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OPENING BUSINESS

Judge Campbell called the meeting to order and welcomed everyone to Phoenix, Arizona.
He recognized the newest member of the Standing Committee, Judge William J. Kayatta, Jr., who
sits on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circuit. An attorney for many years in Maine, Judge
Kayatta served in various capacities with the Maine Bar and the American Bar Association. Judge
Campbell next welcomed Judge Kent A. Jordan, a new member of the Advisory Committee on
Civil Rules who sits on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit.

Judge Campbell also recognized participants who are serving in new capacities including:
Judge Dennis Dow — who began his tenure as Chair of the Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy
Rules last October; Director John Cooke — who recently replaced Judge Fogel as Director of the
Federal Judicial Center (FJC); and Professor Catherine Struve, who became the Standing
Committee’s Reporter as of the first of the year. Judge Campbell thanked Professor Dan
Coquillette for his service as Reporter and announced that Professor Coquillette would continue
to serve the Standing Committee in a consulting capacity. He presented a framed certificate of
appreciation to Professor Coquillette on behalf of the Judicial Conference of the United States and
signed by the Chief Justice.

Rebecca Womeldorf directed the Committee to the chart summarizing the status of
proposed rules amendments at each stage of the Rules Enabling Act process. The chart includes
three-and-a-half pages of rules that went into effect on December 1, 2018. Also included are
changes (to the Appellate and Bankruptcy Rules) that continue the rules committees’ joint project
of accommodating electronic filing and service. The Judicial Conference approved these rules in
September 2018 and transmitted them to the Supreme Court the following month. The Court will
consider the package and transmit any approved rules to Congress no later than May 1, 2019.
Provided Congress takes no action, these rules will go into effect on December 1, 2019.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING

Upon motion by a member, seconded by another, and on a voice vote: The Committee
approved the minutes of the June 12, 2018 meeting.

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON APPELLATE RULES

Judge Chagares and Professor Hartnett presented the report of the Advisory Committee on
Appellate Rules, which last met on October 26, 2018, in Washington, DC. The Advisory
Committee presented five information items.

Information Items
Rules 35 & 40 — Petitions for Panel and En Banc Rehearing, and Initial Hearing En Banc.

At the June 2019 Standing Committee meeting, the Advisory Committee plans to seek the Standing
Committee’s final approval to amend Rules 35 and 40. These amendments, which concern length
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limits applicable to responses to a petition for rehearing, are currently published for public
comment.

The Advisory Committee is also considering additional changes to Rules 35 and 40 aimed
at reconciling discrepancies between the two rules. These discrepancies trace back to a time when
parties could petition for panel rehearing but only “suggest” rehearing en banc. The Advisory
Committee has identified three possible approaches that further revisions might take. One
approach would be to align Rules 35 and 40 more closely with each other. A second approach
would use Rule 21 (extraordinary writs) as a model for revising both Rules 35 and 40. A third
approach would be to consolidate the provisions governing both types of rehearing (panel and en
banc) in a revised Rule 40, leaving revised Rule 35 to cover only initial hearing en banc.

Rule 3 — Notices of Appeal and the Merger Rule. At the next Standing Committee meeting,
the Advisory Committee will seek approval to publish amendments to Rule 3 for public comment.
These amendments would address the relationship between the contents of the notice of appeal
and the scope of the appeal. The Advisory Committee’s research revealed that when a notice of
appeal from a final judgment also designates a specific interlocutory order, some courts (invoking
the “expressio unius” canon) take the view that the additional specification limits the scope of
appellate review to the designated interlocutory order.

Judge Chagares explained how the proposed amendments would address this issue. First,
because the merger rule provides that interlocutory orders become appealable once they merge
into a final judgment, adding the term “appealable” to Rule 3(c)(1)(B) would indicate that a party
need only specify the judgment or order that grants an appellate court jurisdiction over the matter.
Second, the amendments would add two rules of construction for notices of appeal. The first rule
of construction rejects the expressio unius approach that some courts use to limit the scope of
appellate review. The second clarifies, for purposes of civil appeals, that courts should construe a
notice designating an order resolving all remaining claims as designating the final judgment,
whether or not the final judgment is set out in a separate document.

Judge Chagares asked members of the Standing Committee for their views on two issues:
whether the text of Rule 3 should explicitly discuss the merger rule, and whether removing the
phrase “part thereof” from Rule 3(c)(1)(B) would help to avoid encouraging undue specificity in
notices of appeal.

A judge member asked whether framing the proposals as rules of construction undermines
their binding effect. Why say that additional specificity in the notice “must not be construed to
limit” the notice’s scope rather than simply saying that such specificity “does not limit” the notice’s
scope? Another participant asked whether such phrasing would remove an appellant’s ability to
intentionally limit the scope of the appeal. Professor Hartnett agreed that the goal is not to
foreclose intentional limitations, but rather to protect an appellant from unintentionally limiting
the appeal’s scope through the inclusion of superfluous detail in the notice.

A judge member stated that courts should interpret the notice of appeal so as to bring up
for review as much as possible; the parties’ appellate briefing suffices to narrow the issues. A
different member noted that allowing appellants to curtail their appeal in the notice can conserve
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resources for the parties because it alerts the opposing party to the narrowed scope of the appeal.
The member expressed support for a rule change to displace the expressio unius approach, and
also suggested that framing the amendments as rules of construction would leave an appellant with
the option to limit the notice’s scope if the appellant desires.

