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ATTENDANCE
The Judicial Conference Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure (“Standing
Committee”) held its fall meeting at the Thurgood Marshall Federal Judiciary Building in
Washington, D.C., on June 12-13, 2017. The following members participated:
Judge David G. Campbell, Chair
Judge Jesse M. Furman
Gregory G. Garre, Esq.
Daniel C. Girard, Esq.
Judge Susan P. Graber
Judge Frank Mays Hull

Peter D. Keisler, Esq.
Professor William K. Kelley
Judge Amy St. Eve
Professor Larry D. Thompson
Judge Richard C. Wesley
Judge Jack Zouhary

The advisory committees were represented by their chairs and reporters:
Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules –
Judge Michael A. Chagares, Chair
Professor Gregory E. Maggs, Reporter
Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy Rules –
Judge Sandra Segal Ikuta, Chair
Professor S. Elizabeth Gibson, Reporter
Advisory Committee on Civil Rules –
Judge John D. Bates, Chair
Professor Edward H. Cooper, Reporter
Professor Richard L. Marcus, Associate
Reporter

Advisory Committee on Criminal Rules –
Judge Donald W. Molloy, Chair
Professor Sara Sun Beale, Reporter
Professor Nancy J. King, Associate
Reporter
Advisory Committee on Evidence Rules –
Judge William K. Sessions III, Chair
Professor Daniel J. Capra, Reporter

Deputy Attorney General Rod J. Rosenstein represented the Department of Justice along with
Elizabeth J. Shapiro, Deputy Director of the DOJ’s Civil Division.
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Present to provide support to the Committee:
Professor Daniel R. Coquillette
Professor Bryan A. Garner
Professor R. Joseph Kimble
Rebecca A. Womeldorf
Bridget Healy
Scott Myers
Julie Wilson
Dr. Emery G. Lee III
Dr. Tim Reagan
Lauren Gailey

Reporter, Standing Committee
Style Consultant, Standing Committee
Style Consultant, Standing Committee
Secretary, Standing Committee
Attorney Advisor, RCS
Attorney Advisor, RCS
Attorney Advisor, RCS
Senior Research Associate, FJC
Senior Research Associate, FJC
Law Clerk, Standing Committee

OPENING BUSINESS
Judge Campbell called the meeting to order and welcomed the participants. He
announced this as the final meeting for Judge Wesley, Professor Thompson, and Greg Garre,
who have been “invaluable contributors” to the rules committees. Judge Wesley called his
appointment to the Committee an “incredible assignment” and thanked Judge Campbell and his
predecessor, Judge Jeffrey S. Sutton, for their leadership. Mr. Garre expressed thanks for the
“great privilege” of serving on the Committee. Professor Thompson thanked his fellow Standing
Committee members, especially the judges, for their service, and was “happy to be just a small
part” of the Committee’s work.
Judge Campbell acknowledged a number of other recent and impending departures. He
thanked Judge Sessions, whose term as Chair of the Evidence Rules Advisory Committee is
coming to an end, for his “quiet but very effective leadership.” Judge Campbell explained that
former Standing Committee member Justice Robert P. Young recently stepped down from the
bench to accept a position in private practice, and Bankruptcy Judge Michelle Harner left her
position as Associate Reporter to the Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee upon her
appointment to the bench. Another notable departure is that of Associate Justice Neil M.
Gorsuch of the United States Supreme Court, who left his position as Chair of the Appellate
Rules Advisory Committee upon his confirmation in April 2017.
Judge Campbell introduced Deputy Attorney General Rod Rosenstein, who was also
confirmed in April 2017. DAG Rosenstein expressed his “deep appreciation” for the judiciary
and thanked his colleague Betsy Shapiro, a career DOJ attorney whose duties for a number of
years have included attending and participating in rules committee meetings, for her
contributions.
Rebecca Womeldorf reported on the Judicial Conference session held on March 14, 2017,
in Washington, D.C. Typically, the Standing Committee submits proposed rules amendments to
the Judicial Conference for final approval at its September session. Approved rules are then
submitted to the Supreme Court for consideration. Rules that the Court adopts are transmitted to
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Congress by May 1 of the following year. Absent any action by Congress, the amendments go
into effect on December 1 of that year.
This year, a “special circumstance”—the Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee’s rules
package implementing the new national Chapter 13 plan form—necessitated a different
timetable. The Standing Committee decided to expedite the approval of the Chapter 13 rules
package so it could go into effect at the same time as the proposed changes approved at the
Judicial Conference’s September 2016 session, which affect Bankruptcy Rules 1001, 1006(b),
and 1015(b) and Evidence Rules 803(16) (the “ancient document” rule) and 902 (concerning
self-authenticating evidence) (see Agenda Book Tab 1B).
At its January 2017 meeting, the Standing Committee approved the Chapter 13 package,
consisting of proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 2002, 3002, 3007, 3012, 3015, 4003,
5009, 7001, and 9009; new Rule 3015.1; and new Official Form 113. The Judicial Conference
approved those amendments at its March 2017 session, along with technical amendments to
Appellate Rule 4(a)(4)(B) and Civil Rule 4(m). The proposed amendments were submitted to
the Supreme Court, which approved them on an expedited basis and transmitted them to
Congress on April 27, 2017. If Congress does not take action, these amendments will take effect
on December 1, 2017.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING
Upon motion by a member, seconded by another, and on a voice vote: The Standing
Committee approved the minutes of the January 3, 2017 meeting (see Agenda Book Tab
1A).
INTER-COMMITTEE COORDINATION
Many provisions of the four procedural rule sets use near-identical language to address
similar issues. For that reason when an advisory committee proposes an amendment to a rule
with analogous provisions in other rule sets, and the other advisory committees determine that it
is practical and worthwhile to make a parallel amendment, the advisory committees attempt to
use identical or similar language unless issues specific to a rule set would justify diverging. The
Standing Committee considered a number of these coordination items at the June 2017 meeting
(see Agenda Book Tab 7B), including: electronic service and filing, stays of execution,
disclosure rules, and redaction of personal identifiers.
Electronic Service and Filing:
Civil Rule 5, Appellate Rule 25, Bankruptcy Rules 5005 & 8011, and Criminal Rules 45 & 49
The Appellate, Bankruptcy, Civil, and Criminal Rules contain a number of similar
provisions addressing service and filing, many of which needed to be updated to account for the
use of electronic technology. Professor Cooper added that the number of interrelated provisions
involved made for “a lot of moving parts,” but the advisory committees worked together to
achieve “maximum desirable uniformity” in their amendments. Any remaining differences in
“structure and expression” can be attributed to “the context of the individual rule set.”
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Civil Rule 5. Professor Cooper presented the proposed changes to Civil Rule 5, which
governs service and filing in civil cases (see Agenda Book Tab 4A, pp. 416-30).
Current Civil Rule 5(b)(2)(E) requires the written consent of the person to be served if a
paper is to be served electronically. The proposed amended version would permit a paper to be
served by filing it with the court’s electronic filing system (“CM/ECF”), which automatically sends
an electronic copy to the registered users associated with that particular case, without consent.
Consent in writing would still be required for methods of electronic service other than CM/ECF.
This amended rule would abrogate Civil Rule 5(b)(3), which permits use of the court’s facilities to
file and serve via CM/ECF if applicable local rules allow. These proposed amendments generated
“very little comment.” In response to a concern raised by a clerk of court, a sentence was added to
the committee note to clarify that the court is not required to notify the filer in the event that an
attempted CM/ECF transmission fails.
Although the current version of Civil Rule 5(d)(1) requires a certificate of service, the
proposed amendments would lift this requirement in part. The published version provided that, for
documents filed through CM/ECF, the automatically-generated notice of electronic filing would
constitute a certificate of service. Professor Cooper explained that after publication, the Civil Rules
Advisory Committee followed the Appellate Rules Advisory Committee’s lead in revising
Rule 5(d)(1)(B) to provide “simply that no certificate of service is required” for papers served
through CM/ECF. For other papers, amended Rule 5(d)(1)(B) also addresses whether a certificate of
service must be filed. “[T]he committees . . . are in accord” that if a paper is filed nonelectronically,
“a certificate of service must be filed with it or within a reasonable time after service.” In civil
practice, however, many papers, including “a very large share of discovery papers,” are exchanged
among the parties but not filed. “Unique to Civil Rule 5,” therefore, is the “separate provision”
stating that if a paper is not filed, a certificate of service generally need not be filed.
