
INDEX

ABORTIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2.

ABSTENTION.
State employee’s discharge—Federal constitutional rights.—In suit 

raising question whether federal constitutional rights of respondent 
state employee were violated by her discharge from employment over 
her request for a pretermination hearing, District Court properly 
abstained from deciding that question pending state-court construc-
tion of relevant state statutes, because it appears that statutes may 
require hearing demanded, thus obviating need for decision on consti-
tutional grounds. Boehning v. Indiana Employees Assn., p. 6.

ADDICTIVE DRUGS. See Controlled Substances Act.

“ADDITIONAL DUTIES’’ OF MAGISTRATE. See Federal
Magistrates Act.

ADEQUATE WARNING OF CRIMINAL OFFENSE. See Con-
stitutional Law, II, 1, 4.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE. See Certiorari; Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969; Judicial Review.

ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, III;
IV, 2.

AD VALOREM PROPERTY TAXES. See Constitutional Law, 
V.

AFFIRMATIVE-ACTION PROGRAMS. See Stays, 4.

AIRLINE TICKETS. See Seamen.

ANTI-INJUNCTION ACT. See Internal Revenue Code, 2.

APPEALS.
Criminal contempt conviction—Final decision.—Petitioner’s con-

viction of criminal contempt under 18 U. S. C. § 401 for refusing 
to testify and to produce business records subp’oenaed by Internal 
Revenue Service in connection with an inquiry into possible viola-
tions of Economic Stabilization Act of 1970 was a final decision of 
District Court appealable to Court of Appeals, and petitioner’s ap-
peal was not within Temporary Emergency Court of Appeals’ exclu-
sive jurisdiction. Bray v. United States, p. 73.
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APPELLATE REVIEW OF REMAND ORDERS. See Manda-
mus. 2.

ARRESTS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1, 3.

ASSESSMENT OF PENALTIES. See Federal Coal Mine Health 
and Safety Act of 1969.

ASSESSMENT OF TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code.

ASSIGNMENTS FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITORS. See United 
States.

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION. See Judicial Review, 1.

AUTOMOBILE SEARCHES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1-2.

BENEFICIAL OWNERS OF SECURITIES. See Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934.

CANON OF STRICT CONSTRUCTION OF CRIMINAL STAT-
UTES. See Controlled Substances Act.

“CAPABLE OF REPETITION, YET EVADING REVIEW” 
DOCTRINE. See Mootness.

CARRIERS.
Vehicle lease—Indemnification agreement—Compliance with In-

terstate Commerce Commission regulations.—Agreement between 
petitioner and respondent motor carriers wherein respondent agreed 
to indemnify petitioner for claims arising out of respondent’s negli-
gence with respect to vehicle leased by respondent to petitioner to 
be operated by respondent’s driver even though vehicle was to be 
under petitioner’s control and responsibility, does not contravene 
ICC regulation requiring that such lease agreements contain an 
undertaking that “control and responsibility for the operation of the 
equipment shall be that of the lessee.” Nor does indemnity provi-
sion conflict with ICC safety regulations, because such a provision, 
which places ultimate financial responsibility on negligent lessor, may 
tend to increase rather than diminish protection of public. Trans- 
american Freight v. Brada Miller, p. 28.

CASE OR CONTROVERSY. See Constitutional Law, I.

CERTIORARI. See also Judicial Review, 2-3; Procedure.
Court of Appeals' interlocutory order—Supreme Court's jurisdic-

tion.—Although interlocutory, Court of Appeals’ order directing 
Federal Power Commission in action for review of FPC order re-
jecting proposed interim natural-gas curtailment plan, to investigate 
respondent pipeline company’s claims of reduced gas reserves and to 
report result of investigation directly to court, is properly reviewable
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CERTIORARI—Continued.
by this Court on certiorari pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 1254 (1), since 
its effect is immediate and irreparable and any review by Court of 
its propriety must be immediate to be meaningful. FPC v. Trans-
continental Gas Pipe Line Corp., p. 326.

CHILDBIRTH. See Constitutional Law, II, 3.

CHOICE OF LAW. See Conflict of Laws.

CIRCUIT JUSTICES. See Supreme Court, 12.

CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AGAINST POLICE. See Constitu-
tional Law, I; Federal-State Relations, 2.

CIVIL PENALTIES. See Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety 
Act of 1969.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1871. See Federal-State Relations, 2.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. See Stays, 4.

COAL MINES. See Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969.

COLLECTION OF TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code.

COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWERED GENERATING PLANTS.
See Judicial Review, 1.

COMMUTATION OF DEATH SENTENCES. See Constitutional 
Law, VI, 1; Federal-State Relations, 1.

COMPUTATION OF DAMAGES. See False Claims Act, 1.

CONCEALABLE FIREARMS. See Constitutional Law, II, 1;
Criminal Law, 1.

CONCLUSIVE PRESUMPTIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 3.

CONFLICT OF LAWS.
Rules to be applied by federal court.—Conflict of laws rules to be 

applied by a federal court in Texas must conform to those prevail-
ing in Texas state courts. Hence, in affirming judgment for respond-
ents (plaintiffs below) based on Texas law of strict liability in a 
diversity action in a Federal District Court in Texas for death and 
injury from an explosion occurring in a foreign country, Court of 
Appeals erred in declining to apply Texas choice-of-law rules for 
determining what substantive law governed case. Day & Zimmer-
mann, Inc. v. Challoner, p. 3.

CONNECTICUT. See Constitutional Law, II, 2.

CONSENTED SEARCHES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1.
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Abstention; Criminal Law, 
2; Mootness; Stays, 1-3, 5; Supreme Court, 12.