The same member asked whether the Advisory Committee considered citing in the
Committee Note the cases that the amendment would overrule. Professor Coquillette noted that
citing cases in a Committee Note is a risky endeavor because case law continues to develop, and
one cannot amend the Committee Note without a corresponding rule change. Sometimes, though,
a Committee Note cites cases in order to illustrate the problems that a rule or amendment is
addressing. Another judge member asked whether it might be worthwhile to incorporate the
merger rule into the Rule 3 text. Judge Chagares explained that the Advisory Committee did not
want to risk freezing the merger rule’s development by explicitly defining it in rule text.

A style consultant suggested revising the second rule of construction to use “is” rather than
“must be construed as.” Judge Campbell asked whether the second rule of construction is
inconsistent with Civil Rule 58 since it refers to “a designation of the final judgment” even in
instances when Civil Rule 58 requires that the judgment be set out in a separate document and this
requirement has been disregarded. Professor Cooper said that a court’s failure to enter a Civil Rule
58 judgment in a separate document does not defeat finality, and therefore, the clause’s directive
to treat a reference to an order adjudicating all remaining claims as a reference to the final judgment
is not a problem. He also remarked that the phrase “an appealable order” is fraught with the
potential for confusion that could create a host of problems, and noted his support for referring to
the merger rule without attempting to define it in the rule text. This approach, he suggested, would
make clear that the merger rule applies without constraining its development.

Finally, Professor Coquillette reflected on a suggestion to reorder and renumber Rule 3’s
subparts. He noted that renumbering a rule can raise practical legal research problems which is
why the traditional practice has been to maintain the same numbering. Even when abrogating a
rule, he observed, the practice is to state that the rule is abrogated rather than remove it and
renumber the set. Professor Cooper recalled that, in restyling the Civil Rules, the rule makers
made sure to leave untouched the “iconic” subdivision numbers — for example, Civil Rule 12(b)(6)
— but Appellate Rule 3’s subdivisions, he suggested, were not in that “iconic” category.

Rule 42(b) — Voluntary Dismissals and Judicial Discretion. The Advisory Committee is
considering whether granting voluntary dismissals should be mandatory under Rule 42(b). Rule
42(b) provides that the clerk “may” dismiss an appeal if the parties file a signed dismissal
agreement. Under this formulation, attorneys have noted that they cannot guarantee their clients
that the court will dismiss the appeal if the parties file a dismissal agreement. Judge Chagares
noted that one argument in favor of mandating dismissals is that prior to restyling, Rule 42(b)
stated that the clerk “shall” dismiss the appeal — a term that arguably did not leave the courts any
discretion. On the other hand, some have argued that requiring a court to grant a stipulated
dismissal when an opinion has already been prepared and is ready for filing would waste judicial
resources.
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A judge member expressed support for making the rule mandatory to provide clarity for
the parties. Another judge member stated that it would be improper to allow a court to file an
opinion once the dispute is no longer justiciable. But the member distinguished stipulated
dismissals that do not require any further action by the court from those that do. Some types of
cases — such as Fair Labor Standards Act cases — require court review of settlements. Where an
action by the court is needed, such as a remand for the district court to review a proposed
settlement, courts should have the discretion to decide whether to take the action proposed in the
parties’ agreement. But when no further action (other than dismissing the appeal) is needed,
mandatory dismissal is appropriate.

A style consultant noted that the choice between mandatory and permissive terms is a
substance issue, not a style issue. Professor Gibson pointed out that in Part VIII of the Bankruptcy
Rules — a subset of the Bankruptcy Rules modeled after the Appellate Rules — Bankruptcy Rule
8023 mandates dismissal of an appeal to a district court or bankruptcy appellate panel if the parties
file a signed dismissal agreement, specify allocation of costs, and pay any fees.

Potential Amendment to Rule 36 — Effect of Votes Cast by Former Judges. Also under
consideration is an amendment to Rule 36 that would provide a uniform practice for handling votes
cast by judges who depart the bench before an opinion is filed with the clerk’s office. Judge
Chagares noted that a case pending before the Supreme Court raises the issue, and the Advisory
Committee will refrain from further action pending resolution of that case.

Other Matters Under Consideration. Judge Chagares noted that the Supreme Court’s
decision in Hamer v. Neighborhood Housing Services of Chicago, 138 S. Ct. 13 (2017),
distinguished time limits imposed by rule from those imposed by statute. The Court characterized
time limits set only by court-made rules as non-jurisdictional procedural limits. The Advisory
Committee is considering whether this decision raises practical issues for the rules but will refrain
from acting on any issues until the Court decides Nutraceutical Corp. v. Lambert, No. 17-1094,
which asks the Court to address whether Civil Rule 23(f)’s 14-day deadline for filing a petition for
permission to appeal is subject to equitable exceptions.

Finally, Judge Chagares noted that the Advisory Committee received a letter from the
Committee on Court Administration and Case Management (CACM Committee) requesting that
all Rules Committees ensure that the rules provide privacy safeguards in social security and
immigration matters. The Advisory Committee concluded that this request did not require action
to amend the Appellate Rules.

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON BANKRUPTCY RULES

Judge Dennis Dow and Professors Gibson and Bartell presented the report of the Advisory
Committee on Bankruptcy Rules, which last met on September 13, 2018, in Washington, DC. The
Advisory Committee sought approval of one action item and presented two information items.
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Action [tem

Restyling the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure. Professor Bartell reported the
results of a spring 2018 survey that was both posted on the internet and sent to judges, court clerks,
and stakeholder organizations. The survey responses revealed widespread support for restyling
the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure to make them clearer and easier to understand. The
Advisory Committee accordingly sought the Standing Committee’s approval to begin the restyling
process.

