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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C, 848

November 13, 1973
“"4’0‘ €S

Tha Honorabla Dixy Lee Ray, Chairman
Atonie Energy Cowniseion .

Dear Dr, Ray!
of the Atonic Euersy Comz:implon (AEC)|request advice concemning

‘*allered attorney's Iieus snarted ageinst an award of juet coupensation
by AEC to Jarca C. lobbs fot ¢he Governzent'e use of Hobba' patented

H valva,
- 8pecifically, the tollowing questiona ava prasented;

Pafaronce is mada to letter of A azfunt'z, 1973, from tha Controller

(1) Ys tho Unfted States bound to recogniza an attoruoy’.
iten sssorted apainst an award of just compensation
by the Commisafon pursummt to 42 U.S.C. 21577

(2) IZ tha ancwor to tha firxst quistion s affirmative, do
the letters attached as enclosures 3 2nd C conatitute
propa: and binding notice of such liana?

(3) If the ansver to tha first two question is yess, what
48 tho obligaticu of the ALC with respoct to resolution
of dispute as to the exiastencs and/or anoumts of the
c¢lained 1liens?

Y%e hava hald that recognition’of an attornoy's lien an a valid

‘¢claim against the United States would be in violation of tho provisions

of section 3477 of tha Revisad Strcates, IL U.S.C. 203, sinco attormey's
licns operate as assignncnts by purchasc rathar than by oporetion of
1xw, Eee &'68587' JUIJ 14 1949. ‘en aleso 23 Op. A-tt’s Gen, 279.
Y1504); Spofford v, Xirk, 97 U.S. 484 (18768), No statute exists

which authorizos an attorney's liecn oa public funds in tha Treasury of
thoe United ftates. Furthcr, thersa aq wany docisions to tho aifoct
that an attornay's retainzr agrecmant is uuveniorescavio as in violaction
of said naccion 3477 of tha Ruviwed Stacutes. .lloxeover, avean aa
attorney's lien created by State law may not ba considored paraxount
to a Vsdarsl statute properly ensctad, See B-68587, November 10, 1949,
Boa also Penn Nairies, Inc, v, Milli Control Comcisaion of Pennaylvania,
.. 38 u, S. 261 - (1943) and cases cited therein,
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s, In the é;no of Pittnan v, United States, 127 Ct, Cl, 173

* {14%3) certiorari denied, 343 U,8. 815, the Court of Claima gave con-

sidaration to a sult to rccover from the United States sn amount on

the ground that the plainti{ff, an attorney, had a lien againat an

avard wude to his,client by tha Maritime Adeministration., In disnissing
the plaintiff's putitiou the court hald that whather it was an attorney's
1ien, or cquitable interast or pouothing alee, the contract batwesn the
plaiatiff aod his cliuvut gave over to tha plaintiff an intorest in hie
¢ifent's claim ogainst tha Govexnment, which 48 forbiddan by the “Anti-
Assignaent .ututﬂ'; 3l u,.§8,.0, 203, .

In Mghit of the foregoing 1t v our view that tho United Statew

.i# not bLound to recogniza an attorucy'e 1licn asrscrted pgninst an awerd
of §ust componsation by ALC pursumnt to 42 U,8.C, 2187, Accordingly,

the firat quastion is anewered in the negative,

In view of tha emswor to the f£irpt question, answers to the aecond
aud third quostions ave not. required,

Binceraly yours,

R Po zon;i

.Doputy I Comptrollar Ceneral
of the United Statenm