I. Case or Controversy.
Alleged police mistreatment—Lack of personal stake in outcome.— 

In class actions brought by respondent individuals and organizations 
against petitioners (Mayor of Philadelphia, Police Commissioner, and 
others) alleging a pervasive pattern of illegal and unconstitutional 
police mistreatment of minority citizens in particular and Philadel-
phia residents in general, requisite Art. Ill case or controversy be-
tween individually named respondents and petitioners was lacking, 
since those respondents’ claim to “real and immediate” injury rests 
not upon what named petitioners might do to them in future but 
upon what one of a small, unnamed minority of policemen might do 
to them, and thus those respondents lacked requisite personal stake 
in outcome, i. e., order overhauling police disciplinary procedures. 
Rizzo v. Goode, p. 362.

H. Due Process.
1. Concealable firearms—Unlawful mailing—Adequate warning— 

Vagueness.—Title 18 U. S. C. § 1715, which proscribes mailing pis-
tols, revolvers, and “other firearms capable of being concealed on the 
person,” intelligibly forbids a definite course of conduct and gave 
respondent adequate warning that mailing a 22-inch sawed-off shot-
gun was a criminal offense. That Congress might have chosen 
“clearer and more precise language” equally capable of achieving its 
objective does not mean that statute is unconstitutionally vague. 
United States v. Powell, p. 87.

2. Criminal abortion law—Nonphysicians.—Connecticut statute 
making criminal an attempted abortion by “any person” remains 
fully effective against performance of abortions by nonphysicians 
after Roe n . Wade, 410 U. S. 113, and Doe v. Bolton, 410 U. S. 179. 
Connecticut v. Menillo, p. 9.

3. Pregnant women—Ineligibilty for unemployment compensa-
tion.—Utah statute making pregnant women ineligible for unemploy-
ment compensation for a period extending from 12 weeks before 
expected date of childbirth until six weeks after childbirth, is vio-
lative of Due Process Clause of Fourteenth Amendment as incor-
porating a conclusive presumption that women are unable to work 
during 18-week period because of pregnancy and childbirth. Turner 
v. Dept, of Employment Security, p. 44.

4. Statute proscribing “crime against nature”—Vagueness—Cunni-
lingus.—Tennessee statute proscribing “crime against nature” is not 
unconstitutionally vague as applied to cunnilingus, satisfying as it
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued.
does due process standard of giving sufficient warning that men may 
so conduct themselves as to avoid that which is forbidden. Rose v. 
Locke, p. 48.

III. Fifth Amendment.
Privilege against self-incrimination—Miranda warnings—Admis-

sibility in evidence of incriminating statement.—Where respondent, 
who had been arrested in connection with certain robberies, was 
given Miranda warnings and declined to discuss robberies, where-
upon detective ceased interrogation, but more than two hours later, 
after giving Miranda warnings, another detective questioned re-
spondent solely about an unrelated murder and respondent made 
an inculpatory statement, admission in evidence of such statement at 
respondent’s murder trial did not violate Miranda principles. Re-
spondent’s right to cut off questioning was scrupulously honored, 
police having immediately ceased robbery interrogation after re-
spondent’s refusal to answer and having commenced questioning 
about murder only after a significant time lapse and after a fresh set 
of warnings had been given respondent. Michigan v. Mosley, p. 96.

IV. Fourth Amendment.
1. Searches and seizures—Consented search of car.—Since war-

rantless arrest of respondent in restaurant, having been based on 
probable cause, comported with Fourth Amendment, respondent’s 
consent to search of his nearby car, contrary to holding of Court 
of Appeals, was not the product of an illegal arrest, nor were there 
any other circumstances indicating that respondent’s consent was not 
his own “essentially free and unconstrained choice” because his “will 
ha[d] been . . . overbome and his capacity for self-determination 
critically impaired.” United States v. Watson, p. 411.

2. Searches and seizures—Warrantless search of automobile—Prob-
able cause.—Where police officers had probable cause to search re-
spondent’s automobile at scene immediately after arresting him for 
attempting to pass fraudulent checks at a bank drive-in window, 
such probable cause still obtained shortly thereafter at station house 
to which automobile had been taken so that officers could constitu-
tionally search automobile there without a warrant; hence incrimi-
nating checks seized during search were admissible in evidence at 
respondent’s trial. Texas v. White, p. 67.

3. Warrantless arrest—Probable cause.—Warrantless arrest of re-
spondent in restaurant, having been based on probable cause and 
made by postal officers acting in strict compliance with governing
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued.
statute and regulations, did not violate Fourth Amendment. United 
States v. Watson, p. 411.

V. Import-Export Clause.
Nondiscriminatory ad valorem property tax.—Georgia’s assess-

ment of a nondiscriminatory ad valorem property tax against peti-
tioner’s inventory of imported tires maintained at its wholesale dis-
tribution warehouse in State, is not within Import-Export Clause’s 
prohibition against States laying “any Imposts or Duties on Im-
ports.” Michelin Tire Corp. v. Wages, p. 276.

VI. Sixth Amendment.
1. Right to jury trial—Redetermination of sentence.—Respond-

ents’ Fourteenth and Sixth Amendment right to jury trial was not 
infringed by state proceedings wherein respondents’ death sentences 
for murder were commuted by Governor and State Criminal Appeals 
Court sustained commutations after that court had affirmed convic-
tions but reversed and remanded to trial court on punishment issue. 
After such commutations defendants are not entitled to have their 
sentences redetermined by a jury, Federal Constitution affording no 
impediment to a State’s choice to allow Governor to reduce a death 
penalty to a term of years without resort to further judicial proceed-
ings. Rose v. Hodges, p. 19.

2. Right to speedy trial—Delay between arrest and indictment.—A 
22-month delay between petitioner’s arrest and indictment for fed-
eral offenses is required to be counted in assessing his claim that 
he was denied a speedy trial in violation of Sixth Amendment. 
Dillingham v. United States, p. 64.
CONSTRUCTION PERMITS POR NUCLEAR PLANTS. See

Judicial Review, 1.

CONTRACTS. See False Claims Act.

CONTROL AND RESPONSIBILITY REQUIREMENT OF IN-
TERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION. See Carriers.

CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES ACT.
Unauthorized distribution or dispensing of controlled substance— 

Prosecution of registered physicians.—Registered physicians can be 
prosecuted under 21 U. S. C. § 841 (a)(1), which makes it unlawful 
for “any person” knowingly or intentionally to distribute or dis-
pense a controlled substance, except as authorized by CSA, when 
their activities fall outside usual course of professional practice as 
here where respondent registered physician prescribed large quanti-
ties of methadone (an addictive drug used in treatment of heroin
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CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES ACT—Continued.
addicts) for patients without giving them adequate physical exami-
nations or specific instructions for its use and charged fees according 
to quantity of methadone prescribed rather than fees for medical 
services rendered. United States v. Moore, p. 122.

CONVICTED FELONS. See Gun Control Act of 1968.

CORPORATE INSIDERS. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

COURTS OF APPEALS. See Appeals; Conflict of Laws; Ju-
dicial Review; Mandamus

CREDIT CARDS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1, 3.

CRIMES AGAINST NATURE. See Constitutional Law, II, 4.

CRIMINAL CONTEMPT. See Appeals; Criminal Law, 2.

CRIMINAL LAW. See also Constitutional Law, II, 1-2, 4; III;
IV; VI; Controlled Substances Act; Federal-State Relations, 
1; Gun Control Act of 1968; Mootness; Stays, 1-3; Supreme 
Court, 12.

1. Concealable firearms—Unlawful mailing—Sawed-off shotgun.— 
To construe 18 U. S. C. § 1715, which proscribes mailing pistols, re-
volvers, and “other firearms capable of being concealed on the per-
son,” as not embracing sawed-off shotguns, does not comport with 
legislative purpose of making it more difficult for criminals to obtain 
concealable weapons, and rule of ejusdem generis may not be used to 
defeat that purpose. Here a properly instructed jury could have 
found 22-inch sawed-off shotgun mailed by respondent to have been 
a “firearm capable of being concealed on the person” within mean-
ing of § 1715. United States v. Powell, p. 87.

2. Refusal to testify before grand jury—Guilty plea—Double 
jeopardy.—Petitioner’s guilty plea to a charge of refusal to answer 
question before a grand jury after having been granted immunity 
did not bar his claim that Double Jeopardy Clause precluded State 
from haling him into court on that charge after he had been sen-
tenced to a jail term for contempt of court for his failure to testify 
before grand jury. Menna v. New York, p. 61.

CUNNILINGUS. See Constitutional Law, II, 4.

CURTAILMENT PLANS. See Certiorari; Judicial Review, 2-3.

CUSTODIAL POLICE INTERROGATIONS. See Constitutional
Law, III.

DAMAGES. See False Claims Act, 1.

DEATH ACTIONS. See Conflict of Laws.
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DEATH OF PARTY. See Procedure.

DEATH SENTENCES. See Constitutional-Law, VI, 1; Federal- 
State Relations, 1.

DEBTS DUE TO THE UNITED STATES. See United States.

DEFAULT ON GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS. See United 
States.

DEFICIENCY IN TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code.

DELAY IN PROSECUTION. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2.

DE NOVO TRIALS. See Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety 
Act of 1969, 3-4.

DESEGREGATION OF SCHOOLS. See Stays, 6.

DISCHARGE OF EMPLOYEES. See Abstention; Seamen; Stays.

DISCLOSURE OF GRAND JURY RECORDS. See Stays, 3. 

DISCLOSURE OF PATIENTS’ IDENTITIES. See Stays, 7. 

DISMISSAL OF CERTIORARI. See Procedure.

DISTRIBUTION AND DISPENSING OF CONTROLLED SUB-
STANCES. See Controlled Substances Act.

DISTRICT COURTS. See Abstention; Appeals; Conflict of Laws; 
Federal Magistrates Act; Mandamus; Removal; Stays, 6.

DIVERSITY ACTIONS. See Conflict of Laws; Mandamus; Re-
moval.

DOUBLE DAMAGES. See False Claims Act, 1.

DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Criminal Law, 2; Stays, 3.

DRUGS. See Controlled Substances Act

DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, II; Stays, 5. 

ECONOMIC STABILIZATION ACT OF 1970. See Appeals. 

EJUSDEM GENERIS DOCTRINE. See Criminal Law, 1. 

ELECTRON TUBES. See False Claims Act.

ELIGIBILITY FOR PAROLE. See Mootness.

ELIGIBILITY FOR UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION. See 
Constitutional Law, II, 3.

EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Abstention; Seamen.

EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES. See Stays, 4.
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EQUIPMENT LEASING REGULATION OF INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE COMMISSION. See Carriers.

EQUITABLE RELIEF. See Federal-State Relations, 2.

EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, III; IV, 2.

EXECUTIVE ORDERS. See Stays, 4.

FALSE CLAIMS ACT.
1. Double damages—Computation.—In computing double damages 
authorized by Act (which provides that Government may recover 
from a person who presents a false claim or causes a false claim to be 
presented to it a forfeiture of $2,000 plus an amount equal to double 
amount of damages that it sustains by reason of false claim), Gov-
ernment’s actual damages are to be doubled before any subtractions 
are made for compensatory payments previously received from any 
source. This computation method best conforms to Act’s language 
and reflects congressional judgment that double damages are neces-
sary to compensate Government completely for costs, delays, and in-
conveniences occasioned by fraudulent claims; fixes defrauder’s liabil-
ity without reference to adventitious actions of other persons (such 
as prime contractor here); and forecloses subcontractor from avoid-
ing double-damages provision by tendering amount of undoubled 
damages at any time before judgment. United States v. Bornstein, 
p. 303.

2. Measure of forfeitures—Subcontractor.—A correct application of 
language of Act (which provides that Government may recover from 
a person who presents a false claim or causes a false claim to be 
presented to it a forfeiture of $2,000) requires that focus in each 
case be upon specific conduct of person from whom Government 
seeks to collect forfeiture. Thus, here subcontractor committed 
three acts that caused prime contractor to submit false claims to 
Government—three separately invoiced shipments of falsely branded 
electron tubes to prime contractor—and hence is liable for three 
$2,000 forfeitures representing those three shipments. United 
States v. Bornstein, p. 303.