She explained that the unique nature of bankruptcy procedure means that restyling poses a
risk of unintended consequences resulting from inadvertent changes to the substance of the rules.
As a result, the Advisory Committee recommended that the restyling process go forward on the
condition that the Advisory Committee, not the Style Consultants, retains final authority to
recommend any modifications to the Standing Committee for final approval.

Judge Dow noted that the Advisory Committee, in collaboration with the Style Consultants,
drafted a restyling protocol. The protocol outlines the timing, grouping, and phasing of the
restyling process, identifies methods for tracking comments and revisions to the rules, and
establishes policies to ensure that the style consultants can meaningfully participate in the restyling
process.

The protocol also addresses the style consultants’ concerns regarding the use of statutory
terms. Judge Dow explained that statutory terms are used throughout the rules because the rules
are closely tied to the Bankruptcy Code. That said, the Advisory Committee pledged not to reject
a proposed change solely because existing language tracked statutory language, unless the change
would have an adverse effect on daily bankruptcy practice.

The Style Consultants expressed their satisfaction with the restyling protocol that the
Advisory Committee continues to develop. Judge Dow further noted that the Advisory Committee
is not seeking the Standing Committee’s approval of the draft protocol because it is subject to
ongoing revisions.

Judge Campbell expressed his view that the Advisory Committee should have final say on
what to recommend to the Standing Committee. He explained that the Standing Committee
generally would not overrule the Advisory Committee’s recommendations on matters of substance
within bankruptcy expertise. That said, Judge Campbell noted that the Standing Committee retains
its authority to review, discuss, and modify any recommendations made by the Advisory
Committee. Judge Dow agreed with Judge Campbell’s views on this issue.

Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Committee unanimously
approved the commencement of the effort to restyle the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy
Procedure with the understanding that the Advisory Committee retains authority to decide
whether to recommend any restyled rule to the Standing Committee for publication and,
ultimately, final approval.
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Judge Campbell mentioned how helpful it had been to obtain the guidance of a number of
current and former rulemaking colleagues who had participated in the restyling of other sets of
rules. That guidance had stressed, inter alia, the desirability of keeping members of Congress
apprised of the restyling project, and had suggested that this would be particularly important with
respect to the Bankruptcy Rules. It was noted that, in contrast to the other sets of rules, the Rules
Enabling Act framework does not provide that Bankruptcy Rules amendments supersede contrary
statutory provisions.

Judge Campbell also suggested that a primer on bankruptcy law for the stylists and
members of the Standing Committee might be helpful to the restyling process. A judge member
noted that it would be helpful to have the primer before the next meeting at which restyled
bankruptcy rules will be considered.

Information Items

Expansion of Electronic Notice and Service. Professor Gibson noted that the Advisory
Committee has been considering ways to increase the use of electronic notice and service in
bankruptcy courts. In addition to adversary proceedings, notice is often required in other aspects
of a bankruptcy case, and notice by mail has proven costly for the judicial system as well as the
parties. The Advisory Committee is considering ways to reduce costs (while still meeting the
requirements of due process) by shifting to electronic noticing and service.

One suggestion from the CACM Committee is to mandate electronic notice for certain
high-volume notice recipients. Professor Gibson explained that the Advisory Committee declined
to act on an earlier version of this suggestion because the Bankruptcy Code provides some parties
with the right to insist upon mail delivery at a particular mailing address. The current CACM
Committee suggestion, however, explicitly recognizes that such parties retain the statutory right
to opt for delivery at a stated physical address. Accordingly, the Advisory Committee is
reexamining the idea and may have a proposal for publication this summer.

Suggested Amendment to Bankruptcy Olfficial Form 113 — Chapter 13 National Plan.
Another suggestion under consideration concerns instructions provided on the national form for
chapter 13 plans. The form currently asks debtors to indicate whether the plan includes certain
important provisions using two alternative checkbox answers to three questions on the front page.
The instructions state that if the debtor marks the “Not Included” checkbox or marks both “Not
Included” and “Included” checkboxes, then the relevant provision will not be effective.

The suggestion points out that the instructions do not address what happens if the debtor
marks neither box. Professor Gibson explained that if one of the listed provisions is included in
the plan, but the debtor fails to check the box stating that it is included in the plan, then the
provision should be ineffective because the blank checkbox failed to alert creditors to the
provision’s presence. She noted that while the Advisory Committee agrees with the suggestion,
the form is relatively new. The Advisory Committee thus will defer proceeding with the proposed
amendment in order to see whether experience under the new form and related rules suggests the
need for additional adjustments.
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REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON CIVIL RULES

Judge Bates and Professors Cooper and Marcus provided the report of the Advisory
Committee on Civil Rules, which last met on November 1, 2018, in Washington, DC. The
Advisory Committee presented several information items, including reports on behalf of its
Multidistrict Litigation (MDL) and Social Security Disability Review subcommittees.

Information Items

Rule 30(b)(6) — Deposition Notices or Subpoenas Directed to an Organization. Judge
Bates reported that the Advisory Committee received comments regarding its proposed changes
to Rule 30(b)(6), and twenty-five witnesses will testify on the matter at a hearing scheduled for
January 4, 2019. The subcommittee will hold the hearing at the Sandra Day O’Connor United
States Courthouse in Phoenix, Arizona.

