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EXECUTIVE OFPICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENTAND BUDGET 

WASH I NGTQN, D. C. 20503 

January 2, 2002 
THE DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
r 

SUBJECT: Enrolled BillH.R. 2657 - District of Columbia FamilyCourt Act of 2001 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last Day for Action 

January 8, 2002 - Tuesday 

Pumose 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the 

/ 

Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges. 

Agency Recommendations 
J 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
General Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval 
Approval 
Approval· 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (Informally) 
Defers to Justice (Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia, including over its local coµrts. The District of Columbia Superior Court 
was established by Public Law 91-358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five . 
branches: family, civil, criminal, tax, and probate. Currently the Court has 58 judges and one 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the President and confinned by the Congress. The 
President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. 



Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family D.ivision of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. 

Family Court. The bill would redesignate the Family Division of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
as presiding judge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictional unit ofthe Superior Court (such as the'Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. M,ost cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

I 
I . 

Judges. The bill would l_imit the number of judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division: However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 

· Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 

. Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court. Such 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of,59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of tfi~District of Columbia's Joint Committee on Judicial Administration and to report to 
Cohgress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 
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H.R. 2657 would require judges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
the Superior Court to: (1) have training or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be requiredto serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to .the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment, including: ( 1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court; (2) a determination ofthe role and function of the presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide forthe transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan .. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress every six months on the disposition of these cases. 

. . . ~ . 

Magistrate judges .. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final orders or judgments. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of the transition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving 8:llegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law 107-96) included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act. 

Agency Views 

The Department of Justice advises that "[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a significant contribution to 
improving the ·child welfare system in the District of Columbia." · 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "is a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children.", 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval ofH.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. 

Enclosures 

~<t~1 
Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions ofH.R. 2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencie~ are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as -liaison betwee.n the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the District government with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and mat.erials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the District government. The bill would also require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families served. by the Court. 

The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end .of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: (1) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and. (2} the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment of judges on the 
Family Court. 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: (1) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 
enactment on the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
·enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; the impact of magistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreern,ent to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 
and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. · 
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EXECUTIVE _OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT· AND .BUDGET 

.WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

. -MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

_SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657 - District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001. 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last Day forAction 

_ January 8, 2002 - Tuesday · 

. :_ ._·.-__ Pu~ose ·. -· --

. '.·:·· 

. . . . . . . . . ·. ··-

.. · Redesignates the Family Di_vision ofthe Superior Court ofthe District of Columbia as the 
Family Court ofthe Superior Court and mclkes siructuraland administrative ~hanges affecting the · 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assigruuent and service of Family Court judges. -

~--

Agency Recommendations 

. Office of Management and Budget · 

. .. . -
Department of Justice _ 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 

·. General Services Administration. · · · 
· i Office of Personnel Management· 

Department oflfealth and Human Services -
. . . 

'Discussion 

(" 

•Approval 

Approval __ 
·Approval 

Approval 
No objection (Informally) : 
No objection (Informally) 
Defers to Justice(Informally) 

.' . - . . . 

·- . ·._ Background. Under the Constitution, Co~gress has exCiusive jurisdiction over the -­
District of Columbia, including over its local courts. The District .of Columbia SuperiorCourt . -
was established by Public Law 91-358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five . 
branches: family, civil, criminal; tax,-and pro.bate. Currentlythe Courthas58jµdges and one · 

_ _ chief judge: Thejudges are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Congress. -The · -· 
·· · .- . ·President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of.· 

-.Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. ·; 

f 
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Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home wi thou:t conducting a formal hearing. According to the· Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges'' has 
contributed to· shortcomings. that the enrolled bill is intended ~o address. · · 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family Division of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the · 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. . 

·.' . _. .. . ... ' .· . . . . .. · . 
. . . 

· · Family Court. The bill would redesignate the Family Division of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court ofthe Superior Court and would require the chief , 

'' judge of the Superior Court to designate one ofthejudges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
. as presiding judge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 

cross-jurisdictional unit of the SuperiorCourt(such as the Domestic Violen~e Unit), the bill 
would grant the·FamilyCourt original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
SuperiorCourt'such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custodyhearings~ and divorce, .. 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. ·The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have torec_eive expedited review by the.District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill wou_ld require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring; to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 

·matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the i:'amilyCourt · · 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled billwould specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a· 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the 
Family Court-, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 

. . . ( . . 

dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established bythe Superior Court. · 

. Judges. The bill would limit the number of judges serving op. the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.} The cllief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the · .. · . 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 
Court is less than 15 and the chiefjudge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions ofthe ··. 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to ~erve on the Family Court. Such· 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of59 judges serving on· 

·" the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Committee on Judicial Administration and to report to 
Congress on why'it is necessary to exceed the cap. 
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H.R. 2657 would requirejudges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of , 
the Superior Court to: (1) have training or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if. 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment, including: (1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates need~d to 
serve on the court; (2) a determination of the role and function. of the presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases peqding in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress every six months on the disposition of these cases. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final orders or judgments .. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would , 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of the transition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law 107-96) included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act. 

Agency Views 

The Department of Justice advises that "[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a significant <;;ontribution to 
improving the child welfare system in the District of Cofombia." 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "'is a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children." 
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--~--~--------------~---- -------

Conclusion and Recommendations · 

We join the Department .of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Service_s and 
Offender Supervision Agency ih recommending approval ofH.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unani,mous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. · · · 

·,_,. 

JU1~1 
- Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 

Enclosures. 
) 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions ofH.R. 2657 . 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives ofD:c. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to· 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the District government with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible fo staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the District government. The bill would also require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking. and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with fue presiding judge of the Fa~ily d,ourt, the chief judge of the··. 
Superi()r Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges; 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to .other judges 
of the Superior Court who· are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible,·. 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families served_ by the Court .. · 

The billwould require the chief judge of the Superior Court t~ submit a report tci · 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: (1) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status; recruitment, and reassignment ofjudges on the 
Family Court. . . 1 . .. . 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to·. 
··. Congress: (1) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administratipn, within a year of 

enactment on the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impactofusing FamilyCourt magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases ,pending in the Family Court. 

The bill.would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation: of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial . 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; tlie impact of magistrate judges on the workload of . 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an · · ·· 
analysis of the timeliness ofthe resolution and disposition of cases. 

" The bill expresses the sense of C~ngress that the Districtof Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 

.· the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the• Sei;iate that the chief judge 
and the presiding judge should encourage theuse of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. 
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U.S. Department ofJustice '51.~ill~~-ll:JCllCi~r'f."' 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Wa.shington, D.C. 20530 

December 21, 2001 

This responds to your request for the views and recommendation of the Justice 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District of Columbia Family Court Act of2001." 
The JusticeDepartment recommends approval of the bill. 

The Family Court Act of 2001 would create a new family court within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia. This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 
juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill would authorize up to 15 judges who had training or expertise in family law 
and who volWlteered to serve on the family court. Three and five-year terms of services are 
required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer term. If necessary, additional 
slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected children into permanent placements (either with their biological families or 
with foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits. 

To the extent practicable, the family court would follow the principle of"one family-one 
judge" and the use of alternative dispute resolution procedures. The bill calls for improved 
standards of practice for appointed counsel and more training of judges and magistrate judges in 
such areas as child development. family dynamics, and risk factors for child abuse. It also calls 
for a greater pegree of cooperation and coordination (through co-location and improved 
technology) among the agencies that are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting requirements will make close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible. 

The family court would give abuse and neglect cases the priority and consistency that 
they deserve. It would be a significant contribution to improvmg the child welfare system in the 

I 
I 

------ ------ ---



12121101 FRI 12:37 FAX 202 514 3485 DOJ OLA ......... OMB GREEN 

I 

District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R 265 7 
and that it passed the House and the Senateby substantial bipartisan majorities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present qur view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 

ant 
Assi~tant Attorney General 

.. I 

-2 -

141003 



ANTHONY A. WIL.L.IAMS 
MAYOR 

· December 21, 2001 

The Honorable Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 l 7th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

This responds to your request for my views and recommendations on U1e enrolled bill, H.R. 
2657, "The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001.'' For the reasons set forth below, I 
strongly recommend that the President approve the bill. 

The District ofColumbiaFamily Court Act of2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
refonn the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
farnily court within the Superior Cotu·t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children, including the 
following: staffing by a dedicated cohort of experienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases out Cf the family court; use of alternative dispute resolution methods; standards 
of practice for appointed counsel; implementation of the one-family one-judge case assignment 
model; 011-site coordination of social services; development of a plan for integration of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of Magistrate Judges. The 
establishment of the family court in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality of our chi Id 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency '"" central goals of federal and local law. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on thls important legislation.· Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 
require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

~(;·~·~ 
Anthony A. Williams 
Mayor 

TOO l2J ---·--·--··--- ·-----
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December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
Legislative Liaison 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

CSOSA ~003 

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) has been asked by the Office of 
Management and Budgetto comment on HR2167, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
2001. 