FEDERAL COAL MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT OF 1969.
1. Penalties—Necessity for findings of fact.—Language of § 109 

(a) (3) of Act requiring Secretary of Interior to assess a civil mone-
tary penalty against a coal mine operator for each violation of man-
datory health and safety standards prescribed by Act and other 
provisions, especially when read in light of its legislative history, 
requires Secretary to make formal findings of fact as a predicate for
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FEDERAL COAL MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT OF
1969—Continued.

a penalty assessment order only when mine operator exercises his 
statutory right to request an administrative hearing on factual issues 
relating to penalty. National Coal Operators’ Assn. v. Kleppe, 
p. 388.

2. Penalties—Necessity for findings of fact.—Section 109(a)(3) of 
Act requiring Secretary of Interior to assess a civil monetary penalty 
against a coal mine operator for each violation of mandatory health 
and safety standards prescribed by Act and other provisions, does 
not compel Secretary to support each penalty assessment order with 
express findings of fact concerning violation and amount of penalty, 
absent a request by mine operator for an administrative hearing. 
Kleppe v. Delta Mining, Inc., p. 403.

3. Pro forma penalty assessment orders—De novo review of 
amount of penalty.—It is not significant that orders for proposed as-
sessment of penalties under Act contained merely pro forma recita-
tions that six factors specified in § 109 (a)(1) of Act to be consid-
ered in determining amount of penalty had been considered, or that 
Secretary of Interior’s final orders did not mention such factors but 
merely set forth his finding that a violation did in fact occur. Al-
though express findings are generally required for judicial review of 
an administrative determination based on a substantial-evidence test, 
here coal mine operators can contest amount of penalty without a 
hearing by refusing to pay it, thus invoking right to a de novo trial 
in district court; moreover, when an operator is informed as to 
details of a violation, § 105’s administrative procedures come into 
play and appellate review is available. Kleppe v. Delta Mining, 
Inc., p. 403.

4. Protest against penalty—Amount of penalty—De novo re-
view.—A protest against a penalty assessment for violations of Act, 
as opposed to a request for an administrative hearing, does not nec-
essarily trigger an administrative review, but amount of penalty is 
subject to de novo review in district court whether or not a hearing 
was held. Kleppe v. Delta Mining, Inc., p. 403.

FEDERAL-COURT INTRUSION INTO LOCAL POLICE MAT-
TERS. See Federal-State Relations, 2.

FEDERAL GRAND JURY RECORDS. See Stays, 3.

FEDERAL MAGISTRATES ACT.
Magistrate’s preliminary review function—Social Security bene-

fits—“Additional duties.”—In context of this case, preliminary review
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FEDERAL MAGISTRATES ACT—Continued.
function assigned to magistrate by District Court General Order with 
respect to initial reference to him of actions to review administrative 
determinations regarding entitlement to Social Security benefits, in-
cluding Medicare, was one of “additional duties” Act contemplates 
that magistrates are to perform under 28 U. S. C. §636 (b). 
Mathews v. Weber, p. 261.

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION. See Certiorari; Judicial
Review, 2-3.

FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. See Federal Mag-
istrates Act.

FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See Stays, 3.

FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See also Abstention; Conflict
of Laws; Constitutional Law.

1. Commutation of death sentences—Governor’s authority—State 
law—Federal court’s re-examination.—Whether or not respondents’ 
death sentences for murder were subject to commutation, and ex-
tent of Governor’s authority under circumstances, are questions of 
Tennessee law which State Criminal Appeals Court resolved in favor 
of Governor’s action in commuting such sentences, and it was not a 
federal habeas court’s province to re-examine these questions. Rose 
v. Hodges, p. 19.

2. Local police matters—Federal-court intrusion.—In class ac-
tions under 42 U. S. C. § 1983 against petitioners (Mayor of Phila-
delphia, Police Commissioner, and others) alleging a pervasive pat-
tern of iHegal and unconstitutional police mistreatment of minority 
citizens in particular and Philadelphia residents in general, District 
Court’s judgment directing petitioners to draft for court’s approval 
“a comprehensive program for dealing adequately with civilian com-
plaints” to be formulated in accordance with court’s “guidelines” 
containing detailed suggestions for revising police manuals and pro-
cedural rules for dealing with citizens and for changing procedures 
for handling complaints, constitutes an unwarranted federal judici- 
cial intrusion into petitioners’ discretionary authority to perform 
their official functions as prescribed by state and local law, and by 
validating type of litigation and granting type of relief involved here, 
lower courts have exceeded their authority under § 1983. Rizzo v. 
Goode, p. 362.
FEDERAL TAXATION. See Internal Revenue Code.

FELONS. See Gun Control Act of 1968.
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FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; III.

FILES AND RECORDS OF GRAND JURY. See Stays, 3.

FINAL JUDGMENTS. See Stays, 5.

FINDINGS OF FACT. See Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety
Act of 1969, 1-3.

FIREARMS. See Gun Control Act of 1968.

FIREARMS CAPABLE OF BEING CONCEALED ON PERSON.
See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Criminal Law, 1.

FIRST AMENDMENT. See Stays, 1-2; Supreme Court, 12.

FOREIGN COMMERCE. See Constitutional Law, V.

FORFEITURES. See False Claims Act, 2.

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 3;
VI, 1; Stays, 1-2, 5; Supreme Court, 12.

FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IV.

FRAUD. See False Claims Act.

FREEDOM OF THE PRESS. See Stays, 1-2; Supreme Court, 12.

“FUNDAMENTAL SCHOOL.” See Stays, 6.

GENERAL ORDERS OF DISTRICT COURT. See Federal Mag-
istrates Act.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION. See Stays, 4.

GENERATING PLANTS. See Judicial Review, 1.

GEORGIA. See Constitutional Law, V.

GOVERNING LAW. See Conflict of Laws.

