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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON EVIDENCE RULES

AGENDA FOR COMMITTEE MEETING
Washington, D.C.
November 13, 2003

I. Opening Remarks of the Chair

Including approval of the minutes of the Spring 2003 meeting, and a report on the June
2003 meeting of the Standing Committee. The Draft minutes of the Spring 2003 meeting
and the minutes of the Standing Committee are included in the agenda book.

II. Consideration of Evidence Rules

A. Rule 404(a)

The Reporter’s memorandum, concerning the possible amendment that would

prohibit the circumstantial use of character evidence in a civil case, is included in the agenda
book.

B. Rule 408

The Reporter’s memorandum concerning Rule 408, in response to the resolution of
the Committee on a possible amendment at the last meeting, is included in the agenda book.

C. Rule 410

 The Reporter’s memorandum on Rule 410, concerning the possibility of amending
the Rule to protect statements and offers by the prosecution, is included in the agenda book.



D. Rule 606(b)

The Reporter’s memorandum, concerning the possibility of amending Rule 606(b)
to provide an exception for correcting errors in the rendering of the verdict, is included in the
agenda book.

E. Rule 607

The Reporter’s memorandum addresses the possibility of amending Rule 607 to
codify the case law that prohibits a party from calling a witness in bad faith solely to impeach
that witness with otherwise inadmissible evidence. The memorandum is included in the
agenda book.

F. Rule 609(a)

The Reporter’s memorandum, concerning the possibility of amendment Rule 609(a)
to rectify some conflicts in the courts and to make a certain technical change, is included in
the agenda book.

G. Rule 801(d)(1)(B)

The Reporter’s memorandum addresses the possibility of amending Rule
801(d)(1)(B) to provide that a consistent statement is exempt from the hearsay rule whenever
it is admissible to rehabilitate the witness. The memorandum is included in the agenda book,
together with an article by Judge Bullock on the subject.

H. Rule 806

The Reporter’s memorandum addresses the possibility of amending Rule 806 to
provide that bad acts of a hearsay declarant can be proved by extrinsic evidence if they could
be the subject of inquiry were the declarant to testify. It also addresses other anomalies in the
language and application of Rule 8§06. The memorandum is included in the agenda book,
together with an article by Professor Cordray on the subject.



III. Privileges

The agenda book includes Ken Broun’s draft of the “survey rule” on the
psychotherapist-patient privilege, as well as the commentary on the survey rule and a
discussion of possible future development with respect to that privilege. This work is
intended as a model of the “Survey of Privileges” project for the Committee to consider.

IV. Next Meeting
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Advisory Committee on Evidence Rules
Minutes of the Meeting of April 25th, 2003

Washington, D.C.

The Advisory Committee on the Federal Rules of Evidence (the “Committee™) met on April
25™ 2003 at the Thurgood Marshall Federal Judiciary Building in Washington, D.C..

The following members of the Committee were present:

Hon. Jerry E. Smith, Chair
Hon. Ronald L. Buckwalter
Hon. Robert L. Hinkle
David S. Maring, Esq.
Patricia Lee Refo, Esq.
Thomas W. Hillier, Esq.
Christopher A. Wray, Esq.

Also present were:

Hon. Milton I. Shadur, former Chair of the Evidence Rules Committee

Hon. Thomas W. Thrash, Jr., Liaison from the Standing Committee on Rules of Practice
and Procedure

Hon. Christopher M. Klein, Liaison from the Bankruptcy Rules Committee

Hon. Lee H. Rosenthal, representing the Civil Rules Committee

Hon. David G. Trager, Liaison from the Criminal Rules Committee

Professor Daniel R. Coquillette, Reporter to the Standing Committee on Rules of Practice
and Procedure

Peter G. McCabe, Esq., Secretary, Standing Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure

John K. Rabiej, Esq., Chief, Rules Committee Support Office

James Ishida, Esq., Rules Committee Support Office

Jennifer Marsh, Esq., Federal Judicial Center

Professor Daniel J. Capra, Reporter to the Evidence Rules Committee

Professor Kenneth S. Broun, Consultant to the Evidence Rules Committee

Roger Pauley, Esq., former member of the Evidence Rules Committee

Witnesses at the public hearing were:

Professor Richard Friedman
David Romine, Esq.



Public Hearing on the Proposed Amendment to Evidence Rule
804(b)(3)

The Committee began its meeting by hearing from two witnesses on the proposed
amendment to Evidence Rule 804(b)(3), the hearsay exception for declarations against interest. Only
two witnesses requested to be heard on the amendment, and for purposes of economy, the Committee
decided to combine its Spring meeting with a public hearing on the amendment.

The first witness, Professor Richard Friedman, applauded the impetus behind the proposed
amendment to Rule 804(b)(3), but suggested several ways in which he thought the amendment
should be improved. Professor Friedman made the following suggestions, among others: 1) The
corroborating circumstances requirement, applicable to statements against penal interest offered by
the accused, should be deleted; 2) The particularized guarantees of trustworthiness requirement,
applicable under the amendment to statements offered by the prosecution (and codifying current
Supreme Court cases on the right to confrontation) should be scrapped in favor of a rule that
precludes all statements made to law enforcement officers; 3) The amendment should specify that
the trustworthiness of the in-court witness who relates the hearsay statement is irrelevant to the
reliability of the hearsay itself; and 4) The amendment should contain language that overrules the
Supreme Court’s decision in Williamson v. United States. As will be seen below, the Committee
considered but ultimately rejected each of Professor Friedman’s suggestions, most of which called
for costly and unnecessary changes in settied law.

The second witness, David Romine, Esq., urged the Committee to delete the proposed
amendment’s extension of the corroborating circumstances requirement to civil cases. This
suggestion was echoed by several public comments received by the Committee. As will be seen
below, the Committee, after consideration, agreed with the suggestion of Mr. Romine and others.

Opening Business of the Committee Meeting

Judge Smith extended a welcome to those who were attending the Evidence Rules
Committee for the first time: Judge Thrash, the new liaison from the Standing Committee, and Judge
Rosenthal, representing the Civil Rules Committee. He also welcomed Judge Shadur, the former
Chair of the Committee, who was unable to attend the Fall 2002 meeting in Seattle. Judge Smith
asked for approval of the draft minutes of the October 2002 Committee meeting. The minutes were
approved unanimously. Judge Smith then gave a short report on the January 2003 Standing
Committee meeting. The Evidence Rules Committee presented no action items at that meeting.



Committee Consideration of the Proposed Amendment to Rule
804(b)(3)

The Committee began discussion on the public comment and public testimony concerning
the proposed amendment to Evidence Rule 804(b)(3). The proposal released for public comment
would make two basic changes to the Rule: 1) It would require a party proffering a declaration
against penal interest in a civil case to show that the statement carries “corroborating circumstances”
that clearly indicate the trustworthiness of the statement (extending to civil cases the evidentiary
requirement that is currently applicable to statements offered by the accused); and 2) It would codify
a constitutional standard imposed by the Supreme Court on declarations against penal interest
offered by the prosecution, i.e., that the statement carry “particularized guarantees of
trustworthiness.”

The Committee first considered the substantial public commentary that was critical of the
proposed extension of the corroborating circumstances requirement to civil cases. Some Committee
members noted that there is a justification for distinguishing between civil and criminal cases insofar
as the corroborating circumstances requirement is concerned. The corroborating circumstances
requirement in criminal cases resulted from a considered decision by Congress. Congress was
concerned that a criminal defendant could engineer a hearsay statement from an associate; that
statement might admit responsibility for the crime and so would be technically “against penal
interest” but under the circumstances the associate might not in fact be subject to a real risk of
prosecution. Consequently, the corroborating circumstances requirement was added to alleviate
concern over the potential unreliability of statements that were merely against the declarant’s penal
interest. That corroborating circumstances requirement in criminal cases has been applied in
hundreds of cases over 30 years. In contrast, the extension of the corroborating circumstances
requirement to civil cases would not adhere to the original intent of the Rule. To the contrary, the
original intent of the Rule was to provide a clear distinction between criminal cases, in which the
accused might generate an unreliable exculpatory statement, from civil cases, in which no such threat
was perceived.

Committee members noted that the Advisory Committee, in its first proposal to amend Rule
804(b)(3), reasoned that extending the corroborating circumstances requirement to civil cases would
provide for unitary treatment for all declarations against penal interest, no matter the case, no matter
by whom offered. But the unitary treatment rationale no longer supports the extension of the
corroborating circumstances requirement to civil cases. This is because the revised proposed
amendment that was issued for a new round of public comment does not provide for unitary
treatment of all declarations against penal interest. It provides different admissibility requirements
for statements offered by the prosecution and those offered by the accused. Committee members also
noted that the only civil case with any discussion of the corroborating circumstances requirement—the
Fishman case, relied upon in the Committee Note—justifies extension of the corroborating
circumstances requirement to civil cases solely on the ground that unitary treatment would be
desirable. Thus, the only case providing a considered holding on the matter relies on a rationale that
is undermined by the current proposed amendment. Committee members believed that, under these



circumstances, the costs of an amendment (in upsetting settled precedent and in making it more
difficult to bring some civil cases) outweighed whatever benefits the amendment would provide.

A motion was made and seconded to delete the proposed extension of the corroborating
circumstances requirement to civil cases. That motion was passed by a unanimous vote.

The Committee next discussed the proposed amendment’s codification of the particularized
guarantees of trustworthiness requirement for statements against penal interest offered by the
prosecution. The reason for including this language in the proposal issued for public comment was
to codify the protections imposed by the Confrontation Clause. The Supreme Court has held that
the hearsay exception for declarations against penal interest is not a “firmly-rooted” hearsay
exception, meaning that a statement fitting within the exception does not automatically satisfy the
defendant’s right to confrontation. The Court has further held that for a hearsay statement offered
under a non-firmly rooted exception to satisfy the Confrontation Clause, the prosecution must show
that the statement carries “particularized guarantees of trustworthiness” that are inherent in the
circumstances under which the statement is made. Thus, the current state of affairs is that a
declaration against penal interest offered by the prosecution may satisfy Rule 804(b)(3), and yet
violate the Confrontation Clause. The Evidence Rules Committee found it unacceptable that a rule
of evidence could be unconstitutional in its application.

The Reporter suggested, based on the public comment, that there were three alternatives for
the Committee to consider to address the potential unconstitutionality of the current Rule 804(b)(3).
The most elaborate solution would be to define the terms “corroborating circumstances” (applicable
to statements offered by the accused) and “particularized guarantees of trustworthiness” (applicable
to statements offered by the prosecution) in the text of the Rule. The most flexible would be to
simply state that a statement offered by the prosecution would not be admissible if it would violate
the accused’s right to confront adverse witnesses. A compromise approach would be the one chosen
in the version issued for public comment: providing some specificity by codifying the term
“particularized guarantees of trustworthiness” while avoiding an elaborate textual distinction
between “corroborating circumstances” and “particularized guarantees.”

The Department of Justice representative commented that the Department had a strong
preference for the alternative chosen by the Committee in the proposal issued for public comment.
That proposal was a good compromise in that it provided more guidance than a simple reference to
the Constitution would provide, and yet avoided the pitfalls of a lengthy description of applicable
standards in the text of the Rule.

The liaison from Criminal Rules suggested that as a trial judge, he would prefer having more
explication in the Rule. The distinction between “corroborating circumstances” and “particularized
guarantees” is that the former standard permits (and in some courts requires) a showing of
independent corroborating evidence indicating that the hearsay statement is true, while the latter
standard prohibits any reference to corroborating evidence. This distinction is not evident in the



nature of the terms used, and so it could be helpful to provide such a distinction in the text. Other
Committee members noted, however, the peril of adding such language to the Rule, including the
danger of freezing common law development, and the danger of misdescription and over- and under-
inclusiveness. They noted that any distinction between the two standards could be clarified in the
Committee Note. The Reporter offered to write a paragraph to add to the Committee Note clarifying
the distinction between the two standards, and that the Committee could review this language later
in the meeting.

One Committee member suggested that general constitutional language would have the virtue
of flexibility if the Supreme Court ever decided to change its approach to the Confrontation Clause.
But after discussion, Committee members generally agreed that the chances of such a change were
remote, especially if the particularized guarantees language were added to the text of Rule 804(b)(3).
Moreover, the application of a particularized guarantees requirement was considered correct on the
merits, as it added an important guarantee of reliability to statements that are often unreliable.

The Committee then reviewed a paragraph prepared by the Reporter that could be added to
the Committee Note to explain the distinction between corroborating circumstances and
particularized guarantees of trustworthiness. All Committee members agreed that it accurately and
concisely set forth the distinction between the two standards.

The liaison from the Standing Committee observed that while most parts of the proposed
Committee Note provided helpful guidance concerning the intent of the amendment, the last passage
of the Note, describing the existing case law applying the corroborating circumstances requirement,
might be more in the nature of explaining current law than in explaining or justifying the
amendment. After discussion about the proper role of Committee Notes, it was determined that the
questioned passage did more than explain current law. It was also important for drawing the
distinction between corroborating circumstances and particularized guarantees, and as such was an
important explication of the intent of the amendment.

A motion was made and seconded to approve the proposed amendment to Rule 804(b)(3)
and refer it to the Standing Committee, with two changes from the version issued for public
comment: 1) deletion of the corroborating circumstances requirement as applied to civil cases;
and 2) addition of a paragraph to the Committee Note that would explain the difference between
“corroborating circumstances” and “particularized guarantees of trustworthiness.” This motion
was approved unanimously.



The following is the text of the proposed amendment and Committee Note that will be
referred to the Standing Committee with the recommendation that it be approved and
forwarded to the Judicial Conference:

(3) Statement against interest. — A statement which that was at the time of its making so far
contrary to the declarant’s pecuniary or proprietary interest, or so far tended to subject the
declarant to civil or criminal liability, or to render invalid a claim by the declarant against
another, that a reasonable person in the declarant’s position would not have made the
statement unless believing it to be true. But in a criminal case a 7 statement tending to

expose the declarant to criminal liability and-offered-inma-criminal-case-toexculpate-the

accused is not admissible untess under this subdivision in the following circumstances only:

(A)ifoffered to exculpate an accused. it is supported by corroborating circumstances
that clearly indicate the its trustworthiness of-the-statement.; or

(B) if offered to inculpate an accused, it is supported by particularized guarantees of
trustworthiness.

* % %

COMMITTEE NOTE

The Rule has been amended to confirm the requirement that the prosecution provide
a showing of “particularized guarantees of trustworthiness” when a declaration against penal
interest is offered against an accused in a criminal case. This standard is intended to assure
that the exception meets constitutional requirements, and to guard against the inadvertent
waiver of constitutional protections. See Lilly v. Virginia, 527 U.S. 116, 134-138 (1999)
(holding that the hearsay exception for declarations against penal interest is not “firmly-
rooted”and requiring a finding that hearsay admitted under a non-firmly-rooted exception
must bear “particularized guarantees of trustworthiness” to be admissible under the
Confrontation Clause).

The amendment distinguishes “corroborating circumstances that clearly indicate”
trustworthiness (the standard applicable to statements offered by the accused) from
“particularized guarantees of trustworthiness” (the standard applicable to statements offered
by the government). The reason for this differentiation lies in the guarantees of the
Confrontation Clause that are applicable to statements against penal interest offered against
the accused. The “particularized guarantees™ requirement cannot be met by a showing that
independent corroborating evidence indicates that the declarant’s statement might be true.
This is because under current Supreme Court Confrontation Clause jurisprudence, the
hearsay exception for declarations against penal interest is not considered a “firmly rooted”
exception (see Lilly v. Virginia, supra) and a hearsay statement admitted under an exception



that is not “firmly rooted” must “possess indicia of reliability by virtue of its inherent
trustworthiness, not by reference to other evidence at trial.” Idaho v. Wright, 497 U.S. 805,
822 (1990). In contrast, “corroborating circumstances” can be found, at least in part, by a
reference to independent corroborating evidence that indicates the statement is true.

The “particularized guarantees” requirement assumes that the court has already found
that the hearsay statement is genuinely disserving of the declarant’s penal interest. See
Williamson v. United States, 512 U.S. 594, 603 (1994) (statement must be “squarely self-
inculpatory” to be admissible under Rule 804(b)(3)). “Particularized guarantees” therefore
must be independent from the fact that the statement tends to subject the declarant to
criminal liability. The “against penal interest” factor should not be double-counted as a
particularized guarantee. See Lilly v. Virginia, supra, 527 U.S. at 138 (fact that statement
may have been disserving to the declarant’s interest does not establish particularized
guarantees of trustworthiness because it “merely restates the fact that portions of his
statements were technically against penal interest”).

The amendment does not affect the existing requirement that the accused provide
corroborating circumstances for exculpatory statements. The case law identifies some factors
that may be useful to consider in determining whether corroborating circumstances clearly
indicate the trustworthiness of the statement. Those factors include (see, e.g., United States
v. Hall, 165 F.3d 1095 (7™ Cir. 1999)):

(1) the timing and circumstances under which the statement was made;

(2) the declarant’s motive in making the statement and whether there was a reason
for the declarant to lie;

(3) whether the declarant repeated the statement and did so consistently, even under
different circumstances;

(4) the party or parties to whom the statement was made;
(5) the relationship between the declarant and the opponent of the evidence; and

(6) the nature and strength of independent evidence relevant to the conduct in
question.

Other factors may be pertinent under the circumstances. The credibility of the witness who
relates the statement in court is not, however, a proper factor for the court to consider in
assessing corroborating circumstances. To base admission or exclusion of a hearsay
statement on the credibility of the witness would usurp the jury’s role in assessing the
credibility of testifying witnesses.



Long-Range Planning — Consideration of Possible Amendments to
Certain Evidence Rules

At its April 2001 meeting, the Committee directed the Reporter to review scholarship,
caselaw, and other bodies of evidence law to determine whether there are any evidence rules that
might be in need of amendment as part of the Committee’s long-range planning. At the April 2002
meeting, the Committee reviewed a number of potential changes and directed the Reporter to prepare
a report on a number of different rules, so that the Committee could take an in-depth look at whether
those rules require amendment. The Committee’s decision to investigate those rules further was not
intended to indicate that the Committee had actually agreed to propose any amendments. Rather,
the Committee determined that with respect to those rules, a more extensive investigation and
consideration was warranted.

At the October 2002 meeting, the Committee began to consider the Reporter’s memoranda
on some of the rules that have been found worthy of in-depth consideration. The Committee agreed
that the problematic rules should be considered over the course of four Committee meetings, and that
if any rules are found in need of amendment, the amendment proposals would be delayed in order
to package them as a single set of amendments to the Evidence Rules. This would mean that the
package of amendments, if any, would go to the Standing Committee at its June 2004 meeting, with
a recommendation that the proposals (again, if any) be released for public comment.

With that timeline in mind, the Committee considered reports on several possibly
problematic Evidence Rules at its April 2003 meeting. The goal of the Committee was not to vote
definitively on whether to propose an amendment to any of those rules, but, rather, to determine
whether to proceed further with the rules as part of a possible package of amendments. Thus, a “no”
vote from the Committee would mean that no action would be taken to propose an amendment. A
“yes” vote would mean only that the Committee was interested in further inquiry into a possible
amendment and would either tentatively approve or consider possible language for an amendment
at a later date.

1. Rule 106

The Reporter’s memorandum on Rule 106, the rule of completeness, indicated that courts
and commentators are in dispute over two important questions about the scope of the rule. One
question is whether the rule operates as an independent rule of admissibility—admitting completing
evidence even if it would otherwise be excluded as hearsay or under some other rule of exclusion.
This is called a “trumping” function. The other major question is whether the rule should permit
completing evidence of oral statements and actions as well as the written statements currently
covered by the rule. The Reporter prepared model drafts that would cover these points. At its Fall
2002 meeting, the Committee considered this memorandum and noted that while the courts appeared



to be in dispute over the existence of a trumping function, this dispute does not seem to make a real
difference in the cases. The Committee also unanimously rejected the suggestion that Rule 106
should be amended to cover oral statements, on the ground that such a change could lead to
disruption and uncertainty at trial. The change could lead to attempts of an opponent to disrupt the
proponent’s order of proof by contending that the proponent’s witness testified to a misleading
portion of an oral statement; disputes will often arise about what the oral statement actually was.
There often will have to be a sidebar hearing to determine who said what.

In light of the discussion at the Fall 2002 meeting, the Reporter prepared a memorandum on
Rule 106 that analyzed whether the apparent split in authority over the trumping function had
actually led to a difference in the cases or resulted in a problem in practice. The Reporter concluded
that few if any of the cases would be affected by the addition or rejection of a trumping function in
Rule 106. The cases rejecting a trumping function would come out the same because the proffered
evidence would still have been excluded under the circumstances, most commonly because the
proffered statements were not needed to correct any misimpression. And the cases adopting a
trumping function could all have been decided on other grounds, most commonly because the
proponent “opened the door” to completing evidence, or because the “fairness” language of Rule 106
mandated the result.

After discussion, the Committee determined that the costs of amending Rule 106 to include
a trumping function were far outweighed by the risks that a change in language would be
misinterpreted, and concluded that any problems under the current rule were being well-handled by
the courts.

A motion was made to terminate consideration of any amendment to Rule 106. That
motion was approved unanimously.

2. Rule 404(a)

At its Fall 2002 meeting, the Committee tentatively agreed on language that would amend
Evidence Rule 404(a) to prohibit the circumstantial use of character evidence in civil cases. The
Committee determined that an amendment might be appropriate because the circuits are split over
whether character evidence can be offered to prove conduct in a civil case. Such a circuit split can
cause disruption and disuniform results in the federal courts. Moreover, the question of the
admissibility of character evidence to prove conduct arises frequently in civil rights cases, so an
amendment to the Rule would have a helpful impact on a fairly large number of cases. The
Committee also concluded that as a policy matter, character evidence should not be admitted to
prove conduct in a civil case. The circumstantial use of character evidence is fraught with peril in



any case, because it could lead to a trial of personality and could cause the jury to decide the case
on improper grounds. But the risks of character evidence historically have been considered worth
the costs where a criminal defendant seeks to show his good character or the pertinent bad character
of the victim. This so-called “rule of mercy” is thought necessary to provide a counterweight to the
resources of the government, and is a recognition of the possibility that the accused, whose liberty
is at stake, may have little to defend with other than his good name. None of these considerations
is operative in civil litigation. In civil cases, the substantial problems raised by character evidence
were considered by the Committee to outweigh the dubious benefit that character evidence might
provide.

After the Fall 2002 meeting, the Committee received a request from a member of the public
to propose an amendment to Rule 404(a)(1) “to explicitly authorize admission of character evidence
to prove a trait of character when it is essential to a claim or defense.” The Reporter prepared a
memorandum on this proposal and the Committee considered the proposal in detail. Committee
members concluded that such an amendment was unnecessary and was likely to do more harm than
good. The amendment was considered unnecessary because the Rule as it exists does not prohibit
the admission of character evidence when offered to prove an element of a claim or defense. Rather,
Rule 404(a) prohibits character evidence only when offered for a specific purpose: to prove “action
in conformity” with the character trait. If the character evidence is offered to prove an element of a
claim or defense, i.e., where character is “in issue”, the evidence by definition is not being offered
to prove conduct. All federal courts have recognized this point and have uniformly admitted
character evidence when character is “in issue.” Moreover, the amendment may do more harm than
good—it may create a negative inference that the law is to change, when in fact the amendment would
make no change in the law. Finally, Committee members noted that there are difficulties in
determining when character is “in issue”, e.g., in defamation cases, entrapment cases, self-defense
cases, and any attempt to describe when character is “in issue” and when it is not might be fraught
with peril.

Several of the Judges at the meeting argued that an amendment was unnecessary because
neither litigants or judges are confused or are having problems with the current law. They noted that
it was only common sense that if a character trait had to be proven in a case because the substantive
law so demanded it, then one mode of obvious and admissible proof would be character evidence.

A suggestion was made that the distinction between character “in issue” and character
evidence offered to prove conduct might be made in a Committee Note should the Committee decide
to proceed with an amendment to Rule 404(a)(1) that would prohibit the use of character evidence
to prove conduct in civil cases. The response from most Committee members was that such an
addition was not necessary because the rule is on the one hand self-evident (character evidence is
obviously admissible when the substantive law demands proof of character) and on the other hand
the question of when a trait of character is “in issue” is a subtle one that may be difficult to describe.

10



A motion was made to reject the proposed amendment that would specify that character
evidence is admissible when offered to prove an element of a claim or defense. That motion was
approved unanimously.

Judge Smith then asked whether any member of the Committee wanted to revisit or to
question the amendment to Rule 404(a) that was tentatively approved at the Fall 2002 meeting, i.e.,
the amendment that would prohibit the use of character evidence to prove conduct in civil cases. No
Committee member expressed any concerns about that proposal. The Committee resolved to
consider the proposed amendment as part of a possible package of amendments at the Spring 2004
Committee meeting.

3. Rule 408

The Reporter’s memorandum on Rule 408, prepared for the Fall 2002 meeting, noted that
the courts are divided on three important questions concerning the scope of the Rule:

1) Some courts hold that evidence of compromise is admissible against the settling
party in subsequent criminal litigation, relying on a policy argument that the interest in
admitting relevant evidence in a criminal case outweighs the interest in encouraging
settlement. Other courts hold that compromise evidence is excluded in subsequent criminal
litigation when offered as an admission of guilt, noting that there is nothing in the language
of Rule 408 that would permit the use of evidence of civil compromise to prove criminal
liability.

2) Some courts hold that statements in compromise can be admitted to impeach by
way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement. Other courts disagree, noting that the
only use for impeachment specified in the Rule is impeachment for bias, and noting further
that if statements in compromise could be admitted for contradiction or prior inconsistent
statement, this would chill settlement negotiations, in violation of the policy behind the Rule.

3) Some courts hold that offers in compromise can be admitted in favor of the party
who made the offer; these courts reason that the policy of the rule, to encourage settlements,
is not at stake where the party who makes the statement or offer is the one who wants to
admit it at trial. Other courts hold that settlement statements and offers are never admissible
to prove the validity or the amount of the claim, regardless of who offers the evidence.
These courts reason that the text of the Rule does not provide an exception based on identity
of the proffering party, and that admitting compromise evidence would raise the risk that
lawyers would have to testify about the settlement negotiations, thus risking disqualification.
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At the Fall 2002 meeting, the Committee tentatively agreed to consider (as part of a possible
package of amendments) an amendment that would limit the impeachment exception to use for bias,
and that would exclude compromise evidence even if offered by the party who made an offer of
settlement. As to the use of compromise evidence in criminal cases, the Justice Department
representative noted at that time that the Department had not yet come to a conclusion on whether,
as a matter of policy, such evidence should be admissible in criminal cases. For the Spring 2003
meeting, the Reporter prepared two models, one that would admit compromise evidence in criminal
cases and one that would exclude it, with both models containing an impeachment exception limited
to bias and a preclusion of compromise evidence even where offered by the party who made the
settlement offer.

The models prepared by the Reporter attempted to restructure the existing Rule. As it stands,
Rule 408 is structured in four sentences. The first sentence states that an offer or acceptance in
compromise “is not admissible to prove liability for or invalidity of the claim or its amount.” The
second sentence provides the same preclusion for statements made in compromise negotiations—an
awkward construction because a separate sentence is used to apply the same rule of exclusion
applied in the first sentence. The third sentence says that the rule “does not require the exclusion of
any evidence otherwise discoverable merely because it is presented in the course of compromise
negotiations.” The rationale of this sentence, added by Congress, is to prevent parties from
immunizing pre-existing documents from discovery simply by bringing them to the negotiating table.
The addition of this sentence at this point in the Rule, however, creates a structural problem because
the fourth sentence of the rule contains a list of permissible purposes for compromise evidence,
including proof of bias. As such, the third sentence provides a kind of break in the flow of the Rule.
Moreover, the fourth sentence is arguably completely unnecessary, because none of the permissible
purposes involves using compromise evidence to prove the validity or amount of the claim. Since
the only impermissible purpose for this evidence is when it is offered to prove the validity or amount
of a claim, it is unnecessary to add a sentence specifying certain (though apparently not all)
permissible purposes for the evidence.

The models prepared by the Reporter restructured the Rule by providing that settlement offers
and acceptances and statements offered in compromise are inadmissible unless permitted by a
specific exception in a new subdivision (b) of the Rule. Thus, the models deleted the reference to
the validity or amount of the claim. It was these models that were reviewed by the Committee at its
Spring 2003 meeting.

On the question of admissibility of compromise evidence in criminal cases, the Department
of Justice representative stated that the Department had concluded that compromise evidence should
be admissible in a subsequent criminal case. The Department noted that it is often the case that
through settlement of civil proceedings, a defendant is put on notice of the wrongfulness of his
conduct. The Department’s major concern was that if Rule 408 were amended to exclude evidence
of'acivil compromise in a subsequent criminal case, the government would lose evidence that would
be critical to prove that the defendant knew that his conduct was illegal or wrongful.
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Most Committee members stated in response that policy arguments weigh strongly in favor
of excluding evidence of a civil compromise in a later criminal case. If such evidence is admissible
in a criminal case, it significantly diminishes the incentive to settle civil litigation. Moreover,
excluding compromise evidence in criminal cases would not result in the loss of evidence in such
cases—without a rule protecting compromise evidence, there is likely to be no settlement that could
ever be admitted in a criminal case. In other words, the only evidence “lost” is that generated by the
rule protecting compromise evidence.

One Committee member expressed concern over the Reporter’s restructuring of the Rule. The
deletion of the language explicating the impermissible purpose for compromise evidence—when
offered to prove the validity or amount of the claim—might create unintended consequences. For
example, in insurance litigation, a claim against the insurer for bad faith is often premised on
unreasonable statements and offers in settlement negotiations. Under the current Rule, this evidence
is admissible against the insurer because it is not offered to prove the validity or amount of the claim
against the insurer. Under the restructured rule, this evidence would be excluded unless a specific
exception were added covering claims against insurers for bad faith. Similarly, some fraud claims
are premised on fraudulent statements made in settlement negotiations. Under the current rule, these
statements are admissible because they are not offered to prove the validity or amount of the
underlying claim. Under the restructured rule, this evidence would be excluded unless a specific
exception were provided.

Committee members and the Reporter considered this comment on the attempted
restructuring to be well-taken. The Committee resolved that the “validity or amount” language of
the current Rule would have to be retained. The alternative would be to think up every situation in
which compromise evidence ought to be admissible and then include each situation as a specific
exception. But this solution is perilous as it is all too likely that some important exception will be
missed. Accordingly, the Committee resolved to return to the original structure of the Rule, with any
proposed amendment working within that structure to provide for an impeachment exception limited
to bias and to provide that compromise evidence is excluded when offered to prove the validity or
amount of a claim even if it is offered by the party who made the settlement offer.

Committee members noted that there was another virtue in retaining the language specifying
validity or amount of the claim as the only impermissible purpose for compromise evidence.
Retaining this language will solve the DOJ concern about the use of compromise evidence in
criminal cases to prove notice. If the evidence of a civil compromise is offered to prove notice, then
it is not offered to prove the validity or amount of a claim. See, e.g., United States v. Austin, 54 F.3d
394 (7™ Cir. 1995) (no error to admit evidence of the defendant’s settlement with the FTC, because
it was offered to prove that the defendant was on notice that subsequent similar conduct was
wrongful). Thus, the question of whether Rule 408 should apply in criminal cases is properly limited
to cases where the government is using the evidence not to prove notice but rather to prove that the
defendant had admitted guilt. ‘

The Committee asked the DOJ representative if the Department might wish to reconsider its
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position on the use of compromise evidence in subsequent criminal litigation if the original structure
of Rule 408 is retained. In other words, if notice cases fall out of the equation, does the balance of
interests, in the Department’s view, justify exclusion or admission of civil compromise evidence as
proof of defendant’s guilt? The DOJ representative promised to bring the reformulated question back
to the Department for further discussion.

The Committee resolved to give further consideration to an amendment to Rule 408 at the
next meeting. The Committee asked the Reporter to consider two further questions in working on
a new model for a proposed amendment: 1) Are there problems in the courts in determining when
a matter is “in dispute” so as to trigger the protections of Rule 408? 2) What is the meaning of the
sentence providing that the Rule does not require exclusion of evidence “otherwise discoverable”
merely because it is presented in the course of compromise negotiations? Is there any way to sharpen
that language to make it more understandable?

4. Rule 410

In the course of investigating a possible amendment to Rule 408 at its Fall 2002 meeting,
the Committee reviewed the case law holding that Rule 408 protects against admission of statements
made by the government during plea negotiations in a criminal case. Rule 410 applies to plea
negotiations, but it does not by its terms protect statements and offers made by the government: It
provides that statements and offers in plea negotiations are not admissible “against the defendant.”
The inapplicability of Rule 410 to government statements and offers in plea negotiations has led
some courts to hold that such evidence is excluded under Rule 408. The Committee noted, however,
that Rule 408, by its terms, does not apply to negotiations in criminal cases—Rule 408 refers to
efforts to compromise a “claim,” as distinct from criminal charges.

As a policy matter, the Committee determined at its Fall 2002 meeting that government
statements and offers in plea negotiations should be excluded from a criminal trial, in the same way
that a defendant’s statements are excluded. A mutual rule of exclusion would encourage a free flow
of discussion that is necessary to efficient guilty plea negotiations; there is no good reason to protect
only the statements of a defendant in a guilty plea negotiation. The Committee also determined,
however, that if an amendment is required to protect government statements and offers in guilty plea
negotiations, that amendment should be placed in Rule 410, not Rule 408, which, by its terms, covers
statements and offers of compromise made in the course of attempting to settle a civil claim. Rule
410, which governs efforts to settle criminal charges, is the appropriate place for any amendment that
would exclude statements and offers in guilty plea negotiations.

The Committee directed the Reporter to prepare a draft of an amendment to Rule 410 that

would exclude statements and offers made by the government during guilty plea negotiations. That
draft was reviewed and considered at the Spring 2003 meeting.
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While the Committee adhered unanimously to the position that statements made by
prosecutors in guilty plea negotiations should be protected, some concerns were expressed about the
consequences of an amendment to Rule 410. If the Rule were amended simply to provide that offers
and statements in guilty plea negotiations were not admissible “against the government,” this might
provide too broad an exclusion. It would exclude, for example, statements made by the defendant
during plea negotiations that could be offered against the government, for example, to prove that the
defendant had made a prior consistent statement, or to prove that the defendant believed in his own
innocence, or was not trying to obstruct an investigation. Thus, the Committee resolved that any
change to Rule 410 should specify that the government’s protection would be limited to statements
and offers made by prosecutors during guilty plea negotiations.

The Committee also considered two other possible problems with Rule 410 that might be
clarified if an amendment were to be proposed on other grounds. Those questions are: 1) whether
the Rule’s protection should cover guilty pleas that are either rejected by the court or vacated on
review—currently the Rule specifically covers only guilty pleas that are “withdrawn”; 2) whether the
Rule should specify that its protections are inapplicable if the defendant breaches the plea agreement.

Asto the applicability of the Rule to rejected and vacated pleas, the Committee was generally
agreed that the question has not arisen often enough in the courts to justify an amendment on its own.
However, if the Rule is to be amended on other grounds, the Committee agreed that it would be
useful to clarify that the protections of the Rule are applicable to rejected and vacated pleas as well
as to withdrawn pleas. Committee members noted that as a policy matter, there was no basis for
distinguishing a withdrawn plea from a plea that is rejected or vacated. In any of these cases, the
policy of protecting plea negotiations warrants protection from these subsequent unforeseen
developments—otherwise negotiations are likely to be chilled by uncertainty.

As to treatment of pleas that have been breached, the Committee was in general agreement
that any attempt to clarify the Rule would be likely to cause more problems than it solved. For one
thing, it would be difficult to write a rule that would determine with any clarity whether an
agreement was breached or not. Should the exception be limited to material breaches, for example?
What kind of breach would be “material” ? Committee members resolved that the question of
admissibility of plea negotiations after an asserted breach could be handled by agreement between
the parties and by a reviewing court.

The Committee also considered a recent Second Circuit case holding that the protections of
Rule 410 do not apply to statements made in plea negotiations with a foreign government. The
Committee considered whether an amendment to Rule 410 to protect prosecution statements might
also usefully include language providing that negotiations with foreign prosecutors are (or are not)
protected. The Committee resolved that the question of the extraterritorial effect of Rule 410 had not
been vetted sufficiently in the courts to justify an amendment at this point.

Finally, the Committee agreed that the question of whether the protections of Rule 410 can
be waived should be addressed in the Committee Note and not in the Rule. The Supreme Court has
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decided that the defendant can agree to the use of statements made in plea negotiations to impeach
him should he testify at trial, but courts are still working out whether the power to waive the
protections of Rule 410 extends to other situations. Thus, it would be counterproductive to codify
a waiver rule in the text. But it would be important to acknowledge the waiver rule in the Committee
Note, to prevent speculation that any amendment was rejecting Supreme Court precedent on the
subject.

The Committee resolved to give further consideration to an amendment to Rule 410 that
would protect statements by the prosecutor during guilty plea negotiations. The Reporter was
directed to prepare a revised draft of a model amendment to Rule 410 that would protect prosecution
statements when offered against the government by the defendant who was the other party in the
negotiations. The revised model would also specify that the protections of the Rule would apply to
rejected and vacated pleas. Finally, as a stylistic matter, the final paragraph of the existing Rule
should be restylized so that it does not begin with “However”.

5. Rule 606(b)

Evidence Rule 606(b) generally excludes juror affidavits or testimony concerning jury
deliberations. The policies behind the Rule are to protect the privacy of jury deliberations and to
preserve the finality of jury verdicts. The stated exceptions to the Rule are where the juror statements
are offered “on the question whether extraneous prejudicial information was improperly brought to
the jury’s attention or whether any outside influence was improperly brought to bear upon any juror.”
The rule is silent on whether juror statements are admissible to prove that the verdict reported by the
jury was different from that actually agreed upon by the jurors. Courts have generally allowed juror
statements to prove errors in the reporting of the verdict, but there is dispute among the courts as to
the scope of this court-created exception to the Rule.

At its April 2002 meeting, the Committee directed the Reporter to prepare a report on a
possible amendment to Rule 606(b) that would clarify whether and to what extent juror testimony
can be admitted to prove some disparity between the verdict reported and the verdict intended by the
jurors. The Reporter’s memorandum addressed two problems under the current Rule: 1. All courts
have found an exception to the Rule, allowing juror testimony on clerical errors in the reporting of
the verdict, even though there is no language permitting such an exception in the text of the Rule;
and 2. The courts are in dispute about the breadth of that exception—some courts allow juror proof
whenever the verdict has an effect that is different from the result that the jury intended to reach,
while other courts follow a narrower exception permitting juror proof only where the verdict reported
is different from that which the jury actually reached because of some clerical error. The former
exception is broader because it would permit juror proof whenever the jury misunderstood (or
ignored) the court’s instructions. For example, if the judge told the jury to report a damage award
without reducing it by the plaintiff’s proportion of fault, and the jury disregarded that instruction,
the verdict reported would be a result different from what the jury actually intended, thus fitting the
broader exception. But it would not be different from the verdict actually reached, and so juror proof
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would not be permitted under the narrow exception for clerical errors.

The Committee discussed whether Rule 606(b) should be amended to account for errors in
the reporting of the verdict, and if so, what the breadth of the exception should be. The Committee
was unanimous in its belief that an amendment to Rule 606(b) is warranted. Not only would an
amendment rectify a divergence between the text of the Rule and the case law (thus eliminating a
trap for the unwary and the unpredictability that results from such divergence), but it would also
eliminate a circuit split on an important question of Evidence law.

The Committee was also unanimous in its belief that if an amendment to Rule 606(b) is to
be proposed, it should codify the narrower exception of clerical error. An exception that would
permit proof of juror statements whenever the jury misunderstood or ignored the court’s instruction
was thought to have the potential of intruding into juror deliberations, and upsetting the finality of
verdicts, in a large and undefined number of cases. As such, the broad exception is in tension with
the policies of the Rule. In contrast, an exception permitting proof only if the verdict reported is
different from that actually reached by the jury does not intrude on the privacy of jury deliberations,
as the inquiry only concerns what the jury decided, not why it decided as it did.

The Committee tentatively decided to place a narrow amendment to Rule 606(b) on its list
of a possible package of amendments that could be proposed in 2004. The Committee tentatively
approved language providing that a juror may testify about whether “the verdict reported is the
verdict that was decided upon by the jury.” This language, and the advisability of an amendment to
Rule 606(b), will be reconsidered by the Committee at its Spring 2004 meeting.

5. Rule 803(6)

At the Committee’s request, Professor Broun, the consultant to the Committee, prepared a
memorandum on whether Evidence Rule 803(6) should be amended to add a “business duty”
requirement to the Rule. The “business duty” requirement addresses a problem that arises when
information recorded in a business record comes from outside the recording entity. If the person
reporting from outside the entity has no “business duty” to report the information reliably, then there
is a concern that the business record will be a reliable recording of unreliable information.

Professor Broun’s report noted that Rule 803(6) does not explicitly contain a “business duty”
requirement in the text of the Rule. The federal courts that have considered the question, however,
have found a business duty requirement inherent in the Rule. That requirement can be satisfied when
the reporting party has a business duty, or where the statement from the reporting party is
independently admissible under a hearsay exception, thus satisfying the requirements of Rule 805,
covering multiple levels of hearsay. Professor Broun also noted that some courts have relaxed the
business duty requirement when the underlying data has been verified. Some other courts have
abrogated the requirement where there are other adequate guarantees of trustworthiness. Professor
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Broun concluded that although there are some differences in the federal courts in dealing with the
issue, for the most part a consistent pattern has emerged. Ordinarily, there will be a required
business duty to report, but that duty may be supplanted by a clear motive to verify or other
circumstances that bring the communication within the policy behind the business records exception.

After discussion, the Committee resolved unanimously to terminate consideration of any
amendment to Rule 803(6). Committee members agreed with Professor Broun that the courts have
approached the question of “business duty” in a flexible and reasonable manner. The Committee
found it advisable to give this common law development an opportunity to continue without
amendment of the rule.

A motion was made and seconded to terminate consideration of any amendment to Rule
803(6). That motion was approved by unanimous vote.

Privileges

At its Fall 2002 meeting, the Evidence Rules Committee decided that it would not propose
any amendments to the Evidence Rules on matters of privilege. The Committee determined,
however, that it could — under the auspices of its Reporter and consultant on privileges, Professor
Broun — perform a valuable service to the bench and bar by giving guidance on what the federal
common law of privilege currently provides. This could be accomplished by a publication outside
the rulemaking process, such as has been previously done with respect to outdated Advisory
Committee Notes and caselaw divergence from the Federal Rules of Evidence. Thus, the Committee
agreed to continue with the privileges project and determined that the goal of the project would be
to provide, in the form of a draft rule and commentary, a “survey” of the existing federal common
law of privilege. This essentially would be a descriptive, non-evaluative presentation of the existing
federal law, not a “best principles” attempt to write how the rules of privilege “ought” to look.
Rather, the survey would be intended to help courts and lawyers determine what the federal law of
privilege actually is. The Committee determined that the survey will be structured as follows:

1. An introduction setting forth the purpose and plan of the project.

2. The project would be divided into sections, one for each privilege as well as a
general section for a discussion of principles such as choice of law and invocation and waiver
of a privilege.

3. The first section for each rule would be a draft “survey” rule that would set out the
existing federal law of the particular privilege. Where there is a significant split of authority
in the federal courts, the rule would include alternative clauses or provisions.
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4. The second section for each rule would be a commentary on existing federal law.
This section would provide case law support for each aspect of the survey rule and an ex-
planation of the alternatives, as well as a description of any aberrational caselaw. This
commentary section is intended to be detailed but not encyclopedic. It would include
representative cases on key points rather than every case, and important law review articles
on the privilege, but not every article.

5. The third section would be a discussion of reasonably anticipated choices that the
federal courts, or Congress if it elected to codify privileges, might take into consideration.
For example, it would include the possibility of different approaches to the attorney-client
privilege in the corporate context and the possibility of a general physician-patient privilege.
This section, like the project itself, will be descriptive rather than evaluative.

At the Spring 2003 meeting, Professor Broun presented, for the Committee’s information,
a draft of the first two sections of the survey on the psychotherapist-patient privilege. It was agreed
that Professor Broun would finish the third section of the survey on that privilege and move on to
the attorney-client privilege. Judge Shadur asked for clarification on whether the survey, when
completed, would be published as the work of the Committee as a whole. Committee members
agreed that as with the previous reports outside the rulemaking process, the survey would not be
considered Committee work product, but rather would be attributed to Professor Broun and the
Reporter, working under the auspices of the Committee.

Other Business
1. “De Bene Esse” Depositions

Judge Levi, Chair of the Civil Rules Committee, asked the Evidence Rules Committee to
consider the consequences of a proposal to amend the Civil Rules to permit more general use of “de
bene esse” depositions, 1.e., depositions prepared as a substitute for trial testimony. “De bene esse”
depositions are distinguished as a practical matter from discovery depositions because they are taken
for the express purpose of substituting for trial testimony. Currently, however, there is nothing in
the Civil Rules or in the Evidence Rules that distinguishes between discovery and “de bene esse”
depositions. The question for the Evidence Rules Committee was whether a rule supporting more
general use of a “de bene esse” deposition would conflict with the Federal Rules of Evidence.

The Reporter’s memorandum to the Committee indicated that a rule permitting use of “de
bene esse” depositions would create a conflict with the hearsay rule. The current exception that
might apply-the Rule 804(b)(1) exception for prior testimony—is premised on the unavailability of
the declarant, and with respect to “de bene esse” depositions, the deponent is often not unavailable
for trial in the sense required by the Evidence Rules. The Reporter noted, however, that there was
some ambiguity about the proposed rule change, in that it could be read as permitting use of “de bene
esse” depositions only after stipulation among the parties. If the “de bene esse” deposition was given
only after stipulation as to its admissibility, there would be no conflict with the Evidence Rules.
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Committee members agreed that a rule permitting broad use of “de bene esse” depositions—at
least in the absence of a stipulation—would create a conflict with the hearsay rule and also a possible
conflict with the general preference for live testimony and the trial court’s discretion under Evidence
Rule 611(a) to control the mode and presentation of testimony. Committee members further
expressed disapproval of the proposal on the merits. In their view, a rules-based distinction between
discovery depositions and “de bene esse” depositions was unjustified. One problem would arise if
a discovery deposition were taken and then the deponent becomes unavailable for trial under the
terms of Evidence Rule 804(a). When the proponent moves to admit the deposition at trial, the
opponent would have an argument that the proponent gave no “de bene esse” notice at the time the
deposition was taken. This would change the existing law that discovery depositions are admissible
when they comply with the terms of a hearsay exception. Committee members strongly expressed
the opinion that no distinction should be made in the rules between discovery and “de bene esse”
depositions.

Finally, Committee members discussed a related problem concerning the relationship
between the Civil Rules and the Evidence Rules. Civil Rule 32 contains what amounts to a
freestanding exception to the hearsay rule for depositions. There has always been an uneasy
relationship between depositions admitted under Civil Rule 32 and depositions admitted under
Evidence Rule 804(b)(1). The unavailability requirement applicable to depositions admitted under
Rule 804(b)(1) is different from, and generally more stringent than, the requirements under Civil
Rule 32. The most obvious difference is that to be unavailable on grounds of absence under Rule
804, the deponent must be beyond the subpoena power. In contrast, under Rule 32, the deponent
need only be more than 100 miles from the place of trial. Committee members found no compelling
reason for an exception that is so similar to Rule 804(b)(1) and yet based on subtly different
admissibility requirements. Moreover, the placement of such an exception in a completely separate
set of rules can only be deemed a source of confusion and a trap for the unwary

The Committee resolved unanimously to report the following conclusions to the Civil Rules
Committee: 1) Adoption of a rule permitting broad use of “de bene esse” depositions would create
a conflict with the Evidence Rules, unless the rule were premised on stipulation; 2) On the merits,
the Evidence Rules Committee is opposed to any attempt to distinguish “de bene esse” depositions
from discovery depositions: and 3) The Evidence Rules Committee would be happy to work with
the Civil Rules Committee in addressing the problem created by the existence of a freestanding
hearsay exception in Civil Rule 32.

2. Proposal on Preserving Exhibits

The Administrative Office referred to the Evidence Rules Committee a proposal from Judge
Roll for a rule that would require district courts to preserve trial exhibits pending appeal. The
Reporter prepared a memorandum on the subject, concluding that a rule governing preservation of
exhibits during appeal was (assuming it was necessary) better placed in local rules or in the
Appellate Rules rather than in the Evidence Rules. The Committee agreed with the Reporter’s
conclusion, and was informed by John Rabiej that the proposal was being taken up by the Appellate
Rules Committee. The Reporter noted that the Appellate Rules Committee should be advised that
any rule concerning preservation of exhibits should be limited to documentary exhibits only. District
courts should not be expected to preserve physical evidence or dangerous substances pending appeal.
The Reporter noted that many local rules distinguish between documentary exhibits and physical
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evidence, providing for court retention for the former pending appeal, but not for the latter.

3. Pending Legislation

The Reporter apprised the Committee of two bills pending in Congress that would have an
impact on the Federal Rules of Evidence. One bill would enact a parent-child privilege as anew Rule
502 of the Federal Rules of Evidence. The other bill would make changes to Federal Rule 414 and
415, by providing for more liberal rules of admissibility in cases involving child molestation.

Neither of these bills is in danger of imminent enactment. The Committee determined that
it would be prepared to provide comment on these bills if and when necessary. Committee members
noted that the Committee was already on record as opposing any amendment that would add only
a single codified privilege to the Federal Rules of Evidence, as this would result in a patchwork
approach to the privileges.

4. Tribute to Judge Shadur

On behalf of the Committee, the Chair expressed profound gratitude to Judge Shadur for his
stellar service as a member and subsequently Chair of the Evidence Rules Committee. Judge Shadur
was a moving force behind the important amendments to Evidence Rules 701, 702 and 702 that were
enacted in 2000. His boundless intellect and dedication were critical to the work of the Committee.
Judge Smith presented Judge Shadur with a certificate signed by the Chief Justice acknowledging
Judge Shadur’s service on the Evidence Rules Committee. Judge Shadur expressed his thanks and
noted that service on the Committee was a valuable experience for trial judges, giving them a unique
opportunity to consider in depth the meaning and application of the Evidence Rules.
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Next Meeting

The next meeting of the Committee is tentatively scheduled for November 13, 2003, at a
place to be determined.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m., April 25.

Respectfully submitted,

Daniel J. Capra
Reed Professor of Law
Reporter
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Atits October 2002 meeting the Evidence Rules Committee tentatively approved for further
consideration, as part of its long-range project, an amendment to Rule 404(a) that explicitly would
prohibit the circumstantial use of character evidence in civil cases. This memorandum summarizes
the work of the Committee on the proposed amendment to this point.

I. The Committee’s Tentative Approval for Further Consideration
The Committee’s rationale for continuing with an amendment to Rule 404(a) was twofold:

1) An amendment is appropriate because the circuits are split over whether character
evidence can be offered to prove conduct in a civil case. The question arises frequently in
civil rights cases, so an amendment to the rule would have a helpful impact on a fairly large
number of cases.

2) This split is best resolved by a rule prohibiting, rather than permitting, the
circumstantial use of character evidence in civil cases. A rule of prohibition is consistent
with the existing language of the rule, the original Advisory Committee Note, and the
majority of the cases. It is also the better rule as a matter of policy. The circumstantial use
of character evidence is fraught with peril in any case, because it could lead to a trial of
personality and could cause the jury to decide the case on improper grounds. The risks of
character evidence historically have been considered worth the costs only where a criminal
defendant seeks to show his good character or the pertinent bad character of the victim. This
so-called “rule of mercy” is thought necessary to provide a counterweight to the resources
of the government. It is a recognition of the possibility that the accused, whose liberty is at
stake, may have little to defend with other than his good name. None of these considerations
is operative in civil litigation. In civil cases, the substantial problems raised by character



evidence were considered by the Committee to outweigh the dubious benefit that character
evidence might provide.

3) The Committee also agreed that if Rule 404(a) is to be amended, the amendment
should include a reference in the text that evidence of a victim’s character, otherwise
admissible under the Rule, nonetheless could be excluded under Rule 412 in cases involving
sexual assault. Although the need for such clarification might not justify an amendment on
its own, the Committee determined that clarifying language would be useful as part of a
larger amendment.

4) The Committee rejected a suggestion from the public that Rule 404(a) be amended
to specify that the limitations on character evidence do not apply when character is “in
issue.” Rule 404(a) by its terms applies only when character evidence is offered
circumstantially, and therefore it does not apply when a party’s character is an element of the
case. Nor have the courts had any problem in holding that Rule 404(a) is inapplicable when
character is “in issue.”

What follows is a working draft of a proposed amendment to Rule 404(a). This amendment
could be taken up again as part of a possible package of future amendments at the Spring 2004
meeting. An alternative is that the Committee might recommend it to the Standing Committee
at its January meeting, for publication in August together with any other amendments that might
be proposed. This may (or may not) be advantageous, as historically the January meeting of the
Standing Committee has a lighter agenda than the June meeting.



Working Draft of Proposed Amendment to Rule 404(a)

Rule 404. Character Evidence Not Admissible to Prove Conduct; Exceptions; Other Crimes

(a) Character evidence generally.—Evidence of a person’s character or a trait of character
is not admissible for the purpose of proving action in conformity therewith on a particular
occasion, except:

(1) Character of accused.— Evrdence In a criminal case, evidence of
a pertinent trait of character offered by an accused, or by the prosecution to
rebut the same, or if evidence of a trait of character of the alleged victim of
the crime is offered by an accused and admitted under Rule 404(a)(2),
evidence of the same trait of character of the accused offered by the
prosecution;

(2) Character of alleged victim.— Evidence In a criminal case, and
except as provided in Rule 412, evidence of a pertinent trait of character of
the alleged victim of the crime offered by an accused, or by the prosecution
to rebut the same, or evidence of a character trait of peacefulness of the
alleged victim offered by the prosecution in a homicide case to rebut evidence

that the alleged victim was the first aggressor;
% %k %

Model Committee Note

The Rule has been amended to clarify that in a civil case character evidence is never
admissible to prove conduct in conformity therewith. The amendment resolves the dispute
in the case law over whether the exceptions in subdivisions (a)(1) and (2) permit the
circumstantial use of character evidence in civil cases. Compare Carsonv. Polley, 689 F.2d
562, 576 (5™ Cir. 1982) (“when a central issue in a case is close to one of a criminal nature,
the exceptions to the Rule 404(a) ban on character evidence may be invoked™), with SEC v.
Towers Financial Corp., 966 F.Supp. 203 (S.D.N.Y. 1997) (relying on the terms “accused”
and “prosecution” in Rule 404(a) to conclude that the exceptions in subdivisions (a)(1) and
(2) are inapplicable in civil cases). The amendment is consistent with the original intent of
the Rule, which was to prohibit the circumstantial use of character evidence in civil cases.
See Ginter v. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co., 576 F.Supp. 627, 629-30 (D. Ky.1984) (“It
seems beyond peradventure of doubt that the drafters of F.R.Evi. 404(a) explicitly intended
that all character evidence, except where ‘character is at issue” was to be excluded” in civil
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cases).