CSOSA supports this bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend that it be signed into law without delay. · · 

incerely, ~· ~ 

~~~· 
. ' 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW. 121h Floor. Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350 

,, 
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SS/ RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1-2-02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: 1-3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: H.R. 2657 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D HUBBARD ~ D 

CARD ~ D HUGHES ~ D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

BOLTEN ~ D JOHNSON D D 

CALIO ~, D LINDSEY lkr"'" D 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS D 

DANIELS D ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON ~ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELLINGS UJ...- D 

HAGIN D D CLERK D ~ 
HAWKINS ~ D D D 

REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANK YOU. 

RESPONSE: 

Harriet E. Miers 
Assistant to the President 

and StaffSecretary 
Ext. 62702 

'~'.~ 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGE,T 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

J.anuary 2, 2002 
THE D_IRE.CTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: ._Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657 "District of Columbia Family Court Act of2001 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last Day for Action 

January 8, 2002,. Tuesday 

Pumose 
. . - . . 

Redesignates the Family Division ofthe Superior Court of the District _ofColumbia as the .. 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges, 

. "" ·' .. .· . .. 

Agency Reco~endations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department ofJustice 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agericy 
General Services Administration 
Office·of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human.Services. 

Discussion 

:~ . 

. Approval 

Approval ··' · · 
·Approval 

Approval. 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (In~ormally) 
Defers to Justice (Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia, including over its local courts. The District of Columbia Superior Court·. 
was established by Public Law 91-358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five 
branches: family, civil; criminal, tax, and probate. Currently the Court has 58 judges and one 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the Pre.sident and confirmed by the Congress. The ·· 
President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Comrnissi011. · 

' ' 
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Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
·heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after a judge-returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 

_Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family Division ofthe. 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. 

·Family Court. The bill would redesignate the FamilyDivision of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
as presidingjudge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictional unit of the Superior Court (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the .,, 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would limit the number of judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Courtjudges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 
Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court. Su9h 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Committee on Judicial Administration and to report to 

· Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 
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RR. 2657 would requirejudges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
the Superior Court to: (1) havetraining or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment, including: ( 1) a determination .of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court;_ (2) a determination of the role and function of the presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or dispositiqn of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress eyery six months on the disposition ofthese cases. 

Magistrate judges~ The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final orders or judgments. Magistrate juclges df the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in.family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment.in order to assist in the implementation ofthe transition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges · 
outside of the Family Division. ,, 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law 107-96) included a Federal payment of$24 million to carry out this Act. 

Agency Views 

The Department ofJustice advises that "[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve,"and "would be a significant conttjbutionto 
improving the child welfare system in the District of Columbia." 

. The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "is a critical 
component Of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children." 

-3-



Conclusion and Recommendations 

We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval ofH.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. 

Enclosures 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions of H.R.·2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the Districfgovemment with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In · 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the District government. Thebill would also require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable an:d accessible to individuals and families served by the Court. 

The bill would require the chiefjudge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: (l)the extent to wl)ich applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment ofjudges on the 
Family Court. 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: (1) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 
enactment on the feasibility ofconstructing or acquiring permanent facilitiesfor the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. ' 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; the impact of magistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 
and the presiding judge should encourage the use of CourtAppointed·Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Wa.shingtort, D.C. 20530 

December 21, 2001 

Thisresponds to your request for the views and recommendation of the Justice 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001." 
The Justice Department recommends approval of the bill. 

The Family Court Act of2001 would create a new family COLlrt within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia. This new court would handle child abuse and neglect ca.ses, divorce, 
juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill would authorize up to 15 judges who had training or expertise in family law 
and who volunteered to serve on the family court. Three and fiv~year terms of services are 
required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer term. If necessary, additional 
slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected c~ildren into permanent placements (either with their biological families or 

- with foster or adoptive familie_s) within the Federaltirrie limits. 

To the extent practicable, the family court would follow the principle of "one family-one 
judge" and the use of alternative dispute resolution procedures. The bill calls for improved 
standards of practice for, appointed counsel and more training of judges and magistrate judges in 
such areas as child development, family dynamics, and risk factors for child abuse. It also calls · 
for a greater pegree of cooperation and coordination (through c0-location and improved 
technology) among the agencies that are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting requirements will make close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible.· 

The family court would give abuse and neglect cases the priority and consistency that 
they deserve. It would be a significant contribution to improvmg the child welfare system in the 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R 2657 
and that it passed the House and the Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present qur view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additioiial assistance. 

Sincerely,. 

ant 
Assi~tant Attorney General 

( 
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ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS 
MAYOR 

December 21, 2001 

The Honorable Mi-Lchell E.Daniels, Jr. 
·Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 J 7'tl1 Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

DearMr. Daniels: 

This responds to your request for my views and recommendations on the enrolled bill, H.R. 
2657, "The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001.'' For the reasons set forth below, I 
strongly recommend that the President approve the bi11. 

The District of Columbia Family Coun Act of 2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
refonn the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
farnily court within.the Superior ColU"t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will.lead tobetter adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children,. including the 
following: staffing by a dedicated cohort of experienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases out of the family court; use of alternative dispute resolution methods; standards •' 
of practice for appointed counsel; implementation of the one-family one-judge case assignment 
model; on-site coordination. of social services; development of a plan for jntegration of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of Magistrate Judges. The 
establishment of the family coun in the District of Columbia wilferihance the quality of our child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency - central goals of federal and local law. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on thls important legislation. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 
require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

~ c::. ~;_, 
Anthony A. Williams 

, Mayor 

too~ 
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· December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez.· 
Legislative Liaiison 
Office of Management and B"µdget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez:. 

CSOSA ~003 

CourtServices and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

·. The Court.Services and Offender Supervision Age~cy (CSOSA) has been asked by the Office of 
Management and Budget to comment on HR2 l 67, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
20CH. -.·. . . . 

CSOSA suppo.n:s this bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend thaJ' itbe signed into law without.delay. 

incerely, 1 . • '/). . 
. -~~~-

; ' 

, ~sper Ormond 
Illterim Director 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW. l21h Floor. Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fa.x: (202) 220-5350 
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SS/RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1 ·2-02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENTDUE BY: 1m3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: H.R. 2657 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT · ~ D HUBBARD ~ D 

CARD ~ D HUGHES lir" D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

BOLTEN ~ D JOHNSON D D 

CAUO ~ D LINDSEY ~ D 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERSw m .l!Wj -
DANIELS D ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER [B-' D RIDGE D D 

GERSON @/. D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELLINGS UJ.-- D 

HAGIN D D CLERK D ~ 
HAWKINS ~ D D D 

REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANK YOU. 

·~.:. 
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SS/ RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1 a2-02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: 1 d3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: H.R. 2657 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D HUBBARD ~ D 

CARD ~ D HUGHES ~· D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

BOLTEN ~ D JOHNSON D D 

CALIO ~ D ··LINDSEY ~ D 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS l!!I .. 
DANIELS D ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON ~ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELLINGS [i]...- D 

HAGIN D D CLERK D ~ 
HAWKINS ~ D D D 

REMARKS: 
PLEASIE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00PMTHURSDAY, 
1·3-02. THANK YOU. 

RESPONSE: 

Harriet E. Miers 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Ext. 62702 

>f,-:. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 .. 

January 2, 2002 
THE DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657 - District of Columbia Family Co~rt Act of 2001 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last DayforAction 

January 8, 2002 - Tuesday 

Pumose 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
·Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
General Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval ,, 
Approval 

· Approval 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (Informally) 
Defers to Justice (Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia, including over its local courts. The District of Columbia Superior Court 
was established by Public Law 91.;358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five 
branches: family, civil, 'criminal, tax, and probate. Currently the Court has 58 judges and one · 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Congress. The 
President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. . 



Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the waythatthe Family Division of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. 

Family Court. The b1ll would redesignate the Family Division of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve · 
as presiding judge of the Famlly Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictional unit of the Superior Court (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

. . 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all ' 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the· enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would limit the number bf judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates aneedfor more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chiefjudge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family . 
Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum ofJ5 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court, Such 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however; the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval · 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Committee on Judicial Administration and to report to · 
Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 

·2-



H.R. 2657 would require judges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
the Superior Court to: (1) have training or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be tequired to prepare and 
submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment, including: ( l) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court~ (2) a determination oftherole and function of the presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress every six months on the disposition of these cases. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final orders orjudgments. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specifi~ 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of the transition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges . 

. outside of!the Family Division. '' · 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law l07-96)included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act. · 

Agency Views 

The Department of Justice advises that "[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases th~ priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a significant contribution to 
improving the child welfare system 'in the District of Columbia." 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "is a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children." 

-3-
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

We join the Department ofJustice, the District of CohlIIlbia, and the Court Services and 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval ofH.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote. of 418 to 1. 