The proposed amendment to Civil Rule 5(d)(3) would make electronic filing mandatory for
parties represented by counsel, except when nonelectronic filing is allowed or required by local rule
or permitted by order for good cause. The proposed amendment would continue to give courts
discretion to permit electronic filing by pro se parties, as long as the order or local rule allows for
reasonable exceptions. The Civil Rules Advisory Committee considered a rule that would require
pro se parties to file electronically, but chose not to recommend it; while many pro se parties are
willing and able to use CM/ECF, the Advisory Committee had “some anxiety” about the possibility
of effectively denying access to those who are not. The Committee, however, did recommend a
provision that a person not represented by an attorney “may be required to file electronically only by
court order, or by a local rule that includes reasonable exceptions.” The Advisory Committee
declined, in response to a public comment, to grant pro se litigants a right to file electronically.
A proposed new subparagraph, Civil Rule 5(d)(3)(C), establishes a uniform national
signature provision. As published, the rule provided that “[t]he user name and password of an
attorney of record, together with the attorney’s name on a signature block, serves as the attorney’s
signature.” During the public comment period, concerns were raised that the first clause, read
literally, required attorneys to place their usernames and passwords in the signature block. The
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advisory committees worked together to clarify the language, replacing that clause with, “An
authorized filing made through a person’s electronic filing account.”
Initially, the Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee omitted the word “authorized” from
its version, citing an ambiguity as to whether the court was to authorize the filing, or “the
attorney was authorizing someone else to do the filing” (the intended reading). The Appellate
Rules Advisory Committee was inclined to omit the term as well. Because their concerns were
not unique to a particular rule set, and “merely a question of wording,” Judge Campbell
encouraged the advisory committees to adopt a uniform, mutually-agreeable solution at the
Standing Committee meeting. The Standing Committee, advisory committee chairs and
reporters, and style consultants worked together to refine the language, settling on, “A filing
made through a person’s electronic-filing account and authorized by that person, together with
that person’s name on a signature block, constitutes the person’s signature.” The Standing
Committee agreed to use this language in the parallel provisions of all four rule sets.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Civil Rule 5, with the revisions made during the meeting.
Appellate Rules 25 and 26. Judge Chagares and Professor Maggs presented the proposed
changes to appellate e-filing and service under Appellate Rule 25 (see Agenda Book Tab 2A,
pp. 89-95; Agenda Book Supplemental Materials, pp. 2-3, 5-17).
Proposed amended Appellate Rule 25(a)(2)(B)(i) requires represented persons to file
papers electronically but allows exceptions for good cause and by local rule. Appellate
Rule 25(a)(2)(B)(iii), addressing electronic signatures, incorporates the uniform national
signature provision developed in consultation with the other advisory committees (see discussion
of Civil Rule 5(d)(3)(C), supra). Like the analogous Civil Rules provisions concerning
electronic service, Appellate Rule 25(c)(2) has been amended to permit electronic service
through the court’s CM/ECF system, or by other electronic means that the person to be served
consented to in writing. The proposed amendment to Appellate Rule 25(d)(1) also omits the
requirement of a certificate of service for papers filed via CM/ECF (see discussion of Civil
Rule 5(d)(1)(B), supra).
The Advisory Committee made a number of revisions in response to public comments.
Some criticized the proposed electronic signature provision, which subsequently incorporated the
language drafted during the Standing Committee meeting (see discussion of Civil
Rule 5(d)(3)(C), supra). To clarify that there are two available methods of electronic service
under proposed Appellate Rule 25(c)(2), the Advisory Committee placed them in separate
clauses: a paper can be served electronically by “(A) by sending it to a registered user by filing
it with the court’s electronic-filing system or (B) by sending it by other electronic means that the
person to be served consented to in writing.” Like the other advisory committees, the Appellate
Rules Advisory Committee discussed but declined to make changes in response to a comment
suggesting that pro se parties should have a right to file electronically.
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The proposed amendment to Appellate Rule 25(a)(2)(C), which addresses inmate filings, was
revised to incorporate amendments that took effect in December 2016. Professor Maggs added that
that the amended rules’ subheadings have also been altered to match the Civil Rules’ subheadings.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Appellate Rule 25, with the revisions made during the meeting.
After the Standing Committee meeting, the Advisory Committee recognized the need for
technical and conforming changes to Appellate Rule 26(a)(4)(C), which contains references to
Rules 25(a)(2)(B) and 25(a)(2)(C), and Appellate Form 7, which contains a note referring to
Rule 25(a)(2)(C). The proposed amendments discussed above renumbered subparagraphs (B)
and (C) as Rule 25(a)(2)(A)(ii) and 25(a)(2)(A)(iii), respectively, and the Advisory Committee
recommended updating the references in Rule 26 and Form 7 accordingly. The Standing
Committee approved the proposed amendments.
Bankruptcy Rules 5005 and 8011. Judge Ikuta presented the proposed amendments to
Bankruptcy Rules 5005(a)(2) and 8011, governing electronic filing and signing in bankruptcy
cases (see Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 192-94, 204).
The proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rule 5005 generally track the proposed
amendments to Civil Rule 5 (see discussion supra). When proposed amended Rule 5005 was
published, most of the comments concerned the wording of new subparagraph (a)(2)(C), the
electronic signature provision. Despite the Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee’s initial
concern about the term “authorized filing,” it adopted the revised text drafted by the Standing
Committee, which clarified that the attorney, not the court, is to authorize the filing (see
discussion of Civil Rule 5(d)(3)(C), supra). Another comment opposed the presumption against
electronic filing by pro se litigants, but, like the other advisory committees, the Bankruptcy
Rules Advisory Committee declined to give pro se parties the right to e-file.
When the Advisory Committee recommended publication of proposed amendments to
Bankruptcy Rule 5005, it overlooked the need for similar amendments to Rule 8011, its
bankruptcy appellate counterpart. Accordingly, the Advisory Committee subsequently
recommended amendments conforming Bankruptcy Rule 8011 to Civil Rule 5 and Appellate
Rule 25 without publication, so all of the e-filing amendments can take effect at the same time.
For consistency with the other rules, minor changes will be made to Rule 8011’s captions as
originally drafted. Revisions will also be made to the committee notes.
The proposed amendments to the Bankruptcy Rules regarding electronic filing and
service are not identical to the other rule sets’ parallel provisions. Beyond bankruptcy-specific
language derived from the Bankruptcy Code—e.g., use of the term “individual” rather than
“person,” and “entity” to describe a litigant represented by counsel—the amendments phrase
their incomplete-service provisions differently. Instead of deeming electronic service complete
unless the sender or filer “learns” or “is notified” that the paper was not received, the Bankruptcy
Rules use the phrase “receives notice” to prevent litigants from “purposely ignor[ing] notice” to
avoid “learning . . . that the document was not received.” Because these linguistic disparities

JUNE 2017 STANDING COMMITTEE
Page 7

have existed since the various rule sets were adopted, the reporters agreed the provisions did not
need to be reconciled.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 5005 and 8011, with the revisions made during the
meeting.
Criminal Rules 45 and 49. Professor Beale explained that the inter-committee effort to
develop rules for electronic filing, service, and notice necessitated more substantial changes to
Criminal Rule 49 (see Agenda Book Tab 5A, pp. 652-53, Tab 5B, pp. 665-80). The proposed
amendments to Civil Rule 5 mandating electronic filing directly affect Criminal Rule 49(b) and
(d) (service and filing must be done in the manner “provided for a civil action”) and Criminal
Rule 49(e) (locals rule may require electronic filing only if reasonable exceptions are allowed).
