35(4)b. Prof. Joslin suggested
hi the elimination of the use of the word "attorney.™ Re expressed

the view that this point should be handled on a local bevetf

OO
.
¥
n s
é\
- -
p 1
o v“ ?

","'Q'- t"'t$.
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Messrs., Horsky and Nachman stated that thev definitely do not
%

(G Austt

regard this-sttitement in section b, as an accusation, but just esa

\
A ?('_’3\ [ )
-50d businesss r., Nachman went on to explain that there i

a rule in Chicago which requires that a petition smisl 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 receive
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, TheﬁChairman

requested a showing of hands, Seven members favory”

AOPwsed:
the motion was carried,

Following a very brief discussion of section d., Mr, Horsky
moved to omit paragraph d. of General Order 32(4) as unnecessary.
Seven members in favor of the motion, it was carried,

The next item for consideration by the members was Form No.LlA,
For the sake of clarity, Mr., Nachman proposed the following language
for the last paragraph of the form: "Wherefore this applicant
prays that the court fix thg amount, number and dates of payments
igl of such installments . .‘;%th‘question arose as to“ﬁhéthe& the
words "presenting for" in paragraph 1 of the form should remaingn_
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,
&b 7 i\\M \-M /,j
\Np$kyfaeferee Whitehurst raised the question gelating to'Form lA
OB .
/' bepag addressed to the judge, It was.the consensus of theCom-

mittee that it should bé addressed "To the United States
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District Coutt for~ “theyDIstiict of “)C:an ianlguptczg\ "
N The Committee then reverted IIIB to 35(4) aﬂHQSuggested E

she—felbewing revisions in section a,: the words "and
E%X examination of the bankruptg or debtor" were eliminated,and the
(XQ word "shall" was changed to "may." Section a, would then read:
N "At the first meeting of the creditors or any adjournment thereof,
[ﬁi, the court, after hearing, may .’.iwﬂrﬁ
The erorter suggested that the new language in the last
sentence&“meK(é) be amended to read: ", . . shall state that

the petitioner has made no payment to his attorney . . %#‘\

Professor Seligson offered a further amendment in the form of
a motion -- that the debtor be permitted to pay or 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 should be paid out of exempt property. Judge
Snedecor felt the fee should be paid from exempt property.
ﬁ;feree Whitehurst suggested deleting the woxrds "and cannot
ebtain! o‘ggﬁdge 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, Hérsky made the motion to amend 35(4) by leaving out
the words "and cannot obtain" in the order and in the form and Vo
leave in the words "has not paid any money to his attorney" in

both places, The motlion was carried,



1c.

N

Trofessor Seligson made the motion that it be the cone.®.. .

o

of the committee that _the Genera 1 Order pr‘bcggbe the paymant
. Mv %

of monev to the attorne befo e or after oo xﬁntion for in-

de i

stallment paymentsand that the drafting'sh

1d be left to the
Reporter, The motion was carried,

AGENDA ITEM (3): Proposed revision of forms for use in debtor-
relief proceedingzs,

The Reporter outlined his memorandum of August 14, 19€1,
re revision of forms for use in debtor-relief proceedings awd
explained that since these forms conformc2§;h G.0. 23, which
requires orders of refereecs to contain recitals about the métiie
and the manner thereof, it may be well to amend G.0, 23 or
possibly to eliminate the General Order., Professor Moore
stated he would leave out the mandatory requirement for recit;}
in the General Order, Professor Seligson saw no need for GTO. Y3
Professor Kennedy recommended its abrogation,

The Chairman summarized by saying that subject to Prdfessor

Kennedy's lookirg further into this, ané-eeontsery te—lhe-gemesal

g o the Committee wowhd rgpnmwerd;
the deletion of G,C. 23, Th&s—ume~aguaad~&au
i

, ......