The circumstantial use of character evidence is generally discouraged because it
carries serious risks of prejudice, confusion and delay. See Michelson v. United States, 335
U.S. 469, 476 (1948) (“The overriding policy of excluding such evidence, despite its
admitted probative value, is the practical experience that its disallowance tends to prevent
confusion of issues, unfair surprise and undue prejudice.”). In criminal cases, the so-called
“mercy rule” permits a criminal defendant to introduce evidence of pertinent character traits
of the defendant and the victim; but that is because the accused, whose liberty is at stake,
may need “a counterweight against the strong investigative and prosecutorial resources of
the government.” C. Mueller and L. Kirkpatrick, Evidence: Practice under the Rules, pp.
264-5 (2d ed. 1999). See also Richard Uviller, Evidence of Character to Prove Conduct:
Hlusion, Illogic, and Injustice in the Courtroom, 130 U.Pa.L.Rev. 845, 855 (1982) (the rule
prohibiting circumstantial use of character evidence “was relaxed to allow the criminal
defendant with so much at stake and so little available in the way of conventional proof to
have special dispensation to tell the factfinder just what sort of person he really is.”).Those
concerns do not apply to parties in civil cases.

The amendment also clarifies that evidence otherwise admissible under Rule
404(a)(2) may nonetheless be excluded in a criminal case involving sexual misconduct. In
such a case, the admissibility of evidence of the victim’s sexual behavior and predisposition
is governed by the more stringent provisions of Rule 412.
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At its April 2002 meeting the Evidence Rules Committee directed the Reporter to prepare
a report on Rule 408-the Rule prohibiting admission of settlements and statements made in
settlement when offered to prove the validity or amount of a claim—so that the Committee could
determine whether it is necessary to propose an amendment to that Rule. At its Fall 2002 meeting
the Committee reviewed the Rule and agreed to continue its consideration of a possible amendment.
Committee consideration continued at the Spring 2003 meeting and suggestions were made for
improvement and for further research into other questions involving the Rule.

The possible need for amendment of Rule 408 arises from at least three problems that have
been raised in the application of the Rule. Those problems are: 1) whether compromise evidence
1s admissible in a subsequent criminal case; 2) whether statements made in settlement negotiations
are admissible to impeach a party by way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement; 3)
whether Rule 408 prohibits settlement offers when it is the party who made the offer that wants the
evidence admitted. Each of these questions has been the subject of conflicting interpretations among
the courts.

This report is divided into four parts. Part One describes the Committee’s consideration of
a possible amendment up to this point. Part Two discusses the results of research on two aspects
of the Rule that were raised at the last meeting. Part Three sets forth some models for an
amendment within the current structure of the Rule. If the Committee decides that one of the models
is acceptable, then this model can be kept for consideration as part of a possible package of
amendments at the Spring 2004 meeting.

Part Four presents a “restyled” amendment for the Committee’s consideration. The
restylization retains the “validity or amount™ language of the existing rule, but restructures the rule
in an attempt to make it read a bit better. If the Committee decides that this restructure is useful,
then any substantive changes agreed upon by the Committee can be incorporated for consideration



as a possible package of amendments at the Spring 2004 meeting.

The report also includes, as an attachment, a recent case from the Tenth Circuit holding that
Rule 408 protects against the use of civil compromise evidence in subsequent criminal cases. The
case provides a good discussion of the case law on the subject.



I. Rule 408 and the Committee’s Determinations Up To This Point

The Rule

Rule 408 currently provides as follows:
Rule 408. Compromise and Offers to Compromise

Evidence of (1) furnishing or offering or promising to furnish, or (2) accepting or
offering or promising to accept, a valuable consideration in compromising or attempting to
compromise a claim which was disputed as to either validity or amount, is not admissible
to prove liability for or invalidity of the claim or its amount. Evidence of conduct or
statements made in compromise negotiations is likewise not admissible. This rule does not
require the exclusion of any evidence otherwise discoverable merely because it is presented
in the course of compromise negotiations. This rule also does not require exclusion when
the evidence is offered for another purpose, such as proving bias or prejudice of a witness,
negativing a contention of undue delay, or proving an effort to obstruct a criminal
investigation or prosecution.

The Advisory Committee Note to Rule 408 is as follows:
Advisory Committee’s Note

As a matter of general agreement, evidence of an offer to compromise a claim is not
receivable in evidence as an admission of, as the case may be, the validity or invalidity of
the claim. As with evidence of subsequent remedial measures, dealt with in Rule 407,
exclusion may be based on two grounds. (1) The evidence is irrelevant, since the offer may
be motivated by a desire for peace rather than from any concession of weakness of position.
The validity of this position will vary as the amount of the offer varies in relation to the size
of the claim and may also be influenced by other circumstances. (2) A more consistently
impressive ground is promotion of the public policy favoring the compromise and
settlement of disputes. McCormick §§ 76,251. While the rule is ordinarily phrased in terms
of offers of compromise, it is apparent that a similar attitude must be taken with respect to
completed compromises when offered against a party thereto. This latter situation will not,
of course, ordinarily occur except when a party to the present litigation has compromised
with a third person.

The same policy underlies the provision of Rule 68 of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure that evidence of an unaccepted offer of judgment is not admissible except in a
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proceeding to determine costs.

The practical value of the common law rule has been greatly diminished by its
inapplicability to admissions of fact, even though made in the course of compromise
negotiations, unless hypothetical, stated to be “without prejudice,” or so connected with the
offer as to be inseparable from it. McCormick § 251, pp. 540-41. An inevitable effect is to
inhibit freedom of communication with respect to compromise, even among lawyers.
Another effect is the generation of controversy over whether a given statement falls within
or without the protected area. These considerations account for the expansion of the rule
herewith to include evidence of conduct or statements made in compromise negotiations,
as well as the offer or completed compromise itself. For similar provisions see California
Evidence Code §§ 1152, 1154.

The policy considerations which underlie the rule do not come into play when the
effort is to induce a creditor to settle an admittedly due amount for a lesser sum. McCormick
§ 251, p. 540. Hence the rule requires that the claim be disputed as to either validity or
amount.

The final sentence of the rule serves to point out some limitations upon its
applicability. Since the rule excludes only when the purpose is proving the validity or
invalidity of the claim or its amount, an offer for another purpose is not within the rule. The
illustrative situations mentioned in the rule are supported by the authorities. As to proving
bias or prejudice of a witness, see Annot., 161 A.L.R. 395, contra, Fenberg v. Rosenthal,
348 1ll. App. 510, 109 N.E.2d 402 (1952), and negativing a contention of lack of due
diligence in presenting a claim, 4 Wigmore § 1061. An effort to “buy off” the prosecution
or a prosecuting witness in a criminal case is not within the policy of the rule of exclusion.
McCormick § 251, p. 542.

For other rules of similar import, see Uniform Rules 52 and 53; California Evidence
Code §§ 1152, 1154; Kansas Code of Civil Procedure §§ 60-452, 60-453; New Jersey
Evidence Rules 52 and 53.

Committee Consideration and Resolution at the Fall 2002 Meeting

The Reporter’s memorandum prepared for the Fall 2002 meeting noted that the courts are
divided on three important questions concerning the scope of the rule:

1) Some courts hold that evidence of compromise is admissible against the settling
party in subsequent criminal litigation, relying on a policy argument that the interest in
admitting relevant evidence in a criminal case outweighs the interest in encouraging



settlement. Other courts hold that compromise evidence is excluded in subsequent criminal
litigation, noting that there is nothing in the language of Rule 408 that would permit the use
of evidence of civil compromise to prove criminal liability, and that to admit such evidence
in a criminal case would discourage a party from settling a parallel civil case.

2) Some courts hold that statements made in settlement negotiations can be
admitted to impeach by way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement. Other courts
disagree, noting that the only use for impeachment specified in the Rule is impeachment for
bias, and noting further that if statements in compromise could be admitted for contradiction
or prior inconsistent statement, this would chill settlement negotiations, contrary to the
policy behind the rule.

3) Some courts hold that offers in compromise can be admitted in favor of the party
who made the offer; these courts reason that the policy of the rule, to encourage settlements,
is not at stake where the party who makes the statement or offer is the one who wants to
admit it at trial. Other courts hold that settlement statements and offers are never admissible
to prove the validity or the amount of the claim, regardless of who proffers the evidence.
These courts reason that the text of the rule does not provide an exception based on identity
of the proffering party, and that admitting compromise evidence would raise the risk that
lawyers would have to testify about the settlement negotiations, thus risking
disqualification.

Fall 2002 Meeting

At its Fall 2002 meeting, the Committee began its discussion on whether Rule 408 should
be amended to specify that compromise evidence is either admissible or inadmissible in criminal
cases. Most Committee members stated that policy arguments weigh strongly in favor of excluding
evidence of a civil compromise in a later criminal case. If such evidence is admissible in a criminal
case, it will significantly diminish the incentive to settle civil litigation. Moreover, excluding com-
promise evidence in criminal cases would not result in the loss of evidence in those cases—without
a rule protecting compromise evidence, there is likely to be no settlement that could ever be
admitted in a criminal case. In other words, the only evidence “lost” is that generated by the rule
protecting compromise evidence.

Committee members argued that it is necessary to amend Rule 408 to provide specifically
that evidence of a civil compromise is inadmissible in subsequent criminal litigation. Under the
case law interpreting the current Rule, such evidence is admissible in some circuits and not in
others. This is a poor state of affairs, because there may be no way, at the time of a civil settlement,
to predict where a criminal litigation might be brought. Moreover it is unfair to have such powerful
evidence admissible against some defendants and not others. Finally, the possibility that a civil
settlement will be admissible in a criminal case somewhere presents a trap for the unwary. Rule



408, by its terms, does not specify that civil settlements are admissible in criminal litigation, so a
lawyer and client may enter into civil settlement negotiations under the mistaken impression that
such negotiations and settlement never could be used against the client in a criminal case. The
member from the Department of Justice emphasized, however, that while the DOJ was in favor of
an amendment to Rule 408 to resolve the split in the circuits, it had not at that time come to a
conclusion as to whether civil settlements should be admissible or inadmissible in subsequent
criminal litigation.

The Committee then discussed whether the rule should permit impeachment by way of prior
inconsistent statement and contradiction. Committee members agreed that the Rule should not
permit such broad impeachment, because to do so would unduly inhibit settlement. Parties
justifiably would be concerned that something said in settlement negotiations later could be found
inconsistent with some statement or position taken at trial; it is virtually impossible to be absolutely
consistent throughout the settlement process and trial. The Committee resolved that if Rule 408
is to be amended, it should include a provision specifically stating that compromise evidence cannot
be offered to impeach by way of prior inconsistent statement or contradiction. The Reporter noted
that such a provision exists in several states.

The Committee then turned to whether compromise evidence should be admissible in favor
of the party who made the statement or offer of settlement. The Committee determined that such
evidence should not be admissible. If a party were to reveal its own statement or offer, this would
itself reveal the fact that the adversary entered into settlement negotiations; such evidence is entitled
to protection on its own. Thus, it would not be fair to hold that the protections of Rule 408 can be
waived unilaterally, because the Rule, by definition, protects both parties from having the fact of
negotiation disclosed to the jury. Moreover, a party that admits its own offer or statement in com-
promise would open the door to evidence of counter-offers, responses to offers and counter-offers,
and the like—all with the possibility that lawyers will have to be disqualified because of the need
to testify about the tenor and import of the settlement negotiations. There is also a possibility that
a party might give “window-dressing” offers in an attempt to generate evidence for use at trial. The
Committee concluded that allowing a party to admit its own settlement statements and offers would
open up a “can of worms” and could not be justified by any corresponding benefit. The Committee
resolved that any amendment to Rule 408 should include a provision stating that compromise
evidence is excluded even if proffered by the party that made the statement or offer in compromise.
Such a provision is necessary, because the circuits are divided on the point, and differing results on
the question are not justifiable.

At the end of its discussion, the Committee directed the Reporter to prepare the
following for the Committee’s consideration at the next meeting:

1) a draft of an amendment to Rule 408 that would provide that compromise evidence
is inadmissible in a criminal case;



2) a draft of an amendment that would provide, in contrast, that such evidence is
admissible in a criminal case;

3) provisions in both model drafts of Rule 408 that would provide that compromise
evidence may not be used for impeachment by prior inconsistent statement or
contradiction; and

4) provisions in both model drafts that would provide that compromise evidence is not
admissible even if proffered by the party who made the statement or offer in
compromise.

Spring 2003 Meeting

The models prepared by the Reporter for the Spring 2003 meeting attempted to restructure
the existing Rule. As it stands, Rule 408 is structured in four sentences. The first sentence states that
an offer or acceptance in compromise “is not admissible to prove liability for or invalidity of the
claim or its amount.” The second sentence provides the same preclusion for statements made in
compromise negotiations—an awkward construction because a separate sentence is used to apply
the same rule of exclusion applied in the first sentence—one sentence for the offer and the other one
for statements. The third sentence says that the rule “does not require the exclusion of any evidence
otherwise discoverable merely because it is presented in the course of compromise negotiations.”
The apparent rationale of this sentence, added by Congress, is to prevent parties from immunizing
pre-existing documents from discovery simply by bringing them to the negotiating table. The
addition of this sentence at this point in the Rule, however, creates a structural problem because the
fourth sentence of the rule contains a list of permissible purposes for compromise evidence,
including proof of bias. As such, the third sentence provides a kind of break in the flow of the Rule.
Moreover, the fourth sentence is arguably completely unnecessary, because none of the expressed
“exceptions” involves using compromise evidence to prove the validity or amount of the claim. The
only impermissible purpose for this evidence is when it is offered to prove the validity or amount
of a claim. So it is unnecessary to add a sentence specifying certain (though apparently not all)
permissible purposes for the evidence.

The models prepared by the Reporter restructured the Rule by providing that settlement
offers and acceptances and statements offered in compromise are inadmissible unless permitted by
a specific exception in a new subdivision (b) of the Rule. Thus, the models deleted the reference
to the validity or amount of the claim. It was these models that were reviewed by the Committee
at its Spring 2003 meeting.



On the question of admissibility of compromise evidence in criminal cases, the Department
of Justice representative stated that the Department had come to the position that compromise
evidence should be admissible in a subsequent criminal case. The Department noted that it is often
the case that through settlement of civil proceedings, a defendant is put on notice of the
wrongfulness of his conduct. The Department’s major concern was that if Rule 408 were amended
to exclude evidence of a civil compromise in a subsequent criminal case, the government would
lose evidence critical to prove that the defendant knew that his conduct after the civil settlement was
illegal or wrongful.

Most Committee members disagreed with the DOJ opposition and continued to believe that
policy arguments weigh strongly in favor of excluding evidence of a civil compromise in a
subsequent criminal case. Exclusion was considered necessary to encourage settlement of civil
cases, especially because parallel civil and criminal investigations are becoming more frequent.

One Committee member expressed concern over the Reporter’s restructuring of the Rule.
The deletion of the language explicating the impermissible purpose for compromise evidence—when
offered to prove the validity or amount of the claim—might create unintended consequences. For
example, in insurance litigation, a claim against the insurer for bad faith is often premised on
unreasonable statements and offers in settlement negotiations. Under the current Rule, this evidence
is admissible against the insurer because it is not offered to prove the validity or amount of the
claim against the insurer. Under the restructured rule, this evidence would be excluded unless a
specific exception were added covering claims against insurers for bad faith. Similarly, some fraud
claims are premised on fraudulent statements made in settlement negotiations. Under the current
rule, these statements are admissible because they are not offered to prove the validity or amount
of the underlying claim. Under the restructured rule, this evidence would be excluded unless a
specific exception were provided.

Committee members and the Reporter considered this comment on the attempted
restructuring to be well-taken. The Committee resolved that the “validity or amount” language of
the current Rule would have to be retained. The alternative would be to think up every situation in
which compromise evidence ought to be admissible and then include each situation as a specific
exception. But this solution is perilous as it is all too likely that some important exception will be
missed. Accordingly, the Committee resolved to return to the original structure of the Rule, with
any proposed amendment working within that structure to provide for an impeachment exception
limited to bias and to provide that compromise evidence is excluded when offered to prove the
validity or amount of a claim even if it is offered by the party who made the settlement offer.

Committee members noted that there was another virtue in retaining the language specifying
validity or amount of the claim as the only impermissible purpose for compromise evidence.
Retaining this language will solve the DOJ concern about the use of compromise evidence in
criminal cases to prove notice. If the evidence of a civil compromise is offered to prove notice, then
it is not offered to prove the validity or amount of the civil claim. See, e.g., United States v. Austin,
54 F.3d 394 (7" Cir. 1995) (no error to admit evidence of the defendant’s settlement with the F TC,



because it was offered to prove that the defendant was on notice that subsequent similar conduct
was wrongful). Thus, the question of whether Rule 408 should apply in criminal cases is properly
limited to cases where the government is using the evidence not to prove notice but rather to prove
that the defendant had admitted guilt when settling the civil case. On this limited question, there is
much to be said for a rule allowing a defendant to settle a civil case without the fear that it will later
be used as an admission of guilt in a criminal prosecution.

The Committee asked the DOJ representative if the Department might wish to reconsider
its position on the use of compromise evidence in subsequent criminal litigation, so long as the
original structure of Rule 408 is retained. In other words, if notice cases fall out of the equation,
does the balance of interests, in the Department’s view, justify exclusion or admission of civil
compromise evidence as proof of the defendant’s guilt? The DOJ representative promised to bring
the reformulated question back to the Department for further discussion.

The Committee resolved to give further consideration to an amendment to Rule 408 at the
Fall 2003 meeting. In further discussion, the Committee asked the Reporter to consider two
additional questions in working on a new model for a proposed amendment:

1) Are courts having problems in determining when a matter is “in dispute” so as to trigger
the protections of Rule 408?

2) What is the meaning of the sentence providing that the Rule does not require exclusion
of evidence “otherwise discoverable” merely because it is presented in the course of
compromise negotiations? Is there any way to sharpen that language to make it more
understandable?

The next section of this memorandum deals with the two questions on which research was
requested.



I1. Possible Additional Problems With Rule 408

A. When Does a “Claim Which Was Disputed” Arise to Trigger the Protections of Rule
408?

Rule 408 protects offers and statements only when made “in compromising or attempting
to compromise a claim which was disputed as to either validity or amount.” Thus, if a statement
or offer was made before a “claim ” which is “disputed” arose, it is not protected by the Rule. There
are a number of cases throughout the circuits that discuss the meaning of the term “claim which was
disputed”.

An amendment to the term “claim which was disputed” arguably might be justified if two
conditions can be shown: 1) Courts are in dispute over the meaning of the term, leading to different
results in different circuits; and 2) Language could be found that is sufficiently precise to solve the
conflict and avoid any further uncertainty about when the Rule is triggered. Research indicates that
neither of these preconditions are satisfied, and that therefore a change in the “claim which was
disputed” language does not appear to be justified.

A superficial reading of the cases might lead one to think that there is indeed a conflict in
the courts about the meaning of “claim which was disputed.” A student note claims that “the circuit
courts implement many ‘tests” — some broad, some narrow — to determine if Rule 408 protects
certain settlement communications made before litigation.” Comment, When Are Settlement
Communications Protected as “Offers to Compromise” Under Rule 408?, 40 Santa Clara L.Rev.
547 (2000). But upon close reading of the cases, it is apparent that any difference in language used
to define a “test” is meaningless: all of the courts appear to apply the same test for when a disputed
“claim” has arisen, and there appears to be no case in which a difference in phrasing the “test” has
actually created a difference in result.

This is not to say that it is always easy to determine whether a disputed claim has arisen at
the time of a communication or offer in settlement. As it is said in Emerging Problems Under the
Federal Rules of Evidence at 69 (3" ed. 2002):

Problems in determining when a “claim” is “disputed” antedated promulgation of the Rule

and are attributable not to the language of the Rule, but to the difficulties inherent in

applying the underlying policy of encouraging settlements.

In other words, the question of whether a disputed claim has arisen will depend on the
circumstances, and these circumstances cannot be controlled or affected by the language of a Rule.

The Courts appear to agree on the following propositions in construing the term “claim
which was disputed” in Rule 408:

1. Communications and offers can be protected even though litigation has not yet been filed.
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2. Business negotiations, occurring before any clear disagreement between the parties, are
not protected.

3. Communications are protected if made after a clear difference of opinion has been
expressed by both parties.

The case that best summarizes the case law is Affiliated Manufacturers, Inc. v. Aluminum
Co. of America, 56 F.3d 521, 527 (3" Cir. 1995). This was an action for payment of certain
invoices. The plaintiff sought to exclude portions of correspondence, memoranda, and deposition
testimony referring to compromises. The defendant argued that these were just business
communications and cited some case law that appeared to take a strict approach to the term “claim
which was disputed”. The case cited for its allegedly strict view was Big O Tire Dealers, Inc., v.
Goodyear Tire and Rubber Co., 561 F.2d 1365 (10" Cir. 1977), in which the court declared that the
discussions between the parties “had not crystallized to the point of threatened litigation.” In the
defendant’s view, this case law required litigation to be imminent for the Rule to be triggered. But
the Affiliated Court noted that Rule 408 requires only “an apparent difference of view between the
parties concerning the validity or amount of a claim.” It stated that the defendant had
“oversimplified” the holding in Big O and noted that all courts have made clear that actual litigation
is not required for the Rule to be triggered. The Affiliated Court concluded that “the Rule 408
exclusion applies where an actual dispute or a difference of opinion exists, rather than when
discussions crystallize to the point of threatened litigation” and that the Rule is triggered when there
is “a clear difference of opinion between the parties.”

Thus, as stated above, any difference in the cases is dependent not on different tests but on
the different circumstances arising in each case.. The opinion inJohnsonv. Land O’Lakes, Inc., 181
F.R.D. 388, 392 (N.D. Iowa 1998), is especially helpful as it reviews all the cases and finds that
while there is a difference in language used by some courts, all can be reconciled by the following
standard:

Thus, the “trigger” for application of Rule 408, the existence of an actual dispute as to
existing claims, appears to be whether the parties have rejected each other’s claims for
performance, or, to put it another way, whether the parties have reached a clear difference
of opinion as to what performance is required. When this point is reached depends upon the
circumstances, and thus a determination of whether Rule 408 bars admission of discussions
cannot be made without hearing evidence as to the context of the challenged discussions.

(Emphasis added).

In sum, there seems little reason to amend the term “claim which was disputed.” The only
arguable possibility for a change would be to incorporate the “clear difference of opinion” language
from the cases cited above. But it is not apparent that this is an improvement. The language is not
measurably more precise than the current language in the Rule, and to make such an amendment
would imply a need for change that does not appear to exist. Nevertheless, on the possibility that
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the Committee believes that such a change of language is justified, a model amendment with this
change is set forth in Part Three of this memorandum.

It could be argued that any uncertainties about the term “claim which was disputed” could
be remedied by including a discussion of the point in a Committee Note to the Rule. That discussion
might cite the cases discussed above and conclude by setting forth the “clear difference of opinion”
standard that is found in the cases. It might point up that any apparent conflict in the cases is based
not on any difference in the test applied, but rather in the different circumstances found in the cases.
But there could be a problem with adding all of this analysis to the Committee Note. That Note
discussion would not be tied to any change in the text of the Rule, and many members of the
Standing Committee have taken the position that any exposition in the Committee Note should be
limited to an explanation of and justification for the textual change in the Rule. Thus, any treatment
of the “claim which was disputed” language solely in the Committee Note would raise concern from
these Standing Committee members if the text of the Rule is not itself amended. However, if the
Committee believes that an addition to the Committee Note is justified, language can be prepared
to add to the proposed Note for the Spring 2004 meeting.

B. What is the Purpose of the “Otherwise Discoverable” Language in the Rule?

The third sentence of Rule 408 provides: “This rule does not require the exclusion of any
evidence otherwise discoverable merely because it is presented in the course of compromise
negotiations.” This language was added by Congress to deal with a specific perceived problem
raised by the executive branch that will be discussed below. The sentence has not received much
treatment in the cases, probably because it states a self-evident proposition and is basically
superfluous.

Treatise Discussion

The best discussion of the meaning of the “otherwise discoverable” sentence is found in 23
Wright and Graham, Federal Practice and Procedure § 5310. The following description basically
summarizes the analysis in that treatise. Material in quotation marks comes either from the treatise
or the legislative history:

“This curious provision is the result of obfuscation of the meaning of the rule by
government agencies.” The DOJ, the EEOC, and the Treasury Department all pushed for
the addition of the third sentence of the Rule. The concern was that if “factual information™
obtained during settlement were excluded, “it would severely affect the enforcement efforts
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of agencies that investigate and attempt to settle alleged violations at the same time.” The
agencies argued that they frequently receive factual material (“documents, compilations, and
the like”) in the course of settlement discussions which is essential to the proof of a
violation. The agencies further contended that without the “otherwise discoverable”
sentence, agencies would be required “to initiate costly, duplicative and time consuming
discovery proceedings to obtain information which it already has in its possession.”

The agency’s argument has two parts. First, there was a fear that statements made
in settlement negotiations would be construed to protect against admission of any other
evidence of the facts contained in such statements. That is, if a defendant said in a
settlement negotiation, “we admit corporate misconduct”, then the Rule would require
exclusion of pre-existing documents that would provide evidence of that misconduct.
Wright and Graham call this the “immunity argument.” The second argument was that even
if there were no immunity for such evidence, it would probably be cheaper to prove the facts
by statements made in settlement negotiations than it would be to go out and get the other
evidence through discovery. Wright and Graham refer to this as the “discovery costs
argument.”

Wright and Graham note that neither the commentators nor the state codifiers “have
been much impressed with the immunity argument.” (The third sentence of the Federal Rule
is criticized in the Committee Notes of the state rules in Maine and Wyoming, among
others). “All have found it quite simple to distinguish between the admissibility of
statements made during compromise negotiations and the admissibility of other evidence
offered to prove the facts that are the subject of these statements.” The distinction is similar
to that used in the attorney-client privilege, where the privilege protects the communication
from the client to the attorney, but not the underlying fact communicated. In sum, the
government’s “immunity argument” is based on a concern that is not real in fact.

As to the discovery costs argument, Wright and Graham argue that it “seems
irrelevant and overdrawn.” If the fact communicated in settlement has already been
produced in discovery, the costs of discovery have already been incurred and so the
government’s argument is “beside the point.” On the other hand, if the fact has not already
been discovered, the adversary is quite unlikely to refer to it in settlement negotiations, “lest
he tip off his opponent as to the existence and importance of the fact.” Thus, the discovery
costs argument “only applies in cases where the opponent inadvertently reveals an
undiscovered fact.”

Despite the apparent lack of merit to the government’s concerns, the House
subcommittee was persuaded to add the “otherwise discoverable” sentence to the proposed
Rule. The subcommittee explained that under the new sentence, “admissions of liability or
opinions given during compromise negotiations continue inadmissible, but evidence of facts
is admissible.” The Senate Report explains the need for the sentence as follows:
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“This amendment adds a sentence to insure that evidence, such as documents, is not
rendered inadmissible merely because it is presented in the course of compromise
negotiations if the evidence is otherwise discoverable. A party would not be able to
immunize from admissibility documents otherwise discoverable merely by offering
them in a compromise negotiation.”

Wright and Graham cite various sources to maintain that the “otherwise
discoverable” sentence is “superfluous.” For example, the drafters in Maine, rejecting the
sentence, declared that it “seems to state what the law would be if it were omitted.” The
drafters in Wyoming called the sentence “superfluous.” Mueller and Kirkpatrick refer to it
as “redundant.” And so forth.

Wright and Graham, in an exercise in fairness, try to make some sense of the
provision by turning the language around, so that there might be an implication that
information that is not discoverable is not admissible simply because it is disclosed in
compromise negotiations. In other words, a sentence providing for inclusion of evidence
may have meant, by negative inference, to exclude certain evidence. But after going through
the various permutations on the word “discoverable”—does it mean discoverable under the
Civil Rules?, discoverable independently by ordinary investigation?, etc., Wright and
Graham conclude that the use of the word “discoverable” is simply an error. They conclude
that given the indefiniteness of the term “otherwise discoverable”, what Congress must have
meant was “otherwise admissible.” They note that in every explanation of the provision in
the Congressional documents, “one can substitute the word ‘admissible’ for ‘discoverable’
without destroying the sense of what is said..”

Wright and Graham have this to say about construing the sentence as providing
admissibility of “otherwise admissible” evidence disclosed in compromise negotiations:

This eliminates most of the mischief that might be done by the third sentence
without reducing it to a complete cipher. Under this interpretation, the third sentence
becomes merely a gloss on the second sentence of the rule rather than an
independent regulator of admissibility. It tells us that “conduct or statements” in the
second sentence of the rule does not cover the substance of any evidence disclosed
in compromise negotiations, though it may bar admission of the act of disclosure.

In other words, the sentence most plausibly means that Rule 408 protects communications
during compromise negotiations, but it does not prevent proof of the underlying facts that
are communicated—similar to the attorney-client privilege. This interpretation would mean
that documents that pre-existed the compromise negotiation are not protected by the Rule,
whereas communications about the existence of the documents or the facts contained in the
them would be protected if the communications were made during compromise
negotiations.
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Case Law

There is very little case law on the “otherwise discoverable” provision of Rule 408, but what
exists seems to follow the analysis set out in Wright and Miller above: that the third sentence of the
Rule should be read to state the unremarkable position that evidence otherwise admissible is not
excluded simply because it was presented in the course of compromise negotiations. This reading
leads to four practical points found in the case law:

1) Pre-existing documents (i.e., documents prepared independently of compromise) are not
protected simply because they are presented in compromise negotiations. See Young v. McDowell
Services, Inc., 1991 U.S.Dist.Lexis 21814 (N.D.Ga.) (form letter prepared independently of
negotiations was admissible, despite the fact that it was later presented in compromise negotiations).

2) Underlying facts are not protected simply because they are disclosed in compromise
negotiations—thus they can be proved through evidence other than the compromise communication
itself. See Liautaudv. Generationxcellent, Inc., 2002 U.S.Dist. Lexis 2404 (N.D.I11.) (no protection
of information that was proven independently of the compromise negotiations).

3) If a document is prepared for purposes of settlement, it is protected by the Rule. See
Ramada Development Co. v. Rauch, 644 F.2d 1097 (5" Cir. 1981) (document prepared on behalf
of both parties to assist them in settlement was protected by Rule 408; the third sentence of the Rule
“was intended to prevent one from being able to immunize from admissibility documents otherwise
discoverable merely by offering them in a compromise negotiation. Clearly such an exception does
not cover the present case where the document, or statement, would not have existed but for the
negotiations, hence the negotiations are not being used as a device to thwart discovery by making
existing documents unreachable.”).

4) A statement made in compromise remains protected even if it would have been possible
to obtain the same or a similar statement in a deposition; while the Rule would not prevent such a
deposition and admission of the deponent’s statement, it does exclude the comparable statement
made in a compromise negotiation. See Kleen Laundry and Dry Cleaning Services, Inc., v. Total
Waste Management Corp., 817 F.Supp. 225 (D.N.H. 1993) (the “otherwise discoverable” language
of the Rule refers to pre-existing statements or statements made in depositions and the like; it does
not allow admission of statements made in settlement negotiations simply because they could also
have been obtained in a deposition).

Committee Options

It seems clear that courts and litigants could get along without the third sentence to Rule
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408. Several states have rejected the sentence, e.g., Maine, Nevada, Wyoming. At best, the Rule
serves only to emphasize the point of the second sentence-that only communications made for the
purpose of compromise are protected by the Rule.

The third sentence is so likely to be superfluous, and so infrequently applied, that there is
clearly no cause to delete or amend the sentence on its own account. The question is whether some
change should be proposed as part of the larger amendment to the Rule that the Committee is
currently considering.

In the context of a larger amendment, there are three possibilities with respect to the
“otherwise discoverable” sentence of the Rule:

1. The sentence could be deleted.

2. The sentence could be amended to substitute “otherwise admissible” for “otherwise
discoverable.” (Note that Vermont changes “otherwise discoverable” to “otherwise obtainable from
independent sources”).

3. The sentence could be left unchanged.

These possibilities are now considered.

Deletion

Deletion of the sentence can be justified on the ground that the third sentence of the Rule
does no good and could possibly be misconstrued, e.g., to hold that communications made in
compromise are admissible if the same communications could be obtained in discovery. But the risk
of misconstruction is not borne out in the handful of cases discussing the sentence. So the real
question is whether it is necessary to delete the sentence because it is superfluous. This is a question
for the Committee. The benefits of such a deletion are obvious—deletion of superfluous material
makes the rule cleaner and easier to apply. But there are costs in deleting a superfluous provision
that has not caused the courts any trouble. An amendment might create the impression that a real
problem exists that is being remedied. That is, there might be a misconception that the deletion is
substantive when in fact it is not.

One of the Models in Part III of this memorandum deletes the third sentence and sets forth

some suggested language for the Committee Note that would emphasize that the change is not
intended to be substantive.
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Substituting “otherwise admissible” for “otherwise discoverable”.

The courts have construed the third sentence to mean that evidence otherwise admissible
is not excluded simply because it is presented in compromise negotiations. This construction makes
sense for a number of reasons. First, because the term “discoverable” is indefinite—does it mean
discoverable under the Rules, discoverable by independent efforts, or something else? (Note that
the Vermont provision seeks to provide a mor precise definition by referring to information
“otherwise obtainable from independent sources.”). Second, the Rules of Evidence govern
admissibility, not discoverability. Rule 408 is the only place in the entire Rules of Evidence in
which a reference to discovery is made. (Of course some rules, such as 807, have notice provisions,
but those are not discovery provisions in the classic sense.)

But while it makes sense to substitute “admissible” for “discoverable™, the question is
whether such a change is necessary given the fact that the courts have had no problem applying the
rule as if the word “admissible” were already there. Moreover, even if such a change might be
helpful in the sense of “codifying” the case law, the fact remains that the sentence, even as properly
interpreted by the courts, is essentially superfluous—it emphasizes that the Rule does not protect
information that was never protected by the Rule in the first place.

It is for the Committee to determine whether an amendment of the third sentence of the Rule
is the best option. Language setting forth such an amendment, together with supporting language
in the Committee Note, is included in one of the models in Part III.

Do Nothing

The costs and benefits of doing nothing to the third sentence are discussed above. On the
one hand, the courts are not having problems with the third sentence, and it is invoked only
infrequently. On the other hand, as part of a larger amendment, it might make sense either to delete
the sentence as superfluous or to amend the sentence to bring it into accord with the case law that
substitutes “admissible” for “discoverable.” These questions are for the Committee.
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1. Models For An Amendment To Rule 408

The models set forth below are all the same in three respects, as previously agreed upon by
the Commiittee.

First, they each retain the “validity or amount” language, and the basic structure, from the
existing Rule, thus rejecting the attempt that was made to restructure the Rule as one of presumptive
exclusion with a list of exceptions.

Second, they each provide that the “impeachment” exception is limited to impeachment for
bias; it does not permit the use of compromise statements to impeach by way of prior inconsistent
statement or contradiction.

Third, they each provide that compromise evidence is inadmissible no matter who offers it.
The party who makes an offer of settlement or statement of compromise is not permitted to offer
that evidence in its favor.

The variations among the models are as follows:

1. Admissible or not in a criminal case? While most Committee members believe that Rule
408 should be amended to exclude evidence of a civil compromise in a subsequent criminal case,
the Department of Justice was, at the last meeting, in favor of a contrary Rule. The Department’s
objection to the position of the majority of the Committee may be resolved by returning to the
original structure of the Rule—that compromise evidence is only inadmissible if offered to prove the
validity or amount of the claim. The Department’s expressed concern was that if a civil compromise
is not admissible in a subsequent criminal case, the criminal defendant could argue that he had no
notice that his conduct was illegal, and therefore could not be found guilty of conduct occurring
after the compromise. But under the current “validity or amount” structure, courts have had no
problem finding that evidence of a civil compromise is admissible in a criminal case when offered
to prove the defendant’s awareness of illegality, as this is not proof of the validity or amount of the
claim. See, e.g., United States v. Hauert, 40 F.3d 197 (7" Cir. 1994) (proper in a tax prosecution
to admit settlement documents that the defendant signed with the IRS relating to earlier tax years,
as this evidence showed the defendant’s knowledge that his earnings were taxable, and was not
offered to prove civil tax liability or the amount of such liability); United States v. Austin, 54 F.3d
394 (7™ Cir. 1995) (settlement with the FTC was admitted to show that the defendant was on notice
that his activity was illegal, and yet he continued to commit the same activity).

Whether the Justice Department is persuaded that its concerns are alleviated is a question
that will be discussed at the Committee meeting. At this point, two different models are set forth
on the question of admissibility in a subsequent criminal case: one providing for inadmissibility and
the other for admissibility. The model providing for inadmissibility contains language in the
Committee Note to emphasize that nothing in the amendment prevents the government from
introducing compromise evidence in a subsequent criminal case when it is offered solely to prove
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that the defendant was on notice that his conduct could be illegal.

2. “Clear Difference of Opinion”: As discussed above, it is probably unnecessary and
perhaps counterproductive to attempt to amend the “claim which was in dispute” language of the
first sentence of the Rule. If that language is to be changed, however, the justification would be to
codify the test used by the case law: that Rule 408 is triggered when there is a “clear difference of
opinion” between the parties. Some of the models below contain such a change as part of a larger
amendment.

3. “Otherwise Discoverable” Language: As discussed in Section Two, above, there are
three options for the third sentence of the existing Rule: 1) delete it; 2) substitute “otherwise
admissible” for “otherwise discoverable”; and 3) do nothing. The models set forth below work
through each of these options.
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Model One: Inadmissible in a Criminal Case; no change in “claim or dispute”;

no change in third sentence.

Rule 408. Compromise and Offers to Compromise

Evidence of (1) furnishing or offering or promising to furnish, or (2) accepting or
offering or promising to accept, a valuable consideration in compromising or attempting to
compromise a claim which that was disputed as to either validity or amount, is not
admissible on behalf of any party in a civil or criminal case to prove liability for or
invalidity of the claim or its amount. Evidence of conduct or statements made in
compromise negotiations is likewise not admissible. This rule does not require the exclusion
of any evidence otherwise discoverable merely because it is presented in the course of
compromise negotiations. This rule also does not require exclusion when the evidence is
offered for another purpose, such as proving bias or prejudice of a witness (_but not
including impeachment through contradiction or prior inconsistent statement) , negativing
a contention of undue delay, or proving an effort to obstruct a criminal investigation or
prosecution.

Proposed Committee Note to Model One

Rule 408 has been amended to emphasize and effectuate the public policy of
encouraging settlement of civil cases. Under the amendment, evidence of compromise of
a civil claim is inadmissible to prove guilt in a subsequent criminal case, thus resolving a
dispute among the circuits. See, e.g., United States v. Bailey, 327 F.3d 1311, 1104-6 (10"
Cir. 2003) (discussing case law on both sides of the question, and concluding that “we agree
with those courts which apply Rule 408 to bar settlement evidence in both criminal and civil
proceedings”). If civil compromise evidence could be used in subsequent criminal litigation,
defendants may be reluctant to settle civil claims and compensate victims, a result that is
contrary to the policy of encouraging compromise that animates Rule 408. See, e.g.,
Fishman, Jones on Evidence, Civil and Criminal, § 22:16 at 199, n.83 (7th ed. 2000) (“A
target of a potential criminal investigation may be unwilling to settle civil claims against
him if by doing so he increases the risk of prosecution and conviction.”).

While Rule 408 can be invoked in both civil and criminal cases, it does not exclude
statements or offers made in an effort to settle criminal charges. Statements or offers to
settle criminal cases, to be protected, must fall within the confines of Rule 410. The
amendment therefore does not affect the result in cases such as United States v. Graham,
91 F.3d 213, 218-219 (D.C. Cir. 1996), where a criminal defendant invoked Rule 408 to
exclude statements made to criminal investigators. Those statements were not protected
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under Rule 410 because they were not made to an attorney for the prosecuting authority. The
court held that Rule 408 “does not address the admissibility of evidence concerning
negotiations to ‘compromise’ a criminal case” and that “the very existence” of Rule 410 and
the corresponding Criminal Rule “strongly support the conclusion that Rule 408 applies
only to civil matters.”

Statements and offers by a prosecuting attorney during plea negotiations are likewise
not protected under Rule 408. Some courts have held that the “principles” of Rule 408
justify protection of such statements and offers. See United States v. Verdoorn, 528 F.2d
103, 107 (8" Cir. 1976) (noting that offers by the prosecutor are not protected under Rule
410, but reasoning that the “principles” of Rule 408 warranted exclusion of the
government’s offers in a criminal case). After considering this case law, the Committee
concluded that if any amendment is necessary to protect prosecution statements and offers
in guilty plea negotiations, that amendment should be placed in Rule 410 and not Rule 408.
Even without a change to Rule 408 or Rule 410, statements and offers by a prosecutor
remain subject to exclusion under Rule 403. See, e.g., United States v. Delgado, 903 F.2d
1495 (11th Cir. 1990) (plea agreement and statements by the prosecutor cannot be offered
as an admission by the government, because the deal may have been struck for reasons other
than the government’s belief in the innocence of the accused; relying upon Rule 403).

The amendment does not disturb the case law holding that a defendant’s civil
settlement can be admitted in a subsequent criminal case to prove that the defendant was
notified through the settlement that his conduct was illegal. See, e.g., United States v.
Hauert, 40 F.3d 197 (7" Cir. 1994) (proper in a tax prosecution to admit settlement
documents that the defendant signed with the IRS relating to earlier tax years, as this
evidence showed the defendant’s knowledge that his earnings were taxable, and was not
offered to prove civil tax liability or the amount of such liability); United States v. Austin,
54 F.3d 394 (7™ Cir. 1995) (no error to admit evidence of the defendant’s settlement with
the FTC, because it was offered to prove that the defendant was on notice that subsequent
similar conduct was wrongful).

The amendment prohibits the use of statements made in settlement negotiations
when offered to impeach by prior inconsistent statement or through contradiction. Such
broad impeachment would tend to swallow the exclusionary rule and would impair the
public policy of promoting settlements. See McCormick on Evidence, 5" ed. 1999 at 186
(“Use of statements made in compromise negotiations to impeach the testimony of a party,
which is not specifically treated in Rule 408, is fraught with danger of misuse of the
statements to prove liability, threatens frank interchange of information during negotiations,
and generally should not be permitted.”). See also EEOC v. Gear Petroleum, Inc., 948 F.2d
1542, 1545-6 (10" Cir.1991). (letter sent as part of settlement negotiation cannot be used
to impeach defense witnesses by way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement; such
broad impeachment would undermine the policy of encouraging settlement).
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The amendment makes clear that Rule 408 excludes compromise evidence even
when a party seeks to admit its own settlement offer or statements made in settlement
negotiations. If a party were to reveal its own statement or offer, this would itself reveal the
fact that the adversary entered into settlement negotiations. Thus, it would not be fair to
hold that the protections of Rule 408 can be waived unilaterally, because the Rule, by
definition, protects both parties from having the fact of negotiation disclosed to the jury.
Moreover, proof of statements and offers made in settlement would often have to be made
through the testimony of attorneys, leading to the risks and costs of disqualification. See
generally Pierce v. F.R. Tripler & Co., 955 F.2d 820, 828 (2d Cir. 1992) (settlement offers
are excluded under Rule 408 even if it is the offeror who seeks to admit them; noting that
the “widespread admissibility of the substance of settlement offers could bring with itarash
of motions for disqualification of a party’s chosen counsel who would likely become a
witness at trial”).
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Model Two: Admissible in Criminal Cases; no change to “claim which was in
dispute”; no change to third sentence.

Rule 408. Compromise and Offers to Compromise

Evidence of (1) furnishing or offering or promising to furnish, or (2) accepting or
offering or promising to accept, a valuable consideration in compromising or attempting to
compromise a claim which that was disputed as to either validity or amount, is not
admissible on behalf of any party in a civil case to prove liability for or invalidity of the
claim or its amount. Evidence of conduct or statements made in compromise negotiations
is likewise not admissible. This rule does not require the exclusion of any evidence
otherwise discoverable merely because it is presented in the course of compromise
negotiations. This rule also does not require exclusion when the evidence is offered for
another purpose, such as proving bias or prejudice of a witness (_but not including
impeachment through contradiction or prior inconsistent statement) , negativing a
contention of undue delay, or proving an effort to obstruct a criminal investigation or
prosecution.

Proposed Committee Note to Model Two

Rule 408 has been amended to settle some questions in the courts about the scope
of the Rule. First, the amendment clarifies that the exclusionary rule does not apply to
compromise evidence when it is offered in a criminal case. See, e.g., United States v. Logan,
250 F.3d 350, 367 (6th Cir. 2001) (while the inapplicability of Rule 408 to criminal cases
“arguably may have a chilling effect on administrative or civil settlement negotiations in
cases where parallel civil and criminal proceedings are possible, we find that this risk is
heavily outweighed by the public interest in prosecuting criminal matters”); Manko v United
States, 87 F.3d 50, 54-5 (2d Cir. 1996) (the “policy favoring the encouragement of civil
settlements, sufficient to bar their admission in civil actions, is insufficient, in our view, to
outweigh the need for accurate determinations in criminal cases where the stakes are
higher"). It follows that statements and offers made during negotiations to settle a criminal
case are not protected by Rule 408. See United States v. Graham, 91 F.3d 213, 218-219
(D.C. Cir. 1996) (declaring that Rule 408 “does not address the admissibility of evidence
concerning negotiations to ‘compromise’ a criminal case” and that “the very existence” of
Rule 410 “strongly support[s] the conclusion that Rule 408 applies only to civil matters”).

Statements and offers by a prosecuting attorney during plea negotiations are likewise
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not protected under Rule 408. Some courts have held that the “principles” of Rule 408
justify protection of such statements and offers. See United States v. Verdoorn, 528 ¥.2d
103, 107 (8™ Cir. 1976) (noting that offers by the prosecutor are not protected under Rule
410, but reasoning that the “principles” of Rule 408 warranted exclusion of the
government’s offers in a criminal case). After considering this case law, the Committee
concluded that if any amendment is necessary to protect prosecution statements and offers
in guilty plea negotiations, that amendment should be placed in Rule 410 and not Rule 408.
Even without a change to Rule 408 or Rule 410, statements and offers by a prosecutor
remain subject to exclusion under Rule 403. See, e.g., United States v. Delgado, 903 F.2d
1495 (11th Cir. 1990) (plea agreement and statements by the prosecutor cannot be offered
as an admission by the government, because the deal may have been struck for reasons other
than the government’s belief in the innocence of the accused; relying upon Rule 403).

The amendment prohibits the use of statements made in settlement negotiations
when offered to impeach by prior inconsistent statement or through contradiction. Such
broad impeachment would tend to swallow the exclusionary rule and would impair the
public policy of promoting settlements. See McCormick on Evidence, 5" ed. 1999 at 186
(“Use of statements made in compromise negotiations to impeach the testimony of a party,
which is not specifically treated in Rule 408, is fraught with danger of misuse of the
statements to prove liability, threatens frank interchange of information during negotiations,
and generally should not be permitted.”). See also EEOC v. Gear Petroleum, Inc., 948 F.2d
1542, 1545-6 (10™ Cir.1991). (letter sent as part of settlement negotiation cannot be used
to impeach defense witnesses by way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement; such
broad impeachment would undermine the policy of encouraging settlement).

The amendment makes clear that Rule 408 excludes compromise evidence even
when a party seeks to admit its own settlement offer or statements made in settlement
negotiations. If a party were to reveal its own statement or offer, this would itself reveal the
fact that the adversary entered into settlement negotiations. Thus, it would not be fair to
hold that the protections of Rule 408 can be waived unilaterally, because the Rule, by
definition, protects both parties from having the fact of negotiation disclosed to the jury.
Moreover, proof of statements and offers made in settlement would often have to be made
through the testimony of attorneys, leading to the risks and costs of disqualification. See
generally Pierce v. F.R. Tripler & Co., 955 F.2d 820, 828 (2d Cir. 1992) (settlement offers
are excluded under Rule 408 even if it is the offeror who seeks to admit them; noting that
the “widespread admissibility of the substance of settlement offers could bring with itarash
of motions for disqualification of a party’s chosen counsel who would likely become a
witness at trial”).
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Model Three: Inadmissible in a Criminal Case, addition of ‘“clear
disagreement” language, no change to third sentence of the Rule.

Rule 408. Compromise and Offers to Compromise

Evidence of (1) furnishing or offering or promising to furnish, or (2) accepting or
offering or promising to accept, a valuable consideration in compromising or attempting to
compromise a which—was—disputed claim on which the parties had expressed clear
disagreement as to either validity or amount, is not admissible on behalf of any party in a
civil or criminal case to prove liability for or invalidity of the claim or its amount. Evidence
of conduct or statements made in compromise negotiations is likewise not admissible. This
rule does not require the exclusion of any evidence otherwise discoverable merely because
it is presented in the course of compromise negotiations. This rule also does not require
exclusion when the evidence is offered for another purpose, such as proving bias or
prejudice of a witness (_but not including impeachment through contradiction or prior
inconsistent statement) , negativing a contention of undue delay, or proving an effort to
obstruct a criminal investigation or prosecution.

Proposed Committee Note to Model Three

Rule 408 has been amended to emphasize and effectuate the public policy of
encouraging settlement of civil cases. Under the amendment, evidence of compromise of
a civil claim is inadmissible to prove guilt in a subsequent criminal case, thus resolving a
dispute among the circuits. See, e.g., United States v. Bailey, 327 F.3d 1311, 1104-6 (10"
Cir. 2003) (discussing case law on both sides of the question, and concluding that “we agree
with those courts which apply Rule 408 to bar settlement evidence in both criminal and civil
proceedings”). If civil compromise evidence could be used in subsequent criminal litigation,
defendants may be reluctant to settle civil claims and compensate victims, a result that is
contrary to the policy of encouraging compromise that animates Rule 408. See, e.g.,
Fishman, Jones on Evidence, Civil and Criminal, § 22:16 at 199, n.83 (7th ed. 2000) (“A
target of a potential criminal investigation may be unwilling to settle civil claims against
him if by doing so he increases the risk of prosecution and conviction.”).

While Rule 408 can be invoked in both civil and criminal cases, it does not exclude
statements or offers made in an effort to settle criminal charges. Statements or offers to
settle criminal cases, to be protected, must fall within the confines of Rule 410. The
amendment therefore does not affect the result in cases such as United States v. Graham,
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91 F.3d 213, 218-219 (D.C. Cir. 1996), where a criminal defendant invoked Rule 408 to
exclude statements made to criminal investigators. Those statements were not protected
under Rule 410 because they were not made to an attorney for the prosecuting authority. The
court held that Rule 408 “does not address the admissibility of evidence concerning
negotiations to ‘compromise’ a criminal case” and that “the very existence” of Rule 410 and
the corresponding Criminal Rule “strongly support the conclusion that Rule 408 applies
only to civil matters.”

Statements and offers by a prosecuting attorney during plea negotiations are likewise
not protected under Rule 408. Some courts have held that the “principles” of Rule 408
justify protection of such statements and offers. See United States v. Verdoorn, 528 F.2d
103, 107 (8" Cir. 1976) (noting that offers by the prosecutor are not protected under Rule
410, but reasoning that the “principles” of Rule 408 warranted exclusion of the
government’s offers in a criminal case). After considering this case law, the Committee
concluded that if any amendment is necessary to protect prosecution statements and offers
in guilty plea negotiations, that amendment should be placed in Rule 410 and not Rule 408.
Even without a change to Rule 408 or Rule 410, statements and offers by a prosecutor
remain subject to exclusion under Rule 403. See, e.g., United States v. Delgado, 903 F.2d
1495 (11th Cir. 1990) (plea agreement and statements by the prosecutor cannot be offered
as an admission by the government, because the deal may have been struck for reasons other
than the government’s belief in the innocence of the accused; relying upon Rule 403).

The amendment does not disturb the case law holding that a defendant’s civil
settlement can be admitted in a subsequent criminal case to prove that the defendant was
notified through the settlement that his conduct was illegal. See, e.g., United States v.
Hauert, 40 F.3d 197 (7™ Cir. 1994) (proper in a tax prosecution to admit settlement
documents that the defendant signed with the IRS relating to earlier tax years, as this
evidence showed the defendant’s knowledge that his earnings were taxable, and was not
offered to prove civil tax liability or the amount of such liability); United States v. Austin,
54 F.3d 394 (7" Cir. 1995) (no error to admit evidence of the defendant’s settlement with
the FTC, because it was offered to prove that the defendant was on notice that subsequent
similar conduct was wrongful).

The amendment clarifies that a claim can be in dispute even before litigation has
begun. The protections of the Rule are triggered whenever a party communicates in an
attempt to resolve a clear disagreement between the parties as to the validity or amount of
aclaim. See, e.g., Affiliated Manufacturers, Inc. v. Aluminum Co. of America, 56 F.3d 521,
527 (3™ Cir. 1995) {noting that “the Rule 408 exclusion applies where an actual dispute or
a difference of opinion exists, rather than when discussions crystallize to the point of
threatened litigation” and that the Rule is triggered when there is “a clear difference of
opinion between the parties™).

The amendment prohibits the use of statements made in settlement negotiations
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when offered to impeach by prior inconsistent statement or through contradiction. Such
broad impeachment would tend to swallow the exclusionary rule and would impair the
public policy of promoting settlements. See McCormick on Evidence, 5" ed. 1999 at 186
(“Use of statements made in compromise negotiations to impeach the testimony of a party,
which is not specifically treated in Rule 408, is fraught with danger of misuse of the
statements to prove liability, threatens frank interchange of information during negotiations,
and generally should not be permitted.”). See also EEOC v. Gear Petroleum, Inc., 948 F.2d
1542, 1545-6 (10™ Cir.1991). (letter sent as part of settlement negotiation cannot be used
to impeach defense witnesses by way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement; such
broad impeachment would undermine the policy of encouraging settlement).

The amendment makes clear that Rule 408 excludes compromise evidence even
when a party seeks to admit its own settlement offer or statements made in settlement
negotiations. If a party were to reveal its own statement or offer, this would itself reveal the
fact that the adversary entered into settlement negotiations. Thus, it would not be fair to
hold that the protections of Rule 408 can be waived unilaterally, because the Rule, by
definition, protects both parties from having the fact of negotiation disclosed to the jury.
Moreover, proof of statements and offers made in settlement would often have to be made
through the testimony of attorneys, leading to the risks and costs of disqualification. See
generally Pierce v. F.R. Tripler & Co., 955 F.2d 820, 828 (2d Cir. 1992) (settlement offers
are excluded under Rule 408 even if it is the offeror who seeks to admit them; noting that
the “widespread admissibility of the substance of settlement offers could bring with it arash
of motions for disqualification of a party’s chosen counsel who would likely become a
witness at trial”).
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Model Four: Inadmissible in a Criminal Case, no change to disputed claim
language, deletion of third sentence of the Rule.

Rule 408. Compromise and Offers to Compromise

Evidence of (1) furnishing or offering or promising to furnish, or (2) accepting or
offering or promising to accept, a valuable consideration in compromising or attempting to
compromise a claim which that was disputed as to either validity or amount, is not

admissible on behalf of any party in a civil or criminal case to prove liability for or
invalidity of the claim or its amount. Evidence of conduct or statements made in

compromlse negot1at1ons is hkeW1se not admlss1ble Thrsﬁcdocsnoﬁcqtnrc—ﬂrmdusm

compronnsc—ncgoﬂaﬁﬁns—Thls rule a}so does not require exclusmn when the eV1dence is
offered for another purpose, such as proving bias or prejudice of a witness (_but not
including impeachment through contradiction or prior inconsistent statement) , negativing
a contention of undue delay, or proving an effort to obstruct a criminal investigation or
prosecution.