1U<Z~1 
Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 

- Enclosures 

J 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions ofH.R. 2657 
. - ' 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision of social services for those appearing in court .. · The Mayor would be required to. , . 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems ofthe District government with the computer systems. of the SuperiorCourt. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
t~e District government. The bill would also require the establishment of aii. electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials, 

IIi consultation with the presidingjudge of the Fanilly Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non.;.judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 

· proceedings are understandabie and accessible to individuals andfamilies served bythe Court~ . 
- ·. . . ' .· 

The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that . 
year, includi~ginformation on: (1) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment~ and reassignment of judges on the 

. Famiiy Court. · •' 
. . 

. The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: ( 1) ·a plan, in. c,onsultation with ~e General.Ser\!ices Administration, within a year of 
enactment on the-feasibility of constructing or acquiringpermanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and(2) an analysis of the impact ofusing Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. · 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of . 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions,· including an analysis of theinitial 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; the impact of magistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. · · 

. The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. Jt also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 

·.·and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. · 
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The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

DOJ OLA ...... OMB GREEN 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Washington. D.C 20530 

December 21, 2001 

This responds to your request for the views and recommendation of th:e Justice 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001." 
TheJustice Department recommends approval of the bill. 

The Family Court Act of 2001 would create a new family court within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia. This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 
juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill .would authorize up to 15 judges who had training.or expertise in family law 
and who volunteered to serve on the family court. Three and five-year terms of services are 
required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer term. If necessary, additional 
slots would be created so that the family court, could be fully staffed. The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected children into permanent placements (either with their biological families or. 
with foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits. 

To the extent practicable, the family court would follow the principle of "one family-one 
judge" and the use of alternative dispute resolution procedures. The bilI calls for improved 
standards of practice for appointed cowisel and more training of judges and magistrate judges in 
such areas as child development, family dynamics,. and risk factors for child abuse. It also calls 
for a greater degree of cooperation and coordination (through c0-:-location and improved 
technology) among the agencies that are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting requirements will make close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible. · 

The family court would give abuse and neglect cases the priority and consistency that 
they deserve. It would be a significant contribution to improvmg the childwelfare system in the 

. . I - . 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R. 2657 
and that it passed the House and the Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Assi~tant Attorney General 

- 2 -
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ANTHONY A. Wll .. L.IAMS 
MAYOR 

· Decet!lber 21, 2001 

The Honorable Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 17th Street, N\V 
Washington, DC 2050_3 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

This responds to your request for my views and recommendations on U1e enrolled bill, H.R. 
2657, ''The District of Columbia Family Court Act of200l.'' For the reasons set forth below, I 
strongly reco.aunend that the President approve the bill. 

The DisniCt of Columbia Family Coun Act of2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
reform the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
farnily court within the Superior Colu·t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key· 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children, including the 
following: staffJng by a dedicated cohort of experienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases out of the family coun; use of alternative dispute resolution methods; standards ,, 
of practjce for appointed counsel; i.:tnplementation of the one-family one-judge case assignment 
model; on-site coordination of social services; development of a plan for fotegration of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of Magistrate Judges. The 
establishment of the family court in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality of our child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency - central goals of federal and loc:al law. · 

thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this important legislation. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 
require additional information. 

' . . 

Sincerely, 

~,(A.~-__, 
Anthony A. Williams 
Mayor 

lOO~ ·--~--
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December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
Legislative Liaison 
.Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

CSOSA l4J 003 

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

. I 

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA} has been asked by the· Office of 
Management and Budget to comment on HR2 l 67, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
2001. 

CSOSA supports this bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend that it be signed into law without delay; 

· ~sper Ormond 
:r.riterim Director 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW. Jin Floor. Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350 
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SS/ RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING M:E~MORANDUM 

Date: 1 ·2·02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: .1 ·3·02, 4:00 PM 

·. 

Subject: H.R. 2657 ··DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.FAMILY COURT ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT• -·~. D ··HUBBARD ~ D 

Cf\RD ·~ D HUGHES . [iY" D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

BOLTEN ·~ D JOHNSON D D 

~ 0 
I 

~ D CALIO .LINDSEY 

CONNAUGHTON D D · · MIERS D 

'DANIELS D ~. RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGI; D D 

GERSON. .[Q/ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELllNGS ID--- D 

HAGIN D D CLERK D ~ 

HAW~INS v D D D 

REMARKS: . . . . .. ·.. . . · .. . 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1·3·02. THANK YOU .. 

,,,.;. 
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REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANK YOU. 

RESPONSE: 

Harriet E. Miers 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Ext. 62702 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20503 

January 2, 2002 
THE DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FORTHE PRESIDENT 

• 
SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657 - District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 

Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last Day for Action 

January 8, 2002 - Tuesday 

Purpose 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
General Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval 
Approval 
Approval 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (Informally) 
Defers to Justice (Informally) . 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District ofColumbia, including over its loql courts. The District of Columbia Superior Court 
was established by Public Law 91-358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five 
branches: family, civil, criminal, tax, and probate. Currently the Court has 58 judges and one 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Congress. The 
President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of· 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. . 



------ ----, -

Concern aboutthe Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is·intended to address. 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family Division of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administe.red. A description of the 
bill's major i;>rovisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Atta,chment. 

Family Court. The bill would redesignate theFamilyDivisionofthe Superior Court of 
-- the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve 

- as presiding judge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictionalunit of the SuperiorCourt (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 

· would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out'of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court 9ase for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would limit the numberof judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.} The chief 

'judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to · 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 
Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court. · Such · 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's JointCommittee on Judicial Administration and to report to _ · 
Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 

-2-



H.R. 2657 would require judges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
the Superior Court to: (1) have training or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge theauthority,to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. 

Transition plan. The chief judge of tfie Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment, including:. (1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court~ (2) a determination of the role and function of the presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan; The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress every six months on the disposition ofthese cases. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistratejudges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final, orders or judgments. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assistin the implementation of the transition plan for the Family ~ourt. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. · ,, · 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law 107-96) included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act. · 

Agency Views 

The Department of Justice advises that ';[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a signific~t contribution to 
improving the child welfare system in the District of Columbia~" ' 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill"is a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to. better adjudicative outcomes. for vulnerable children." 

-3-



Conclusion and Recommendations 

We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval of H.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. 

Enclosures 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 

-4-



Attachment 

Other Provisions of H.R. 2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision_of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the District government with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the District government. The bill would also require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials. . ' 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges,· 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families seI"Ved by the Court . 

. The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: (1) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment of judges on the 
Family Court. ·' 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: (1) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 
enactment on the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; the impact of magistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 

, and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates. in 
Family Court proceedings. 
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~<~ '"·,_ U.S. Department of Justice ~: .... i • 

·The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 

· ·.Washington, D.C. 20503 

.Dear Mr. Daniels,: 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

· Wa.s11ington, D.C. 20530 

December 21, 2001 

This responds to your request for the views and recommendation of the Jµstice 

~,~--~""ii'.....,__~-

Department on· the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the '1District of Colwnbia Family Court Act of 2001.'' · · · 
. The_ Justice Department rec_ommends approval of the bill. 

. . . . . 

. The Family Court Act of2001 would create a new family court within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia. This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 
juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related · 
matters .. The bill would authorize up to 15 judges who had training or expertise in family law 
_and who volunteered to serve on the family court. Three and five-year terms ofsetvices are 
required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer tenn. If necessary, additiona.l 

.·slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. The bill also provide~s for·· 
···the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
· ·the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing . 

woUidJ1elp the District ofColumbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected children into permanent placements (either with their biological families or 
~th foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits-.- _ 

. . . . 
.. ·· '. .. . .· . 

To the extent practicable, the family cotirt would follow the principle of "one family-one 
'judge" and the use of altemativ.e dispute resolution procedures: The bill calls for improved 
standards< of practice for appointed collilsel and more_ training of judges and magistratejudges in 
such areas as child development, family dynamics, and risk factors for child abuse. It also calls 
for a greater O.egree of cooperation and coordinatic;m (through 'c0-location and improved · 
technology) among the agencies that are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting require,ments will make close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible . 

. The.family court would ~ve abuse and·neiie.ct cases the priority and consistency that · 
they deserve. It would be a significant contribution to improvirig the child welfare system in the 

.. . . . . .'·... .. . . . . . . ! . . . .·· .• . . 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R 2657 
and that it passed the House and the Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present qur view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel J; B ant . 
~, 

Assi?tant Attorney General 

i. 
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ANTHONY A. W!LLJAMS 
MAYOR 

December 21, 2001 

The Honorable Mi·tchell E. Daniels, Jr. · 
Director -
Office of Management and Budget 
, 725 J 7lll Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

This responds to your request for my views and recommendations on the enrolled bill, RR. 
2657, "The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001." For the reasons set forth below, I 
strongly reco.aunend thatthe President approve the bill. 

The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
r~fonn the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
farnily court with.in the Superior Colu·t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children, including the 
following: staffing by a dedicated cohort of experienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases oul of the family court; use of alternative dispute resolution methods; standards ·' 
