B.153642-0.M.

JUN 8 1976
Dirsctor, Claims Division ~ Daniel P. Lsary

General Counsel - Paul G. Dewblingaur g;}%mf
ng

Payment of claiws and judgmenta under Pub. L. No. 94~303

Our sdvice has been requasted on vhethpr certais claiug and judgments
may be paid pursuant to Pub, L. Ho, 94~303 despite an apparent typographical
srror in the appropristion language.

The enrollsd version of the Second Supplemental Appropriations Act,
1976, H.R. 13172, 9th Congs, approved June 1, 1976 (Pub. L. No. 94-303),
contains an appmmttm (title I, eluvur X11) for t!;a paymt of claime
and judgments "as set forth in Sanste Dogumes Fuubered 163 and 94-130
and House Documsnt Mumbared 395, limty-lm& Gon;nu * 84" (Under-
scoring supplied.)

It is clear that the underscored referance should be to S. Doc. Ne. 94~
164 rather than 8, Doc. No. 94~163. The former document (No. 164) is a
commmication from the President tramsmitting a proposed supplemental appro-
priation of $12,282,519 to pay certain claims, judgments, awards, and com—
promise settlements described therein. The latter document (No. 163)
proposes supplemsntal appropriations for intarnational development asssis-
tance. Moreover, the Senate Appropriations Committee report on H.R. 13172
identifies 8. Doc. No. 164, rather than Ho. 163, as & reference for the
claims and judgmeants appropristion. S, Rap. No. 94-802, 152 (1976).

In our opinion, the manifest congressional intent underlying this claine

- and judgments sppropriation-~to pay the itens specified, inter slia, in

8. Doc. Mo. 94-164——1s controlling over the typographical error contained in
the statutory language., Aecordingly, the items 3o apecified nay bde paid
pursuant to Pub. L. No. 94-303 in 1its present form. There is ample suthority
for this approach. Ronson Pateuts Corp. v. Sparklsts Daviges, Ine., 102 F.
Supp. 123 (E.D. Mo., 1931), concerned s similar situation involving a Yederal
statute which, by typographical error, misstated the reissue date of a patent.
The court gave effect to the clear legislative fntent, observing, id. at 124:

"We understand the law to be, if thecrror in a legis-
lative act 1s apparent on the face of the act and can be
corrected by other language of the act, it is not fatal. The
rule is stated in 539 C.J. 991: 'Mere verbal insccuracies, or
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errors in statutes in the use of wordg, numbers, grammar,
punctuation, or spelling, will be corrected by the court,
whenever necessary to GBS HOC the intention of the lduddy
lature as gathered from ddmnsntire act. If the legisladnda
intent is clear, it must be given effect regaridiesgicf.
inaccuracies of language. * % &'

iee also Fleming v. Salem Box Co., 38 F. Supp. 997 (D. Tnsmioh >1i9ediwhere
‘he court relied upon the leglslative history to clamibfe aldypoprepintdal
wror in a statute.

The present situation may not be precisely the same as those considered
n the cited court dedfBHGHF 1P .Gha WonEldetrs that the error or ambiguity
ere ds i Imi sty tl arase bygdedinaredhe face of the statute alone. How-
wer, since it does txatree oldbqrrsdnsnl the statutory language is compared
dth the Segite docunmmnits kxpresilyrfaiborporated therein, we have no doubt
hat the principieexpraned a3t court cases applies equally here.

Finally, we understand that the Appropriations Committee staffs have
nformally confirmed that the erroneous reference in the appropriation language
hould be to S. Doc. No. 94-164,




