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SUPPLEMERTARY REPORT OF THE ADVISORY
COMMITTEE
MarcH 1951,
To the HoNORABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE AND THE
ASSOCIATE JUSTICES OF THE SUPREME COURT
OF THE UNITED STATES:

In May 1948, the Advisory Committee submitted
to the Court a report containing a proposed rule
to govern condemnation cases. The Court kept
that report under consideration until December 2,
1948, when it held an informal conference on the
proposed rule, at which three members of the Ad-
visory Committee were present by invitation. As
a result of that conference, and on December 23,
1948, the Court returned the May, 1948, draft of
the rule to the Advisory Committee ‘‘for further
consideration.”” (See letter of December 23, 19483,
from the Chief Justice to Chairman Mitchell.)
Since then the Advisory Committee has given
further consideration to the proposed rule, and at
a meeting of the Committee held at Washington
April 6, 1950, and thereafter it adopted a number
of amendments to the 1948 draft and now presents
the revised draft to the Court with the recommenda-
tion that it be adopted. In presenting this revi-
sion we have used the 1948 print (appended hereto)
as a basis, in which we have noted the recent
alterations in the 1948 draft as this will enable
the Court at a glance to see what the alterations are.!

1 See pages v, 1,2,4,7, 9, 10, 18, 15 and 17 of the appended
1948 print where the changes now recommended appear in
the text, new matter being shown by italics and matter to be
omitted being lined through.
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No echange has been made in the notes contained in
the May 1948 print.

The Court will remember that at its conference
on December 2, 1948, the discussion was confined to
subdivision (h) of the rule (pp. 6-7 of the 1948 print,
appended hereto), the particular question being
whether the tribunal to award compensation should
be a commission or a jury in cases where the Con-
gress has not made specific provision on the subject.
The Advisory Committee was agreed from the
outset that a rule should not be promulgated which
would overturn the decision of the Congress as to
the kind of tribunal to fix compensation, provided
that the system established by Congress was found
to be working well. We found two instances
where the Congress had specified the kind of
tribunal to fix compensation. One case was the
Distriet of Columbia (U. 8. C., Title 40, §§ 361~
386) where a rather unique system exists under
which the court is required in all cases to order
the selection of a ‘““jury”’ of five from among not
less than twenty names drawn from ‘‘the special
hox provided by law.’” They must have the usual
qualifications of jurors and in addition must be
freeholders of the Distriet and not in the service
of the United States or the District. That sys-
tem has been in effect for many years, and our
inquiry revealed that it works well under the con-
ditions prevailing in the Distriet, and is satisfae-
tory to the courts of the District, the legal pro-
fession and to property owners.

The other instance is that of the Tennessee
Valley Authority, where the act of Congress
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(U. 8. €, Title 186, § 831x) provides that conipen-
satlon is fized by three disinterested commis-
stoners appointed by the court, whose award goes
before the District Court for confirmation or mod-
ification. The Advisory Commitiee made a thor-
ough inquiry into the practical operation of the
TVA commission system. We obtained from
counsel for the TVA the results of their expe-
rience, whick afforded convineing proof that the
commission system is preferable under the condi-
tions affecting TVA and that the jury system
would not work satisfactorily. We then, under
date of February 6, 1947, wrote every Federal
indge who had ever sat in a TVA condemmation
case, asking his views as to whether the commis-
sion systera is satisfactory and whether a jury

the judges 17 approved the commission system and
opposed the substitation of a jury svstem for the
TVA. Many of the judges went further and op-
posed the use of juries in any condemnation ease.
Three of the judges preferred the jury system,
and one dealt only with the TVA provision for
a three judge distriet court. The Advisory Com-
nittee has not considered abolition of the three
judge reguirement of the TVA Aet, because it
seemed to raise a guestion of jurisdietion, which
cannot he altered by rule. Nevertheless the De-
partment of Justice continued its advocacy of the
jury svstem for its asserted expedition and econ-
omy ; and others favored a uniform procedure. In
consequence of these divided counsels the Advisory
Committes wag itself divided, but in its May 1948
Report to the Court recommended the following
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rule as approved by a majority (pp. 6-7, printed
report, appended hereto) :

(h) Trra. If the action involves the exercise of the
power of eminent domain under the law of the United States,
any tribunal specially constituted by an Act of Congress
governing the cass for the tvial of the issue of just compen-
sation shall be the tribunal for the determination of that
issue; but if theve is no such specially constituted tribunal
any party may have a trial by jury of the issue of just com-
pensation by filing a demand therefor within the time allowed
for answer or within such further time as the court may
fix, Trial of all issues shall otherwise be by the court.