Proposed Committee Note to Model Four

Rule 408 has been amended to emphasize and effectuate the public policy of
encouraging settlement of civil cases. Under the amendment, evidence of compromise of
a civil claim is inadmissible to prove guilt in a subsequent criminal case, thus resolving a
dispute among the circuits. See, e.g., United States v. Bailey, 327 F.3d 1311, 1104-6 (10"
Cir. 2003) (discussing case law on both sides of the question, and concluding that “we agree
with those courts which apply Rule 408 to bar settlement evidence in both criminal and civil
proceedings™). If civil compromise evidence could be used in subsequent criminal litigation,
defendants may be reluctant to settle civil claims and compensate victims, a result that is
contrary to the policy of encouraging compromise that animates Rule 408. See, e.g.,
Fishman, Jones on Evidence, Civil and Criminal, § 22:16 at 199, n.83 (7th ed. 2000) (“A
target of a potential criminal investigation may be unwilling to settle civil claims against
him if by doing so he increases the risk of prosecution and conviction.”).

While Rule 408 can be invoked in both civil and criminal cases, it does not exclude
statements or offers made in an effort to settle criminal charges. Statements or offers to
settle criminal cases, to be protected, must fall within the confines of Rule 410. The
amendment therefore does not affect the result in cases such as Unrited States v. Graham,
91 F.3d 213, 218-219 (D.C. Cir. 1996), where a criminal defendant invoked Rule 408 to
exclude statements made to criminal investigators. Those statements were not protected
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under Rule 410 because they were not made to an attorney for the prosecuting authority. The
court held that Rule 408 “does not address the admissibility of evidence concerning
negotiations to ‘compromise’ a criminal case” and that “the very existence” of Rule 410 and
the corresponding Criminal Rule “strongly support the conclusion that Rule 408 applies
only to civil matters.”

Statements and offers by a prosecuting attorney during plea negotiations are likewise
not protected under Rule 408. Some courts have held that the “principles” of Rule 408
justify protection of such statements and offers. See United States v. Verdoorn, 528 F.2d
103, 107 (8™ Cir. 1976) (noting that offers by the prosecutor are not protected under Rule
410, but reasoning that the “principles” of Rule 408 warranted exclusion of the
government’s offers in a criminal case). After considering this case law, the Committee
concluded that if any amendment is necessary to protect prosecution statements and offers
in guilty plea negotiations, that amendment should be placed in Rule 410 and not Rule 408.
Even without a change to Rule 408 or Rule 410, statements and offers by a prosecutor
remain subject to exclusion under Rule 403. See, e.g., United States v. Delgado, 903 F.2d
1495 (11th Cir. 1990) (plea agreement and statements by the prosecutor cannot be offered
as an admission by the government, because the deal may have been struck for reasons other
than the government’s belief in the innocence of the accused; relying upon Rule 403).

The amendment does not disturb the case law holding that a defendant’s civil
settlement can be admitted in a subsequent criminal case to prove that the defendant was
notified through the settlement that his conduct was illegal. See, e.g., United States v.
Hauert, 40 F3d 197 (7™ Cir. 1994) (proper in a tax prosecution to admit settlement
documents that the defendant signed with the IRS relating to earlier tax years, as this
evidence showed the defendant’s knowledge that his earnings were taxable, and was not
offered to prove civil tax liability or the amount of such liability); United States v. Austin,
54 F.3d 394 (7™ Cir. 1995) (no error to admit evidence of the defendant’s settlement with
the FTC, because it was offered to prove that the defendant was on notice that subsequent
similar conduct was wrongful).

The amendment prohibits the use of statements made in settlement negotiations
when offered to impeach by prior inconsistent statement or through contradiction. Such
broad impeachment would tend to swallow the exclusionary rule and would impair the
public policy of promoting settlements. See McCormick on Evidence, 5™ ed. 1999 at 186
(“Use of statements made in compromise negotiations to impeach the testimony of a party,
which is not specifically treated in Rule 408, is fraught with danger of misuse of the
statements to prove liability, threatens frank interchange of information during negotiations,
and generally should not be permitted.”). See also EEOC v. Gear Petroleum, Inc., 948 F.2d
1542, 1545-6 (10™ Cir.1991). (letter sent as part of settlement negotiation cannot be used
to impeach defense witnesses by way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement; such
broad impeachment would undermine the policy of encouraging settlement).
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The amendment makes clear that Rule 408 excludes compromise evidence even
when a party seeks to admit its own settlement offer or statements made in settlement
negotiations. If a party were to reveal its own statement or offer, this would itself reveal the
fact that the adversary entered into settiement negotiations. Thus, it would not be fair to
hold that the protections of Rule 408 can be waived unilaterally, because the Rule, by
definition, protects both parties from having the fact of negotiation disclosed to the jury.
Moreover, proof of statements and offers made in settlement would often have to be made
through the testimony of attorneys, leading to the risks and costs of disqualification. See
generally Piercev. F.R. Tripler & Co., 955 F.2d 820, 828 (2d Cir. 1992) (settlement offers
are excluded under Rule 408 even if it is the offeror who seeks to admit them; noting that
the “widespread admissibility of the substance of settlement offers could bring with it arash
of motions for disqualification of a party’s chosen counsel who would likely become a
witness at trial”).

The third sentence of the Rule has been deleted as superfluous. See Advisory
Committee Note to Maine Rule of Evidence Rule 408 . See, e.g., Advisory Committee Note
to Maine Rule of Evidence 408 (refusing to include the sentence in the Maine version of
Rule 408 and noting that the sentence “seems to state what the law would be if it were
omitted”); Advisory Committee Note to Wyoming Rule of Evidence 408 (refusing to
include the sentence in Wyoming Rule 408 on the ground that it was “superfluous”). The
intent of the sentence was to prevent a party from trying to immunize admissible
information, such as a pre-existing document, through the pretense of disclosing it during
compromise negotiations. See Ramada Development Co. v. Rauch, 644 F.2d 1097 (5™ Cir.
1981). But there is no reason to think that the Rule could be read to protect pre-existing
information simply because it was presented to the adversary in discovery.
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Model Five: Inadmissible in a Criminal Case, no change to disputed claim
language, change to “admissible” in third sentence of the Rule.

Rule 408. Compromise and Offers to Compromise

Evidence of (1) furnishing or offering or promising to furnish, or (2) accepting or
offering or promising to accept, a valuable consideration in compromising or attempting to
compromise a claim which that was disputed as to either validity or amount, is not
admissible on behalf of any party in a civil or criminal case to prove liability for or
invalidity of the claim or its amount. Evidence of conduct or statements made in
compromise negotiations is likewise not admissible. This rule does not require the exclusion
of any evidence otherwise discoverabte admissible merely because it is presented in the
course of compromise negotiations. This rule also does not require exclusion when the
evidence is offered for another purpose, such as proving bias or prejudice of a witness ( but
not including impeachment through contradiction or prior inconsistent statement) ,
negativing a contention of undue delay, or proving an effort to obstruct a criminal
investigation or prosecution.

Proposed Committee Note to Model Five

Rule 408 has been amended to emphasize and effectuate the public policy of
encouraging settlement of civil cases. Under the amendment, evidence of compromise of
a civil claim is inadmissible to prove guilt in a subsequent criminal case, thus resolving a
dispute among the circuits. See, e.g., United States v. Bailey, 327 F.3d 1311, 1104-6 (1o™
Cir. 2003) (discussing case law on both sides of the question, and concluding that “we agree
with those courts which apply Rule 408 to bar settlement evidence in both criminal and civil
proceedings”). If civil compromise evidence could be used in subsequent criminal litigation,
defendants may be reluctant to settle civil claims and compensate victims, a result that is
contrary to the policy of encouraging compromise that animates Rule 408. See, e.g.,
Fishman, Jones on Evidence, Civil and Criminal, § 22:16 at 199, n.83 (7th ed. 2000) (“A
target of a potential criminal investigation may be unwilling to settle civil claims against
him if by doing so he increases the risk of prosecution and conviction.”).

While Rule 408 can be invoked in both civil and criminal cases, it does not exclude
statements or offers made in an effort to settle criminal charges. Statements or offers to
settle criminal cases, to be protected, must fall within the confines of Rule 410. The
amendment therefore does not affect the result in cases such as United States v. Graham,
91 F.3d 213, 218-219 (D.C. Cir. 1996), where a criminal defendant invoked Rule 408 to
exclude statements made to criminal investigators. Those statements were not protected
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under Rule 410 because they were not made to an attorney for the prosecuting authority. The
court held that Rule 408 “does not address the admissibility of evidence concerning
negotiations to ‘compromise’ a criminal case” and that “the very existence” of Rule 410 and
the corresponding Criminal Rule “strongly support the conclusion that Rule 408 applies
only to civil matters.”

Statements and offers by a prosecuting attorney during plea negotiations are likewise
not protected under Rule 408. Some courts have held that the “principles” of Rule 408
justify protection of such statements and offers. See United States v. Verdoorn, 528 F.2d
103, 107 (8" Cir. 1976) (noting that offers by the prosecutor are not protected under Rule
410, but reasoning that the “principles” of Rule 408 warranted exclusion of the
government’s offers in a criminal case). After considering this case law, the Committee
concluded that if any amendment is necessary to protect prosecution statements and offers
in guilty plea negotiations, that amendment should be placed in Rule 410 and not Rule 408.
Even without a change to Rule 408 or Rule 410, statements and offers by a prosecutor
remain subject to exclusion under Rule 403. See, e.g., United States v. Delgado, 903 F.2d
1495 (11th Cir. 1990) (plea agreement and statements by the prosecutor cannot be offered
as an admission by the government, because the deal may have been struck for reasons other
than the government’s belief in the innocence of the accused; relying upon Rule 403).

The amendment does not disturb the case law holding that a defendant’s civil
settlement can be admitted in a subsequent criminal case to prove that the defendant was
notified through the settlement that his conduct was illegal. See, e.g., United States v.
Hauert, 40 F.3d 197 (7™ Cir. 1994) (proper in a tax prosecution to admit settlement
documents that the defendant signed with the IRS relating to earlier tax years, as this
evidence showed the defendant’s knowledge that his earnings were taxable, and was not
offered to prove civil tax liability or the amount of such liability); United States v. Austin,
54 F.3d 394 (7™ Cir. 1995) (no error to admit evidence of the defendant’s settlement with
the FTC, because it was offered to prove that the defendant was on notice that subsequent
similar conduct was wrongful).

The amendment prohibits the use of statements made in settlement negotiations
when offered to impeach by prior inconsistent statement or through contradiction. Such
broad impeachment would tend to swallow the exclusionary rule and would impair the
public policy of promoting settlements. See McCormick on Evidence, 5™ ed. 1999 at 186
(“Use of statements made in compromise negotiations to impeach the testimony of a party,
which is not specifically treated in Rule 408, is fraught with danger of misuse of the
statements to prove liability, threatens frank interchange of information during negotiations,
and generally should not be permitted.”). See also EEOC v. Gear Petroleum, Inc., 948 F.2d
1542, 1545-6 (10" Cir.1991). (letter sent as part of settlement negotiation cannot be used
to impeach defense witnesses by way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement; such
broad impeachment would undermine the policy of encouraging settlement).
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The amendment makes clear that Rule 408 excludes compromise evidence even
when a party seeks to admit its own settlement offer or statements made in settlement
negotiations. If a party were to reveal its own statement or offer, this would itself reveal the
fact that the adversary entered into settlement negotiations. Thus, it would not be fair to
hold that the protections of Rule 408 can be waived unilaterally, because the Rule, by
definition, protects both parties from having the fact of negotiation disclosed to the jury.
Moreover, proof of statements and offers made in settlement would often have to be made
through the testimony of attorneys, leading to the risks and costs of disqualification. See
generally Piercev. F.R. Tripler & Co., 955 F.2d 820, 828 (2d Cir. 1992) (settlement offers
are excluded under Rule 408 even if it is the offeror who seeks to admit them; noting that
the “widespread admissibility of the substance of settlement offers could bring with it arash
of motions for disqualification of a party’s chosen counsel who would likely become a
witness at trial”).

The third sentence of the Rule has been amended to change the reference from
“discoverable” to “admissible” information. The Rules of Evidence are concerned with
admissibility, not discovery. The intent of the sentence is to prevent a party from trying to
immunize admissible information, such as a pre-existing document, through the pretense
of disclosing it during compromise negotiations. See Ramada Development Co. v. Rauch,
644 F.2d 1097 (5™ Cir. 1981). This intent is best expressed by referring to “otherwise
admissible” evidence. See 23 Wright and Graham, Federal Practice and Procedure § 5310
(noting that in every explanation ofthe provision in the Congressional documents, “one can
substitute the word ‘admissible’ for ‘discoverable’ without destroying the sense of what is
said”).

Note that there are other permutations, any of which can be put together from the above
models. These include:

1. Admissible in a criminal case, change to “clear disagreement” no change to third

sentence.

2. Admissible in a criminal case, change to “clear disagreement”, deletion of third

sentence.

3. Inadmissible in a criminal case, change to “clear disagreement” language, change
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to “admissible” in third sentence.

And so forth. These variations would be easy to implement after the Committee
decides just which variations, if any, it wants to propose. The sections from the Committee
Note that explain each change can be mixed and matched.
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IV. “Restylized” Rule 408, Incorporating Changes Agreed Upon By the
Committee

The previous section incorporated the various changes that might be agreed upon by the
Committee into the framework of the existing Rule. It can be argued that some of the changes fit
awkwardly into the existing structure—for example, the impeachment limitation is placed in a
sentence that talks about permissible purposes for compromise evidence (a sentence that is
unnecessary at any rate because the Rule applies only when the evidence is offered to prove the
validity or amount of a disputed claim).

It is no secret that the existing Rule is poorly structured; and while substantive changes are
obviously the most important, the Committee may wish to consider whether a structural but stylistic
change might improve the rule. It is important to note that the restructuring below does not change
the central premise that compromise evidence is excluded only when offered to prove the validity
or amount of the claim. It is only a stylistic reconstruction.

What follows is a structural “restylization” of Rule 408. It includes, for purposes of
illustration, the following substantive changes: 1) Inadmissible in a criminal case; 2) no
impeachment for prior inconsistent statements or contradiction; and 3) compromise evidence cannot
be offered by any party. In other words, this is a restylization of Model One from Section III. Other
substantive changes could be plugged in to the restylized structure, depending on the Committee’s
decisions.

35



“Restylized” Version (Clean Version)

Rule 408. Compromise and Offers to Compromise

(a) General rule. — The following is not admissible in any case on behalf of any
party, when offered to prove liability for or invalidity of a claim or its amount or for the
impeachment purposes of prior inconsistent statement or contradiction:

(1) Evidence of furnishing or offering or promising to furnish, or accepting or
offering or promising to accept, a valuable consideration in compromising or attempting to
compromise a claim that was disputed as to validity or amount; and

(2) Evidence of conduct or statements made in negotiations over a claim that was
disputed as to validity or amount.

(b) Pre-existing information presented in compromise negotiations. This rule
does not require the exclusion of any evidence otherwise discoverable merely because it is
presented in the course of compromise negotiations.

(c) Other purposes. — This rule does not require exclusion when the evidence is
offered for a purpose not prohibited by this rule. Examples include: proving bias or
prejudice of a witness; negativing a contention of undue delay; and proving an effort to
obstruct a criminal investigation or prosecution.
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“Restylized” Version (Blacklined Version)

Rule 408. Compromise and Offers to Compromise

(a) General rule. -- Evidenceof- The following is not admissible in any case on
behalf of any party, when offered to prove liability for or invalidity of a claim or its amount
or for the impeachment purposes of prior inconsistent statement or contradiction:

(1) Evidence of furnishing or offering or promising to furnish, or €2)
accepting or offering or promising to accept, a valuable consideration in
compromising or attempting to compromise a claim that whietrwas disputed

as to elther vahdlty or arnount—xs—nm—admrssﬂa-l-c-to-prow—habﬁﬁy“for-or

(2) Evidence of conduct or statements made in compromtse negotiations 15
kkewtsenot-admissibte over a claim that was disputed as to validity or
amount.

(b) Pre-existing information presented in compromise negotiations.-- This rule
does not require the exclusion of any evidence otherwise discoverable merely because it is
presented in the course of compromise negotiations.

(c) Other purposes. -- This rule-atso does not require exclusion when the evidence
is offered for another-purpose;such—as a purpose not prohibited by this rule. Examples
include: proving bias or prejudice of a witness; ; negativing a contention of undue delay;
;or and proving an effort to obstruct a criminal investigation or prosecution.
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Proposed Committee Note for Restylized Version

Rule 408 has been amended restructured stylistically, and amended substantively in
three respects, in order to emphasize and effectuate the public policy of encouraging
settlement of civil cases.

Under the amendment, evidence of compromise of a civil claim is inadmissible to
prove guilt in a subsequent criminal case, thus resolving a dispute among the circuits. See,
e.g., United States v. Bailey, 327 F.3d 1311, 1104-6 (10" Cir. 2003) (discussing case law
on both sides of the question, and concluding that “we agree with those courts which apply
Rule 408 to bar settlement evidence in both criminal and civil proceedings”). If civil
compromise evidence could be used in subsequent criminal litigation, defendants may be
reluctant to settle civil claims and compensate victims, a result that is contrary to the policy
of encouraging compromise that animates Rule 408. See, e.g., Fishman, Jones on
Evidence, Civil and Criminal, § 22:16 at 199, n.83 (7th ed. 2000) (“A target of a potential
criminal investigation may be unwilling to settle civil claims against him if by doing so he
increases the risk of prosecution and conviction.”).

While Rule 408 can be invoked in both civil and criminal cases, it does not exclude
statements or offers made in an effort to settle criminal charges. Statements or offers to
settle criminal cases, to be protected, must fall within the confines of Rule 410. The
amendment therefore does not affect the result in cases such as United States v. Graham,
91 F.3d 213, 218-219 (D.C. Cir. 1996), where a criminal defendant invoked Rule 408 to
exclude statements made to criminal investigators. Those statements were not protected
under Rule 410 because they were not made to an attorney for the prosecuting authority. The
court held that Rule 408 “does not address the admissibility of evidence concerning
negotiations to ‘compromise’ a criminal case” and that “the very existence” of Rule 410 and
the corresponding Criminal Rule “strongly support the conclusion that Rule 408 applies
only to civil matters.”

Statements and offers by a prosecuting attorney during plea negotiations are likewise
not protected under Rule 408. Some courts have held that the “principles” of Rule 408
justify protection of such statements and offers. See United States v. Verdoorn, 528 F.2d
103, 107 (8™ Cir. 1976) (noting that offers by the prosecutor are not protected under Rule
410, but reasoning that the “principles” of Rule 408 warranted exclusion of the
government’s offers in a criminal case). After considering this case law, the Committee
concluded that if any amendment is necessary to protect prosecution statements and offers
in guilty plea negotiations, that amendment should be placed in Rule 410 and not Rule 408.
Even without a change to Rule 408 or Rule 410, statements and offers by a prosecutor
remain subject to exclusion under Rule 403. See, e.g., United States v. Delgado, 903 F.2d
1495 (11th Cir. 1990) (plea agreement and statements by the prosecutor cannot be offered
as an admission by the government, because the deal may have been struck for reasons other
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than the government’s belief in the innocence of the accused; relying upon Rule 403).

The amendment does not disturb the case law holding that a defendant’s civil
settlement can be admitted in a subsequent criminal case to prove that the defendant was
notified through the settlement that his conduct was illegal. See, e.g., United States v.
Hauert, 40 F.3d 197 (7™ Cir. 1994) (proper in a tax prosecution to admit settlement
documents that the defendant signed with the IRS relating to earlier tax years, as this
evidence showed the defendant’s knowledge that his earnings were taxable, and was not
offered to prove civil tax liability or the amount of such liability); United States v. Austin,
54 F.3d 394 (7" Cir. 1995) (no etror to admit evidence of the defendant’s settlement with
the FTC, because it was offered to prove that the defendant was on notice that subsequent
similar conduct was wrongful).

The amendment prohibits the use of statements made in settlement negotiations
when offered to impeach by prior inconsistent statement or through contradiction. Such
broad impeachment would tend to swallow the exclusionary rule and would impair the
public policy of promoting settlements. See McCormick on Evidence, 5% ed. 1999 at 186
(“Use of statements made in compromise negotiations to impeach the testimony of a party,
which is not specifically treated in Rule 408, is fraught with danger of misuse of the
statements to prove liability, threatens frank interchange of information during negotiations,
and generally should not be permitted.”). See also EEOC v. Gear Petroleum, Inc., 948 F.2d
1542, 1545-6 (10™ Cir.1991). (letter sent as part of settlement negotiation cannot be used
to impeach defense witnesses by way of contradiction or prior inconsistent statement; such
broad impeachment would undermine the policy of encouraging settlement).

The amendment makes clear that Rule 408 excludes compromise evidence even
when a party seeks to admit its own settlement offer or statements made in settlement
negotiations. If a party were to reveal its own statement or offer, this would itself reveal the
fact that the adversary entered into settlement negotiations. Thus, it would not be fair to
hold that the protections of Rule 408 can be waived unilaterally, because the Rule, by
definition, protects both parties from having the fact of negotiation disclosed to the jury.
Moreover, proof of statements and offers made in settlement would often have to be made
through the testimony of attorneys, leading to the risks and costs of disqualification. See
generally Pierce v. F.R. Tripler & Co.,955 F.2d 820, 828 (2d Cir. 1992) (settlement offers
are excluded under Rule 408 even if it is the offeror who seeks to admit them; noting that
the “widespread admissibility of the substance of settlement offers could bring with it arash
of motions for disqualification of a party’s chosen counsel who would likely become a
witness at trial”).
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Defendant was convicted by jury in the United States
District Court for the District of Kansas, Monti L.
Belot, J., of wire fraud and money laundering.
Defendant appealed. The Court of Appeals, Stephen H.
Anderson, Circuit Judge, held that: (1) as a matter of
apparent first impression, rule barring admission of
settlement evidence applies in both criminal and civil
proceedings; (2) evidence permitted inference that
defendant acted with requisite intent; (3) indictment
adequately alleged wire fraud; (4) prejudicial variance
between indictment and proof at trial did not exist; (5)
erroneous admission of evidence regarding settlement
between defendant and his investment partners did not
rise to level of plain error; (6) evidence supported
sentence enhancement for abuse of position of trust; and
(7) defendant was not entitled to sentence reduction for
acceptance of responsibility.

Affirmed.

West Headnotes

1] Criminal Law €21139
110k1139 Most Cited Cases

[1] Criminal Law €21152(1)
110k1152(1) Most Cited Cases

Under certain circumstances, Court of Appeals reviews
district court's decision to disqualify counsel for an
abuse of discretion only, but when defendant's Sixth
Amendment right to counsel is implicated, and district
court's decision is premised not on in-court conduct but
on the interpretation of ethical norms as applied to
undisputed facts, review is de novo. U.S.C.A.
Const.Amend. 6.

2] Constitutional Law €=>268(3)
92k268(3) Most Cited Cases

2] Criminal Law €~°593
110k593 Most Cited Cases

Denial of continuance in connection with defendant's
decision to retain his third attorney a few weeks before
trial commenced did not violate defendant's due process
rights where defendant was represented by attorney
whose representation was not shown to be other than
exemplary after his first attorney was disqualified,
district court informed third attorney before his
representation began that no continuance would be
granted if defendant changed attorneys, and third
attorney nonetheless replaced second attorney, making
no formal request for continuance. U.S.CA.
Const.Amend. 5.

3] Criminal Law €~1139
110k1139 Most Cited Cases

3] Criminal Law €=°1144.13(3)
110k1144.13(3) Most Cited Cases

Court of Appeals reviews the denial of a motion for
judgment of acquittal de novo, viewing the evidence in
the light most favorable to the government.

4] Criminal Law €21134(8)
110k 134(8) Most Cited Cases

[4] Criminal Law €21159.2(9)
110k1159.2(9) Most Cited Cases

[4] Criminal Law €1159.4(1)
110k1159.4(1) Most Cited Cases

In reviewing denial of motion for judgment of acquittal,
Court of Appeals must determine whether there is
evidence from which a jury could find defendant guilty
beyond a reasonable doubt; in reviewing that evidence,
however, Court of Appeals does not weigh the evidence
or consider the credibility of the witnesses.

[5] Criminal Law €1159.2(7)
110k1159.2(7) Most Cited Cases

On review of denial of motion for judgment of
acquittal, Court of Appeals may reverse jury's verdict
only if no rational trier of fact could have found the
essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable
doubt.

[6] Telecommunications €362
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372k362 Most Cited Cases

To establish wire fraud, government must prove (1) a
scheme or artifice to defraud and (2) use of interstate
wire communications to facilitate that scheme. 18
U.S.C.A. § 1343.

[7] United States €34
393k34 Most Cited Cases

Money laundering requires a specific intent to launder
the proceeds from a known illegal activity. 18 U.S.C.A.

§ 1957(a).

8] Fraud €~°58(3)
184k58(3) Most Cited Cases

Because it is difficult to prove intent to defraud from
direct evidence, jury may consider circumstantial
evidence of fraudulent intent and draw reasonable
inferences therefrom.

[9] Fraud €50
184k50 Most Cited Cases

Intent to defraud may be inferred from evidence that
defendant attempted to conceal activity, from
defendant's misrepresentations or his knowledge of a
false statement, or from evidence that defendant
profited or converted money to his own use.

[10] Fraud €58(3)
184k58(3) Most Cited Cases

Evidence of defendant's indifference to the truth of
statements can amount to evidence of fraudulent intent.

[11] Telecommunications €~>363
372k363 Most Cited Cases

[11] United States €34
393k34 Most Cited Cases

Jury could infer that defendant charged with wire fraud
and money laundering acted with intent to defraud from
evidence that defendant transferred funds by wire from
account of investment partnership for which he was
managing partner and placed funds in his personal
account, that defendant used funds in personal account
to invest in high-risk investments, in direct
contravention of terms of partnership agreement, that
defendant hid these actions from his partners, and that
defendant misrepresented to partners the status of
partnership account, including profits allegedly made
and amount of commissions he withdrew. 18 U.S.C.A.

§§ 1343, 1957(a).
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[12] Telecommunications €363
372k363 Most Cited Cases

Indictment, challenged for first time post-verdict,
adequately alleged crime of wire fraud when it alleged
that defendant, for purposes of executing scheme to
defraud and obtaining money or property by means of
false or fraudulent pretenses, transmitted "by means of
wire communication in interstate commerce, writings,
signs, signals or sounds which transferred” money from
account belonging to investment partnership to
defendant's personal bank account, and then listed 17
transfers and details of those transfers, notwithstanding
contention that indictment failed to allege that subject
transfers had "communicative aspect.” 18 U.S.C.A. §
1343.

{13] Criminal Law €=°1032(5)
110k1032(5) Most Cited Cases

When defendant first challenges after a jury verdict the
absence of an element of the offense, indictment will be
deemed sufficient if it contains words of similar import
to the element in question; as long as the indictment
contained words sufficient to inform defendant of the
charge against him, indictment will be upheld.

[14] Criminal Law €~°1032(5)
110k1032(5) Most Cited Cases

Reviewing court will find indictment sufficient, when
challenged for first time after jury verdict, unless it is so
defective that, by any reasonable construction, it fails to
charge the offense for which defendant is convicted.

[15] Telecommunications €~>362
372k362 Most Cited Cases

Transfers underlying wire fraud charges were
communicative, notwithstanding contention that
evidence failed to show use of wire "communications”
to further fraudulent scheme, in that transfers conveyed
information about accounts from and into which funds
were to be transferred and amounts to be transferred,
and they in fact transferred those funds. 18 U.S.C.A. §
1343.

[16] Criminal Law €=21030(1)
110k1030(1) Most Cited Cases

Plain error standard of review applied to claims raised
for first time on appeal. Fed.Rules Crim.Proc.Rule
52(b), 18 US.C.A.

117] Indictment and Information €171
210k171 Most Cited Cases
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A variance arises when the evidence adduced at trial
establishes facts different from those alleged in the
indictment, and denigrates the Sixth Amendment right
to be informed of the nature and cause of the
accusation. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 6.

118] Criminal Law €1167(1)
110k1167(1) Most Cited Cases

Variance is reversible error only if it affects the
substantial rights of accused.

[19] Criminal Law €=1167(1)
110k1167(1) Most Cited Cases

Defendant is substantially prejudiced in his defense due
to variance between indictment and proof at trial, as
will require reversal, either because he cannot anticipate
from the indictment what evidence will be presented
against him, or because he is exposed to the risk of
double jeopardy. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 5.

[20] Telecommunications €363
372k363 Most Cited Cases

No prejudicial variance existed between wire fraud
charge set forth in indictment and proof at trial, despite
contention that indictment charged scheme involving
fraudulent promise not to invest partnership money in
high- risk investments and unauthorized transfer of
partnership funds to defendant's personal accounts to
accomplish those investments, while government
introduced evidence of false quarterly reports to
partners, inasmuch as government established that
defendant's scheme to defraud consisted of defrauding
his partners by using their investment funds without
their knowledge to make personal trades in types of
investments specifically prohibited by partners, and
showed, as a part of such scheme, that defendant
misrepresented to partners status of their accounts with
partnership. 18 U.S.C.A. § 1343.

[21] Criminal Law €~2872.5
110k872.5 Most Cited Cases

Although elements of an offense must be found
unanimously by the jury, jury need not agree
unanimously on the means by which an element is
proven.

[22] Criminal Law €~2822(1)
110k822(1) Most Cited Cases

Court of Appeals examines instructions as a whole to
determine whether the jury may have been misled,
upholding the judgment in the absence of substantial
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doubt that the jury was fairly guided.

[23] Telecommunications €362
372k362 Most Cited Cases

Good faith defense to wire fraud charges, which arose
out of defendant's use of partners' investment funds
without their knowledge to make personal trades in
types of investments specifically prohibited by partners,
could not be established by proof of defendant's honest
belief that everything would work out. 18 U.S.C.A. §
1343.

[24] Criminal Law €408
110k408 Most Cited Cases

[24] Evidence €~2213(1)
157k213(1) Most Cited Cases

Evidentiary rule barring admission of settlement
evidence applies in both criminal and civil proceedings.
Fed.Rules Evid.Rules 408, 1101(b), 28 U.S.C.A.

[25] Criminal Law €°1036.1(3.1)
110k1036.1(3.1) Most Cited Cases

Erroneous admission of evidence regarding settlement
between defendant and his investment partners did not
rise to level of plain error, in trial for wire fraud and
money laundering, given that ample other evidence
established substance of testimony regarding settlement,
which did not indicate that defendant furnished or
offered to furnish valuable consideration, but rather
simply recounted defendant's conduct. 18 U.S.C.A. §§
1343, 1957(a); Fed.Rules Evid.Rule 408, 28 U.S.C.A.

[26] Criminal Law €~21139
110k 139 Most Cited Cases

[26] Criminal Law €~1158(1)
110k1158(1) Most Cited Cases

Court of Appeals reviews district court's interpretation
of the Sentencing Guidelines de novo, and its factual
findings for clear error, giving due deference to the
district court's application of the guidelines to the facts.

U.S.S.G. § iB].1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.

[27] Sentencing and Punishment €736
350Hk736 Most Cited Cases

Findings that $600,000 which defendant borrowed from
his parents and put into accounts of investment
partnership for which he was general manager could not
be traced back to partners, so as to reduce loss
attributable to fraudulent scheme in which defendant
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used partners' investment funds without their knowledge
to make personal trades in types of investments
specifically prohibited by partners, were not clearly
erroneous, and thus supported court's loss calculation
under Sentencing Guidelines. U.S.S.G. § 2Bl1.1,
comment. (n.2(C, E), 18 US.C.A.

128] Sentencing and Punishment €~>758
350Hk758 Most Cited Cases

Two-level sentence enhancement, under Sentencing
Guidelines, for abuse of position of trust was supported
by evidence that defendant, who was convicted of wire
fraud and money laundering in connection with his
management of investment partnership, held himself out
to be legitimate investment broker. 18 U.S.C.A, §§
1343, 1957(a); U.S.S8.G. § 3B1.3, 3B1.3, comment.
(n.2), 18 U.S.C.A.

[29] Sentencing and Punishment €~>765
350Hk765 Most Cited Cases

Defendant convicted of wire fraud and money
laundering failed to show entitlement to Sentencing
Guidelines reduction for acceptance of responsibility
when, throughout trial, defendant denied having acted
with any intent to defraud and did not acknowledge that
his actions were criminal. 18 U.S.C.A. §§ 1343,
1957(a); U.S.S.G. § 3E1.1, I8U.S.C.A.

[30] Criminal Law €~>1158(1)
110k1158(1) Most Cited Cases

District court's determination as to whether defendant is
entitled to sentence reduction under Sentencing
Guidelines based on acceptance of responsibility is
subject to the clearly erroneous standard of review.

U.S.S.G. §3E1.1, 18 US.CA.

1311 Sentencing and Punishment €~°963
350Hk963 Most Cited Cases

Defendant bears the burden of proving acceptance of
responsibility when seeking sentence reduction under
Sentencing Guidelines on such grounds. U.S.S.G. §
3El1.1, 18 U.S.C.A.

[32] Sentencing and Punishment €765
350HKk765 Most Cited Cases

In rare situations, defendant may receive credit for
acceptance of responsibility under Sentencing
Guidelines even though he exercised his right to a trial.
U.S.S.G.§3EI.1, 18 US.C.A.
Daniel E. Monnat, Monnat & Spurrier, Chtd., Wichita,
KS, for Defendant- Appellant.
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Alan G. Metzger, Assistant United States Attorney
(Eric F. Melgren, United States Attorney and Nancy
Landis Caplinger, Assistant United States Attorney, on
the brief), Topeka, KS, for Plaintiff-Appellee.

Before LUCERO, Circuit Judge, McWILLIAMS and
ANDERSON, Senior Circuit Judges.

STEPHEN H. ANDERSON, Circuit Judge.

Steven Bailey appeals his conviction following a jury
verdict on seventeen counts of wire fraud and five
counts of money laundering in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§§ 1343 and 1957(a). We affirm.

BACKGROUND

While working at the Boeing Aircraft Company in
Wichita, Kansas, for eleven years, Bailey developed an
interest in financial markets. In 1993, he left Boeing to
pursue investing in the stock market, utilizing
investment strategies which he developed himself. He
never received any formal training in stock market
investments. In May 1996, he formed the Bailey
Investment Management Partnership, a general
partnership, consisting of Investing Partners and Bailey
as the Managing Partner. All the partners were family
members and/or close friends of Bailey's. At its
inception, the Partnership consisted of Bailey and
eleven partners.

The Partnership Agreement was year-to-year, so
investing partners entered or reentered the Partnership
each year. The Partnership Agreement provided as
follows with respect to Bailey's authority as Managing
Partner:

The Managing Partner shall be authorized to and
delegated the responsibility of investing the
Partnership's funds in common stocks of companies
which exhibit high earnings growth and high stock
appreciation potential, with a goal of the Partnership
to maximize capital growth. The Managing Partner
shall have no authority to invest in and shall be
specifically prohibited from investing Partnership
funds in real estate, oil and gas properties,
commodities, futures, options, or any other high risk
investment not specifically authorized in this
paragraph.

App. Vol. I at 244. Investing partners sent Bailey
capital to be invested around the beginning of each
year. Bailey opened a Partnership checking account at
Commerce Bank in Wichita and opened on-line
accounts with DATEK Online and Discover Direct
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Brokerage, all in the name of the "Steve Bailey
Partnership.”

After the first year, more friends and acquaintances of

Bailey's joined Bailey Investment Management
Partnership. Bruce Wilgers, the chief financial officer
at Fidelity Bank in Wichita, Jim Ruane, Fidelity's senior
vice president and general counsel, and John Laisle,
Fidelity's executive vice president, all eventually joined
the Partnership.

Between May 1998 and May 1999, Bailey made
seventeen wire fund transfers from the Partnership's
DATEK account to his personal account at Boeing
Wichita Employees Credit Union. Bailey used those
transferred funds to obtain "contracts for futures" in his
personal account at various institutions which traded in
futures. None of these transactions were authorized by
the Partnership Agreement or the other partners. As
indicated, the Partnership Agreement specifically
prohibited Bailey from investing in futures or "any
other highrisk investment." Bailey also apparently used
funds transferred from the Partnership accounts to his
personal accounts to pay for a new home he built for his
family.

Bailey was required by the Partnership Agreement to
provide quarterly reports to the partners. Those reports
falsely reported the Partnership capital, Partnership
earnings and Bailey's Partnership income. They also
failed to reveal that Bailey was investing in futures, in
contravention of the Partnership Agreement.

After initially experiencing success in the stock index
market, taking the initial Partnership investment of
$200,000 and increasing that amount to $1.4 million,
Bailey ended up losing virtually all of the Partnership
investment money. In a report to the partners dated June
30, 1999, Bailey listed the ending capital of the
Partnership as $2,418,292.26. App. Vol. [1at477; App.
Vol. III at 618. In reality, at that point, the Partnership
capital was something less than $2000. App. Vol. II at
478; App. Vol. lII at 618-19.

On June 30, 1999, Bailey's parents loaned him
$600,000, which Bailey placed in the Partnership
accounts. Bailey gave his parents a mortgage on his
new home to secure the loan. Apparently, Bailey lost
most of that $600,000 as well.

From the beginning of the Partnership until its
termination in August 1999, the Investing Partners
invested more than $1,941,000.00 in the Partnership. At
the time of its termination, the Partnership consisted of
Bailey and more than 50 investors. The Partnership
account contained $369,676.00 upon its termination.
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None of the partners made money from their
investments; rather, virtually all of them lost their
investments. [FN1]

In August 1999, Laisle filed suit against Bailey,
alleging that Bailey had committed various acts in
violation of the Partnership Agreement. The suit sought
termination of the Partnership and to have an
accounting. Another investor, James Ruane, filed
another civil action against Bailey, his wife and his
parents, alleging that they had participated in a
fraudulent conveyance, that the mortgage on the Bailey
home should be set aside, and that the home should be
held in trust for the partners. Eventually, the two suits
were certified as class actions and were consolidated.

The civil suits resulted in a settlement. The government
thereafter charged Bailey with seventeen counts of wire
fraud and five counts of money laundering. On March
7, 2001, Bailey was indicted in a twenty-two count
indictment. Counts one through seventeen alleged
seventeen separate wire transfers from the DATEK
Partnership account to Bailey's personal account at the
Boeing Wichita Employee's Credit Union, in violation
of the wire fraud statute, 18 U.S.C. § 1343. Counts
eighteen through twenty-two alleged five incidents
where he transferred funds from his personal account at
Boeing Employee's Credit Union to other accounts
under his control, in violation of the money laundering
statute, 18 U.S.C. § 1957(a).

Bailey initially retained Stephen M. Joseph as defense

counsel. On May 7, 2001, the government filed a
motion to disqualify Joseph because of his pre-
indictment relationship with Ruane, one of the investors
in the Partnership and a plaintiff in the civil suits
against Bailey. The district court by written order
granted the government's motion.

Bailey then retained Jack Focht as defense counsel,
who entered his appearance on July 31, 2001. As
explained more fully below, Bailey filed a substitution
of counsel on November 12, 2001, substituting Steve
Rosel for Jack Focht.

Trial to a jury commenced on November 27. At the
close of the government's evidence, and at the close of
all evidence, Bailey moved for a judgment of acquittal
which was denied. On December 3, 2001, the jury
found Bailey guilty of all seventeen counts of wire
fraud in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1343 and all five
counts of money laundering in violation of 18 U.S.C. §

1957(a).

The Presentence Investigation Report ("PSIR")
indicated a guideline range of 63 to 78 months. Bailey
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filed a number of objections to the PSIR, to which the
government responded. Applying the 2001 sentencing
guidelines, the court grouped the money laundering and
wire fraud counts pursuant to USSG § 3D1.2. Because
Bailey's money laundering counts resulted in the highest
offense level, the court calculated Bailey's base offense
level under § 2S1.1, which applies to money
laundering. Acknowledging that, pursuant to USSG §
2B1.1, the amount of loss is to be reduced by any
amount returned "to the victim" of the crime before the
offense was detected, the court considered whether the
$600,000 returned to Bailey and placed in the
Partnership accounts was returned "to the victim." The
court concluded that there was no evidence that all of
the $600,000 was actually given to the victims before
Bailey's crimes were detected. The court further
imposed a two-level increase for abuse of a position of
trust, and declined to reduce Bailey's base offense level
for acceptance of responsibility. The court imposed a
57-month sentence on each of the 22 counts, to run
concurrently, and imposed restitution in the amount of
$949,044.52.

Bailey appeals. He also filed with the district court a
motion for release pending appeal. The district court
denied the motion, and we affirmed that denial. Bailey
has renewed his appeal of the district court's denial of
release pending appeal, and we have again affirmed that
denial.

Bailey argues: (1) he was denied his right to counsel of

choice when the district court disqualified his attorney,
Steven Joseph, over Bailey's objection; (2) the
government's evidence was insufficient to overcome
Bailey's good-faith defense and sustain his conviction
beyond a reasonable doubt; (3) the indictment failed to
allege a crime and the evidence was insufficient as a
matter of law to prove that Bailey used a wire
communication to further a fraudulent scheme; (4) at
trial, the government relied on a scheme not charged in
the indictment and there was therefore an
unconstitutional variance between the indictment and
the proof at trial; (5) the court's good-faith instruction
was internally inconsistent and confusing; (6) the
government erred in presenting rebuttal testimony
concerning the terms of the civil settlement and the
court committed plain error in admitting that evidence;
and (7) the court erred in its interpretation and
application of the sentencing guidelines in (a)
calculating the amount of loss; (b) enhancing Bailey's
sentence for abuse of a position of trust; and (c)
refusing to reduce his base offense level for acceptance
of responsibility.

DISCUSSION
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1. Disqualification of Counsel

[11 Under certain circumstances, we review the district
court's decision to disqualify counsel for an abuse of
discretion only. However, where a defendant's Sixth
Amendment right to counsel is implicated, and where
the district court's decision is premised not on in-court
conduct but on the interpretation of ethical norms as
applied to undisputed facts, our review is de novo.

United States v. Anderson, 319 F.3d 1218, 1221 (10th
Cir.2003) (citation omitted). The government moved to
disqualify Steven Joseph, Bailey's first trial counsel, on
the ground that one of Bailey's investing partners, and
a plaintiff in the civil suit against Bailey, James Ruane,
had met with Joseph to discuss Joseph's possible
representation of Ruane and the class of plaintiffs in
that civil suit. [FN2] Also at the time of that meeting,
Ruane was "of counsel"” to the law firm of Redmond &
Nazar, L.L.P., where William Wooley, a personal
friend of Ruane's, was an associate. Ruane had retained
Wooley to represent him and the other plaintiffs in the
civil action against Bailey. In December 1999, Wooley,
Ruane and Joseph met for approximately three hours to
discuss the possibility of Joseph representing Ruane and
the plaintiffs in the civil action. Ruane and Joseph met
again, at a later date, where Joseph proposed a fee
structure to Ruane that Ruane determined was not
acceptable. Accordingly, Ruane did not in fact retain
Joseph as counsel in the civil case.

When this criminal action was brought against Bailey,
he retained Joseph to represent him. The government
subsequently filed a motion to disqualify Joseph,
arguing that, even though Ruane did not pay Joseph a
fee, the evidence, primarily in the form of affidavits
from Ruane, demonstrates that an attorney- client
relationship existed between Ruane and Joseph for the
purposes of Rule 1.9(a) of the Model Rules of
Professional Conduct, which has been codified in the
Kansas Rules of Professional Conduct. Rule 1.9(a)
provides:
Conflict of Interest: Former Client
A lawyer who has formerly represented a client in a
matter shall not thereafter:
(a) represent another person in the same or a
substantially related matter in which that person's
interests are materially adverse to the interests of the
former client unless the former client consents after
consultation; or
(b) use information relating to the representation to
the disadvantage of the former client except as Rule
1.6 or Rule 3.3 would permit or require with respect
to a client or when the information has become
generally known.
Model Rules of Prof'l Conduct R. 1.9; Kan. Rules of
Profl ConductR. 1.9.
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The only issue the parties dispute in this case is the
"threshold question" of "whether there was an
attorney-client relationship [between Ruane and Joseph]
that would subject a lawyer to the ethical obligation of
preserving confidential communications." Cole v.
Ruidoso Mun. Schs., 43 F.3d 1373, 1384 (10th
Cir.1994). We have further stated that:

Forthere to have been an attorney-client relationship,
the parties need not have executed a formal contract.
Nor is the existence of a relationship dependent upon
the payment of fees. However, a party must show that
(1) it submitted confidential information to a lawyer
and (2) it did so with the reasonable belief that the
lawyer was acting as the party's attorney.

Id_ (citation omitted).

[2]1 Ruane and Joseph submitted affidavits under seal,
which the district court carefully evaluated to assess
whether Ruane provided any confidential information
to Joseph._[FN3] The court held that he had, and
therefore an attorney-client relationship existed between
Ruane and Joseph for purposes of Rule 1.9. After
conducting our own de novo review of the entire record
in this case, we agree with that conclusion, for
substantially the reasons set forth in the district court's
memorandum and order granting the government's
motion to have Joseph disqualified from representing

Bailey. [FN4]
I1. Sufficiency of Evidence

At both the close of the government's case and at the
close of all the evidence, Bailey moved for a judgment
of acquittal, which was denied. He argues that the
district court erred in denying his motion, contending
that the government's evidence "failed to prove beyond
areasonable doubt that Mr. Bailey--who was shown to
have made every effort to increase the value of the
partnership--had the requisite intent to defraud his
partners." Appellant's Br. at 30.

[31[41[5] We review the "denial of a motion for
judgment of acquittal de novo, viewing the evidence in
the light most favorable to the government." United
States v. Austin, 231 F.3d 1278, 1283 (10th Cir.2000).
We must determine whether there is evidence "from
which a jury could find the defendant guilty beyond a
reasonable doubt." /d In reviewing that evidence,
however, we do not "weigh the evidence or consider the
credibility of the witnesses in making [our]
determination.” /d. We may reverse the jury's verdict
"only if no rational trier of fact could have found the
essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable
doubt.” United States v. Haslip, 160 F.3d 649, 652
(10th Cir.1998) (quotation omitted).
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[61[71[81[91[10]{11] To establish wire fraud, the
government had to prove "(1) a scheme or artifice to
defraud and (2) use of interstate wire communications
to facilitate that scheme." United States v. Janusz, 135
F.3d 1319, 1323 (10th Cir.1998). Similarly, money
laundering requires a specific intent to launder the
proceeds from a known illegal activity. See United
States v. Rahseparian, 231 F.3d 1257, 1261 (10th
Cir.2000). Because it is difficult to prove intent to
defraud from direct evidence, a jury may consider
circumstantial evidence of fraudulent intent and draw
reasonable inferences therefrom. Thus, "[i]ntent may be
inferred from evidence that the defendant attempted to
conceal activity. Intent to defraud may be inferred from
the defendant's misrepresentations, knowledge of a false
statement as well as whether the defendant profited or
converted money to his own use." United States v.
Prows. 118 F.3d 686, 692 (10th Cir.1997) (quotation
omitted). Further, "[e]vidence of the schemer's
indifference to the truth of statements can amount to
evidence of fraudulent intent." United States v.
Trammefl, 133 F.3d 1343, 1352 (10th Cir.1998)
(quotation omitted).

The record contains evidence that Bailey transferred
funds by wire from the Partnership account and placed
them in his personal account; that he used the funds in
his personal account to invest in high risk investments,
in direct contravention of the terms of the Partnership
Agreement; that he hid these actions from his partners;
and that he misrepresented to his partners the status of
the Partnership account, including the profits allegedly
made and the amount of commissions he withdrew.
There was accordingly sufficient evidence from which
the jury could infer that he acted with the requisite
culpable mental state.

II1. Sufficiency of Indictment and Evidence of Wire
Fraud

[12] Next, Bailey alleges that "the indictment failed to
allege a crime and the evidence was insufficient as a
matter of law to prove that Mr. Bailey used wire
communications to further a fraudulent scheme."
Appellant's Br. at 34. Bailey's argument appears to be
that the indictment failed to allege that the wire
transfers by which Bailey transferred funds from the
Partnership accounts to his personal accounts had a
"communicative aspect” and therefore it failed to allege
wire fraud under the statute.

[131[14] Bailey failed to challenge the adequacy of the
indictment until after the jury rendered its guilty
verdict.

Where a defendant first challenges the absence of an
element of the offense after a jury verdict, the
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indictment will be deemed sufficient if it contains
words of similar import to the element in question.
As long as the indictment contained words sufficient
to inform the defendant of the charge against him, the
indictment will be upheld. We will find the
indictment sufficient unless it is so defective that by
any reasonable construction, it fails to charge the
offense for which the defendant is convicted. Because
of this liberal construction rule, an indictment
challenged for the first time post-verdict may be
found sufficient, even though that indictment would
have been found wanting had it been challenged
pre-verdict.
United States v. Avery, 295 F.3d 1158, 1174 (10th
Cir.2002) (citations and quotations omitted); see also
United States v. Hathaway, 318 F.3d 1001, 1009-10

(10th Cir.2003).

[15] The wire fraud statute makes it illegal to
"transmit[ ] or cause[ ] to be transmitted by means of
wire ... communication in interstate ... commerce, any
writings, signs, signals, pictures, or sounds for the
purpose of executing [a] scheme or artifice [to
defraud].” 18 U.S.C. § 1343. The indictment alleged
that Bailey:

did knowingly and willfully devise a scheme or
artifice to defraud, for the purpose of executing the
scheme to defraud and for obtaining money or
property by means of false or fraudulent pretenses,
representations or promises, did transmit by means of
wire communication in interstate commerce, writings,
signs, signals or sounds which transferred the
following partnership money from Datek ... to the
defendant's personal account....

App. Vol. | at 16-17. The indictment then listed each
of the seventeen transfers with the date the transfer was
made and the amount transferred. The government
introduced evidence at trial of those transfers. The
indictment adequately alleged the crime of wire fraud.
It "set[ ] forth the elements of the offense charged,
fand] put[ ] the defendant on fair notice of the charges
against which he [had to defend].” Hathaway, 318 F.3d
at 1009. Further, the wire transfers were
"communicative” in that they conveyed information
about the accounts from which and into which funds
were to be transferred and the amounts to be
transferred, and they in fact transferred those funds.
Finally, we have previously found a conviction for wire
fraud supported by wire transfers of money. See Janusz
135 F.3d at 1324,

IV. Variance

Bailey argues there was a fatal variance between the
indictment and the proof at trial, in that the indictment
alleged a scheme involving the fraudulent promise not
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to invest Partnership money in high risk investments,
and the unauthorized transfer of Partnership funds to his
own personal accounts to accomplish those investments,
but the government introduced at trial evidence of false
quarterly reports to the partners. Bailey argues he was
prejudiced by this variance because he had no notice
that the government would "pursue a theory of fraud
based on Mr. Bailey's inaccurate quarterly reports” and
because it "created the possibility either that the jury
may have convicted Mr. Bailey of an uncharged
scheme, or that the jury's verdict was not unanimous as
to which alleged scheme--the futures fraud or the
uncharged quarterly-reports fraud--supported the
convictions." Appellant's Br. at 41.

[16] Bailey failed to argue below that there was a
variance between the indictment and the proof at trial,
so we review the issue under the plain error standard.
See United States v. Dennis, 237 F.3d 1295, 1300 (11th
Cir.2001); United States v. Young, 862 F.2d 815. 820
(10th Cir.1988). "To notice plain error under
Fed.R.Crim.P. 52(b), the error must (1) be an actual
error that was forfeited; (2) be plain or obvious; and (3)
affect substantial rights, in other words, in most cases
the error must be prejudicial, i.e., it must have affected
the outcome of the trial," United States v. Haney, 318
F.3d 1161. 1166 (10th Cir.2003) (en banc), in that it
"seriously affect[ed] the fairness, integrity or public
reputation of judicial proceedings." United States v.
Olano, 507U.8.725,736,113S.Ct. 1770, 123 1L..Ed.2d

508 (1993).

[171f181[19][20] "A variance arises when the evidence

adduced at trial establishes facts different from those
alleged in the indictment, and denigrates the Sixth
Amendment right 'to be informed of the nature and
cause of the accusation.' " United States v. Caballero,
277 F.3d 1235, 1243 (10th Cir.2002) (quoting U.S.
Const. amend. VI) (citation omitted). "Any such
variance is reversible error only if it affects the
substantial rights of the accused." United States v.
Hanzlicek, 187 F.3d 1228, 1232 (10th Cir.1999). "A
defendant is substantially prejudiced in his defense
either because he cannot anticipate from the indictment
what evidence will be presented against him, or because
the defendant is exposed to the risk of double
jeopardy." Caballero, 277 F.3d at 1243.

Consistent with the wire fraud statute, the indictment
alleged that Bailey "did knowingly and willfully devise
a scheme or artifice to defraud, for the purpose of
executing the scheme to defraud and for obtaining
money or property by means of false or fraudulent
pretenses, representations or promises.” App. Vol. I at
16. It then alleged that Bailey "transmitt[ed] by means
of wire communication in interstate commerce,
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writings, signs, signals or sounds which transferred ...
partnership money...." Id. The jury was instructed that
to sustain its burden of proof on the wire fraud charge,
the government had to prove that (1) "Defendant
knowingly devised and specifically intended to devise
a scheme or artifice to defraud for obtaining, or
attempting to obtain, money by means of false or
fraudulent pretenses, representations or promises;" and
(2) that "Defendant used interstate wire
communications for the purpose of carrying out the
scheme.” /d. at 157._[EN5] See Janusz, 135 F.3d at
1323 (noting that "[t]o establish wire fraud under 18
U.S.C. § 1343, the government must prove (1) ascheme
or artifice to defraud and (2) use of interstate wire
communications to facilitate that scheme™).

[21] We perceive no prejudicial variance between the
indictment and the evidence at trial. The government
established that Bailey's scheme to defraud consisted of
defrauding his partners by using their investment funds
without their knowledge to make personal trades in
types of investments specifically prohibited by the
partners. As a part of that scheme, indeed to facilitate
its success, Bailey misrepresented to his partners the
status of their accounts with the Partnership. The
government did not allege two separate schemes, one
involving false quarterly reports and one involving the
wire transfers, but one single scheme to defraud
accomplished by various means. "Elements [of an
offense] ... must be found unanimously by the jury."
United States v. Powell, 226 F.3d 1181, 1196 (10th
Cir.2000). "On the other hand, the jury need not agree
unanimously on the means by which an element is
proven.” /d. We therefore find no prejudicial variance,
no risk that the jury did not reach a unanimous verdict,
and therefore no error, let alone a plain error, in this
case.

V. Good Faith Instruction

Bailey next argues that the court's good-faith
instruction "was internally inconsistent and confusing."
Appellant's Br. at 46. Bailey initially requested a
modification to the court's proposed good faith
instruction, presenting to the court an alternative
instruction he thought was less confusing. The court
considered Bailey's proposed instruction, apparently
made a slight modification to the good-faith instruction
it had originally proposed, and then proposed to the
parties the good-faith instruction to which Bailey now
objects. At the subsequent jury instruction conference,
the court submitted the modified good- faith instruction,
to which Bailey made no objection.

[22] Because Bailey failed to object to the instruction
given at the time, we review his assertion of error now
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under the plain error standard. See United States v.
Fabiano, 169 F.3d 1299, 1302 (10th Cir.1999). Under
this standard we may correct an error only if it
"seriously affects the fairness, integrity or public
reputation of judicial proceedings."” Olano, 507 U.S. at
732, 113 S.Ct. 1770 (quotation omitted). "[W]e
examine [instructions] as a whole to determine whether
the jury may have been misled, upholding the judgment
in the absence of substantial doubt that the jury was
fairly guided." United States v. Wiktor, 146 F.3d 815,
817 (10th Cir.1998) (quotation omitted).