of practjce for appointed cowisel; implementation of the one-family one-judge case assignmeDt · 
model; on-site coordination of social services; development of a plan for integr(l_tion of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of Magistrate Judges. The 
establishment of the family coun in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality ofour child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency - central goals of federal and local law. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this important legislation., Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 
require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

~(;·~··~ 
Anthony A. Williams 
Mayor 

roo~ ---·------- --- ·-----
S6S9 LZL ZOZ XVd to:Lt !O/tUGt 
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December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
Legislative Liai ~on 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

CSOSA 14] 003 

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

· The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) has been aisked by the Office of 
Management and Budget to comment on HR2 l 67, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
2001. -

CSOSA supports this bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend that it be signed into law without delay. 

incerely, .· ·2-(2· · .. ·. .. . ..... . . I 

~:-, 
i 
t 

· ~sper Ormond 
Iriterim Director 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW. 12'h Floor. Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202)220-5300 Fax: (202} 220-5350 

. I 
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SS/ RM NO. 505276 

WIDTE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1 ·2·02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: 1··3-02, 4:00 PM. 

Subject: H.R. 2657 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT .~ D HUBBARD ~ D 

CARD ·~ D HUGHES· ~ D 

BLAKEMAN D· D IRASTORZA D D 

BOLTEN 
: rg/ D JOHNSON D D 

CALIO ~ D LINDSEY ~ D 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS D 

DANIELS " '!!:I ®'-cg/' RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE: D D 

GERSON cg../ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D ·SPELLINGS m--- D 

I HAGIN D D CLE RIK D ~ 

HAWKINS ~ D D D 

REMARKS:. . 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANK YOU. 

[41001 
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SS/ RM NO. 505276 
_.;:_;:_~-----

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1-2-02 ACJION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY:. 1-3-02, 4:00 PM . 

Subject: H.R. 2657 ··DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D HUBBARD·.· ~ D 

CARD ·~ D HUGHES' ~ D 

.BLAKEMAN D- D ·IRASTORZA .D D-

BOLTEN ~·· D JOHNSON D D 

CALIO ~ D LINDSEY ~ D 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS .o •(' 

DANIELS. EJ ··~ RICE D D 

·FLEISCHER ~- D RIDGE D D 

GERSON .·~ D ROVE ~- D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELLINGS .. - [1]/' D 

HAGIN D D CLERK. D mt· 
HAWKINS v o•· D D 

REMARKS: 
. PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATERTHAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY; 
1-3-02. THANK YOU.· . 

RESPONSE: 

Harriet E. Miers -
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
- Ext. 62702 . 

•' 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE .OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MAl'JAGEMENT AND BUDGET. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

January 2, ·2002·· 
THE DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657 - District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last Day for Action 

January 8, 2002 - Tuesday 

.Pumose ' . 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the·. 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
· District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
General Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services . 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval .,~ · 
Approval 
Approval 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (Informally). 
Defers to Justice (Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia,' including over its local courts. The District of Columbia Superior Court 
was established by Public Law 91-358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five· 
branches: family, civil, criminal, tax, and probate. 'currently ~e Court has 58 judges and one 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Congress. The 
President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District p( 

.·· Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. · · 



Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family Division of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. 

Family Court. The bill would redesignate the Family Division of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require foe chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
as presiding judge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending.in, a 
cross-jurisdictional unit of the Superior Court (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoptfon, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedtffes under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would limit the number of judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15, (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 
Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court. Such 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Committee on Judicial Administration and to report to . 

. Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 
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H.R. 2657 would require judges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 

the Superior Court to: (1) have training or experiei:ice in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already,serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassignjtidges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment is_ in the interest.ofjustice; 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
, submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 

enactment, including: ( 1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve onthe court~ (2) a determination of the role and function of the presiding judge of the. 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court~ The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 

. 18 months·of filing the transition plan. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress every six months on the disposition of these cases. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
·Court as magistratejudges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final orders or judgments. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law'. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of the transition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that , 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. · · , .,, .· 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law W7-96) included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act . 

.. Agency Views 

The De.partment of Justice advises that"[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect· 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a significant contribution to 
improving the child welfare system in the District of Columbia." 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "is a critical 
··component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead ~o better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children." 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval of H.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. 

Enclosures 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions of H.R. 2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the District government with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the District government. The bill would also require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys,, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families served by the Court. 

The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: { 1) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment of judges on the 
Family Court. ,, 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: (l) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 
enactment on the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 

· Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; the impact ofmagistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chiefjudge 
and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. 
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U.S. Department ofJustice '~;:.~~i%L'-JSllllWE&iWa.~""-' ' 

The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 

. Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

· Office of Legislative Affairs 

Washington, .D.C 20)30 

December 21, 2001 

This responds to your request for the views and recommendation of the Justice 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District ofColumbia Family Court Act of200L" 
The Justice Departmentrecommends approval of the bill . 

. The Family Court Act of2001 would create a new family court within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 
juvenile justice, eommitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill would authorize up to 15 judges who had training or expertise in family law 
arid who volunteered to serve on the family" court. Three and five-year terms of services are 
. required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer tenn_, If necessary I additional 
slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations." In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected children into permanent placements (either with their biological families or 
with foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits .. 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R 2657 · 
and that it passed the House and the Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. 

. . 

Thank you for the opportunity to present qur view . Please feel free to call upon us if we .. 
may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 

ant 
Assi~tant Attorney General 

. j 
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ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS 
MAYOR 

December 21, 2001 

The Honorable Mitchell E. Danids, Jr. 
:Oirector 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 17'Ji Street, NV/ 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

This responds to your request for my views and recommendations on lhe enrolled bill, H.R. 
2657, "The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001." For the reasons set forth below, I 
strongly recorrunend that the President approve the bi11. 

The District of Columbia Family Court Act of2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
reform the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
family court within the Superior Cotu·t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children, including the 
following: staffing by a dedicated cohort of experienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family. court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases out of the family coun; use of alternative dispute resolution methods; standards ··' 
of practjce for appointed cowisel; implementation of the one-family one-judge case assignment 
model; on-site coordination of social services; development of a plan for integration of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of MLagistrate Judges. The 
establishment of the family court in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality of our child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency - central goals of federal and local law. 

Tha11lc you for the opportunity to present my views on this important legislation. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 

require additional information. 

Sincerely, -

~,c:.~•~ 
Anthony A. Williams 
Mayor 

·--------·--· ~IO g5g9 L.ZL. ZOZ XY.:I 10: L.t 10/1ZIZ1 100~ 
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December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
Legislative Liaison 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

CSOSA l4l 003 

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA)has been asked by the Office of 
Management and Budget to comment on HR1167, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
2001. 

CSOSA supports this bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend thaf it be signed into law without delay. 

incerely, .l /7 ... 
·~~~· 

. , 
! 

· isper Ormond 
rllterim Director 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW, l21h Floor, Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202)220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350 
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SS/ RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEJ\!IORANDUM 

Date: 1-2-02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMIENT DUE BY: 1-3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: H.R. 2657 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY CC>URT ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D HUBBARD• 0 """ ~ D 

CARD ~· D HUGHJ:S ~ D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

BOlTEN ~· D JOHNSON D D 

CALIO ~ D LINDSIEY ~ D' 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS D 

DANIELS D ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON ~ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELLINGS [iJ...- D 

HAGIN D D CLER~C D ~ 

HAWKINS ~ D D D 

REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO l..ATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANK YOU. 

!41001 
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SS/RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1°2-02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: 1m3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: H.R. 2657 -·DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D HUBBARD- = I ~ D 

CARD ~· D HUGHES ~ D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA. D D 

BOLTEN ~ ' D JOHNSON D D 

CALIO ~ D LINDSEY ~ D' 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS D 

DANIELS D ~. RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON ~ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES cg.--- D SPELLINGS CD--- D 

HAGIN D D CLERK D 11' 
HAWKINS ~ D D D 

REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANK YOU. 

RESPONSE: 

Harriet E. Miers 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Ext. 62702 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

January 2, 2002 
. THE DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657 - District of Columbia Family Court Act of2001 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last Day for Action 

January 8, 2002- Tuesday 

Puroose 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges . 

. Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
General Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval ,, 
Approval 
-Approval 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (Informally) 
Defers to Justice (Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia, including over its local courts. The District of Columbia Superior Court 
was established by Public Law 91-35'8 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five 
branches: family, civil, criminal, tax, and probate. Currently the Court has 58 judges and one 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Congress. The 
President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission:. 



Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglectea children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

ffR. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family Division of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. 

Family Court. The bill would redesignate the Family Division of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
as presidingjudge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, o.r already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictional unit of the Superior Court (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review -by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 

. would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would limit the number of judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 
Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15 judges, H.R. 2651 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court. Such 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Corrrinittee on Judicial Administration and to report to 
Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 
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H.R. 2657 would require judges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
the Superior Court to: (1) have training or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 

. ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment, including: ( 1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court;. (2) a determination of the role and function of the presidingjudge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress every six months on the disposition of tl:J.ese cases. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final orders or judgments. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have. to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of thetransition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge ofthe Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. •' 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law 107-96) included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act. 

Agency Views '-

The Department of Justice advises that "[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a significant contribution to 
improving the child welfare system in the District of Columbia." 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "is a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children." 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

·We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and · 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval ofH.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to L 

Enclosures 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions ofH.R. 2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision of social services for those appearing incourt. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan forintegrating the computer 
systems ofthe District government with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the Disttjct government. The bill would also.require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families served by the Court. 

The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of_the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, includinginformation on: (1) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment of judges on the 
Family Court. 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
· Congress: {l) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 

enactment on the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. 

The bill would also- require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments of judges to the. Family Court; the impact ofmagistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an · 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreementto facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 
and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. 
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The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

DOJ OLA ...... OMB GREEN 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Wasliingron, D,C. 20530 

- December 21, 2001, 

This responds to your request for the views and 'recommendation of the Justice 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District of Columbia Family Court Act of2001." 
The Justice Depa:r1ment recommends approval of the bill. 

The Family Court Act of2001 would create a new family court within the Superior Court 
of the District of Co1umbia This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 

juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill would authorize up to 15 judges who had training or expertise in family law 
and who volW1teered to serve on the family court. Three and five-year terms of services are 
required, although any judge cou]d volunteer to serve a longer term. If necessary, additional 
slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim· that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected children into permanent placements (either with their biological families or 
with foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits. 

To the extent practicable, the family court would follow the principle of"one family-one 
judge" and the use of alternative dispute resolution procedures. The bill calls for improved 
standards of practice for appointed counsel and more training of judges and magistrate judges in 
such areas as child development, family dynamics, and risk factors for child abuse. It also calls 
for a greater degree of cooperation and coordination (through co-location and improved 
technology) among the agencies that are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting requirements will make-close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible. 

The family court would give abuse and neglect cases the priority and consistency that 
they deserve. It would be a significant contribution to improvmg the child welfare system in the 

- , I -
I 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R. 2657 
and that it passed the House and the Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present qur view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Assi?tant Attorney General 

I 

I 
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ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS 
MAYOR 

December 21, 2001 

The Honorable Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 J 7'~1 Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

This responds to your request for my views and recommendations on U1e enrolled bjll, H.R. 
2657, "The District of Columbia Family Court Act of200l .'1 For the reasons set forth below, I 
stronglyrecommend that the President approve the bill. 

The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
reform the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
farnily court within the Superior Cotu·t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children,. including the 

_ following: staffing by a dedicated cohort of experienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases out of the family court; use of alternative dispute resolution methods; standards ,, 
of practice for appointed counsel; implementation of the one-family one-judge case assignment 
model; on-site coordination of social services; development of a plari. for integration of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of Magistrate Judges. The 
establishment of the family court in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality of our child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency - central goals of federal and local law. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this important legislation. Please do not 
hesitate ta contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 
require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

~(~. G..1L•~ 
Anthony A. Williams 
Mayor 

TOO@] -----MIO S6&9 LZL ZOZ XVd to:Lt tO/tZ1Zt 



December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
. Legislative Liaison 

Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 · 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

CSOSA l4J 003 

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA)has been asked bythe Office of 
Management and Budget to comment on HR2 l 67, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
200L 

CSOSA supports this bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend tha1' it be signed into law without delay. 

incerely, . 1~ /) 

~;_~. 
. , 

· !sper Ormond 
I 

Iriterim Director: 

633 Indian~ Avenue, NW. J21h Floor. Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350 



SS/ RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 
~.~, 

Date: 1-2-02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: 1-3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: H.R. 2657 .... DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

fg~i:J f'rt~f.;i nJi 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D HUBBARD ~ D 

CARD ~ D HUGHES ,~ D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

BOLTEN ~ D JOHNSON D D 

~ D ' ~ D CALIO LINDSEY 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS D 

DANIELS D ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON. ~ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELLINGS• -a[i]..-- D 

HAGIN D D CLERK D mt 
HAWKINS ~ D D D 

REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANK YOU. 

RESPONSE: 

Harriet E. Miers 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Ext. 62702 

,••"" 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE. OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHiNGTON, D. c. 20503 

January 2, 2002 
THE· DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H;R. 2657 ,.District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 
Sponsors - Rep.DeLay (R) Texas and3 cosponsors 

· Last Day for Action 

January 8, 2002 -Tuesday 

Pumose 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structuraJ and administrative changes affecting the 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service ofFamilyCourtjudges. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Departmerit of Justice 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
General Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval ,,,. 
Approval 
Approval 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (Iriformally) 
Defers to Justice(Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia, including over its local courts. The District of Columbia Superior Court• 
was esJablished by Public Law 91-'358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five 
branches: famlly, civil, criminal, tax, and probate. Currently the Court has 58 judges and one 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the President and confirmed by tile Congress. ·The 

· President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of· 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. 
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Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after ajudge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on RR. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family Division of the 
Superior Court of the District ofColumbia is structured and administered. A description of the 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. . 

Family Court. The bill would redesignate the Family Division of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one ofthejudges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
as presiding judge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictional unit of the Superior Court (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all . 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving thecourt. The bill would also require the 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would limit the number of judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Courtjudges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 
Court is. less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruitnew judges to serve on the Family Court. Such 
recruitment would be authorized even ifit meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
!he Superior Court. To do so, however, the .chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Coffimittee on Judicial Administration and to report to 
Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 
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H.R. 2657 would require judges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
the Superior Court to: '(l) have training or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for atleast three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before th~ end of their term if 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. · · 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to the ·President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment,. including: ( 1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court~ (2) a determination of the role and function of the presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and(4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan .. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report·to Congress every six months on the.disposition of these ca5es. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistratejudges would be given the authority to administer oaths, . 
conduct hearings, make findings; arid enter final orders or judgments. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unitwould be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
liave to be appointed by the chiefjudge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of the transition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are ctirrently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. ,,, : 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law 107-96) included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act. 

Agency Views 

The Department of Justice advises that i'[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a significant contribution to· 
improving the child welfare system in the District of Columbia:" 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "is·a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomesfor vulnerable children." 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval of H.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. 

Enclosures 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions of H.R. 2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the District government with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the District government. The bill would also require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personriel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families served by the Court. 

The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: (l) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment of judges on the 
Family Court. -,, 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: ( 1) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 
enactment on the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court ~agistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments _of judges to the Family Court; the impact of magistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 
and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. 
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The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

DOJ OLA ....... ·oMB GREEN 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

December 21, 2001 

. This responds to your request for the views and recommendation of the Justice 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District of Columbia Family Court Act of200l." 
The Justice Department recommends approval of the bill. 

The Family Court Act of 2001 would create a new family COLlrt within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia. This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 
juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill would authorize up to 15 judges who had training or expertise in family law 
and who volunteered to serve on the family court. Three and five-year terms of services are 
required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer term. If necessary, additional 
slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected children into perm.anent placements (either with their biological families or 
with foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits. 

To the extent practicable, the family court would follow the principle of"one family-one 
judge" and the use of alternative dispute resolution procedures. The bill calls for improved 

\..standards of practice for appointed counsel and more training of judges and magistrate judges in 
such areas as chlld development, family dynamics, and risk factors for child abuse. It also calls 
for a greater pegree of cooperation and coordination (through co-location and improved 
technology) among the agencies that are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting requirements will make close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible. 

The family court would give abuse and neglect cases the priority and consistency that 
they deserve. It would be a significant contribution to improvmg the child welfare system in the 

I 
I 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R. 2657 
and that it passed the House and the Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 

ant 
Assi~tant Attorney General 