Although, as Professor King said, the Advisory Committee “worked diligently” to track the
changes to the Civil Rules where possible, it concluded that the proposed default rule requiring
represented parties to file and serve electronically could be problematic in criminal cases, where
prisoners and unrepresented defendants often lack access to CM/ECF. In light of these
differences, the Advisory Committee decided to draft and publish a stand-alone Criminal Rule to
address electronic filing and service. Professor Beale explained that because the Advisory
Committee would essentially be starting from scratch, it decided to take the opportunity “to more
fully specify how [electronic filing and service were] going to work.”
There are a number of substantive differences between proposed Criminal Rule 49 and
proposed Civil Rule 5. Instead of allowing courts to require by order or local rule (with
reasonable exceptions) unrepresented parties to e-file, proposed Criminal Rule 49(b)(3)(B)
requires them to file nonelectronically, unless permitted to e-file. Proposed subsection (c) also
makes nonelectronic filing the default rule for all nonparties, whether they are represented or not.
Proposed Criminal Rule 49(b)(4) borrows language from the signature provision of Civil
Rule 11(a), and the text of Civil Rule 77(d)(1) regarding the clerk’s duty to serve notice of orders
replaces current Criminal Rule 49(c)’s direction that the clerk serve notice “in a manner provided
for in a civil action.” A conforming amendment to Criminal Rule 45 would update its crossreferences accordingly (see Agenda Book Tab 5B, pp. 681-82).
The changes were not controversial. The Criminal Rules Advisory Committee
considered a comment regarding extending electronic filing privileges to pro se parties (other
than inmates, as well as inmates and nonparties) but, like the other advisory committees,
declined to do so.
Following the public comment period, the Advisory Committee replaced the phrase
“within a reasonable time after service” in Criminal Rule 49(b)(1) with “no later than a
reasonable time after service,” to make clear that certain papers may be filed before they are
served. Similarly, text addressing papers served by means other than CM/ECF now requires a
certificate of service to “be filed with [the paper] or within a reasonable time after service or
filing.” Paragraph (b)(1) was also revised to state explicitly that no certificate of service is
required for papers served via CM/ECF. Like the Civil Rules Advisory Committee, the Criminal
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Rules Advisory Committee added a sentence to the committee note to Rule 49(a)(3) and (4) to
make clear that the court is not responsible for notifying the filer that an attempted CM/ECF
transmission failed (see discussion of Civil Rule 5(b), supra). The Advisory Committee adopted
the revisions made at the Standing Committee meeting to its electronic signature provision in
proposed Criminal Rule 49(b)(2), with conforming changes to the committee note (see
discussion of Civil Rule 5(d)(3)(C), supra).
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Criminal Rule 49 and conforming amendment to Criminal Rule 45, with
the revisions made during the meeting.
Stays of Execution:
Civil Rules 62 & 65.1; Appellate Rules 8, 11, & 39; and
Bankruptcy Rules 7062, 8007, 8010, 8021, & 9025
Civil Rules 62 and 65.1. The proposed amendments to Civil Rule 62, which governs
stays of proceedings to enforce judgments, are the product of a joint subcommittee of the Civil
Rules and Appellate Rules Advisory Committees known as the “Civil/Appellate Subcommittee.”
The proposed amendments make three changes (see Agenda Book Tab 4A, pp. 524-27).
First, the automatic stay period is extended to eliminate a gap in the current rule between the
length of the current automatic-stay period under Rule 62(a) and the length of a stay pending
disposition of a post-judgment motion under Rule 62(b). This discrepancy arose when the Time
Computation Project set the expiration of an automatic stay under Civil Rule 62(a) at 14 days
after entry of judgment, and the time for filing a post-judgment motion under Rules 50, 52, or 59
at 28 days after entry of judgment. The unintended result was a “gap”: the automatic stay
expires halfway through the time allowed to make a post-judgment motion. The proposed
amendment to Civil Rule 62(a) addresses this gap by extending the automatic stay period to 30
days and providing that the automatic stay takes effect “unless the court orders otherwise.” In
response to a judge member’s question, Judge Bates confirmed that the court has discretion to
extend the stay beyond 30 days.
Second, the proposed amendments make clear that a judgment debtor can secure a stay
that lasts from termination of the automatic stay through final disposition on appeal by posting a
continuing security, whether as a bond or another form (see discussion of Appellate Rules 8(a),
11(g), and 39(e), infra). The amendments allow the security to be provided before the appeal is
taken, and permit any party, not just the appellant, to obtain the stay. Third, subdivisions (a)
through (d) have been rearranged, carrying forward with only a minor change the current
provisions for staying a judgment in an action for an injunction or a receivership, or directing an
accounting in a patent infringement action.
The proposed amendment to Civil Rule 65.1 reflects the expansion of Civil Rule 62 to
include forms of security other than a bond (see Agenda Book Tab 4A, pp. 524, 528-29).
Following the comment period, the Advisory Committee made additional changes to Civil Rule
65.1 for consistency with the proposed amendments to parallel Appellate Rule 8(b), substituting

JUNE 2017 STANDING COMMITTEE
Page 9

the terms “security” and “security provider” for “bond,” “undertaking,” and “surety” (see
discussion infra). The Advisory Committee decided shortly before the Standing Committee
meeting to change the word “mail” in the last sentence to “send,” and will adopt the parallel
Appellate Rule’s committee note language.
Judge Campbell noted that the proposed amendments to Civil Rules 62 and 65.1
represent “a real improvement” by eliminating the gap, replacing “arcane language,” and
clarifying the structure. He thanked the Civil/Appellate Subcommittee, chaired by Judge Scott
M. Matheson, Jr. of the Civil Rules Advisory Committee, for its efforts.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Civil Rules 62 and 65.1.
Appellate Rules 8, 11, and 39. Judge Chagares and Professor Maggs presented the
Appellate Rules Advisory Committee’s proposed amendments to Appellate Rules 8 (stays or
injunctions pending appeal), 11 (forwarding the record), and 39 (costs) (see Agenda Book Tab
2A, pp. 83-86). Also developed by the Civil/Appellate Subcommittee, they would conform
Appellate Rules 8(a), 11(g), and 39(e) to proposed amended Civil Rule 62 by eliminating the
“antiquated” term “supersedeas bond,” instead allowing an appellant to provide “a bond or other
security.” The Advisory Committee also replaced “surety” with “security provider” and “a bond,
a stipulation, or other undertaking” with the generic term “security”—the same changes made to
proposed amended Civil Rule 65.1 (see discussion supra). The Advisory Committee also
changed the word “mail” to “send” to conform Rule 8(b) to the proposed amendments to
Appellate Rule 25. The committee note has been modified accordingly.
A judge member noted that the amended rule is consistent with current practice, as “other
forms of security,” such as letters of credit, have long been used to secure stays or injunctions
pending appeal. Another judge member pointed out that the proposed amendments use the
phrase “gives security,” while “provides security” is used in practice and elsewhere in the rules.
Professor Maggs explained that the Advisory Committee deliberately decided not to use
“provides security” to avoid implying that a security provider—as opposed to a party—must
provide the security.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Appellate Rules 8, 11, and 39.
Bankruptcy Rules 7062, 8007, 8010, 8021, and 9025. Judge Ikuta presented the
Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee’s proposed conforming amendments to Rules 7062
(stays of proceedings to enforce judgments), 8007 (stays pending appeal), 8010 (transmitting the
record), 8021 (costs), and 9025 (proceedings against sureties). Consistent with proposed
amendments to Civil Rules 62 and 65.1 and Appellate Rules 8, 11, and 39, the proposed
conforming amendments to the Bankruptcy Rules would broaden and modernize the terms
“supersedeas bond” and “surety” by replacing them with “bond or other security” (see Agenda
Book Tab 3A, pp. 204-06).
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Because Bankruptcy Rule 7062 currently incorporates all of Civil Rule 62 by reference,
this new terminology will automatically apply in bankruptcy adversary proceedings when
Rule 62 goes into effect. However, the Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee did not adopt the
amendment to Civil Rule 62(a) that lengthens the automatic stay period from 14 to 30 days (see
discussion of Civil Rule 62, supra). As a judge member pointed out, the deadline for filing postjudgment motions in bankruptcy is 14 days, not 28—there is “no gap.” Accordingly, amended
Rule 7062 would continue to incorporate Civil Rule 62, “except that proceedings to enforce a
judgment are stayed for 14 days after its entry.”
