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Ford Motor Company ("Ford") appreciates the opportunity to submit its Comments to the 

Rule 30(b)(6) Subcommittee of the Advisory Committee on Civil Rules (the "Subcommittee") in 

response to its Invitation for Comment on Possible Issues Regarding Rule 30(b)(6). 

INTRODUCTION 

Ford's comments draw on its extensive litigation experience, which has come both as a 
plaintiff and as a defendant. The types of lawsuits in which Ford has been involved include 
product liability, personal injury, employment, class actions, intellectual property, commercial 
disputes, and consumer claims. Over the past 20 years Ford has tried to verdict more than 1,000 

cases. 

Ford believes the discovery process should be balanced, fair and efficient. Litigation 
should seek to achieve a just outcome in a manner that is as speedy and inexpensive as possible. 
Discovery should involve the purposeful, reasonable and proportional search for information 
necessary to the claims and defenses in dispute. The legitimacy of discovery breaks down when 
used not for these purposes, but to run up an opponent's costs. These principles should apply to 
all forms of discovery, specifically including Rule 30(b)(6) depositions. 

Because Ford both brings and defends lawsuits, Ford propounds Rule 30(b)(6) deposition 

notices and also responds to them. Ford has found that Rule 30(b)(6) depositions, when 

employed in a focused, reasonable and proportional manner, are an efficient and effective 

discovery tool. Unfortunately, in actual practice, Rule 30(b)(6) depositions often are not sought 

to uncover facts or understand the matters at issue, but are instead misused to pursue large 

numbers of vague or irrelevant topics. Other times, litigants notice Rule 30(b)(6) depositions 

deliberately to pursue off-topic questioning or to take advantage of the spontaneous nature of 

depositions to surprise the deponent and capture unprepared, awkward, or confused statements 

on the record.1 Such abusive deposition practices fail the goals of Rules 1 and 26 and instead

1 Ford notes with concern that some submissions to this Subcommittee seemingly tout the use of surprise tactics as a 
positive aspect of current Rule 30(b)(6) practice. See, e.g., Comments of Jeremey Bordelon, July 18, 2017 ("the 
element of surprise can be important in discovery practice."); Comments of Michael J. Romano, July l 9, 2017 
("While not telegraphing one's discovery strategy may not seem important to those who do not regularly try cases, it 
does shape the eventual completeness of an opponent's discovery responses."). A corporate representative cannot 
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