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS OR CONTRACTORS. See False
Claims Act; Stays, 4; United States.

GOVERNOR’S COMMUTATION OF DEATH SENTENCES. See
Constitutional Law, VI, 1; Federal-State Relations, 1.

GRAND JURIES. See Criminal Law, 2; Stays, 3.

GUILTY PLEAS. See Criminal Law, 2.

GUN CONTROL ACT OF 1968.
Firearm transported in interstate commerce—Felon’s intrastate 

purchase.—Provision of Act, 18 U. S. C. § 922(h), making it un-
lawful for a convicted felon, inter alia, “to receive any firearm or 
ammunition which has been shipped or transported in interstate or
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GUN CONTROL ACT OP 1968—Continued.
foreign commerce,” applies to a convicted felon’s intrastate purchase 
from a retail dealer of a firearm that previously, but independently 
of felon’s receipt, had been transported in interstate commerce from 
manufacturer to a distributor and then from distributor to dealer. 
Barrett v. United States, p. 212.

HABEAS CORPUS. See Federal-State Relations, 1.

HEALTH AND SAFETY STANDARDS FOR COAL MINES.
See Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969.

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE SECRETARY. See 
Federal Magistrates Act.

HEARINGS. See Abstention.

HEROIN ADDICTS. See Controlled Substances Act.

IMMUNITY FROM PROSECUTION. See Criminal Law, 2.

IMPORTED TIRES. See Constitutional Law, V.

IMPORT-EXPORT CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, V.

INCOME TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code.

INCRIMINATING STATEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, III.

IN-CUSTODY INTERROGATIONS. See Constitutional Law, III.

INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENTS BETWEEN MOTOR CAR-
RIERS. See Carriers.

INDIANA. See Abstention.

INELIGIBILITY FOR UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION.
See Constitutional Law, II, 3.

INJUNCTIONS. See Federal-State Relations, 2; Stays, 6.

INSIDER TRANSACTIONS. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934.

INSOLVENT DEBTORS. See United States.

INTERIOR SECRETARY. See Federal Coal Mine Health and 
Safety Act of 1969.

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE.
1. Jeopardy termination—Deficiency.—Under statutory definition 

of “deficiency” in § 6211 (a) of Code as being amount of tax im-
posed less any amount that may have been reported by taxpayer on 
his return, tax owing and unreported after jeopardy termination
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INTERNAL REVENUE CODE—Continued.
under § 6851, which in these cases, as in most § 6851 terminations, 
is full tax due, is clearly a deficiency, there being nothing in defini-
tion to suggest that a deficiency can arise only at conclusion of a 
12-month taxable year and it being sufficient that taxable period in 
question has come to an end and tax in question is due and unre-
ported. Laing v. United States, p. 161.

2. Jeopardy termination—Deficiency—Assessment and collection 
procedures—Anti-Injunction Act.—Based on plain language of statu-
tory provisions at issue, their place in legislative scheme, and their 
legislative history, income tax owing, but not reported, at time of 
a jeopardy termination under § 6851 of Code is a deficiency whose 
assessment and collection are subject to procedures of § 6861 et seq., 
and hence because District Director in each case failed to comply 
with these requirements, taxpayers’ suits for injunctive relief were 
not barred by Anti-Injunction Act. Laing v. United States, p. 161.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE. See Appeals.

INTERROGATIONS BY POLICE. See Constitutional Law, III.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION REGULATIONS.
See Carriers.

INTRASTATE PURCHASES OF FIREARMS. See Gun Control 
Act of 1968.

IRREPARABLE INJURY. See Stays, 4, 7.

JEOPARDY TERMINATIONS. See Internal Revenue Code.

JUDICIAL REVIEW. See also Certiorari; Federal Coal Mine
Health and Safety Act of 1969, 3-4; Federal Magistrates Act.

1. Court of Appeals—Atomic Energy Commission Licensing and 
Appeal Boards—Construction permit—Nuclear plant.—Court of Ap-
peals erred in setting aside AEC Licensing and Appeal Boards’ ap-
proval of a construction permit for a commercial nuclear powered 
electric generating plant on ground that Boards failed to follow 
AEC’s own regulations governing minimum allowable “population 
center distance” in nuclear plant siting. Where, even if meaning 
is not free from doubt, AEC’s reliance upon actual boundaries of 
population density, rather than upon political boundaries, in its in-
terpretation of regulations sensibly conforms to purpose and wording 
of regulations and comports with prior agency decisions, Court of 
Appeals was obligated to regard such a reasonable administrative 
interpretation as controlling. Northern Ind. Pub. Serv. Co. v. Wal-
ton League, p. 12.
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JUDICIAL REVIEW—Continued.
2. Court of Appeals—Federal Power Commission—Natural gas 

curtailment plan.—An actual natural gas shortage is a necessary pred-
icate to FPC’s assertion of authority under its transportation juris-
diction to approve curtailment of gas already contracted for, and 
Court of Appeals could properly conclude that FPC would have 
abused its discretion had it approved curtailment plans absent evi-
dence whereby it “could have reasonably believed” shortage to ex-
ist, and that “substantial evidence” in record is necessary to sup-
port any such finding. FPC v. Transcontinental Pipe Line Corp., 
p. 326.

3. Court of Appeals—Federal Power Commission—Natural gas 
curtailment plan—Order directing gas shortage investigation.—In 
action for review of FPC order rejecting proposed interim natural 
gas curtailment plan, Court of Appeals exceeded its reviewing 
authority in ordering gas shortage investigation, since § 19 (b) of Nat-
ural Gas Act providing for judicial review of FPC decisions contem-
plates a mode of review that considers only agency’s decision and 
evidence on which it is based and not some new record initially made 
by reviewing court. If new evidence is needed, case must be re-
manded so that agency can decide in its discretion how best to de-
velop needed data and how its prior decision should be modified in 
light thereof. FPC v. Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp., p. 326.

JURISDICTION. See Appeals; Certiorari; Supreme Court, 12.

