
Minutes of the Advisory Committee
Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure

April 27, 1988

Present were the Honorable Jon 0. Newman, Chairman, and members
Honorable Myron H. Bright, Honorable Peter T. Fay and Honorable
E. Grady Jolly. James M. Spears, Esquire, Deputy Assistant
Attorney General, attended on behalf of Solicitor General Charles
Fried. Honorable Pierce Lively and Professor Charles A. Wright
attended as liaisons from the Judicial Conference Standing
Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure. Professor Carol
Mooney, Reporter, and Mr. William Eldrige of the Federal Judicial
Center, were also in attendance.

Chairman Newman called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

Organizational matters

Judge Newman began the meeting by addressing the following
questions concerning organization and composition of the
Committee:

1. Professor Rex Lee's term expires in October. Although
the Chief Justice appoints members of the Committee, the
Committee may suggest names of persons who might serve as
practitioner representatives on the Committee. Judge Newman
thinks it may be appropriate to have two members of the private
bar rather than only one.

2. Clerks Thomas F. Strubbe of the Seventh Circuit and
Robert D. St. Vrain of the Eighth Circuit wrote to Judge Newman
concerning the clerks' opportunity to have input into the work of
the Committee. Although both Judge Ripple, when he was Reporter
to the Committee, and Carol Mooney, in her capacity as Reporter,
have attended the clerks' meetings and have served as liaisons
between the clerks and the Committee, Judge Newman suggested
having the chairman of the clerk's Committee on the Federal Rules
of Appellate Procedure attend the Advisory Committee meeting as
an observer but not as a voting member. He observed that the
presence of the clerks is at least as compelling as that of
Congressional staff members. The Committee was in agreement.

3. With regard to the location of the next meeting, Judge
Newman suggested that the Committee avoid esoteric locations and
stated that given the convenience of the office space and support
available in Washington the next meeting probably would be in
Washington. The Committee was in agreement.

4. Judge Newman also expressed the opinion that a certain
amount of the Committee's work could be conducted by mail; for
example, tying up loose ends on an item might be handled by mail
rather than waiting until the next meeting. The Committee
concurred and also agreed that it might not be necessary to meet
every six months.



Bankruptcy Rule

The first substantive matter addressed was the new
bankruptcy rule - F.R.A.P. 6 - docket number 86-12. The
reporter stated that the committee had approved the new rule at
its last meeting and had sent the rule to the Bankruptcy Advisory
Committee for its approval. The reporter also stated that the
Bankruptcy Committee was scheduled to consider the rule at its
May, 1988, meeting. Once the rule is approved by the Bankruptcy
Committee, we will send it on to the Standing Committee.

Certificate of Interest

The next item considered was docket number 86-9 concerning a
party's disclosure of its corporate affiliates so a judge can
ascertain whether he or she has any interests in any of the
party's related entities which would disqualify the judge from
hearing the appeal. The Committee approved a rule at the last
meeting but following the meeting Chief Justice McKusick offered
suggestions for further amendment. Therefore, the Committee had
before it Justice McKusick's suggestions.

Before discussing Justice McKusick's suggestions however,
the Committee reviewed the development of this rule and the
reason for proposing a national rule. The original request for
development of a national rule came from Otis M. Smith, General
Counsel of the General Motors Corporation. Mr. Smith cited two
reasons for his request: first, the fact that the local rules in
the circuits vary significantly causes inconvenience for those
involved in a national practice; second, Mr. Smith stated that
some of the rules are unnecessarily broad, for example some rules
require disclosure of all of a corporation's subsidiaries which
includes wholly-owned subsidiaries. Prior to its last meeting
the Committee approved and circulated a draft rule to the
circuits. Ten circuits responded to the draft rule. Five
circuits approved of the draft, although three circuits
suggested amendments. Five circuits disapproved. The principal
objection to the circulated draft was the breadth of disclosure
required. In light of the response to the circulated draft, the
rule approved by the Committee at its last meeting was more
narrowly drawn. The Committee decided that the rule it approved
represented a minimum requirement which all circuits should meet,
and if the circuits want to require additional information they
may do so.

Since the composition of the Committee changed significantly
between the last meeting and this one, Judge Newman first asked
the Committee whether it was in agreement with the predecessor
Committee that a national rule is desirable even though some of
the circuits may continue to have local rules which require more
disclosure than the FRAP rule. The Committee generally agreed
that a uniform rule would be desirable. A uniform rule would
allow corporations to develop a standard disclosure statement.
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Although corporations would still need to check local rules to
ascertain if additional information is needed, at least there
would be a standard baseline procedure. Also, the Committee
thought that the promulgation by the Supreme Court of a
streamlined rule might prompt the circuits to winnow their own
rules.

The Committee then turned to the precise language of the
rule. The rule approved at the last meeting and as further
amended by Chief Justice McKusick reads as follows:

1 Any corporate party to a civil or bankruptcy case
2 or agency review proceeding and any corporate
3 defendant in a criminal case shall file a
4 statement identifying all parent companies,
5 subsidiaries (except wholly-owned subsidiaries) and
6 affiliates of such corporation.