[23] We find no plain error in the good-faith
instruction. Bailey does not argue that the instruction
was legally incorrect; he just asserts it was internally
inconsistent and confusing, thereby preventing the jury
from giving effect to his good-faith defense. We
disagree. The "honest belief" portion of the instruction
to which Bailey now objects correctly informed the jury
that, having committed fraud, an honest belief by Bailey
that everything would work out does not establish a
good faith defense. See United States v. Pappert, 112
F.3d 1073, 1076 (10th Cir.1997) (approving instruction
that "it is no defense to a charge of mail fraud or wire
fraud that the defendant honestly believes in the
ultimate success ofhis business"). We are confident that
the jury was not misled, and we have no doubt that it
was fairly guided in evaluating Bailey's good faith
defense.

VI. Testimony About Civil Settlement

As indicated, Bailey was sued by a number of his
partners in a civil suit, which resulted in a settlement.
The written settlement agreement contained the
following;:

1.2. Summary of Settlement. Bailey acknowledges
that the settlement due hereunder represents a partial
return to the Partnership of funds which Bailey
withdrew from Partnership accounts and placed in
accounts controlled by him personally, which
withdrawals were not authorized under the
Partnership Agreement, by the other Partners or by
the Partnership itself. Further, Bailey acknowledges
that such withdrawals were made between April 1,
1996 and September 30, 1999, in the total net amount
of One Million Three Hundred Forty- One Thousand
Dollars ($1,341,000.00) after credit for a Six
Hundred Thousand Dollar ($600,000.00) deposit.

App. Vol. I at 79. At trial, after Bailey rested, the
government presented one rebuttal witness, Bruce
Wilgers, a partner and plaintiff in the civil suit, and
asked him the following three questions about the
settlement agreement:

Q Did the Defendant agree and admit that he had
withdrawn from partnership accounts and placed in
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accounts controlled by him personally withdrawals
which were not authorized under the partnership
agreement?

Q Did the Defendant admit that the partners had
never given--individual partners had never given him
permission to withdraw funds from his--from the
partnership accounts and deposit them into his
personal account?

Q And did the Defendant admit that he had, without

authority and authorization, withdrawn over

$1,313,0007

App. Vol. III at 753-54. Wilgers answered all three
questions affirmatively. Bailey made no objection to the
testimony, so we again review only for plain error.
Bailey argues the admission of this testimony violates
Fed.R.Evid. 408, that the government's presentation of
it was misconduct and that the court's failure to exclude
it was plain error.

Rule 408 provides in pertinent part:
Evidence of (1) furnishing or offering or promising to
furnish, or (2) accepting or offering or promising to
accept, a valuable consideration in compromising or
attempting to compromise a claim which was
disputed as to either validity or amount, is not
admissible to prove liability for or invalidity of the
claim or its amount,.
Fed.R.Evid. 408. Pursuant to Fed.R.Evid. 1101(b), the
Federal Rules of Evidence "apply generally ... to
criminal cases and proceedings."

Our circuit has not yet addressed the question of
whether Rule 408 applies to both criminal and civil
proceedings, or whether it only applies to civil
proceedings in which a party seeks to admit evidence
regarding a settlement. The Second, Sixth, and Seventh
Circuits have held that it applies only to civil
proceedings. Thus, in those circuits the Rule does not
bar the introduction in a criminal proceeding of
evidence of a settlement. See United States v. Logan,
250 F.3d 350, 367 (6th Cir.2001) ("[W]e conclude, as
have the Second and Seventh Circuits, that Rule 408
does not serve to prohibit the use of evidence from
settlement negotiations in a criminal case."); Manko v.
United States. 87 F.3d 50, 54-55 (2d Cir.1996) ("[W]e
reaffirm our conclusion in [United States v.] Gonzalez
[.748 F.2d 74 (2d Cir.1984) ] that the underlying policy
considerations of Rule 408 are inapplicable in criminal
cases."); United States v. Prewitt, 34 F.3d 436. 439 (7th
Cir.1994) ( "Rule 408 should not be applied to criminal
cases.").

The Fifth Circuit has held it applies in both civil and
criminal proceedings. See United States v. Hays, 872
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F.2d 582, 588-89 (5th Cir.1989) (holding that Rule 408
applies in a criminal proceeding as well as a civil
proceeding to bar evidence of a settlement agreement).
The Fourth Circuit and the D.C. Circuit have suggested
in dicta that Rule 408 may apply in a criminal
proceeding. See United States v. Graham, 91 F.3d 213,
218 (D.C.Cir.1996) ( "The subject of [Rule 408] is the
admissibility of evidence (in a civil or criminal case) of
negotiations undertaken to 'compromise a claim.' ");
United States v. Peed, 714 F.2d 7, 9-10 (4th Cir.1983)
(noting that defendant characterized certain statements
as "an offer to compromise a civil claim, which under
Fed.R.Evid. 408 cannot be introduced [in the criminal
proceeding before it] as evidence of liability"); see also
United States v. Skeddle, 176 F.R.D. 254, 256
(N.D.Ohio_ 1997) (disagreeing with government's
argument that Rule 408 does not apply in criminal
proceedings, noting that "[n]othing in Rule 408 limits
its application to civil litigation that was preceded by or
included settlement negotiations™); State v. Gano, 92
Hawai'i 161, 988 P.2d 1153, 1159-60 (Haw.1999)
(discussing cases and concluding that "Rule 408 does
apply in criminal proceedings").

Commentators are divided on the point, although a
majority appear to agree with the Fifth Circuit's position
that Rule 408 should bar evidence of settlements in both
civil and criminal proceedings. See, e.g., 2 Jack B.
Weinstein & Margaret A. Berger, Weinstein's Federal
Evidence § 408.08[6] (2d ed.1997) (stating that
evidence of settlement should be barred in both
criminal and civil proceedings); 23 Charles Alan
Wright & Kenneth W. Graham, Jr., Federal Practice
and Procedure § 5308 (Supp.2002) ("Rule 408 would
make covered compromise evidence inadmissible in
criminal as well as civil proceedings."); John W.
Strong, McCormick on Evidence § 266 (5th ed. 1999)
("If the transaction on which the prosecution is based
also gives rise to a civil cause of action, a compromise
or offer of compromise to the civil claim should be
privileged when offered at the criminal trial if no
agreement to stifle the criminal prosecution was
involved."); Todd W. Blanche, When Two Worlds
Collide: Examining the Second Circuit's Reasoning in
Admitting Evidence of Civil Settlements in Criminal
Trials, 67 Brook. L.Rev. 527, 528 (2001) (noting that
"[m]ost other courts and leading evidence treatises
conclude that settlements and negotiations should be
protected under Rule 408 not only in civil trials, but
also in criminal proceedings").

The Sixth, Seventh and Second circuits have relied
upon what they call the "plain langnage" of the Rule as
well as "the primary policy consideration that underlies
the purpose of Rule 408" to find it applicable only to
civil proceedings. Logan, 250 F.3d at 367. Thus,
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"words such as 'validity' and 'claim' establish that the
drafters of the Rule intended for it to apply solely in a
civil context." I/d. (discussing United States v. Baker,
926 F.2d 179, 180 (2d Cir.1991)); see also Prewitt, 34
F.3d at 439 ("The clear reading of this rule suggests
that it should apply only to civil proceedings,
specifically the language concerning validity and
amount of a claim."). Additionally, those courts
conclude that the policy considerations underlying Rule
408--to encourage the settlement of civil cases--either
has no application to criminal cases, or is "heavily
outweighed by the public interest in prosecuting
criminal matters." Logan, 250 F.3d at 367.

On the other hand, those courts and commentators who

conclude that Rule 408 should apply in both civil and
criminal proceedings to bar evidence of settlements also
rely on the language of Rule 408 and the Rules of
Evidence generally, as well as the dramatic effect
evidence of an admission of liability could have upon a
criminal defendant. Thus, "Rule 1101(b) explicitly
states that the rules of evidence 'apply generally' to
criminal cases and criminal proceedings." Skeddle, 176
E.R.D. at 256. Further, nothing in the language of the
Rule explicitly excludes its application to criminal
proceedings.

Additionally, Rule 408 specifically states that it "does

not require exclusion when the evidence is offered for
another purpose, such as proving bias or prejudice of a
witness, negativing a contention of undue delay, or
proving an effort to obstruct a criminal investigation or
prosecution." Fed.R.Evid. 408. Courts approving Rule
408's application in criminal proceedings note that "[t]o
construe the rule as applying only in civil proceedings
would render the final sentence of the rule
unnecessary." Gano, 988 P.2d at 1159; see also
Skeddle. 176 F.R.D. at 257 (noting its "agree [ment]
with defendants that if Rule 408 did not apply in
criminal cases, there would be no need to carve out an
exception for certain circumstances in criminal cases").
Finally, those courts cite other powerful policy concerns
suggesting that Rule 408 should bar settlement evidence
in criminal cases: "It does not tax the imagination to
envision the juror who retires to deliberate with the
notion that if the defendants had done nothing wrong,
they would not have paid the money back.” Hays, 872
F.2d at 589: Gano, 988 P.2d at 1159 ("[W]e believe
that the potential impact of evidence regarding a civil
settlement agreement is even more profound in criminal
proceedings than it is in civil proceedings.").

[24] Although the question is a very close one, we
agree with those courts which apply Rule 408 to bar
settlement evidence in both criminal and civil
proceedings. We reach this conclusion for essentially
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the same reasons stated by those courts: the Federal
Rules of Evidence apply generally to both civil and
criminal proceedings; nothing in Rule 408 explicitly
states that it is inapplicable to criminal proceedings;
[FN6] the final sentence is arguably unnecessary if the
Rule does not apply to criminal proceedings at all; and
the potential prejudicial effect of the admission of
evidence of a settlement can be more devastating to a
criminal defendant than to a civil litigant.

[25] Having concluded that it was error to admit
evidence of the settlement, we must determine whether
it was plain error, which requires a finding that the error
affected substantial rights by "affect[ing] the outcome
of the trial." Haney, 318 F.3d at 1166. We conclude
that it did not. There was ample other evidence
establishing the substance of what Wilgers testified the
settlement agreement contained--that Bailey had
knowingly and intentionally taken money from the
Partnership accounts and placed it in his own account,
in contravention of the Partnership Agreement; that the
partners did not give him permission to do that; and that
he had withdrawn in excess of $1 million without
authorization from the partnership. Moreover, the
testimony did not indicate that Bailey was "furnishing
or offering or promising to furnish ... a valuable
consideration” under Rule 408. It simply recounted
Bailey's conduct in connection with the Partnership.
While evidence that Bailey had admitted such conduct
in the civil settlement added to the body of evidence
before the jury about Bailey's conduct, it did not affect
the outcome of the trial.

VII. Application of the Sentencing Guidelines

[26] The district court sentenced Bailey to 57 months'
imprisonment. Bailey argues the court erred in its
calculation of loss, its application of the abuse-of-trust
enhancement, and in its refusal to grant a two-level
reduction for acceptance of responsibility. "We review
a district court's interpretation of the Sentencing
Guidelines de novo, and its factual findings for clear
error, giving due deference to the district court's
application of the guidelines to the facts." United States
v. Brown, 314 F.3d 1216, 1222 (10th Cir.2003).

A. Amount of Loss

[27] The district court determined that the amount of
loss attributable to Bailey's fraudulent scheme was
$951,759.05. The guidelines state that "[t]he sentencing
Judge is in a unique position to assess the evidence and
estimate the loss based upon that evidence. For this
reason, the court's loss determination is entitled to
appropriate deference.” USSG § 2B1.1, comment.
(n.2(C)). The guidelines further provide that the loss
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"shall be reduced by ... [t}he money returned ... by the
defendant ... to the victim before the offense was
detected.” USSG § 2B1 .1, comment. (n.2(E)). Bailey
argues that the amount of loss should have been
reduced by the $600,000 he borrowed from his parents
and put into the Partnership accounts.

The district court made the following findings with
respect to that $600,000:

Although defendant's exhibit B shows $600,000
wired from defendant's account to partnership
accounts, there is no evidence that all of those funds
were actually given 'to the victim[s]' before his
crimes were detected. After reinvesting the funds in
partnership accounts, defendant apparently lost
substantial sums before the victims received any
benefit from defendant's cash infusion. The court has
been provided with no means to track the infused
funds after they were reinvested to sufficiently credit
them against losses sustained. Ultimately, only
$369,676.32 remained in the partnership account at
the time it was dissolved. Although it might be
argued that the investors benefitted from defendant's
cash infusion to the extent that, without it, no money
would have been left in the partnership account upon
dissolution, there is no evidence by which a dollar
amount of the benefit "to the victims" can be
determined. The fact remains that defendant did not
return any money directly to his investors before his
offenses were detected.

Memorandum and Order at 7-8, App. Vol. l at 223-24.
Those findings are not clearly erroneous. Giving
appropriate deference to the district court's application
of the guidelines to the facts, we affirm its
determination of the amount of loss.

B. Abuse of Trust Enhancement

[28] The district court enhanced Bailey's sentence by
two points for abuse of a position of trust under USSG
§ 3B1.3. Applying the standard of review set out above,
we affirm the district court's enhancement of Bailey's
sentence for abuse of a position of trust.

As the district court noted, the application notes to the
guidelines specifically provide that the abuse-of-trust
enhancement applies where a defendant holds himself
out to be a legitimate investment broker as a part of a
scheme to defraud:
This adjustment ... applies in a case in which the
defendant provides sufficient indicia to the victim
that the defendant legitimately holds a position of
private or public trust when, in fact, the defendant
does not. For example, the adjustment applies in the
case of a defendant who (A) perpetrates a financial
fraud by leading an investor to believe the defendant
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is a legitimate investment broker.

USSG § 3B1.3. comment. (n.2). See United States v.
Queen_4 F.3d 925, 929 n. 3 (10th Cir.1993) ("To
invoke § 3B1.3, the defendant must either occupy a
formal position of trust or must create sufficient indicia
that he occupies such a position of trust that he should
be held accountable as if he did occupy such a
position."). Bailey argues that he "never held himself
out to his investors as anything more than an
unlicenced, unregistered, amateur, experimental
investor." Appellant's Br. at 58. We disagree. We affirm
the district court's finding, after its careful review of the
evidence in this case, that Bailey clearly held himself
out to be a legitimate investment broker and
accordingly abused a position of trust under § 3B1.3.

C. Acceptance of Responsibility

[29][301[31]{32] Finally, Bailey argues the district
court erred in refusing to grant him a sentence reduction
for acceptance of responsibility. "The district court's
acceptance of responsibility determination is subject to
the clearly erroneous standard of review." United States
v. _Quarrell, 310 F.3d 664, 682 (10th Cir.2002).
Further, "[b]ecause the 'sentencing judge is in a unique
position to evaluate a defendant's acceptance of
responsibility,’ his or her decision is 'entitled to great
deference on review.' " Id. (quoting USSG § 3EL.1,
comment. (n.5)). Bailey bears the burden of proving
acceptance of responsibility. /d. "In 'rare situations' a
defendant may receive credit for acceptance of
responsibility even though he exercised his right to a
trial." Id_

We agree with the district court's assessment that "[t]he
overall tenor of this case at trial was that, although
defendant committed the acts, he actively denied any
intent to defraud.” Memorandum and Order at 12-13,
App. Vol. I at 228-29. Bailey repeatedly asserted he
may have made some mistakes, failed to keep accurate
records, perhaps was sloppy, and continued to claim
that at least some of his partners actually encouraged
him to invest in futures. Bailey never admitted that he
had any intent to defraud, nor did he acknowledge that
his actions were criminal. We affirm the district court's
finding that "there is absolutely no indication here that
defendant accepted responsibility for any criminal
conduct prior to trial, or after, for that matter." /d. at
230. See United States v. Hill, 197 F.3d 436, 446-47
(10th Cir.1999) (affirming denial of acceptance of
responsibility reduction where defendant argued "that
his conduct was innocent and without intention to
defraud" victim). We therefore affirm the court's refusal
to grant Bailey a reduction for acceptance of
responsibility.
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CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, we AFFIRM Bailey's
conviction and sentence.

ENI. A few partners had apparently "cashed
out" of the Partnership, and Bailey had
returned their money in full. The total sum
"cashed out" was less than $100,000.

FN2. At the time Ruane and Joseph met,
Ruane was the "proposed Class representative
in the recently certified class action against"
Bailey. Second Ruane Aff. at § 4, App. Vol.
VIat914.

FN3. Bailey has filed a motion, referred to this
panel, to unseal those documents and
pleadings filed under seal. The motion is not
opposed, in writing or at oral argument of this
appeal, and the materials in the sealed portion
of the record were discussed in the briefs and
at oral argument. Further, we fully considered
the entire record, including those parts under
seal. The motion is granted.

EN4. At oral argument of this appeal, there
was a suggestion that Bailey's argument about
disqualification of Joseph was more properly
framed as a claimed violation of his due
process rights by the district court's denial of
a continuance when Bailey decided to obtain
a third attorney a few weeks before his trial
commenced. Assuming, arguendo, that this
issue is even properly before us, we conclude
that Bailey's due process rights were not
violated in this case.

After Joseph was disqualified, Bailey retained
Jack Focht as his attorney. No one suggests
that Focht's representation, which lasted more
than three months, was anything other than
exemplary. On November 7, 2001, some
twenty days before trial was to commence, the
district court was contacted by Steven Rosel,
who stated that Bailey had contacted him
about possibly representing Bailey but that he
(Rosel) could not be ready to go to trial in
twenty days. The court informed Rosel that it
would grant no continuance. Nonetheless, on
November 12, Rosel entered his appearance as
Bailey's counsel, replacing Focht. Rosel made
no formal motion for a continuance. Bailey
suggests that the court's initial disqualification
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of Joseph, in conjunction with its denial of a
continuance, set in motion a chain of events
which led to his representation at trial by
Rosel, whom he (Bailey) alleges was
unprepared and provided poor representation
in various ways. However, Bailey overlooks
the fact that his own decision to terminate
Focht's services, for reasons which he does not
even attempt to explain, caused him to be
represented at trial by Rosel.

ENS. The district court also instructed the jury
that the government had to establish that
Bailey's actions "occurred, in whole or in part,
in Kansas.” App. Vol. I at 157.

FNG6. As the district court in Skeddle pointed
out, the drafters of the Rules knew how to
expressly exclude criminal proceedings from
the Rules' application when they wanted to:
"Rule 803(8)(b) provides that public records
are not to be excluded as hearsay when setting
forth matters observed pursuant to a duty
imposed by law, except 'in criminal cases
[involving] matters observed by police
officers and other law enforcement personnel.
" Skeddle, 176 F.R.D. at 257 (quoting
Fed.R.Evid. 803(8)(B)). We must assume that
the drafters' failure to make any express
exclusion in 408 for criminal proceedings was
meaningful.

2003 WL 1958047, 327 F.3d 1131

END OF DOCUMENT
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Memorandum To: Advisory Committee on Evidence Rules
From: Dan Capra, Reporter

Re: Possible Amendment to Rule 410

Date: November 1, 2003

This memorandum is intended to assist the Committee in its consideration of a possible
amendment to Evidence Rule 410. The possibility of an amendment to Rule 410 arose out of the
Committee’s work on Rule 408. As the Committee and the Reporter considered a possible
amendment to Rule 408, it encountered some case law holding that Rule 408 excluded statements
and offers made by prosecutors in guilty plea negotiations. The Committee noted that the analysis
in these cases was faulty, because Rule 408, by its terms, covers only those statements and offers that
are made in the course of settling civi/ claims. The Committee determined that if statements and
offers by prosecutors are to be protected, that protection should be provided by Rule 410-the Rule
designed to cover statements and offers made in guilty plea negotiations.

The problem, however, is that Rule 410 does not, by its terms, protect the government. It
provides that certain statements and offers in guilty plea negotiations cannot be admitted “against
the defendant”. The Committee at its Fall 2002 meeting determined that, on the merits, statements
and offers made by the prosecutor during plea negotiations should be as protected as similar
statements and offers by the defendant. The Committee directed the Reporter to prepare a
memorandum discussing a possible amendment to Rule 410 that would provide such protection for
prosecution statements and offers.

At the Spring 2003 meeting, the Committee considered the draft of an amendment to Rule
410 and directed the Reporter to prepare a memorandum for further consideration of an amendment
to Rule 410 at the Fall 2003 meeting.

This memorandum is in four parts. Part One sets forth the existing Rule 410, and provides
a short discussion of case law treatment of prosecution statements and offers under that Rule and
under Rule 408. Part Two discusses Committee determinations on the Rule up to this point. Part
Three discusses and addresses the suggestions and concerns that were expressed about the text of
the proposed amendment at the Spring 2003 meeting. Part Four provides a model for amending Rule
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410 should the Committee decide to proceed.

Ifthe Committee does decide to proceed with an amendment, it can be carried forward as part
of a possible “package” of amendments that could be presented to the Standing Committee in the
Spring of 2004. Or it could be presented to the Standing Committee in January, 2004, for publication
in August.



I. RULE 410 AND THE CASE LAW ON THE ADMISSIBILITY OF
PROSECUTION STATEMENTS AND OFFERS MADE IN GUILTY PLEA
NEGOTIATIONS

The Rule
Rule 410 provides as follows:
Rule 410. Inadmissibility of Pleas, Plea Discussions, and Related Statements

Except as otherwise provided in this rule, evidence of the following is not, in any
civil or criminal proceeding, admissible against the defendant who made the plea or was
a participant in the plea discussions:

(1) a plea of guilty which was later withdrawn;

(2) a plea of nolo contendere;

(3) any statement made in the course of any proceedings under Rule 11 of the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure or comparable state procedure regarding either of the foregoing
pleas; or

(4) any statement made in the course of plea discussions with an attorney for the
prosecuting authority which do not result in a plea of guilty or which result in a plea of guilty
later withdrawn.

However, such a statement is admissible (i) in any proceeding wherein another
statement made in the course of the same plea or plea discussions has been introduced and the
statement ought in fairness to be considered contemporaneously with it, or (ii) in a criminal
proceeding for perjury or false statement if the statement was made by the defendant under
oath, on the record and in the presence of counsel.

The Case Law

There are only a handful of cases discussing the admissibility of statements and offers by
prosecutors in guilty plea negotiations. What follows is a description of those cases:

1. United States v. Verdoorn, 528 F.2d 103, 107 (8" Cir. 1976): In this case, the defendant
wanted to introduce offers and statements made by the government during plea negotiations; the
government had apparently offered a deal to every living soul other than the defendant, and the
defendant wanted to use that evidence to show something improper about governmental motivation.
The problem for the government was that statements and offers by the prosecution are not protected
under Rule 410. So the government relied on Rule 408. The court agreed with the government,
reasoning that the “principles” of Rule 408 warranted exclusion of the government’s offers in a
criminal case.



Comment: While the result may be correct on the merits, the analysis is faulty. It is
clear that Rule 408 does not cover anything that happens in guilty plea negotiations. It only
covers efforts to settle a civil claim.

2. United States v. Delgado, 903 F.2d 1495 (11" Cir. 1990): The defendants argued that the
government’s agreement to drop conspiracy charges against a cooperating accomplice should have
been admitted as a government admission that no conspiracy existed. The Court found no error in
excluding the agreement. The Court noted that “by holding that the government admits innocence
when it dismisses charges under a plea agreement, we would effectively put an end to the use of plea
agreements to obtain the assistance of defendants as witnesses against alleged co-conspirators.”

The Delgado Court did not rely on, or even mention, Rules 408 or 410. Rather, it concluded
that the government’s agreement to drop charges was properly excluded under Rule 403:

Even if such evidence is relevant, it would not be admissible under Rule 403. If the evidence
were admitted, the government's counsel likely would take the stand and testify that the
charges were dropped for reasons unrelated to the guilt of the defendant. The reasons
expressed by the government's counsel could be highly incriminating with regard to the
defendant who is seeking to have the evidence admitted. Thus, the district court should
probably hold the technically admissible opinion evidence inadmissible because it would open
the door to evidence on collateral issues that would likely confuse the jury.

3. United States v. Greene, 995 F.2d 793, 798 (8th Cir.1993): This is a case, like Verdoorn,
in which the defendant sought to admit statements by the government during plea negotiations. The
court followed the circuit precedent of Verdoorn and concluded that "[u]nder the rationale of
Fed.R.Evid. 408, which relates to the general admissibility of compromises and offers to compromise,
government proposals concerning pleas should be excludable."

4. United States v. Biaggi, 909 F.2d 662 (2d Cir. 1990): One of the defendants wanted to
admit the fact that he had rejected an immunity deal offered by the government. His theory was that
the rejection of immunity was evidence of “consciousness of innocence.” The Court held that it was
error to exclude the evidence. The government relied on Rule 410 as a source of exclusion. The Court
analyzed the applicability of Rule 410 to the rejection of immunity agreements in the following
passage:

The Government also contends that evidence of immunity negotiations should be
excluded because of the same considerations that bar evidence of plea negotiations.
Preliminarily, we note that plea negotiations are inadmissible "against the defendant," Fed.



R. Crim. P. 11(e)(6); Fed. R. Evid. 410, and it does not necessarily follow that the
Government is entitled to a similar shield. More fundamentally, the two types of negotiations
differ markedly in their probative effect when they are sought to be offered against the
Government. When a defendant rejects an offer of immunity on the ground that he is unaware
of any wrongdoing about which he could testify, his action is probative of a state of mind
devoid of guilty knowledge. Though there may be reasons for rejecting the offer that are
consistent with guilty knowledge, such as fear of reprisal from those who would be
inculpated, a jury is entitled to believe that most people would jump at the chance to obtain
an assurance of immunity from prosecution and to infer from rejection of the offer that the
accused lacks knowledge of wrongdoing. That the jury might not draw the inference urged by
the defendant does not strip the evidence of probative force.

Rejection of an offer to plead guilty to reduced charges could also evidence an
innocent state of mind, but the inference is not nearly so strong as rejection of an opportunity
to preclude all exposure to a conviction and its consequences. A plea rejection might simply
mean that the defendant prefers to take his chances on an acquittal by the jury, rather than
accept the certainty of punishment after a guilty plea. We need not decide whether a defendant
is entitled to have admitted a rejected plea bargain. Cf United States v. Verdoorn, 528 F.2d
103 (8th Cir. 1976) (approving exclusion of a rejected plea bargain offered by a defendant to
prove prosecutor's zeal, rather than defendant's innocent state of mind). The probative force
of a rejected immunity offer is clearly strong enough to render it relevant.

The Court found that under the circumstances the probative value of rejection of complete
immunity was not substantially outweighed by any prejudicial effect or confusion. Therefore it should
have been admitted under Rule 403.

Comment: Biaggi does not deal directly with the question of whether statements and
offers by the government are excluded by Rule 410 or any other Evidence Rule. The question
in Biaggi was whether the defendant’s rejection of a prosecutor’s offer should be admitted.
Moreover, the Court takes pains to distinguish rejection of immunity from rejection of an offer
to plead guilty, so the case doesn’t say much at all about statements and offers to plead guilty
made by prosecutors. Nonetheless, the Court goes out of its way to point out that Rule 410, as
written, is not a two-way street.

5. Brooks v. State, 763 So. 2d 859 (Miss. 2000): This is an interesting state case construing
Mississippi Evidence Rule 410, which is virtually identical to the Federal Rule. The defendant
contended that it was error for the prosecutor to argue in closing argument that the government
offered the defendant a plea bargain and the defendant rejected it. The prosecutor contrasted the
defendant’s actions with those of a codefendant who did accept a plea bargain; thus the inference
sought was that the defendant was guilty and was just wasting everyone’s time by going to trial. The



Court agreed with the defendant that the prosecution violated Rule 410. It recognized that evidence
of a plea offer made by the prosecution and rejected by the defendant “does not fall squarely under”
any of the exclusionary language in Rule 410. It declared, however, that “the prosecutor's statement
violates the spirit of Rule 410.”

Comment: The Court is not completely correct that the evidence did not fall squarely
under the language of the Rule. Part of the evidence did. The defendant’s rejection of a plea
bargain, when offered by the government, is clearly covered by the Rule, which excludes all
statements made in the course of plea discussions that do not result in a guilty plea. The
defendant’s rejection of the government’s offer in Brooks is certainly a “statement” covered by
the Rule. But the prosecution’s offer is not itself covered by the Rule, which is undoubtedly why
the Court got somewhat confused.

6. United States v. Fell, 2002 U.S.Dist. Lexis 21402 (D.Vt.): The Court held that statements
made by the government in failed plea negotiations would not be admissible. It recognized that Rule
410 did not directly exclude such statements. But it noted that if the prosecutor’s statements were
admitted, it would probably require some of the defendant’s statements to be admitted as well, under
the doctrine of completeness that is set forth in the last paragraph of Rule 410. Given these
consequences, the Court exercised its discretion to exclude the prosecution’s statements.



I1I. Committee Determinations on Proposed Amendment to Rule 410

As a policy matter, the Committee determined at its Fall 2002 meeting that government
statements and offers in plea negotiations should be excluded from a criminal trial, in the same way
that a defendant’s statements are excluded. A mutual rule of exclusion would encourage a free flow
of discussion that is necessary to efficient guilty plea negotiations; there is no good reason to protect
only the statements of a defendant in a guilty plea negotiation. The Committee also determined,
however, that if an amendment is required to protect government statements and offers in guilty plea
negotiations, that amendment should be placed in Rule 410, not Rule 408, which, by its terms, covers
statements and offers of compromise made in the course of attempting to settle a civil claim. Rule
410, which governs efforts to settle criminal charges, is the appropriate place for any amendment that
would exclude statements and offers in guilty plea negotiations.

The Committee directed the Reporter to prepare a draft of an amendment to Rule 410 that
would exclude statements and offers made by the government during guilty plea negotiations. That
draft was reviewed and considered at the Spring 2003 meeting.

While the Committee adhered unanimously to the position that statements made by
prosecutors in guilty plea negotiations should be protected, some concerns were expressed about the
consequences of an amendment to Rule 410. If the Rule were amended simply to provide that offers
and statements in guilty plea negotiations were not admissible “against the government,” this might
provide too broad an exclusion. It would exclude, for example, statements made by the defendant
during plea negotiations that could be offered against the government, for example, to prove that the
defendant had made a prior consistent statement, or to prove that the defendant believed in his own
innocence, or was not trying to obstruct an investigation. Thus, the Committee resolved that any
change to Rule 410 should specify that the government’s protection would be limited to statements
and offers made by prosecutors during guilty plea negotiations.

The Committee also considered two other possible problems with Rule 410 that might be
clarified if an amendment were to be proposed on other grounds. Those questions are: 1) whether the
Rule’s protection should cover guilty pleas that are either rejected by the court or vacated on
review—currently the Rule specifically covers only guilty pleas that are “withdrawn”; 2) whether the
Rule should specify that its protections are inapplicable if the defendant breaches the plea agreement.

Asto the applicability of the Rule to rejected and vacated pleas, the Committee was generally
agreed that the question has not arisen often enough in the courts to justify an amendment on its own.
However, if the Rule is to be amended on other grounds, the Committee agreed that it would be useful
to clarify that the protections of the Rule are applicable to rejected and vacated pleas as well as to
withdrawn pleas. Committee members noted that as a policy matter, there was no basis for
distinguishing a withdrawn plea from a plea that is rejected or vacated. In any of these cases, the
policy of protecting plea negotiations warrants protection from these subsequent unforeseen
developments—otherwise negotiations are likely to be chilled by uncertainty.




As to treatment of pleas that have been breached, the Committee was in general agreement
that any attempt to clarify the Rule would be likely to cause more problems than it solved. For one
thing, it would be difficult to write a rule that would determine with any clarity whether an agreement
was breached or not. Should the exception be limited to material breaches, for example? What kind
of breach would be “material” ? Committee members resolved that the question of admissibility of
plea negotiations after an asserted breach could be handled by agreement between the parties and by
a reviewing court.

The Committee also considered a then-recent Second Circuit case holding that the protections
of Rule 410 do not apply to statements made in plea negotiations with a foreign government. The
Committee considered whether an amendment to Rule 410 to protect prosecution statements might
also usefully include language providing that negotiations with foreign prosecutors are (or are not)
protected. The Committee resolved that the question of the extraterritorial effect of Rule 410 had not
been vetted sufficiently in the courts to justify an amendment at this point.

Finally, the Committee agreed that the question of whether the protections of Rule 410 can
be waived should be addressed in the Committee Note and not in the Rule. The Supreme Court has
decided that the defendant can agree to the use of statements made in plea negotiations to impeach
him should he testify at trial, but courts are still working out whether the power to waive the
protections of Rule 410 extends to other situations. Thus, it would be counterproductive to codify a
waiver rule in the text. But it would be important to acknowledge the waiver rule in the Committee
Note, to prevent speculation that any amendment was rejecting Supreme Court precedent on the
subject.

The Committee resolved to give further consideration to an amendment to Rule 410 that
would protect statements by the prosecutor during guilty plea negotiations. The Reporter was directed
to prepare a revised draft of a model amendment to Rule 410 that would protect prosecution
statements when offered against the government by the defendant who was the other party in the
negotiations. The revised model would also specify that the protections of the Rule would apply to
rejected and vacated pleas. Finally, as a stylistic matter, the final paragraph of the existing Rule
should be restylized so that it does not begin with “However”.

One point of contention among Committee members was how the amendment should apply
in multiple defendant cases. For example, if the government makes a statement or offer to one
defendant, could it be admitted against the government by another defendant not involved in the
negotiations? Some members of the Committee suggested that the prosecutor’s protections should
be defendant-specific, and that any risk of prejudice to the government from the use of the
prosecution’s statements and offers in a multi-defendant case could be remedied by a limiting
instruction. The Department of Justice objected that a limiting instruction would be ineffective, and
that Rule 410 should be amended to preclude any use of prosecution statements and offers covered
by the Rule, whether or not the defendant is the party to whom the statement or offer was made. The
next section discusses this disagreement over the proper scope of the amendment.



IT1. Rule 410 and Defendant-Specific Admissibility of Prosecution Statements and
Offers Made in Guilty Plea Negotiations

It appears that the only issue in dispute concerning an amendment to Rule 410 is whether a
prosecution’s statements and offers made to one defendant in guilty plea negotiations can be used by
another defendant. The apparent consensus at the Spring 2003 meeting was that the protection should
be defendant-specific, and that any harm to the government through use by another defendant can be
corrected by a limiting instruction. Assume, for example, that in a multiple defendant case, the
prosecutor offers a substantially lesser charge to one of the defendants, or makes a statement
indicating his belief that the defendants might have a strong defense. Then the deal does not go
through. Under a “defendant-specific” amendment, the defendant to whom the statement or offer was
made could not admit any of this information. But a codefendant could admit this evidence as proof
of the prosecution’s recognition of the weakness of its case. The justification given at the meeting for
a “defendant-specific” limitation is that the protection afforded to defendants under Rule 410 is party-
specific (so that the statements otherwise protected under Rule 410 could be used against other
defendants if otherwise admissible under a hearsay exception), so the same should be true for the
protection afforded to the government.

The Department of Justice representative objected to this “defendant-specific” protection, for
obvious reasons. It can be argued that the DOJ concerns are overstated, because the government can
always seek protection under Rule 403. But on the other hand, it could be argued that the
government’s objection has merit in light of the policy of Rule 410, which is to protect and encourage
guilty plea negotiations. The government is the unitary adversary against every defendant. If a
prosecutor has to be concerned that statements and offers made to one defendant could be used by
others, then it is probably less likely that such statements and offers will be made in the first place.
In contrast, an individual defendant would not be concerned that his statements in guilty plea
negotiations could be used against others. Presumably, he would only be concerned that such
statements could be used against himself. Because the government is in a different position than any
specific defendant, an argument can be made that the “defendant-specific” limitation should not be
applied against the government. That is, in order to encourage guilty plea negotiations, each side
should be completely protected from disclosure; and that would mean that the statements could not
be used against the defendant who made the communications, or against the government (except
under the limited, and justifiable, conditions of the last sentence of the Rule).

The Committee’s previous discussion of a “defendant-specific” limitation in Rule 410
stemmed from an impromptu suggestion of a Committee member. It may be that the Committee may
wish to discuss the question more fully at the Fall 2003 meeting. The object of the discussion would
be how best to effectuate the policy of Rule 410, which is to encourage free discussions during guilty
plea negotiations.



IV. MODELS FOR A POSSIBLE AMENDMENT TO RULE 410

This section sets forth two models for a possible amendment to Rule 410, should the
Committee determine that such an amendment is necessary. Both models set forth the changes on
which the Committee has tentatively agreed:

1. Statements and offers by the government should be protected.

2. The protections of the Rule should be extended to rejected and vacated pleas.

3. The term “against the government” should be changed to clarify that it is the statements and
offers of the prosecutor that are protected.

4. The Committee Note should specify that there is no intent to affect or limit the waiver
analysis applied by the Supreme Court in Mezzanatto.
Thus, the only difference between the models is that the first model includes a “defendant-specific”
limitation in the Rule, while the second model does not.

Both models deal with the question of waiver and in the Committee Note, by indicating that
there is no intent to affect that case and its progeny. If the Committee wishes to treat the problem of

waiver in the text of the Rule, then the models can be adjusted accordingly.

Both models also deal with the Biaggi question—the admissibility of the defendant’s rejection
of an offer of immunity—in the Note.
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Model One: Defendant-Specific Protection

Rule 410. Inadmissibility of Pleas, Plea Discussions, and Related Statements

Except as otherwise provided in this rule, evidence of the following is not, in any civil
or criminal proceeding, admissible against the defendant who made the plea or was a
participant in the plea discussions:

(1) a plea of guilty which that was later withdrawn, rejected or vacated;

(2) a plea of nolo contendere,

(3) any statement made in the course of any proceedings under Rule 11 of the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure or comparable state procedure regarding either of the foregoing
pleas; or

(4) any statement made in the course of plea discussions with an attorney for the
prosecuting authority whteh that do not result in a plea of guilty or which that result in a plea
of guilty later withdrawn, rejected or vacated.; or

(5) any statement or offer made in the course of plea discussions by an attorney for the
prosecuting authority, when proffered by the defendant to whom the statement or offer was
made.

However;—such—a Such a statement is admissible, however, (i) in any proceeding
wherein another statement made in the course of the same plea or plea discussions has been
introduced and the statement ought in fairness to be considered contemporaneously with it,
or (ii) in a criminal proceeding for perjury or false statement if the statement was made by the
defendant under oath, on the record and in the presence of counsel.

Model One Committee Note
Rule 410 has been amended to provide the following changes:

1. The government, as well as the defendant, is entitled to invoke the protections of
the Rule. Courts have held that statements and offers by prosecutors during guilty plea
negotiations are inadmissible, using a variety of theories. See, e.g., United States v. Verdoorn,
528 F.2d 103, 107 (8" Cir. 1976) (relying on the “principles” of Rule 408 even though that
Rule, by its terms, only governs attempts to compromise a civil claim); United States v.
Delgado, 903 F.2d 1495 (11™ Cir. 1990) (government offer properly excluded under Rule 403
because it would have confused the jury); Brooks v. State, 763 So. 2d 859 (Miss. 2000)
(relying on the “spirit” of state version of Rule 410 substantively identical to the Federal
Rule). The amendment endorses the results of this case law, but provides a unitary source of
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authority for excluding statements and offers by prosecutors during guilty plea negotiations.
Protecting those statements and offers will encourage the unrestrained candor from both sides
that produces effective plea discussions. The protection to the prosecution, however, applies
only if the evidence is offered by the defendant who was the party to the guilty plea
negotiations.

2. The protections of the Rule apply to statements and offers related to guilty pleas that
are rejected by the court or vacated on appeal or collateral attack. Given the policy of the rule
to promote plea negotiations, there is no reason to distinguish between guilty pleas that are
withdrawn and those that are either rejected by the court or vacated on direct or collateral
review.

Nothing in the amendment is intended to affect the rule and analysis set forth in
United States v. Mezzanatto, 513 U.S. 196 (1995), and its progeny. The Court in Mezzanatto
upheld an agreement in which the defendant knowingly and voluntarily waived the protections
of Rule 410 insofar as his statements made in plea negotiations could be used to impeach him
at trial. See also United States v. Burch, 156 F.3d 1315 (D.C. Cir. 1998) (reasoning that the
holding in Mezzanatto logically extends to permit agreements to use the defendant’s
statements during the prosecution’s case-in-chief); United States v. Rebbe, 314 F.3d 402 (9™
Cir. 2002) (reasoning that the rationale in Mezzanatto applies equally to waivers permitting
use of the defendant’s statements in rebuttal). Nor is the amendment intended to cover the
admissibility of the defendant’s rejection of an offer of immunity from prosecution, when that
rejection is probative of the defendant’s consciousness of innocence. In such a case, the
important evidence is the defendant’s rejection, not the government’s offer. See generally
United States v. Biaggi, 909 F.2d 662, 690 (2d Cir. 1990) (“a jury is entitled to believe that
most people would jump at the chance to obtain an assurance of immunity from prosecution
and to infer from rejection of the offer that the accused lacks knowledge of wrongdoing”).
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Model Two: Government Protected From Proffer By Any Defendant

Rule 410. Inadmissibility of Pleas, Plea Discussions, and Related Statements

Except as otherwise provided in this rule, evidence of the following is not, in any civil
or criminal proceeding, admissible against the defendant who made the plea or was a
participant in the plea discussions:

(1) a plea of guilty which that was later withdrawn, rejected or vacated,;

(2) a plea of nolo contendere;

(3) any statement made in the course of any proceedings under Rule 11 of the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure or comparable state procedure regarding either of the foregoing
pleas; or

(4) any statement made in the course of plea discussions with an attorney for the
prosecuting authority which that do not result in a plea of guilty or whteh that result in a plea
of guilty later withdrawn, rejected or vacated:;

(5) any statement or offer made in the course of plea discussions by an attorney for the
prosecuting authority.

However—such—a Such a statement is admissible, however, (i) in any proceeding
wherein another statement made in the course of the same plea or plea discussions has been
introduced and the statement ought in fairness to be considered contemporaneously with it,
or (ii) in a criminal proceeding for perjury or false statement if the statement was made by the
defendant under oath, on the record and in the presence of counsel.

Model Two Committee Note

Rule 410 has been amended to provide the following changes:

1. The government, as well as the defendant, is entitled to invoke the protections of
the Rule. Courts have held that statements and offers by prosecutors during guilty plea
negotiations are inadmissible, using a variety of theories. See, e.g., United States v. Verdoorn,
528 F.2d 103, 107 (8" Cir. 1976) (relying on the “principles” of Rule 408 even though that
Rule, by its terms, only governs attempts to compromise a civil claim); United States v.
Delgado, 903 F.2d 1495 (11" Cir. 1990) (government offer properly excluded under Rule 403
because it would have confused the jury); Brooks v. State, 763 So. 2d 859 (Miss. 2000)
(relying on the “spirit” of state version of Rule 410 substantively identical to the Federal
Rule). The amendment endorses the results of this case law, but provides a unitary source of
authority for excluding statements and offers by prosecutors during guilty plea negotiations.
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Protecting those statements and offers will encourage the unrestrained candor from both sides
that produces effective plea discussions. The protection to the prosecution applies evenif the
evidence is offered by a defendant who was not a party to the guilty plea negotiations. The
goal of the amendment is to assure that the prosecutor can speak freely, without concern that
statements made by the prosecution in guilty plea negotiations can be used against the
government. If the prosecutor must be concerned about use by other defendants, this will tend
to deter the open negotiations that are the objective of the Rule.

2. The protections of the Rule apply to statements and offers related to guilty pleas that
are rejected by the court or vacated on appeal or collateral attack. Given the policy of the rule
to promote plea negotiations, there is no reason to distinguish between guilty pleas that are
withdrawn and those that are either rejected by the court or vacated on direct or collateral
review.

Nothing in the amendment is intended to affect the rule and analysis set forth in
United States v. Mezzanatto, 513 U.S. 196 (1995), and its progeny. The Court in Mezzanatto
upheld an agreement in which the defendant knowingly and voluntarily waived the protections
of Rule 410 insofar as his statements made in plea negotiations could be used to impeach him
at trial. See also United States v. Burch, 156 F.3d 1315 (D.C. Cir. 1998) (reasoning that the
holding in Mezzanatto logically extends to permit agreements to use the defendant’s
statements during the prosecution’s case-in-chief); United States v. Rebbe, 314 F.3d 402 (9"
Cir. 2002) (reasoning that the rationale in Mezzanatto applies equally to waivers permitting
use of the defendant’s statements in rebuttal). Nor is the amendment intended to cover the
admissibility of the defendant’s rejection of an offer of immunity from prosecution, when that
rejection is probative of the defendant’s consciousness of innocence. In such a case, the
important evidence is the defendant’s rejection, not the government’s offer. See generally
United States v. Biaggi, 909 F.2d 662, 690 (2d Cir. 1990) (“a jury is entitled to believe that
most people would jump at the chance to obtain an assurance of immunity from prosecution
and to infer from rejection of the offer that the accused lacks knowledge of wrongdoing”).
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Rule 606(b) generally excludes juror affidavits or testimony concerning jury deliberations.
The stated exceptions to the Rule are where the juror statements are offered “‘on the question whether
extraneous prejudicial information was improperly brought to the jury’s attention or whether any
outside influence was improperly brought to bear upon any juror.”

Therule is silent on whether juror statements are admissible to prove that the verdict reported
by the jury was different from that actually agreed upon by the jurors. Courts have generally allowed
juror statements to prove errors in the rendering of the verdict, but there is dispute among the courts
as to the scope of this court-created exception to the Rule.

At its April 2002 meeting, the Committee directed the Reporter to prepare a report on a
possible amendment to Rule 606(b) that would clarify whether and to what extent juror testimony
can be admitted to prove some disparity between the verdict rendered and the verdict intended by
the jurors. Atits Spring 2003 meeting, the Committee agreed in principle on a proposed amendment
to Rule 606(b) that would be part of a possible package of amendments to be referred to the Standing
Committee in 2004.

This memorandum is divided into three parts. Part One sets forth the Rule, the Committee
Note, and the legislative history that bears on the question of what will be referred to in this
memorandum as a “differential” error, i.e., a difference between the result that the jury wished to
reach and the actual verdict rendered. Part Two describes the Committee’s work on the proposed
amendment to this point. Part Three sets forth the proposed amendment and Committee Note that
has been tentatively approved by the Committee. The Committee, if it wishes, can make changes to
the proposal at the Fall 2003 meeting. The proposal can then be considered once again for a final
review at the Spring 2004 Committee meeting; or it can be recommended to the Standing Committee
at its January meeting, for release to the public in August.



I. RULE 606(b) AND THE RELEVANT LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The Rule:
Rule 606(b) provides as follows:
Rule 606. Competency of Juror as Witness

(@) At the trial. — A member of the jury may not testify as a witness before that jury
in the trial of the case in which the juror is sitting as a juror. If the juror is called so to testify,
the opposing party shall be afforded an opportunity to object out of the presence of the jury.

(b) Inquiry into validity of verdict or indictment. — Upon an inquiry into the validity
of a verdict or indictment, a juror may not testify as to any matter or statement occurring
during the course of the jury’s deliberations or to the effect of anything upon that or any other
juror’s mind or emotions as influencing the juror to assent to or dissent from the verdict or
indictment or concerning the juror’s mental processes in connection therewith, except that
a juror may testify on the question whether extraneous prejudicial information was
improperly brought to the jury’s attention or whether any outside influence was improperly
brought to bear upon any juror. Nor may a juror’s affidavit or evidence of any statement by
the juror concerning a matter about which the juror would be precluded from testifying be
received for these purposes.

Advisory Committee Note:

The Advisory Committee Note to Rule 606(b) provides in pertinent part as follows:

Subdivision (b). Whether testimony, affidavits, or statements of jurors should be
received for the purpose of invalidating or supporting a verdict or indictment, and if so, under
what circumstances, has given rise to substantial differences of opinion. The familiar rubric
that a juror may not impeach his own verdict, dating from Lord Mansfield’s time, is a gross
oversimplification. The values sought to be promoted by excluding the evidence include
freedom of deliberation, stability and finality of verdicts, and protection of jurors
against annoyance and embarrassment. McDonald v. Pless, 238 U.S. 264, 35 S. Ct. 785,
59 L. Ed. 1300 (1915). On the other hand, simply putting verdicts beyond effective
reach can only promote irregularity and injustice. The rule offers an accommodation
between these competing considerations.



The mental operations and emotional reactions of jurors in arriving at a given result
would, if allowed as a subject of inquiry, place every verdict at the mercy of jurors and invite
tampering and harassment. See Grenz v. Werre, 129 N.W.2d 681 (N.D. 1964). The
authorities are in virtually complete accord in excluding the evidence. Fryer, Note on
Disqualification of Witnesses, Selected Writings on Evidence and Trial 345, 347 (Fryer ed.
1957); Maguire, Weinstein, et al., Cases on Evidence 887 (5thed. 1965); 8 Wigmore § 2349
(McNaughton Rev. 1961). As to matters other than mental operations and emotional
reactions of jurors, substantial authority refuses to allow a juror to disclose irregularities
which occur in the jury room, but allows his testimony as to irregularities occurring outside
and allows outsiders to testify as to occurrences both inside and out. 8 Wigmore § 2354
(McNaughton Rev. 1961). However, the door of the jury room is not necessarily a
satisfactory dividing point, and the Supreme Court has refused to accept it for every situation.
Mattox v. United States, 146 U.S. 140, 13 S. Ct. 50,36 L. Ed. 917 (1892). Under the federal
decisions the central focus has been upon insulation in the manner in which the jury reached
its verdict, and this protection extends to each of the components of deliberation, including
arguments, statements, discussions, mental and emotional reactions, votes, and any other
feature of the process. Thus testimony or affidavits of jurors have been held incompetent
to show a compromise verdict, Hyde v. United States, 225 U.S. 347, 382 (1912); a
quotient verdict, McDonald v. Pless, 238 U.S. 264 (1915); speculation as to insurance
coverage, Holden v. Porter, 405 F.2d 878 (10th Cir. 1969) and Farmers Coop. Elev.
Ass’n v. Strand, 382 F.2d 224, 230 (8th Cir. 1967), cert. denied, 389 U.S. 1014;
misinterpretation of instructions, Farmers Coop. Elev. Ass’nv. Strand, supra; mistake
in returning verdict, United States v. Chereton, 309 F.2d 197 (6th Cir. 1962);
interpretation of guilty plea by one defendant as implicating others, United States v.
Crosby, 294 F.2d 928, 949 (2d Cir. 1961). The policy does not, however, foreclose
testimony by jurors as to prejudicial extraneous information or influences injected into or
brought to bear upon the deliberative process. Thus a juror is recognized as competent to
testify to statements by the bailiff or the introduction of a prejudicial newspaper account into
the jury room, Mattox v. United States, 146 U.S. 140 (1892). See also Parker v. Gladden, 385
U.S. 363 (1966).

This rule does not purport to specify the substantive grounds for setting aside verdicts
for irregularity; it deals only with the competency of jurors to testify concerning those
grounds. Allowing them to testify as to matters other than their own inner reactions involves
no particular hazard to the values sought to be protected. The rule is based upon this
conclusion. It makes no attempt to specify the substantive grounds for setting aside verdicts
for irregularity.

Legislative History:



The legislative history that is pertinent to the scope of any exception for proving differential
error was well described by Judge Jerry Smith in Robles v. Exxon Corporation, 862 F.2d 1201, 1205
(5" Cir. 1989). Robles was a case in which the jurors were instructed that if they found the plaintiff
more than 50% negligent, the plaintiff would not be entitled to recovery. The jury found the plaintiff
51% negligent. The judge, before discharging the jury, observed that the plaintiff would take nothing.
After the jury was discharged, several jurors reported to the marshal that there was a
“misunderstanding”~the jury thought that if they found the plaintiff more than 50% negligent, then
the judge rather than the jury would assess damages. The judge took statements from the jurors,
found that there was a misunderstanding about the instructions and that the jury intended that the
plaintiff should recover “some money.” The judge instructed the jury to resume deliberations, and
the jury thereafter found the plaintiff 49% liable and assessed damages. On appeal, the defendant
argued that the judge erred in taking jury statements that were not permitted by Rule 606(b). The
plaintiff argued that juror statements could be used to prove that the jury misunderstood the court’s
instructions.

Judge Smith rejected the plaintiff’s argument, relying on the following legislative history:

After the Supreme Court adopted the present version of rule 606(b) and transmitted it to
Congress, the House Judiciary Committee, noting the restrictive scope of the proposed rule,
rejected it in favor of a broader formulation that would have allowed juror testimony on
"objective jury misconduct” occurring at any point during the trial or the jury's deliberations.
See H.R.Rep. No. 93-650, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 9-10 (1973), reprinted in 1974 U.S.Code
Cong. & Admin.News 7051, 7083. The Senate Judiciary Committee did not disagree with
the House Judiciary Committee's interpretation of the rule proposed by the Court, but it left
no uncertainty as to its view of the effects or wisdom of the House's proposed rule:

Although forbidding the impeachment of verdicts by inquiry into the jurors' mental
processes, [the House's proposed rule] deletes from the Supreme Court version the
proscription against testimony 'as to any matter or statement occurring during the
course of the jury's deliberations.' This deletion would have the effect of opening
verdicts up to challenge on the basis of what happened during the jury's internal
deliberations, for example, where a juror alleged that the jury refused to follow the
trial judge's instructions....

Permitting an individual to attack a jury verdict based upon the jury's internal
deliberations has long been recognized as unwise by the Supreme Court....

Public policy requires a finality to litigation. And common fairness requires that
absolute privacy be preserved for jurors to engage in the full and free debate
necessary to the attainment of just verdicts. Jurors will not be able to function
effectively if their deliberations are to be scrutinized in post-trial litigation. In the
interests of protecting the jury system and the citizens who make it work, rule 606



should not permit any inquiry into the internal deliberations of the jurors.

S.Rep. No. 93-1277, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 13-14 (1974), reprinted in 1974 U.S.Code Cong.
& Admin.News 7060 (emphasis added).

When the competing versions of rule 606(b) went to the Conference Committee, the
Committee adopted, and Congress enacted, the version of rule 606(b) originally proposed
by the Court and preferred by the Senate.



II. The Committee’s Determinations Up To This Point

The Reporter’s memorandum prepared for the last meeting addressed two problems under
the current Rule 606(b): 1. All courts have found an exception to the Rule, allowing juror testimony
on clerical errors in the reporting of the verdict, even though there is no language permitting such
an exception in the text of the Rule; and 2. The courts are in dispute about the breadth of that
exception—some courts allow juror proof whenever the verdict has an effect that is different from the
result that the jury intended to reach, while other courts follow a narrower exception permitting juror
proof only where the verdict reported is different from that which the jury actually reached because
of some clerical error. The former exception is broader because it would permit juror proof whenever
the jury misunderstood (or ignored) the court’s instructions. For example, if the judge told the jury
to report a damage award without reducing it by the plaintiff’s proportion of fault, and the jury
disregarded that instruction, the verdict reported would be a result different from what the jury
actually intended, thus fitting the broader exception. But it would not be different from the verdict
actually reached, and so juror proof would not be permitted under the narrow exception for clerical
errors.

The Committee discussed whether Rule 606(b) should be amended to account for errors in
the reporting of the verdict, and if so, what the breadth of the exception should be. The Committee
was unanimous in its belief that an amendment to Rule 606(b) is warranted. Not only would an
amendment rectify a divergence between the text of the Rule and the case law (thus eliminating a
trap for the unwary and the unpredictability that results from such divergence), but it would also
eliminate a circuit split on an important question of Evidence law.

The Committee was also unanimous in its belief that if an amendment to Rule 606(b) is to
be proposed, it should codify the narrower exception of clerical error. An exception that would
permit proof of juror statements whenever the jury misunderstood or ignored the court’s instruction
was thought to have the potential of intruding into juror deliberations, and upsetting the finality of
verdicts, in a large and undefined number of cases. As such, the broad exception is in tension with
the policies of the Rule. In contrast, an exception permitting proof only if the verdict reported is
different from that actually reached by the jury does not intrude on the privacy of jury deliberations,
as the inquiry only concerns what the jury decided, not why it decided as it did.