- 2 -

14) OOJ 



ANTHONY A. W!L.L.IAMS 
MAYOR 

, December 31, 200 l 

The Honorable Mi-Lchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 1 7&. Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

This responds to your requestfor my views and recommendations on U1e enrolled bill, H.R. 
2657, "The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001." For the reasons set forth below, I 
strongly reco.aunend that the President approve the bi11. 

The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
reform the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
family court within the Superior COlu·t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children,. including the 
following: staffing by a dedicated cohort ofexperienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are ofan appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases out of the family court; use of alternative dispute resolution methods; standards ·" 
of practice for appointed counsel; implementation of the one"-famlly one-judge case assignment 
model; on-site coordination of social services; development of a plan for integration of rnulti­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointmentof Magistrate Judges. The 
establi shnient of the family coun in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality of our child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency - central goals of federal and local law. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this important legislation. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 

require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

~c:.'4L•~ 
Anthony A. Wil1iams 
Mayor 

100~ 
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December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
Legislative Liaison 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

The Court Services ~nd Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) has been asked by the Office of 
. Management and Budget to comment on HRl 167, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of , 
2001. 

CSOSA supports this.bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
. recommend tha1 it be signed into law without delay. 

incerely, t'I /) 

. ~-:~·· 
; 
l 

· ~sper Ormond 
:r.riterirn Director 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW. l21h Floor. Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350 
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SS/ FIM NO. 505276 ;02 JAN3PM4:00 

Date: 1 ·2·02 . 

WRITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANl>~ 
ACTION I CONCURRENCE/ CONIMEN'r DUE SY: 1·3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject; H.R. 2657 - DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COUl~T ACT 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

· VICE PRESIDENT . ·~. o· ... HUBBARD fir'"'" t:1 

CARD ~ D HUGHES ·~ D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTOHZA D D 

•BOLTEN .~·· ·o JOHNSO·N D D 

.CAL10 ~ D LINDSEY ~ .. D 

· CONNAUGHTON 0 D MIERS D 

DANIELS 0 ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ·.~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON .~· D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES,...,.. i"'R*'md). ~ D SPELLIMGS UY'. D 

HAGIN D D CLERK. D · lW'· 
HAWKINS ~ D o- D 

·REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO UffER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANKYOU. . 

RESPONSE: 

Harriot E, Miers 
· Assistant to the Pre5ldent 

and Staff Secretary 
.Ext. 62702 

-.~ 
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SS/ RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1-2-02 ACTION/ CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: 1-3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: H.R. 2657 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT ,;02JH~3 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D HUBBARD ~ D 

CARD ~ D HUGHES ~ D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

BOLTEN ~ D JOHNSON D D 

CALIO ~ D LINDSE~ -~ D 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS D 

DANIELS D ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON ~ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELLINGS []..-- D 

HAGIN D D CLERK D mt 
HAWKINS ~ D D D 

REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN <!1~:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3-02. THANK YOU. 

RESPONSE: 

Harriet E. Miers 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Ext. 62702 

"._,_; 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20503 

January 2, 2002 
THE DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657 - District of Columbia Family Court Act of2001 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last Day for Action 

January 8, 2002 - Tuesday 

Purpose 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
General Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval 
Approval 
Approval 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (Informally) 
Defers to Justice (Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia, including over its local courts. The District of Columbia Superior Court 
was established by Public Law 91-358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five 
branches: family, civil, criminal, tax, and probate. Currently the Court has 58 judges and one 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Congress. The 
President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. 
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Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family Division of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. 

Family Court. The bill wouldredesignate the Family Division of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
as presiding judge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictional unit of the Superior Court (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to· adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Coµrt to establish a "one 
· family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the -,; 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would limit the number ofjudges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 
Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15-judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court. Such 
recruitment would be authorized even ifit meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Committee on Judicial Administration and to report to 
Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 
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H.R. 2657 would require judges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
the Superior Court to: (1) have training or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. 

Transition pian. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment, including: (1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court~ (2) a determination of the role and function ofthe presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of fillng the transition plan. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress every six mq_nths on the disposition of these cases. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final orders or judgments. Magistrate judges of the .· 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of the transition plan for the Family Court. Iil 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned. by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. '•' ·· 

. . 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public . 
Law 107-96) included a Federal paymentof$24 millionto carry out this Act. 

Agency Views 

The De.partment of Justice advises that "[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
. cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a significant contribution to 
improVing the child welfare system in the District of Columbia." · · 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bin "is a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children." 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval of H.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. 

Enclosures 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions of H.R. 2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
th~ provision of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the District government with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be-stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the District government. The bill would also require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families served by the Court. 

The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: ( 1) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment of judges on the 
Family Court. ,,, 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: ( 1) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 
enactment on the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; the impact of magistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
·· Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 

the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 
and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. 
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U.S. Department of Justice ~~-.. JI lil!!tOOidl~-"~ 

The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

December 21, 2001 

This responds to your request for the views and recommendation of the Justice. 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001." 
The Justice Depa:r1ment recommends approval of the bill. 

The Family Court Act of 2001 wou.ld create a new family COLI.rt within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia. This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 
juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill would authorize up to l 5judges who had training or expertise in family law 
and who· volunteered to serve on the family court. Three and five-year terms of services are 
required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer tenn. If necessary, additional 
slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected children into permanent placements (either with their biological families or 
with foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits. 

To the extent practicable, the family court would follow the principle of "one family-one 
judge" and the use of alternative dispute resolution procedures. The bilJ calls for improved 
standards of practice for appointed counsel and more training of judges and magistrate judges in 
such areas as chlld development. family dynamics, and risk factors for child abuse. It also calls 
for a greater degree ofcooperation and coordination (through co-location and improved 
technology) among the agencies that are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting requirements will make close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible. 

The family court would give abuse and neglect cases the priority and consistency that 
they deserve. It would be a significant contribution to improvmg the child welfare system in the 

. . I 
I 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R. 265 7 . 
and that it passed the House and the Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. . . 

Thank you for the opportunity to present qur view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additional assistance. 

. Sincerely,· 

. Assi~tant Attorney General 

- 2 -
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ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS 
MAYOR 

December 21, 2001 

The Honorable Mi-Lchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 1 7m Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

This responds to your request for my views and recommendations on U1e enrolled bill, H.R. 
2657, "The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001.'' For the reasons set forth below, I 
strongly recommend that the President approve the bill. 

The District of Colwnbia Family Court Act of 2001 is a critical component ofour efforts to 
reform the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
farnily court within the Superior Colu·t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children, including the 
following: staffing by a dedicated cohort of experienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases out of the family court; use of alternative dispute resolution methods; standards ,, 
of practice for appointed counsel; implementation of the one-family one-judge case assignment 
model; on-site coordination of social services; development of a plan for integration of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of Magistrate Judges. The 
establishment of the fa.i11ily coun in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality of our child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency- central goals of federal and local law . 

. Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this important legislation. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 
require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

~,~-~·~ 
Anthony A. Williams 
Mayor 

!OO@] 
...__ __ . __ ,_. ----
MIO S6S9 LZL ZOZ XVd IO:LI 
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December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
Legislative Liaison 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr .. Gonzalez: 

CSOSA 141003 

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) has been asked by the Office of 
Management and Budget to comment on HR2167, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
2001. 

CSOSA suppor1s this bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend thaJ it be signed into law without delay. 

i 

· ~sper Ormond 
I 

I.riterim Director 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW, Jih Floor. Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350 
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O,FFICE OF THE VICE. PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON 

January3,.2002 · 
. . 

MEMORANDUM FOR HARRIET .MIERS 
STAFF SECRETARY 

2024560387 . 

FROM: JONATHAN BU~ 
DEPUTY STAFF SECRij°TARY TO THE VICE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: .. ll.R. 2657 '""".District of Columbia Family Court Act · 

The Office of the Vice President has reviewed the above-referenced 
·draft and concurs inthe recommendation to signthe enrolled bill. 

P.01 
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SS/RM NO. 50:5276 
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1-2-02 
( ' - ._ . 

ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: 1-3··02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: H~R. 2657 ... DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT i02 .JAN3 PM3:37 ! • 

ACTION. FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT 
~· 0 

CARD· ·~ D 

BLAKEMAN D D 

BOLTEN ~ D 

CALIO ~ D 

CONNAUGHTON· D D 

DANIELS D ~ 

FLEISCHER ~ D 

GERSON ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D 

HAGIN D D 

HAWKINS ·~ D 

HUBBARD 

HUGHES 

IRASTORZA 

JOHNSON 

LINDSEY 

MIERS 

RICE 

RIDGE 

ROVC. • 

SPELLINGS 

CLERK 

.ACTION 

~ 

~ 

D 

D 

~ 

D 

D 

D 
Hf#@.-~ 

[iJ..-

D 

D 

FYI 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

·o 
D 

D 

D 
II(' 

D 

REMARKS: . 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATERTHAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1-3·02. THANKYOU, 

RESPONSE: 

C' 1 ·01 t'd ·z ...... ··-·z ~ • l " . · - .,. '.ll 1,, r 
ll ''.I {· . \.o!-•.J 

Harriet E. Miers 
l\!;;sistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary . 
Ext. 62702 

I 

-i'":.. 

; : . 

' ' 
' ' 
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SS/ RM NO. 505276 

'WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

,, Date: 1 ·2-02 ACTION I CONCURREN.CE I COMMIENT DUE BY: 1 ~3..02, 4:JJ~Q.PM,~~ ·:~ Pl.Ji2:ffl 
------ . °VLVilb ... ': ...... 

. ~· : 

Subject: H.R. 2657 - DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D HUBBARDaz:J 
·. ;;· ·: 

CARD ~· D HUGHES 

BLAKEMAN o· D IRASTORZA 

BOLTEN ~·· D JOHNSON 

CAUO· ~ D. 'lfNDSlEY 

CONNAUGHTON D 0 MIERS 

DANIELS D ~ RICE 

FLEISCHER [3"'" D RIDGE 

GERSON ~ 0 ROVE 
:, ... : 

GONZALES ~ 0 SPELLINGS 

HAGIN D· D CLERK 

HAWKINS ~ .o 
. ; ' . . 

ACTION 

n ~ 
lir"' . 

D 

D 

~ 

D 

D 

D 
rg--'" 

ID----

D 

D 

FYI 

o· 
D 

D 

D 

o· 

D 

D 

D 

D 

~ 
D 

·•. ·REMARKS; 

.. 
'· 

. ! .. 

PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY; 
1..J-02. THANK YOU. 

·RESPONSE: 

~· (J . 

Harriet E. Miers 
Assistant to the Pr~ident 

and Sttaff Secretary 
Ext. 62702 

TOTAL P.06 



SS/ RM NO. 505276 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDU1'1: 