The Committee generally approved Justice McKusick's
suggestions but had some questions concerning the content of the
disclosure. Judge Newman questioned the need to disclose
subsidiaries. He noted that if U.S. Steel is a party and owns
10% of a corporation and a judge owns two shares of that
subsidiary, the judge does not have a financial interest that
would be substantially affected by the outcome of the appeal.
However, Judge Newman noted that most circuits require disclosure
of subsidiaries, other than wholly owned subsidiaries, and that
it is probably better for the Committee to go along with the
approach adopted by most circuits.

Mr. Spear inquired whether government entities should be
excluded from the rule. Mr. Spear noted that in earlier versions
of the draft rule governmental parties were excluded and that the
local rules in a number of circuits exclude governmental
entities. The Committee concluded that there could not be any
private shareholders of subsidiaries of a governmental body and
thus the conflict of interest problem could not arise.
Therefore, the Committee decided to insert the words "non-
governmental" before the word "corporate" in both lines one and
two.

Judge Bright was concerned that the rule does not require
disclosure of partnership interests and of other non-corporate
disqualifying interests under §455. Although §455 clearly states
that a variety of non-corporate interests may require a judge to
recuse himself or herself, the Committee noted that the Circuits
opposed the originally circulated rule because of the breadth of
disclosure required. The Committee felt that a narrower rule
would be needed in order for the rule to gain acceptance. of
course some circuits may require additional disclosure and the
uniformity hoped to be gained from a national rule could be
eroded. However, the Committee felt it unwise to allow the most
elaborate local rule to set the pattern. The Committee also
concluded that the FRAP rule should set the minimum standard for
disclosure.
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Justice McKusick had suggested adding one more sentence
stating: "A negative report is also due." The Committee decided
not to include that sentence. The Committee felt that people
should not be required to file papers that say nothing.

Professor Wright also urged the insertion of a comma in line
5 after the close of the parentheses. The Committee agreed.

The Committee then considered the timing of the disclosure
statement. The suggested language, appearing in the memorandum
at page eight, was as follows:

7 The statement shall be filed with a party's main
8 brief or upon filing a motion in the court of
9 appeals, whichever first occurs. The statement shall
10 be included in front of the table of contents in a
11 party's main brief even if the statement
12 was previously filed with a motion.

Judge Newman noted that some circuits may wish to have the
information come sooner. He suggested inserting the following
language on line 9 after the word occurs: "unless required by
local rule to be filed earlier". Judge Newman pointed out that
in general a FRAP rule can in effect be amended by a local rule
which imposes greater requirements, and he did not want to
suggest that a circuit cannot require more absent an express
statement of authorization to do so. However, the draft language
says a statement shall be filed upon the occurrence of A or B
whichever first occurs. That language could support an argument
that a circuit is not free to say that a statement must be filed
earlier. Judge Newman compared the timing language with the
language in the first part of the rule which says a party shall
file a statement; that language does not imply that the party
shall file only a statement. In contrast, the timing language
says the statement shall be filed upon the first of two
occurrences and may imply that a circuit cannot require the
statement to be filed earlier. The Committee discussed the
desirability of establishing a uniform time for filing the
statement and the desirability of setting that time as early as
possible. The Committee considered various options but
ultimately decided that because of variation in local practice it
would be difficult to set an earlier uniform time for the filing
of the appellee's statement. The Committee decided to use the
first sentence of the draft language with the amendment suggested
by Judge Newman. The Committee also decided to strike the last
three words of the last sentence. The Committee considered
striking the-last sentence entirely because some circuits may
require the statement prior to the filing of the brief. However,
the Committee decided that inclusion of the statement in the
briefs acts as a fail safe. The judges related that upon
occasion they have caught a conflict at the last minute and that
inclusion of the statement in a party's main brief may prove
useful.
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The rule as approved by the Committee reads as follows:

1 Any non-governmental party to a civil or bankruptcy
2 case or agency review proceeding and any non-governmental3 corporate defendant in a criminal case shall file a4 statement identifying all parent companies, subsidiaries5 -(except wholly-owned subsidiaries), and affiliates of6 such corporation. The statement shall be filed with a7 party's main brief or upon filing a motion in the8 court of appeals, whichever first occurs, unless required9 by local rule to be filed earlier. The statement shall10 be included in front of the table of contents in a11 party's main brief even if the statement was12 previously filed.

Jurisdictional Statement and Standard of Review

The Committee then turned its attention to docket item 86-20. Item 86-20 involves the suggestion that briefs include ajurisdictional statement and a statement of the standard ofreview. At its previous meeting the Committee decided that suchstatements were desirable and requested that the Reporter preparelanguage for consideration at this meeting. The Reporterdrafted the following rules:

A. The Reporter suggested that the jurisdictional statement betreated as a separate requirement under F.R.A.P. 28(a) and beincluded as sub-paragraph 28(a)(2) and that the current sub-paragraphs (2) through (5) be renumbered as (3) through (6).

DRAFT RULE 28(A)(2)
1 (2) A statement of subject matter and appellate2 jurisdiction. The statement shall include: (i) a3 statement of the basis for subject matter4 jurisdiction in the district court or agency whose5 action is the subject of review;-(ii) a6 statement of the basis for jurisdiction in the Court7 of Appeals with citation to applicable statutory8 provisions and with reference to relevant filing dates9 establishing the timeliness of the appeal, (Iii) a10 statement that the judgment or decree appealed from11 finally disposes of all claims with respect to all12 parties or, if it does not, a statement that the13 judgment or decree is properly reviewable on some14 other basis.