“
Form No, :0: (£hbuld be addressed "o "Tha United scaz?
E Q? '

- District Court fex Proccedings for an Arrangement,"

rofessor Kennedy revised his proposed Form No. 50 to

read: “lihe sbove-named debtor, respectfully repressnts that
%

the proposed arrvangement under chopter NI of the Bankruptcy

+

att filed on the ..., day of .... 19.., has been duly accqgigd

-‘—— - -,0--'—-»-\7- - o——y -

,'*v f'



11,
in accordance with the provisions of this chapter, and that
the depositgég‘deposit{érequired by the chapter and by the
arrangement has?ég hav%ﬁbeen made,”" This would be immediately
followed by therﬁrayer. There was no objection to this amended
form,

von 3)(‘

Form No, 51: The first paragraph was revised to read

)
PR ¢ WO

k’“ﬁ”ﬁfcposed arrangement under chapter XI of the Bankruptcy Act

having been filed on the .... day of ...., 19.., [if altered,
gg‘iﬁgigggg] and duly accepted in writing by all creditors
affected thereby; and". gﬁi?he remainder of the first paragraph
would be eliminated,

The second paragraph of Form No. 51 would generally comply
with the revisiors of the Act,

Form No, £23 The first paragraph was revised to read:

"The application o0f sscoececes esssesesooey the above-named debtor,
for confirmation of the proposed arrangement under chapter XI

of the Bankruptcy Act, filed on .,.. day of ...., 19.., [if
altered, so indicate ] having been heard and duly considered;

and"agﬁr‘%e remainder of the first paragraph would be eliminated,
"Q/The second paragraph was revised to read; i

"It appearing that the arrangement has been duly accepted in

accordance with the provisions of this chapter, and that the

depositfgg depositQ}required by the arrangement having been
madey &v
It was the consensus of the Committee that the language in

the third paragraph of Form No, 52 should encompass somewhat

< (y«m{b(

that of 3&6, and should generally comp%y wieh that in Form No.

51. The Reporter agreed to draft such general language,




Form No, 5%: The capticn was revised to read: VApplication

for Confirmntion of an Arrangement Proposed by g Debtor under

CorSor o

4o
Chapter X11," This form wili B® substantially @ ssamesas Form 50,

Form No, -o: The caption was amanded by adding the phrase
o
"Proposed by a Debtor,"” The language 051)6 would be comparable

el g

to that in 51, Professor Riesenfeld was doubtful about adding
the phrase "Prap@sed by a Debtor” to I§ and the Reporter agreed
to look into this,

The signature slement in Form 56 was amended to read:

SER TP ETS S P C ST AEEE PP EsEOLEN

United States District Judge
‘Lw{{gg} Referee in Bankruptcyhﬂn
Form No, £7: This will be adapted to Form No. 52,

RSN

Form No, €60t This will conform generally with 5,.

Professor Riesenfeld suggested a parenthetical phrase under the
caption of Form No., 60 to aid the attorney in knowing when to use
this form,

Form No, 6l: This will be adapted to Forms £1 and E6,

Form No, 623 This will be adapted to Forms 52 and 57,

AGENDA ITEM (4): Proposed amendments of General Order 48 and
%f&Ci&& Form NQ. [“8!

The Reporter briefed the Committee by outlining his ﬁam«

randum of September 25, 1961, calling attention to pages & and
7 of this ﬂrmorandum and his proposals therein to amend Official
Forxm No, 48 and Jeneral Order 48(3). He stated that these

s

~revisions were bw a‘t:*‘s-zfy.{:5 request from the
Securities and Exchange Commission éﬁﬁﬁaae&ue copies of

Chapter XI petitions., Judge Forman wondered whether 1t was



13,

reully necessary to amend the General(frders, especially

since Mr. Covey reported that the Administrative Cffice

; . . . o°
furnishes monthly IBM-run lists, including corporatiwe cases,

to the S22, Referee whitehurst moved that no action be taken, ew—
“{%ere was a second and the motion was carried,