JURY TRIALS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1.

JUSTICIABILITY. See Constitutional Law, I.

LEASE AGREEMENTS BETWEEN MOTOR CARRIERS. See 
Carriers.

LICENSED PHYSICIANS. See Controlled Substances Act

MAGISTRATES. See Federal Magistrates Act

MAILING CONCEALABLE WEAPONS. See Constitutional Law,
II, 1; Criminal Law, 1.

MANDAMUS. See also Removal
1. Improper remand to state court—Remedy.—Where District 

Court, to which diversity action had been removed, refused to ad-
judicate case and remanded it to state court on grounds not au-
thorized by removal statutes, mandamus was proper remedy to 
compel District Court to entertain remanded action. Thermtron 
Produets, Inc. v. Hermansdorfer, p. 336.



1352 INDEX

MANDAMUS—Continued.
2. Review of remand to state court.—Title 28 U. S. C. § 1447 (d) 

imposing a general bar against review of an order remanding a re-
moved case to state court, when construed as it must be in con-
junction with § 1447 (c) providing for remand on ground that case 
was removed “improvidently and without jurisdiction,” does not bar 
appellate review by mandamus of a remand order made on grounds 
not specified in § 1447 (c), there being no indication either in lan-
guage or legislative history of provision that Congress intended to 
extend bar against review to reach remand orders not based on stat-
utory grounds. Thermtron Products, Inc. v. Hennansdorfer, p. 336.

MEDICARE. See Federal Magistrates Act.

METHADONE. See Controlled Substances Act.

MIRANDA WARNINGS. See Constitutional Law, III.

MISCONDUCT OF POLICE. See Constitutional Law, I; Federal-
State Relations, 2.

MONETARY PENALTIES. See Federal Coal Mine Health and 
Safety Act of 1969.

MOOTNESS.
Parole eligibility—Constitutional claim.—Where respondent was 

paroled after Court of Appeals upheld his claim in his action against 
petitioner parole board members that he was constitutionally en-
titled to certain procedural rights in connection with petitioners’ con-
sideration of his eligibility for parole, case is moot and does not 
present an issue “capable of repetition, yet evading review,” since 
action is not a class action and there is no demonstrated probability 
that respondent will again be subjected to parole system. Wein-
stein v. Bradford, p. 147.

MOTOR CARRIERS. See Carriers.

MURDER. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1; Federal-State Rela-
tions. 1.

NARCOTICS. See Controlled Substances Act.

NATURAL GAS ACT. See Certiorari; Judicial Review, 2-3.

NATURAL GAS SHORTAGES. See Certiorari; Judicial Review, 
2-3.

NEBRASKA. See Stays, 1-2; Supreme Court, 12.

NEGLIGENCE OF MOTOR CARRIERS. See Carriers.
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NEWS COVERAGE OF CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS. See Stays, 
1-2; Supreme Court, 12.

NEW YORK PUBLIC HEALTH LAW. See Stays, 7.

NONDISCRIMINATORY AD VALOREM PROPERTY TAXES.
See Constitutional Law, V.

NONDISCRIMINATORY EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES. See 
Stays, 4.

NOTICE OF TAX DEFICIENCY. See Internal Revenue Code.

NUCLEAR POWERED GENERATING PLANTS. See Judicial 
Review, 1.

PAROLE. See Mootness.

PATIENTS’ IDENTITIES. See Stays, 7.

PAYMENT OF WAGES. See Seamen.

PENALTIES. See Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969; Seamen.

PERSONAL INJURY ACTIONS. See Conflict of Laws.

PERSONAL STAKE IN OUTCOME. See Constitutional Law, I.

PHILADELPHIA. See Constitutional Law, I; Federal-State Re-
lations, 2.

PHYSICIANS. See Controlled Substances Act.

POLICE INTERROGATIONS. See Constitutional Law, III.

POLICE MISCONDUCT. See Constitutional Law, I; Federal- 
State Relations, 2.

“POPULATION CENTER DISTANCE.” See Judicial Review, 1.

POSSESSION OF STOLEN MAIL. See Constitutional Law, IV, 
1, 3.

POSTAL OFFICERS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1, 3.

PREGNANT WOMEN. See Constitutional Law, II, 3.

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS. See Stays, 7.

PRESUMPTIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 3.

PRETERMINATION HEARINGS. See Abstention.

PRIORITY OF DEBTS. See United States.

PRIOR RESTRAINTS ON MEDIA REPORTING. See Stays, 
1-2; Supreme Court, 12.
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PRIVILEGE AGAINST SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Consti-
tutional Law, III.

PRIVILEGED INFORMATION. See Stays, 4.

PROBABLE CAUSE FOR ARREST. See Constitutional Law, IV, 
1, 3.

PROBABLE CAUSE TO SEARCH AUTOMOBILE. See Consti-
tutional Law, IV, 2.

PROCEDURE. See also Abstention; Conflict of Laws.
Petitioner’s death—Dismissed of certiorari.—Petitioner’s death 

pending review by certiorari requires dismissal of petition. Dove 
v. United States, p. 325.

PROCEDURES FOR TAX ASSESSMENT AND COLLECTION.
See Internal Revenue Code.

PROPERTY TAXES. See Constitutional Law, V.

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES. See Abstention.

PURCHASES OF FIREARMS. See Gun Control Act of 1968.

PURCHASES OF SECURITIES. See Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934.

RADIO KITS. See False Claims Act.

RECEIPT OF FIREARMS. See Gun Control Act of 1968.

REFERENCES TO MAGISTRATE. See Federal Magistrates Act.

REFUSAL OR NEGLECT TO PAY WAGES. See Seamen.

REFUSAL TO OBEY SUBPOENA. See Appeals.

REFUSAL TO TESTIFY BEFORE GRAND JURY. See Crim-
inal Law, 2.

REGISTERED PHYSICIANS. See Controlled Substances Act.

REGULATIONS OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION.
See Carriers.