Publication was deemed unnecessary because, as Professor Gibson explained, the
proposed amendments simply adopt other rule sets’ terminology changes and “maintain[] the
status quo” with respect to automatic stays in the bankruptcy courts.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for final approval without
publication the proposed conforming amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 7062, 8007, 8010,
8021, and 9025.
Disclosure Rules:
Criminal Rule 12.4 and Appellate Rules 26.1, 28, & 32
Criminal Rule 12.4. Criminal Rule 12.4 governs disclosure statements. Judge Molloy
explained that when the rule was adopted in 2002, the committee note stated that it was intended
“to assist judges in determining whether they must recuse themselves because of a ‘financial
interest in the subject matter in controversy.’” The note quoted a provision of the 1972 judicial
ethics code that treated all victims entitled to restitution as “parties” for the purpose of recusal.
This is no longer the case. As amended in 2009, the Code of Conduct for United States Judges
now requires disclosure only when a judge has an “interest that could be affected substantially by
the outcome of the proceeding.”
In response to a suggestion from the DOJ, the proposed amendment to Criminal
Rule 12.4(a) would align the scope of the required disclosures with the 2009 amendments to the
Code by relieving the government of its obligation to make the required disclosures upon a
showing of “good cause” (see Agenda Book Tab 5A, pp. 653-54, Tab 5B, pp. 683-86). In
essence, the revised rule allows the court to use “common sense” to decline to require
burdensome disclosures when numerous organizational victims exist, but the impact of the crime
on each is relatively small. Criminal Rule 12.4(b) would also be amended, to specify in
paragraph (b)(1) that the disclosures must be made within 28 days after the defendant’s initial
appearance, and to replace paragraph (b)(2)’s references to “supplemental” filings with “later”
filings. The final version of Rule 12.4(b)(2), which is modeled after language used in Civil
Rule 7.1(b)(2), requires certain parties to “promptly file a later statement if any required
information changes.”
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Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Criminal Rule 12.4.
Appellate Rules 26.1, 28, and 32. Under Appellate Rule 26.1, corporate parties and amici
curiae must file disclosure statements to assist judges in determining whether they have an
interest in a related corporate entity that would disqualify them from hearing an appeal. Because
some local rules require more information to be disclosed than Appellate Rule 26.1 does, the
Advisory Committee considered whether the federal rule should be similarly amended and
sought approval to publish proposed amendments for public comment.
The Advisory Committee proposed adding a new subdivision (b) to require disclosure of
organizational victims in criminal cases (see Agenda Book Tab 2A, pp. 102-06), generally
conforming Appellate Rule 26.1 to the amended version of Criminal Rule 12.4(a)(2). New
subdivision (c) would require disclosure of the name(s) of the debtor(s) in a bankruptcy appeal if
not included in the caption (as in some appeals from adversary proceedings, such as disputes
among the debtor’s creditors). New subdivision (d) would require a “person who wants to
intervene” to make the same disclosures as parties. At the Standing Committee meeting, the
committee note was also revised to require “persons who want to intervene,” rather than
“intervenors,” to “make the same disclosures as parties.”
The Advisory Committee moved current subdivisions (b) and (c), which address
supplemental filings and the number of copies, to the end and re-designated them (e) and (f) to
clarify that they apply to all of the preceding disclosure requirements. Because proposed new
subdivision (d) makes the rule applicable to those seeking to intervene as well as parties, the
Standing Committee rephrased subdivisions (e) and (f) in the passive voice to account for the
possibility that non-parties may also be required to file disclosure statements. In addition to
these revisions to subdivisions (d), (e), and (f), the Standing Committee made minor wording
changes to proposed subdivision (c).
Current Appellate Rule 26.1(b) (redesignated (e)), like Criminal Rule 12.4(b), uses the
term “supplemental filings.” The Appellate Rules Advisory Committee, aware that the Criminal
Rules Advisory Committee was revising Rule 12.4(b) (see supra), considered amending
Rule 26.1 to conform to a preliminary draft. The Criminal Rules Advisory Committee, however,
informed the Appellate Rules Advisory Committee of its intention to scale back its draft
amendments to Rule 12.4(b) and recommended no conforming changes to Appellate
Rule 26.1(b).
The proposed change of Appellate Rule 26.1’s heading from “Corporate Disclosure
Statement” to “Disclosure Statement” will require additional minor conforming amendments to
Appellate Rules 28(a)(1) (cross-appeals) and 32(f) (formal requirements for briefs and other
papers) and accompanying notes.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 the proposed amendments to
Appellate Rules 26.1, 28(a)(1), and 32(f), subject to the revisions made during the meeting.
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Bankruptcy Rule 8012. Scott Myers (RCS) reported that the Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee
will examine Bankruptcy Appellate Rule 8012, which governs disclosures in bankruptcy appeals, to
determine whether conforming changes are necessary in light of the proposed amendments to
Appellate Rule 26.1.
Redacting Personal Identifiers:
Bankruptcy Rule 9037
The Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee sought approval to publish for comment
proposed new Bankruptcy Rule 9037(h), which would provide a procedure for redacting
personal identifiers in documents that were not properly redacted prior to filing (see Agenda
Book Tab 3A, pp. 213-15). In response to a suggestion from the CACM Committee, new
subdivision (h) lays out the steps a moving party must take to identify a document that needs to
be redacted under Rule 9037(a) and for providing a redacted version (see Agenda Book Tab 3B,
App’x B, pp. 385-88). When such a motion is filed, the court would immediately restrict access
to the original document pending determination of the motion. If the motion is granted, the court
would permanently restrict public access to the original filed document and provide access to the
redacted version in its place.
The other advisory committees considered but declined to adopt similar privacy rules. A
reporter explained that CACM’s suggestion was specifically directed toward bankruptcy filings,
which pose “a problem of a different order of magnitude.” For example, when improperlyredacted documents are filed in a civil case, the filer and the clerk’s office typically work
together to address the problem “quickly” and “effectively.” In bankruptcy cases, however,
creditors often “make multiple filings, sometimes in different courts.” Professor Gibson added
that, although the other advisory committees were willing to add privacy rules for the sake of
uniformity, they ultimately decided that bankruptcy’s special circumstances warranted different
treatment.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 the proposed amendment to
Bankruptcy Rule 9037.

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL RULES
Judge Molloy and Professors Beale and King provided the report of the Advisory
Committee on Criminal Rules, which met on April 28, 2017, in Washington, D.C. In addition to
final approval of inter-committee amendments to three rules, the Advisory Committee sought
permission to publish a new rule and proposed amendments to two others. It also presented two
information items.
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Action Items
Inter-Committee Amendments. The Standing Committee approved for submission to the
Judicial Conference amendments to three Criminal Rules with inter-committee implications:
Criminal Rules 12.4, 45, and 49 (see “Inter-Committee Coordination,” supra).
New Criminal Rule 16.1 – Disclosures and Discovery. Proposed new Criminal Rule 16.1
would set forth a procedure for disclosures and discovery in criminal cases. It originated from a
suggestion submitted by two criminal defense bar organizations to amend Criminal Rule 16,
which currently governs the parties’ respective duties to disclose, to address cases involving
voluminous information and electronically stored information (“ESI”). The Rule 16.1
Subcommittee was formed to consider this suggestion, but determined that the “lengthy” and
“complicated” original proposal, which focused on district judges’ procedures, was unworkable.
The Subcommittee concluded, however, that a need might exist for a narrower, more
targeted amendment. “[A]fter a great deal of discussion” at the fall 2016 meeting, the Advisory
Committee decided at Judge Campbell’s suggestion to hold a mini-conference to obtain the
views of various stakeholders on the problems and “complexities” posed by large volumes of
digital information. The mini-conference was held in Washington, D.C. on February 7, 2017.
Participants included criminal defense attorneys from large and small firms, public defenders,
prosecutors, DOJ attorneys, discovery experts, and judges.