AGENDA ITEM (L): Proposals to implement the policy of en-
couragine wider use of trustees in no-uasset cCiases,

The Reporter gave a short briefing on the subject, stating
that this aight possibly entail revisions of 5.0, 1I, Section
44 of the Bankruptey Act, and G.0. 4. He repcrted that the
Sational Assocliation of Referees in Bankruptcey, according to
the Journal edited by Referee hifehurst, recommended that
G.0. 12 be abrogated because it is incompatible with the
Bankruptcy Act,

At this time iir, Covey was asked to brief the Committee
onn the results of a survey made in the endeavcr to secure
certain information regarding the administration of no-asset
bankruptcey coses, Mr, Covey distributed copiles of the questiom-
niire which was sent to relerees in those districts selected
to be studied, together with sheets indicating the replies te
the questionnaire in tnabulated form,

After tr, Covey's detailed explanation of the meterial
distributed, }r., torsky =said that even though there is a wealth
of material here, it would be impossible for the members to

digest it at this meeting, and suggested that it may be well
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Lh ane cove 1Lk S0 conclusions
Releree Inetnocey roesuested thuat he be servitted time in

creonorning to distritute Sor conceideration by the members a

" 1

spexilic droft of (e saendrments ond revisions of G.0. 1f

videl would impos. «,on the referec: the duty to ewnmine each
bonsrupt, 1: draft, he explained, would place G.0. 1P in

Larsony witii the act,
Professor Seligron cuggested deferring any action on G,0. 11
until the evaluation of the survey had béen made bty Messrs, Covey
and Kennedy and conzideration had bLeen given to Referee Snedecor's
nrroposal, It was agreed that this course of action would-be
followed,
iThe following mornihb, Referee Snedecor announced he
would yield Ehe tiwme giver him for consideration of his
draft and would pf*pare a memorandum on the subject for
distribution to the members before the next meeting. »

Adjourned at £:10 p.m,, 10/23/¢1
Reconvened zt 9:00 a.m,, 10/24/€1

(Mr. Horsky wes absent on the second day.

AGENDA ITEN (4): Propoced revision of General Order 21 and
cfficial Forus no, 18, 19, and 28-31

Professor Kennedy distributed to the members his proposal <or
(‘{".\s‘ 5’\ :\‘J\" v » * -
}of General Order %1, Mr, Nachman raised the question as=te

\L » r
vwhether there was any justification for the necessity for an

agent to state the reason the proof is not made by the claimant
in person and suggested this be eliminated, Referee Whitehurst

was strongly of the same view, Proiessor Seligson suggested
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soyving that a proof of ¢luic mar e nade bty the claimant or Bny

authorizad _sent, The d-altin. of such lanzuage was left to the

eporter,

3
e

..‘
&
&}
a]
e

e

1

QESCTS sl Seligson oppozec the deletion of the
ohrase that proefs of clain shall Te filed with the trustee, lessr: .

Jdachmar, Joslin, ond Znedccer espressed views cto the effect thet tMe

'”i

chan-e should be made, i.0. thit proofs of claim shall be filed

with the clerk witheut reference to the trustee, & vote was taken
ard 1t was ag ~e languacse encompassing the flling
Profeo sor QUesenteld proposed to accept Professor Kefinedy's

supgestion that the refcrence to proofs of claim received by ang

trustee shall be deleted and that it be made clear that prodfs of

claim should be [iled with the referce or with the clerk, Folldbing
thiz, he 2aid, there should e languuge that should 2 claim be
received by the trustee, it zhould be filed forthwith by the

trustee vith the referce or the clerk, Professor Joslin agreed,

out stated that this zhould be put in 5.0. 17, The consensus of

the Committee was chat this should be incorporated in 17,

v

Due to the close relationship of G,0. 20 to G.O, 21, Professor

Xennedy outlined the proposal of Referees Heisey and Owens to

-4

delete G,0, 20 and to incorporate it with 21, As Professor
Kennedy erplains in his memorandum of October 1£, 19¢€1, he thinks
this unwice and has, therefore, proposed a new General Order 20

which appears in the memorandum,

i

Mr, Nachman suggested the insertion of the words "to a gpgerﬁt"
Clhene e

alter the wowd "Act" in the first sentence, Professor Seligesona
suggested the phrase "including proofs of claim” after the ward