B. The Reporter also suggested that F.R.A.P. 28(b) should beamended. If the jurisdictional statement in the appellant'sbrief is complete and correct, there would be no need for theappellee to repeat the statement. On the assumption that theF.R.A.P. 28(a) sub-paragraphs would be renumbered as suggested in
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A. above, the Reporter's draft read as follows:

DRAFT RULE 28(b)
1 (b) Brief of the Appellee. The brief of the appellee shall
2 conform to the requirements of subdivisions (a)(1) and
3 (3)-(5), except that a statement of the issues or of
4 the case need not be made unless the appellee is
5 dissatisfied with the statement of the appellant. The
6 brief of the appellee shall state explicitly whether
7 the jurisdictional statement in the brief of the
8 appellant is complete and correct; if it is not, the
9 appellee shall provide a complete jurisdictional
10 statement.

C. With respect to a statement Of the standard of review, the
Reporter suggested amending current F.R.A.P. 28(a)(4) by adding
to it a requirement that the argument contain a discussion of the
standard of review. The Reporter suggested adding the following
sentence to 28(a)(4):

1 Discussion of each issue shall be preceded by a
2 statement of the applicable standard of review by
3 the court of appeals.

Before the Committee began its discussion of the drafts,
Judge Newman suggested some wording changes to the Draft Rule
28(a)(2). On line five following the word "review", Judge
Newman suggested adding: "and the relevant facts to establish
such jurisdiction". Similarly on line nine, he suggested that
the following language be added after the word "appeal": "and
all other relevant facts to establish appellate jurisdiction".
Judge Newman also suggested striking "properly reviewable" in
line 13 and substituting therefor "appealable".

Judge Bright expressed initial opposition to such a rule.
He expressed the opinion that such matters are better covered by
local rules which can be more quickly amended. He also opposes
adoption of rules which are not going to be uniform.

Judge Jolly expressed the opinion that such a rule would
have the salutary effect of encouraging lawyers to think about
jurisdiction. If tne lawyers do spend time thinking about
jurisdiction, judicial time can be conserved. The FRAP rules
can serve an educational role by forcing lawyers to address
fundamental questions.

Professor Wright believes that litigants should be required
to state something about jurisdiction but believes that an
elaborate recital is not usually necessary. He favored a very
simple rule like those in effect in the eighth and tenth
circuits. The content of those rules is similar to the draft but
stated more succinctly.

Mr. Spear stated that the Justice Department will continue
to include jurisdictional statements in its briefs whether or not
required by rule and has no objection to adoption of a formal
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rule. Mr. Spear pointed out that the draft rule gives litigantsmore notice of what is required than the shorter rules give.Judge Newman suggested that rather than try to redraft therule today, that he and the Reporter work together to draft atighter version and circulate that rule to the Committee.
With regard to the rule governing the appellee's brief, itwas decided that the second sentence could be deleted if thefirst sentence were amended by inserting "of jurisdiction," afterthe word "statement" on line 3.
With regard to the proposal that a statement of the standardof review be included in the briefs, several members of theCommittee e:pressed the opinion that they did not favor such arule. The standard of review is a different type of issue thanjurisdiction. Without jurisdiction the party is not properly incourt. In contrast, standard of review has a lot to do with theoutcome of the case. Asking a party to state the standard ofreview may be analogized to requiring by rule that a partyindicate the level of scrutiny required in a equal protectioncase. In defense of the proposal Judge Fay noted that the localrule in the eleventh circuit has been helpful. It has educatedthe lawyers and prepared them to discuss the standard of review.Judge Jolly agreed that the rules may serve an educationalpurpose which in turn may improve the efficiency of the court andmay also improve the quality of oral argument.
Since the Committee opinion was divided, Judge Newmansuggested that when the jurisdictional statement rule goes outfor general review, the Committee might direct a letter to thecircuits and say that in connection with review of thejurisdictional statement rule we invite you to consider thaproposal that briefs include a statement of the standard ofreview and include with the letter copies of both the SeventhCircuit and Eleventh Circuit rules. The Committee decided totable the proposal and invite the reaction of the Circuits at alater time.

Coram Nobis

The Committee then took up the Coram Nobis question, item86-22. The question is whether the time period for noticing anappeal in a coram nobis case is governed by the criminal rule inF.R.A.P. 4(b) or the civil rule in F.R.A.P. 4(a). Judge Newmanfirst asked whether the Committee thought the problem is ofsufficient recurrence to warrant rulemaking. Committee membersexpressed the opinion that mention of coram nobis in a rule couldhave the undesirable effect of lending credence to the writ.After a brief discussion, the Committee decided to take nofurther action.



Miscellaneous

Judge Newman then turned the Committee's attention to a
number of minor matters:

1. Item 86-11 is a proposal to delete the word "reply" from thetitle of F.R.A.P. 27(a). F.R.A.P. 27 governs motions; paragraph
(a) speaks of the content of motions and provides that any partymay file a response in opposition to a motion. Since there is noprovision for filing a reply to a response, the Committee thoughtit appropriate to delete the word "reply" from the title. Infact, the previous FRAP Committee had already approved thedeletion but had no other changes to send on to the Standing
Committee and therefore had not forwarded that change.