All participants agreed that (1) ESI discovery problems can arise in both small and large
cases, (2) these issues are handled very differently between districts, and (3) most criminal cases
now include ESI. In 2012, the DOJ, AO, and the Joint Working Group on Electronic
Technology in the Criminal Justice System developed a set of “Recommendations for
Electronically Stored Information (ESI) Discovery Production in Federal Criminal Cases,”
known as the “ESI Protocol.” The defense attorneys and prosecutors at the mini-conference
reached a consensus that there is a general lack of awareness of the ESI Protocol, and more
training on it would be useful.
The major initial point of disagreement at the mini-conference was whether a rule
amendment was necessary and desirable. The prosecutors were not convinced of the need for a
rule change. The defense attorneys strongly favored one, but acknowledged problematic
threshold questions: Would the rule only apply in “complex” cases? And if so, what is a
complex case? For example, even “the simplest” criminal case can become “complicated” when
it involves electronic evidence such as cell-phone tower location information. None of the
attendees supported a rule that would require defining or specifying a “type” of case. A
consensus emerged that any rule the Subcommittee might draft should (1) be simple and place
the principal responsibility for implementation on the lawyers rather than the court, and (2)
encourage use of the ESI Protocol. The prosecutors and DOJ felt strongly that the rule must be
flexible in order to address variation between cases.
Guided by the “really helpful information and perspective” shared at the mini-conference,
as well as existing local rules and orders addressing ESI discovery, the Subcommittee drafted
and the Advisory Committee unanimously approved proposed new Criminal Rule 16.1 (Pretrial
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Discovery Conference and Modification) (see Agenda Book Tab 5A, pp. 654-56, Tab 5C,
pp. 689-90). Subdivision (a) requires that, in every case, counsel must confer no more than 14
days after the arraignment and “try to agree” on the timing and procedures for disclosure.
Subdivision (b) emphasizes that the parties may seek a modification from the court to facilitate
preparation. Because technology changes rapidly, proposed Rule 16.1 does not attempt to
specify standards for the manner or timing of disclosure. Rather, it provides a process that
encourages the parties to confer early in the case to determine whether the standard discovery
procedures should be modified and neither “alter[s] local rules nor take[s] discretion away from
the court.” So far, the proposal has been “satisfactory” to all, including the groups who made the
initial suggestion.
Judge members asked why the new language has been added as a proposed stand-alone
rule rather than an addition to Rule 16. Professors Beale and King responded that, while Rule 16
specifies what must be disclosed, Rule 16.1 concerns the timing of and procedures for disclosure.
Whereas Rule 16 is a discovery rule, the new rule addresses activity that occurs prior to
discovery. Judge Molloy added that, unlike Rule 16(d), the new rule governs the behavior of
lawyers, not judges.
Several members wondered whether the rule’s directive that the parties confer “in person
or by telephone” excluded other “equally effective” modes of communication, such as live
videoconferencing, that are either currently in use or will come into use as technology
progresses. Judge Molloy responded that the rules define “telephone” broadly enough to
encompass other means of live electronic communication, and Professors Beale and King
explained that the Subcommittee consciously chose that language in order to promote live
interaction. A reporter noted that removing the language would more closely track parallel Civil
Rule 26(f), and Judge Campbell added that the term “confer” already implies real-time
communication. A judge member moved to delete the phrase “in person or by telephone” from
the proposed rule, the motion was seconded, and the Standing Committee unanimously voted in
favor of the motion. The Advisory Committee and Standing Committee will pay attention to this
issue during the public comment period.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 proposed new Criminal Rule 16.1,
as modified by the Standing Committee.
Rules 5 of the Section 2254 and Section 2255 Rules – Right To File a Reply. In response
to a conflict in the case law identified by Judge Wesley, the Advisory Committee proposed an
amendment to Rule 5(d) of the Rules Governing Section 2255 Proceedings for the United States
District Courts to make clear that a petitioner has the right to file a reply. The Advisory
Committee also proposed amending the parallel provision in Rule 5(e) of the Rules Governing
Section 2254 Cases in the United States District Courts (see Agenda Book Tab 5A, pp. 657-58,
Tab 5C, pp. 691, 693).
The current text of those rules provides that the petitioner or moving party “may submit a
reply . . . within a time period fixed by the judge.” Although this language was intended to
create a right to file a reply, a significant number of district courts have read “fixed by the judge”
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to allow a reply only if the judge determines that a reply is warranted and sets a time for filing.
Reasoning that this particular reading was unlikely to be corrected by appellate review, the
Subcommittee formed to study the issue proposed an amendment that would confirm that the
moving party has a right to file a reply by placing the provision concerning the time for filing in
a separate sentence: “The moving party may file a reply to the respondent’s answer or other
pleading. The judge must set the time to file, unless the time is already set by local rule.” The
proposal does not set a presumptive time for filing, recognizing that practice varies by court, and
the time for filing is sometimes set by local rule.
The word “may” was retained because it is used in many other rules, and the Advisory
Committee did not want to cast doubt on its meaning. However, to prevent the word “may” from
being misread, the following sentence was added to the committee note: “We retain the word
‘may,’ which is used throughout the federal rules to mean ‘is permitted to’ or ‘has a right to.’”
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 the proposed amendments to
Rule 5(e) of the Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases in the United States District Courts
and Rule 5(d) of the Rules Governing Section 2255 Proceedings for the United States
District Courts.
Information Items
Manual on Complex Criminal Litigation. The FJC has confirmed that it has received
approval to publish a manual for trial judges on complex criminal litigation (see Agenda Book
Tab 5A, p. 662). The Advisory Committee has formed a subcommittee to determine which
subjects to include.
Cooperators. In response to an FJC study concluding that hundreds of criminal
defendants had been harmed after court documents revealed that they had cooperated with the
government, the Judicial Conference Committee on Court Administration and Case Management
(“CACM”) in 2016 released “interim guidance” to the district courts on managing cooperation
information. The CACM guidance requires, for example, every plea agreement to include a
sealed addendum for cooperation information and a bench conference to be held to discuss
cooperation during every plea hearing, whether or not the defendant is actually cooperating.
Judge Jeffrey S. Sutton, then Chair of the Standing Committee, directed the Criminal
Rules Advisory Committee to consider rules changes that would implement the
recommendations in the CACM guidance, before making a normative recommendation as to
whether some, all, or none, of those changes should be adopted. Recognizing the breadth of the
cooperator-harm issue, Judge Sutton encouraged that other stakeholders, such as the DOJ and
Bureau of Prisons, be included in the discussion. In response, Director James C. Duff of the
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts (“AO”) created a Task Force on Protecting
Cooperators, consisting of CACM and Criminal Rules Advisory Committee members, as well as
a variety of experts and advisors.
The Advisory Committee has since formed a Cooperator Subcommittee, which continues
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to explore possible rules amendments to mitigate the risks that access to information in case files
poses to cooperating witnesses. In addition to rules that would implement the CACM guidance,
the Subcommittee is also considering alternative approaches. The Subcommittee intends to
present its work to the full Advisory Committee at the fall 2017 meeting. The Advisory
Committee will then make its recommendation to the Task Force, which plans to issue its report
and recommendations—including any amendments to the Criminal Rules—in 2018 (see Agenda
Book Tab 5A, pp. 658-62).

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON APPELLATE RULES
Judge Chagares and Professor Maggs provided the report of the Advisory Committee on
Appellate Rules, which met on May 2, 2017, in Washington, D.C. Judge Chagares succeeded
Justice Gorsuch as chair in April 2017. The Advisory Committee sought approval of several
action items and presented a list of information items.
Action Items
Inter-Committee Amendments. The Standing Committee approved for submission to the
Judicial Conference proposed amendments to Appellate Rules 25 (electronic filing and signing),
8, 11, and 39 (stays and injunctions pending appeal), and approved proposed amendments to
Appellate Rules 26.1, 28, and 32 (disclosures) for publication in August 2017 (see “InterCommittee Coordination,” supra).