The effect of this was to preserve the existing
systems in the Distriet of Columbia and in TVA
casges, but to provide for a jury to fix compensa-
tion in all other cases.

Before the Court’s conference of December 2,
1948, the Chief Justice informed the Committee
that the Court was particularly interested in the
views expressed by Judge John Paul, judge of
the United States District Court for the Western
District of Virginia, in a letter from him to the
chairman of the Advisory Committee, dated Feb-
ruary 13, 1847. Copices of all the letters from
judges who had sat in TV A cases had been made
available to the Court, and this Jetter from Judge
Paul is one of them. Judge Paul strongly opposed
Jury trials and recommended the comimission sys-
tem in large projects like the TV A, and his views
seemed to have impressed the Court and to have
heen the occasion for the conference.

The reasons which convineed the Advisory Com-
mittee that the use of commissioners instead of
juries is desirable in TV A cases were these:

1. The TVA condemns large areas of land of
similar kind, involving many owners. Uniform-
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ity in awards is essential. The commission sys-
tem tends to prevent discrimination and provide
for uniformity in compensation. The jury sys-
tem tends to lack of uniformity. Once a reason-
able and uniform standard of values for the area
has been settled by a commission, litigation ends
and settlements result,

2. Where large areas are involved many small
landowners reside at great distances from the
place where a court sits. It is a great hardship
on humble people to have to travel long distances
to attend a jury trial. A commission may travel
around and receive the evidence of the owner
near his home.

3. It is impracticable to take juries long dis-
tances to view the premises.

4. If the cases are tried hy juries the burden
on the time of the eourts is excessive.

These considerations are the very ones Judge
Paul stressed in his letter. He pointed out that
they applied not only to the TVA but to other
large governmental projects, such as flood eontrol,
hydroelectric power, reclamation, national forests,
and others. So when the representatives of the
Advisory Committee appeared at the Court’s con-
ference December 2, 1948, they found it ditficult to
justify the proposed provision in subdivision (h)
of the rule that a jury should be used to fix com-
pensation in all cases where Congress had not
specified the tribunal. If our reasons for preserv-
ing the TVA system were sound, provision for a
jury in similar projects of like magnitude seemed
unsound.

Aware of the apparent inconsistency hetween
the acceptance of the TVA system and the pro-
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vision for a jury in all other cases, the members
of the Committee attending the conference of
December 2, 1948, then suggested that in the other
cases the choice of jury or commission be left to
the discretion of the District Court, going back
to a suggestion previously made by Committee
members and reported at page 15 of the Pre-
liminary Draft of June 1947. They called the
attention of the Court to the fact that the entire
Advisory Committee had not been consulted about
this suggestion and proposed that the draft be
returned to the Committee for further considera-
tion, and that was done.

The proposal we now make for subdivision (h)
is as follows:

(h) Tarar. If the action involves the exercise of the
power of eminent domain under the law of the United States,
any tribunal specially constituted by an Act of Congress
governing the case for the trial of the issue of just compen-
sation shall be the tribunal for the determination of that
issue; but if there is no such specially constituted tribunal
any party may have a trial by jury of the issue of just com-
pensation by filing a demand therefor within the time al-
lowed for answer or within such further time as the court
may fix, unless the court in its diseretion orders that, because
of the character, location, or quantity of the property to be
condemned, or for other reasons in the interest of justice, the
issue of compensation shall be determined by a commission
of three persons appointed by it. If a commission is ap-
pointed it shall have the powers of & master provided in
subdivision (¢} of Rule 53 and proceedings before it shall be
governed by the provisions of paragraphs (1) and (2) of
subdivision (d) of Rule 53. Tts action and report shall be
determined by a majority and its findings and report shall
have the effect, and be dealt with by the court in accordance
with the practice, prescribed in paragraph (2) of subdivision
(e} of Rule 53. Trial of all issues shall otherwise be by the
court.
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In the 1948 draft the Committee had been
almost evenly divided as between jury or com-
mission and that made it easy for us to agree
on the present draft. It would be difficult to
state in a rule the various conditions to control
the District Court in its choice and we have
merely stated generally the matters which should
be considered hy the District Court.