2. Item 88-5 is a proposal to revise F.R.A.P. 26 to extend thefiling time because of inclement weather. The Civil, Criminaland Bankruptcy Rules all have identical language providing thatwhen computing a time period during which a paper must be filedin court, the last day shall not count if the "weather or otherconditions have made the office of the clerk of the ... court
inaccessible, in which event the period runs until the end of thenext day which is not one of the aforementioned days." TheCommittee voted to amend F.R.A.P. 27 to include language
identical to that included in Civil Rule 6.

The Committee also discussed the fact that F.R.A.P. 26 stillprovides that when the period of time is less than 7 days,intermediate Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays shall beexcluded in the computation. The Civil, Criminal and BankruptcyRules all have changed that provision to apply when the period oftime is less than 11 days. However, the Bankruptcy Committee isunhappy with the 11 day rule and would like to return to the 7day rule. The Committee decided that the time period should bestandardized but expressed no preference for either 7 or 11 days.The Committee also noted that F.R.A.P. 26 still refers toWashington's Birthday which is now officially Presidents' Day.The Committee voted to change the reference to Presidents' Day.

F.R.A.P. 4(a)(4) & 4(b)

The Committee then turned its attention to the F.R.A.P.
4(a)(4) problem, items 86-10 and 86-24. F.R.A.P. 4(a)(4)provides that a notice of appeal has no effect if it is filedprior to the disposition of certain post-trial motions.1 A newnotice of appeal must be filed after entry of the order disposingof the motion. This creates a trap for unsuspecting litigantswho file a notice of appeal while a post-trial motion is pending

1 Motions under Rules 50(b), 52(b) or 59 of the Fed. R. Civ.P.
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but fail to refile after the disposition of the motion. Unless anew notice is filed within the prescribed time after thedisposition of the post-crial motion, the court of appeals lacksjurisdiction. There is general agreement that the trap ought tobe moderated if not eliminated.
At the Committee's last meeting the Committee approved anamendment to F.R.A.P. 4(a)(4) which would make a notice of appealfiled before disposition of a post-trial motion effective uponthe date of entry of an order finally disposing of the motion.The Committee circulated the proposal to the circuits andreceived only a limited response. Judge Newman expressed somehesitation about the amendment. He spoke with clerks in districtcourts and courts of appeals around the country and becameconvinced that the proposed amendment would create significantadministrative problems. In some circuits when a 10 day motionis filed after a notice of appeal, the court of appeals neverknows about it. There is nothing in the rules telling a districtcourt clerk to send notice to the court of appeals when a post-trial motion is docketed.
Judge Newman suggested a different approach:
1. Include in the rules a requirement that a districtcourt clerk send to the court of appeals clerk a copy of anypost-trial motion and the docket entry of the motion.
2. Upon receipt of the papers the court of appeals shoulddismiss the appeal without prejudice to a timely request toreinstate it after the disposition of the motion. Upon filingthe new notice, the district court should not require theappellant to pay a new filing fee.
Judge Newman's suggestion puts the burden of activating theappeal back upon the appellant. Under the approach discussed atthe last meeting the appellant would not need to do anything torevive the notice of appeal; upon disposition of the motion theappellant's notice would be revived automatically. Although itplaces a burden upon the appellant, Judge Newman's approach hasadvantages over the clerks proposal. The clerks suggested thatwhen the district court disposes of a post-trial motion, thedistrict court should tell a party who previously filed a noticeof appeal that if the party still wishes to bring an appeal theparty must file a new notice of appeal. The advantage of JudgeNewman's proposal is that the litigant would receive notice thathis appeal is dismissed and the direction to file a new noticewould come from the court of appeals. Whereas, under the clerksproposal the appeal would not be dismissed and the instruction tofile a new notice of appeal would come from the district courtand the litigant may simply conclude that the two courts do notcommunicate and that there is no need for a new notice.Judge Bright suggested an alternative approach which wouldbe to require a notice of appeal to state whether the partyintends to file any of the enumerated post-trial motions. If theparty states an intent to file one of the motions, the districtcourt is put on notice that the appeal is ineffective. Thevirtue of this approach is to avoid a good deal of paper
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shuffling. Unfortunately the Committee noted a couple of snags.
The first problem is that the opposing party, rather than the
appealing party, may file a post-trial motion. Secondly, there
is a body of law which states that jurisdiction passes to the
court of appeals upon the filing of a notice of appeal even if
the paperwork is not transmitted to the court of appeals.

Professor Wright noted that although we tend to think of
jurisdiction as being in one court or the other, cases often have
to be in both courts at once. For example, a court of appeals
may act on a motion for a stay although, without the courts
knowledge, a post-trial motion was filed previously. Under the
current rule, the filing of the post-trial motion rendered the
notice a nullity and the court of appeals lacked jurisdiction.
We cannot pretend that the court of appeals did not act. It did
act. Professor Wright believes that we should never treat a
notice of appeal filed after judgment as a nullity. We cannot
pretend that the ball is always in one court or another.
Professor Wright expressed the opinion that we need a rule which
explains what happens when a case is pending in both a district
court and in a court of appeals

Judge Fay agreed with Professor Wright and noted that an
ineffective notice of appeal ripens into an effective appeal
under the criminal provision in F.R.A.P. 4(b) and presumably the
clerks handle the administrative problems in that context. There
is apparently no real problem in having a notice of appeal which
is neither immediately effective nor a nullity.