Judge Bates noted that most comments focus on proposed language requiring the party
taking the deposition and the organization to confer about the identity of the witness(es) the
organization will designate to testify on behalf of the corporation. Some submissions raised
concerns that this will cause an unwarranted intrusion into the corporation’s prerogative to
designate who will testify. The Advisory Committee looks forward to hearing further input from
stakeholders regarding the matter.

Judge Campbell invited those at the meeting to attend the hearing.

Rule 73(b)(1) — Consent to Magistrate Judge. The Advisory Committee’s Report details
three issues that have been raised about the procedure for consenting to referral for trial before a
magistrate judge. One issue — concerning a question of consent by late-added parties — has been
set aside. Another issue — relating to the means for obtaining consent after an initial random
referral of a case to a magistrate judge — is still being considered. A third issue relates to the lack
of anonymity, under the CM/ECF system, concerning consents to trial before a magistrate judge.

Judge Bates explained that the CM/ECF system currently notifies the judge assigned to the
case whenever a party files its individual consent. This automatic notification defeats the
anonymity provision of Rule 73(b)(1) that allows a district judge or magistrate judge to be
informed of a party’s consent only if all parties consent. During its April 2019 meeting, the
Advisory Committee will review options for preserving anonymity in this process.

Rule 7.1 —Disclosure Statements. Also under consideration are changes to Rule 7.1 that
would require a non-governmental corporation that seeks to intervene to file a corporate disclosure
statement. These changes parallel pending proposals to amend the Appellate and Bankruptcy
Rules.

The Advisory Committee is also considering a proposal relating to the disclosure of the
names and citizenship of members in a limited liability company (LLC) or similar entity. Judge
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Bates explained that the citizenship of LLCs, partnerships, and similar entities depends on the
citizenship of their members. As a result, disclosing the citizenship of an entity’s members is
necessary for determining the existence of a federal court’s subject matter jurisdiction in diversity
cases. But, Judge Bates noted, in some cases a member of a partnership or LLC is itself a
partnership or an LLC. The Advisory Committee is considering the extent to which citizenship
disclosures should extend up the chain of ownership in such cases. Judge Bates noted that, in
considering whether to propose requiring additional disclosures, the Advisory Committee is taking
into consideration the underlying reason for the disclosure. It is important to know whether the
goal is to demonstrate the court’s subject matter jurisdiction or to provide judges with information
necessary to make recusal decisions.

A judge member noted that a rule alerting judges and parties to the necessity of pleading
citizenship in diversity cases would be helpful, so long as it accounts for the variation in entity
types. Judge Campbell agreed. He noted that standing orders are often used to remind parties
pleading diversity jurisdiction that they need to take into consideration the citizenship of members
in an LLC or partnership. He also noted that lawyers representing such entities often miss this
crucial step.

Judge Bates noted, as well, a third type of disclosure issue that has come to the Advisory
Committee’s attention. This third issue has to do with third-party litigation funding (TPLF). Here
a concern might be that judges need information concerning TPLF in order to know whether they
have a recusal issue. Though it is very unlikely that judges would invest in well-known third-party
litigation funders, the dynamic nature of the field raises the possibility that a company not known
for engaging in such funding might in fact turn out to do so. Judge Bates noted that the Advisory
Committee could look into the TPLF disclosure issue or could wait for practice to evolve further.

Judge Campbell suggested that the Advisory Committee might initially train its focus on
the question of disclosures relevant to diversity jurisdiction, while also continuing to study TPLF.
An inter-committee project on recusal-related disclosures, though, might not be warranted at this
time.

Timing of Final Judgments in Cases Consolidated under Rule 42(a). Judge Bates said that
the Advisory Committee has taken up consideration of the effect of consolidation under Civil Rule
42(a) on final judgment appeal jurisdiction. In Hall v. Hall, 138 S. Ct. 1118 (2018), the Supreme
Court held that an individual case consolidated under Rule 42(a) maintains its independent
character, such that a judgment resolving all claims as to all parties in that case is an appealable
final judgment, regardless of whether proceedings are ongoing in the other consolidated cases.
Chief Justice Roberts, writing for the Court, noted that the appropriate Rules Committees could
address any practical problems resulting from this holding.

Professor Cooper noted that the salient rules are Rule 42(a), which provides for
consolidation, and Rule 54(b), which governs the entry of a partial final judgment. In considering
whether and how to amend these rules in light of Hall v. Hall, the goal should be to minimize the
risk that parties to a consolidated case might unwittingly forfeit their appeal rights out of confusion
as to the effect of the consolidation.
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Judge Bates noted that a subcommittee would be formed to consider these matters and that
the subcommittee would benefit from the involvement of Judges Jordan and Chagares.

MDL Subcommittee. Judge Bates stated that the MDL Subcommittee, chaired by Judge
Dow, has consulted various stakeholders and narrowed the subjects on which it will consider
possible rulemaking. While some advocate rulemaking to govern MDL proceedings others stress
the need to retain judicial flexibility and innovation in this area. The subcommittee has yet to
reach any conclusions.

There are six topics under the subcommittee’s consideration. These are:

1) Early procedures to winnow out unsupportable claims;

2) Interlocutory appeals;

3) Formation and funding of plaintiffs’ steering committees (PSCs);
4) Trial issues;

5) Settlement promotion and review; and

6) TPLF.