The rule as now drafted seems to meet Judge
Paul’s objection. In large projects like the TVA
the court may decide to use a commission. In a
great number of cases involving only sites for
buildings or other small areas, where use of a
jury is appropriate, a jury may be chosen. The
District Court’s discretion may also be influenced
by local preference or habit, and the preference
of the Department of Justice and the reasons for
its preference will doubtless be given weight. The
Committee are convineed that there are some types
of eases in which use of a commission is prefer-
able and others in which a jury may be appro-
priately used, and that it would be a mistake
to provide that the same kind of tribunal should
be used in all cases, We think the available
evidence clearly leads to that conclusion.

When this suggestion was made at the con-
ference of December 2, 1948, representatives of
the Department of Justice opposed if, expressing
opposition to the use of a commission in any case,
Their principal ground for opposition to com-
missions was then based on the assertion that the
commission system is too expensive hecanse courts
allow commissicners too large compensation.
The obvious answer to that is that the compen-

893488 ~50——2
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sation of commissioners ought to be fixed or
limited by law, as was done in the TVA Aect,
and the agency dealing with appropriations—
either the Administrative Office or some other
interested department of the government—should
correct that evil, if evil there be, by obtaining
sueh legislation. Authority to promulgate rules
of procedure does not include power to fix com-
pensation of government employees. The Advisory
Committee is not convineed that even without such
legislation the commission system is more expensive
than the jury system. The expense of jury trials
includes not only the per diem and mileage of the
jurors impaneled for a case but like items for the
entire venire, In ecomputing cost of jury trials,
the salaries of court officials, judges, clerks,
marshals and deputies must be considered. No
figures have been given to the Committee to estab-
lish that the cost of the commisgsion system is the
greater.

We earnestly recommend the rule as now drafted
for promulgation by the Court, in the publie
interest.

The Advisory Committee have given movre time
to this rule, including time required for con-
ferences with the Department of Justice to hear
statements of its representatives, than has been
required by any other rule. The rule may not
be perfect but if faults develop in practice they
may be promptly cured. Certainly the present
conformity system is atrocious.

Under state practices, just compensation is nor-
mally determined by one of three methods: by
commissioners{ by commissioners with a right of
appeal to and trial de novo before a jury; and by
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a jury, without a commission. A trial to the court
or to the court including a master are, however,
other methods that are occasionally used. Approxi-
mately 5 states use only commissioners; 23 states
use commissioners with a trial de novo hefore a
jury; and 18 states use only the jury. This clas-
sification is advisedly stated in approximate terms,
sinee the same state may utilize diverse methods,
depending upon different types of condemmations
or upon the locality of the property, and since the
methods used in a few states do not permit of a
categorical classification. To reject the proposed
rule and leave the situation as it is would not
gatisfy the views of the Department of Justice,
The Department and the Advisory Committee
agree that the use of a commission, with appeal
to a jury, is a wasteful system.

The Department of Justice has a volhuminous
“Manual on Federal Eminent Domain,’’ the 1940
edition of which has 948 pages with an appendix
of 73 more pages. The title page informs us the
preparation of the manual was begun during the
incumbency of Attorney General Cummings, was
continued under Attorney General Murphy, and
completed during the incumbeney of Attorney
General Jackson. The preface containg the fol-
lowing statement :

It should also be mentioned that the research incorporated
in the manual would be of invaluable assistance in the draft-
ing of a new uniform code, or rules of court, for federal
condemnation proceedings, which are now greatly confused,
not only by the existence of over seventy federal statutes
governing condemnations for different purposes—statutes
which sometimes conflict with one another—but also by the
countless problems occasioned by the requirements of con-
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formity to state law. Progress of the work has already
demonstrated that the need for such reform exists.

Sec. 42A (pp. 307-309) is as follows:

Sec. 49. Conformity to state practice~—A. In general.—
While the procedure in the federal courts remained subject
to the common law rules, the abolition of common law plead-
ing and the adoption of codes of procedures by various
states led in the middle of the last century to the existence
of two distinct and dissimilar systems of remedial law within
a single state. In order to remove this inconvenience and
hardship, Congress, in 1872, enacted the General Con-
formity Act, which provided that the practice “in civil
causes, other than equity and admiralty causes, in the district
courts, shall conform, as near as may be, to the practice,
pleadings, and forms and modes of proceeding existing at
the time in like causes in the courts of record of the state with-
in which such district courts are held, any rule of court to the
contrary notwithstanding.” Subsequent statutes made this
general requirement specifically applicable to condemnations
under federal authority.