Judge Newman raised the question of whether the Committee
has the power to propose a rule which deals with the question of
jurisdiction residing simultaneously in both a district court and
a court of appeals. He pointed out that the Rules Enabling Act
provides that the Rules Committee does not have power to expand
or truAst the jW!siiti'M It the courts ot appeals. However,
there was some belief among the Committee members that rules
resolving such problems would be within the Committee's
rulemaking authority.

Judge Bright suggested yet a different approach. Presently
entry of judgment begins the time for filing post-trial motions.
He suggested delaying entry of judgment until after resolution ofall motions. He suggested that after announcement of a decision
in a case, there could be 10 days to file motions, including
motions for attorneys fees, and that judgment should not be
entered until the disposition of all the motions. This approach
would require a drastic restructuring of the notion of entry of
judgment but might solve a number of problems, not simply the
problem currently before the Committee.

Another solution would be to build a 10 day gap into the
process -- the Committee considered this option at its last
meeting. After judgment is entered, there is a 10 day period for
filing motions; a notice of appeal may not be filed prior to the
end of the 10 day period. Any notice filed during the motion
period is a nullity. With regard to that proposal, the Committee
came to the same conclusion as the previous Committee -- that
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such a time gap would simply create a different trap for the samepeople who have trouble with the current rule. An additionalproblem with the proposal is that it creates a 10 day delay notonly for those cases in which post-trial motions are filed butalso in the majority of cases in which there are no post-trialmotions.
Judge Fay introduced yet another solution. He suggestedthat the notion of excusable neglect be built into F.R.A.P. 4(a).The problem with that approach is that the failure to file a newnotice will not be noticed within 30 or even 60 days of thedisposition of the motion. The person who is trapped by thecurrent rule is the person who files a notice of appeal which isnullified by a motion and who fails to refile after thedisposition of the motion. The party does not become aware ofthe mistake until the party attempts to file some paper in theappellate court, which usually is more than 60 days after thedisposition of the motion, and which is beyond the excusableneglect period.
The Committee digressed slightly into a discussion of thequestion of whether attorney fees are costs or not and whether ajudgment is final before the award of attorney fees. Thefuzziness of this area causes problems in determining whenjudgment is final and whether an appeal is timely. TheCommittee was in agreement that the question needs to be solved.Judge Jolly noted that there are many procedural trapswhich should not exist. He also agreed with Professor Wrightthat the Committee should attempt to address the problem morebroadly and especially address the problem of attorney fees.The Committee sentiment was that it should work toward alarger solution. It was decided to pause over the pendingproposal and see if the Committee can come to some basicagreement about what the solution should look like before turningto drafting. The Committee returned to the discussion of whetherthe rules can solve such problems. It was decided that if theCommittee can come to a conclusion about how the system should bechanged and if the Committee concludes that the solution cannotbe handled by rule, the Committee can approach Congress with arequest for legislation.
Professor Wright stated that if there is to be any amendmentof F.R.A.P. 4, he hoped that the reporter would remember thepoint included in her memorandum regarding motions for acquittal.Through_oversight at the time of drafting Rule 4(b), motions forjudgment of acquittal do not extend the time for filing a noticeof appeal in a criminal case. The omission was unintentional andshould be corrected.

Equal Access to Justice Act

The Committee then moved to a discussion of docket 86-13, aproposal to enact a rule to govern fee applications under theEqual Access of Justice Act. The Committee considered thefollowing draft rule:



F.R.A.P. 39.1
1 Application to a Court of Appeals for an Award of Fees2 and Expenses under the Equal Access to Justice Act.3
4 (a) Time for Filinq. An application to a court of5 appeals for an award of fees and other expenses6 pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2412(d) shall be filed with7 the clerk of the court of appeals, with proof of8 service on the United States, within 30 days of9 final judgment in the action, For purposes of the10 30-day limit, a judgment shall not be considered11 final until the time for filing an appeal on the12 merits, or for filing a petition for writ of13 certiorari, has expired, or the government has14 given written notice to the parties and to the15 court that it will not serk further review, or16 judgment is entered by the court of last resort.17
18 (b) Content. The application shall: (1) identify the19 applicant and the proceeding for which the award20 is sought; (2) show that the party seeking the21 award is a prevailing party and is eligible to22 receive an award: (3) show the nature and extent23 of services rendered and the amount sought,24 including an itemized statement from any attorney25 representing the party or any agent or expert26 witness appearing on behalf of the party, stating27 the actual time expended and the rate at which28 fees are computed, together with a statement of29 expenses for which reimbursement is sought; and30 (4) identify the specific position of the United31 states which the party alleges was not32 substantially justified.
33
34 (c) Obiections. Objections, if any, to the35 application shall be filed by the United36 States within 30 days of service on the37 United States, unless the time is38 extended by the court.