. Date: 1m2-02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE I COMMENT DUE BY: 1··3-02, 4:00 PM 
---~--

Subject: H.R. 2657 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 
'{)!')' ]'ii'-·_., -

._ JrrHti ;-f; PM~r'"~~ -~ ' _ ... ":Jl0 . .;_;J 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT -~ D HUBBARD ~ D 

CARD ~ D HUGHES lil" D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

. BOLTEN· ' ~ [] JOHNSON D D 

~ D ' ~ D CALIO LINDSEY 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS D 

DANIELS D ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON ~ -o ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ ~D SPELLINGS UJ...- D 

HAGIN D D CLERK D ~ 
HAWKINS ~ D D D -.,,;. 

REMARKS: . , 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 

1-3-02. THANKYOU. . ~ 

RESPONSE: 

Harriet E. Miers 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Ext. 62702 



·EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT .. 

OFF.ICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET. 

WASH I NG TON, D. c: 205Cfa· 

THE DIRECTOR . 
Jariuary 2;·2002 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657-District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 c_osponsors 

Last Day for Action . 

January 8, 2002 -Tuesday 

Purpose 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the 

. Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges. 

Agency Recommendations · 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
District of Columbia· 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency .· 
Gen·eral Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services 

Discussion · 

Approval 

Approval '•' 
Approval. 
Approval 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection {informally) 
Defers .to Justice (Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jtirisdiction over the 
District ofColurribia, including over its local courts .. The District of Columbia Superior Court 
was established by Public Law 91-358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction withfive 
branches: family, civil, criminal, tax, and probate. Currently the Court has 58 judges and one 
chief judge. The judges are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Congress. The 
President makes his selection from a ;list of three names provided to him by the District of 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. · 
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Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a ~ 
child under court supervision who died in January 2000 after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a formal hearing. According to the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, "the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to all 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Family Division of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the 
bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are described in the Attachment. 

Family Court. The bill would redesignate the Family Division of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the sJperior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
as presiding judge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictional unit of the Superior Court (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, -child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decisicm 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution .. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the ,­
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would limit the number of judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum ofl5. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 15 
judges. In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving~on the Family 
Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions of the 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of 15 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court. Such 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Committet\On Judicial Administration and to report to 
Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 

-2-



H.R. 2657 would requirejudges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
the Superior Court to: (1) have training or experience in familylaw; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment i'.s in the interest of justice. 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within90 days of 
enactment, including: (1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court;. (2) a determination of the role and function of the presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management anp staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress repm:t to Congress every .six months on the disposition of these cases. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesign.ate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conduct hearings, make findings, and enter final orders or judgments. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days. after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of the transition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. "' · 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law 107-96) included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act. 

Agency Views 

The Department of Justice advises that "[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would be a significant contribution to 
improving the child welfare syst.em in the District of Columbia." 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "is a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children." 

-3-
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and 
~ . 

Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval.ofH.R. 2657,.which passed the Senate 
by unanimou§ consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. 

Enclosures 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director·. 

-4-



Attachment 

Other Provisions of H.R. 2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 
the provision of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Family Court andthe District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require'the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the District government with the computersystems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of· 
the District government. The bill.would also require the establishment of an electronic case \ .. 
tracking and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families served by the Court. 

The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: {l)the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment of judges on the 
Family Court. 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: (1) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 
enactment on'the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the. 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; the impact of magistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and.other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 
and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. · 
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The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

DOJ OLA ....... OMB GREEN 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

December 21, 2001 

'This responds to your request for the views and recommendation of the Justice 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District of Columbia Family Court Act of200L" 
The Justice Department recommerids approval of the bill. 

The Family Court Act of 2001 would create a new family court within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia. This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 
juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill would authorize up to 15 judges who had training or expertise in family law 
and who volunteered to serve on the family court. Three and five-year terms of services are 
required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer term. If necessary, additional 
slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. ·The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
abused and neglected children into permanent placements (either with their biological families or 
with foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits. 

To the extent practicable, the family court would follow the principle of "one family-one 
· judge" and the use of alternative dispute resolution procedures. The bill cans for improved 

standards of practice for appointed counsel and more training of judges and magistratejudgesin 
such areas.as chlld development, family dynamics, and risk· factors for child abuse. It also calls 
for a greater degree of cooperation and coordination (through co-location and improved 
technology) among the agenciesthat are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting requirements will make close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible. 

The family court would give abuse and neglect cases the priority and consistency that 
they deserve. It would be a significant contributionto improvmg the child welfare system in the 

. I , . 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.R 2657 
and that it passed the House and tne Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present qur view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additional assistance .. 

Sincerely, 

ant 

Assi~tant Attorney General 

- 2 -
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ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS 
MAYOR . 

December 21, 2001 

The Honorable Mi·lchell E. Daniels, Jr. 

Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 17th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

D 

This responds to your request for my views and recommendations on the enrolled bill, H.R. 
2657, "The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001.'' For the reasons se~t forth below, I 

strongly recommend that the President approve the bi\1. 

The District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
refonn the District's child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced 
family court within the Superior Court of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children,. including the 
following: staffing by a dedicated cohort of experienced anci trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases out of the family court; use of alternative dispute Tesolution methods; standards"' 
of practice for appointed counsel; implementation of the one-famlly one-judge case assigrunent 
model; on-site coordination of social services; development of a plan for integration of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of Magistrate Judges. The 
estabfohment of the fan1ily coun in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality of our child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency - central goals of federal and local law. · 

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this important 1egislatiori. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my GeneTal Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you hcLVe any questions or 

require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

~,~-~·~ 
Anthony A. Williams 
Mayor 

1'00~ 

___ . __ , _____ _ 
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December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
Legislative Liaison 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

CSOSA l4l 003 

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

Office of the Director 

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) has been asked by the Office of 
Management and Budget to comment on HR2167, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
2001. 

CSOSA suppo.rts this bill, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend that it be signed into law without delay. 

mcere1y, ~~2,.(}_ 

; J 

l 

· asper Ormond 
IIlterirn Director 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW, l21h Floor. Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350 

' 1 
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·· · SS/ RM NO: . 505276 ....;:;...:_.:____ ____ _ 
WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1-2-02 ACTION I CONCURRENCE/ COMMENT DUE BY: 1-3-02, 4:00 PM 

Subject: . H.R. 2657 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FAMILY COURT ACT 

. ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 

VICE PRESIDENT ~ D. HUBBARD ~ D 

CARD -~- D . HUGHES· ~ D 

BLAKEMAN D D IRASTORZA D D 

BOLTEN ~ D JOHNSON D D -~ D 
t 
~- D CALIO; LINDSEY< 

CONNAUGHTON D D MIERS D 

DANIELS D ~ RICE D D 

FLEISCHER ~ D RIDGE D D 

GERSON ~ D ROVE ~ D 

GONZALES ~ D SPELLINGS UY" D 

HAGIN D D CLERK . D . Ii( 

HAWKINS .·~ D D D 

REMARKS: 
PLEASE SEND COMMENTS TO STAFF SECRETARY NO LATER THAN 4:00 PM THURSDAY, 
1.;3.02. THANK YOU. . . 

RESPONSE: 

1~ 1f- (/(,,villi)~ 

Harriet E~ Miers 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary . 
Ext. 62702 . 

•.v.;·: 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
~ 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 . L,;::-_:· _ . .., .-
-

January 2, 2002 
THE DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2657 - District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001 
Sponsors - Rep. DeLay (R) Texas and 3 cosponsors 

Last Day for Action 

) 

January 8, 2002 - Tuesday 

Purpose 

Redesignates the Family Division of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the 
Family Court of the Superior Court and makes structural and administrative changes affecting the 
Court's operations, including rules regarding the assignment and service of Family Court judges. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
District of Columbia 
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
General Services Administration 
Office of Personnel Management 
Department of Health and Human Services 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval ,, 
Approval 
Approval 
No objection (Informally) 
No objection (Informally) 
Defers to Justice (Informally) 

Background. Under the Constitution, Congress has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia, including over its local courts. The District of Columbia Superior Court 
was established by Public Law 91-358 in 1970 as a court of general jurisdiction with five 
branches: family, civil, criminal, tax, and probate. Currentlythe Court has 58 judges and one 
chief]udge. The judges are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Congress. The 
President makes his selection from a list of three names provided to him by the District of 
Columbia Judicial Nominations Commission. 
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Concern about the Court's role in handling cases of abused and neglected children was 
heightened as a result of newspaper coverage of the death of 23-month old Brianna Blackmond, a 
child under court supervision who died ip January 2000 after a judge returned her to her troubled 
home without conducting a_fonnal hearing. According to theSenateGovernmental Affairs 
Committee Report on H.R. 2657, ,;the dispersal of abuse and neglect cases to 8.11 59 judges" has 
contributed to shortcomings that the enrolled bill is intended to address. 

_ H.R. 2657 would make several changes to the way that the Fainily Division of the -
Superior Court of the District of Columbia is structured and administered. A description of the 

' bill's major provisions follows. Other provisions are d'escribed in the Attachment. 

Family Court. The bill would redesignate the Family Division of the Superior CoUrt of 
the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the Superior Court and would require the chief 
judge of the Superior Court to designate one of the judges assigned to the Family Court to serve 
as presiding judge of the Family Court. Except for cases assigned to, or already pending in, a 
cross-jurisdictional uriit of the Superior Court (such as the Domestic Violence Unit), the bill 
would grant the Family Court original jurisdiction over family law issues brought before the 
Superior Court such as child abuse and neglect cases, child custody hearings, and divorce, 
adoption, and paternity proceedings. The bill would also require that any appeal from a decision . 
of the Family Court terminating parental rights or granting or denying a petition to adopt would 
have to receive expedited review by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

Disposition of cases. The enrolled bill would require the Family Court to establish a "one 
·family, one judge" policy requiring, to the greatest extent possible, one judge to handle all 