The usefulness of the act in developing a uniform system
within a state and relieving the members of the local bar
from the necessity of following two distinct procedures was
short lived. The phrase “as near as may be,” elusive as it
is uncertain, created a field of exceptions wider in scope
than the rule itself. A discretion was left in the court which
served to cloud the whole subject in confusion and un-
certainty. Besides the license found in the act itself, other
reasons were developed for departures from conformity,
As a practical matter, exact conformity was impossible. The
personal conduct and administration of the judge in the dis-
charge of his functions and the rule making power of the
courts enlarged the field of exceptions. Necessarily, any
specific federal enactments on points of procedure also super-
seded tho requirement of conformity.

Unguestionably this unsatisfactory solution to the prob-
lem of dual adjective law within a single state was a major
consideration in the agitation for a uniform method, result-
ing in adoption of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.
But because of the peculiar nature of condemnation proceed-
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ings, and lack of time for adequate consideration, it was
deemed wiser not to include them within the new rules, ex-
cept as to appellate matters. Hence, many of the difficulties
and obscurities extant before the adoption of the new rules
still obtain in a condemnation proceeding in a district court.
An atterpt is made in this section to ontline the general
scope of, and the broader limitations on, the application of
the conformity statutes. The principles developed will, in
subsequent sections, be specifically applied to the various
phases of a condemnstion proceeding. Examples of con-
formity or nonconformity are used in this section only to
illustrate the application of the general principles.

The manual, from pages 309-332, then proceeds
to deseribe the infinite number of complications
that arise in condemnation cases under the pres-
ent so-called conformity system and cites scores
of judieial decisions on the subjeet, many of
which are conflicting. From page 332 to page
626 there are few pages on which no mention is
made of confusion ov difficulty arising hecause of
the attempt to conform to state practice, and
many references to problems avising because the
present federal rules do not apply to condemina-
tion eases. Appendix D tabulates the varying
state rules on the method and conduet of trial in
condemnation cases.

It is not surpricing that more than once At-
torneys General have asked the Advisory Com-
mittee to prepare a fedeval rule and rescue the
government from this morass,

The Department of Justice has twice tried and
failed to persuade the Congress to provide that
juries shall be used In all eondemnation cases.
The debates in Congress show that part of the
opposition to the Department of Justice’s bills
came from vepresentatives opposed to jury trials
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i all coses, and in pare from a preference for the
contormity svstem., Onar present proposal opens
the door for district ru}gu te vield to lveal pref-
erences on the subjeet. It does much for the De-
partment’s peints af view, [Ifisa great nnprove-
ment over the present su-called conforinity system.
It does aw t} with the wastefal “Jouble” syztem
}}rev-ul ng in 23 states where awards by corumis-
Sionhy nre Lﬁluv ed by jury trials.

Aside from the question as fo the choice of a
tribunal to awarvd compensation, the proposed
rufe would sfford a simple and improved pro-
eadnre.

We torn now te an itemized explapation of the
other changes we have made in the 1948 draft.
Rome of these resull from recent amendments to
the Judicial {ode. Others vesuit from a recon-
sideration by the Advisory Committee of provisions
which we thought could be improved.

1. In the amsnded Judicial Code, the distriet
courts are demignated as ‘“United States District
Courts’” instead of “‘Distriet Courts of the United
States,’” and a corresponding change has been
made in the rule.

After the 1948 dvaft was referred hack to the
mmmmz*e the provision in subdivision (¢) (2),
relating to naming defendants, lines 3443 which
provided that the plaintiff shall add as defendants
all persons having or clhiming an interest in that
property whose names can be ascertained by a
search of the records to the extent commonly
made by competent searchers of title in the viein-
ity ““in Hght Ot 1Le type and value of the prop-
erty mvolved,’ o phrase in guotation marks was
changed to read, ““in the light of the character and
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value of the property involved and the interests
to be acquired.’’