REMAND TO STATE COURT. See Mandamus; Removal.

REMOVAL. See also Mandamus.
Remand to state court—Unauthorized grounds.—District Court, 

to which diversity action had been removed, exceeded its authority 
in remanding action to state court on grounds (heavy federal docket) 
not permitted by 28 U. S. C. § 1447(c), which provides for remand 
on ground that case was removed “improvidently and without juris-
diction.” Thenntron Products, Inc. v. Hermansdorfer, p. 336.
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RESTRICTING NEWS COVERAGE OF CRIMINAL PROCEED-
INGS. See Stays, 1-2; Supreme Court, 12.

REVENUES FROM IMPOSTS AND DUTIES ON IMPORTS.
See Constitutional Law, V.

RIGHT TO CUT OFF POLICE INTERROGATIONS. See Con-
stitutional Law, III.

RIGHT TO JURY TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1.

RIGHT TO PRETERMINATION HEARING. See Abstention.

RIGHT TO SILENCE. See Constitutional Law, III.

RIGHT TO SPEEDY TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2.

RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. See Federal Magistrates Act.

RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See Stays, 3.

SAFETY REGULATIONS OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE
COMMISSION. See Carriers.

SALES OF FIREARMS. See Gun Control Act of 1968.

SALES OF SECURITIES. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

SAWED-OFF SHOTGUNS. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Crim-
inal Law, 1.

SCHOOLS. See Stays, 5-6.

SEAMEN.
Discharged seaman—Foreign port—Airline ticket to United States 

as payment of wages due.—Where, after a seaman was discharged for 
misconduct from petitioner’s ship while it was docked in South Viet-
nam, petitioner purchased for him an airline ticket to the United 
States, being precluded by South Vietnamese currency regulations 
and other complications from paying him his wages due in American 
currency, transaction resulting in seaman’s receipt of airline ticket 
purchased with money owed to him as wages constituted a payment 
of wages. Therefore there was no refusal or neglect to make pay-
ment, and hence no liability, under 46 U. S. C. § 596, which requires 
master or owner of a vessel making foreign voyages to pay a dis-
charged seaman his wages within four days after discharge, and, 
upon refusal or neglect to make such payment without sufficient 
cause, to pay seaman a sum equal to two days’ pay for every day 
during which payment is delayed. American Foreign 8. S. Co. v. 
Matise, p. 150.
SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1-2.
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SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE.
See Federal Magistrates Act.

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. See Federal Coal Mine 
Health and Safety Act of 1969.

SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934.
Insider transactions—Recovery of profits—Beneficial owner “at 

the time of” purchase.—By virtue of exemptive provision of § 16 (b) 
of Act that § 16 (b) (which enables a corporation to recover for it-
self profits realized by an officer, director, or beneficial owner of 
more than 10% of its shares from a purchase and sale of its stock 
within a six-month period) shall not be construed to cover any 
transaction where beneficial owner was not such both “at the time 
of” purchase and sale of securities involved, a beneficial owner is 
accountable under § 16 (b) in a purchase-sale sequence such as 
was involved here only if he was such an owner “before the pur-
chase.” Thus fact that respondent was not a beneficial owner be-
fore purchase removed transaction from operation of § 16(b). 
Foremost-McKesson v. Provident Securities, p. 232.

SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, III.

SHORT-SWING SECURITIES TRANSACTIONS. See Securities
Exchange Act of 1934.

SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VI.

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS. See Federal Magistrates Act.

SOUTH VIETNAM. See Seamen.

SPEEDY TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2.

STANDING TO SUE. See Constitutional Law, I.

STATE EMPLOYEES. See Abstention.

STATE PROSECUTORS. See Stays, 3.

STATE TAXATION. See Constitutional Law, V.

STAYS. See also Supreme Court, 12.

1. Criminal proceedings—Order restricting news coverage.—^Ac-
tion by Mr . Just ic e Bla ck mu n , as Circuit Justice, on application 
by Nebraska news media for stay of a state-court order restricting 
news coverage of alleged murders and criminal proceedings in pros-
ecution thereof deferred pending prompt decision on application by 
Nebraska Supreme Court, which had “continued” matter until it 
was known whether Mr . Just ic e Bla ck mun  would act. Nebraska 
Press Assn. v. Stuart (Bla ck mun , J., in chambers), p. 1319.
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STAYS—Continued.
2. Criminal proceedings—Order restricting news coverage.—Reap-

plication by news media for stay of a state-court order restricting 
news coverage of alleged murders and criminal proceedings in prose-
cution thereof, is granted as to portions of such order (a) incor-
porating media’s voluntary guidelines for reporting such news, (b) 
prohibiting reporting details of crimes, of victims’ identities, and of 
pathologist’s testimony at open preliminary hearing, and (c) re-
stricting reporting of limitations on publicity imposed by order, but 
only to extent publicity itself is now permitted. Stay is not granted 
as to restraints on publication prior to trial of certain facts that 
strongly implicate an accused, such as confession, and stay granted 
here does not affect those portions of order governing taking of 
photographs and other media activity in courthouse; nor does it bar 
trial judge from restricting what parties and officers of court may 
say to any media representative. Nebraska Press Assn. v. Stuart 
(Bla ck mu n , J., in chambers), p. 1327.

3. Federal grand jury records—Turnover order to state prosecu-
tor.—Application for stay of District Court’s order that files and 
records of federal grand jury that indicted applicants be turned over 
to a state prosecutor contemplating state prosecution of applicants, 
is granted pending appeal. Smith v. United States (Doug la s , J., in 
chambers), p. 1303.

4. Government contractors—Employment practices—Affirmative-
action programs—Order requiring disclosure—No irreparable in-
jury.—Even though there is a substantial question whether infor-
mation on file with General Services Administration reporting on 
Government contractors’ affirmative-action programs to ensure non- 
discriminatory employment practices, is privileged by virtue of 
§ 709 (e) of Civil Rights Act of 1964, application for stay of District 
Court’s order requiring GSA to disclose such information must be 
denied because applicant has failed to show that irreparable injury 
that allegedly would result from disclosure is imminent. Chamber 
of Commerce v. Legal Aid Society (Dou gl as , J., in chambers), p. 
1309.