matters in the court involving one child or one family. Most cases assigned to the Family Court 
would remain within the Court until final resolution. However, the enrolled bill would specify 
certain procedures under which a judge who is rotating out of the Family Court could retain a 
Family Court case for up to 12 months after leaving the court. The bill would also require the ,,, 
Family Court, to the greatest extent possible, to resolve cases and proceedings through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures in accordance with rules established by the Superior Court. 

Judges. The bill would _limit the number of judges serving on the Family Court to a 
maximum of 15. (There are currently 12 judges in the Family Division. However, all 59 
Superior Court judges review child welfare cases in addition to their other duties.) The chief 
judge of the Superior Court could temporarily assign qualified judges from other divisions of the 
Superior Court to the Family Court if an emergency situation creates a need for more than 1_5 
judges.· In those situations, the chief judge would be required to report to the President and to 
Congress with justification for the action. If the total number of judges serving on the Family 
Court is less than 15 and the chief judge is unable to find volunteers in other divisions ofthe 
Superior Court to serve on the Family Court to maintain the maximum of15 judges, H.R. 2657 
would authorize the chief judge to recruit new judges to serve on the Family Court. Such 
recruitment would be authorized even if it meant exceeding the total cap of 59 judges serving on 
the Superior Court. To do so, however, the chief judge would be required to obtain the approval 
of the District of Columbia's Joint Committee on Judicial Administration and to report to 
Congress on why it is necessary to exceed the cap. 
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H.R. 2657 would require judges appointed to serve on the Family Court from outside of 
-the Superior Court to: ( 1) have training or experience in family law; (2) agree to participate in 
ongoing training programs; and (3) serve for a five-year term. Judges already serving on the 
Superior Court would be required to serve for at least three years. The bill would grant the chief 
judge the authority to reassign judges outside of the Family Court before the end of their term if 
such reassignment is in the interest of justice. 

Transition plan. The chief judge of the Superior Court would be required to prepare and 
submit to the President and to Congress a transition plan for the Family Court within 90 days of 
enactment, including: ( 1) a determination of the number of judges and magistrates needed to 
serve on the court;_ (2)a determination of the role and function of the presiding judge of the 
Family Court; (3) a description of case flow, management and staffing needs; and (4) a proposal 
to carry out the disposition of child abuse and neglect cases pending in the Superior Court. The 
bill would require the chief judge to provide for the transfer or disposition of these cases within 
18 months of filing the transition plan. The chief judge would also be required to submit a 
progress report to Congress every six months on the disposition of these cases. 

Magistrate judges. The bill would redesignate hearing commissioners of the Superior 
Court as magistrate judges. Magistrate judges would be given the authority to administer oaths, 
conducthearings, make findings, and enter final orders orjudgments. Magistrate judges of the 
Family Court and of the Domestic Violence Unit would be required to have specific 
qualifications, including experience in family law. Magistrate judges of the Family Court would 
have to be appointed by the chief judge and the presiding judge no later than 60 days after 
enactment in order to assist in the implementation of the transition plan for the Family Court. In 
doing so, these magistrates would be first assigned by the chief judge of the Superior Court and 
the presiding judge of the Family Court to cases involving allegations of abuse or neglect that 
were filed more than two years prior to enactment and that are currently being handled by judges 
outside of the Family Division. -.,, · 

Appropriations. The FY 2002 appropriations act for the District of Columbia (Public 
Law 107-96) included a Federal payment of $24 million to carry out this Act. 

Agency Views 

The Department of Justice advises that "[t]he family court would give abuse and neglect 
cases the priority and consistency that they deserve," and "would_ be a significant contribution to 
improving the child welfare system in the District ofColumbia." 

The Mayor of the District of Columbia states that the enrolled bill "is a critical 
component of our efforts to reform the District's child welfare system" and "includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children." 
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Conclusion and Recominendations 

We join the Department of Justice, the District of Columbia, and the Court Services and 
Offender Supervision Agency in recommending approval ofH.R. 2657, which passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent and the House by a vote of 418 to 1. 

Enclosures 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 
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Attachment 

Other Provisions of H.R. 2657 

H.R. 2657 would require the Mayor of the District of Columbia to ensure that 
·· representatives of D.C. social services agencies are available at the Family Court to coordinate 

the provision of social services for those appearing in court. The Mayor would be required to 
appoint an individual to act as liaison between the Farriily Court and the District government for 
this purpose. 

The bill would also require the District to prepare a plan for integrating the computer 
systems of the Distriet government with the computer systems of the Superior Court. In 
accordance with the plan, all records and materials of the Family Court would have to be stored 
and maintained in electronic format accessible to staff of the Family Court and other offices of 
the District government. The bill would also require the establishment of an electronic case 
tracking and management system for these materials. 

In consultation with the presiding judge of the Family Court, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court would be required to carry out a program of training in family law to judges, 
magistrates, attorneys, and other non-judicial personnel of the Family Court and to other judges 
of the Superior Court who are assigned Family Court cases. Also, to the greatest extent possible, 
the chief judge and presiding judge would be required to ensure that materials, services, and 
proceedings are understandable and accessible to individuals and families served by the Court. 

The bill would require the chief judge of the Superior Court to submit a report to 
Congress within 90 days of the end of each year on the activities of the Family Court during that 
year, including information on: (1) the extent to which applicable deadlines, standards, and 
timetables were met; and (2) the number, status, recruitment, and reassignment of judges on the 
Family Court. ,, 

The enrolled bill would also require the chief judge and the presiding judge to submit to 
Congress: ( 1) a plan, in consultation with the General Services Administration, within a year of 
enactment on the feasibility of constructing or acquiring permanent facilities for the Family 
Court; and (2) an analysis of the impact of using Family Court magistrate judges on reducing the 
backlog of cases pending in the Family Court. 

The bill would also require the Comptroller General to report, within two years of 
enactment, on the implementation of the bill's provisions, including an analysis of the initial 
appointments of judges to the Family Court; the impact of magistrate judges on the workload of 
judges and other court personnel; the number of judges needed for the Family Court; and an 
analysis of the timeliness of the resolution and disposition of cases. 

The bill expresses the sense of Congress that the District of Columbia, Maryland and 
Virginia should enter into an agreement to facilitate the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District's child welfare system. It also expresses the sense of the Senate that the chief judge 

· and the presiding judge should encourage the use of Court Appointed Special Advocates in 
Family Court proceedings. 
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The Honorable Mitchell Daniels 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

DOJ OLA ......... OMB GREEN 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of.Legislative Affairs 

Washington, D.C. 20530 . 

December 21, 2001 

This responds to your request for the views and recorrunendation of tile Justice 
Department on the enrolled bill H.R. 2657, the "District of Columbia Family Court Act of 2001." 
The Justice Department recommends approval of the bill. 

The Family Court Act of2001 would create a new family court within the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia. This new court would handle child abuse and neglect cases, divorce, 
juvenile justice, commitment of mental retardation and mental ill individuals, and related 
matters. The bill would authorize up to 15 judges who had training or expertise in family law 
and who volWlteered to serve on the family court. Three and five-year terms of services are 
required, although any judge could volunteer to serve a longer term. If necessary, additional 
slots would be created so that the family court could be fully staffed. The bill also provides for 
the temporary reassignment of judges to the family court in emergency situations. In addition, 
the bill would create new positions for magistrate judges with the aim that increased staffing 
would help the District of Columbia comply with the Adoption and Safe Families Act by moving 
ab_used and neglected children into permanent placements (either with their biological families or 
with foster or adoptive families) within the Federal time limits . 

. To the extent practicable, the family court would follow the principle of "one family-one 
judge" and the use of alternative dispute resolution procedures. The bill calls for improved 
standards of practice for appointed counsel and more training of judges and magistrate judges in 
such areas as child development, family dynamics, and risk factors for child abuse. It also calls 
for a greater O.egree of cooperation and coordination (through c0-location and improved · 
technology) among the agencies that are charged with serving children. Internal and external 
analysis and reporting requirements will make close monitoring of implementation of the new 
court possible. 

The family court would give abuse and neglect cases the priority and consistency that 
they deserve. It would be a significant contribution to improvmg the child welfare system in the 

. . I 
I 
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District of Columbia. We note that Representative Tom eLay initially sponsored H.K 2657 
and that itpa8scd the House and the Senate by substantial bipartisan majorities. 

. . 

Thank you for the opportunity to present qur view . Please feel free to call upon us if we 
may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, · 

Assi~tant Attorney General 

I· 
I 
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ANTHONY A. WILLIAMS 
MAYOR. 

· December J.l, 2001 

The Honorable Mi-tchell E. Daniels, Jr. 
Director 

·Office of Management a.'ndBudget 
725 l 7th Street, "NW · -
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

This responds to your request formy views and recommendations on the enrolled bill, H.R. 
:2657, "The District of Columbia Family Coutt Act of 2001." For the reasons set forth below, l 
strongly recommend that the President ·approve the bill. · 

The District of Columbia Family Court Act of2001 is a critical component of our efforts to 
··· reform the District~ s child welfare system. The Act would create an appropriately resourced· 

family court within the Superior Cotu·t of the District of Columbia. The legislation includes key 
provisions that will lead to better adjudicative outcomes for vulnerable children,. including the 
following: staffing by a dedicated cohort of experienced and trained judges who will remain in 
the family court for fixed terms of service that are of an appropriate duration; restrictions on the 
transfer of cases 0111 of the family court; use ofalternative dispute resolution methods; standards.,, 
of practice for appointed counsel; implementation of the one-family one-judge case assignment 
model; on-site coordination of social services; development ofa plari. for integration of multi­
agency information systems; and, the expedited initial appointment of Magistrate Judges. The 
establishment of the family coUI:t in the District of Columbia will enhance the quality of our child 
welfare adjudications and accelerate permanency- central goals of federal and local law. 

. / ' 

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this important 1egislation. ,Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my General Counsel, Grace M. Lopes, if you have any questions or 
require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

c:.~ ~. ~;~ 
_x,z 

. . 

Anthony A. Williams · 
Mayor . 

TOO~ ·-----
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Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia 

December 21, 2001 

Oscar Gonzalez 
Legislative Liaison 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

Office of the Director 

. I 
. . . . 

·.The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) has been asked by the Office of 
Management and Budget to comment on HR.2167, the District of Columbia Family Court Act of 
2001. 

CSOSAsuppo.rts this l;>iU, which will establish a family court within the DC Superior Court. We 
recommend that it be signed into law without delay. 

c 

incerely, a,.(]_ 
; J .. . 

· ~~per Ormond 
. I 

I.riterim Director 

633 Indiana Avenue, NW. l21h Floor, Washington, DC 20004 
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350 
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H.R.2657 

<Bnt iRundrtd ~tlltnth [ongrtss 
of tht 

ilnittd ~tatts of 21.mtrica 
AT THE FIRST SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Wednesday, 
the third day of January, two thousand and one 

2ln 2lrt 
To amend title 11, District of Columbia Code, to redesignate the Family Division 

of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as the Family Court of the 
Superior Court, to recruit and retain trained and experienced judges to serve 
in the Family Court, to promote consistency and efficiency in the assignment 
of judges to the Family Court and in the consideration of actions and proceedings 
in the Family Court, and for other purposes. 

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "District of Columbia Family 
Court Act of 2001". 

SEC.2. REDESIGNATION OF FAMILY DMSION AS FAMILY COURT OF 
THE SUPERIOR COURT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 11-902, District of Columbia Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

"§ 11-902. Organization of the court 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Superior Court shall consist of the fol-

loWing: · 
"(1) The Civil Division. 
"(2) The Criminal Division. 
"(3) The Family Court. 
"(4) The Probate Division. 
"(5) The Tax Division. 

"(b) BRANCHES.-The divisions of the Superior Court may be 
divided ·into such branches as the Superior Court may by rule 
prescribe. 

"(c) DESIGNATION OF PRESIDING JUDGE OF FAMILY COURT.-­
The chief judge of the Superior Court shall designate one of the · 
judges assigned to the Family Court of the Superior Court to 
serve as the presiding judge of the Family Court of the Superior 
Court. 

"(d) JURISDICTION DESCRIBED.-The Family Court shall have 
original jurisdiction over the actions, applications, determinations, 
adjudications, ~d proceedings described in section 11-1101. 
Actions, applications, determinations, adjudications, and pro­
ceedings being assigned to cross-jurisdictional units established by 
the Superior Court, including the Domestic Violence Unit, on the 
date of enactment of this section may continue to be so assigned 
after the date of enactment of this section.". 



H. R. 2657-18 

SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall take effect upon enact-
ment of this Act. · 

APP·ROVED 
JAN 8 2002 
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