The Department of Justice made a counter pro-
posal that lines 38-40 be deleted and that there be
substituted the words ‘‘reasonably diligent search
of the records, eonsidering the type.” When the
American Bar Association thereafter considered
the draft, it approved the Advisory Committee’s
draft of this subdivision, but said that it had no
objection to the Department’s suggestion. There-
after, in an effort to eliminate controversy, the
Advisory Committee accepted the Departroent’s
suggestion as to (¢) (2), using the word ‘‘charac-
ter’’ instead of the word “‘type.”’

The Department of Justice also suggested that
in suhdivision (d) (3) (2) relating to service by
publication, the search for a defendant’s residence
as a preliminary to publication be limited to the
state in which the complaint is filed. Here again
the American Bar Association’s report expressed
the view that the Department’s suggestion was
unobjectionable and the Advisory Committee
thereupon adopted it.

3. Subdivigion (k) of the 1948 draft is as
follows:

(k) ConpEMNATION UNDER A STaTE’'S POWER OF EMINENT
Domain. If the action involves the exercise of the power of
eminent domain under the law of » state, the practice herein
prescribed may be altered to the extent necessary to observe
and enforce any condition affecting the substantial rights of
a litigant attached by the state law to the exercise of the
state’s power of eminent domain.

Oceasionally condemnation cases under a state’s
power of eminent domain reach a United States
District Court because of diversity of citizenship,
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Such cazes are rare, hut provision ghould be made
for them.

The 1948 draft of (k) required a distriet court
to decide whether a provision of state law speci-
fying the tribunal to award compensation is or is
not a ‘‘condition’ attached to the exercise of the
state’s power. On reconsideration we concluded
that 1t would be wise to redraft (k) so as te avoid
that troublesome question. Az te condifions in
state laws which affect the substantial rights of a
litigant, the district courts would be bound to give
them effect without any rule on the subjeet. Aec-
cordingly we present two alternative revisions.
One suggestion supported by a majority of the
Advisory Committee is as follows:

(k) ConpEmnarion Usper A Srame’'s Power o EMinent
Domarw. The practice herein prescribed governs in ac-
tions involving the exercise of the power of eminent domain
under the law of a state, provided that if the state law
makes provision for trial of any issue by jury, or for trial of
the issue of compensation by jury or commission or both, that
provision shall be followed.

The other is ag follows:

(k) CowpeMxarion Uxper a Stare’s Powes or EMINENT
Doxamn, 'The practice herein prescribed governs in ac-
tiens involving the exercise of the power of eminent domain
under the Inw of a state, provided that if the state law
gives a right to a trial hy jury such a trial shall in eny case
be allowed to the party demanding it within the time pex-
mitted by these rules, and in that event no hearing before a
commission shail he had.

The first proposal secepts the state Iaw as to
the tribunals to fix compensation. and in that
respeet Jeaves the parties in preeisely the same situ-
ation as if the case were pending in a state
court, inelnding the vse of a commission with appeal
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to a jury, if the state law so provides. It has
the effect of avoiding any question as to whether
the decisions in Erie R. Co. v. Tompkins and
later cases have application to a situation of this
kind.

The second proposal gives the parties a right
to a jury trial if that is provided for by state law,
but prevents the use of both commission and jury.
Those members of the Committee who favor the
second proposal do so because of the obvious
chjections to the double trial, with a commission
and appeal to a jury. As the decisions in Erie
R. Co. v. Tompkins and later cases may have a
bearing on this point, and the Committee is di-
vided, we think both proposals should be placed
before the Court.

4. The provision on page 17 of the 1948 draft
{appended hereto) preseribing the effective date of
the rule was drafied before the recent amendment of
the Judicial Code on that subject. OnMay 10, 1950,
the President approved an act which amended
section 2072 of Title 28, United States Code, to
read as follows:

Such rules shall not take effect until they have been re-
ported to Congress by the Chief Justice at or after the
beginning of a regular session thereof but not later than the
fivst day of May, and until the expiration of 90 days after
they have been thus reported.

To conform to the statute now in foree, we
suggest a provision as follows:

Errrcrive Date. This Rule T1A and the amendment to
Rule 81 (a) will take effect on August 1, 1951. Rule T1A
governs all proceedings in actions brought after it takes
offect and also all further proceedings in actions then pend-

£08488-~51—3
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ing, except to the extent that in the npinion of the court its
application in a particular action pending when the rule
takes effect would not be feasible or would work injustice, in
whick event the former procedure applies.