1) Winnowing Unsupportable Claims. Judge Bates noted that certain laws require
companies to report claims made against them, including unsupportable claims made in MDLs.
Judge Bates explained that a number of MDL judges currently winnow unsupportable claims by
requiring the submission of plaintiff fact sheets. These sheets are specific to the MDL under
consideration and lack uniformity. He also noted that using these sheets to eliminate unsupportable
claims early in the proceeding is difficult and requires that the court and parties expend substantial
time and effort. Other suggestions under consideration include expanded initial disclosure
requirements, Rule 11 sanctions, master complaints, requiring each plaintiff in an MDL to pay a
filing fee, and/or requiring early consideration of screening tools.

2) Interlocutory Appellate Review. Some stakeholders have asked the subcommittee to
consider expanding the opportunities for interlocutory appellate review of orders addressing
potentially outcome-determinative issues including, but not limited to, preemption and the
admissibility of expert testimony under Daubert. Judge Bates noted that the scope of this problem
is not yet apparent and that the input received by the subcommittee imparts a healthy skepticism
regarding this topic.

The subcommittee needs further information to resolve crucial questions including, but not
limited to, whether appellate review should be mandatory or discretionary, what role trial courts
should have in certifying issues for appellate review, and how to determine which orders will be
subject to interlocutory appellate review. If the subcommittee decides to move forward, Judge
Bates explained that it would do so in coordination with the Advisory Committee on Appellate
Rules.

A judge member expressed support for an interlocutory appeal mechanism, to the extent
that the avenue currently provided by 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b) is inadequate. That said, the member
opposed expedited review because the timing of appellate decision making is affected by many
variables that are difficult to control. One such variable is determining which cases to delay in
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exchange for expediting review of an MDL ruling. Judge Bates noted that not expediting the
appeal would cause further delay, and that delay impairs the MDL’s efficiency and harms the
parties. Judge Campbell agreed, stating that each interlocutory appeal in an MDL could take
several years to resolve, and that if more than one such appeal occurs they could add up to many
years of delay. Another member observed that key rulings may occur at different stages of the
litigation; perhaps it would be possible to identify a single time when an interlocutory appeal might
bring such rulings up for review. A different member suggested that the parties could brief
questions of timing, so as to inform the courts’ determinations about the proper balance between
the need for appellate review and the risk of delay.

Another member expressed strong support for interlocutory appeals in MDLs, reasoning
that, by definition, MDLs are important. Legal issues such as preemption or failure to state a claim
can give rise to critical rulings with huge settlement values. The goal, this member suggested, is
to reach the right result. And some courts of appeals, he reported, have been known to refuse to
take up an issue that the district court has certified for interlocutory review under 28 U.S.C. §
1292(b).

A judge member, citing his experience presiding over an MDL, expressed skepticism that
the challenges of MDL management are susceptible to rulemaking reforms. MDL judges, he
stressed, need flexibility because every MDL is different. He suggested that sorting issues into
dispositive and non-dispositive categories would help the subcommittee determine which issues
are suitable for interlocutory appellate review, and he noted that more use could be made of the
Section 1292(b) mechanism.

3) Plaintiff Steering Committees. A member suggested that the subcommittee should
consider providing guidance for the appointment of lead counsel and PSCs. It might be helpful to
examine the lead-plaintiff-appointment provisions in the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act
(PSLRA). By analogy to the PSLRA’s rebuttable presumption in favor of appointing the plaintiff
with largest financial interest, he suggested, perhaps there should be a presumption in favor of
appointing the lawyer with the largest number of cases in the MDL. The member stated that if the
judge appoints too many law firms to the PSC, this may increase the complexity and expense of
managing the MDL.

A judge member disagreed with the proposed presumption in favor of appointing to the
PSC the lawyer with the largest number of cases; such a presumption, he argued, could exacerbate
the problem of unsupported claims. This member said that he would not oppose possible
amendments to Civil Rules 16 and/or 26 to require early discussion of screening tools such as
plaintiff fact sheets (though he is not sure that such amendments are necessary).

Another judge member suggested that California state-court practice with PSC selection
may be instructive. In California, she explained, the plaintiffs’ lawyers organize themselves,
subject to court approval; this approach relies on the plaintiffs’ bar’s knowledge concerning which
lawyers conduct themselves fairly.

4) Trial Issues. Judge Bates noted several trial issues that are currently being considered
by the subcommittee. One issue is whether MDL judges should have the authority to require party
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witnesses to appear at trial to testify live. Another issue is whether a transferee court should only
hold bellwether trials with the consent of all parties.

5) Settlement Promotion, Review, and Approval. The subcommittee is also evaluating
whether it could provide a structure for courts to review settlements in MDL proceedings. Judge
Bates distinguished MDL settlements from class action settlements (which are subject to court
review and approval under Civil Rule 23(e)): whereas each plaintiff in an MDL is represented by
his or her own counsel and can consult that counsel about a settlement’s advisability, that is not
the case in a class action. The subcommittee is considering whether any aspects of MDL
settlement are suitable topics for rulemaking, or whether other measures, such as updates to the
Manual on Complex Litigation, would be more appropriate.

A judge member suggested that an apparent lack of interest from stakeholders does not
provide a reason to drop the topic of settlement from the subcommittee’s agenda. This member
observed that the ALI’s Principles of the Law of Aggregate Litigation reflect concern for the lack
of voice that individual plaintiffs may have in nonclass aggregate settlements.

6) TPLF. TPLF is a growing field with varied subparts. Funders might finance the
prosecution of a case by a plaintiffs’ firm, might finance individual plaintiffs’ claims, or might
finance the defense of a lawsuit. Some funding arrangements may raise concerns about who has
control over the litigation.