The Committee tentatively decided to place a narrow amendment to Rule 606(b) on its list
of a possible package of amendments that could be proposed in 2004. The Committee tentatively
approved language providing that a juror may testify about whether “the verdict reported is the
verdict that was decided upon by the jury.”



III. THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TENTATIVELY AGREED UPON BY
THE COMMITTEE

Rule 606. Competency of Juror as Witness

(@) At the trial. — A member of the jury may not testify as a witness before that jury
in the trial of the case in which the juror is sitting as a juror. If the juror is called so to testify,
the opposing party shall be afforded an opportunity to object out of the presence of the jury.

(b) Inquiry into validity of verdict or indictment. — Upon an inquiry into the validity
of a verdict or indictment, a juror may not testify as to any matter or statement occurring
during the course of the jury’s deliberations or to the effect of anything upon that or any other
juror’s mind or emotions as influencing the juror to assent to or dissent from the verdict or
indictment or concerning the juror’s mental processes in connection therewith; .exeeptthat
But a juror may testify etrthequestion about (1) whether extraneous prejudicial information
was improperly brought to the jury’s attention, (2) or whether any outside influence was
improperly brought to bear upon any juror, or (3) whether the verdict reported is the verdict
that was agreed upon by the jury. Nermaya A juror’s affidavit or evidence of any statement

by the juror coneerntng may not be received on a matter about which the juror would be

precluded from testifying-berecetved-for-thesepurposes.

Committee Note

Rule 606(b) has been amended to provide that juror testimony may be used to prove
that the verdict rendered was tainted by a clerical error. The amendment responds to a
divergence between the text of the Rule and the case law that has established an exception
for proof of clerical errors. See, e.g., Plummer v. Springfield Term. Ry. Co., 5F.3d 1,3 (1*
Cir. 1993) (“A number of circuits hold, and we agree, that juror testimony regarding an
alleged clerical error, such as announcing a verdict different than that agreed upon, does not
challenge the validity of the verdict or the deliberation of mental processes, and therefore is
not subject to Rule 606(b).”); Teevee Toons, Inc., v. MP3.Com, Inc., 148 F.Supp.2d 276,278
(S.D.N.Y. 2001) (noting that Rule 606(b) has been silent regarding inquiries designed to
confirm the accuracy of a verdict).

In adopting the exception for proof of clerical errors, the amendment specifically
rejects the broader exception, adopted by some courts, permitting the use of juror testimony
to prove that the jurors were operating under a misunderstanding about the consequences of



the result that they agreed upon. See, e.g., Attridge v. Cencorp Div. of Dover Techs. Int’l,
Inc., 836 F.2d 113, 116 (2d Cir. 1987); Eastridge Development Co., v. Halpert Associates,
Inc., 853 F.2d 772 (10" Cir. 1988). The broader exception is rejected because an inquiry into
whether the jury misunderstood or misapplied an instruction goes to the jurors’ mental
processes underlying the verdict, rather than the verdict’s accuracy in capturing what the
Jurors had agreed upon. See, e.g., Karl v. Burlington Northern R.R. Co., 880 F.2d 68, 74 (8"
Cir. 1989) (error to receive juror testimony on whether verdict was the result of jurors’
misunderstanding of instructions: “The jurors did not state that the figure written by the
foreman was different from that which they agreed upon, but indicated that the figure the
foreman wrote down was intended to be a net figure, not a gross figure. Receiving such
statements violates Rule 606(b) because the testimony relates to how the jury interpreted the
court’s instructions, and concerns the jurors’ ‘mental processes,” which is forbidden by the
rule.”); Robles v. Exxon Corp., 862 F.2d 1201, 1208 (5™ Cir. 1989) ( “the alleged error here
goes to the substance of what the jury was asked to decide, necessarily implicating the jury’s
mental processes insofar as it questions the jury’s understanding of the court’s instructions
and application of those instructions to the facts of the case™). Thus, the “clerical error”
exception to the Rule is limited to cases such as “where the jury foreperson wrote down, in
response to an interrogatory, a number different from that agreed upon the by the jury, or
mistakenly stated that the defendant was ‘guilty’ when the jury had actually agreed that the
defendant was not guilty.” Id.
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At its Spring 2002 meeting the Evidence Rules Committee directed the Reporter to prepare
a memorandum to advise the Committee on whether it is necessary to amend Evidence Rule 607.
Rule 607 states categorically that a party can impeach any witness it calls. On its face, the Rule
permits a party to call a witness solely for the purpose of “impeaching” them with evidence that
would not otherwise be admissible, such as hearsay. For example, the Rule would appear to permit
a party to call an adverse witness solely to “impeach” the witness with a prior inconsistent statement
that would not otherwise be admissible. The purpose of that tactic could well be to evade the hearsay
rule in the hope that the jury would ignore the court’s limiting instruction and consider the
inconsistent statement for its truth.

The question for the Committee is whether Rule 607 should be amended to prohibit a party
from calling a witness for the sole purpose of impeaching that witness with evidence that would not
otherwise be admissible. As will be seen, the courts have uniformly prohibited this abusive practice
even though Rule 607 appears to permit it. So the real question is whether the Rule should be
amended to “codify” this case law and thereby eliminate the divergence between the case law and
the text of the Rule.

This memorandum is in five parts. Part One sets forth the existing Rule and Committee Note.
Part Two discusses the case law prohibiting a party from calling a witness solely to introduce
otherwise inadmissible evidence in the guise of impeachment. Part Three sets forth pertinent state
law variations. Part Four provides a short discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of an
amendment to Rule 607. Part Five sets forth a model amendment and Committee Note.

This memo does not by any means advocate an amendment to Rule 607. That is of course
a question for the Committee.



I1. Rule 607

Rule 607 currently provides as follows:

Rule 607. Who May Impeach

The credibility of a witness may be attacked by any party, including the party calling
the witness.

The Advisory Committee Note provides as follows:

The traditional rule against impeaching one’s own witness is abandoned as based on
false premises. A party does not hold out his witnesses as worthy of belief, since he rarely
has a free choice in selecting them. Denial of the right leaves the party at the mercy of the
witness and the adversary. If the impeachment is by a prior statement, it is free from hearsay
dangers and is excluded from the category of hearsay under Rule 801(d)(1). [Note: This
categorical statement is not correct. Congress changed the Advisory Committee’s
version of Rule 801(d)(1). As enacted, Rule 801(d)(1) exempts prior inconsistent
statements from the hearsay rule only if the statements are made under oath at a
formal proceeding.| Ladd, Impeachment of One’s Own Witness — New Developments, 4
U. Chi. L. Rev. 69 (1936); McCormick § 38; 3 Wigmore §§ 896-918. The substantial inroads
into the old rule made over the years by decisions, rules, and statutes are evidence of doubts
as to its basic soundness and workability. Cases are collected in 3 Wigmore § 905. Revised
Rule 32(a)(1) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure allows any party to impeach a witness
by means of his deposition, and Rule 43(b) has allowed the calling and impeachment of an
adverse party or person identified with him. Illustrative statutes allowing a party to impeach
his own witness under varying circumstances are Ill. Rev. Stats. 1967, c. 110, § 60; Mass.
Laws Annot. 1959, c. 233 § 23; 20 N.M. Stats. Annot. 1953, § 20-2-4; NYCPLR § 4514
(McKinney 1963); 12 Vt. Stats. Annot. 1959, §§ 1641a, 1642. Complete judicial rejection
of the old rule is found in United States v. Freeman, 302 F.2d 347 (2d Cir. 1962). The same
result is reached in Uniform Rule 20; California Evidence Code § 785; Kansas Code of Civil
Procedure § 60-420. See also New Jersey Evidence Rule 20.



IIL. Case Law On Impeachment With Otherwise Inadmissible Evidence

By its terms, Rule 607 would appear to permit an abusive practice, as shown by the following
hypothetical: A party calls a witness who has made a previous statement implicating the adversary
in wrongdoing relevant to the case; that statement would be excluded as hearsay if offered for its
truth; the proponent knows that the witness has repudiated the statement and if called, will testify
in favor of the adversary; nonetheless, the proponent calls the witness for the ostensible purpose of
“impeaching” him with the prior inconsistent statement. The reason that this practice appears abusive
is that there is no legitimate forensic purpose in calling a witness solely to impeach him. If
impeachment were the real purpose, the witness would never be called, because the most that the
proponent could accomplish would be a net result of zero. As one Court put it: “The maximum
legitimate effect of the impeaching testimony can never be more than the cancellation of the adverse
answer.” United States v. Crouch, 731 F.2d 621, 623 (9th Cir. 1984). Thus, the proponent in the
above example must have had some other purpose for calling a witness who has made a prior
inconsistent statement not otherwise admissible, and that purpose is obvious: the proponent is trying
to bring before the jury, in the guise of “impeachment,” hearsay evidence that the jury could not
otherwise consider.

Obviously such a practice should be prohibited. As Judge Posner put it, it would be an abuse
of Rule 607 for a party “to call a witness that it knew would not give it useful evidence, just so it
could introduce hearsay evidence * * * in the hope that the jury would miss the subtle distinction
between impeachment and substantive evidence — or, if it didn’t miss it, would ignore it.” United
States v. Webster, 734 F.2d 1191, 1192 (7th Cir. 1984).

Accordingly, despite the permissive language of Rule 607, the Courts have uniformly held
that a party may not call a witness solely to impeach him with otherwise inadmissible evidence. See,
e.g., United States v. Ince, 21 F.3d 576 (4th Cir. 1994) (conviction was reversed because the
government’s “only apparent purpose for impeaching one of its own witnesses was to circumvent
the hearsay rule and to expose the jury to otherwise inadmissible evidence”); United States v. Hogan,
763 F.2d 697 (5th Cir. 1985) (“Because the government called a witness for the primary purpose of
impeaching him with otherwise inadmissible hearsay evidence, we reverse.”); United States v.
Crouch, 731 F.2d 621, 623 (9th Cir. 1984) (“a party is not permitted to get before the jury, under the
guise of impeachment, an ex parte statement of a witness, by calling him to the stand when there is
good reason to believe he will decline to testify as desired”). This limitation on the flexibility
provided by Rule 607 has most often been applied against prosecutors who call adverse witnesses.
But it has also been applied against criminal defendants and civil litigants. See, e. g., United States
v. Sebetich, 776 F.2d 412 (3d Cir. 1985) (criminal defendant cannot call a witness “for the purposes
of circumventing the hearsay rule by means of Rule 607”); United States v. Fay, 668 F.2d 375 (8"
Cir. 1981) (no error in refusing to permit a defendant charged with assault to call a witness for the
sole purpose of offering a prior out-of-court statement not otherwise admissible as substantive
evidence), Whitehurst v. Wright, 592 F.2d 834 (5th Cir. 1979) (plaintiff could not call a witness for
the purpose of bringing out an inconsistent statement, when that statement was inadmissible for
substantive purposes).



The above-stated limitation, however, applies only when the party calls the witness for the
impermissible purpose of impeaching that witness with evidence not otherwise admissible. Ifinstead
the party calls the witness for a good faith purpose, then the Court-imposed limitation on Rule 607
will not apply. See United States v. Kane, 944 F.2d 1406, 1411 (7th Cir. 1991) (“The test is whether
the prosecution exhibited bad faith by calling a witness sure to be unhelpful to its case.”). See also
Mueller and Kirkpatrick, Federal Evidence at 684 (impeachment is permitted where the proponent
in “good faith” calls a witness from whom useful evidence is expected and uses prior statements to
impeach only when the witness gives damaging testimony). For example, if a witness is called with
the expectation that he will testify favorably, and the party is then surprised by negative testimony,
the party is permitted to recoup its losses by impeaching the witness. See, e. g., United States v.
Peterman, 841 F.2d 1474 (10th Cir. 1988) (impeachment was permissible after the prosecutor
previously interviewed the witness and determined that the witness was going to give testimony
favorable to the government’s case; the prosecutor had not received any subsequent information that
the witness had changed his mind).

Thus, the common-law doctrine of “surprise” has been revived in cases where a party calls
a witness and then seeks to impeach him with otherwise inadmissible evidence. See, e.g., United
States v. Kane, 944 F.2d 1406 (7th Cir. 1991) (the prosecution had not improperly called the
defendant’s wife merely to introduce inconsistent hearsay statements; the prosecution had a sincere
reason to call her because she had firsthand knowledge of the scheme charged, and there was no
reason to believe she would be hostile or would supply an opportunity for impeachment). Of course,
the claim of surprise must be credible to permit impeachment with otherwise inadmissible evidence;
it can’t be a mere hope that the witness will have “seen the light” and change his stated course when
he takes the stand. See, e.g., United States v. Crouch, 731 F.2d 621 (9th Cir. 1984) (prosecutor was
not surprised by adverse testimony because the witness had already given testimony exculpatory to
the defendant on voir dire; therefore it was impermissible for the prosecution to call the witness and
impeach him with otherwise inadmissible evidence).

Surprise is not the only form of good faith, however. A party would be in good faith in
impeaching a witness with otherwise inadmissible evidence if it “called an adverse witness that it
thought would give evidence both helpful and harmful to it, but it also thought that the harmful
aspect could be nullified by introducing the witness’s prior inconsistent statement.” United States
v. Webster, 734 F.2d 1191, 1193 (7th Cir. 1984). See also United States v. DeLillo, 620 F.2d 939 (2d
Cir.1980) (the Court upheld the government’s impeachment of the unfavorable portions of its own
witness’s testimony where the overall testimony was favorable to the government in many respects).
The party facing a witness who is both favorable and unfavorable is not put to the poor choice of
either foregoing the witness’s testimony or foregoing the impeachment. See, e. g., United States v.
Eisen, 974 F.2d 246 (2d Cir. 1992) (no abuse of discretion in allowing the government to call
witnesses that it had said “have refused to give up the lie”; where the government has called a
witness whose corroborating testimony is instrumental in constructing its case, it has a right to
question the witness, and to attempt to impeach him, about those aspects of his testimony that
conflict with the government’s account of the same events; the prejudicial effect of the impeachment
in this case did not substantially outweigh the probative value of the favorable portions of the



testimony).

For similar reasons, a party has been allowed to call a witness, even when anticipating the
need for impeachment with inadmissible evidence, when the failure to call the witness might lead
the jury to draw a negative inference against the party. See, e. g., United States v. Gilbert, 57 F.3d 709
(9th Cir. 1995) (the government acted properly in calling two eyewitnesses and impeaching them
with prior statements, not independently admissible, concerning the defendant’s possession of a gun;
if the government had not called these two witnesses, “the jury would have been left to ponder why
the government was reluctant to question these eye-witnesses™). The need to avoid such a negative
inference is certainly a good faith reason to call the witness.

Finally, the limitation on Rule 607 applies only if the impeachment evidence is not otherwise
admissible. So for example, if a witness has made a prior statement under oath at a trial or hearing,
the witness may be called and the statement may be introduced even if counsel knows that the
witness will repudiate the statement and testify adversely. This is because such a prior inconsistent
statement is admissible for its truth under Rule 801(d)(1)(A), and therefore the witness is not being
called solely to be impeached with otherwise inadmissible evidence. See, e. g., United States v.
Medley, 913 F.2d 1248 (7th Cir. 1990) (no error in permitting the government to impeach a witness
when his testimony was inconsistent with his grand jury testimony; because the prior statement was
under oath and thus admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(A), the witness was not called to introduce
otherwise inadmissible hearsay). There is no abuse of the hearsay rule in these circumstances.

For other cases following the rule that a party cannot call a witness in bad faith to bring in
otherwise inadmissible evidence in the guise of “impeachment”, see:

United States v. Johnson, 802 F.2d 1459 (D.C. Cir. 1986) (prosecution acted
improperly in calling a witness for the sole purpose of bringing out the witness’s post-arrest
statement that was not independently admissible).

United States v. Zackson, 12 F.3d 1178 (2d Cir. 1993) (error for the prosecutor to call
an unwilling witness solely to get before the jury inadmissible hearsay under the guise of
refreshing recollection).

United States v. Livingston, 816 F.2d 184 (5" Cir. 1987) (prosecutor may not call a
witness solely to introduce a prior inconsistent statement under the guise of impeachment;
but in this case the prosecutor acted in good faith by introducing the witness’s inconsistent
statement in anticipation of impeachment by the defense).



United States v. Gomez-Gallardo, 915 F.3d 553 (9" Cir. 1990) (error when
prosecutor called a witness it knew would repudiate a prior statement, and then impeached
the witness with the prior statement).

United States v. Carter, 973 F.2d 1509 (10™ Cir. 1992) (no error to call a witness and
impeach the witness with a prior inconsistent statement, where the witness had said he was
fearful and would not testify; this was not a sufficient showing that the witness would
actually change his testimony on the stand, so the government was legitimately surprised).

Balogh's of Coral Gables, Inc., v. Getz, 798 F.2d 1356 (11™ Cir. 1986) (en banc) (“a
witness may not be called solely for the purpose of impeaching him and thereby obtaining
otherwise inadmissible testimony”).

Reporter’s Observation on the Case Law
The case law seems uniform. It can be summarized as follows:

1. Despite the permissive language of Rule 607, a party may not call a witness to the stand
in bad faith to impeach that witness with evidence that otherwise would be inadmissible (usually
because it is hearsay).

2. “Good faith” will be found if the party is legitimately surprised by the witness’s adverse
testimony on direct. This will include situations in which the witness may seem reluctant, but the
party legitimately believes that the witness will do the right thing at trial.

3.%“Good faith” will be found where the witness gives substantially favorable and yet partially
unfavorable testimony. The party has the right to impeach the witness with respect to the unfavorable

testimony.

4. “Good faith” will be found if the party will suffer a negative inference from failing to call
the witness.

5. There is no abuse of Rule 607 if the evidence is substantively admissible.



II1. State Law Variation

Two states have rules specifically regulating the practice of calling a witness as a pretext to
introducing otherwise inadmissible evidence under the guise of impeachment.

New Jersey Rule 607

Except as otherwise provided by Rules 405 and 608, for the purpose of impairing or
supporting the credibility of a witness, any party including the party calling the witness may
examine the witness and introduce extrinsic evidence relevant to the issue of credibility,
except that the party calling a witness may not neutralize the witness' testimony by a prior
contradictory statement unless the statement is in a Jorm admissible under Rule 803(a)(1)
or the judge finds that the party calling the witness was surprised.

Reporter’s Comment on New Jersey Provision:

The reference to Rule 803(a)(1) is to the New Jersey version of the hearsay
exception for prior inconsistent statements. Like the Federal Rule, the New Jersey rule
has a hearsay exception for prior inconsistent statements only if they were made under
oath at a formal proceeding. All other prior inconsistent statements are admissible for
impeachment only—thus creating the possibility of calling a witness solely to
impeachment him with a prior inconsistent statement for which there is no hearsay
exception.

The New Jersey limitation is excused upon a finding by the judge that the party
was surprised by the witness’ adverse testimony. It is clear that this is an insufficient
exception. For example, a party should be allowed to impeach a witness who gives
substantially favorable and yet partially unfavorable testimony, as in Eisen, supra.
Even if the party is not surprised by the adverse testimony, she should be able to call
the witness anyway and impeach the negative aspects of their testimony. Similarly, a
party should be able to call a witness whom the jury will expect that party to call, even
if the party knows that the witness will give adverse testimony. In other words,
“surprise” is one reason for allowing impeachment of an adverse witness called by the
party, but it should not be the only reason.




Ohio Rule 607

Evid R 607 Impeachment

(A) Who may impeach

The credibility of a witness may be attacked by any party except that the credibility of a
witness may be attacked by the party calling the witness by means of a prior inconsistent
statement only upon a showing of surprise and affirmative damage. This exception does not
apply to statements admitted pursuant to Evid. R. 801(D)(1)(a), 801(D)(2), or 803.

(B) Impeachment: reasonable basis
A questioner must have a reasonable basis for asking any question pertaining to
impeachment that implies the existence of an impeaching fact.

Reporter’s Comment:

Like New Jersey, the only exception is for surprise. But there are other reasons why a
party may in good faith wish to impeach a witness called by that party.



IV. Advantages and Disadvantages of an Amendment to Rule 607
Advantages

The main advantage of an amendment is to bring the text of the Rule in line with the case
law. A case law divergence from the text of the Rule creates a potential trap for the unwary, because
counsel may look at the text of the Rule and see no basis for making an objection when the adversary
calls a witness solely to impeach that witness. This argument is tempered, however, when the
practice addressed by the courts is so apparent and abusive that the adverse party is sure to howl
without regard to the text of any Rule. Parties in the Federal Courts appear to be undeterred by the
lack of protective language in Rule 607, as there are more than 20 circuit court decisions prohibiting
a party from calling a witness in bad faith solely to impeach that witness.

Another argument in favor of amendment is that case law divergence is in tension with the
Supreme Court’s ruling in Salerno v. United States, 505U.S. 317 (1992), which held that the Federal
Rules of Evidence are to be construed by their plain meaning, i.e., courts are not permitted to add
limitations to an Evidence Rule that are not apparent on the face of the text.

Finally, at least in principle an amendment to Rule 607 would appear uncontroversial, as it
would merely codify the uniform case law on the subject; it would preclude a practice roundly
criticized as abusive; it would not change the law in any circuit; and it is party-neutral, as it would
prohibit all parties from calling a witness solely to introduce otherwise inadmissible evidence in the
guise of impeachment.

Disadvantages

The major disadvantage of an amendment to Rule 607 is that it would be addressing an issue
that has caused no problems in the courts; the courts are uniform in prohibiting the abusive practice
that the amendatory language would prohibit. So there is no conflict in the courts to address.

It may also be difficult to write an amendment that would fully encompass all the situations
in which a party should be allowed to call witnesses and impeach them with otherwise inadmissible
evidence. New Jersey and Ohio have tried to do so and failed to cover all of the situtations that
should be permitted. It could be argued that a broadly worded rule permitting impeachment
whenever it is in “good faith” is not very helpful and risks adding confusion to a body of case law
thatis currently quite understandable and uniform. Thus, the risk of “codification” is that the drafters
may not get it completely right, thereby generating confusion and perhaps creating an unintended
substantive change. This risk may be ameliorated by a Committee Note, however.




It is obviously for the Committee to determine whether the advantages of an attempted
codification of the case law outweigh the potential disadvantages. The next section proffers a
possible starting point for an amendment should the Committee decide to proceed down that road.
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V. Model for a Possible Amendment to Rule 607

The following model purports to codify the case law prohibiting a party from calling a
witness in bad faith to impeach the witness with otherwise inadmissible evidence.

Rule 607. Who May Impeach

The credibility of a witness may be attacked by any party, including the party
calling the witness. But a party may not call a witness to impeach that witness with
evidence that is otherwise inadmissible, unless the party has a good faith reason for

doing so.

Model for a Possible Committee Note

The amendment codifies the uniform case law providing that a party may not abuse
Rule 607 by calling a witness for the bad faith purpose of introducing evidence in the guise
of “impeachment” where that evidence is not otherwise admissible. See, e. g., United States
v. Ince, 21 F.3d 576, 578 (4th Cir. 1994) (conviction was reversed because the government’s
“only apparent purpose for impeaching one of its own witnesses was to circumvent the
hearsay rule and to expose the jury to otherwise inadmissible evidence™); United States v.
Hogan, 763 F.2d 697, 699 (5th Cir. 1985) (“Because the government called a witness for the
primary purpose of impeaching him with otherwise inadmissible hearsay evidence, we
reverse.”); United States v. Crouch, 731 F.2d 621, 623 (9th Cir. 1984) (“a party is not
permitted to get before the jury, under the guise of impeachment, an ex parte statement of a
witness, by calling him to the stand when there is good reason to believe he will decline to
testify as desired”). This limitation on the flexibility provided by Rule 607 has most often
been applied against prosecutors who call adverse witnesses, but it has also been applied
against criminal defendants and civil litigants. See, e.g., United States v. Sebetich, 776 F.2d
412, 429 (3d Cir. 1985) (criminal defendant cannot call a witness “for the purposes of
circumventing the hearsay rule by means of Rule 607”); Balogh’s of Coral Gables, Inc., v.
Getz, 798 F.2d 1356, 1358, n2 (11" Cir. 1986) (en banc) (“a witness may not be called solely
for the purpose of impeaching him and thereby obtaining otherwise inadmissible testimony™).
The amendment thus corrects a divergence between the case law and the text of the Rule. See
Daniel Capra, Case Law Divergence from the Federal Rules of Evidence, 197 FR.D. 531
(2001) (noting the problems for practitioners that may arise where the case law is divergent
from the text of an Evidence Rule).

The amendment permits a party to impeach a witness with otherwise inadmissible
evidence if the party has a good faith reason for calling that witness. See United States v.
Kane, 944 F.2d 1406, 1411 (7th Cir. 1991) (“The test is whether the [party] exhibited bad
faith by calling a witness sure to be unhelpful to its case.”). Some good faith reasons include:

11



1) The party is surprised by the witness’s damaging testimony. See, e. g,
United States v. Peterman, 841 F.2d 1474 (10th Cir. 1988) (impeachment was
permissible after the prosecutor previously interviewed the witness and determined
that the witness was going to give testimony favorable to the government’s case; the
prosecutor had not received any subsequent information that the witness had changed
his mind).

2) The witness is expected to give testimony that is substantially favorable in
some respects and harmful in others. In such cases, the party should not be put to the
choice of either not calling the witness or not impeaching the damaging testimony.
See, e.g., United States v. Eisen, 974 F.2d 246 (2d Cir. 1992) ( where the government
has called a witness whose corroborating testimony is instrumental in constructing
its case, it has a right to question the witness, and to attempt to impeach him, about
those aspects of his testimony that conflict with the government’s account of the
same events; the prejudicial effect of the impeachment in this case did not
substantially outweigh the probative value of the favorable portions of the testimony).

3) The party’s failure to call a witness could result in a negative inference
being drawn against the party. See, e.g., United States v. Gilbert, 57 F.3d 709, 712
(9th Cir. 1995) (the government acted properly in calling two eyewitnesses and
impeaching them with prior statements, not independently admissible, concerning the
defendant’s possession of a gun; if the government had not called these two
witnesses, “the jury would have been left to ponder why the government was
reluctant to question these eye-witnesses™).

The amendment does not preclude impeachment with a prior inconsistent statement
that is independently admissible as either as “not hearsay” under Rule 801(d) or as an
exception to the hearsay rule under Rule 803. A party is not abusing the hearsay rule by
calling a witness for the sole purpose of introducing an out-of-court statement that is
otherwise admissible as substantive evidence. See, e.g., United States v. Medley, 913 F.2d
1248 (7th Cir. 1990) (no error in permitting the government to impeach a government
witness whose testimony was inconsistent with his grand jury testimony; because the prior
statement was under oath and thus admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(A), the witness was not
called to introduce otherwise inadmissible hearsay).

12
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At its Spring 2002 meeting the Evidence Rules Committee directed the Reporter to prepare
a memorandum to advise the Committee on whether it is necessary to amend Evidence Rule 609(a).
An investigation into this Rule indicates that the courts have encountered two problems resulting in
conflicts in the courts: 1) Should the court should look into the underlying facts of a conviction to
determine whether it is one that involves “dishonesty or false statement” and so must be admitted
to impeach the witness’s character for truthfulness under Rule 609(a)(2)?; and 2) Are theft of
property crimes, drug crimes and tax crimes not obviously involving fraud automatically admissible
under Rule 609(a)(2).

A third problem raised in the Rule is technical only, and was discovered as a result of the
Committee’s review of Rule 608(b). Rule 609 authorizes use of conviction for “the purpose of
attacking the credibility of a witness.” What it should say is that the Rule covers convictions that
are offered for “the purpose of attacking the character for truthfulness of a witness.” In other words,
the change made in Rule 608(b) should also be made in Rule 609. This change is not necessary to
correct any problem in the practice, but would be useful for symmetry purposes if the Rule is to be
amended on other grounds.

This memorandum is divided into six parts. Part One discusses Rule 609(a) and some
legislative history pertinent to the two substantive problems that have arisen under it. Part Two
analyzes the problems of 1) inquiring into the facts behind the conviction, and 2) theft, drug and tax
crimes, and discusses the case law on both sides of these issues. Part Three discusses the possible
technical change from “credibility” to “character for truthfulness.” Part Four discusses state law
variations. Part Five summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of amending Rule 609(a). Part
Six sets forth two models for amending Rule 609(a) if the Committee decides that amendment is
justified.



It is for the Committee, of course, to determine whether an amendment to Rule 609(a) is
justified. If the Committee decides to propose an amendment, it can be added as part of a package
of amendments to be proposed to the Standing Committee at its Spring 2004 meeting; or if language
can be agreed upon, the amendment could be proposed at the January Standing Committee meeting,
with the proposal to be issued for public comment in August. 2004.



I. Rule 609, Description of Stucture, and Pertinent History

Rule 609 provides in its entirety as follows:
Rule 609. Impeachment by Evidence of Conviction of Crime

(a) General rule. — For the purpose of attacking the credibility of a witness,

(1) evidence that the witness other than an accused has been convicted of a
crime shall be admitted, subject to Rule 403, if the crime was punishable by death or
imprisonment in excess of one year under the law under which the witness was convicted,
and evidence that an accused has been convicted of such a crime shall be admitted if the
court determines that the probative value of admitting this evidence outweighs its prejudicial
effect to the accused; and

(2) evidence that any witness has been convicted of a crime shall be admitted
if it involved dishonesty or false statement, regardless of the punishment.

(b) Time limit. — Evidence of a conviction under this rule is not admissible if a
period of more than ten years has elapsed since the date of the conviction or of the release
of the witness from the confinement imposed for that conviction, whichever is the later date,
unless the court determines, in the interests of justice, that the probative value of the
conviction supported by specific facts and circumstances substantially outweighs its
prejudicial effect. However, evidence of a conviction more than ten years old as calculated
herein, is not admissible unless the proponent gives to the adverse party sufficient advance
written notice of intent to use such evidence to provide the adverse party with a fair
opportunity to contest the use of such evidence.

(c) Effect of pardon, annulment, or certificate of rehabilitation. — Evidence of a
conviction is not admissible under this rule if (1) the conviction has been the subject of a
pardon, annulment, certificate of rehabilitation, or other equivalent procedure based on a
finding of the rehabilitation of the person convicted, and that person has not been convicted
of a subsequent crime which was punishable by death or imprisonment in excess of one year,
or (2) the conviction has been the subject of a pardon, annulment, or other equivalent
procedure based on a finding of innocence.

(d) Juvenile adjudications. — Evidence of juvenile adjudications is generally not
admissible under this rule. The court may, however, in a criminal case allow evidence of a
juvenile adjudication of a witness other than the accused if conviction of the offense would
be admissible to attack the credibility of an adult and the court is satisfied that admission in
evidence is necessary for a fair determination of the issue of guilt or innocence.

(e) Pendency of appeal. — The pendency of an appeal therefrom does not render
evidence of a conviction inadmissible. Evidence of the pendency of an appeal is admissible.



The Original Advisory Committee Note pertinent to Rule 609(a) provides as follows:

As a means of impeachment, evidence of conviction of crime is significant only
because it stands as proof of the commission of the underlying criminal act. There is little
dissent from the general proposition that at least some crimes are relevant to credibility but
much disagreement among the cases and commentators about which crimes are usable for
this purpose. See McCormick § 43; 2 Wright, Federal Practice and Procedure: Criminal
§ 416 (1969). The weight of traditional authority has been to allow use of felonies generally,
without regard to the nature of the particular offense, and of crimen falsi, without regard to
the grade of the offense. This is the view accepted by Congress in the 1970 amendment of
§ 14-305 of the District of Columbia Code, P.L. 91-358, 84 Stat. 473. Uniform Rule 21 and
Model Code Rule 106 permit only crimes involving “dishonesty or false statement.” Others
have thought that the trial judge should have discretion to exclude convictions if the
probative value of the evidence of the crime is substantially outweighed by the danger of
unfair prejudice. Luck v. United States, 121 U.S. App. D.C. 151, 348 F.2d 763 (1965);
McGowan, Impeachment of Criminal Defendants by Prior Convictions, 1970 Law & Soc.
Order 1. Whatever may be the merits of those views, this rule is drafted to accord with the
congressional policy manifested in the 1970 legislation. [Note: The Rule ultimately
adopted by Congress, and as amended in 1990, provides for Trial Court balancing of
probative value and prejudicial effect as to convictions not involving dishonesty or false
statement.]

The proposed rule incorporates certain basic safeguards, in terms applicable to all
witnesses but of particular significance to an accused who elects to testify. These protections
include the imposition of definite time limitations, giving effect to demonstrated
rehabilitation, and generally excluding juvenile adjudications.

Subdivision (a). For purposes of impeachment, crimes are divided into two
categories by the rule: (1) those of what is generally regarded as felony grade, without
particular regard to the nature of the offense, and (2) those involving dishonesty or false
statement, without regard to the grade of the offense. Provable convictions are not limited
to violations of federal law. By reason of our constitutional structure, the federal catalog of
crimes is far from being a complete one, and resort must be had to the laws of the states for
the specification of many crimes. For example, simple theft as compared with theft from
interstate commerce. Other instances of borrowing are the Assimilative Crimes Act, making
the state law of crimes applicable to the special territorial and maritime jurisdiction of the
United States, 18 U.S.C. § 13, and the provision of the Judicial Code disqualifying persons
as jurors on the grounds of state as well as federal convictions, 28 U.S.C. § 1865. For
evaluation of the crime in terms of seriousness, reference is made to the congressional
measurement of felony (subject to imprisonment in excess of one year) rather than adopting
state definitions which vary considerably. See 28 U.S.C. § 1865, supra, disqualifying jurors
for conviction in state or federal court of crime punishable by imprisonment for more than
one year.



Congress Changed the Advisory Committee’s proposal to differentiate between crimes that
involved dishonesty or false statement and all other crimes. The pertinent report of the House
and Senate Conferees provides as follows:

Rule 609 defines when a party may use evidence of a prior conviction in order to
impeach a witness. The Senate amendments make changes in two subsections of Rule 609.

The House bill provides that the credibility of a witness can be attacked by proof of
prior conviction of a crime only if the crime involves dishonesty or false statement. The
Senate amendment provides that a witness’s credibility may be attacked if the crime (1) was
punishable by death or imprisonment in excess of one year under the law under which he was
convicted or (2) involves dishonesty or false statement, regardless of the punishment.

The Conference adopts the Senate amendment with an amendment. The Conference
amendment provides that the credibility of a witness, whether a defendant or someone else,
may be attacked by proof of a prior conviction but only if the crime: (1) was punishable by
death or imprisonment in excess of one year under the law under which he was convicted and
the court determines that the probative value of the conviction outweighs its prejudicial effect
to the defendant; or (2) involved dishonesty or false statement regardless of the punishment.

By the phrase “dishonesty and false statement” the Conference means crimes
such as perjury or subornation of perjury, false statement, criminal fraud,
embezzlement, or false pretense, or any other offense in the nature of crimen falsi, the
commission of which involves some element of deceit, untruthfulness, or falsification
bearing on the accused’s propensity to testify truthfully.

The admission of prior convictions involving dishonesty and false statement is not
within the discretion of the Court. Such convictions are peculiarly probative of credibility
and, under this rule, are always to be admitted. Thus, judicial discretion granted with respect
to the admissibility of other prior convictions is not applicable to those involving dishonesty
or false statement.



Rule 609(a) was amended in 1990 for two purposes: 1) to clarify that civil plaintiffs and
defendants are treated equally under the Rule; and 2) to clarify that admissible convictions can
be admitted on direct as well as cross-examination. The Advisory Committee Note to the 1990
change explains as follows:

The amendment to Rule 609(a) makes two changes in the rule. The first change
removes from the rule the limitation that the conviction may only be elicited during cross-
examination, a limitation that virtually every circuit has found to be inapplicable. It is
common for witnesses to reveal on direct examination their convictions to “remove the
sting” of the impeachment. See, e.g., United States v. Bad Cob, 560 F.2d 877 (8th Cir. 1977).
The amendment does not contemplate that a court will necessarily permit proof of prior
convictions through testimony, which might be time-consuming and more prejudicial than
proof through a written record. Rules 403 and 611(a) provide sufficient authority for the
court to protect against unfair or disruptive methods of proof.

The second change effected by the amendment resolves an ambiguity as to the
relationship of Rules 609 and 403 with respect to impeachment of witnesses other than the
criminal defendant. See Green v. Bock Laundry Machine Co., 109 S. Ct. 1981 [490 U.S. 504]
(1989). The amendment does not disturb the special balancing test for the criminal defendant
who chooses to testify. Thus, the rule recognizes that, in virtually every case in which prior
convictions are used to impeach the testifying defendant, the defendant faces a unique risk
of prejudice — i.e., the danger that convictions that would be excluded under Fed. R. Evid.
404 will be misused by a jury as propensity evidence despite their introduction solely for
impeachment purposes. Although the rule does not forbid all use of convictions to impeach
a defendant, it requires that the government show that the probative value of convictions as
impeachment evidence outweighs their prejudicial effect.

Prior to the amendment, the rule appeared to give the defendant the benefit of the
special balancing test when defense witnesses other than the defendant were called to testify.
In practice, however, the concern about unfairness to the defendant is most acute when the
defendant’s own convictions are offered as evidence. Almost all of the decided cases concern
this type of impeachment, and the amendment does not deprive the defendant of any
meaningful protection, since Rule 403 now clearly protects against unfair impeachment of
any defense witness other than the defendant. There are cases in which a defendant might be
prejudiced when a defense witness is impeached. Such cases may arise, for example, when
the witness bears a special relationship to the defendant such that the defendant is likely to
suffer some spill-over effect from impeachment of the witness.

The amendment also protects other litigants from unfair impeachment of their
witnesses. The danger of prejudice from the use of prior convictions is not confined to
criminal defendants. Although the danger that prior convictions will be misused as character
evidence is particularly acute when the criminal defendant is impeached, the danger exists
in other situations as well. The amendment reflects the view that it is desirable to protect all



litigants from the unfair use of prior convictions, and that the ordinary balancing test of Rule
403, which provides that evidence shall not be excluded unless its prejudicial effect
substantially outweighs its probative value, is appropriate for assessing the admissibility of
prior convictions for impeachment of any witness other than a criminal defendant.

The amendment reflects a judgment that decisions interpreting Rule 609(a) as
requiring a trial court to admit convictions in civil cases that have little, if anything, to do
with credibility reach undesirable results. See, e.g., Diggs v. Lyons, 741 F.2d 577 (3d Cir.
1984), cert. denied, 105 S. Ct. 2157 (1985). The amendment provides the same protection
against unfair prejudice arising from prior convictions used for impeachment purposes as the
rules provide for other evidence. The amendment finds support in decided cases. See, e.g.,
Petty v. Ideco, 761 F.2d 1146 (5th Cir. 1985); Czajka v. Hickman, 703 F.2d 317 (8th Cir.
1983).

Fewer decided cases address the question whether Rule 609(a) provides any
protection against unduly prejudicial prior convictions used to impeach government
witnesses. Some courts have read Rule 609(a) as giving the government no protection for its
witnesses. See, e.g., United States v. Thorne, 547 F.2d 56 (8th Cir. 1976); United States v.
Nevitt, 563 F.2d 406 (9th Cir. 1977), cert. denied, 444 U.S. 847 (1979). This approach also
is rejected by the amendment. There are cases in which impeachment of government
witnesses with prior convictions that have little, if anything, to do with credibility may result
in unfair prejudice to the government’s interest in a fair trial and unnecessary embarrassment
to a witness. Fed. R. Evid. 412 already recognizes this and excluded [sic] certain evidence
of past sexual behavior in the context of prosecutions for sexual assaults.

The amendment applies the general balancing test of Rule 403 to protect all litigants
against unfair impeachment of witnesses. The balancing test protects civil litigants, the
government in criminal cases, and the defendant in a criminal case who calls other witnesses.
The amendment addresses prior convictions offered under Rule 609, not for other purposes,
and does not run afoul, therefore, of Davis v. Alaska, 415 U.S. 308 (1974). Davis involved
the use of a prior juvenile adjudication not to prove a past law violation, but to prove bias.
The defendant in a criminal case has the right to demonstrate the bias of a witness and to be
assured a fair trial, but not to unduly prejudice a trier of fact. See generally Rule 412. In any
case in which the trial court believes that confrontation rights require admission of
impeachment evidence, obviously the Constitution would take precedence over the rule.

The probability that prior convictions of an ordinary government witness will be
unduly prejudicial is low in most criminal cases. Since the behavior of the witness is not the
issue in dispute in most cases, there is little chance that the trier of fact will misuse the
convictions offered as impeachment evidence as propensity evidence. Thus, trial courts will
be skeptical when the government objects to impeachment of its witnesses with prior
convictions. Only when the government is able to point to a real danger of prejudice that is
sufficient to outweigh substantially the probative value of the conviction for impeachment



purposes will the conviction be excluded.

The amendment continues to divide subdivision (a) into subsections (1) and (2) thus
facilitating retrieval under current computerized research programs which distinguish the two
provisions. The Committee recommended no substantive change in subdivision (a)(2),
even though some cases raise a concern about the proper interpretation of the words
“dishonesty or false statement.” These words were used but not explained in the
original Advisory Committee Note accompanying Rule 609. Congress extensively
debated the rule, and the Report of the House and Senate Conference Committee states
that “[b]y the phrase ‘dishonesty and false statement,” the Conference means crimes
such as perjury, subornation of perjury, false statement, criminal fraud, embezzlement,
or false pretense, or any other offense in the nature of crimen falsi, commission of
which involves some element of deceit, untruthfulness, or falsification bearing on the
accused’s propensity to testify truthfully.” The Advisory Committee concluded that the
Conference Report provides sufficient guidance to trial courts and that no amendment
is necessary, notwithstanding some decisions that take an unduly broad view of
“dishonesty,” admitting convictions such as for bank robbery or bank larceny.
Subsection (a)(2) continues to apply to any witness, including a criminal defendant.

Finally, the Committee determined that it was unnecessary to add to the rule language
stating that when a prior conviction is offered under Rule 609, the trial court is to consider
the probative value of the conviction for impeachment, not for other purposes. The
Committee concluded that the title of the rule, its first sentence, and its placement among the
impeachment rules clearly establish that evidence offered under Rule 609 is offered only for
purposes of impeachment.

Description of the Operation of the Rule:

In some respects, Rule 609 covers the same ground as Rule 608. Both Rules are concerned
with a particular form of impeachment: proving that a witness has a character for untruthfulness.
Both Rules permit, with some limitations, an inquiry into specific conduct in the witness’ past, to
raise the inference that such conduct has some bearing on the witness’ bad character for veracity. The



two Rules are different in scope and effect, however. If the misconduct was a bad act, it is covered
by Rule 608, and inquiry into the act is dependent on balancing probative value and prejudicial effect
under Rule 403; also, extrinsic evidence is not admissible to prove the act occurred. In contrast, if
the misconduct resulted in a conviction, it is covered by Rule 609, and inquiry is controlled by a
complex set of rules dependent in part on the type of conviction and in part on the witness being
impeached; also, if inquiry is permitted, the conviction can be proved by extrinsic evidence.

One reason for the difference in treatment is that the drafters of the Rules, and Congress, felt
that the exclusion on extrinsic evidence found in Rule 608(b) should not apply where the
impeachment was with prior convictions. This is because a conviction, unlike a bad act, easily cab
be proved if the witness denies it. There is no risk of a mini-trial on a collateral issue.

The more important reason for differential treatment is that prior convictions were thought
to be more serious, and more probative of a propensity to lie on the stand than other bad acts.
Whether this is true or not, it is clear that Rule 609 received much more attention in the drafting and
approval process than did Rule 608.

Subdivision (a) is the dominant provision in the Rule, covering convictions that Congress
considered to be “recent” enough to have substantial probative value as to the witness’ character for
veracity. The most crucial inquiry under Rule 609(a) is whether the conviction that is the subject of
impeachment falls under subdivision (a)(1) or subdivision (a)(2). The legislative presumption is that
crimes that involve dishonesty or false statement (covered by subdivision (a)(2)) are highly probative
of the witness’s character for truthfulness, while other convictions (covered by subdivision (a)(1))
are somewhat less probative.

Rule 609(a)(2) provides that if a witness has been convicted of any crime that “involved
dishonesty or false statement,” then the conviction “shall be admitted” to impeach the witness. See,
e.g., United States v. Kiendra, 663 F.2d 349 (1st Cir. 1981) (convictions for crimes of dishonesty
are automatically admissible because Rule 609(a)(2) provides that they “shall” be admitted; the trial
judge has no discretion to exclude such convictions). In contrast, if the conviction did not involve
dishonesty or false statement, then Rule 609(a)(1) provides that the conviction is admissible only if
it is a felony and only if it satisfies a specified balancing test. If the conviction is covered by Rule
609(a)(1), the Judge must balance the conviction’s probative value in proving the witness’ untruthful
character, against the prejudice that would arise from introducing the conviction. If the witness is
a criminal defendant, the conviction can be admitted under Rule 609(a)(1) only if the probative value
of the conviction outweighs its prejudicial effect. The conviction of any other witness is admissible
so long as its probative value is not substantially outweighed by its prejudicial effect; that is, the
general balancing test of Rule 403 applies if the witness is not the accused.

Probably no single Rule provoked as much controversy in Congress as Rule 609. In the
House of Representatives, the prevailing view was that a prior conviction should only be introduced
if the crime involved dishonesty or false statement.



Under the bill originally approved by the Senate, witnesses other than the accused could also
be impeached by crimes punishable by death or imprisonment in excess of one year if the Court
determined that the probative value of the evidence outweighed its prejudicial effect.

The actual Rule represents a compromise of sorts. More impeachment is permissible under
the Rule than under the House draft. But felony convictions not amounting to crimen falsi can be
used to impeach any witness, including a criminal defendant, which represents an abandonment of
the Senate’s limitation.

The Rule as originally promulgated was anomalous in several respects, however. First, it
referred to proving convictions only on “cross-examination,” but it is clear, especially in light of
Rule 607, that a party should be able to bring out otherwise admissible prior convictions on direct
examination as well. Second, Rule 609(a)(1) was ambiguous as to whether the trial judge could
exclude unduly prejudicial convictions when offered against prosecution witnesses or witnesses in
civil cases; the Rule referred only to prejudice “against the defendant.” See Green v. Bock Laundry
Mach. Co., 490 U.S. 504 (1989) (noting that the preamendment rule could not be applied as written,
because it literally provided for automatic admissibility of all crimes of plaintiffs and their witnesses,
while permitting possible exclusion of crimes of civil defendants and their witnesses pursuant to
judicial balancing).

In 1990, the Rule was amended to delete the reference to cross-examination and to clarify
that under Rule 609(a)(1), the trial judge must balance probative value and prejudicial effect as to
all witnesses in all cases — though the balancing test is tilted more toward exclusion when the
criminal defendant is the witness.

It is critical for the parties in both civil and criminal cases to determine whether a witness’
conviction “involved dishonesty or false statement.” The offering party will always wish to
characterize a conviction as involving dishonesty or false statement, because then it will be
automatically admitted. The nonoffering party will always wish to characterize a conviction as not
involving dishonesty or false statement, because then there will be an opportunity to have the
conviction excluded pursuant to the Rule 609(a)(1) weighing process.

If the conviction is found to involve dishonesty or false statement, it must be admitted no
matter how prejudicial it is, no matter who the witness is, and no matter how cumulative it may be
as to impeachment of the witness. While the Rule 403 test is applied as a backstop to many other
Rules (see, e.g., Rules 404(b), 407, 608 and 702), this is not the case with Rule 609(a)(2). Rule
609(a)(2) is cast in mandatory language. Any possible doubt was erased by the 1990 amendment,
which makes clear that the Rule 403 test is inapplicable to convictions involving dishonesty or false
statement. The amendment added the Rule 403 test to govern most convictions offered under Rule
609(a)(1), but pointedly did not add such a test to Rule 609(a)(2).
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I1. Conflict in the Courts in Applying Rule 609(a)(2)

As the Advisory Committee observed in the 1990 Committee Note, Rule 609(a) does not
define or list those crimes that involve dishonesty or false statement. Courts have disagreed on which

crimes should qualify for mandatory admission under Rule 609(a)(2). This disagreement falls along
two lines: 1) Assuming that the conviction is not on its face one that involves dishonesty or false
statement (e.g., murder or robbery), is it possible for the conviction to qualify under Rule 609(a)(2)
if the crime was committed in a dishonest manner?; and 2) Are crimes of theft and certain other
“underhanded” crimes (especially drug and tax crimes automatically admissible under Rule
609(a)(2)? These questions are discussed in this section.

A. Looking At the Facts Underlying the Conviction

What if the witness was convicted of a crime that does not itself contain an element of deceit,
but the crime was committed in a manner that involved deceit? For example, the crime of murder
contains no statutory element of deceit, but a particular defendant may have acted dishonestly in
order to get the victim to a certain place where the murder would occur. Can the Court go behind the
conviction itself to the supporting facts and hold that the manner of committing the crime requires
admission under Rule 609(a)(2)? The Courts are in dispute on this question.

Most Circuits have held that a conviction is subject to admission under Rule 609(a)(2), even
where dishonesty or false statement is not an essential element of the crime, if the proponent can
show that the conviction rested on facts indicating that the witness was actually dishonest or
deceitful in committing the crime. Indicative of this view is the Court’s analysis in United States v.
Hayes, 553 F.2d 824 (2d Cir. 1977). Hayes was charged with five counts of bank robbery, and the
question was whether he could be impeached by a year-old conviction for importation of cocaine.
The Court held that a drug distribution conviction was not on its face automatically admissible under
Rule 609(a)(2) because, unlike a conviction for perjury, the prosecution did not have to prove
dishonesty or false statement as an element of the crime of cocaine distribution. The Court
nonetheless held that the drug conviction would be admitted under Rule 609(a)(2) if the conviction
“rested on facts warranting the dishonesty or false statement description.”

[In Hayes, the government presented no underlying facts of dishonesty, but interestingly, the
Court held that the conviction was admissible anyway under the balancing approach of Rule
609(a)(1). Hayes illustrates the practical point that even if a litigant succeeds in having a crime
categorized under Rule 609(a)(1) rather than Rule 609(a)(2), it is still quite possible that the
conviction will be admitted after application of the balancing test.]
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Other cases authorizing the court to look to the underlying facts of a conviction to
determine whether it “involves dishonesty or false statement” include:

First Circuit

United States v. Grandmont, 680 F.2d 867 (1% Cir. 1982) (conviction for purse snatching is
not automatically admissible under Rule 609(a)(2) unless the underlying facts indicate dishonesty).

Second Circuit

Blake v. Coughlin, 2000 WL 233550 (2nd Cir.) (murder conviction admissible under Rule
609(a)(2) where, following the murder, the witness feigned a suicide in order to throw the police off
his trail, changed his appearance and his name, and moved three times over the ensuing seven
weeks).

Fourth Circuit
United States v. Cunningham, 638 F.2d 696 (4" Cir. 1981) (conviction for writing worthless
checks could be admitted under Rule 609(a)(2) if the underlying facts demonstrate dishonesty or

false statement).

Seventh Circuit

Altobello v. Borden Confectionary Products, Inc., 872 F.2d 215, 216-217 (7" Cir. 1989)
(conviction fits Rule 609(a)(2) if the “manner in which” the witness committed it involved deceit).

Eighth Circuit

United States v. Yeo, 739 F.2d 385 (8th Cir. 1984) (the proponent has the burden of
producing facts demonstrating that the particular conviction involved fraud or deceit).

Ninth Circuit

United States v. Mehrmanesh, 689 F.2d 822 (9th Cir. 1982) (a prior conviction for smuggling
hashish was not automatically admissible on its face, because such surreptitious activity does not
necessarily involve misrepresentation or falsification; however, the conviction would be

12



automatically admitted if the government presented proof that the witness had actually used fraud
or deceit in the smuggling); United States v. Foster, 227 F.3d 1096 (9" Cir. 2000) (conviction for
receipt of stolen property is not admitted automatically under Rule 609(a)(2) because the crime can
be accomplished without any misrepresentation or deceit; however, the conviction can be admitted
under Rule 609(a)(2) if the trial court finds that the crime “was actually committed by fraudulent or
deceitful means™).

Tenth Circuit

United States v. Dunson, 142 F.3d 1213 (10™ Cir. 1998) (shoplifting conviction is not the
type of crime that is automatically admitted under Rule 609(a)(2); however, the trial judge can, upon
request, go behind the elements of the crime to determine whether the particular conviction rested
on facts establishing dishonesty or false statement; in this case, the defendant proffered no
underlying facts, so the conviction was not admissible against the prosecution witness under Rule
609(a)(2)); United States v. Whitman, 665 F.2d 313 (10th Cir. 1981) (larceny offense that was
actually committed by fraudulent or deceitful means is automatically admitted under Rule 609(a)(2)).

At least two Circuits have held that the trial court must assess only the elements of the
crime offered for impeachment. Thus, in these Circuits, the trial judge cannot look to the
underlying facts of the conviction to determine whether it is automatically admissible under
Rule 609(a)(2).

D.C. Circuit:
United States v. Lewis, 626 F.2d 940 (D.C. Cir. 1980):

We do not perceive that it is the manner in which the offense is committed that
determines its admissibility. Rather, we interpret Rule 609(a)(2) to require that the crime
“involved dishonesty or false statement” as an element of the statutory offense. While
narcotics may be sold in a manner that is “deceitful,” which is one synonym for “dishonest,”
the statutory elements of offenses under the Controlled Substance Act do not require that the
drugs be sold or possessed in a manner that involves deceit, fraud or breach of trust. If a
narcotics pusher misrepresents the strength or quality of his heroin, as frequently happens,
he may be defrauding the purchaser, but the statutory crime concerns itself only with the sale,
not the fraud.
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Third Circuit

Cree v. Hatcher, 969 F.2d 34 (3d Cir. 1992) (“the manner in which a particular defendant
commits a crime is irrelevant; what matters is whether dishonesty or false statement is an element
of the statutory offense”).

Arguments in Favor of and Against a Rule Permitting Inquiry into the Underlying Facts
of the Conviction:

As can be seen above, there is a clear split in the circuits over whether the trial court is
permitted to inquire into the underlying facts of the conviction to determine whether it involves
“dishonesty or false statement” under Rule 609(a)(2). If the Committee believes that this split of
authority is important enough to rectify, it will have to determine which is the better view. While
there are arguments in favor of an approach permitting inquiry into underlying facts (and while the
majority of the courts have adopted that view) most commentators argue that inquiry into underlying
facts should not be permitted: that is, the conviction should be assessed on its face to determine
whether the elements of the conviction involve dishonesty or false statement. The view of the
commentators is shared by the ABA and by the Uniform Rules drafters as well.

Arguments in favor of inquiry into underlying facts:

The argument in favor of inquiry into underlying facts is that it allows the judge to better
evaluate the extent to which deception and dishonesty had pervaded the witness’s conduct. Rule
609(a)(2) is based on the Congressional assessment that crimes involving dishonesty or false
statement are highly probative of a witness’s character for truthfulness. In this regard, a crime
committed by dishonest means would seem to be as probative as a crime the elements of which
involve dishonesty. Moreover, the actual elements of the conviction may not be a true indicator of
the witness’s misconduct, given the possibility of plea bargaining.