If the rule is not reported to Congress by May
- 1, 1951, this provision must be altered.

5, We eall attention to the fact that the pro-
posed rule does not contain & provision for the
procedure to be followed in order to exercise
the right of the United States to take imme-
diate possession or title, when the condemma-
tion proceeding is begun. There are several stat-
utes conferring such a right which are cited in
the original notes to the May 1948 draft (p.
26, 1948 print, appended hereto). The existence
of this right i taken into account in the rule. In
paragraph (e) (2), lines 29-32 it is stated: “Upon
the commencement of the action, the plaintiff need
join as defendants only the persons having or claim-
ing an interest in the property whose names are
then known.”” That is fo enable the United
Ntates to exercise the right to imumediate title or
possession without the delay involved in ascer-
taining the names of all interested parties, The
right is also faken inte account in the provision
relativg to dismissal (paragraph (i) subdivisions
(13, (2) and {8), lines 228-261 of the May 1948
print, appended hereto): alse i paragraph ()
relating to deposits and their distribution,

The Advisery Committee considered whether
tha procedure for exercising the right should be
specified in the rule and decided against it, as the
procedure now heing followed seems to be giving no
trouble, and to draft a rule to fit all the statutes
on the subject might create confusion.
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The American Bar Association has taken an
active interest in a rule for condermation cases.
In 1944 its House of Delegates adopted a resolution
which among other things resolved :

That before adoption by the Supreme Court of the United
States of any redraft of the proposed rule, time and oppor-
tunity should be afforded to the bar to consider and make
recommendations concerning any such redraft.

Accordingly, in 1950 the revised draft was sub-
mitted to the American Bar Association and its
section of real property, probate and trust law
appointed a committee to consider it. That com-
mittee was supplied with copies of the written
statement from the Department of Justice giving
the reasons relied on by the Department for pre-
ferring a rule to use juries in all eases. The Ad-
visory Committee’s report was approved at a
meeting of the section of real property law, and by
the House of Delegates at the annual meeting of
September 1950. The American Bar Association
report gave particular attention to the question
whether juries or corminissions should be used to
fix compensation, approved the Advisory Commit-
tee’s solution appearing in their latest draft de-
signed to allow use of commissions in projeets
comparable to the TVA, and rejected the proposal
for use of juries in all cases.

It Novembher 1950 a eonmunittee of the Federal
Bar Asscciation, the chairman of which was a Spe-
cial Assistant to the Attorney Ueneral, made a
report which reflected the attitude of the Depart-
ment of Justice of the condemnation rule.

Acgide from suhdivision (h) abonut the tribunal to
award comnensation the final draft of the condem-
nation rule here presented has the approval of the
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American Bar Association and, we understand,
the Department of Justice, and we do not know
of any opposition to it. Subdivision (h) has the
unanimous approval of the Advisory Committee
and has been approved by the American Bar As-
sociation. The use of commissions in TVA cases,
and, by fair inferenece, in cases comparable to the
TVA, is supported hy 17 out of 20 judges who up
to 1947 had sat in TVA cases. The legal staff of
the TV A has vigorously objected to the substitution
of juries for commissions in TVA cases. We
regret to report that the Department of Justice
still asks that subdivision (h) be altered to provide
for jury trials in all cases where Congress has not
specified the tribunal. We understand that the
Department approves the proposal that the system
prevailing in 23 states for the ‘‘double’ trial, by
commission with appeal to and trial de novo hefore
a jury, should be abolished, and also asks that on
demand a jury should be substituted for a cornmis-
sion, in those states where use of a cominission
alone is now required. The Advisory Committee
has no evidence that commissions do not operate
satisfactorily in the case of projects comparable
to the TVA,
Respectfully submitted,

WiLrraMm D, MitererL, Chairman.

Grorge WiaARTON Purrer, Vice Chairman.

Cusrres E. Crark, Reporter.

Armistesap M. Dogig, Scorr M. Lorrin,
Roerrr G. Dobar, SpMUND M. Moraax,
SaMuEL M. Driver, May~Narp E. Pmsig,
CrirroN HIiLpEBRAND, JOHN CARLISLE PRYOR,
Monte M. LEMANN, Enson R. SUNDERLAND,

Advisory Committee.