Appellate Rules 28.1 and 31 – Time To File a Reply Brief. Rules 28.1(f)(4) and 31(a)(1)
currently set the time to file a reply brief at 14 days after service of the response brief. Until the
2016 amendments eliminated the “three day rule” for papers served electronically, however,
parties effectively had 17 days because Appellate Rule 26(c) allowed three additional days when
a deadline ran from service that was not accomplished same-day as well as service completed
electronically. The Advisory Committee concluded that “shortening” this period from 17 days to
14 could hinder the preparation of useful reply briefs. Accordingly, the Advisory Committee
proposed extending the time to file a reply to 21 days, the next seven-day increment (see Agenda
Book Tab 2A, pp. 81-82). The Advisory Committee received two comments in support of the
published amendments and recommended approval without further changes.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Appellate Rules 28.1 and 31.
Appellate Form 4. Question 12 of Appellate Form 4 currently asks litigants seeking
permission to proceed in forma pauperis to provide the last four digits of their social security
numbers. Due to privacy and security concerns, the Advisory Committee asked its clerk
representative to investigate whether this information was necessary for administrative purposes.
When the clerks who were surveyed reported that it was not, the Advisory Committee
recommended deleting the question (see Agenda Book Tab 2A, pp. 82-83). The proposed
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amendment received two positive comments when it was published, and the Advisory
Committee recommended no further changes.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Appellate Form 4.
Appellate Rule 29 – Limitations on Amicus Briefs Filed by Party Consent. Appellate
Rule 29(a) currently permits an amicus curiae to file a brief either with leave of the court or with
the parties’ consent. Several courts of appeals, however, have adopted local rules forbidding the
filing of an amicus brief that could result in the recusal of a judge. Of particular concern is the
use of “gamesmanship” to try to affect the court’s decision by forcing particular judges to recuse
themselves. Given the arguable merit of these local rules, the Advisory Committee proposed
adding an exception to Appellate Rule 29(a) providing “that a court of appeals may strike or
prohibit the filing of an amicus brief that would result in a judge’s disqualification” (see Agenda
Book Tab 2A, pp. 87-89).
The Advisory Committee received six comments opposing the proposed amendment.
The commenters argued that the proposed amendment is unnecessary because amicus briefs that
force the recusal of a judge are rare. In any event, the amicus curiae could not be expected to
predict who the panel judges would be at the time the brief is filed and would have no recourse if
the court strikes the brief—wasting time and money through no fault of the amicus curiae or its
counsel. The Advisory Committee considered these comments, but determined that the interests
in preventing gamesmanship and resolving the conflict among local rules outweighed the
concerns.
The Advisory Committee made two revisions at its May 2017 meeting. First, to match
the 2016 amendments renumbering Rule 29’s subparts and adding new rules governing amicus
briefs at the rehearing stage, the Advisory Committee moved the exception from the former
subdivision (a) to new paragraph (a)(2) and added the exception to the new paragraph (b)(2)
regarding rehearing. Second, the Advisory Committee rephrased the exception from “strike or
prohibit the filing of” to “prohibit the filing of or . . . strike” to make it more chronological
without changing its meaning or function.
Discussion during the Standing Committee meeting was robust. An attorney member
recommended deleting from paragraph (b)(2) the proposed language regarding prohibiting or
striking briefs at the rehearing stage, reasoning that the court already had discretion to do so,
existing local rules would continue to stand under either version of the proposal, and
republication would not be required. A judge member disagreed, arguing that the language in
(b)(2) would at least give an amicus curiae an indication as to why its brief had been barred. The
Standing Committee reached a compromise: the language would be deleted from (b)(2), but the
committee note would explain that the court already has discretion to strike an amicus brief at the
rehearing stage if it could cause recusal, and confirm that local rules and orders allowing such
briefs to be barred are permissible. The language “such as those previously adopted in some
circuits” would be deleted from the note.
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The Standing Committee accepted a style consultant’s recommendation to replace
“except that” with “but” in paragraph (a)(2). A member repeated a commenter’s suggestion to
change the phrase “amicus brief” to “amicus-curiae brief” for accuracy, but the Advisory
Committee and style consultants preferred to continue to use “amicus” as an adjective and
“amicus curiae” as a noun for consistency with the other rules.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Appellate Rule 29, subject to the revisions made during the meeting.
Appellate Rule 41 – Stays of the Mandate. The Advisory Committee proposed
amendments to Appellate Rule 41, which governs the contents, issuance, effective date, and
stays of the mandate. Among other changes, the Advisory Committee initially added a sentence
to Rule 41(b) permitting the court to extend the time to issue the mandate “only in extraordinary
circumstances” (see Agenda Book Tab 2A, pp. 95-99).
The proposed amendments were published in August 2016, and the Advisory Committee
made several revisions to account for the five comments received. In response to observations
that a court might wish to extend the time for good cause in circumstances that are not
“extraordinary,” the Advisory Committee deleted the proposed sentence from Rule 41(b). The
Advisory Committee also added subheadings, renumbered subparagraph (d)(2)(B) as (d)(2), and,
in response to a comment warning of a potential gap in the rule, added a clause that would
extend a stay automatically if a Supreme Court Justice extends the time for filing a petition for
certiorari. The Advisory Committee made further revisions after its May 2017 meeting (see
Agenda Book Supplemental Materials, pp. 3-4, 18-24).
As shown here, at the Standing Committee meeting the style consultants and an attorney
member suggested additional changes to Appellate Rule 41(d)(2)(B) ((d)(2) as amended), which
prohibits a stay from exceeding 90 days unless “the party who obtained the stay files a petition
for the writ and so notifies the circuit clerk in writing within the period of the stay: (i) that the
time for filing a petition for a writ of certiorari in the Supreme Court has been extended, in which
case the stay continues for the extended period; or (ii) that the petition has been filed, in which
case the stay continues until the Supreme Court’s final disposition.”
Three appellate judge members pointed out that unlike most courts of appeals, which
circulate opinions to the full court prior to publication, their courts instead have the option to
place a “hold” on the mandate while the full court reviews a panel’s decision and considers
whether to rehear the case en banc. They disagreed among themselves as to whether
Rule 41(b)’s new provision allowing the court to extend the time to file the mandate “by order”
was an appropriate solution, as it was unclear whether a standing order or clerk’s order (as
opposed to an order issued by an individual judge) would suffice. Satisfied that it would, and
that the rule did not impose a time limit for issuing the order, the Standing Committee approved
the rule as modified. Accordingly, the first sentence of the committee note would be revised as
follows: “Subdivision (b) is revised to clarify that an order is required for a stay of the mandate
and to specify the standard for such stays.”
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Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously decided to recommend to the Judicial Conference for approval the proposed
amendments to Appellate Rule 41, subject to the revisions made during the meeting.
Technical Amendments to Rules 3(d) and 13 – References to “Mail.” In light of the
proposed changes to Appellate Rule 25 to account for electronic filing and service (see “InterCommittee Coordination,” supra), the Advisory Committee recommended eliminating the term
“mail” from other provisions (see Agenda Book Tab 2A, pp. 100-02).
Appellate Rule 3(d) concerns the clerk’s service of the notice of appeal. The Advisory
Committee changed “mailing” and “mails” to “sending” and “sends” in paragraphs (d)(1) and
(3), and eliminated the mailing requirement from the portion of paragraph (d)(1) that directs the
clerk to serve a criminal defendant “either by personal service or by mail addressed to the
defendant.” Instead, the clerk will determine whether to serve a notice of appeal electronically
or nonelectronically based on the principles of revised Rule 25. The Standing Committee
modified the committee note as follows: “Amendments to Subdivision (d) change the words
‘mailing’ and ‘mails’ to ‘sending’ and ‘sends,’ and delete language requiring certain forms of
service, to make allow electronic service possible.”
Amended Rule 13, which governs appeals from the Tax Court, currently uses the word
“mail” in its first and second sentences. The Advisory Committee recommended changing the
reference in the first sentence to allow an appellant to send a notice of appeal to the Tax Court
clerk by means other than mail, but not the second sentence, which expresses a rule that applies
to notices sent by mail.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 the proposed amendments to
Appellate Rules 3(d) and 13, subject to the revisions to the committee note made during the
meeting.