Judge Newman questioned whether the Committee should treatEAJA fee applications in isolation or whether the Committeeshould draft a rule governing all types of fee applications.The Committee ultimately decided that a rule governing onlyEAJA fees is appropriate. EAJA fee applications differ fromordinary fee applications and the rule would standardize thecontent of the applications. EAJA fees present special problemsbecause a number of cases come to the court of appeals directlyfrom administrative agencies. Since a case may come directlyfrom an agency, the court of appeals is the first court to beinvolved in the dispute and must make the initial determination
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on the fee application. This differs from other fee applications
which usually are handled initially by a district court. There
is also a difference in that the court must make a threshold
determination of whether the government's position was
substantially justified. Although there may be problems in
determining who is a "prevailing party" -- the determination
which must be made in other fee applications -- the question of
whether a party was substantially justified is quite different.

Mr. Spear noted that Justice Department was generally happy
with the draft rule. The one concern the Justice Department had
with the draft involved the government's obligation to file
objections to applications for fees. The Justice Department
suggested that the draft rule be altered to allow a court of
appeals to deny fees without calling for a response from the
government, much as the courts of appeals -- under the mandamus
provisions of Rule 21(b) and the rehearing provisions of Rule
40(a) -- deny mandamus and rehearing petitions without asking for
a response. This would relieve the government of the burden of
responding to clearly frivolous applications.

Judge Newman suggested that the U.S. might prefer a
bifurcated response. The rule could provide that the government
has a given number of days to respond on the issue of liability,
that is to argue that the position Of the government was
substantially justified. If it is decided that the government .
was not substantially justified, then the government would have
an additional period of time to file objections to the amount
claimed by the party. Judge Newman noted that the bifurcated
approach would be warranted only if a substantial number of cases
are decided on the basis of liability. Mr. Spear hazarded a
guess that about 50 percent of the cases are decided on the
liability issue.

Another similar approach was suggested. Under the alternate
approach the government could be given the option to respond in
the first instance to liability only or to both liability and
amount. The government in a given case might choose not to
contest liability and wish only to reduce the hourly rate charged
by the attorney.

The Justice Department prepared a redraft of subsection (c)
of the proposed rule. The redraft reads as follows:

34 (c) Objections. If the court is of the
35 opinion that the application should not be
36 granted, it shall deny the application.
37 Otherwise, it shall request an answer.
38 Objections, if any, to the application shall
39 be filed by the United States within 30 days
40 of service of the court's request on the
41 United States unless the time is extended by
42 the court.

The redraft does not provide a bifurcated approach, but it
does allow the court of appeals to knock out the frivolous claims
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without a response from the United States.
The C-mmittee discussion returned once again to the questionof whether an EAJA rule is necessary and whether it is moreurgent to clarify this process as opposed to the many otherstatutory provisions which are not regularized by national rule.Largely, the draft rule tracks the statute and would preemptvariant local rules. With regard to placement of the rule underRule 39, there was some concern expressed that placing thisprovision with costs would cause some practitioners and evencourts to assume that these fees are costs. That assumptionmight lead to the further assumption that cost time tables etc.are applicable. It was decided that if this rule were includedin FRAP, the title to Rule 39 would need to be amended to read"Fees and Costs".
Judge Newman suggested that the draft rule be sent out tothe Circuits as a model local rule. This would allow theCommittee to suggest a solution to the variant local rules whilethe Committee takes a broader look at the fee question. TheCommittee was in agreement, and felt that it should becommunicated to the c 4rcuits that this rule was developed afterconsiderable study.
Specific language changes in the rule were suggested:1. Line 9 there was a typo -- there should be a periodafter the-word action.
2. Line 11 -- omit "on the ". Line 12 -- omit "merits" and"for filing " and insert "a" before writ. Line 13 -- omit thecomma after certiorari. The sentence would then read "..\. ajudgment shall not be considered final until the time for filingan appeal or a petition for a writ of certiorari has expired ... "3. Line 15 -- insert "of appeals" after the word court toidentify the court.
4. Line 22 there was a typo -- the colon should be a semi-colon.
5. Line 31 -- change the "which" to "that" and capitalizethe "s" in states.
6. Substitute the government's redraft of subsection (c)for the existing subsection with one exception. It was decidedthat the phrase "unless the time is extended by the court" shouldbe deleted since a court of appeals can always extend time in agiven case unless it is jurisdictional time.

Cross-Appeals

The Committee then took up a discussion of items 86-14 and86-16 dealing with cross-appeals. Judge Newman pointed out thatthe problems addressed by these items are separate from thecross-appeal problem created in the criminal context by theSentencing Guidelines; that problem was addressed later in themeeting. The Committee consensus was that the 86-14 and 86-16proposals generally did not warrant further Committee attention.However, there were two portions of the suggestions which theCommittee did want to consider. The first concerned the
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designation of the plaintiff below as the principal appellantwhenever there is a cross-appeal. That designation may be unfairwhen the plaintiff is a reluctant cross-appellant. If theplaintiff is the substantial winner in the district court andthe defendant files a notice of appeal, the plaintiff may file adefensive notice of appeal so that if the court of appeals
reverses the plaintiff has voiced his objections for purposes ofthe remand. The reluctant cross-appellant is deemed theprincipal appellant and has the burden of preparing the appendixand the record, etc. The Committee decided that a possiblesolution would be to designate the party who files the firstnotice of appeal as the appellant. This would not cause a raceto the court house, as a matter of fact it could encourage footdragging.