Arguments against inquiry into underlying facts:

The premise of an inquiry into underlying facts is that if the crime is committed in a deceitful
manner, it is more probative of the witness’s veracity than one not so committed. But if the
conviction is admitted, the jury will generally hear only that the conviction was rendered and that
a certain punishment was meted out. Rule 609 does not allow the jury to hear the underlying facts
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of the conviction.! The Courts have consistently held that evidence of the conviction is limited to
“the crime charged, the date, and the disposition.”” This is part of the reasoning for dispensing with
an extrinsic evidence exclusion such as that found in Rule 608(b)—the conviction itself can be proved
easily, without a need to delve into the facts. Consequently, whatever greater probative value there
is in the manner that a crime was committed will be lost on the jury when only the conviction itself
is admitted.

More importantly, an approach permitting the trial court to go inquire into the underlying
facts of the conviction is likely to make Rule 609(a)(2) the predominant rule, and not the exception.
This is because there is probably some act of deceit in almost every crime. Thus, Rule 609(a)(2) will
swallow up Rule 609(a)(1), even though the balancing approach of the latter Rule is more consistent
with the general framework of the Federal Rules. Note also that the Conference Report on Rule
609(a)(2), set forth above, indicates a Congressional intent to limit the rule to convictions in which
lying is an element of the crime.

Finally, it is to say the least an indeterminate inquiry for a trial court to decide retrospectively
just what facts actually led to the witness’ conviction. If a witness has been convicted of drug
distribution, how is the trial judge to determine whether the jury in that prior case found beyond a
reasonable doubt that the witness had acted deceitfully in committing the crime? The general verdict
of guilty is obviously an insufficient indication. Should the trial judge look at the indictment? At the
record? Should the trial judge hold a hearing and essentially retry the prior case, when the only goal
is to determine whether the conviction is “automatically” admitted? The process of going behind the
crime to the underlying facts hardly seems “automatic”.

For these reasons, the ABA Section on Criminal Justice suggests adding the following
sentence to the second sentence of Rule 609(a)(2): “This subsection (2) applies only to those crimes
whose statutory elements necessarily involve untruthfulness or falsification.” The Uniform Rules
drafters adopted a similar proposal.

!. See United States v. Albers, 93 F.3d 1469 (10th Cir. 1996) (the trial judge erred,
though harmlessly, in permitting the prosecutor to bring out the underlying facts of a prior
conviction for grand theft: “the defendant was entitled to the protection of the rule that only the
prior conviction, its general nature, and punishment of felony range were fair game for testing the
defendant’s credibility”); United States v. Pandozzi, 878 F.2d 1526 (1st Cir. 1989) (the
underlying factual details of a conviction cannot be inquired into on cross-examination);
Campbell v. Greer, 831 F.2d 700 (7th Cir. 1987) (when the witness was impeached with a rape
conviction, it was error to inquire where a prior rape occurred); United States v. Beckett, 706
F.2d 519 (5th Cir. 1983) (a testifying witness is required “to give answers only as to whether he
has been previously convicted of a felony, as to what the felony was, and as to when the
conviction was had”); Radtke v. Cessna Aircraft Co., 707 F.2d 999 (8th Cir. 1983) (impeachment
with a prior conviction is limited to the recitation of the conviction itself).

2. Gora v. Costa, 971 F.2d 1325, 1330 (7th Cir. 1992) (“it is error to elicit any further
information for impeachment purposes”).
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Mueller and Kirkpatrick support the minority view, that the underlying facts of a conviction
should be irrelevant under Rule 609(a)(2):

There is something to be said for a formalistic approach in which a conviction fits [Rule
609(a)(2)] only if dishonesty or false statement is among the elements of the offense: It
would simplify administration and spare courts and litigants from spending time on collateral
inquiries. Scrutiny of underlying facts seems vaguely inconsistent with allowing inquiry only
on the essentials of convictions (name of crime, punishment imposed, time, and sometimes
place) with further details kept off limits: If the jury hears only the basics, why should the
judge consider an elaboration of factual detail in deciding whether to permit the questioning?
Also this approach would both cut down the number of convictions achieving “automatic
admissibility” and exclude many misdemeanor convictions that, after all, could not qualify
under [Rule 609(a)(1)] either.

Mueller and Kirkpatrick, Federal Evidence at 742.

Another commentator, Professor Stuart Green, puts the argument this way:

There remains the question whether, even when the crime for which defendant was
convicted does not require a showing of falsity or deceit, a court may look to the manner in
which the crime was committed in order to determine whether a prior conviction involves
deceit, and therefore falls within the scope of Rule 609(a)(2). According to Mueller and
Kirkpatrick, "overwhelmingly ... the practice is to allow and even encourage inquiry into
underlying facts." This is also the position endorsed by Richard Uviller, who argues that
expanding the category of "dishonesty or false statement” crimes beyond the traditional list
of crimen falsi offenses "accords with the governing concept of relevance: The behavior of
the individual in committing the crime reveals a trait of character from which the inference
of testimonial mendacity may be reasonably drawn. If anything, it is the actor's behavior that
supports the inference, not the statutory definition of the crime." Richard Uviller, Credence,
Character, and the Rules of Evidence. Seeing Through the Liar's Tale, 42 Duke L.J. 776,
791-92 (1993).

There are, however, compelling reasons to question such a departure from the
common law evidentiary approach to crimen falsi. The most commonly expressed argument
centers on administrative concerns. Allowing courts to inquire into the underlying facts of
a prior conviction tends to create confusion and administrative burdens. * * * A second
reason for rejecting the fact-based inquiry approach is that it is at odds with the overall
structure of the impeachment rules. By allowing (or requiring) courts to inquire into the
underlying facts of the conviction, Rule 609(a)(1) is likely to be swallowed up by Rule
609(a)(2). Rule 609(a)(2) will become the rule, rather than the exception, even though the
probative versus prejudicial weighing approach of the former rule is more representative of
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the Federal Rules' approach generally.

A third (and, I believe, the most compelling) reason for rejecting the majority
approach rests on an understanding of criminal law and procedure, rather than the law of
evidence. One needs to recognize that criminal offenses are defined by their elements, not
by the facts of their commission. To admit conviction evidence is to tell the jury nothing
more than that the elements of the crime of which the witness was convicted were proven
beyond a reasonable doubt. Undoubtedly, a large majority of criminal acts do involve some
form of deception. A rapist or kidnapper may use deception to lure a victim to a remote
location. A perpetrator bent on violating the antitrust laws may use duplicity in doing so.
But, in each case, the fact that deception was used will never have been found beyond a
reasonable doubt. To allow a court to look to underlying facts in determining whether to
admit a prior conviction as a crime of deceit is thus to invite a circumvention of the
reasonable doubt standard itself.

Stuart Green, Deceit and the Classification of Crimes: Federal Rule of Evidence 609(a)(2) and the
Origins of Crimen Falsi, 90 J. Crim.L.& Crim. 1087, 1121-23 (2000).

If the Committee decides that the Rule should be amended, it will have to determine whether
to adopt the “factual inquiry” view of Rule 609(a)(2) or the “elements” view favored by most
commentators. It should be noted that both points of view are value-neutral in their treatment of
litigants. That is, neither view is especially “government-friendly” or “defendant-friendly”, and
neither is limited to criminal cases. Whatever view is taken, it will apply to impeachment of all
witnesses in all cases, as that is the scope of Rule 609(a)(2).

It should also be noted that even if an “elements” approach is taken, the underlying facts of
a conviction might still be a subject of impeachment when the witness testifies. For example, if a
drug seller misrepresents the quality of his heroin, that misrepresentation may impeach the seller as
a witness even though he was convicted for the sale, not the misrepresentation. In fact, the
misrepresentation may be considered even if the seller was never convicted of any crime. This is
because Rule 608 permits impeachment with the witness’ prior bad acts, even if the acts did not
result in conviction.

It must be remembered, however, that unlike convictions covered by Rule 609(a)(2), prior
bad acts are not automatically admissible to impeach the witness’ character for veracity. Rather,
admissibility of such acts is regulated by the Rule 403 balancing test.’ Also, because of Rule 608(b)’s

?. See, e.g., United States v. Hurst, 951 F.2d 1490 (6th Cir. 1991) (details of a conviction
to which the defendant entered a guilty plea were not admissible under Rule 609, but they were
the proper subject of inquiry under Rules 403 and 608 where they were probative of the
defendant’s character for untruthfulness and not unduly prejudicial).
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exclusion of extrinsic evidence, the details on which the conviction is based cannot be proved if the
witness denies them.

Interestingly, if the underlying facts are not permitted to bootstrap a conviction into automatic
admission under Rule 609(a)(2), it may be the case, at least where the accused is the witness, that
the deceitful manner in which the crime was committed may be a subject of inquiry while the
conviction itself may not. This is because the conviction to be admissible would have to satisfy the
accused-friendly balancing test of Rule 609(a)(1), whereas the deceitful acts can be brought out
unless their prejudicial effect substantially outweighs their probative value under Rule 403. The Rule
609(a)(1) balancing test is far more beneficial to the criminal defendant than is the balancing test
employed under Rules 403 and 608.

Finally, without regard to Rule 609(a)(2), the details underlying a conviction may be
admissible to rebut the witness’ attempt to explain away the conviction. See, e.g., United States v.
Valencia, 61 F.3d 616 (8th Cir. 1995) (it was permissible to cross-examine on the details of a
conviction where the defendant, on direct examination, attempted to minimize his guilt as to that
conviction). The Valencia Court concluded that the government properly cross-examined the
defendant in order to clarify the facts as to the prior conviction and thereby impeach his direct
testimony. See also United States v. Perry, 857 F.2d 1346 (9th Cir. 1988) (the defendant opened the
door to an inquiry into details of a prior misdemeanor convictions for embezzlement and false
pretenses by attempting to explain them away and offering his own version of the underlying facts).

B. Does Rule 609(a)(2) Require Automatic Admission of Theft, Drug and Tax Crimes?

Courts are in conflict about whether the elements of theft, drug and tax crimes other than
fraud necessarily involve dishonesty or false statement within the meaning of Rule 609(a)(2). This
question is independent from that discussed above. The question here is whether a court, without
looking at the underlying facts, can conclude that theft, drug and tax crimes not involving fraud are
automatically admissible under Rule 609(a)(2).

When the Rule was amended in 1990, the Advisory Committee recognized that the courts
were in conflict on the scope of Rule 609(a)(2), but refused to resolve the conflict. The Committee’s
explanation for not proposing an amendment to Rule 609(a)(2) is as follows:

The Committee recommended no substantive change in subdivision (a)(2), even
though some cases raise a concern about the proper interpretation of the words “dishonesty
or false statement.” These words were used but not explained in the original Advisory
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Committee Note accompanying Rule 609. Congress extensively debated the rule, and the
Report of the House and Senate Conference Committee states that “by the phrase dishonesty
and false statement, the Conference means crimes such as perjury, subornation of perjury,
false statement, criminal fraud, embezzlement, or false pretense, or any other offense in the
nature of crimen falsi, commission of which involves some element of deceit, untruthfulness,
or falsification bearing on the accused’s propensity to testify truthfully.” The Advisory
Committee concluded that the Conference Report provides sufficient guidance to trial courts
and that no amendment is necessary, notwithstanding some decisions that take an unduly
broad view of “dishonesty,” admitting convictions such as for bank robbery or bank larceny.

The Advisory Committee’s explanation for refusing to clarify Rule 609(a)(2) by amendatory
language is puzzling. If the Conference Report to the original Rule already provided sufficient
guidance, then why had some courts taken “an unduly broad view of dishonesty”? Moreover, the
Conference Committee Report interpreted the language originally proposed for Rule 609(a)(2): that
the conviction must involve “dishonesty and false statement.” But the Rule as adopted provides for
mandatory admission of crimes that involve “dishonesty or false statement.” Small wonder, then,
that some courts have applied Rule 609(a)(2) to cover more crimes than the Conference Report had
described.

There is some common ground among the courts, however. There is general agreement that
crimes containing a statutory element requiring proof of deceit are covered by Rule 609(a)(2).
Examples include perjury, fraud, falsifying government forms, and counterfeiting. A person cannot
be convicted of these crimes unless the prosecution proves that she has been deceitful in some way.
The fact that the witness has essentially been convicted for lying is obviously probative of whether
she is lying on the stand — so probative, in fact, that Congress mandated admission no matter how
prejudicial the convictions would be. See, e.g., United States v. Tracy, 36 F.3d 187 (1st Cir. 1994)
(conviction for uttering a false prescription is automatically admissible to impeach a witness under
Rule 609(2)(2)); United States v. Noble, 754 F.2d 1324 (7th Cir. 1985) (counterfeiting conviction
is automatically admissible under Rule 609(a)(2)); United States v. Hans, 738 F.2d 88 (3d Cir. 1984)
(conviction for knowingly transporting forged securities is automatically admissible to impeach the
witness). As the Seventh Circuit has stated:

The essential characteristic of these offenses [such as perjury, false statement,
criminal fraud, embezzlement or false pretenses] is that the witness, acting in a calculated
and deliberate manner, has committed acts of falsification for the very purpose of deceiving.
It is this essential characteristic that makes these crimes probative of a witness’ propensity
to lie on the stand. '

United States v. Cameron, 814 F.2d 403, 407 (7th Cir. 1987).

19



Theft of Property Crimes:

Some disagreement exists with respect to theft crimes. On the one hand, it can be argued that
a shoplifter or burglar acted deceitfully or at least underhandedly, and that this activity is just as
probative of a propensity to lie on the stand as is the dishonesty inherent in a perjury conviction. On
the other hand, deceit is not necessarily a statutory element of a theft, nor is false statement; so it is
not as obvious that the conviction is as probative of credibility as, for example, a conviction in which
the government of necessity proved beyond a reasonable doubt that the witness had acted dishonestly
and made a false statement. Some types of theft crimes, like bank robbery, are even more
questionable as to their pertinence to the witness’ credibility, because a person could rob a bank
without engaging in a single act of deceit or falsification.

Most courts take the view that theft and property crimes are not automatically admissible on
their face. The Ninth Circuit’s en banc opinion in United States v. Brackeen, 969 F.2d 827 (9th Cir.
1992) is the leading case. Brackeen was tried for aiding and abetting an armed bank robbery, and
when he took the stand, he was impeached with his guilty pleas to two unarmed bank robberies that
occurred within days of the charged crime. The trial court allowed the impeachment, reasoning that
the bank robberies were crimes involving dishonesty or false statement, and thus were to be
automatically admitted under Rule 609(a)(2). But the Court of Appeals reversed. It concluded that
“Congress intended Rule 609(a)(2) to apply only to those crimes that factually or by definition entail
some element of misrepresentation or deceit, and not to those crimes which, bad though they are, do
not carry with them a tinge of falsification.”

The following cases follow the Brackeen view that theft crimes are not automatically
admissible on their face:

D.C. Circuit

United Statesv. Fearwell, 595 F.2d 771 (D.C.Cir. 1978) (conviction for conspiracy to violate
the Food Stamp Act was not automatically admissible under Rule 609(a)(2).

First Circuit

United States v. Grandmont, 680 F.2d 867 (1st Cir. 1982) (robbery and purse snatching are
not automatically dishonesty crimes on their face).

Fifth Circuit

Coursey v. Broadhurst, 888 F.2d 338 (5th Cir. 1989) (a cattle theft conviction is not
automatically admissible on its face).
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Sixth Circuit

United States v. Scisney, 885 F.2d 325 (6th Cir. 1989) (purse snatching conviction is not
automatically admissible on its face).

Seventh Circuit

United States v. Wiman, 77 F.3d 981 (7* Cir. 1996) (conviction for theft of gas was not
automatically admissible on its face).

Tenth Circuit

United States v. Seamster, 568 F.2d 188 (10th Cir. 1978) (Rule 609(a)(2) covers only those
convictions “involving some element of deceit, untruthfulness or falsification which would tend to
show that a witness would be likely to testify untruthfully”).
Eleventh Circuit

United Statesv. Farmer, 923 F.2d 1557, 1567 (11" Cir. 1991) (theft crime not automatically
admissible on its face).

There are a few cases, however, holding that theft crimes are automatically admissible
on their face.
First Circuit

United States v. Del Toro Soto, 676 F.2d 13 (1* Cir. 1982) (grand larceny automatically
admissible on its face); United States v. Brown, 603 F.2d 1022 (1st Cir. 1979) (burglary and petit
larceny are automatically admitted under Rule 609(a)(2)).
Third Circuit

Wagner v. Firestone Tire & Rubber Co., 890 F.2d 652 (3d Cir. 1989)(conviction for passing

worthless checks is automatically admissible on its face).

Tenth Circuit
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United States v. Mucci, 630 F.2d 737 (10™ Cir. 1980) (conviction for passing worthless
checks is automatically admissible on its face).

Arguments in favor of and against automatic admissibility of theft crimes:

The argument in favor of automatic admissibility of theft crimes is that people who commit
theft are leading a life of deceit, and this is highly probative of their character for truthfulness.
Moreover, Rule 609(a)(2) covers convictions that involved “dishonesty or false statement.” The term
“dishonesty” should have some independent meaning. An actual false statement should not be
required for the conviction to be automatically admissible.

There are three arguments against the automatic admissibility of all theft crimes under Rule
609(a)(2). First, the Conference Report indicates that the Rule is to be narrowly construed to apply
only to those crimes like perjury that require proof beyond a reasonable doubt that the witness lied
in committing the crime. Second, Rule 609(a)(2) is an unusual provision, providing for automatic
admissibility; as such it is contrary to the general approach of the Federal Rules, which gives trial
courts discretion to exclude problematic evidence. Rule 609(a)(2) therefore should be the exception
to the more broadly applicable balancing test of Rule 609(a)(1). Including theft crimes within the
scope of Rule 609(a)(2) would likely result in the “exception” being used more often than the “rule.”
(See the discussion by Judge Posner in Altobello v. Borden Confectionary Prods., Inc.,872F.2d 215
(7th Cir. 1989), in which he concludes that Rule 609(a)(2) must be construed narrowly to avoid
swallowing Rule 609(a)(1) and its balancing test.) Third, there is no practical reason to apply Rule
609(a)(2) so broadly, because theft convictions will still be good candidates for admissibility under
the balancing test of Rule 609(a)(1); thus, a narrow construction of this unusual rule will not result
in an unjustified exclusion of important evidence of impeachment.

Drug Crimes

The arguments in favor of and against inclusion of drug crimes are similar to those
concerning theft crimes. On the one hand, drug crimes indicate a life of deceit. On the other hand,
drug crimes do not ordinarily involve an element of deceit, and to include all drug crimes within Rule
609(a)(2) would allow that exceptional provision to swallow the balancing-based “rule” of Rule
609(a)(1).

A great majority of courts have held that drug crimes are not automatically admissible
on their face under Rule 609(a)(2). These cases include:
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D.C. Circuit
United States v. Logan, 998 F.2d 1025 (D.C.Cir. 1993) (drug distribution)

Second Circuit

United States v. Hayes, 553 F.2d 824 (2d Cir. 1997) (drug smuggling).

Ninth Circuit
Medrano v. City of Los Angeles, 973 F.2d 1499 (9" Cir. 1992) (drug use).
Tenth Circuit

Gust v. Jones, 162 F.3d 587 (10™ Cir. 1998) (conviction for drug smuggling was not
admissible under Rule 609(a)(2) because that crime did not “per se, involve dishonesty or false
statement”).

Two federal cases could be read as concluding that drug crimes are automatically
admissible whenever the witness testifies. But neither case is long on analysis, and each case
cites Rule 609(a) generally, rather than Rule 609(a)(2) specifically. Thus, reasonable minds can
differ on whether these courts are in conflict with the majority rule that drug crimes are not
automatically admissible on their face under Rule 609(a)(2). Those cases are:

United States v. Parrish, 736 F.2d 152 (5" Cir. 1984) (affirming admission of conviction for
selling metamphetamine); and United States v. Moore, 735 F.2d 289 (8% Cir. 1984) (narcotics
offenses).

Tax Crimes Other than Tax Fraud

While tax fraud is obviously automatically admissible under Rule 609(a)(2), other tax-related
crimes are not as clear. One such crime is the wilful failure to file a tax return. Courts are in conflict
about whether that crime is admissible on its face in Rule 609(a)(2). In Cree v. Hatcher, 969 F.2d
34 (3d Cir. 1992), the plaintiff in a malpractice case called an expert pathologist, who was
impeached with his prior misdemeanor conviction for wilful failure to file a tax return in violation
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of 26 U.S.C. § 7203. The trial court held that the conviction fell under Rule 609(a)(2) and therefore
admission was required, but the Third Circuit reversed. The Court of Appeals reasoned that Rule
609(a)(2) should be narrowly construed, because it is a radical provision that deprives the trial judge
of the discretion to weigh the prejudicial effect of admitting the evidence against its probative value
in proving the witness’ credibility. The Court noted that to obtain a conviction for wilful failure to
file a tax return, the government is not required to show that a defendant acted with a deceitful
purpose to conceal his tax liability. Rather, all that is required is proof that the defendant acted
voluntarily and with the deliberate intent to violate the law. The Court concluded therefore that a
conviction under section 7203 did not “necessarily connote dishonesty or a false statement within
the narrow ambit of Rule 609(a)(2).”

The result in Cree is in conflict with the Eleventh Circuit’s opinion in United States v.
Gellman, 677 F.2d 65 (11th Cir. 1982), where the Court reasoned that a violation of section 7203
was “sufficiently reprehensible to meet the exception of Rule 609(a)(2).” See also United States v.
Wilson, 985 F.2d 348 (7th Cir. 1993) (same). The Cree Court, however, pointed out in response to
Gellman that Rule 609(a)(2) does not measure the reprehensibility or the severity of a crime, but
rather focuses on whether the crime is especially probative of the witness’ propensity to lie. It is the
deceit factor in the conviction that makes it so probative of the witness’ credibility that admission
is mandated. [The Supreme Court granted certiorari in Cree to resolve this conflict in the federal
cases, but then, almost immediately, certiorari was dismissed. See 506 U.S. 1017 (1992).]

It is notable that because a conviction under section 7203 is a misdemeanor (it is not
punishable by a term of imprisonment in excess of one year), the result in Cree means that a witness
can never be impeached under Rule 609(a)(1) with that conviction; while Rule 609(a)(2) provides
for mandatory admission of all convictions covered by the Rule, Rule 609(a)(1) does not permit
admission of misdemeanors. So it was critical to the plaintiff in Cree to have her expert’s prior
conviction defined as one that did not involve dishonesty or false statement.

Conclusion on Conflict as to the Scope of Rule 609(a)(2):

1. There is a direct conflict among the circuits as to whether the trial court is allowed to
investigate the underlying facts of a conviction to determine if it was committed by deceitful means.

2. There is some conflict as to whether theft crimes are admissible on their face, but the great
majority of courts do not find these crimes to be automatically admissible.

3. Almost all courts have held that drug crimes are not admissible on their face. However,
there is some case law that could be construed a$ being in conflict.

4. There is a direct conflict in the circuits as to whether wilful failure to file a tax return is
admissible on its face under Rule 609(a)(2), though admittedly this is a narrow question.
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IIL. Technical Change From “Credibility” to “Character for Truthfulness”

The Committee’s proposed amendment to Rule 608(b) substituted the term “character for
truthfulness” for the overbroad term “credibility” that was used in that Rule. During the public
comment on Rule 608(b), Professor Duane noted that the term “credibility” was also used in Rule
609(a), and suggested that it should also be changed to “character for truthfulness”. The rationale
is the same as for the amendment to Rule 608(b). Rule 609(a) uses the broad term “credibility”
when it really means to use the more narrow term “character for truthfulness.” The broad term is
potentially problematic because it covers all forms of impeachment, e.g., prior inconsistent
statement, bias, contradiction. Thus, the Rule could be misconstrued as limiting the use of
convictions even though offered for a purpose other than an attack on the witness’ character.

It is unlikely that this change would make much difference in practice. Professor Duane
posits an example that in his opinion could lead to a problem in applying the overbroad term
“credibility” in Rule 609. Suppose a police officer is charged with misconduct. A witness testifies
against him and the officer wants to impeach the witness with evidence that the officer previously
arrested and testified against that witness, who was then convicted and served a jail sentence. This
evidence would be offered to prove bias, not character for untruthfulness. Yet if Rule 609 is read to
cover any attempt to impeach “credibility” through the witness’s convictions, the convictions would
have to pass under the complicated tests for admissibility under Rule 609, rather than the Rule 403
balancing test that usually governs evidence of bias.

There are at least two reasons why the hypothetical misapplication of Rule 609 posited by
Professor Duane has not arisen in the cases. First, presuming that a court applies Rule 609 to
convictions offered to prove bias, the result will usually be the same as if the court had applied the
Rule 403 test. This is because Rule 609 itself provides that the Rule 403 test applies to many of the
convictions offered under that Rule—specifically convictions less than ten years old that do not
involve dishonesty or false statement and are offered against witnesses other than an accused. Thus,
the risk of misapplication of Rule 609 with respect to convictions offered for bias or other non-
character forms of impeachment is limited by the fact that the Rule 403 test already applies to a good
number of those convictions.

Second, the reported decisions indicate that the courts have found no difficulty in limiting
Rule 609 to convictions offered to attack the witness’ character for truthfulness. If a conviction is
offered for animpeachment purpose other than character, such as contradiction, courts have held that
Rule 609 is inapplicable and admissibility is governed by Rule 403. The following is an excerpt from
Federal Rules of Evidence Manual that speaks to this point:

The special rules set forth in Rule 609 are applicable only if the proponent is
attempting to use prior convictions to impeach the witness’ character for truthtelling. If there
is another purpose for introducing the conviction, then Rule 609 poses no bar, and the Trial
Court should admit the conviction subject to the balancing test of Rule 403. For example, in
United States v. Lopez, 979 F.2d 1024 (5th Cir. 1992), the defendant in a drug case testified
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to his innocence and implied that he had never been in contact with drugs. On cross-
examination the government asked the defendant whether he had ever personally seen
marijuana. He answered that he had not. The prosecution then offered in rebuttal, and the
Trial Court admitted, the defendant’s fifteen-year-old conviction for possession of marijuana.
The jury was given a limiting instruction. The Court also held that Rule 609 did not apply
because that Rule has nothing to say about “the admissibility of relevant evidence introduced
to contradict a witness’s testimony as to a material issue.” The Court reasoned that the
admissibility of the conviction should be determined under Rule 403, rather than under the
more exclusionary balancing test of Rule 609(b). It found that Rule 403 provided valid
grounds to admit Lopez’s prior conviction: because the defendant had brought up his
unfamiliarity with drugs on his own, the prejudicial effect of the old conviction did not
substantially outweigh the probative value.

See also United States v. Norton, 26 F.3d 240 (1st Cir. 1994) (in a felon-firearm prosecution, the
court properly allowed the government to introduce the defendant’s prior firearm conviction; the
defendant had testified on direct that he had never possessed a gun in his life, so the prior conviction
provided proper contradiction).

While the change will have little substantive effect, it certainly seems worthwhile to make
the change if the Rule is going to be amended on other grounds. It makes sense to use the same
terminology in Rules 608 and 609, as they both govern impeachment of a witness’s character for
truthfulness. The models in Part Six set forth the technical change suggested by Professor Duane.
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IV. State Law Variations

There are a number of states that diverge from the Federal model in some respects. The most
extreme examples are Montana, which prohibits impeachment with prior convictions, and North
Carolina, which provides that all convictions are automatically admissible. Other states, such as
Maryland, reject the distinction between Rule 609(a)(1) and 609(a)(2) and substitute a general
balancing test for all convictions. This memorandum assumes that a total reconception of Rule 609
is not justified, especially in light of the careful consideration that was given to the Rule in Congress
when the Rule was initially proposed. The Rule represents a compromise approach, a balance of
interests, that undoubtedly should not be revisited in the absence of compelling circumstances.
Accordingly, this section sets out those few state versions that provide a different view concerning
the basic issues addressed in this memorandum: 1) whether inquiry into the underlying facts of a
conviction is permissible under Rule 609(a)(2); and 2) whether Rule 609(a)(2) automatically covers
theft, drug and all tax crimes.

Michigan

RULE 609. IMPEACHMENT BY EVIDENCE OF CONVICTION OF CRIME

(a) General Rule. For the purpose of attacking the credibility of a witness, evidence that the
witness has been convicted of a crime shall not be admitted unless the evidence has been
elicited from the witness or established by public record during cross examination, and
(1) the crime contained an element of dishonesty or false statement, or

(2) the crime contained an element of theft, and

(A) the crime was punishable by imprisonment in excess of one year or death under the law
under which the witness was convicted, and ,

(B) the court determines that the evidence has significant probative value on the issue of
credibility and, if the witness is the defendant in a criminal trial, the court further determines
that the probative value of the evidence outweighs its prejudicial effect.

Michigan prohibits an inquiry into underlying facts. But it has expanded the elements
that justify automatic admissibility, to include theft. Thus, all theft crimes are automatically
admissible on their face.
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Vermont

Rule 609. IMPEACHMENT BY EVIDENCE OF CONVICTION OF CRIME

(a) General Rule. For the purpose of attacking the credibility of a witness, evidence that the
witness has been convicted of a crime shall be admitted if elicited from the witness or, if
denied by the witness, if established by extrinsic evidence, but only if the crime:

(1) Involved untruthfulness or falsification regardless of the punishment, unless the
court determines that the probative value of admitting this evidence is substantially
outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. This subsection (1) applies only to
those crimes whose statutory elements necessarily involve untruthfulness or
falsification.

2) Was a felony conviction under the law of Vermont or was punishable by death or
imprisonment in excess of one year under the law of another jurisdiction, under
which the witness was convicted, and the court determines that the probative value
of this evidence substantially outweighs its prejudicial effect.

The court shall articulate on the record the factors considered in making its
determination.

Vermont specifically applies a statutory elements test. Thus, it prohibits a factual
inquiry, and it also excludes drug, theft and tax crimes that do not require the jury to find an
act of untruthfulness in order to convict. Vermont also includes a 403 balancing test for crimes
involving dishonesty or false statement, but that provision could not be added to the Federal
Rule, as it would upset the compromise reached in the Rule providing that certain crimes
should be automatically admissible.
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V. Advantages and Disadvantages of an Amendment to Rule 609(a)(2)

The advantages and disadvantages of an amendment have been discussed above and can be
summarized briefly here.

Advantages:

1. An amendment clarifying the scope of Rule 609(a)(2), and either prohibiting or permitting
an inquiry into the underlying facts of a conviction, will resolve conflicts in the courts on various
questions.

2. An amendment limiting admissibility under Rule 609(a)(2) to those convictions carrying
an element of untruthfulness will have two important practical advantages beyond resolving a
conflict in the courts. First, it will make the Rule 609(a)(2) determination more efficient and more
uniform. The court would only have to look to the elements of the conviction to determine whether
it is automatically admissible. There would be no murky and perhaps subjective inquiry into the
underlying facts. Second, an elements approach will give Rule 609(a)(2) a limited base of
applicability—and such a limited construction is consistent with congressional intent and with the
general structure of the Federal Rules of Evidence.

3. An amendment could have the added benefit of correcting misuse of the overbroad term
“credibility”. This change would bring Rule 609 into line with the recent amendment to Rule 608.

Disadvdn}ages )

Beyond the ordinary costs of a rule amendment, it could be argued that the Rule was
amended in 1990 and the Rule Committee specifically rejected the suggestion that the Rule be
changed to clarify the term “dishonesty or false statement”. As to conflict in the courts, there was
conflict over the meaning of the Rule in 1990, but nothing was done about it, and the conflict seems
no more serious now than it was before.
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VI. Models for a Possible Amendment to Rule 609(a)(2)

Both of the models below include the suggested technical change from “credibility” to
“character for truthfulness.” The difference is that Model One focuses on the elements of the
conviction while Model Two specifically permits the court to look at the facts underlying the
conviction.
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Model One: Automatically Admissible Only If Conviction Carries an Element of Dishonesty or
False Statement

Rule 609. Impeachment by Evidence of Conviction of Crime

(a) General rule—For the purpose of attacking the credibitity character for
truthfulness of a witness,

(1) evidence that a witness other than an accused has been convicted
of a crime shall be admitted, subject to Rule 403, if the crime was punishable
by death or imprisonment in excess of one year under the law under which
the witness was convicted, and evidence that an accused has been convicted
of such a crime shall be admitted if the court determines that the probative
value of admitting this evidence outweighs its prejudicial effect to the
accused; and

(2) evidence that any witness has been convicted of a crime shall be admitted

tf-it-involved—dishonesty-or-false—statement;—regardless of the punishment if the
statutory elements of the crime necessarily involve dishonesty or false statement.

(b) Time limit. — Evidence of a conviction under this rule is not admissible if a
period of more than ten years has elapsed since the date of the conviction or of the release
of the witness from the confinement imposed for that conviction, whichever is the later date,
unless the court determines, in the interests of justice, that the probative value of the
conviction supported by specific facts and circumstances substantially outweighs its
prejudicial effect. However, evidence of a conviction more than ten years old as calculated
herein, is not admissible unless the proponent gives to the adverse party sufficient advance
written notice of intent to use such evidence to provide the adverse party with a fair
opportunity to contest the use of such evidence.

(c) Effect of pardon, annulment, or certificate of rehabilitation. — Evidence of a
conviction is not admissible under this rule if (1) the conviction has been the subject of a
pardon, annulment, certificate of rehabilitation, or other equivalent procedure based on a
finding of the rehabilitation of the person convicted, and that person has not been convicted
of a subsequent crime which that was punishable by death or imprisonment in excess of one
year, or (2) the conviction has been the subject of a pardon, annulment, or other equivalent
procedure based on a finding of innocence.

(d) Juvenile adjudications. — Evidence of juvenile adjudications is generally not
admissible under this rule. The court may, however, in a criminal case allow evidence of a
Jjuvenile adjudication of a witness other than the accused if conviction of the offense would
be admissible to attack the credibility of an adult and the court is satisfied that admission in
evidence is necessary for a fair determination of the issue of guilt or innocence.

31



(e) Pendency of appeal. — The pendency of an appeal therefrom does not render
evidence of a conviction inadmissible. Evidence of the pendency of an appeal is admissible.

Proposed Committee Note to Model One

The amendment provides that a conviction is not automatically admissible under Rule
609(a)(2) unless the statutory elements of the crime for which the witness was convicted
necessarily involve proof beyond a reasonable doubt that the witness committed an act of
dishonesty or false statement. The Rule prohibits the court from determining that a
conviction is “automatically admissible” by inquiring into the underlying facts of the crime.
Such facts are often difficult to determine. See Emerging Problems Under the Federal Rules
of Evidence at 173 (2d ed. 1998) (“The difficulty of ascertaining [facts underlying a
conviction] especially from the records of out-of-state proceedings might make the broad
approach operate unevenly and feasible only for local convictions. . . . A simple, almost
mechanical, rule that only those convictions for crimes whose statutory elements include
deception, untruthfulness or falsehood under Rule 609(a)(2) arguably would result in a more
efficient, predictable proceeding.”) (emphasis in original). Moreover, the probative value
of the underlying facts of a conviction, when the conviction is offered to impeach the
witness’s character for truthfulness, is lost on the jury because the jury is not informed about
the details of a conviction under Rule 609. See, e.g., United States v. Beckett, 706 F.2d 519
atn.1 (5th Cir. 1983) (a testifying witness is required “to give answers only as to whether he
has been previously convicted of a felony, as to what the felony was, and as to when the
conviction was had”); Radtke v. Cessna Aircraft Co., 707 F.2d 999 (8th Cir. 1983)
(impeachment with a prior conviction is limited to the recitation of the conviction itself).See
also C. Mueller & L. Kirkpatrick, Federal Evidence at 742 (2d ed. 1999) (“Scrutiny of
underlying facts seems vaguely inconsistent with allowing inquiry only on the essentials of
convictions (name of crime, punishment imposed, time, and sometimes place) with further
details kept off limits: If the jury hears only the basics, why should the judge consider an
elaboration of factual detail in deciding whether to permit the questioning?”).

The legislative history of Rule 609 indicates that the automatic admissibility
provision of Rule 609(a)(2) was to be narrowly construed. This amendment comports with
that intent. See Conference Report to proposed Rule 609, at 9 (“By the phrase ‘dishonesty
and false statement’ the Conference means crimes such as perjury or subornation of perjury,
false statement, criminal fraud, embezzlement, or false pretense, or any other offense in the
nature of crimen falsi, the commission of which involves some element of deceit,
untruthfulness, or falsification bearing on the [witness’s] propensity to testify truthfully.”).

It should be noted that while the facts underlying a conviction are irrelevant to the

admissibility of that conviction under Rule 609(a)(2), those underlying facts might be a
proper subject of enquiry under Rule 608. See e.g., United States v. Hurst, 951 F.2d 1490
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(6th Cir. 1991) (underlying facts of a conviction were the proper subject of inquiry under
Rules 403 and 608 where they were probative of the defendant’s character for untruthfulness
and not unduly prejudicial).

The amendment also substitutes the term “character for truthfulness” for the term
“credibility” in the first sentence of the Rule. The limitations of Rule 609 are not applicable
if a conviction is admitted for a purpose other than to prove the witness’s character for
untruthfulness. See, e.g., United Statesv. Lopez, 979 F.2d 1024 (5th Cir. 1992) (Rule 609 not
applicable where the conviction was offered for purposes of contradiction). The use of the
term “credibility” in subsection (d) is retained, however, as that subdivision is intended to
govern the use of a juvenile adjudication for any type of impeachment.

Note: This model is lifted from the Uniform Rules provision, but it is notable that the Uniform
Rule uses the term “untruthfulness or falsification” rather than “dishonesty or false
statement.” The model retains the term “dishonesty or false statement” in deference to the
extensive legislative treatment that this Rule received when initially proposed. But if the
Committee wishes, the language can be changed to replicate the Uniform Rule.

Note also that this model can be modified to expand the elements that would give rise
to automatic admissibility. For example, the element of theft could be included as it is in
Michigan. If the Committee desires such an addition, it can be added to the model easily, with
a short addition to the Committee Note to indicate that theft crimes are especially probative
of untruthfulness as they indicate a life of deceit. But also note that the addition of the element
of theft goes beyond the original Congressional intent behind Rule 609(a)(2).
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Model Two: Permitting Enquiry Into the Facts Underlying the Conviction
Rule 609. Impeachment by Evidence of Conviction of Crime

(a) General rule—For the purpose of attacking the credibiltty character for
truthfulness of a witness,

(1) evidence that a witness other than an accused has been convicted
of a crime shall be admitted, subject to Rule 403, if the crime was punishable
by death or imprisonment in excess of one year under the law under which
the witness was convicted, and evidence that an accused has been convicted
of such a crime shall be admitted if the court determines that the probative
value of admitting this evidence outweighs its prejudicial effect to the
accused; and

(2) evidence that any witness has been convicted of a crime shall be admitted

tft-involved—dishonesty-orfalse—statement;regardless of the punishment if the

statutory elements of the conviction or the facts underlying the conviction indicate

that the crime necessarily involved dishonesty or false statement.

(b) Time limit. — Evidence of a conviction under this rule is not admissible if a
period of more than ten years has elapsed since the date of the conviction or of the release
of the witness from the confinement imposed for that conviction, whichever is the later date,
unless the court determines, in the interests of justice, that the probative value of the
conviction supported by specific facts and circumstances substantially outweighs its
prejudicial effect. However, evidence of a conviction more than ten years old as calculated
herein, is not admissible unless the proponent gives to the adverse party sufficient advance
written notice of intent to use such evidence to provide the adverse party with a fair
opportunity to contest the use of such evidence.

(c) Effect of pardon, annulment, or certificate of rehabilitation. — Evidence of a
conviction is not admissible under this rule if (1) the conviction has been the subject of a
pardon, annulment, certificate of rehabilitation, or other equivalent procedure based on a
finding of the rehabilitation of the person convicted, and that person has not been convicted
of a subsequent crime which that was punishable by death or imprisonment in excess of one
year, or (2) the conviction has been the subject of a pardon, annulment, or other equivalent
procedure based on a finding of innocence.

(d) Juvenile adjudications. — Evidence of juvenile adjudications is generally not
admissible under this rule. The court may, however, in a criminal case allow evidence of a
Juvenile adjudication of a witness other than the accused if conviction of the offense would
be admissible to attack the credibility of an adult and the court is satisfied that admission in
evidence is necessary for a fair determination of the issue of guilt or innocence.
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(e) Péndency of appeal. — The pendency of an appeal therefrom does not render
evidence of a conviction inadmissible. Evidence of the pendency of an appeal is admissible.

Proposed Committee Note to Model Two

The amendment provides that a conviction is automatically admissible under Rule
609(a)(2) if its statutory elements or the underlying facts indicate that the witness engaged
in an act of dishonesty or false statement in the course of committing the crime. The Rule
codifies the majority view of the courts on this question. See C. Mueller & L. Kirkpatrick,
Federal Evidence at 742 (2d ed. 1999) (“Routinely modern courts look at the facts
underlying particular convictions and admit them under [Rule 609(a)(2)] if those facts
indicate falsehood or dishonesty.”). See also Altobello v. Borden Confectionary Products,
Inc., 872 F.2d 215, 216-17 (7™ Cir. 1989) (conviction automatically admissible under Rule
609(a)(2) if the “manner in which” the witness committed it involved deceit). The
justification for an inquiry into the facts underlying a conviction is that if the facts involved
dishonesty or false statement, the conviction is highly probative of the witness’s character
for untruthfulness, and therefore warrants automatic admissibility under Rule 609(a)(2). See
Richard Uviller, Credence, Character, and the Rules of Evidence: Seeing Through the Liar's
Tale, 42 Duke L.J. 776, 791-92 (1993) (“The behavior of the individual in committing the
crime reveals a trait of character from which the inference of testimonial mendacity may be
reasonably drawn. If anything, it is the actor's behavior that supports the inference, not the
statutory definition of the crime.").

The amendment also substitutes the term “character for truthfulness” for the term
“credibility” in the first sentence of the Rule. The limitations of Rule 609 are not applicable
if a conviction is admitted for a purpose other than to prove the witness’s character for
untruthfulness. See, e.g., United States v. Lopez, 979 F.2d 1024 (5th Cir. 1992) (Rule 609 not
applicable where the conviction was offered for purposes of contradiction). The use of the
term “credibility” in subsection (d) is retained, however, as that subdivision is intended to
govern the use of a juvenile adjudication for any type of impeachment
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At its Fall 2002 meeting the Committee directed the Reporter to prepare a memorandum on
the advisability of proposing an amendment to Evidence Rule 801(d)(1)(B). Attached to this
memorandum is a law review article co-authored by Judge Bullock, who has served as the Standing
Committee’s liaison to the Evidence Rules Committee. Judge Bullock has requested that this
Committee consider whether Evidence Rule 801(d)(1)(B) should be amended in the manner
suggested in the article.

The article proposes that Rule 801(d)(1)(B) be amended to provide that prior consistent
statements are admissible under the hearsay exception whenever they would be admissible to
rehabilitate the witness’ credibility. The justification is that there is no meaningful distinction
between substantive and rehabilitative use of prior consistent statements.

This memorandum is in six parts. Part One sets forth Rule 801(d)(1)(B) and its application
by the Supreme Court in Tome v. United States. Part Two discusses the potential practical problems
caused by a distinction between prior consistent statements admissible under the hearsay exemption
and consistent statements admissible only to rehabilitate a witness’s credibility. Part Three discusses
the case law on the subject. Part Four sets forth pertinent state law variations on Rule 801(d)(1)(B).
Part Five discusses the arguments in favor of and against an amendment that would extend the
hearsay exception to any consistent statement admissible for rehabilitation. Part Six sets forth a
model for amending Rule 801(d)(1)(B) in accordance with Judge Bullock’s suggestion, and a model
Committee Note.



It is important to note that this memorandum does not necessarily advocate the adoption of
an amendment to Rule 801(d)(1)(B). It is intended only to provide background to the Committee on
the problems posed by the existing Rule. It is for the Committee to determine whether the high costs
of an amendment are justified in this circumstance.



I. Rule 801(d)(1)(B) and Tome v. United States

Rule 801(d)(1)(B) currently reads as follows:

Rule 801. Definitions
The following definitions apply under this article:

* % %

(d) Statements which are not hearsay. — A statement is not hearsay if —

(1) Prior statement by witness. — The declarant testifies at the trial or hearing and
is subject to cross-examination concerning the statement, and the statement is * * * (B)
consistent with the declarant’s testimony and is offered to rebut an express or implied charge
against the declarant of recent fabrication or improper influence or motive, * * *

The original Advisory Committee Note to Rule 801(d)(1)(B) reads as follows:

(B) Prior consistent statements traditionally have been admissible to rebut charges of recent
fabrication or improper influence or motive but not as substantive evidence. Under the rule
they are substantive evidence. The prior statement is consistent with the testimony given on
the stand, and, if the opposite party wishes to open the door for its admission in evidence, no
sound reason is apparent why it should not be received generally.

Tome v. United States

At one time there was dispute among the courts about whether a statement can be admissible
for its truth under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) when the witness is attacked for having a motive to falsify and
the prior consistent statement was made affer the motive to falsify arose. The Supreme Court
resolved this dispute in Tome v. United States, 513 U.S. 150 (1995). The defendant in Tome was
tried for sexual abuse of his young daughter. At trial the daughter implicated the defendant, basically
by answering yes or no to a series of leading questions. On cross-examination defense counsel asked
some questions that were designed to show that the daughter preferred living in her mother’s
neighborhood rather than where her father lived, and therefore the daughter might have had a motive
to fabricate her accusations. The prosecution then called six witnesses, each of whom testified that
the daughter had made statements to them accusing the defendant of sexual abuse. The Tenth Circuit
held that all of these statements were properly admitted for their truth under Rule 801(d)(1)(B).



The Tenth Circuit rejected Tome’s argument that the girl’s consistent statements should not
have been admitted because they were made at a time when she had the desire to live with her
mother, i.e., they were made subject to the same motive to falsify as existed at the time the witness
testified. That Court was of the opinion that Rule 801(d)(1)(B) does not require that a statement
predate the charged motive to fabricate before it can be admitted as a prior consistent statement.

The Supreme Court, in an opinion by Justice Kennedy for five Justices, held that a prior
consistent statement is not admissible for its truth under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) unless the statement was
made before the charged fabrication or improper influence or motive arose. Because of this temporal
limitation, the daughter’s consistent statements in Tome could not be admitted as proof that the
defendant abused her.

Justice Kennedy relied heavily on the common-law rule, under which prior consistent
statements were not admissible to rebut a charge of recent fabrication or improper motive unless they
were made before the fabrication or motive to falsify arose. According to Justice Kennedy, the
drafters of the Federal Rules intended to preserve the common-law “pre-motive” timing requirement.
He based this conclusion on several factors: (1) the “somewhat peculiar language” of Rule
801(d)(1)(B) tracked the language concerning prior consistent statements in common-law cases, thus
implying an intent to carry over the common-law timing rule; (2) the Notes by the Advisory
Committee “disclose a purpose to adhere to the common law in the application of evidentiary
principles, absent express provisions to the contrary” and there is no indication in the Notes of an
intent to abrogate the common-law pre-motive requirement with respect to prior consistent
statements; (3) the common-law Courts uniformly adhered to the pre-motive requirement, and “with
this state of unanimity confronting the drafters of the Federal Rules of Evidence, we think it unlikely
that they intended to scuttle entirely [the common-law requirement]”; (4) imposing a pre-motive
requirement on prior consistent statements was consistent with the Advisory Committee’s generally
cautious approach to prior consistent statements, or, as the Court put it, the Committee’s “stated
unwillingness to countenance the general use of prior prepared statements as substantive evidence.”

It is odd that the Tome Court relied so heavily on the common law in finding a pre-motive
requirement in Rule 801(d)(1)(B). The common-law rule concerned admissibility of prior consistent
statements solely to rehabilitate the credibility of a witness. The common law did not provide that
such statements could be admitted for their truth. So it is clear that the Advisory Committee did
intend to change the common-law rule, in a rather fundamental way.

While the Court’s reliance on the common law provides a weak basis for its decision, this
does not mean that the Court was wrong to impose a pre-motive requirement for prior consistent
statements offered as substantive evidence. Justice Kennedy seems correct in his assertion that a pre-
motive requirement was implicit in Rule 801(d)(1)(B). Such a construction is required in order to
make sense out of the categories of prior consistent statements that could qualify for substantive
admissibility under the Rule. The Rule states that only those prior consistent statements that are
offered to rebut a charge of fabrication, motive, or influence can be used substantively — i.e., for



the truth of the statement as opposed to rehabilitation of a witness’ credibility. But many prior
consistent statements could be offered for other kinds of rebuttal, e.g., to explain an inconsistency
or failure of memory. If the drafters of the Federal Rules did not intend to impose a pre-motive
requirement, then there would have been no need to carve out those statements offered to rebut a
charge of fabrication, motive, or influence for special substantive treatment. It is only the pre-motive
requirement that distinguishes prior consistent statements offered to rebut a charge of fabrication,
motive, or influence from all other consistent statements. As Justice Scalia put it in his concurring
opinion: “Only the premotive-statement limitation makes it rational to admit a prior corroborating
statement to rebut a charge of recent fabrication or improper motive, but not to rebut a charge that
the witness” memory is playing tricks.”

In sum, as construed by the Supreme Court in Tome, Rule 801(d)(1)(B) grants substantive
admissibility to certain prior consistent statements and not others. Only those statements that are
made in rebuttal to a charge that the witness has a motive to fabricate testimony are admissible as
substantive evidence under the Rule; and only those statements that predate the motive qualify,
because statements that are made after the motive arose do not rebut the attack on the witness’s
credibility.



II. The Problem of Distinguishing Between Substantive and Rehabilitative Use
of Prior Consistent Statements

The Court in Tome did not hold that the pre-motive requirement must always be satistied
before prior consistent statements may even be heard by the factfinder. As Judge Bullock points out
in his article, prior consistent statements can be introduced for credibility purposes, to rehabilitate
a witness, whenever they are responsive to an attack on the credibility of a witness. One such
situation is where the consistent statement is offered to explain or to clarify an inconsistent statement
introduced by the adversary. See, e.g., United States v. Brennan, 798 F.2d 581 (2d Cir. 1986) (prior
statement was not admissible to rebut a charge of improper motive, but it was admissible to clarify
an inconsistency: “prior consistent statements may be admissible for rehabilitation even if not
admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B)”). If the witness claims, for example, that the apparently
inconsistent statement was taken out of context, he can explain the context, and this explanation may
include the introduction of statements consistent with his testimony. If offered on credibility, the
hearsay rule is no bar to the statement. The evidence is relevant under Rule 401 and admissible under
Rule 402 to rehabilitate the witness’ credibility. See United States v. Parodi, 703 F.2d 768 (4th Cir.
1983) (“proof of prior consistent statements of a witness whose testimony has been allegedly
impeached may be admitted to corroborate his credibility whether under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) or under
traditional federal rules, irrespective of whether there was a motive to fabricate.”). As the Court
stated in United States v. Harris, 761 F.2d 394 (7th Cir. 1985), the general principle set forth in Rule
801(d)(1)(B) — i.e., “the motive to fabricate must not have existed at the time the statements were
made or they are inadmissible” — “need not be met to admit into evidence prior consistent
statements which are offered solely to rehabilitate a witness rather than as evidence of the matters
asserted in those statements.”

However, to be admitted substantively, in the absence of some other hearsay exception, a
prior consistent statement must be relevant to rebut a charge of recent fabrication or improper
influence or motive and must have been made before the motive to fabricate arose. See, e.g., United
States v. Awon, 135 F.3d 96 (1* Cir. 1998) (error to admit statements under Rule 801(d)(1)(B);
prosecution witnesses were attacked on the ground that they were seeking leniency, and the prior
statements were made only after the witnesses were informed that the police knew they were
involved in criminal activity and could benefit themselves by cooperating; therefore the consistent
statements were made after the motive to falsify arose). Where a consistent statement is admissible
for rehabilitative purposes such as to explain an inconsistency, and yet is not admissible as
substantive evidence under Rule 801(d)(1)(B), the adversary is entitled to a limiting instruction as
to the appropriate use of the evidence. See, e.g., United States v. Castillo, 14 F.3d 802 (2d Cir. 1994)
(a prior consistent statement can be offered to rehabilitate the witness’ credibility even though it is
not admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B); however, a limiting instruction must be given and the
prosecutor cannot abrogate “the court’s limiting instructions by improperly arguing the truth of the
hearsay testimony” during opening and closing arguments).



There are two basic practical problems in the distinction between substantive and credibility
use as applied to prior consistent statements. First, as Judge Bullock notes, the necessary jury
instruction is almost impossible for jurors to follow. The prior consistent statement is of little or no
use for credibility unless the jury believes it to be true. Second, and for similar reasons, the
distinction between substantive and impeachment use of prior consistent statements has no practical
effect. The proponent has already presented the witness’s trial testimony, so the prior consistent
statement adds no real substantive effect to the proponent’s case. This is in contrast to prior
inconsistent statements under Rule 801(d)(1)(A), where the prior statement can have an important
substantive effect as it by definition does not duplicate the witness’s trial testimony.

An example of the lack of practical effect in the Rule 801(d)(1)(B) substantive/credibility
distinction is United States v. White, 11 F.3d 1446 (8th Cir. 1993). Prior consistent statements were
offered not to rebut a charge of improper motive, but to explain away an apparent inconsistency. The
court noted that the rehabilitative statements “were admissible when accompanied by a limiting
instruction,” but they were not admissible for their truth under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) because they did
not precede any motive that the witness might have had to fabricate his trial testimony. So the court
held that the trial court erred in admitting the statements without a limiting instruction. But the error
was by definition harmless because the prior consistent statements were “duplicative” of the witness’
testimony at trial. Thus, as Judge Bullock points out, distinctions between substantive and
nonsubstantive use of prior consistent statements “are normally distinctions without practical
meaning.” This is why Judge Bullock advocates that “the Federal Rules should explicitly provide
that all prior consistent statements, when admissible to rehabilitate, are admissible as substantive
evidence.”



III. Case Law on the Substantive/Non-Substantive Distinction of Rule
801(d)(1)(B)

Most courts have held that if a prior consistent statement is probative to rehabilitate the
credibility of a witness, it need not satisfy the pre-motive requirement of Rule 801(d)(1)(B)-that is,
while Rule 801(d)(1)(B) controls whether a prior consistent statement is admissible for its truth, it
does not govern admissibility of a consistent statement when offered solely to rehabilitate the
witness. There is, however, some apparently conflicting case law holding that a prior consistent
statement must be admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) or not at all. Thus, an amendment to the Rule
could be justified at least in part by the need to unify the case law.

Cases from the circuits are summarized in this section:

D.C. Circuit:

United States v. Stover, 329 F.3d 859 (D.C. Cir. 2003): The Court affirmed four defendants’
drug-related convictions. It held that the Trial Judge properly admitted prior statements by a witness
to the FBI on redirect examination after the witness was cross-examined concerning an inconsistency
between the witness’s trial testimony and one statement he made to the FBI. Thus, the statement was
offered to explain an inconsistency, not to rebut a charge of recent fabrication or improper motive.
The Court concluded that consistent statements not offered for their truth are not governed by Rule
801 (d)(1)(B) and the timing rule adopted by the Supreme Court in 7ome. The Court reasoned as
follows:

[S]tatements may be introduced for reasons other than their truth. Suppose a witness testifies
on direct examination to fact X and then on cross-examination is asked about his statement,
made sometime before trial, suggesting that he believed not-X. Could the party who called
the witness ask him to verify his prior consistent statements even though the witness made
them after he had a motive to shade the truth? We think the answer is yes, and so do other
courts of appeals. See United States v. Simonelli, 237 F.3d 19, 26-27 (1% Cir. 2001); United
States v. Ellis, 121 F.3d 908 (4™ Cir. 1997); United States v. Pierre, 781 F.2d 329, 331-33
(2d Cir. 1986); United States v. Harris, 761 F.2d 394, 399-400 (7" Cir. 1985). * * * These
prior statements would not be offered for the truth of the matter asserted - fact X - and
therefore would not need to satisfy Rule 801(d)(1)}(B). They would be introduced to show
that the witness did not give statements on direct that were inconsistent with what he had said
before. * * * The prior statements would be admissible on this basis because of the cross-
examination. They would be relevant, under Fed.R.Evid. 401, to a matter of consequence —
namely, that the witness made inconsistent statements about fact X, which would tend to
undermine his credibility. * * *

Here, the only prior statements the Government introduced on redirect that clarified
an apparent inconsistency were those concerning whether Ouaffai knew drug dealers other
than Harrison. These statements were properly admitted (though not on the ground the
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District Court recited). The rest of Ouaffai's prior statements were not targeted at rebutting
the inconsistencies probed during cross-examination, but served only to show that most of
Ouaffai's testimony on direct examination was consistent with his earlier statements. It thus
was error to admit them. See FED. R. EVID. 402.