Information Items
At its spring 2017 meeting, the Advisory Committee declined to move forward with
several unrelated suggestions: (1) amending Appellate Rules 32.1 and 35 to require courts to
designate orders granting or denying rehearing as “published” decisions, (2) adding a provision
similar to Appellate Rule 28(j) to the Civil Rules, (3) addressing certain types of subpoenas in
Appellate Rules 4 and 27, and (4) prescribing in Appellate Rule 28 the manner of stating
questions presented in appellate briefs.

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON BANKRUPTCY RULES
Judge Ikuta and Professor Gibson presented the report of the Advisory Committee on
Bankruptcy Rules, which met on April 6-7, 2017, in Nashville, Tennessee. The Advisory
Committee sought approval of thirteen action items and shared two information items.
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Action Items
Inter-Committee Amendments. The Standing Committee approved for submission to the
Judicial Conference proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 5005 and 8011 (electronic filing
and signing) and 7062, 8007, 8010, 8021, and 9025 (stays and injunctions pending appeal), and
approved for publication in August 2017 a proposed new subdivision to Rule 9037 (redaction of
personal identifiers) (see “Inter-Committee Coordination,” supra).
Bankruptcy Rule 3002.1 – Home Mortgage Claims in Chapter 13 Cases. In chapter 13
cases in which a creditor has a security interest in a debtor’s home, Bankruptcy Rule 3002.1(b)
and (e) imposes noticing requirements on the creditor that enable the debtor or trustee to make
mortgage payments in the correct amount while the bankruptcy case is pending (see Agenda
Book Tab 3A, pp. 191-92). The proposed amendments to subdivisions (b) and (e) create
flexibility regarding a notice of payment change for home equity lines of credit; create a
procedure for objecting to a notice of payment change; and expand the category of parties who
can seek a determination of fees, expenses, and charges owed at the end of the case.
The proposed amendments were published in August 2016. A comment noted that,
although the amendments purported to prevent a proposed payment change from taking effect in
the event of a timely objection, under the time-counting rules the deadline for filing the objection
would actually be later than the payment change’s scheduled effective date. The Advisory
Committee revised the proposed amendment to eliminate this possibility and clarify that “if a
party wants to stop a payment change from going into effect, it must file an objection before the
change goes into effect” (see Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x A, pp. 223-24).
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for submission to the Judicial Conference for approval the
proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rule 3002.1.
Conforming Amendments to the Bankruptcy Part VIII Appellate Rules and Related
Forms. The proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Part VIII Appellate Rules 8002, 8011, 8013,
8015, 8016, 8017, and 8022; Official Forms 417A and 417C; and the new Part VIII Appendix
conform the Bankruptcy Rules to the December 1, 2016 Appellate Rules amendments (see
Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 194-97). Because the Bankruptcy Appellate Rules generally follow
the Appellate Rules, the Advisory Committee tracked the Appellate Rules absent a bankruptcyspecific reason not to.
Bankruptcy Rule 8002(b) and its counterpart, Appellate Rule 4(a)(4), list the postjudgment motions that toll the time for filing an appeal. The 2016 amendment to Appellate
Rule 4(a)(4) added an express requirement that, in order to toll this deadline, the motion must be
filed within the time period the rule the motion is made under specifies. The Bankruptcy Rules
Advisory Committee published a similar amendment to Rule 8002(b) in August 2016 and
received no comments.
Bankruptcy Rules 8002(c) (time to file a notice of appeal) and 8011(a)(2)(C) (filing,
signing, and service) contain inmate-filing provisions virtually identical to the parallel provisions
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of Appellate Rule 4(c) and rule currently numbered Appellate Rule 25(a)(2)(C). The proposed
amendments would conform to those rules by treating inmates’ notices of appeal and other
papers as timely filed if they are deposited in the institution’s internal mail system on or before
the last day for filing. The new inmate-declaration form designed to effectuate this rule is
replicated by a director’s form for bankruptcy appeals, and an amendment to Official Form 417A
would direct inmate filers to the director’s form.
The 2016 Appellate Rules amendments also affected the length limits in Bankruptcy
Rules 8013, 8015, 8016, and 8022 and Official Form 417C, and necessitated the new Part VIII
Appendix. Amended Appellate Rules 5, 21, 27, 35, and 40 converted page limits to word-count
limits for documents prepared using a computer and reduced the existing word limits for briefs
under Appellate Rules 28.1 (cross-appeals) and 32 (principal, response, and reply briefs).
Appellate Form 6, the model certificate of compliance, was amended accordingly. Amended
Appellate Rule 32(e) authorizes the court to vary the federal rules’ length limits by order or local
rule, Rule 32(f) lists the items that may be excluded from the length computation, and a new
appendix collecting all of the length limits in one chart was added. The Bankruptcy Rules
Advisory Committee proposed parallel amendments to Rules 8013(f) (motions), 8015(a)(7) and
(f) (briefs), 8016(d) (cross-appeals), and 8022(b) (rehearing), along with Official Form 417C
(model certificate of compliance). It also proposed an appendix to Part VIII similar to the
Appellate Rules appendix.
Bankruptcy Rule 8017, addressing amicus filings, is the bankruptcy counterpart to
Appellate Rule 29, which was amended in 2016 to address for the first time amicus briefs filed in
connection with petitions for rehearing. The 2016 amendment does not require courts to accept
amicus briefs at the rehearing stage, but provides guidelines for briefs that are permitted. In
August 2016, the Appellate Rules Advisory Committee published an additional amendment to
Appellate Rule 29(a) that would authorize a court of appeals to prohibit the filing of or strike an
amicus brief that could cause the recusal of a judge (see discussion supra). To maintain
consistency, the Bankruptcy Rules Advisory Committee proposed and published a parallel
amendment to Rule 8017.
A commenter pointed out that, because amicus briefs are usually filed before a panel is
assigned, an amicus curiae could not possibly predict whether its brief could lead to a recusal.
The Advisory Committee rejected this comment because the proposed amendment does not
require, but merely permits, the brief to be struck. Another comment suggested a more extensive
and detailed rewrite that was beyond the scope of the proposed amendment. The Bankruptcy
Rules amendments and committee note will be conformed to the revisions made to Appellate
Rule 29 at the Standing Committee meeting (see discussion supra).
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for submission to the Judicial Conference for approval the
proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 8002, 8011, 8013, 8015, 8016, 8017, and 8022;
Official Forms 417A and 417C; and the new Part VIII Appendix; subject to the conforming
revisions to Bankruptcy Rule 8017 made during the meeting.
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Additional Bankruptcy Appellate Rules Amendments: Rules 8002, 8006, and proposed
new Rule 8018.1. In addition to the conforming amendments to the Part VIII rules, amendments
to Bankruptcy Appellate Rules 8002, 8006, and 8023 and new Bankruptcy Appellate Rule
8018.1 were published in August 2016 and received no comments. Following discussion of
these amendments at the spring 2017 meeting, the Advisory Committee recommended final
approval of Rules 8002, 8006, and 8018.1 as published (see Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 197-200),
but sent Rule 8023 back to a subcommittee for further consideration (see Information Items,
infra).
Bankruptcy Rule 8002(a) generally requires a notice of appeal to be filed within 14 days
of the entry of judgment. The proposed amendment would add a new paragraph (a)(5), which
defines “entry of judgment” for this purpose. It would also clarify that, in contested matters and
adversary proceedings where Civil Rule 58 does not require the entry of judgment to be filed as a
separate document, the time for filing the notice of appeal begins to run when the judgment,
order, or decree is entered on the docket (see Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x A, pp. 237-43). In
adversary proceedings where Civil Rule 58(a) does require a separate document, the time for
filing a notice of appeal generally runs from when the judgment, order, or decree is docketed as a
separate document or, if no separate document is prepared, 150 days from docket entry.