Judge Bates noted that the Advisory Committee is looking at this issue through the MDL
prism, though it is not a discrete MDL issue. One approach would be to focus on what disclosures
may be necessary for purposes of judges’ assessment of recusal issues. A question facing the
subcommittee is whether the scope of the disclosure should be limited to the fact of funding and
identity of the funder, or should include terms of the finance agreement as well. Another question
is whether discovery in this area should be permissible.

Professor Coquillette cautioned that these issues are closely interwoven with the laws
regulating lawyers. For example, this past fall the American Bar Association’s Standing
Committee on Ethics and Professional Responsibility issued Formal Opinion 484, “A Lawyer’s
Obligations When Clients Use Companies or Brokers to Finance the Lawyer’s Fee.” This opinion
addresses the financing of individual plaintiffs’ claims and explains that when the plaintiff’s
counsel becomes involved in such financing, a great many of the ABA’s Model Rules of
Professional Conduct come into play. Professor Coquillette said that the Rules Committees’ last
foray into areas affecting the rules of professional conduct united every state bar association
against them.

Subcommittee on Social Security Disability Review. A suggestion from the Administrative
Conference of the United States asked the Advisory Committee to create rules governing cases in
which an individual seeks district court review of a final decision of the Commissioner of Social
Security. A subcommittee, chaired by Judge Lioi, created to address this suggestion has not yet
concluded its work. Judge Bates noted that the most significant issues arising in these cases
concern considerable administrative delay within the Social Security Administration as well as
variation among districts in both local practices and rates of remand. The Social Security
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Administration strongly supports the proposal for national rules, while the Department of Justice
appears neutral on this topic. Claimants’ attorneys generally oppose the idea of national rules, but
if such rules are to be adopted they have views on what the rules’ content should be. There is a
real question whether any proposed rules would reduce the government’s staffing burdens. And
there is a question whether reducing the government’s staffing burdens is an appropriate goal for
the rulemakers. Judge Bates further noted that whatever rules the subcommittee might
recommend, if any, still need to be considered by the Advisory Committee.

Professor Cooper reported that the subcommittee is approaching consensus on what the
rules would look like if they were to be proposed. The subcommittee currently envisions (for
discussion purposes) a narrow set of rules focused on pleading, briefing, and timing. There is a
lingering tension between two possible models for the pleading rules. One, patterned after the
appellate process, would cast the complaint as a limited document with the simplicity of a notice
of appeal and would provide that the government’s answer is to consist of the administrative
record. In this model, further particulars would develop during briefing. The other model would
provide for additional detail in both the complaint and the answer. As to briefing, one question is
whether the plaintiff should be required to submit a motion for the relief requested in the complaint
along with the brief.

A judge member reported that magistrate judges in his district were concerned about a
uniform rule because approaches vary depending on the facts and circumstances of the individual
case — such as whether the plaintiff has a lawyer or not. These circumstances may affect the
judge’s approach to (for example) the order and timing of briefing. In this member’s view,
flexibility is necessary to ensure adequate representation for parties proceeding pro se. Participants
observed that there are variations both across and within districts concerning the extent to which
these cases are referred to magistrate judges.

Judge Bates noted that the subcommittee is close to reaching a recommendation whether
to abandon the effort or move forward. It will continue to include various stakeholders in the
process and will ask for feedback and suggestions.

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL RULES

Judge Molloy and Professors Beale and King presented the report of the Advisory
Committee on Criminal Rules, which met on October 10, 2018, in Nashville, Tennessee. The
Advisory Committee presented five information items.

Information Items

Rule 16 — Expert Disclosures. The subcommittee, chaired by Judge Kethledge, is currently
considering whether Rule 16 should be amended to expand pretrial discovery of expert testimony
in criminal cases — a change that would bring Rule 16 closer to the more robust expert discovery
requirements in Civil Rule 26. Judge Molloy announced plans for a mini-conference. This
conference presents an opportunity for the Rule 16 Subcommittee to receive input from
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prosecutors, private practitioners, and federal defenders around the country about whether an
amendment is warranted and, if so, what its content should be.

Task Force on Protecting Cooperators. Judge Amy St. Eve provided an update on the
progress of the task force. The task force’s work is complete, and its reports and recommendations
were finalized and delivered to Director Duff. These reports recommended practices to be
implemented by the Bureau of Prisons (BOP) in ensuring the safety of cooperators. One
recommendation asks the government to start tracking whether assaults on prisoners are related to
the victim’s status as a cooperator. The BOP wishes to avoid collecting this information within
correctional institutions, so the information would instead be collected by the DOJ into an
anonymized database that would be securely stored within the DOJ.

Another recommendation is that courts should store plea and sentencing documents in
separate case subfolders with public access restricted to those physically present at the courthouse.
Doing so allows the Clerk of Court to maintain an access log that would be useful in any
investigations arising from retaliation against cooperators. Director Duff has referred this
recommendation to the CACM Committee.

Judge Molloy noted that there continue to be concerns about the balance between
protecting cooperators, on one hand, and government transparency and the public’s right to
information, on the other.

Rule 43(a) — Defendant’s Presence at Plea and Sentencing. The Advisory Committee
received a suggestion concerning the Rule 43(a) requirement that a defendant be physically present
in court at plea and sentencing. In United States v. Bethea, 888 F.3d 864 (7th Cir. 2018), the
Seventh Circuit vacated a judgment of conviction due to the district court’s decision to conduct
the plea and sentencing proceeding with the defendant appearing by videoconference; the
defendant’s serious health issues made him susceptible to injury from even limited physical
contact. The Seventh Circuit determined that Rule 43(a) by its terms permits no exceptions to the
requirement of physical presence in the courtroom at sentencing and suggested that “it would be
sensible” to amend Rule 43(a). In considering whether to propose an explicit exception in the rule,
the Advisory Committee is investigating the frequency with which such extenuating circumstances
occur.