14,
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in tho last -cntence. IProfessor Riesenfeld preferred

ISR

changing the cantion to renl: Filing of Papers Before und

L

After lefevence.” e ulfo sugwested rev reing the order and

placing the Lot senterce first., 16 wn® apreed that the Reporter

,&é; should attempt to conrolidate Sereral Crders ! ond 20 and should

Lo ottt cloption of the new 5,0, 0, it vas azreed to delete
&

thie Lot vo ventences of 5.0, ‘1{(1),.

LAY

21(2) wen oavended to read: "(2) ans creditor eff his

culy wthorized g, 0at, attormey, or pro.y oty Slle with the rveferee

O . s .. R O D RS A AN S e .
reest thet 211 selice . to whieh e may be entitled shall be

]
f
(&)
[
2,
r
G
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o
b
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e

dresoy thereafter, until soumw
other desiocotion shinll Lo sade, all notices shall be so0 addressed,
I rther cawes aoctice: shall be oddressed to each creditor at the
cioce stated in the proof of clair or, if no proof of claim has

heen filed or LI £iled and no addres

’)j

s is therein =:tated, at the

alace aheem in the iist of creditors.”
..fe b gh . *()\ o T y ;ﬂ‘.,;\/:«r' LI T,
LAl et
¥

GeiTe ’l(J) «A)ozovca'”trx the ‘exception of the substitution

of thoe word "tronsfer” for "zssigned” throughout the general order.

5.0, 21(43, Yr. vachoan suzszested the elimination of the
failure to {ile clzuce, Trofessor Scligson agreed, Professor

1

Riesenfeld wos strongly against this proposal, stating this would

. A sugpestion was made to amend this phrase
with appropriate language to state,in effect, fallure to file at

the first aneecting., This was satisfactory to Frofessor Riesenfeld,

and it was azreed that this should be done,

RN G
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Referce Whitehurst suggested placing a peviod after the wourd
"liable™ in the sccond sentence and beginning the thivd sentence

with the word "No." This was agreed to,

G.0, 21(L), In his proposal the Reporter recommgnded the

elimination of the requirement of acknowledgment andéf%e rejquire-

meat that a power of attormey be accomponied by an ca%h that the
person executing it is o member of the cartnership or a duly
authorized officer ¢f the corvoration. This would regquirc a
modification of Forms 13 and 19 s0 as to delete the lanziapge dealin

with aclnowleédgnent:, Referee Snedecor was of the opinion that the
Cormitree should cdhierc fto the regulrement of acknowledgment of
the sover of attorney and so woved, The totlon wus carried unani- V

mously, s

sue raised by the Reporter's recoumend.aition,

As to the sccond i

wn

. e P N - . . « “ .

i.e., thne deletion of the requirement of the oath, it was the con-
S, E
S

casue that the la:zt two sentences of the !

~der shiould be deleted

Q

r‘
9
X
(da

and anreed that the order would the as follows: ©A pover

cl attornevy to represcut a craditor shall be srepared gubstantinlly
in the mannexr preccribed by Cfficial Form No. 12 or Cilicial Tor:
o, 100 fnmy power of attorney shall he acknouled

acknowledged hefore any ol the zsfflicers enumerated in Section !

ol the Act

G.0, 21(¢) Due tec the liwmitation of time, no definitive uct:..a

was taken on the Reporter's proposal of 21(C) and the Thairman <t ted
that this item would be placed on the agenda Lor the next ueetia..

The ne.at meeting was tentotively scheduled for April 22, 2@)

and 27, 1202, The mecting was adjourncd at 1:20 p.m.