The second suggestion which the Committee wanted to addresswas the lack of a requirement that a cross-appellant notify theappellant of the issues to be explored in the cross-appeal. TheCommittee thought that the rules should include such arequirement.
The reporter was asked to draft rules, or modifications toexisting rules, to implement these two suggestions.

Motions for Extension of Time

The Committee next discussed item 86-15 wherein it wassuggested that F.R.A.P. 27i(b) be amended with regard to thedisposition of motions for extension of time. The Committee onceagain decided that no rule change is needed. Judge Newmanundertook to respond to Mr. Person who submitted the proposal.

Sentencing Act

Judge Newman then moved -to items 88-1, 88-2, 88-3, and 88-4,all of which are suggestions submitted to the Committee byAnthony Partridge of the Federal Judicial Center. Thesuggestions are all outgrowths of the Sentencing Act. Item 88-4is a suggestion that there should be a cross-appeal time limitin F.R.A.P. 4(b), the criminal appeal rule, similar to the cross-appeal rule in 4(a)(3), the civil provision. The rule isnecessitated by the fact that both parties may now appeal from acriminal sentence. The problem that should be addressed may beillustrated by the following example: a defendant is convictedbut is placed on probation; the defendant decides not to appealthe conviction because he fears that the government may notice anappeal from the sentence and the court of appeals may not onlyaffirm the conviction but may also impose a stiffer sentence;the defendant allows the ten days to file a notice of appeal passbut then on the 29th day the government appeals the sentence;unless the defendant is permitted to file a cross-appeal, thedefendant is denied an opportunity to appeal the conviction. TheCommittee concluded that a defendant should be able to appeal for10 days after the government has appealed and the government
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ought to be able to appeal for 30 days after the defendant hasappealed.
The Committee also decided that this amendment is soimportant that it should be made more quickly than is possiblethrough normal committee procedures. Judge Newman suggested thatthe Committee approach Congress with the suggestion that theamendment be made legislatively. The Sentencing Commission ispreparing a technical amendments bill and this suggestion mightbe folded into that legislation. The Committee discussed theadvisability of going to Congress to amend a rule. TheCommittee also discussed whether Congressional amendment of arule would make Congressional action necessary if furtheramendment of the rule were needed. The Committee noted thatCongress amended Rule 32 in the Sentencing Act, yet the Committeebelieved that Rule 32 remains within the jurisdiction of theCriminal Rules Committee. The Committee decided to makeinquiry into the matter. If Congressional amendment of F.R.A.P.4 would mean that further amendment of F.R.A.P. 4 would requireCongressional action, the Committee concluded that the amendmentshould follow normal committee process. If the Committee wouldretain rulemaking authority over F.R.A.P. 4 even followingCongressional amendment of it, the Committee favoredCongressional amendment. The Committee also noted that it shouldfirst seek the advice of the Standing Committee and perhaps theExecutive Committee of the Judicial Conference.With regard to the remainder of the suggestions theCommittee decided that no further action is appropriate.1. Item 88-1 involves a suggestion that there should be arule to insure bail determination upon government appeal ofsentence. The sentencing legislation requires a bail releasedetermination whenever the government takes an appeal. TheCommittee felt that the absence of a rule would not beproblematic.
2. Item 88-2 is a suggestion to amend F.R.A.P. 9 to permitthe government to use the motion route to challenge a districtcourt release decision. The Committee discussion disclosed noclear difference between taking an appeal from such a decision orbringing a motion. The Committee concluded that it saw noinjustice arising from the fact that a defendant is authorized tobring a motion and the government is not.3. Rule 9 requires a statement of reasons if a defendantis not released. Item 88-3 involves a suggestion to amendF.R.A.P. 9 to require the district judge to state reasons forrelease on bail over the government's objection. Although thegovernment has a right to appeal the release decision and thereis superficial attractiveness to the idea that the judge shouldstate the reasons for releasing the defendant, such a statementprobably would not help the appellate process. It is ratherawkward for a district judge to make a finding that there are noproblems. The reason for release is likely to be quite simplythat the criteria for confinement were not present.
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Clerks' Letter