Time for Ruling on Habeas Motions (Suggestion 18-CR-D). The Advisory Committee
received a suggestion to require that judges decide habeas motions within 60-90 days. Judge
Molloy explained the Advisory Committee’s view that this is more of a systemic problem resulting
from the fact that habeas petitions and Section 2255 motions are exempt from the reporting
requirements of the Civil Justice Reform Act (CJRA). The Advisory Committee discussed the
impact of these delays and decided to refer the suggestion to the CACM Committee to evaluate
whether this exemption from the CJRA’s reporting requirements should be reconsidered.

Disclosure of Defendants’ Full Name and Date of Birth. The Advisory Committee
received a suggestion to revise applicable rules and the PACER search structure so that users could
search PACER using a defendant’s full name and/or date of birth. The suggestion argues that
providing this search capacity would enable background screening services to perform their
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functions accurately and efficiently. A similar suggestion was rejected in 2006, and the Advisory
Committee likewise decided not to pursue the current proposal.

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON EVIDENCE RULES

Judge Livingston and Professor Capra delivered the report of the Advisory Committee on
Evidence Rules, which last met on October 19, 2018, in Denver, Colorado. The Advisory
Committee presented four information items.

Information Items

Rule 702 — Admission of Expert Testimony. A September 2016 report issued by the
President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology contained a host of recommendations
for federal agencies, DOJ, and the judiciary, relating to forensic sciences and improving the way
forensic feature-comparison evidence is employed in trials. This prompted the Advisory
Committee’s consideration of changes to Rule 702.

In fall 2017, the Advisory Committee held a conference on Rule 702 and forensic feature-
comparison evidence. Subsequently a subcommittee was formed to study what the Advisory
Committee might do to address concerns relating to forensic evidence; Judge Schroeder chairs the
subcommittee. The subcommittee recommended against attempting to draft a freestanding rule
governing forensic expert testimony, because such a rule would overlap problematically with Rule
702. The subcommittee also advised against trying to craft Rule or Note language setting out
detailed requirements for forensic evidence, and it concluded that a “best practices manual” could
not be issued as a formal product of the Advisory Committee. The Advisory Committee concurred
in these assessments, but it will explore judicial education measures to undertake in collaboration
with the FJC.

The subcommittee did suggest considering whether to amend Rule 702 to address the
problem of expert witnesses overstating their conclusions, and the Advisory Committee is
proceeding with that suggestion. A roundtable discussion held during the last Advisory Committee
meeting asked for input from practitioners on an amendment that would target the overstatement
problem. The debate produced a variety of diverging views among civil and criminal practitioners.
As a result, the Advisory Committee is carefully weighing the effects such an amendment would
have for expert evidence across the spectrum of legal practice.

Another amendment under consideration would emphasize that Rule 702’s admissibility
requirements of sufficient basis and reliable application present Rule 104(a) questions that must
be determined by the court using a preponderance standard.

One member raised a concern with the feasibility of creating a rule addressing the accuracy
of expert opinion because it would be difficult to craft a rule that would tell experts how to present
a test’s error rate. Judge Livingston explained that black-box studies provide an error rate
associated with some types of expert evidence. She noted that studies had not considered every
aspect of expert evidence, and it would be difficult to determine standards for evaluating expert
opinions where the data are murky.



JANUARY 2019 STANDING COMMITTEE MEETING — MINUTES
PAGE 16

Judge Campbell noted that it is a real challenge to articulate in a rule what constitutes an
overstated opinion, and the Advisory Committee is working on fleshing out its definition of the
term “overstatement.” Another participant noted that the DOJ has been strongly opposed to such
a rule and asked whether the DOJ changed its position. The DOJ’s representative noted that the
word “overstatement” was fraught with confusion. She explained that the DOJ is working with
the subcommittee to craft a rule addressing this issue. The DOJ is also implementing a set of
internal directives, targeting overstatement, that regulate how Department scientists can phrase
their opinions when testifying at trial.

Finally, Professor Capra noted that the Advisory Committee is considering several
approaches, some of which were suggested by Judge Campbell. One suggestion is to state that
experts may not overstate the conclusion that can be drawn from the methodology they employ.
Another suggestion is to state that the expert’s conclusion should accurately relate the methods
used. Articulating the standard in a rule remains a challenge that the Advisory Committee
continues to study.

Rule 106 — The Rule of Completeness. Judge Livingston said that the Advisory Committee
is considering a suggestion to amend Rule 106 to provide that oral statements, in addition to written
or recorded statements, fall within the rule’s scope. Another change would provide that a
completing statement is admissible under this Rule notwithstanding hearsay objections. Judge
Livingston noted that this is not the first time the Advisory Committee has considered amending
Rule 106, and it previously declined to act on a similar suggestion.

She also noted a few additional concerns including that a cure might have the unintended
consequence of creating another hearsay exception permitting parties to introduce an out of court
statement whenever a party can persuade the court that a statement should, in fairness, be
considered given the admission of another statement. Another concern is that an amendment
adding oral statements to Rule 106 risks disrupting the presentation of evidence with side litigation
on whether a completing oral statement was actually made.