Thus, the Court found that Rule 401 permits relevant rehabilitation but that some statements were
not relevant to rebut inconsistencies. It held that the error in admitting the irrelevant statements was
harmless.

First Circuit

United States v. Simonelli, 237 F.3d 19, 27 (1* Cir. 2001). The Court notes that “the line
between substantive use of prior statements and their use to buttress credibility on rehabilitation is
one which lawyers and judges draw but which may well be meaningless to jurors.” The Court joined
“the majority view” that “where prior consistent statements are not offered for their truth but for the
limited purpose of rehabilitation, Rule 801(d)(1)(B) and its concomitant restrictions do not apply.
When the prior statements are offered for credibility, the question is not governed by Rule 801.” The
Court held that prior grand jury statements of the witness were properly admitted in part for
completeness and to explain inconsistencies. However, much of the grand jury testimony was
erroneously admitted, because it was “not really for rehabilitation.” Rather, the government “was just
presenting again the testimony it presented on direct, this time through the testimony about
statements to the grand jury.”

However, the court found the improperly admitted consistent statements were harmless error:
“The evidence was cumulative and the line between what was useful for completeness and what
went beyond is a judgment call. At most the evidence was an extra helpiing of what the jury had
heard before.”

Second Circuit

United States v. Pierre, 781 F.2d 329, 333 (2d Cir. 1986): Prior consistent statements were
properly admitted to explain an apparent inconsistency. As rehabilitation evidence, it did not have
to meet the requirements of Rule 801(d)(1)(B).



Third Circuit

United States v. Casoni, 950 F.2d 893, 905-6 (3d Cir. 1991): The court holds that where prior
consistent statements are not offered for their truth but for the limited purpose of rehabilitation, Rule
801(d)(1)(B) does not apply.

Fourth Circuit

United States v. Mohr, 318 F.3d 613, 626 (4™ Cir. 2003): A government witness was cross-
examined extensively about a written statement he had made. On redirect he was permitted to read
portions of the written statement that were consistent with his in-court testimony. The defendant
argued that Rule 801(d)(1)(B) was violated because the written statement was prepared after the
witness had a motive to lie. But the Court noted:

The flaw in this argument is, as we explained in United States v. Ellis, 121 F.3d 908 (4" Cir.
1997), that Rule 801(d)(1)(B) is not “the only possible avenue for admitting” prior consistent
statements.

In this case, the prior consistent statements were found properly admitted under the doctrine of
completeness. Defense counsel used only a portion of the statement for cross-examination, and
thereby created a misleading impression that justified rebuttal with consistent parts of the statement.

Sixth Circuit

United States v. Denton, 246 F.3d 784 (6" Cir. 2001): Consistent statements were offered to
rebut the contention that certain prior statements of the witness were inconsistent with her in-court
testimony. Because the consistent statements were offered to rehabilitate the witness and not for their
truth, there was no need to comply with the requirements of Rule 801(d)(1)(B).

Seventh Circuit

United States v. Harris, 761 F.2d 394 (7th Cir. 1985): The court holds that the requirements
of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) “need not be met to admit into evidence prior consistent statements which are
offered solely to rehabilitate a witness rather than as evidence of the matters asserted in those
statements.”
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Eighth Circuit

United States v. Bowman, 798 F.2d 333 (8" Cir. 1986): The Court found that it was error to
admit consistent statements of a cooperating witness under Rule 801(d)(1)(B), because they were
made during plea bargaining and thus after a motive to falsify arose. However, the consistent
statements were in the end properly admitted, albeit for the wrong reasons, because “the statements
were admissible for the purpose of rehabilitating the witness, even if not admissible for the truth of
the matters asserted in those statements.”

Ninth Circuit

Unlike the other circuits, the Ninth Circuit holds that a prior consistent statement must be
admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) (and its premotive requirement) or not at all. Thus, in United
States v. Beltran, 165 F.3d 1266 (9™ Cir. 1999), the court held that it was error to instruct the jury
that a prior consistent statement may be used solely for credibility. Judge Kozinski, concurring, noted
that such an instruction is essentially worthless:

The court here instructed the jurors to use the boy's prior consistent statements solely to
evaluate his credibility. However, if they concluded the boy was telling the truth at trial, they
also must have concluded that the substance of his statements - that Beltran gave him the
heroin - was true as well. The credibility/substance distinction is illusory in this context.

In United States v. Miller, 874 F.2d 1255, 1272-73 (9" Cir.1989), the Court held specifically
that a prior consistent statement must be admissible under the requirements of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) or
not at all. The Court reasoned as follows:

Svetlana testified that she and Miller attempted to penetrate the KGB on behalf of the
FBI. After the government had used the sidebar to impeach Svetlana's testimony that Miller
had never shown nor given her a classified document, Miller sought to introduce seven prior
statements of Svetlana to rehabilitate her.

Federal Rule of Evidence 801(d)(1)(B) provides that prior statements are admissible
if they are (1) consistent with a witness' trial testimony and (2) offered to rebut a charge of
recent fabrication or improper influence or motive. In this circuit, rehabilitative prior
statements are admissible as substantive evidence under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) only if they were
made before the witness had a motive to fabricate. Breneman, 799 ¥.2d at 473; United States
v. Rohrer, 708 F.2d 429, 433 & n. 4 (9th Cir. 1983); United States v. Rodriguez, 452 F.2d
1146, 1148 (9th Cir. 1972). The district court refused to admit Svetlana's prior statements
because they were all made after her arrest, a time when she clearly had a motive to
fabricate. Miller argues that this decision was incorrect because, even if the statements were
inadmissible as substantive evidence under Rule 801(d)(1)(B), they should have been
admitted for the limited purpose of rehabilitating the witness’ impeached credibility. When
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introduced for that limited purpose, argues Miller, the statements are not hearsay because
they are not being offered for the truth of the matter asserted. The government responds by
arguing that the requirement of no motive to fabricate applies regardless of whether the
statements are being introduced only for a limited purpose.

We begin by noting that at least two circuits have indeed held that the requirement
that there be no motive to fabricate does not apply when the prior consistent statement has
been offered solely for rehabilitation and not as substantive evidence. See United States v.
Brennan, 798 F.2d 581, 587-88 (2d Cir. 1986); United States v. Harris, 761 F.2d 394, 398-
400 (7th Cir. 1985). In order to decide whether we will follow this rule, we must first
examine both the purpose of the requirement that there be no motive to fabricate and the
nature of the requirement.

* % *k

We reject the distinction drawn in both Harris and Brennan. We do so for two
reasons. First, since the requirement of no prior motive to fabricate is rooted in Rules 402
and 403, and not in the terms of Rule 801(d)(1)(B), there is no basis for limiting the
requirement to cases involving prior statements under Rule 801(d)(1)(B). Indeed, we fail to
see how a statement that has no probative value in rebutting a charge of "recent fabrication
or improper influence or motive," see Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(1)(B), could possibly have
probative value for the assertedly more "limited" purpose of rehabilitating a witness. If
"repetition does not imply veracity," see Harris, 761 F.2d at 399, then proof of repetition
cannot rehabilitate.

Second, the distinction drawn by Harris and Brennan is inconsistent with the
legislative history of Rule 801(d)(1)(B). Prior to the adoption of Rule 801(d)(1)(B), prior
consistent statements were traditionally only admissible for the limited purpose of rebutting
acharge of recent fabrication or improper influence or motive. See Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(1)(B)
advisory committee's notes. The Rule goes one step further than the common law and admits
all such statements as substantive evidence. The Rule thus does not change the type of
statements that may be admitted; its only effect is to admit these statements as substantive
evidence rather than solely for the purpose of rehabilitation. Accordingly, it no longer makes
sense to speak of a prior consistent statement as being offered solely for the more limited
purpose of rehabilitating a witness; any such statement is admissible as substantive evidence
under Rule 801(d)(1)(B). In short, a prior consistent statement offered for rehabilitation is
either admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) or it is not admissible at all. The distinction drawn
by Brennan and Harris is therefore untenable.

* % *k

The Court in Miller seems to reject the proposition that a prior consistent statement could be used
to rehabilitate credibility for purposes other than rebutting a charge of bad motive or recent
fabrication. But a simple hypothetical can show that the court’s position in Miller is too limited.
Assume a witness who testifies that he saw the defendant murder the victim in a drive-by, gang-
related shooting. On cross-examination, he is impeached with a prior inconsistent statement, i.e., that
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when interviewed by the police shortly after the murder, he told the police that he saw nothing. On
redirect, he explains that when he was approached by the police, he was afraid to get involved due
to the nature of the crime. But when he talked it over with his wife later that week, he decided that
he would “do the right thing” and testify against the defendant. The conversation between the
witness and his wife involves a prior consistent statement. It is not offered to rebut a charge of recent
fabrication or bad motive because the witness is not being so charged. Rather, it is being offered to
explain an inconsistency—a purpose apparently not covered by Rule 801(d)(1)(B). Thus, the Court
in Miller appears wrong in its premise, i.e., that prior consistent statements are only probative to
rehabilitate a witness when they address a charge of recent fabrication or improper motive.

But the Court in Miller confusingly softened its disagreement with the majority view by
taking an expansive view of the term “recent fabrication”. The court elaborated as follows:

This does not imply that we disagree with the result in either Brennan or Harris.
Although we do not believe that prior consistent statements may be admitted for
rehabilitation apart from Rule 801(d)(1)(B), we do not agree with the very strict manner in
which those cases apply the requirement of no motive to fabricate. Indeed, the Harris and
Brennan courts seem to have created an end run around Rule 801(d)(1)(B) in order to blunt
the apparent harshness of the requirement. For example, in Brennan, the Second Circuit first
concluded that the prior consistent statements made by a government witness (Mr. Bruno)
before a grand jury were inadmissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) because Mr. Bruno's fear of
prosecution gave him a reason to fabricate. The court then went on to conclude, however,
that the statements were admissible for the limited purpose of rehabilitation. Bruno had been
impeached with other statements he made during his grand jury testimony, and the court
therefore concluded that the consistent statements were admissible because they helped to
"amplif]y] and clarif[y]" the alleged inconsistent statements, and because they helped to "cast
doubt . . . on whether the impeaching statement[s] [were] really inconsistent with the trial
testimony." 798 F.2d at 589. See also Harris, 761 F.2d at 400 (despite presence of motive
to fabricate, which barred admission under Rule 801(d)(1)(B), government was permitted to
rehabilitate witness with consistent statements made during same interview as allegedly
inconsistent ones; statements were relevant to "whether the impeaching statements really
were inconsistent within the context of the interview"); United States v. Pierre, 781 F.2d
329, 333 (2d Cir. 1986) (Prior consistent statement that is inadmissible as substantive
evidence under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) is admissible for limited purpose of rehabilitation where
it "tends to cast doubt on whether the prior inconsistent statement was made or on whether
the impeaching statement is really inconsistent with the trial testimony" or where it "will
amplify or clarify the allegedly inconsistent statement.").

We believe that these cases interpret the requirement of no motive to fabricate too
strictly. The requirement should not be applied as a rigid per se rule barring all such prior
consistent statements under Rule 801(d)(1)(B), without regard to other surrounding
circumstances that may give them significant probative value. Indeed, our conclusion that
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the requirement emerges from the relevancy concerns of Rules 402 and 403 implies that trial
judges should consider motivation to fabricate as simply one of several factors to be
considered in determining relevancy-albeit a very crucial factor. Thus, the trial judge must
evaluate whether, in light of the potentially powerful motive to fabricate, the prior consistent
statement has significant "probative force bearing on credibility apart from mere repetition.”
Pierre, 781 F.2d at 333. This determination rests in the trial judge's sound discretion.

The meaning of the above passage is unclear. It could mean that the Ninth Circuit will admit as
substantive evidence all of the consistent statements that other courts find admissible for
rehabilitation only. In other words, statements that rebut a charge of inconsistency (as opposed to a
motive to fabricate) are admissible as substantive evidence because of the court’s expansive
construction of the term “motive to fabricate.” This construction is indicated by the court’s statement
that the prior consistent statements were not admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(A4) because “Svetlana's
prior statements in no way help to explain or amplify the inconsistent statement with which she was
impeached.”

The difference, then, between the Ninth Circuit’s view and the majority view appears to be
that the statements admissible only for rehabilitation under the majority view appear to be admissible
for their substantive effect under Ninth Circuit precedent. This is because of the Ninth Circuit’s
unjustifiably broad construction of the term “recent fabrication or improper influence or motive.”
The Ninth Circuit appears to construe this language to mean, “whenever the consistent statement is
relevant to rehabilitate the witness.”

In subsequent cases, the Ninth Circuit has appeared to backtrack from its statement in Miller
that a prior consistent statement must be admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) or not at all. See
United States v. Collicott, 92 F.2d 973 (9" Cir. 1996) (noting that prior consistent statements can be
admissible outside of Rule 801(d)(1)(A) if the adversary “opens the door” and the consistent
statements are necessary to place the adversary’s impeachment in proper context).

Tenth Circuit

No cases found.

Eleventh Circuit

United States v. Paradies, 98 F.3d 1266 (1th Cir. 1996) (consistent statement not admissible
under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) because it was made after the witness’s motive to falsify arose; however

14



it was admissible for rehabilitation purposes).

Conclusion on the Case Law

Whether there is a “conflict” in the case law construction of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) depends on
what the Ninth Circuit is really saying when it says that “a prior consistent statement is admissible
under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) or not at all.” This broad statement must be tempered by the Ninth Circuit’s
broad construction of the Rule to permit admission of consistent statements under a type of totality
of circumstances approach that appears to boil down to whether the statement is probative to
rehabilitate the witness—which is the same analysis that other courts use to admit statements that they
say are not covered by Rule 801(d)(1)(B).

This difference in analysis may not create a difference in result—prior consistent statements
that are relevant to rebut impeachment other than for bad motive or recent fabrication apparently will
be heard by the factfinder regardless of the circuit. But if the Ninth Circuit means what it implies in
Miller, there will be a difference in procedure: courts in the Ninth Circuit should not give a limiting
instruction that the prior consistent statement offered to explain an inconsistency or lack of memory
1s only admissible for credibility purposes. Courts in all of the other circuits with case law on the
subject would give such an instruction.

What is more important than a conflict in procedure and analysis among the circuits,
however, is the problematic distinction between use of a prior consistent statement for rehabilitation
purposes rather than for its truth. This evanescent distinction is, as Judge Bullock points out, one that
jurors are quite unlikely to appreciate. So the real question for the Committee is whether the costs
of an amendment are justified by the benefits of eliminating this distinction as applied to prior
consistent statements. In the process, an amendment would also solve the analytical confusion or
conflict in the courts about the scope of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) and the process for using such statements
for rehabilitation outside the text of the Rule.

15



IV. State Law Variations

Hawaii

Hawaii Rule 802.1 provides that consistent statements of testifying witnesses are admissible
if offered in compliance with Hawaii Evidence Rule 613(c). Rule 613(c) attempts to set forth all of
the situations in which a prior consistent statement is probative to rehabilitate the witness’s
credibility. So Rule 802.1 basically means that if a prior consistent statement is admissible for
rehabilitation under the Rules, it is also admissible for its truth.

Hawaii Rule 613(c) provides as follows:

Rule 613. Prior Statements of Witnesses

* % %

(¢) Prior Consistent Statement of Witness. Evidence of a statement previously
made by a witness that is consistent with the witness’ testimony at the trial is admissible to
support the witness’ credibility only if it is offered after:

(1) Evidence of the witness’ prior inconsistent statement has been admitted for the
purpose of attacking the witness’ credibility, and the consistent statement was made
before the inconsistent statement; or

(2) An express or implied charge has been made that the witness’ testimony at the
trial is recently fabricated or is influenced by bias or other improper motive, and the
consistent statement was made before the bias, motive for fabrication, or other
improper motive is alleged to have arisen; or

(3) The witness’ credibility has been attacked at the trial by imputation or inaccurate
memory, and the consistent statement was made when the event was recent and the
witness’ memory fresh.

Comment on Hawaii provisions:

The Hawaii drafters were trying to be helpful by placing prior consistent statements in two
separate rules—one dealing with impeachment and one dealing with hearsay. A lawyer looking to
determine whether prior consistent statements are admissible for rehabilitation would probably look
first in Article Six, not in Article Eight. (Under the Federal Rules, there is no specific Rule covering
prior consistent statements offered for rehabilitation. Admissibility is therefore governed by Rule
403).

The problem with the Hawaii structure is that it is difficult to define with specificity just
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when a prior consistent statement is probative to rehabilitate a witness. Hawaii Rule 613(c) is
underinclusive in at least two respects. First, it does not cover situations in which a witness is
impeached with a portion of a prior statement, and introduction of a consistent part of the statement
is necessary to correct a misleading attack—what some courts refer to as the completeness principle
and other courts refer to as “opening the door.” Second, it requires that prior consistent statements
offered in response to a prior inconsistent statement must have been made before the statement
offered for impeachment. But it is clear that a consistent statement can explain away an apparent
inconsistency even if it was made affer the inconsistent statement. An example was given earlier in
this memo of the witness who initially disclaims knowledge of a gang-related shooting due to fear,
then changes his mind when he talks to his wife about it. Such a consistent statement would not be
admissible under Hawaii Rule 613(b) (and therefore not admissible for its truth under Rule
802.1)-but it would be probative to rehabilitate the witness under Rule 403.

The bottom line is that it may make sense to provide a hearsay exception contiguous with
rehabilitation (as Hawaii does), but it is problematic to try to define all of the ways in which a prior
consistent statement may be admissible to rehabilitate a witness. It is arguably better to leave the
question of admissibility for rehabilitation to the discretion of trial judges under Rule 403.

If the Committee decides, however, that the Hawaii structure is a useful one, then an
amendment can be prepared accordingly—including a new subdivision (c) to Federal Rule 613.

Indiana

Indiana Rule 801(d)(1)(B) specifically provides that prior consistent statements are not
admissible unless offered in response to a charge of recent fabrication or bad motive “and made
before the motive to fabricate arose”,;

Note: Montana, Oklahoma and South Carolina have substantively identical
provisions.

Comment on Indiana Provision

Indiana codifies the pre-motive requirement found by the Court in Tome. While this is a
useful addition, it seems quite unnecessary to add such a provision at the Federal level. Tome
imposed the pre-motive requirement for all prior consistent statements offered under Rule
801(d)(1)(B), and none of the lower courts are in dispute about this point. Adding the Indiana
provision to the Federal Rule would do nothing to solve the question of whether there should be a
difference between statements offered under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) and those offered “solely for
rehabilitation.”
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Minnesota

Minnesota Rule of Evidence 801(d)(1)(B) explicitly equates substantive use of prior
consistent statements with their admissibility for rehabilitation, as advocated by Judge Bullock. Rule
801(d)(1)(B) provides that a statement is not hearsay if it is

“consistent with the declarant’s testimony and helpful to the trier of fact in evaluating the
declarant’s credibility as a witness;”

Comment on Minnesota Provision

The Minnesota rule abolishes the problematic distinction between substantive and
rehabilitation evidence as applied to prior consistent statements. Minnesota trial judges do not have
to give an instruction that is all but impossible to follow. One possible problem, however, is that the
rule provides for substantive admissibility whenever the testimony is “helpful” in evaluating the
declarant’s credibility. Presumably the term “helpful” means “relevant”— and if that is so, the term
“relevant” would be preferred for consistency. But the more important problem is that a prior
consistent statement should not be admissible automatically to rehabilitate the credibility of a witness
whenever it passes the minimal threshold of relevance under Rule 401. There will be occasions,
though presumably rare, in which the probative value of a consistent statement for evaluating
credibility will be substantially outweighed by the risk of prejudice or confusion. Thus, prior
consistent statements should be subject to the same Rule 403 balancing test as is all other evidence
offered for purposes of credibility. In sum, if the Committee wishes to follow the Minnesota
approach of equating rehabilitation with substantive admissibility, it should do so by incorporating
Rule 403 rather than a simple relevance standard.

Pennsylvania

In Pennsylvania, prior consistent statements are admissible only for rehabilitation purposes.
See Pa. R. Evid. 613. Pennsylvania Rule 613 provides that prior consistent statements are admissible
to rehabilitate the witness if they are offered

(1) to rebut a charge of fabrication, bias, improper influence or motive, or faulty memory and
the statement was made before that which has been charged existed or arose; or (2) having
made a prior inconsistent statement, which the witness has denied or explained, and the
consistent statement supports the witness’ denial or explanation.

18



Comment on Pennsylvania Provision

The Pennsylvania provision solves the tension under the Federal Rules that arises because
some prior consistent statements are admissible for their truth while others are admissible only for
rehabilitation. But it does so by rejecting Federal Rule 801(d)(1)(B) entirely. And it requires a
confusing limiting instruction to be given every time a prior consistent statement is admitted. This
Committee would follow the Pennsylvania “solution” only if it desired to return to the common-law
notion that prior consistent statements should never be admissible for their truth.
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V. Advantages and Disadvantages of an Amendment to Rule 801(d)(1)(B)

A. Advantages

An amendment that would equate substantive admissibility with admissibility for
rehabilitation would simplify the law and the practice with respect to prior consistent statements. It
would end the difficulty of instructing the jury that a statement replicating the witness’s testimony
is not to be used as proof of the fact stated but only for purposes of assessing the witness’s
credibility. In reality, as Judge Kozinski observes, those two concepts cannot be separated when it
comes to prior consistent statements. The jury must believe the prior statement to be true in order
for it to be relevant to credibility.

Moreover, an amendment will eliminate a distinction that has no practical effect outside the
jury box. At least with prior inconsistent statements, the distinction between substantive
admissibility and use for impeachment has some practical effect. If a statement can be used only for
credibility, it cannot be considered by the court in ruling on a motion for directed verdict or judgment
n.o.v. . So if, for example, a prior inconsistent statement is admissible “for its truth” rather than
solely for credibility, that can have a critical impact in close cases. There is no similar effect with
prior consistent statements, because they by definition duplicate the substantive evidence that was
already presented by the witness on the stand.

Finally, an amendment will rectify the analytical confusion at least within the Ninth Circuit
as to whether prior consistent statements are admissible for rehabilitation other than under Rule
801(d)(1)(B). And it will eliminate an apparent conflict in practice between the Ninth and the other
Circuits, concerning whether statements offered to explain an inconsistency or for completeness are
admissible as substantive evidence.

It should be noted that Judge Bullock’s suggested amendment does not mean that more prior
consistent statements will be admitted than previously. It does not mean that witnesses would be able
to carry all of their prior consistent statements into court and parade them before the factfinder.
Rather, the amendment simply eliminates the distinction between substantive and rehabilitation use
for consistent statement that are admissible under existing law.

B. Disadvantages

The disadvantages of an amendment of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) are mostly the same as are
presented with any amendment—upsetting expectations and existing case law and creating traps for
unwary lawyers who do not keep up with changes in the Federal Rules. But it could be argued that
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there is an additional disadvantage in the amendment of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) in particular. An
amendment would change a Rule that was construed by the Supreme Court relatively recently. It
would change the apparent distinction between substantive admissibility and rehabilitation that the
Court in Tome found in the Rule. And it would clearly change the specific ruling in Tome, because
a pre-motive limitation would not apply to all statements admissible under an amended Rule
801(d)(1)(B).

An amendment to the language of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) could not be considered as overruling
Tome, however. The Tome Court construed the language that it had before it. An amendment would
not reject the construction of that language, but rather would substitute more expansive language that
would eliminate the distinction between evidence admissible for substantive purposes and evidence
admissible only for rehabilitation. The Court in Tome recognized that Congress could have enacted
a more expansive Rule 801(d)(1)(B) to cover all prior consistent statements probative of
rehabilitation—but the Court simply held that Congress did not do so. See Tome, 513 U.S. at 159.

On the other hand, the amendment would indeed expand the hearsay exception, and it could
be argued that the majority in Tome was concerned about the expansive use of prior consistent
statements as an exception to the hearsay rule. The majority at one point in the opinion addressed
the government’s arguments with the following concern:

The case before us illustrates some of the important considerations supporting the Rule as
we interpret it, especially in criminal cases. If the Rule were to permit the introduction of
prior statements as substantive evidence to rebut every implicit charge that a witness' in-court
testimony results from recent fabrication or improper influence or motive, the whole
emphasis of the trial could shift to the out-of-court statements, not the in-court ones. The
present case illustrates the point. In response to a rather weak charge that A.T.'s testimony
was a fabrication created so the child could remain with her mother, the Government was
permitted to present a parade of sympathetic and credible witnesses who did no more than
recount A.T.'s detailed out-of-court statements to them. Although those statements might
have been probative on the question whether the alleged conduct had occurred, they shed but
minimal light on whether A.T. had the charged motive to fabricate. At closing argument
before the jury, the Government placed great reliance on the prior statements for substantive
purposes but did not once seek to use them to rebut the impact of the alleged motive.

513 U.S. at 165.

It is for the Committee to determine whether, in light of all of the above, the advantages
outweigh the costs of an amendment to Rule 801(d)(1)(B). It should be noted, however, that the
concerns expressed by the Court in Tome could be addressed by a court under Rule 403. See the draft
Committee Note to the proposed amendment.
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VI. Draft of Proposed Amendment To Evidence Rule 801(d)(1)(B)

What follows is a model draft of an amendment to Rule 801(d)(1)(B) that would provide for
substantive admissibility of a prior consistent statement whenever the statement would be admissible
to rehabilitate a witness. Because rehabilitation is governed by Rule 403, that standard is included
explicitly in the text of the amendment.

Rule 801. Definitions
The following definitions apply under this article:
* % %
(d) Statements which that are not hearsay. — A statement is not hearsay if —
(1) Prior statement by witness. — The declarant testifies at the trial or hearing and is subject
to cross-examination concerning the statement, and the statement is (A) inconsistent with the
declarant's testimony, and was given under oath subject to the penalty of perjury at a trial, hearing,

or other proceeding, or in a deposition, or (B) consistent with the declarant's testimony and is offered

ormottve admissible, subject to Rule 403, to rehabilitate the declarant’s credibility as a witness, or

(C) one of identification of a person made after perceiving the person; or

(2) Admission by party-opponent. — The statement is offered against a party and is (A) the
party's own statement, in either an individual or a representative capacity or (B) a statement of which
the party has manifested an adoption or belief in its truth, or (C) a statement by a person authorized
by the party to make a statement concerning the subject, or (D) a statement by the party's agent or
servant concerning a matter within the scope of the agency or employment, made during the

existence of the relationship, or (E) a statement by a coconspirator of a party during the course and
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in furtherance of the conspiracy. The contents of the statement shall be considered but are not alone
sufficient to establish the declarant's authority under subdivision (C), the agency or employment
relationship and scope thereof under subdivision (D), or the existence of the conspiracy and the
participation therein of the declarant and the party against whom the statement is offered under

subdivision (E).

Draft of Proposed Committee Note for Amendment to Rule 801(d)(1)(B)

Rule 801(d)(1)(B), as originally adopted, provided for substantive use of certain prior
consistent statements of a witness subject to cross-examination. As the Advisory Committee
noted, “[t]he prior statement is consistent with the testimony given on the stand, and, if the
opposite party wishes to open the door for its admission in evidence, no sound reason is
apparent why it should not be received generally.”

Though the original Rule 801(d)(1)(B) provided for substantive use of certain prior
consistent statements, the scope of that Rule was limited. The Rule covered only those
consistent statements that were offered to rebut charges of recent fabrication or improper
motive or influence. The Rule did not provide for admissibility of, for example, consistent
statements that are probative to explain what otherwise appears to be an inconsistency in the
witness’s testimony. Nor did it include consistent statements that would be probative to rebut
a charge of bad memory. Thus, the Rule left many prior consistent statements potentially
admissible for the limited purpose of rehabilitating a witness’s credibility, but not admissible
for their truth. See, e.g., Tome v. United States, 513 U.S. 150, 158-9 (1995) (noting that prior
consistent statements that are probative to rebut a charge of bad memory might be admissible
to rehabilitate the witness, but not for their truth). The original Rule also led to some conflict
in the cases; some courts distinguished between substantive and rehabilitative use for prior
consistent statements, while others held that prior consistent statements must be admissible
under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) or not at all. Compare United States v. Brennan, 798 F.2d 581, 587-
88 (2d Cir. 1986) (prior consistent statement was not admissible to rebut a charge of
improper motive, but it was admissible to clarify what appeared to be an inconsistency:
“prior consistent statements may be admissible for rehabilitation even if not admissible under
Rule 801(d)(1)(B)”), with United States v. Miller, 874 F.2d 1255, 1273 (9" Cir. 1989) (“a
prior consistent statement offered for rehabilitation is admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B)

23



or it is not admissible at all.”).

The amendment provides that prior consistent statements are exempt from the hearsay
rule whenever they are admissible under Rule 403 to rehabilitate the witness. Compare
Minn.R.Evid. 801(d)(1)(B) (providing that a consistent statement is exempt from the hearsay
rule when “helpful to the trier of fact in evaluating the declarant’s credibility as a witness”).
It extends the argument made in the original Advisory Committee Note to its logical
conclusion. As commentators have stated, “[d]istinctions between the substantive and
nonsubstantive use of prior consistent statements are normally distinctions without practical
meaning,” because “[jJuries have a very difficult time understanding an instruction about the
difference between substantive and nonsubstantive use.” Hon. Frank W. Bullock, Jr. and
Steven Gardner, Prior Consistent Statements and the Premotive Rule, 24 Fla.St. L.Rev. 509,
540 (1997). See also United States v. Simonelli, 237 F.3d 19, 27 (1* Cir. 2001) (“the line
between substantive use of prior statements and their use to buttress credibility on
rehabilitation is one which lawyers and judges draw but which may well be meaningless to
jurors™).

Prior consistent statements were not admissible under the original Rule 801(d)(1)(B)
when they were made after the declarant’s alleged motive to falsify arose. Tome v. United
States, 513 U.S. 150 (1995). The Court in Tome, in finding a “premotive” requirement in
the original Rule, relied heavily on the language of that Rule and on the fact that it appeared
to track the common law, which had similarly imposed a premotive requirement. The
amendment changes the focus of the Rule by equating rehabilitative and substantive use, and
as such it rejects any rigid adherence to a premotive requirement. This is not to say, however,
that a prior consistent statement offered to rebut a charge of improper motive is always
admissible regardless of when it is made. The fact remains that a consistent statement
postdating the witness’s motive to falsify is rarely rehabilitative of the witness’s credibility,
because it is usually made under the same cloud of improper motive as the witness’s
testimony. See Tome, supra, 513 U.S. at 158 (distinguishing between the probative force of
statements made before and after the witness’s motive to falsify arose). Moreover, under
Rule 403, the trial judge has the discretion to exclude prior consistent statements when their
rehabilitative value is substantially outweighed by the risk that the jury will use the
statements improperly. For example, where the charge of improper motive or influence is
weak, a trial judge might well exclude a prior consistent statement, lest “the whole emphasis
of the trial * * * shift to the out-of-court statements, not the in-court ones.” Tome, supra,
513 U.S. at 163.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The admissibility of prior consistent statements has long
been a difficult and contentious issue. [FN1] The issue
impacts a wide variety of significant cases, including sex-
abuse cases, [FN2] criminal drug cases, [FN3] civil rights
cases, [FN4] and many other actions, both criminal and civil.

Several factors contribute to the difficulty of determining
when a prior consistent statement should be admitted.
Included among *510 them is a tension between the
theoretical analysis of the issue and the recognition that such
an approach sometimes does not comport with the
practicalities of a jury trial. This tension, combined with the
desire for "bright-line"” rules, resulted in the development of
common-law evidence rules that sometimes needlessly
prohibited the admission of evidence that would assist the
jury in its deliberations.

The Federal Rules of Evidence, enacted in 1975, [FNS5]
sought to bring stability and provide guidance to evidence
law in the federal courts. Rule 801(d)(1)(B) of the Federal
Rules of Evidence exempts from the definition of hearsay
certain prior statements made by a testifying witness who is
subject to cross-examination concerning the statement. [FN6]
Thus, prior consistent statements within Rule 801(d)(1XB)'s
scope are admissible as substantive evidence to show the
truth of the matter asserted. The prior statement of a witness
is exempted from the definition of hearsay if the statement is
"consistent with the declarant's testimony and is offered to
rebut an express or implied charge against the declarant of
recent fabrication or improper influence or motive." [FN7]
Unfortunately, Rule 801(d)(1)(B) has given rise to much
confusion regarding several issues.

In Tome v. United States, [FN§] the United States Supreme
Court addressed one of the principal points of confusion
associated with Rule 801(d)(1)(B): whether prior consistent
statements made by the declarant after the alleged fabrication
or improper influence or motive arose are admissible under
Rule 801(d)(1)(B). The vast majority of courts addressing
this question under the common law held such statements
inadmissible. These courts reasoned that such statements
were of no value because they could be the product of the
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same improper influence charged at trial. [FN9] In a 5-4
decision, the Supreme Court reasoned that Rule 801(d)(1)(B)
codified the common-law rule and held that a declarant's
prior consistent statement may be admitted into evidence
under Rule 801(d)(1)(B) only if the statement was made
before the alleged fabrication or improper influence or motive
arose. [FN10] In other words, the Court held that premotive,
but not postmotive, prior consistent statements are admissible
under Rule 801(d)(1)(B). [FN11] This time-line admissibility
rule is known as the premotive rule.

*511 Some commentators have criticized the Tome Court's
analysis and conclusion. [FN12] These commentators address
the Court's holding that the Federal Rules of Evidence
codified the common-law premotive rule. None of these
commentators, however, addressed the vital issue: the
premotive rule itself.

This Article examines the admissibility of prior consistent
statements, concentrating on the premotive rule. The.Asticle
congludes that the per se, time-line premotive rule codified in
Rule 801(d)(1)(B) is overly restrictive in some instances. The
rule can hamper the jury's fact-finding mission by placing an
often crucial factual determination where it does not belong--
in the hands of the trial judge. Although a per se premotive
rule compels the correct result in the vast majority of
situations, it does not sufficiently take into account the ebb
and flow of an individual's motives and emotions, the infinite
array of factual situations in which the issue might arise, or
the strength of the jury's ability to weigh evidence. A more
flexible approach, one that takes account of the realities of a
jury trial, is needed. This need can be met by amending the
Federal Rules of Evidence.

Part II of this Article provides background and an historical
discussion of the admissibility of prior consistent statements
at common law. Part III examines the admissibility of prior
consistent statements under the Federal Rules of Evidence,
focusing on the premotive rule. Part IV describes the Tome
case, including a discussion of the Supreme Court's majority
and dissenting opinions. Part V suggests that Rule
801(d)(1)(B) should be amended, and sets forth some issues
that the amendment should address. .

II. THE COMMON LAW AND PRIOR CONSISTENT
STATEMENTS

A. Development of the Common-Law Rule

Through the early 1700s, courts admitted witnesses' prior
consistent statements as substantive evidence without
limitation. [FN13] These courts reasoned that such statements
effectively corroborated witnesses' in-court testimony.

[FN14]

*512 Around 1675, common-law courts began to question
the admissibility of hearsay. [FN15] However, common-law
rules prohibiting the admission of hearsay were not prevalent
until the mid-1700s. [FN16

The hearsay rule's development impacted the admissibility
of prior consistent statements. In the early 1700s, litigants
began making hearsay objections to the admission of prior
consistent statements. [FN17] In response, some courts began
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prohibiting the admission of prior consistent statements for
their truth and content. [FN18] These courts, however,
continued to allow the admission of such statements during
direct  testimony for independent, corroborative,
nonsubstantive use, even though the witness had not yet been
impeached. [FN19] Eighteenth-century evidence
commentator Sir Geoffrey Gilbert explained the prevailing
thought on the matter: although "hearsay evidence may not be
allowed as direct evidence, ... it may be in corroboration of a
witness's testimony to show that he affirmed the same thing
before on other occasions, and that the witness is still
consistent with himself." [FN20]

In the early 1800s, litigants began objecting to prior
consistent statements on additional, other-than-hearsay
grounds, including relevancy. [FN21] These objections
brought about the common-law rule that a witness's
testimony could not be bolstered until the witness's credibility
was attacked. [FN22] Courts recognized that bolstering
evidence offered before impeachment provided no value.
[FN23] Courts thus reasoned that prior consistent statements
offered before impeachment were no more probative than in-
court statements and were unnecessarily cumulative. [FN24]
Indeed, most courts agreed that "a falsehood may be repeated
as often as the truth." {FN25] Based on this analysis, courts
held prior consistent statements inadmissible when offered
during direct testimony, and admitted such statements only
after impeachment [FN26] of the declarant witness's
credibility, and then for *513 only rehabilitative, and not
substantive, purposes. [FN27] This became the accepted and
prevailing common-law rule. [FN28]

Beginning in the mid-1900s, several commentators

advocated the alteration of the hearsay rules to allow
admission of a witness's prior statements as nonhearsay.
Scholars taking such a position included John H. Wigmore,
[EN29] Edmund M. Morgan, [FN30] Charles T. McCormick,
[FN31] and Jack B. Weinstein. [FN32]

The Uniform Rules of Evidence, promulgated in 1953, and
the Model Code of Evidence, promulgated in 1942,
incorporated these scholars' position. [FN33] Rule 63(1) of
the Uniform Rules of Evidence provided that prior statements
were not hearsay if the declarant was present at the trial and
was available for cross-examination. [FN34] The Model
Code of Evidence contained the same provision. [FN35]
However, this position was not well-received. Only a few
jurisdictions adopted the original Uniform Rules of Evidence.
[FN36] No jurisdictions adopted *514 the Model Code of
Evidence. [FN37] The common- law rule described earlier
remained the accepted rule regarding prior consistent
statements.

B. Circumstances Required for the Admission of Prior
Consistent Statements

Under the Common-Law Rule

Although the accepted common-law rule continued to
govern, courts disagreed on what circumstances must precede
the admission of a prior consistent statement. Courts'
decisions in this regard generally depended on (1) what the
impeachment charged or attacked, (2) the method by which
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the impeachment was accomplished, and (3) the purpose for
which the prior consistent statement was offered.

1. Charge or Attack

Courts overwhelmingly agreed that prior consistent
statements were admissible to rebut impeachment that
charged recent fabrication or improper influence or motive.
[FN38] Such a charge can be accomplished by several means
of impeachment, including opposing counsel's questions and
the introduction of prior inconsistent statements.

Moreover, the vast majority of courts followed a time-line
admissibility rule for prior consistent statements. Courts held
that prior consistent statements made before, but not after, the
alleged fabrication or improper influence or motive arose
were admissible. [FN39] This time-line rule is known as the
premotive rule.

Courts following the premotive rule reasoned that prior
consistent statements made before the existence of the alleged
motive directly rebut such impeachment by demonstrating
that the declarant's in-court statement is consistent with out-
of-court statements *515 made when the declarant is not
alleged to have had an improper motive to falsify his or her
statement. [FN40] Conversely, these courts noted, prior
consistent statements made afterwards could be the result of
the same improper influence that generated the in-court
statements, and therefore are of little value. [FN41]

In nearly all of these jurisdictions, a prior consistent
statement's admissibility was decided in the same manner as
other evidentiary questions that require predicate showings
for admissibility. The trial judge determined whether a prior
consistent statement was premotive or postmotive based on
evidence presented to the jury up to the time the statement's
admission was sought, evidence presented to the judge out of
the jury's presence, or a combination of these two means. The
judge's determination of this question would normally dictate
the admissibility of the statement. [FN42]

The United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit,
recognizing the strength and propriety of the jury's fact-
finding ability, adopted a different, deferential standard of
admissibility. The Second Circuit held that if it is "reasonably
possible for the jury to say that the prior consistent statements
did in fact antedate the motive disclosed on the cross-
examination, the court should not exclude them." [FN43]

A small minority of courts held that prior consistent
statements made after the alleged fabrication or improper
influence or motive arose also could be admissible. [FN44]
These courts reasoned that postmotive prior consistent
statements and the circumstances surrounding such
statements are relevant to the jury's evaluation of the
declarant's motive and testimony. [FN45}

A witness's memory is sometimes attacked as faulty. Such
an attack can be accomplished by opposing counsel's
questions, prior inconsistent statements, negative evidence,
and other impeachment means. [FN46] Several courts held
prior consistent statements admissible following an attack on
a witness's memory. [FN47] These courts reasoned *516 that
such statements indicate the witness's "true belief' [FN48] or
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demonstrate the witness's '@curacy of memory." [FN49]
Moreover, these courts reasoned that such statements are
"necessary to give the jury a complete basis upon which to
judge the credibility” of the witness's testimony. [FNSO]
Given this rationale, many of these courts required that the
prior consistent statement be made soon after the event in

question. [FN51]

A few courts held prior consistent statements inadmissible
in like circumstances. [FN52] These courts did not explicitly
set forth their rationale in this regard. It appears, however,
that their reasoning was based on a very strict adherence to
the general common-law rule prohibiting the use of hearsay.

[FN53]

Many courts construed an attack on a witness's memory to
be a charge of recent fabrication. Thus, these courts admitted
prior consistent statements to rebut such attacks under the
well-recognized rule admitting such statements to rebut a
charge of recent fabrication. [FN54] These courts took an
expansive view of the term "fabricated." Courts recognized
"fabricated” to mean "fabricat ion to meet the exigencies of
the case." [FN55] However, "fabricated" normally indicates a
*517 conscious and purposeful falsification. [FNS6]
"Fabricate" is defined as "to make up for the purposes of
deception.”" [FN57]

Although an attack on a witness's memory may include a
charge of purposeful deception, such an attack does not
always do so. For example, an attack charging inaccurate
memory by showing the witness's simple forgetfulness or
confusion may be made without charging purposeful
deception. Common-law courts, however, often seemed to
treat "recent fabrication" as a term of art, including non-
purposeful deception within its definition. [FN58

Other courts, in admitting prior consistent statements to
rebut attacks on a witness's memory, recognized some
distinction between such attacks and a charge of recent
fabrication. These courts reasoned that such attacks created
situations that were "sufficiently analogous" to the cases
admitting prior consistent statements to rebut a charge of
recent fabrication. [FN59]

2. Other Types of Impeachment

Common-law courts largely agreed that impeachment
methods that did not charge a recent fabrication or improper
influence or motive, or attack the witness's memory, did not
open the door to the introduction of prior consistent
statements. {FN60] Some methods received near-uniform
treatment, while others resulted in disagreement.

Nearly all courts held prior consistent statements
inadmissible to rebut impeachment by mere contradiction
evidence. [FN61] If mere contradiction justified the
admission of prior consistent statements, "then the witness
who had repeated his story to the greatest number of people
would be the most credible." [FN62]

Most courts, noting that a person of bad moral character
could easily repeat a story, held prior consistent statements
inadmissible *518 to rebut impeachment by evidence of the
declarant's bad moral character. [FN63] Following the same
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general reasoning, nearly all courts held prior consistent
statements inadmissible to rebut impeachment by evidence of
the declarant's bad reputation for veracity. [FN64]

Courts split as to whether prior consistent statements were
admissible following impeachment of the witness by prior
inconsistent statements alone. [FN65] A majority of courts
held prior consistent statements inadmissible following such
impeachment. [FN66] These courts generally reasoned that
"since the self-contradiction is conceded, it remains as a
damaging fact, and is in no sense explained away by the
inconsistent statement.” [FN67] A number of courts,
however, held that prior consistent statements were
admissible following impeachment by prior inconsistent
statements alone. [FN68] These courts generally reasoned
*519 that "if a contradictory statement counts against the
witness, a consistent one should count for him." [FN69]

Moreover, some courts reasoned that prior consistent
statements are admissible following impeachment by a prior
inconsistent statement alone if the prior consistent statement
is related to an explanation or denial of the alleged prior
inconsistent statement. [FN70] In other words, courts held
that prior consistent statements could be admitted to help
explain that the previously admitted prior inconsistent
statement is incorrect or misleading, or to help explain that
the prior inconsistent statement was simply never made.
[FN71] Appellate courts sometimes answered this difficult
question by leaving the decision to the trial judge's sound
discretion. [FN72]

This remained the state of the common law regarding prior
consistent statements until the enactment of the Federal Rules
of Evidence. Both state and federal common-law evidentiary
rules were important to federal courts of the time. Before the
enactment of the Federal Rules of Evidence, the admission of
evidence in federal civil cases was primarily governed by
Rule 43(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. [FN73]
Rule 43(a), enacted in 1938, provided for the admission of
evidence in federal court in civil trials if the evidence was
admissible under federal statute, federal common law or
decisions, or under statutes or rules of the state where the
district court sat. [FN74] *520 Rule 26 of the Federal Rules
of Criminal Procedure provided that the admissibility of
evidence in federal criminal cases was generally governed by
common law. [EN75]

III. THE FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE AND PRIOR
CONSISTENT STATEMENTS

A. Prior Consistent Statements and Rule 801(d)(1)(B) of the
Federal Rules of

Evidence

The Federal Rules of Evidence gave rise to a new era of
evidence law. Congress enacted the Federal Rules of
Evidence in 1975 "to secure fairness in administration,
elimination of unjustifiable expense and delay, and promotion
of growth and development of the law of evidence to the end
that the truth may be ascertained and proceedings justly
determined." [EN76] Moreover, the Rules sought to reduce
inconsistency and arbitrariness in the admission of evidence
in federal courts. [EN77]
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Although much of the Federal Rules of Evidence is based on
the Uniform Rules of Evidence, [FN78] the Federal Rules of
Evidence did not incorporate the Uniform Rules of
Evidence's position on prior statements as nonhearsay.
[FN79] Instead, the Federal Rules of Evidence generally
adhered to the prevailing common-law hearsay rules. [FN80]

Federal Rule of Evidence 801(c) defines "hearsay" as "a
statement, other than one made by the declarant while
testifying at the trial or hearing, offered in evidence to prove
the truth of the matter asserted.” [FN81] Hearsay is generally
excluded from evidence under Rule 802. [FN82]

Rule 801(d)(1}B) addresses the admission of prior
consistent statements by removing certain prior consistent
statements from the definition of hearsay. Rule 801(d)(1)(B)
provides:

A statement is not hearsay if ... [t]he declarant testifies at
the trial or hearing and is subject to cross-examination
concerning the statement,*521 and the statement is ...
consistent with the declarant's testimony and is offered to
rebut an express or implied charge against the declarant of
recent fabrication or improper influence or motive. [FN83]

The most important aspect in which Rule 801(d)(1}(B).
differs from the common-law rule governing the admission of
prior consistent statements is that Rule 801(d)(1)(B) allows
the admission of statements within its scope for substantive’
purposes. [FN84] The Advisory Committee noted that this.
aspect of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) rejects the "bulk of the case law"
and is a "judgment ... more of experience than of logic."

[FN85]

Many federal circuits hold that prior consistent statements
offered for the limited purpose of rehabilitation, and not for
substantive use, are not governed by Rule 801(d)(1)}(B).
[FN86] Evidence commentators agree with this conclusion.
[FN&7] Courts reason that Rule 801(d)(1)}(B) applies only to
statements offered for the truth of the matter asserted. [FN88]
Because prior consistent statements offered for the limited
purpose of rehabilitation are not offered for the truth, these
courts reason, Rule 801(d)}(1)(B) does not govern their
admission. [FN89] Some courts state their belief that the
Federal Rules of Evidence did not alter prior common-law
rules in this regard. [FN90] In addition, some *522 courts
reason that admission of such statements furthers the
principle of completeness promoted by Federal Rule of
Evidence 106. [FN91] Essentially, these courts hold that the
Federal Rules of Evidence impart to the trial courts great
discretion to determine, under the rules of relevancy, the
admissibility of prior consistent statements offered for the
limited purpose of rehabilitation. [FN92]

Conversely, the Ninth Circuit holds.that "a prior consistent
statement offered for rebabilitation is either admissible under
Rule 801(d)(1)(B) or it is not admissible at all.” [FN93] The
Ninth Circuit reasoned that prior to the Federal Rules of
Evidence, "prior consistent statements were traditionally only
admissible for the limited purpose of rebutting a charge of
recent fabrication or improper influence or motive." [FN94]
Examining the legislative history, the court determined that
Rule 801(d)(1)(B)'s "only effect is to admit these statements
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as substantive evidence." [FN95] Therefore, the court
concluded, "it no longer makes sense to speak of a prior
consistent statement as being offered solely for the more
limited purpose of rehabilitating a witness." [FN96]

B. The Premotive Rule Under the Federal Rules of Evidence

The plain language of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) makes no express
reference to a time-line premotive requirement. Some
commentators maintain that the term "recent" embodies the
premotive rule [FN97] while *523 others consider the term
"recent" superfluous. [FN98] Moreover, none of the cases
examining the premotive rule focus on the term "recent.”

The Advisory Committee's note to Rule 801(d)(1)(B) is very
short and makes no express reference to a premotive
requirement. The note states:

Prior consistent statements traditionally have been
admissible to rebut charges of recent fabrication or improper
influence or motive but not as substantive evidence. Under
the rule they are substantive evidence. The prior statement is
consistent with the testimony given on the stand, and, if the
opposite party wishes to open the door for its admission in
evidence, no sound reason is apparent why it should not be
received generally. [FN99]

Fueled in large part by this lack of explicit direction
regarding the premotive rule from either Rule 801(d)(1)}(B)
itself or the Advisory Committee notes, federal circuit courts
disagreed on whether Rule 801(d)(1)XB) embodies the
premotive rule.

At the time of the Tome decision, the federal circuits were
closely split as to this issue. The Second, Third, Fourth,
Seventh, and Eighth Circuits held that postmotive prior
consistent statements were inadmissible for substantive
purposes but were admissible for the limited purpose of
rehabilitation. [FN100] In adhering to the time-line *525
premotive rule and denying the admission of postmotive prior
consistent statements for substantive use, these courts
reasoned that such statements are not relevant to rebut an
allegation of recent fabrication. [FN101] These courts
observed that such statements demonstrate only that the
declarant said the same thing before trial as the declarant said
at trial. [FN102] They noted that the alleged motive to
fabricate existed at the time of all of these statements, and
that "mere repetition does not imply veracity.” [FN103 ] Some
of these courts reasoned that the premotive requirement is not
a literal requirement of Rule 801(d)(1)(B), but is a relevancy
requirement examined under the relevancy rules. [FN 104]

In admitting postmotive prior consistent statements for the
limited purpose of rehabilitation, some of these courts
reasoned that such statements are not hearsay under Rule 801
because they are not offered for the truth of the matter
asserted. [FN105] Some courts noted that Rule 801(d)(1)(B)
does not explicitly require the premotive element. [EN106]
Courts also observed that such statements may be relevant to
the declarant's credibility. [FN107] They explained that the
statements may demonstrate the context of the impeachment
evidence, and may help the jury weigh the impeachment
evidence and thus determine the extent of the declarant's
credibility. [FN108] Some of these courts also cite a
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"doctrine of completeness” promoted by Federal Rule of
Evidence 106 in reasoning that the statements are admissible.

{FN109]

*526 The Fifth, Sixth, Ninth, Tenth, Eleventh, and District
of Columbia Circuits held that postmotive prior consistent
statements were admissible for both substantive and
rehabilitative purposes. [FN110] These courts recognized that
whether a prior consistent statement is premotive or
postmotive may affect the statement's materiality. [EN111]
These courts, however, rejected a per se, time-line premotive
requirement. These courts reasoned that a postmotive prior
consistent statement may be relevant in some circumstances.
[FN112] Some noted that *527Rule 801(d)(1)(B) does not
explicitly state a premotive requirement. [FNI 13] These
courts observed that other, nontemporal factors may indicate
that a postmotive statement is reliable, and thus should be
admissible under the Federal Rules. [FN114] These courts
also stated that because the issue is one of relevancy under
the Federal Rules, trial courts should have discretion in this

matter. [FN115]

Moreover, in United States v. Miller, [EN116] the Ninth
Circuit reasoned that the Federal Rules of Evidence make no
distinction between substantive and rehabilitative use of prior
consistent statements. [FN117] The court stated that "we fail
to see how a statement that has no probative value in
rebutting a charge of 'recent fabrication or improper influence
or motive' could possibly have probative value for the
assertedly more 'limited' purpose of rehabilitating a witness."
[FN118] The court concluded that a prior consistent
statemnent is "admissible as substantive evidence under Rule
801(d)(1)(B) . . . . or it is not admissible at all." [FN119] The
court went on to reject a per se premotive rule. [FN120]

Recognizing the split between the circuits on the
admissibility of postmotive prior consistent statements under
Rule 801(d)(1)(B), the Supreme Court granted certiorari to
address the problem.

IV. The Tome Decision

In Tome v. United States, [FN121] the Supreme Court
addressed the question of "whether out-of-court consistent
statements made after the alleged fabrication, or after the
alleged improper influence or motive arose, are admissible
under" Federal Rule of Evidence 801(d)(1)(B). [FN122] In a
5-4 decision, [FN123] the Court explained that such *528
statements-- postmotive prior consistent statements--are not
admissible as substantive evidence under Rule 801(d)(1)(B).

[EN124]

A. The Majority Opinion

The pertinent common-law evidentiary rule that prevailed in
the United States for over a century before the enactment of
the Federal Rules of Evidence was important to the Court's
analysis. The majority defined the common-law premotive
rule as holding that "a prior consistent statement introduced
to rebut a charge of recent fabrication or improper influence
or motive was admissible if the statement had been made
before the alleged fabrication, influence, or motive came into
being, but it was inadmissible if made afterwards." [FN125]
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In seeking to determine the effect of the Federal Rules of
Evidence on the common-law rule, the Court looked to the
language of Rule 801(d)(1)(B). The Court found two aspects
of Rule 801(d)(1)(B)'s language especially informing: (1) the
language's focus on one kind of impeachment (i.e., rebutting
charges of recent fabrication or improper influence or
motive), and not on other forms of impeachment; and 2)
Rule 801(b)(1)(B)'s use of wording from common-law cases
describing the premotive rule. [FN126]

The Court considered it important that the Advisory
Committee did not give all prior consistent statements
nonhearsay status. [FN127] It emphasized that the Advisory
Committee limited the types of prior consistent statements
that receive nonhearsay status to those offered to rebut only
one form of impeachment: a charge of "recent fabrication or
improper influence or motive." [FN128] This limitation, the
Court found, "reinforce s the significance of the requirement
that the consistent statements must have been made before
the alleged influence, or motive to fabricate arose." [EN129]

The Court reasoned that the rebuttal force of premotive prior
consistent statements is very strong when introduced to rebut
a *529 charge of recent fabrication or improper influence or
motive. [FN130] The Court, however, explained that little
rebuttal force is present when any prior consistent statement
is introduced to rebut other forms of impeachment, such as
character impeachment by misconduct, convictions, or bad
reputation. [FN131] Likewise, the Court explained, little
rebuttal force is present when postmotive prior consistent
statements are introduced to rebut a charge of recent
fabrication or improper influence or motive, [FN132] even
though such statements may "suggest in some degree that the
testimony did not result from some improper influence."