The Committee next considered the suggestions from theclerks' FRAP Committee contained in Mr. Strubbe's letter.1. The clerks expressed doubts concerning theadministration of the proposed amendment to Rule 4(a)(4). TheCommittee realizes that there is a problem and is trying to dealwith it.
2. The docket contains a suggestion for a sanctions ruleand the clerks feel that the rule should set forth standards orguidelines for the imposition of sanctions. They also inquiredwhether the rule would deal specifically with pro se litigants.The Committee decided that it should consider a sanctions rule.and noted that there may be some due process questions and it maybe advisable to require a show cause proceeding. Mr. Eldridgesaid that the Federal Judicial Center has a study on the processof imposing sanctions and when the study is complete it will beavailable to the Committee.
3. The Bankruptcy Rule is already winding its way throughthe Bankruptcy Committee. The clerks were puzzled by the factthat the rule calls for a redesignation of the record after theinitial appeal although the FRAP rules no longer call for adesignation of the record. The reason the rule calls for aredesignation is that the bankruptcy rules continue to require adesignation of the record for the first appeal and the Committeethought it might be possible to further hone the materials afterthe first appeal.
4. The clerks had several suggestions regarding the datesfor filing briefs and appendices with the courts. First, theclerks think the 3 day mailing rule in F.R.A.P. 26(c) should beabolished. Adding three days on the assumption that mail takesthree days is clearly a fiction. Second, the clerks believe thatbriefs should not be treated as timely when mailed but should bereceived in the clerk's office within the time fixed for filing.The Committee felt that there should be consistent treatmentacross the different rule systems with regard to thetiming/mailing rules. It was requested that the Reporter addconsideration of these matters to her agenda. Third, theclerks suggested that brief schedules should be lengthened andset in multiples of seven days. The Committee was not interestedin making changes in the well established briefing schedules.5. The clerks raised the 7/11 question discussed earlier inthe meeting. They point out that the appellate rules are theonly rules which continue to exclude Saturdays, Sundays and legalholidays when a prescribed period of time is "less than 7 days";all the other rules have changed to an 11 day rule. Once againthe Committee expressed its opinion that the rules should beconsistent.
6. The clerks think that F.R.A.P. 4(a)(5) should authorizea district court to entertain a motion for extension of time tofile a notice of appeal beyond 30 days after expiration of theusual time for filing, if the reason for not meeting the deadline
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was the failure of the district court to give notice of itsdecision, or possibly even if the reason was the failure ofdelivery of that notice. The Committee agreed that there is aproblem which should be addressed.
7. The clerks suggest that Rule ll(b" be amended to requirecourt reporters to serve all parties with copies of any requestsfor extensions of time to file transcripts. The Committee didnot think that there was a problem but asked the Reporter towrite to Mr. Strubbe and ask the clerks if they have anyexperience which indicates that there is a problem.
8. The clerks suggest that if, pursuant to Rule 28(h), theparties to a cross-appeal decide that the plaintiff below shouldnot be deemed the appellant, the parties should be required tofile a document indicating that fact. Without such arequirement, in the instance of an overdue filing, the clerk'soffice does not know which party is late. Since the Committeealready decided that it would like to amend the rule governingthe designation of parties in cross-appeals, it will deal withthis suggestion in connection with that amendment.

H.R. 3152

Title VII of H.R. 3152 would substantially rewrite thestatutory rules governing appeals from district court decisions,particularly with regard to the "finality" requirement and theavailability of interlocutory review. At its March 15, 1988meeting the Judicial Conference referred the subject matter ofTitle VII of H.R. 3152 to the Committee for further study.Before embarking on an extensive study of interlocutory appellatejurisdiction, the Committee preferred to know whether the bill isgoing anywhere. Judge Newman undertook to prepare a letter tothe Executive Committee of the Judicial Conference stating thatthis bill envisions such major revisions to the concept ofappellate jurisdiction that it will require serious study andanalysis. The letter will be submitted to the Standing Committeebefore its transmittal to the Judicial Conference.

Judge Bright's Suggestion

Judge Bright suggested that it is time to undertake a reviewof the FRAP rules as a whole. The federal rules of appellate-procedure have been in effect since July 1, 1968, and have beenamended from time to time. However, some rules have not keptpace with changes and do not reflect current practice, at leastin some circuits.
The Committee agreed that there are some FRAP rules whichare sufficiently outmoded that they have been supplanted by localrules. The Committee-also agreed that although the committee'sapproach of going proposal by proposal has the shortcoming ofbeing fragmented, that approach has the benefits which flow from
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doing one thing at a time. To try to do a composite revision
would be a time consuming task. The Committee's experience with
attempting to revise Rule 30 was cited as an example of the
difficulty of fashioning a national rule. The Committee looked
at all the local rules on the preparation of an appendix and
attempted to use the best of the different approaches. The
Committee discovered that many circuits were passionately
convinced that their method of preparing and dealing with the
appendix was the only right way. It was pointed out that this
experience may suggest that there should be no national rule
governing the appendix and perhaps other procedures as well.

Mr. Eldridge reminded the Committee that the Standing
Committee has a large project examining local rules. That
project has not yet addressed appellate rules, but the Committee
should check with the Standing Committee to ascertain what plans
exist to examine local appellate rules.

Judge Lively noted that when the Standing Committee
undertook to study local district court rules, the Committee
obtained authority from the Judicial Conference to hire someone
to perform the study. If the Advisory Committee undertakes to
examine all local appellate rules and compare and contrast- them
with the FRAP rules, Judge Lively stated that it would be
necessary to hire someone to do the study and draft proposals.
Judge Newman suggested that the Committee wait until after the
July meeting of the Standing Committee when the final report on
the district court rules will be submitted,

Conclusion
Judge Newman noted that the broadening of the 4(a)(4)

problem to a more universal problem, confronts the Reporter with
an uncertain mandate. Judge Newman asked her to identify
initially three or four issues and send them out to the Committee
members for reaction, so that the Committee's concerns and
intentions can be focused a little more clearly. Judge Fay also
stated that he would like to speak with his clerk's office and
educate himself as to how the process works in criminal cases.

Mr. Spear also noted that if the Committee could clarify
whether attorney fees are costs or not, it would solve a good
number of problems.

The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted for the Advisory Committee on the
Federal Rules of Appellate Procedu

Carol Ann Mooney, r orter
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