Proposed Amendment to Rule 404(b) — Bad-Act Evidence. Professor Capra stated that the
Advisory Committee received two comments so far on the proposed amendment to Rule 404(b).
The proposed amendment would require that prosecutors in a criminal case provide more notice
of their intent to offer bad-act evidence and would require the notice to articulate support for the
non-propensity purpose of the evidence. Professor Capra predicted that the Advisory Committee
would replace the term ‘non-propensity’ with ‘non-character’ since ‘character’ is used throughout
the rule.

Proposed Amendment to Rule 615 — Excluding Witnesses from Court. Professor Capra
said that the Advisory Committee decided against acting on some suggestions, but other
suggestions for amending Rule 615 remain pending. The Advisory Committee decided against
acting on a suggestion proposing that the rule provide for judicial discretion in determining
whether a witness should be excluded, reasoning that the purpose of exclusion is to prevent
witnesses from tailoring their testimony according to what other witnesses testified. Accordingly,
the parties are in the best position to determine whether a witness should be excluded. The
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Advisory Committee also decided against acting on another suggestion concerning issues of timing
and dealing with experts under this rule because case law research did not reveal any significant
problems.

In studying these suggestions, however, the Advisory Committee came to consider a few
other changes. The original purpose for excluding witnesses from trial was to prevent witnesses
from tailoring their testimony according to the testimony of prior witnesses. However,
technological developments have made mere exclusion from trial less than completely effective
because the testimony of prior witnesses is now accessible beyond the courtroom. Professor Capra
noted that most courts hold that a Rule 615 order extends to an excluded witness’s access to trial
testimony outside the courtroom. However, some courts have held that such orders do not extend
beyond the courtroom unless the parties specifically ask the judge to extend the order. One change
would clarify how courts should determine the extent of a Rule 615 order and provide judges with
discretion to extend orders beyond the courtroom.

Judge Campbell asked whether a rule amendment would have the effect of overruling
circuits who have held otherwise. Professor Capra said it would and, for this reason, the Advisory
Committee is carefully considering this amendment.

Finally, Judge Campbell noted that the Advisory Committee at its October meeting
considered but decided against recommending a rule that would provide a roadmap for
impeachment and rehabilitation of witnesses, similar to a rule adopted by the State of Maryland.

OTHER COMMITTEE BUSINESS

Procedure for Handling Comments Made Outside the Ordinary Process. Professor Struve
noted a recurring issue regarding public submissions outside the formal public comment period,
including submissions addressed directly to the Standing Committee.

There are instances when the Standing Committee receives submissions that discuss a
proposal that an advisory committee will be presenting at an upcoming Standing Committee
meeting. The context might be a proposal of an amendment for publication, or it might be a
proposal of an amendment for final approval after the public comment period has expired. It would
be desirable to publish a policy for handling such comments.

Professor Struve asked Standing Committee members and other participants for feedback
on the memo and tentative draft included in the agenda materials. One judge member observed
that it is useful to be transparent about the process, but that it would be better to require off-cycle
submitters to show cause why their input is off-cycle. Judge Campbell responded by pointing out
proposed language in the agenda book that listed examples of reasons that might suffice to show
such cause. The participant responded that it would be preferable to make more explicit that a
person wishing to make an off-cycle submission must make a showing of why their submission is
off-cycle. When the discussion later returned to the language in that paragraph, one participant
observed that if someone at the last minute spots a glitch in a proposal, the rulemakers would want
to take account of that insight. Professor Struve observed that the language in the agenda book
did not account for that scenario. Another participant questioned that paragraph’s use of the term
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“extraordinary circumstances,” and pointed out that it is not extraordinary for a proposal’s
language to be amended after the publication of the advisory committee’s agenda book. A
participant wondered if “good cause” would be a better term than “extraordinary circumstances.”
One participant argued that it would be better if the paragraph did not provide examples of
instances that could justify an off-cycle submission.

Another thread in the discussion related to the norms for Committee members in settings
where discussion turns to a matter that is currently before the Committee. A judge member asked
what level of formality Committee members should undertake; when does a communication with
an outsider to the Committee process trigger the constraints outlined in the materials (e.g.,
forwarding comments to the Standing Committee’s Secretary)? Professor Struve suggested
distinguishing between communications made to a Committee member qua Committee member
and communications that are part of a more general discussion (e.g., on a listserve or at a
conference). Professor Coquillette observed that there is a distinction between someone lobbying
a Committee member and someone engaging in a general discussion. Subsequently, a participant
proposed defining the term “submission” in the proposed website language; such a definition, this
participant suggested, could help to address this issue. Professor King noted that her practice, after
receiving a comment on a rule amendment, was to provide the sender with a link to the rules
committee website and to explain the submission process. She suggested that members can use
this technique to educate the public on how to participate in the process.

Judge Campbell thanked participants for their input, which will be incorporated into any
proposal put forward at the June meeting.

Legislative Report. Julie Wilson delivered the legislative report. She noted that the 116"
Congress convened on January 3, 2019. Any legislation introduced in the last Congress will have
to be reintroduced. The Rules Committee Staff will continue to monitor any legislation introduced
that would directly or effectively amend the federal rules.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Before adjourning the meeting, Judge Campbell thanked the Committee’s members and
other attendees for their preparation and contributions to the discussion. The Committee will next
meet on June 25, 2019, in Washington, DC. He reminded members that at this next meeting the
Committee would resume its discussion (noted in the preceding section of these minutes) regarding
submissions made outside the public comment period.

Respectfully submitted,

Rebecca A. Womeldorf
Secretary, Standing Committee
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