[FN133]

The Court further reasoned that if Rule 801(d)(1)(B)'s
drafters intended to permit admission of postmotive prior
consistent statements--which have low rebuttal force--then
there is "no sound reason" for the drafters to have expressly
limited the use of prior consistent statements to rebut
impeachment only when such statements have very high
rebuttal force, [FN134] while prohibiting the use of such
statements to rebut other forms of impeachment when such
statements have low rebuttal force similar to the low rebuttal
force of postmotive prior consistent statements. [FN135] The
Court thus found it "clear ... that the drafters of Rule
801(d)(1)(B) were relying upon the common-law temporal
requirement.” [FN136]

The Court found support for its analysis by observing that
Congress easily could have adopted an evidentiary rule that
expressly allows admission of postmotive prior consistent
statements. [FN137] In the Court's view, its "analysis is
strengthened by the observation that the somewhat peculiar
language of the Rule bears close similarity to the language
used in many of the common-law cases that describe the
premotive requirement." [FN138] It reasoned that this
similarity supports *530 the conclusion that Rule
801(d)(1)(B) "was intended to carry over the common-law
pre-motive rule." [FN139

The Court rejected the government's argument that "the
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common-law premotive rule ... is inconsistent with the
Federal Rules' liberal approach to relevancy." [FN140] It
noted that because " r elevance is not the sole criterion of
admissibility," relevant out-of-court statements may still be
inadmissible. [FN141]

The Court also based its reasoning on the negative aspects
of not having such a rule. It feared that the premotive rule's
absence could shift a trial's emphasis from the in-court
statements to the out-of-court statements. [FN142] In
addition, the Court stated its belief that the absence of the
premotive rule would increase the burden of the trial court,
and would provide no guidance to attorneys preparing for
trial or to reviewing appellate courts. [FN143]

Four members of the five-justice majority found their
analysis "confirmed by an examination of the Advisory
Committee Notes to the Federal Rules of Evidence." [EN144]
The plurality explained: "Where, as with Rule 801(d)(1)(B),
'Congress did not amend the Advisory Committee's draft in
any way, .. the Committee's commentary is particularly
relevant in determining the meaning of the document
Congress enacted." [FN145] The plurality found that the
Advisory Committee's notes stated a "purpose to adhere to
the common law" except where expressly provided. FN146]
They reasoned that when the Rules departed from the
common law, "in general the Committee said so." [EN147]
The plurality found no indication from the notes "that Rule
801(d)(1}(B) abandoned the premotive requirement.”
[FN148] Moreover, the plurality asserted, the Rules
demonstrate the Committee's compromise, one that the
Committee stated was "more of experience than of logic,"
[FN149] *531 "between the views expressed by the bulk of
the case law ... against allowing prior statements of witnesses
to be used generally as substantive evidence' and the views of
the majority of 'writers ... who ha d taken the opposite

position." [FN150]

Based on this analysis, the Court overruled six of the federal
circuits [FN151] and held that Rule 801(d)(1)XB) codified
the common-law premotive rule. [FN152] Thus, following
Tome, postmotive prior consistent statements are not
admissible as substantive evidence under Rule 801(d)(1)(B).

B. The Dissenting Opinion

Four justices, in a dissent authored by Justice Breyer,
expressed their disagreement with the majority opinion. The
majority and dissenting opinions began from the same point--
acknowledgment of the traditional common-law rule-- but
quickly parted company.

Although the dissent agreed with the majority's statement of
the common-law rule, [FN153] the dissent emphasized that
the reason for the premotive requirement was that postmotive
prior consistent statements had "no relevance to rebut the
charge." [FN154] This point of departure served as the basis
for the Court's fracture in this case.

The dissent characterized the majority's holding as finding
that a hearsay- related rule--Rule 801(d)(1)(B)--codified a
common-law relevancy rule, and asserted that Rule
801(d)(1)(B) "has nothing to do with relevance. Rather, that
Rule carves out a subset of prior consistent statements that
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were formerly admissible only to rehabilitate a witness."

[FN155

The dissent rejected the majority's premise that the Advisory
Committee "singled out one category” of rehabilitative prior
consistent statements for nonhearsay treatment because of the
category's high probative force. [FN156] It pointed out that
other categories also have high probative force in certain
situations, including prior consistent statements used to rebut
a charge of faulty memory. [FN157] The dissent further
argued that, doubts regarding the majority's premise aside,
*532 the majority's holding did not follow from such a
premise. [FN158] It asserted that hearsay law basically turns
on the reliability of the out-of-court statement, and not its
probative force. [FN159] It agreed that postmotive
statements may weaken probative force, but asserted that the
reliability of such statements is not reduced. [FN160] Thus,
the dissent concluded that "from a hearsay perspective, the
timing of a prior consistent statement is basically beside the

point." [FN161]

The dissent also rejected the majority's "no sound reason”
analysis.  [FN162] The dissent noted that " j uries have
trouble distinguishing between the rehabilitative and
substantive use of" prior consistent statements admitted to
rebut a charge of recent fabrication or improper influence or
motive (i.e., the type of statements covered in Rule
801(d)(1)(B)). [FN163] The dissent observed that the
Advisory Committee may have recognized this difficulty and
made such statements nonhearsay as an acknowledgment of
the realities of a jury trial. [FN164] It contended that the
drafters may have excluded other categories of prior
consistent statements from nonhearsay status--and thus from
dual rehabilitative and substantive use status--because other
categories cause less jury confusion. [FN165] Thus, the
dissent inferred that Rule 801(d)(1)(B) "singled out one
category" because the Advisory Committee felt that juries
could more easily separate the rehabilitative and substantive
use of other categories of prior consistent statements--
generally with an instruction from the trial court--than juries
could separate the rehabilitative and substantive use of prior
consistent statements admitted to rebut a charge of recent
fabrication or improper influence or motive. [FN166] Thus,
the dissent found, this is a concession "more of experience
than of logic," and is a sound hearsay-related reason for
singling out one category. [FN167] Based on this analysis,
the dissent concluded that "there is no basis for distinguishing
between pre and postmotive statements, for the confusion
with respect to each would very likely be the same." [EN168]

*533 The dissent, like the majority, found support in Rule
801(d)(1)(B)'s lack of explicit direction on the issue. The
dissent reasoned that "if the drafters had wanted to insulate
the common-law rule from the Rules' liberalizing effect, this
would have been a remarkably indirect (and therefore odd)
way of doing so." [FN169]

Finding that Rule 801(d)(1)(B) did not codify the premotive
rule, the dissent went on to determine that the common-law
premotive rule did not stand as an absolute bar to the
admission of a postmotive prior consistent statement used to
rebut a charge of recent fabrication or improper influence or
motive. [FN170] The dissent based this conclusion on (1) its
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observation that postmotive prior consistent statements are
sometimes relevant; and (2) the Federal Rules' liberalization
of relevancy.

The dissent found circumstances where the premotive rule's
"no relevancy" premise is false. The dissent provided an
example: "A speaker might be moved to lie to help an
acquaintance. But, suppose the circumstances also make clear
to the speaker that only the truth will save his child's life."
[FN171] The speaker may then be "affected by a far more
powerful motive to tell the truth." [FN172] The dissent also
noted that the common-law premotive rule was not followed
uniformly. [FN173] It found no explanation for why courts
enforced an absolute premotive common-law rule. [FN174]

The dissent noted that the Federal Rules made relevancy
more flexible than the common-law rules. [FN175] It
analogized the premotive rule to the Frye test. The Frye test
"excluded scientific evidence that had not gained general
acceptance in the relevant field." [FN176] It noted the
similarities between the Frye rule and the premotive rule:
"rigid,’ and setting forth an ‘absolute prerequisite to
admissibility."" [FN177] The dissent reasoned that "Daubert
suggests that the liberalized relevancy provisions of the
Federal Rules can supersede a pre-existing rule of relevance,
at least where no compelling practical or logical support can
be found for the pre-existing rule." [FN178]

Based on this analysis, the dissent would have held "that the
Federal Rules authorize a district court to allow (where
probative in *534 respect to rehabilitation) the use of
postmotive prior consistent statements to rebut a charge of
recent fabrication, improper influence or motive (subject of
course to, for example, Rule 403)." [FN179] When allowed,
the dissent explained, such admission would be as substantive

evidence. [FN180]

V. Observations Regarding Rule 801(d)(1)}(B) and the
Current Premotive Rule

Rule 801(d)(1)(B) of the Federal Rules of Evidence has
generated considerable confusion since its enactment. Some
commentators have called for the Rule's amendment and have
suggested changes. [FN181] These commentators, however,
do not provide for the admission of postmotive prior
consistent statements under Rule 801(d)(1)(B).

As the Tome Court explained, Rule 801(d)(1)(B) codified a
per se time-line premotive rule. [FN182] Rule 801(d)(1}(B)
should be amended. Any such amendment should serve at
least two purposes. First, the amendment should reject the per
se time-line premotive rule and allow the admission of prior
consistent statements where the statements are relevant and
have value but are inadmissible under the Tome Court's
interpretation of Rule 801(d)(1)(B). Second, the amendment
should expressly provide for the admission of prior consistent
statements as substantive evidence in all cases where such
statements are admissible for rehabilitation.

A. The Pitfalls of the Per Se Approach

The overwhelming majority of common-law courts applied
a per se time-line premotive rule. [FN183] It is important to
understand, however, why a per se time-line rule developed.
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Courts reasoned that a consistent statement made during the
time in which the witness allegedly had the same motivation
that resulted in the impeached in-court statement has no
rebuttal force and is thus irrelevant. [FN184] In the vast
majority of cases, a strict time-line rule furthers this rationale.
Consequently, the rule developed into a per se time- line rule
because such a rule is properly determinative in the great
majority of cases in which the issue of temporalness and prior
consistent statements arise, and theoretically provides
predictability and facilitates the decision- making process.

*535 Common-law courts applying the rule shortly before
the development and codification of the Federal Rules of
Evidence sensed that something was wrong with the per se
time-line premotive rule. [FN185] This sense had not fully
developed when the Federal Rules of Evidence were enacted.
As a result, Rule 801(d)(1)(B) codified, as the Tome Court
explained, the common-law rule accepted by the vast
majority of courts, including the time-line premotive
requirement. [FN186]

Courts' wariness of the time-line premotive rule continued

and expanded under the Federal Rules. Several courts
applying Rule 801(d)(1}B) before Tome allowed the
admission of postmotive prior consistent statements as
substantive evidence under the Rule in some instances.
[EN187] Moreover, all but one of the circuits admitted
postmotive prior consistent statements for the limited purpose
of rehabilitation in some instances. [FN188]

Courts and commentators have become overly focused on a
pure time-line analysis when examining prior consistent
statements. While it is true that the time-line premotive rule
comports to unadorned logic, in practical application the
rule's per se approach can be overly restrictive.

There are situations where a postmotive prior consistent
statement is relevant, has some rebuttal force or related value,
and should be admissible. One such time is when a separate
motive to tell the truth or to make a different statement exists
at the statement's making. Consider a situation where the
declarant has been impeached by a charge of improper
influence or motive arising at a particular time. Normally
(and logically), a statement that is made after the time the
improper influence or motive arose and is consistent with the
declarant's in-court testimony offers no rebuttal value and is
irrelevant. However, if the postmotive prior consistent
statement is made when a separate motive to tell the truth or
to make a different statement exists, the postmotive prior
consistent statement may offer some rebuttal force. The
Tome dissent provided examples of this situation:

A speaker might be moved to lie to help an acquaintance.
But, suppose the circumstances also make clear to the speaker
that *536 only the truth will save his child's life. Or, suppose
the postmotive statement was made ... when the speaker's
motive to lie was much weaker than it was at trial. [FN189

The dissent explained that "[i]n these and similar situations,
special circumstances may indicate that the prior statement
was made for some reason other than the alleged improper
motivation; it may have been made not because of, but
despite, the improper motivation." [FN190]
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If a motivation to tell the truth or to make a different
statement at the time the prior consistent staternent was made
appears greater than or equal to the strength of the improper
influence or motivation charged at the statement's making,
the prior consistent statement may have some rebuttal force
or related value, may be relevant, and should be admissible.
Any amendment to Rule 801(d)(1)(B) should provide for this
situation. A jury is fully capable of making this assessment
and should be permitted to do so.

Another situation where a postmotive prior consistent
statement is relevant, has some rebuttal force or related value,
and should be admissible, is when the charged motive is
contextually weak. For example, consider a situation where a
criminal defendant alleges that a large number of police
officers are conspiring to frame the defendant. The defendant
impliedly charges that the officers are lying on the stand
about their investigation, and charges that the improper
motivation arose as soon as each officer arrived on the crime
scene. Should such a charge prevent the officers from being
rehabilitated by showing that they made prior consistent
statements from the beginning of their investigation? Would
not their consistency tend to show the absence of such a
conspiracy even though the prior consistent statements were
made after the alleged conspiracy began?

Still another example where the charged motive may be
contextually weak and the postmotive prior consistent
statement would have some rebuttal force or related value
was cited by the Tome dissent: postmotive statements made
spontaneously. [FN191] Circumstances may reveal that any
alleged effect of the charged motive on the declarant was
greatly weakened by the reliability evidenced by the
statement's spontaneity. The statement could serve to rebut a
charge of improper motive and its admissibility should be
determined in context.

There are other situations where postmotive prior consistent
statements may have some value and should be admissible. A
declarant's ability to tell a complicated or unique story more
than once *537 may, in some instances, indicate reliability
and be relevant. Child sex-abuse cases are one example of
this situation. A young child's postmotive description of the
details of sexual abuse can offer some value and indicate that
the child is not fabricating the story. A jury is able to weigh
these possibilities in context and should be allowed to do so.

In addition, in a situation when a witness testifies as to his
or her own prior consistent statement, the jury's ability to
view the witness testifying offers more than the statement
itself. It gives the jurors another opportunity to observe the
witness and judge the witness's credibility.

It is important to note that in most cases, postmotive prior
consistent statements will be inadmissible under the
relevancy rules for the reasons originally noted by courts
developing common-law evidentiary rules. [FN192] The
suggestions made in this Article will not change the result in
the vast majority of situations, but will refocus the inquiry
regarding the admission of prior consistent statements where
it belongs--on relevancy.

An argument can be made that anything but a time-line rule
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leaves some uncertainty in the parties' pre-trial preparation.
However, this potential uncertainty does not outweigh the
need to allow the jury to consider relevant matters. Moreover,
rejecting the time-line rule would leave no more uncertainty
than is present with the current rule. The parties cannot know
exactly how the court will rule in regard to relevancy or the
premotive or postmotive status of a prior consistent
statement. This is particularly evident in the many co-
defendant-turned-state's-evidence cases. Whether the trial
court will find that the co-defendant's motive arose when he
or she was first approached by the government, after a deal
was put on paper, or at some other time, seems nearly
mmpossible to predict ahead of the ruling. [FN193] Similarly,
witnesses' uncertainty of dates and wavering testimony will
often leave pre-trial predictions on the admissibility of a prior
consistent statement difficult.

The per se premotive rule also results in administrative
problems that hamper the fact-finding process. Sometimes, a
trial judge may find that the motive arose and the prior
consistent statement was made on particular dates when a
different fact-finder could reasonably choose different dates.
This results in a trial judge sometimes finding a prior
consistent statement to be made postmotive when a jury
could reasonably find it to be made premotive, or vice- versa.
Prior consistent statements that may rehabilitate should not be
excluded in such circumstances. This situation could be
rectified *538 by using the Second Circuit's Grunewald
standard: If it is "reasonably possible for the jury to say that
the prior consistent statements did in fact antedate the motive
disclosed on the cross-examination, the court should not
exclude them." [FN194] This standard acknowledges that the
determination of a prior consistent statement's admissibility is
often too crucial to deprive the jury of weighing the statement
and determining its value when reasonable minds could differ
on the timing of events. Although the use of this rule would
be a step in the right direction, it is not enough to solve the
numerous other problems with the per se premotive rule.

Additionally, it is often difficult for the trial court to pin
down the date when a charged improper influence or motive
arose or the date when a statement was made. Frequently, and
particularly in criminal drug trials, witnesses cannot
remember even the month in which a particular event
occurred. Evidence concerning when an improper influence
or motive arose and when a particular prior consistent
statement was made may be scant. The trial judge should be
free to allow the jury to weigh the evidence under all the
circumstances without being bound by a restrictive time-line
rule.

These problems with the per se time-line rule have, on
occasion, resulted in some legal gymnastics on the issue of
when a motive arose. For example, in United States v.
Henderson, [FN195] the defendant impeached the
government's informant by charging that the informant
fabricated his allegations against the defendant in return for
leniency. [FN196] On redirect, the trial court admitted the
informant's prior consistent statements made after arrest but
before the informant and the government reached a plea
agreement. [FN197] On appeal, the defendant argued that
such admission was error. The Fourth Circuit rejected the
defendant's argument. The court reasoned that the defendant's
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argument "effectively swallows the rule with respect to prior
consistent statements made to government officers: by
definition such statements would never be prior to the event
of apprehension or investigation by the government which
gave rise to a motive to falsify." [FN198] The court explained
that " s uch a result also would render superfluous our
previous distinction ... between statements made to police
after arrest but before a bargain and statements made after an
agreement is reached. We decline to so eviscerate Rule
801(d)(1)(B)." [EN199] Thus, the arrestee-declarant's prior
consistent *539 statements made after arrest but before the
government and the arrestee-declarant reach a plea agreement
are admissible under the Henderson rule, while such
statements made post-agreement are not.

In many cases, it is doubtful that a motive to fabricate
suddenly changes upon the signing of an agreement. It seems
much more likely that the motive to fabricate was the same
before and after the agreement. In such instances, a pre-
agreement (or premotive per Henderson) prior consistent
statement offers little that a post-agreement (or postmotive)
prior consistent statement does not. The parties, and the jury,
would be better served if the court could consider the
admissibility of a proffered prior consistent statement in
relation to all of the circumstances of the particular case.

When considering the admissibility of prior consistent
statements, courts' attention should be directed toward the
charged motive, its context, and all of its characteristics, not
merely the motive's alleged birthday. When the
characteristics and context of a prior consistent statement,
including a postmotive prior consistent statement, indicate
that the statement is relevant to the juries' consideration of a
witness's credibility, or to other relevant issues, the statement
should be admissible.

B. Admissibility of Prior Consistent Statements Outside of
Rule 801(d)(1)(B)

Any amendment to Rule 801(d)(1)(B) also should clarify the
question of the admissibility of prior consistent statements
outside of Rule 801(d)(1XB). This is particularly important
because, before Tome, all circuits but the Ninth Circuit held
postmotive prior consistent statements admissible for the
limited purpose of rehabilitation. Many of these courts
explained that Rule 801(d)(1}B) did not govern such
statements.

Some commentators and the Ninth Circuit reason that the
drafters of the Federal Rules meant to provide that prior
consistent statements are admissible under Rule 801(d)(1)(B)
or not at all. [FN200] Of course, statements that are not
offered for the truth of the matter asserted are not hearsay by
definition. Thus, logically, there would be no reason to seek
the admission of a statement offered merely for rehabilitation
purposes--and not for the truth of the matter asserted--under
Rule 801(d)(1)(B). Absent a desire to use the statement
substantively, there would be no reason to seek to classify as
nonhearsay under Rule 801(d)}(1)}(B) a statement that is
already outside the definition of hearsay. Therefore, the
admission of such a statement *540 would be governed by
the relevancy rules. It would seem that Rule 801(d)(1)(B),
part of Article VIII--the hearsay rules--would play no part in
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the calculus. The circuits allowing the admission of prior
consistent statements offered for the limited purpose of
rehabilitation without reference to Rule 801(d)(1)(B) follow
the logical path provided by the Federal Rules.

Any indication that Tome provides in relation to the
question of whether postmotive prior consistent statements
offered for the limited purpose of rehabilitation are
admissible is dictum in the classic sense. It was not necessary
for the Supreme Court to decide this question to reach its
decision in Tome. The prior consistent statements at issue in
Tome were admitted by the trial court as nonhearsay under
Rule 801(d)(1)(B). The statements were not offered for the
limited purpose of rehabilitation. The government's brief
explained that "[t]his case does not require the Court to
decide whether a premotive rule also applies to prior
consistent statements that are not admitted as substantive
evidence, but are used merely to rehabilitate a witness."
[FN201] Moreover, the Tome opinion clearly states that " o
ur holding is confined to the requirements for admission
under Rule 801(d)(1)(B)." [FN202]

After Tome, there are two possible scenarios regarding the
admission of prior consistent statements. The first is that
premotive prior consistent statements are admissible as
substantive evidence, while postmotive prior consistent
statements are not admissible for any purpose. As explained
above, this situation is unsatisfactory. The second scenario is
that premotive prior consistent statements are admissible as
substantive evidence, while postmotive prior consistent
statements are admissible for the "limited purpose of
rehabilitation." This, too, is an unsatisfactory situation.

Distinctions between the substantive and nonsubstantive use
of prior consistent statements are normally distinctions
without practical meaning. Juries have a very difficult time
understanding an instruction about the difference between
substantive and nonsubstantive use. This is likely a large part
of the reason that the drafters of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) provided
that evidence that meets the Rule's requirements is admissible
substantively.

It makes little sense to differentiate prior consistent
statements with a cumbersome time-line rule in regard to the
statements' admission as substantive evidence while also
allowing the admission of statements rejected by such a rule
when juries normally do not make such differentiations.
Experience shows that jurors are adept at determining the
weight to be given to a witness's testimony and can *541
easily recognize the interest a witness has in the matter about
which he or she testified, including any motive that could

affect the witness's credibility. In recognition of this, the.

Federal Rules should explicitly provide that all prior
consistent statements, when admissible to rehabilitate, are
admissible as substantive evidence. The weight given these
statements would then be for the jury to determime.
Amending Rule 801(d)(1)(B) to account for the issues raised
herein would alleviate the concern over substantive versus
limited rehabilitative use of prior consistent statements,
eliminate the often misunderstood limiting instruction, and
make the Rule compatible with the realities of a jury trial.

Courts have cited other evidence rules in allowing the
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admission of postmotive prior consistent statements. Several
courts cite Rule 106 to account for a "completeness"
admission of prior consistent statements. [EN203] Courts
have recognized that this is not a precise use of Rule 106.
[FN204] Indeed, it appears that this is not a contemplated use
of Rule 106 at all. However, the admission of a prior
consistent statement to clarify a self-contradiction is often a
practical necessity of trial. Such statements should not be
forced through the back door of Rule 106, but should be
explicitly recognized as admissible when relevant.

As the Tome Court noted, postmotive prior consistent
statements, even though not admissible under Rule
801(d)(1)(B), may be admitted substantively under Rule
803(24) [EN205] if the statements meet Rule 803(24)'s
requirements. [FN206] Although this avenue is available,
Rule 803(24) does not address the issues raised above.
Moreover, it is often difficult to meet all of Rule 803(24)'s
requirements, [FN207] and such *542 requirements are
usually unnecessary when addressing the admissibility of
postmotive prior consistent statements. For example, Rule
803(24)'s notice requirement is normally superfluous in such
a situation because an opposing litigant knows that if a charge
of recent fabrication or improper influence or motive is made,
prior consistent statements may be admissible. In addition,
the notice requirement of Rule 803(24) would require the
proponent of a postmotive prior consistent statement to
anticipate the opponent's impeachment of the declarant with a
charge of recent fabrication or improper influence or motive.
Because some courts may continue a trial in recognition of
Rule 803(24)'s notice requirement when a party seeks to use
the rule and has not notified the opposing party before trial,
the use of Rule 803(24) in this situation could result in
needless delay. [FN208]

A charge of recent fabrication or improper influence or
motive is a serious charge reflecting unfavorably on its
recipient. The charging party is aware that such a charge can
open the door to relevant prior consistent statements that
meet the requirements of Rule 801(d)(1)(B). Once that party
has opened the door in this manner, there is no convincing
reason not to admit, as substantive evidence, prior consistent
statements that have some value to the jury from a practical
standpoint and that meet the relevancy rules' requirements.

VI. CONCLUSION

Federal Rule of Evidence 801(d)(1)(B) is overly restrictive
in regard to the admission of prior consistent statements in
many instances. The primary example of this problem is the
focus of this Article: postmotive prior consistent statements.
Such statements, on occasion, are relevant and offer sufficient
value to warrant their admission. Nevertheless, Rule
801(d)(1)(B), as interpreted by the Supreme Court in Tome v.
United States, provides a per se prohibition on such
statement's admission as substantive evidence. Rule
801(d)(1)(B) should be amended to allow the admission of a
prior consistent statement as substantive evidence in
instances where the statement is relevant and valuable, but is
inadmissible under the current Federal Rules of Evidence
after Tome.

The issue of the admissibility of prior consistent statements
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has long been recognized as "perplexing." [FN209] Much of
the confusion arises from conflict between the theoretical and
the practical approaches to the issue. This tension must be
recognized and reconciled or the issue *543 will remain a
puzzle. An amendment to the Federal Rules of Evidence
addressing the several observations discussed in this Article
would serve to clarify the admissibility of prior consistent
statements and to further the goals of the Federal Rules of
Evidence.

[FNal]. Chief Judge, United States District Court for the
Middle District of North Carolina. B.A., University of North
Carolina, 1961; LL.B., University of North Carolina, 1963.

[FNaal]. Member, North Carolina State Bar. Associate,
Kilpatrick Stockton LLP, Winston-Salem, North Carolina.
B.S.E.E., University of North Carolina at Charlotte, 1990;
M.S.E.E., University of North Carolina at Charlotte, 1992;
J.D., cum laude, Wake Forest University, 1994. Former
judicial clerk to the Honorable Alvin A. Schall, Circuit Judge,
United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit.
Former judicial clerk to the Honorable Frank W. Bullock, Jr.,
Chief Judge, United States District Court for the Middle
District of North Carolina.

[EN1]. See, e.g., Hanger v. United States, 398 F.2d 91, 103
(8th Cir.1969) (noting that aspects of the issue have "plagued
the courts for centuries"); Michael H. Graham, Prior
Consistent Statements: Rule 801(d)(1)(B) of the Federal
Rules of Evidence, Critique and Proposal, 30 HASTINGS
L.J. 575, 576 (1979) ("In modern litigation the use of prior
consistent statements has become exceedingly confused and
complex.");  Annotation, Admissibility of _ Previous
Statements by a Witness out of Court Consistent with His
Testimony, 41 L.R.A. (N.S.) 857, 858 (1913) (stating that the
admissibility of prior consistent statements "is as perplexing
as any in the law of evidence") [hereinafter 41 L.R.A. (N.S.)].

[FN2]. See, e.g., Tome v. United States, 115 S.Ct. 696, 696-
710 (1995), affg 3 F.3d 342 (10th Cir.1993); United States v.
White, 11 F.3d 1446, 1448-51 (8th Cir.1993).

FN3]. See, e.g., United States v. Forrester, 60 F.3d 52, 64-65
(2d_Cir.1995); United States v. Montague, 958 F.2d 1094,
1096-98 (D.C. Cir.1992).

[FN4]. See, e.g., United States v. Farmer, 923 F.2d 1557,

1567-68 (11th Cir.1991); Washington v. Vogel, 880 F.Supp.
1534, 1540 (M.D. Fla. 1995).

[ENS]. See Federal Rules of Evidence for United States
Courts and Magistrates, Pub. L. No. 93-595, 88 Stat. 1296
(1975).

[EN6]. See Fed. R. Evid. 801(d)(1)(B).

FN7]. 1d.
[EN8]. 115 S.Ct. 696 (1995).

[FNO9]. See infra Part IL.B.1.
[FN10]. See Tome, 115 S.Ct. at 700.

[EN11]. The terms "premotive" and ‘“postmotive”" are
employed throughout this Article as short-hand for,

Page 11

respectively, before and after "recent fabrication or improper
influence or motive" (the language of Rule 801(d)(1)(B) and
many common-law courts).

[FN12]. See, e.g., Robert P. Burns, Foreword: Bright Lines
and Hard Edges: Anatomy of a Criminal Evidence Decision,
85 J. CRIM. L. & CRIMINOLOGY 843 (1995); Eileen A.
Scallen, Interpreting the Federal Rules of Evidence: The Use

and Abuse of the Advisory Committee Notes, 28 LOY. L.A.

L. REV. 1283 (1995); Eileen A. Scallen, Classical Rhetoric,
Practical Reasoning, and the Law of Evidence, 44 AM. U. L.
REV. 1717 (1995); Andrew E. Taslitz, Interpretive Method
and the Federal Rules of Evidence: A Call for a Politically
Realistic Hermeneutics, 32 HARV. J. ON LEGIS. 329
(1995); Christopher A. Jones, Note, Clinging to History: The
Supreme Court (Mis)Interprets Federal Rule of Evidence
801(d)(1)(B) as Containing a Temporal Requirement, 29 U.
RICH. L. REV. 459 (1995).

[EN13]. See 4 JOHN H. WIGMORE, WIGMORE ON
EVIDENCE § 1123, at 254 (Chadbourn Rev. 1972); John H.
Wigmore, The History of the Hearsay Rule, 17 HARV. L.
REV. 437, 446-47 (1904).

[EN14]. See 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1123, at 254,
[EN15]. See Sid. § 1364, at 18.

[FN16]. See 5 id.

[FN17]. See 4 id. § 1123, at 254.

[FN18]. See 4 id. § 1123, at 254-55.

[EN19]. See 4 id. § 1123, at254;5id. § 1364, at 20.

[FN20]. GEOFFREY GILBERT, THE LAW OF EVIDENCE
108 (photo. reprint, Garland Publishing, Inc. 1979) (1754).
For an interesting look at Gilbert's evidentiary work, see Judy
M. Cornett, The Treachery of Perception: Evidence and
Experience in Clarissa, 63 U. CIN. L. REV. 165 (1994).

[FN21]. See 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1123, at 254.

[EN22]. See Graham, supra note 1, at 577-78; see also United
States v. Holmes, 26 F. Cas. 349, 352 (C.C.D. Me. 1858)
("No principle in the law of evidence is better settled than"
the rule that direct testimony supporting a witness's
credibility "is not to be heard except in reply" to an opposing
party's impeachment attempt).

[FN23]. See 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1124, at 255.
[FN24]. See 4 id.
[EN25]. E.g., State v. Parish, 79 N.C. 610, 613 (1878).

[FN26]. "Impeachment" includes "attempted impeachment"
as applicable throughout this discussion. What constitutes
sufficient "impeachment" to satisfy the requirements of Rule
801(d)(1)(B) and the common law is beyond the scope of this
Article.

[EN27]. See, e.g., Conrad v. Griffey, 52 U.S. (11 How.) 480,
491-92 (1850); Ellicott v. Pearl, 35 U.S. (10 Pet.) 412, 439
(1836); Stewart v. People, 23 Mich. 63 (1871).




24 FLSULR 509 (Cite as: 24 Fla. St. U. L. Rev. 509)

[FN28]. See 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1124.

FN29]. See 3A id. § 1018, at 996 (discussing self-
contradiction and observing that "the whole purpose of the
hearsay rule has been already satisfied"); see also_California
v. Green, 399 U.S. 149, 154-55 (1970).

[FN30]. See Edmund M. Morgan, Hearsay Dangers and the
Application of the Hearsay Concept, 62 HARV. L. REV. 177,
192 (1948). Professor Morgan reasoned that "[w]hen the
Declarant is also a witness, it is difficult to justify classifying
as hearsay evidence of his own prior statements. This is
especially true where Declarant as a witness is giving as part
of his testimony his own prior statement." Id.; see also
Edmund M. Morgan, The Hearsay Rule, 12 WASH. L. REV.
1,4 (1937).

[EN31]. See CHARLES T. MCCORMICK, LAW OF
EVIDENCE § 224, at 458 (1954); 2 CHARLES T.
MCCORMICK, MCCORMICK ON EVIDENCE § 251, at
117 (John W. Strong ed., 4th ed. 1992) [hereinafter
MCCORMICK ON EVIDENCE]; Charles T. McCormick,
The Turncoat Witness: Previous Statements as Substantive
Evidence, 25 TEX.L.REV. 573, 575-88 (1947).

[FN32]. See Jack B. Weinstein, Probative Force of Hearsay,
46 IOWA L. REV. 331, 333 (1961) (describing the "practical
absurdity in many instances [of] treating the out of court
statement of the witness himself as hearsay").

[FN33]. The National Conference of Commissioners on
Uniform State Laws promulgated the Uniform Rules of
Evidence. See generally Symposium on the Uniform Rules of
Evidence, 10 RUTGERS L. REV. 479, 479-646 (1956).

The American Law Institute promulgated the Model Code
of Evidence. See MODEL CODE OF EVIDENCE (1942).
Professor Morgan served as reporter for the Model Code,
while Dean Wigmore served as chief consultant. See id. at iii-
iv.

[EN34]. The Uniform Rules of Evidence defined as
nonhearsay "[a] statement previously made by a person who
is present at the hearing and available for cross-examination
with respect to the statement and its subject matter, provided
the statement would be admissible if made by declarant while
testifying as a witness." UNIF. R. EVID. 63(1)(1953). In
1974, the Uniform Rules of Evidence abandoned this position
and generally conformed to the Federal Rules of Evidence.
See UNIFE. R. EVID. 801(d)(1) (1974).

[FN35]. See MODEL CODE OF EVIDENCE Rule 503
(1942). "Evidence of a hearsay declaration is admissible if
the judge finds that the declarant (a) is unavailable to testify,
or (b) is present and subject to cross-examination." Id.

[FN36]. See 21 Charles A. Wright & Kenneth W. Graham,
Jr., Federal Practice and Procedure § 5005, at 91-92 (1977).

[FN37]. See 21 id. § 5005, at 88-89. As a result of the
Nebraska Supreme Court's adoption of the Model Code of
Evidence, the Nebraska Legislature repealed the court's
rulemaking power and rejected the Model Code. See 21 id. §
3005, at 89 & n.80 (citing Edmund M. Morgan, The Future of
the Law of Evidence, 29 TEX.L.REV. 587, 599 (1951)).
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[EN38]. See, e.g., Conrad v. Griffey, 52 U.S. (11 How.) 480.
491-92 (1850); Ellicott v. Pearl, 35 U.S. (10 Pet.) 412, 439
(1836); Dowdy v. United States, 46 F.2d 417, 424 (4th
Cir.1931); Dwyer v. State, 145 A.2d 100, 109-10 (Me. 1958);
Commonwealth v. Retkovitz, 110 N.E. 293, 297-99 (Mass.
1915); State v. Flint, 14 A. 178, 184-86 (Vt. 1888): see also
Annotation, Admissibility, for Purposes of Supporting
Impeached Witnesses, of Prior Statements by Him Consistent
with His Testimony, 75 A.L.R.2D 909, 935- 50 (1961) (citing
cases) [hereinafter 75 A.L.R.2D]; Annotation, Admissibility,
for Purpose of Supporting Impeached Witness, of Prior
Statements by Him Consistent with His Testimony, 140
A.LR. 21, 78-129 (1942) (citing cases) [hereinafter 140
ALR]

Judge Weinstein and Professor Berger note that "[p]rior to
the federal rules, the courts were virtually unanimous in
allowing" prior consistent statements to be used following
impeachment by this method. 4 JACK B. WEINSTEIN &
MARGARET A. BERGER, WEINSTEIN'S EVIDENCE 9
801(d)(1)(B)[01], at 801-149 to -150 (1996).

[FN39]. See, e.g., Ellicott, 35 U.S. (10 Pet.) at 439; Ryan v.
UPS, 205 F.2d 362, 364 (24 Cir.1953); People v. Walsh, 301
P.2d 247, 250-51 (Cal. 1956); People v. Singer, 89 N.E.2d
710, 711-12 (N.Y. 1949); see also 75 A.L.R.2D, supra note
38, at 944-46 (citing cases); 140 A.L.R., supra note 38, at
117-21 (citing cases).

FN40]. See sources cited supra note 39.
[FN41]. See sources cited supra note 39.
[FN42]. See sources cited supra note 39.

[FEN43]. United States v. Grunewald, 233 F.2d 556, 566 (2d
Cir.1956), rev'd on other grounds, 353 U.S. 391 (1957); see
also_United States v. Sampol, 636 F.2d 621, 673 (D.C.
Cir.1980); United States v. DiLorenzo, 429 F.2d 216, 220 (2d
Cir.1970); Greenway v. State, 626 P.2d 1060, 1062 (Alaska
1980) (Matthews, J., concurring).

[EN44]. See, e.g., United States v. Gandy, 469 F.2d 1134,
1134-35 (5th Cir.1972); Hanger v. United States, 398 F.2d
91, 104-05 (8th Cir.1968); Copes v. United States, 345 F.2d
723, 725-26 (D.C. Cir.1964); State v. George, 30 N.C. 324.

328 (1848).

[EN45]. See, e.g., Gandy, 469 F.2d at 1134-35: Copes. 345
F.2d at 725.

[FN46]. It is important to note that an attack on a witness's
memory often, but not always, includes a charge of recent
fabrication.

[EN47]. See, e.g., Applebaum v. American Export
Isbrandtsen Lines, 472 F.2d 56, 61 (2d Cir.1972); Felice v.
Long Island R.R., 426 F.2d 192, 198 n.6 (2d Cir.1970);
United States v. Keller, 145 F.Supp. 692. 695-97 (D.N.J.
1956); People v. Basnett, 8 Cal. Rptr, 804, 810-11 (Ct. App.
1960); Thomas v. Ganezer, 78 A.2d 539, 542 (Conn. 1951);
Openshaw v. Adams, 445 P.2d 663, 668-69 (Idaho 1968);
Cross v. State, 86 A. 223, 227 (Md. 1912); People v. Mann,
212 N.W.2d 282, 287 (Mich. Ct. App. 1973): State v.
Slocinski, 197 A. 560, 562 (N.H. 1938); Jones v. Jones. 80
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N.C. 246, 250 (1878); see also Graham, supra note 1, at 605-
06 (noting that prior consistent statements properly support
such an attack "if the statement was made shortly after the
event in question”); 1 MCCORMICK ON EVIDENCE, supra
note 31, § 47, at 178 n.18 ("If the witness's accuracy of
memory is challenged, it seems clear common sense that a
consistent statement made shortly after the event and before
he had time to forget, should be received in support."); 75
A.LR.2D, supra note 38, at 929-30 (citing cases); 140
A.LR., supra note 38, at 48- 49 (citing cases). Courts hold
similarly today. See Debra T. Landis, Annotation,
Admissibility of Impeached Witness' Prior Consistent
Statement-- Modern State Civil Cases, 59 A.L.R.4TH 1000,
1023 (1988 & Supp.1994) (citing cases) [hereinafter 59
A.LR.4TH]; Debra T. Landis, Annotation, Admissibility of
Impeached Witness' Prior Consistent Statement--Modemn
State Criminal Cases, 58 A.L.R.4TH 1014, 1051-53 (1987 &
Supp.1994) (citing cases) [hereinafter 58 A.L.R.4TH].

[FN48]. Openshaw, 445 P.2d at 669.

[FN49]. Thomas, 78 A.2d at 542 (quoting Jones, 80 N.C. at
250) (internal quotation marks omitted).

[FNS50]. Applebaum, 472 F.2d at 62.

[EN51]. See, e.g., id. at 61-62; Jones, 80 N.C. at 250: see also
1 MCCORMICK ON EVIDENCE, supra note 31, § 47, at
178 n. 18.

[FNS52]. See, e.g., People v. Doyell, 48 Cal. 85, 90-91 (1874);
People v. Kinney, 95 N.E. 756, 757 (N.Y. 1911); Cincinnati
Traction Co. v. Stephens, 79 N.E. 235, 236-37 (Ohio 1906):
Green v. State, 110 S.W. 929, 929-30 (Tex. Crim. App.
1908); see also Graham, supra note 1, at 605-06; 140 A.L.R.,
supra note 38, at 47-48. The common-law trend throughout
the twentieth century, however, was to admit prior consistent
statements following an attack on a witness's memory.

[FN53]. See, e.g., Kinney, 95 N.E. at 757 ("It is sufficient to
state somewhat dogmatically that this evidence [a prior

consistent statement regarding identification] was utterly
incompetent, for this is so baldly the law that there is no
chance for debate or discussion.").

[FN54]. See sources cited supra note 47.

[ENS5]. E.g., People v. Singer, 89 N.E.2d 710, 711 (N.Y.
1949).

[FN56]. See Graham, supra note 1, at 582-83.

[FNS7]. WEBSTER'S NINTH NEW COLLEGIATE
DICTIONARY 443 (1989).

[ENS8]. See, e.g., sources cited supra notes 38-39.

[FN59]. E.g., Thomas v. Ganezer, 78 A.2d 539, 542 (Conn.
1951).

[FN60]. Professor Michael Graham refers to this type of
impeachment as "naked impeachment.” Graham, supra note
1, at 594,

[EN61]. Mere contradiction evidence usually takes the form
of a witness whose testimony portrays a different version of

Page 13

the matter about which a previous witness testified. Many
courts decline to admit prior consistent statements to rebut
such impeachment. See, e.g., Inman Bros. v. Dudley &
Daniels Lumber Co., 146 F. 449, 456 (6th Cir.1906); Evans
v. State, 22 S.E. 298, 298-99 (Ga. 1894); People v. Katz, 103
N.E. 305, 312-13 (N.Y. 1913); see also 4 WIGMORE, supra
note 13, § 1127, at 267; 140 A.L.R., supra note 38, at 38-42
(citing cases).

A very small minority of courts, however, ruled such
staterents admissible following contradiction evidence. See,
e.g., Mallonee v. Duff, 19 A. 708, 708-09 (Md. 1890); State
v. Rhyne, 13 S.E. 943, 943-44 (N.C. 1891); see also 140
A.LR., supra note 38, at 42-47 (citing cases). Dean Wigmore
described these courts as "misled." 4 WIGMORE, supra note
13,§ 1127, at 267.

[EN62]. 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1127, at 267.

[EN63]. See, e.g., Edwards v. Commonwealth, 140 S.W.
1046, 1047 (Ky. 1911); Lyles v. State, 239 S.W. 446, 449-50
(Tenn. 1922); Thurmond v. State, 11 S.W. 451, 452 (Tex. Ct.
App. 1889); see also 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1125, at
258; 140 A.L.R,, supra note 38, at 34-35 (citing cases). A few
courts, however, admitted prior consistent statements to rebut
the impeachment of the declarant's moral character. See, e. g.,
State v. Rowe, 4 S.E. 506, 509-10 (N.C. 1887); Zell v.
Commonwealth, 94 Pa. 258, 267 (1880): see also 140 A.LR,,
supra note 38, at 35-36 (citing cases).

FN64]. See, e.g., Yoder v. United States, 71 F.2d 85, 89
(10th Cir.1934); McKelton v. State, 6 So. 301, 301 (Ala.
1889); Mason v. Vestal, 26 P. 213, 213-14 (Cal. 1891): see
also 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1125, at 258; 75
A.L.R.2D, supra note 38, at 927-28 (citing cases); 140 A.L.
R., supra note 38, at 36-37 (citing cases). A few courts,
however, admitted prior consistent statements to rebut such
impeachment. See, e.g., State v. Parrish, 468 P.2d 143, 149
(Kan. 1970); State v. Dove, 32 N.C. 469. 474-75 (1849): 4
WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1125, at 258; 140 ALR.,
supra note 38, at 37 (citing cases).

[EN65]. "The admission of prior consistent statements to
support a witness impeached by prior inconsistent statements
has plagued the courts for centuries ...." Hanger v. United
States, 398 F.2d 91, 103 (8th Cir.1968). Impeachment by
prior inconsistent statement is also called self-contradiction.
See id.

[EN66]. See, e.g., Ellicott v. Pearl, 35 U.S. (10 Pet.) 412,439
(1836); Affronti v. United States, 145 F.2d 3. 7 (8th
Cir.1944); Gelbin v. New York, N.H. & H.R. Co.. 62 F.2d
500, 502 (2d Cir.1933); American Agric. Chem. Co. v.
Hogan. 213 F. 416, 420-21 (1st Cir.1914); Baker v. People,
209 _P. 791, 793 (Colo. 1922); Chicago City Ry. v.
Matthieson, 72 N.E. 443, 444-45 (Ill. 1904); see also 4
WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1126; 140 A.LR., supra note
38, at 49-59 (citing cases). Much of the case law recognized
this as the "general rule."

[FN67]. 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1126, at 259.

[EN68]. See, e.g., Schoppel v. United States, 270 F.2d 413,
417 (4th Cir.1959); United States v. Corry, 183 F.2d 155, 157
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(2d Cir.1950); Childs v. State, 55 Ala. 25. 28 (1876);
Thompson v. State, 58 N.E.2d 112, 112-13 (Ind. 1944),
overruled by_Dean v. State, 433 N.E.2d 1172 (Ind. 1982):
American Stores Co. v. Herman, 171 A. 54, 55-56 (Md.
1934); Cross v. State, 86 A. 223, 226-27 (Md. 1912); People
v. Purman, 185 N.W. 725. 727 (Mich. 1921); Stewart v.
People, 23 Mich. 63, 74-76 (1871); Stafford v. Lyon, 413
S.W.2d 495, 498 (Mo. 1967); Piehler v. Kansas City Pub.
Serv. Co., 226 S.W.2d 681, 683-84 (Mo. 1950); Reeves v.
Hill, 158 S.E.2d 529, 537 (N.C. 1968); Hale v. Smith, 460
P.2d 351, 353 (Or. 1969); State v. Turner, 15 S.E. 602, 602-
03 (S.C. 1892); Kepley v. State, 320 S.W.2d 143, 145 (Tex.
Crim. App. 1959); State v. Sibert, 310 P.2d 388, 391 (Utah
1957); Russell v. Cavelero, 246 P. 25, 26 (Wash. 1926); see
also_Kaneshiro v. United States, 445 F.2d 1266, 1271 (9th
Cir.1971); Sweazey v. Valley Transp., Inc.. 107 P.2d 567,
572 (Wash. 1940) (describing admitting prior consistent
statements to rebut prior inconsistent statements as the
minority rule); 140 A.L.R., supra note 38, at 59-65 (citing
cases); see generally 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1126, at
258-67.

[FN69]. 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1126, at 259.

[EN70]. See, e.g., United States v. Fayette, 388 F.2d 728,
733-35 (2d Cir.1968); Newman v. United States, 331 F.2d
968, 970-71 (8th Cir.1964); United States v. Agueci, 310
F.2d 817, 834 (2d Cir.1962); United States v. Lev, 276 F.2d
605, 608 (2d Cir.1960); Cafasso v. Pennsylvania R.R., 169
F.2d 451, 453 (3d Cir.1948); Affronti, 145 F.2d at 7 ("[IJf
some portions of a statement made by a witness are used on
cross-examination to impeach him, other portions of the
statement which are relevant to the subject matter about
which he was cross-examined may be introduced in evidence
to meet the force of the impeachment."); United States v.
Weinbren, 121 F.2d 826, 828-29 (2d Cir.1941); United States
v. Katz, 78 F.Supp. 435, 440 (M.D. Pa. 1948), aff'd, 173 F.2d
116 (3d Cir.1949); see generally Michael H. Graham, Federal
Practice & Procedure § 6712, at 461 (interim ed. 1992).

[FN71]. See, e.g., Felice v. Long Island R.R., 426 F.2d 192,

Page 14

governs ....

Id.; see also generally Thomas F. Green, Jr., Federal Civil
Procedure Rule 43(a), 5 VAND. L. REV. 560 (1952).

[EN75]. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 26 (1946). Rule 26 provided, in
pertinent part: "The admissibility of evidence ... shall be
governed, except when an act of Congress or these rules
otherwise provide, by the principles of the common law as
they may be interpreted by the courts of the United States in
the light of reason and experience.” Id.

[EN76]. Fed. R. Evid. 102.

[FN77]. See William L. Hungate, An Introduction to the
Proposed Rules of Evidence, 32 FED. B.J. 225, 228-29
(1973).

[EN78]. See 21 WRIGHT & GRAHAM, supra note 36, §
5005, at 90.

[EN79]. See Fed. R. Evid. 801(d) advisory committee's note
(comparing Rule 63(1) of the Uniform Rules of Evidence

with Rule 801(d)).
[FN8O]. See id.

[EN81]. Fed. R. Evid. 801(c). Rule 801(a) defines a
"statement” as "(1) an oral or written assertion or (2)
nonverbal conduct of a person, if it is intended by the person
as an assertion.” Fed. R. Evid. 801(a). Rule 801(b) defines a
"declarant” as "a person who makes a statement." Fed. R.

Evid. 801(b).

[FN82]. See Fed. R. Evid. 802. Rule 802 provides that
"[h]earsay is not admissible except as provided by these rules
or by other rules prescribed by the Supreme Court pursuant to
statutory authority or by Act of Congress." Id.

[EN83]. Fed. R. Evid. 801(d)(1)(B). Of course, prior
consistent statements admissible under Rule 801(d)(1}(B)
must still qualify for admission under the relevancy rules. See
Fed. R. Evid. 401-03.

198 (2d Cir.1970); Twardosky v. New England Tel. & Tel.
Co., 62 A.2d 723, 727 (N.H. 1948); Sweazey, 107 P.2d at

572; see also 4 WIGMORE, supra note 13, § 1126, at 260-
65; GRAHAM, supra note 70, § 6712, at 461; Graham, supra
note 1, at 594-602.

[FN72]. See, e.g., Hanger v. United States, 398 F.2d 91, 103-
04 (8th Cir.1968); National Postal Transp. Assoc. v. Hudson,
216 F.2d 193, 200 (8th Cir.1954); Cafasso, 169 F.2d at 453;
Affronti, 145 F.2d at 7; State v. Quimette, 298 A.2d 124,
133-34 (R.1. 1972).

[EN73]. Fed. R. Civ. P. 43(a) (1938) (amended 1972).
[FN74]. See id. Rule 43(a) provided, in pertinent part:

All evidence shall be admitted which is admissible under
the statutes of the United States, or under the rules of
evidence heretofore applied in the courts of the United States
on the hearing of suits in equity, or under the rules of
evidence applied in the courts of general jurisdiction of the
state in which the United States court is held. In any case, the
statute or rule which favors the reception of the evidence

[FN84]. This is true for all prior statements admitted under
Rule 801(d). See Fed. R. Evid. 801(d) advisory committee's
note.

[FN85]. Id.

[EN86]. See, €.g., Engebretsen v. Fairchild Aircraft Corp., 21
F.3d 721, 729-30 (6th Cir.1994); United States v. Castillo, 14
F.3d 802, 805-06 (2d Cir.1994); United States v. White, 11
F.3d 1446, 1449 (8th Cir.1993); United States v. Casoni, 950
F.2d 893, 905-06 (3d Cir.1991); United States v. Bolick. 917
F.2d 135, 138 (4th Cir.1990); United States v. Roy. 843 F.2d
305, 307 (8th Cir.1988); United States v. Colon, 835 F.2d 27.
31 (2d Cir.1987); United States v. Khan, 821 F.2d 90, 94 (2d
Cir.1987); United States v. Bowman, 798 F.2d 333, 338 (8th
Cir.1986); United States v. Brennan, 798 F.2d 581, 587-88
(2d Cir.1986), aff'd, 867 F.2d 111 (2d Cir.1989); United
States v. Andrade, 788 F.2d 521, 532-33 (8th Cir.1986):
United States v. Pierre, 781 F.2d 329. 333 (2d Cir.1986);
United States v. Harris, 761 F.2d 394, 399-400 (7th
Cir.1985); United States v, Juarez, 549 F.2d 1113, 1114 (7th
Cir.1977); see also_United States v. Jones, 766 F.2d 994.
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1004 (6th Cir.1985) (holding, without discussion, that trial
court's admission of prior consistent statements to rehabilitate
witnesses was not an abuse of discretion); see also_United
States v. Rubin, 609 F.2d 51, 66-70 (2d Cir.1979) (Friendly,
J., concurring) (arguing that the limitations on the use of prior
consistent statements apply only to affirmative evidence),
aff'd, 449 U.S. 424 (1981); United States v. James, 609 F.2d
36, 50 n.20 (2d Cir.1979) (noting but not deciding the issue).

[FN87]. See 2 MCCORMICK ON EVIDENCE, supra note
31, § 251, at 117; WRIGHT & GRAHAM, supra note 36, §
6712, at 461-63; Graham, supra note 1, at 594-604.

[EN88]. See, e.g., Engebretsen, 21 F.3d at 730; Pierre, 781
F.2d at 333; Harris, 761 F.2d at 399: Rubin, 609 F.2d at 66-
70 (Friendly, J., concurring); United States v. Quinto, 582
F.2d 224, 233-34 (2d Cir.1978); see also White, 11 F.3d at
1449; Bolick, 917 F.2d at 138; Bowman, 798 F.2d at 338.

[FN89]. See cases cited supra note 88.
[FN9O]. See, e.g., Quinto, 582 F.2d at 233.
[FN91]. See, e.g., Andrade, 788 F.2d at 533; Pierre, 781 F.2d
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801(d)(1)B), Prior Consistent Statements and a New
Proposal, 1987 B.Y.U. L. REV. 231, 246. Professor Ohlbaum
reasons that:

[Tlhe term "recent" ... purposefully introduces the crucial
element of the time frame during which the alleged motive to
lie emerged. If improper influence or motive is the basis for
the intentionally fabricated testimony, "recent" fabrication
requires that the motive occur after the consistent statement
was made. Thus, the phrase "recent fabrication" introduces
two elements: first, with regard to "fabrication,” an
intentional or purposeful falsification; second, with respect to
"recent," a falsification which results from a motive that
developed after the statement was made.

Id. at 246-47.
[FN98]. See, €.g., Graham, supra note 1, at 583.
[EFN99]. Fed. R. Evid. 801(d) advisory committee's note.

[FN100]. First Circuit: First Circuit case law discussing this
issue is sparse. Only one First Circuit case, United States v.
Vest, 842 F.2d 1319 (1st Cir.1988), examines the issue. The

at 333; Harris, 761 F.2d at 400; see also John D. Bennett,
Note, Prior Consistent Statements and Motives to Lie, 62
N.Y.U. L. REV. 787 (1987). Rule 106 provides: "When a
writing or recorded statement or part thereof is introduced by
a party, an adverse party may require the introduction at that
time of any other part or any other writing or recorded
statement which ought in faimess to be considered
contemporaneously with it." Fed. R. Evid. 106. Courts have
recognized that this is "not a precise use of Rule 106." E.g.,
Pierre, 781 F.2d at 333.

[EN92]. See, e.g., Engebretsen, 21 F.3d at 729; Pierre, 781
F.2d at 333.

[EN93]. United States v. Miller, 874 F.2d 1255, 1273 (9th
Cir.1989); see also_United States v. Payne, 944 F.2d 1458,
1470-71 (Sth Cir.1991); Judith A. Archer, Note, Prior
Consistent _Statements: Temporal Admissibility Standard
Under Federal Rule of Evidence 801(d)(1)B). 55
FORDHAM L. REV. 759 (1987).

[EN94]. Miller, 874 F.2d at 1273 (emphasis added).
[FN95]. Id. (emphasis omitted).

[FN96]. 1d. In reaching this conclusion, the Ninth Circuit
quoted a treatise on the Federal Rules of Evidence:

[Thhe drafters believed (i) that the principles governing
rehabilitation would remain unchanged by the Rules, (ii) that
the rather specific description of circumstances of
admissibility contained in Rule 801(d)(1)(B) reaches all cases
in which prior consistent statements may be received to repair
credibility, and consequently (iii) that this Rule permits the
substantive use of every prior statement which may be
received to rehabilitate a witness.

Id. at 1273 n.11 (quoting 4 David W. Louisell & Christopher
B. Mueller, Federal Evidence § 420, at 195 (1980)).

[EN97]. See, e.g.