5. Improper dismissal of teachers—State judgment.—Application 
for stay of Wisconsin Supreme Court judgment, holding on due 
process grounds that a school board may not properly dismiss teach-
ers employed by it, denied, where it is not clear whether that judg-
ment rested upon Fourteenth Amendment alone or also upon Wis-
consin Constitution, and whether judgment was “final” for purposes 
of 28 U. S. C. § 1257. Hortonville Joint School Dist. v. Hortonville 
Ed. Assn. (Reh nq ui st , J., in chambers), p. 1301.
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STATS—Continued.
6. Injunction against “fundamental school.”—Application to stay, 

pending disposition of appeal by Court of Appeals, District Court’s 
order enjoining applicant school board members’ creation of a “fun-
damental school,” is granted, where certiorari has been granted in 
applicant’s related petition presenting issue whether District Court 
still had control over unitary school system which has been in com-
pliance with that court’s desegregation decree for four years. 
Pasadena Board of Education v. Spangler (Reh nq ui st , J., in cham-
bers), p. 1335.

7. Law requiring disclosure of patients’ identities—Judgment in-
validating law—No irreparable injury.—Application for stay of a 
three-judge District Court’s judgment declaring unconstitutional 
provisions of New York Public Health Law requiring names and 
addresses of patients receiving certain prescription drugs to be re-
ported to applicant Commissioner of Health, and enjoining enforce-
ment of those provisions and acceptance of incoming prescriptions 
disclosing patients’ identities, is denied, no showing having been 
made that applicant would suffer irreparable injury as a result of 
denial of a stay. Whalen v. Roe (Mar sha ll , J., in chambers), p. 
1313.
STOLEN MAIL. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1, 3.

STRICT CONSTRUCTION OF CRIMINAL STATUTES. See
Controlled Substances Act.

SUBCONTRACTS. See False Claims Act.

SUFFICIENT WARNING OF CRIMINAL OFFENSE. See Con-
stitutional Law, II, 1, 4.

SUPREME COURT. See also Certiorari; Procedure.
1. Retirement of Mr . Just ic e  Dou gl as , p. vn.
2. Appointment of Mr . Just ic e  Stev en s , p. xi.
3. Allotment of Justices, pp. v, vi.
4. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to the United States 

Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, p. 906.
5. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to the United States 

Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, p. 906.
6. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to the United States 

Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, p. 907.
7. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to the United States 

Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, p. 907.
8. Temporary assignment of Mr . Justi ce  Reh nq ui st  as Circuit 

Justice for the Ninth Circuit, p. 992.
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SUPREME COURT—Continued.
9. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to the United States 

Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, p. 992.
10. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to the United States 

Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, p. 992.
11. Assignments of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to the United 

States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, p. 1026.
12. Circuit Justice—Jurisdiction—State-court restraint of press.— 

A Circuit Justice has jurisdiction to act upon a State’s highest court’s 
decision that an apparently unconstitutional restraint of press im-
posed by a trial court’s order should remain in effect pending its re-
view thereof, Circuit Justice having deferred action on an applica-
tion for a stay of such order pending State’s highest court’s prompt 
decision thereon, and a reasonable time in which to review such re-
straint having passed. Nebraska Press Assn. v. Stuart (Bla ck mu n , 
J., in chambers), p. 1327.

TAX DEFICIENCIES. See Internal Revenue Code.

TAXES. See Constitutional Law, V; Internal Revenue Code.

TEACHERS. See Stays, 5.

TEMPORARY EMERGENCY COURT OF APPEALS. See Ap-
peals.

TENNESSEE. See Constitutional Law, II, 4.

TERMINATION OF TAXABLE PERIOD. See Internal Revenue 
Code.

TEXAS. See Conflict of Laws.

TIRES. See Constitutional Law, V.

TORTS. See Conflict of Laws.

TRANSPORT OF FIREARMS IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE.
See Gun Control Act of 1968.

TURNOVER ORDERS. See Stays, 3.

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION. See Constitutional Law, 
II, 3.

UNITARY SCHOOL SYSTEMS. See Stays, 6.

UNITED STATES. See also False Claims Act
Government contracts—Default—Insolvent debtor—Priority of 

“debts due to the United States.”—Obligations of an insolvent debtor 
arising from default in performance of Government contracts, occur-
ring before an assignment for benefit of creditors, are entitled to
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UNITED STATES—Continued.
statutory priority accorded “debts due to the United States” under 
31 U. S. C. § 191, even though obligations were unliquidated in 
amount at time of assignment. United States v. Moore, p. 77.

UNITED STATES MAGISTRATES. See Federal Magistrates 
Act.

UNLIQUIDATED CLAIMS. See United States

UTAH. See Constitutional Law, II, 3.

VAGUENESS. See Constitutional Law, II, 1, 4.

VESSELS MAKING FOREIGN VOYAGES. See Seamen.

“VOID FOR VAGUENESS’’ DOCTRINE. See Constitutional 
Law, II, 1, 4.

WAGE CLAIMS. See Seamen.

WARRANTLESS ARRESTS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1, 3.

WARRANTLESS SEARCHES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2.

WISCONSIN. See Stays, 5.

WORDS AND PHRASES.
1. “Additional duties.” 28 U. S. C. § 636 (b) (Federal Magis-

trates Act). Mathews v. Weber, p. 261.
2. “Debts due to the United States.” 31 U. S. C. § 191. United 

States v. Moore, p. 77.
3. “Deficiency.” §6211 (a), Internal Revenue Code of 1954, 26 

U. S. C. § 6211 (a). Laing v. United States, p. 161.
4. “Firearms capable of being concealed on the person.” 18 

U. S. C. § 1715. United States v. Powell, p. 87.

WRONGFUL DEATH. See Conflict of Laws.
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