Bankruptcy Rule 8006 implements 28 U.S.C. § 158(d)(2)(A), which permits all parties to
jointly certify a proceeding for direct appeal to the court of appeals. Because, as Professor
Gibson explained, this “somewhat odd procedure” gives the parties the option to certify an
appeal, new paragraph 8006(c)(2) authorizes the bankruptcy court, district court, or Bankruptcy
Appellate Panel to, Judge Ikuta reported, “provide its views about the merits of such a
certification to the court of appeals” (see Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x A, pp. 245-46). Professor
Gibson added that the proposed amendment was intended as “the counterpart” to existing rules
that allow the parties to file a statement when the judge certifies an appeal: “If the parties get to
comment on the judge’s certification, the judge ought to be able to comment on the parties’
[certification].” The judge would not be required to do so, and the court of appeals still has
discretion to decide whether to accept the appeal.
Proposed new Rule 8018.1 addresses district court review of a judgment that the
bankruptcy court lacked constitutional authority to enter under Stern v. Marshall, 564 U.S. 462
(2011), which held that certain claims, now dubbed “Stern claims,” must be decided by an
Article III court rather than a bankruptcy court. In Executive Benefits Insurance Agency v.
Arkison, 134 S. Ct. 2165 (2014), the U.S. Supreme Court held that bankruptcy judges may hear
Stern claims and submit proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, but they lack the
authority to enter judgment on them; the district court is empowered to enter judgment after a de
novo review. Under the existing rules, when a district court that determines that the bankruptcy
court has entered final judgment in a Stern claim despite its lack of constitutional authority to do
so, the case must be remanded to the bankruptcy court so the judgment can be recharacterized as
proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law. New Bankruptcy Rule 8018.1 would bypass
this process by authorizing the district court to simply treat the bankruptcy court’s judgment as
proposed findings and conclusions that it can review de novo (see Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x
A, pp. 289-90).
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Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for submission to the Judicial Conference for approval the
proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 8002 and 8006 and new Bankruptcy Rule
8018.1.
Official Form 309F – Notice of Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Case (Corporations and
Partnerships). The instructions at line 8 of Form 309F currently require a creditor seeking to
have its claim excepted from the discharge under § 1141(d)(6)(A) of the Bankruptcy Code to file
a complaint by the stated deadline. But because the applicability of the deadline is unclear in
some circumstances, the proposed revision to the instructions would allow the creditor to decide
whether the deadline applies to its claims. When the proposed amendment was published in
August 2016, a commenter pointed out that it necessitated a similar change to line 11 of the form
(see Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 200-02). Accordingly, the Advisory Committee amended the last
sentence of line 11 in a manner similar to the amendment to line 8 and recommended both
changes for final approval.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for submission to the Judicial Conference for approval the
proposed amendments to Official Form 309F.
Official Forms 25A, 25B, 25C, and 26 – Chapter 11 Small Business Debtor Forms and
Periodic Report. Most bankruptcy forms have been modernized over the past several years
through the Forms Modernization Project, but the Advisory Committee deferred consideration of
Official Forms 25A, 25B, 25C, and 26, which relate to chapter 11 cases. The Advisory
Committee has now reviewed these forms extensively, revised and renumbered them, and
published them for comment in August 2016 (see Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 202-04).
The small business debtor forms, Forms 25A, 25B, and 25C, are renumbered as Official
Forms 425A, 425B, and 425C (see Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x A, pp. 315-59). Official Forms
425A and 425B contain an illustrative form plan of reorganization and a disclosure statement,
respectively, for chapter 11 small business debtors. Official Form 425C is the monthly operating
report that small business debtors must file with the court and serve on the U.S. Trustee. Official
Form 26, renumbered as Official Form 426 and rewritten and formatted in the modernized form
style, requires periodic disclosures by chapter 11 debtors concerning the value, operations, and
profitability of entities in which they hold a substantial or controlling interest (see Agenda Book
Tab 3B, App’x A, pp. 361-73).
The Advisory Committee made “minor, non-substantive” changes in response to the three
comments received, the “most substantial” of which was to add a section to Form 425A where
the parties can address whether the bankruptcy court will retain jurisdiction of certain matters
after the plan goes into effect (see Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x A, p. 318).
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and by voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for submission to the Judicial Conference for approval the
proposed amendments to Official Forms 25A, 25B, 25C, and 26 (renumbered respectively
as 425A, 425B, 425C and 426).
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Conforming Amendments to Official Forms 309G, 309H, and 309I – Notices to Creditors
in Chapter 12 and 13 Cases. Bankruptcy Rule 3015 governs the filing, confirmation, and
modification of chapter 12 and chapter 13 plans. Absent contrary congressional action, as of
December 1, 2017, an amendment to Rule 3015 adopted as part of the chapter 13 plan form
package will no longer authorize a debtor to serve a plan summary, rather than a copy of the plan
itself, on the trustee and creditors. This change will affect Official Forms 309G, 309H, and 309I,
the form notices sent to creditors to inform them of the hearing date for confirmation of the
chapter 12 or 13 plan and the associated objection deadlines. The current versions of the forms
also indicate whether a plan summary or the full plan is included with the notice. In accordance
with the pending changes to Bankruptcy Rule 3015, the proposed amendments to Official Forms
309G, 309H, and 309I remove references to a “plan summary,” which will no longer be an
available option (see Agenda Book Tab 3A, p. 206, Tab 3B, App’x A, pp. 301-08). The
Advisory Committee recommended approval of these conforming changes without publication
so that they can take effect at the same time as the pending change to Rule 3015.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for submission to the Judicial Conference for approval without
publication the proposed conforming amendments to Official Forms 309G, 309H, and 309I.
Bankruptcy Rule 4001 – Obtaining Credit. Bankruptcy Rule 4001(c) governs the process
by which a debtor in possession or a trustee can obtain credit outside the ordinary course of
business while a bankruptcy case is pending. Among other things, the rule outlines eleven
different elements of post-petition financing that a motion for approval of a post-petition credit
agreement must address. These detailed disclosure requirements, which are intended supply the
kind of specific information necessary for credit approval in chapter 11 business cases, are
unhelpful and unduly burdensome in chapter 13 consumer bankruptcy cases, where typical postpetition credit agreements involve loans for items such as personal automobiles or household
appliances. Accordingly, the Advisory Committee sought approval to publish for public
comment a new paragraph to Rule 4001(c) that would make the disclosure provision inapplicable
in chapter 13 cases (see Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 207-08, Tab 3B, App’x B, p. 379). Judge
Ikuta reported that “many bankruptcy courts have already adopted [similar] local rules that
impose less of a burden on chapter 13 debtors.”
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 the proposed amendments to
Bankruptcy Rule 4001.
Bankruptcy Rules 2002 & 9036 and Official Form 410 – Electronic Noticing. The
proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 2002(g) (Addressing Notices) and 9036 (Notice by
Electronic Transmission) and Official Form 410 (Proof of Claim) are part of the Advisory
Committee’s effort to reduce the cost and burden of notice. Section 342 of the Bankruptcy Code
gives creditors in chapter 7 and chapter 13 cases the right to designate an address to receive
service. As part of the rules committees’ efforts to ensure that the rules are consistent with
modern technology, the Advisory Committee originally considered an opt-out provision under
which electronic notice would be the default, but rejected it due to concerns that it might run
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afoul of § 342 or be incompatible with creditors’ existing systems for processing notice by mail.
Instead, the proposed amendments make three changes that would allow creditors to opt
in to electronic notice. First, a box has been added to Official Form 410, the proof-of-claim
form, that creditors who are not CM/ECF users can check to receive notices electronically (see
Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x B, p. 389). Second, the proposed change to Rule 2002(g) would
expand the rule’s references to “mail” to include other means of delivery and delete “mailing”
before “address” so creditors can receive notices by email (see Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x B,
pp. 377-78). Third, amended Rule 9036 would allow registered users to be served via the court’s
CM/ECF system, and non-CM/ECF users by email if they consent in writing (see Agenda Book
Tab 3B, App’x B, pp. 383-84).
A judge member wondered whether it was appropriate for the rules to refer to documents
sent electronically as “papers.” The Standing Committee determined to continue to use the term
“papers,” which is generic and is already used throughout the rules with respect to both
electronic and hard-copy documents.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 the proposed amendments to
Bankruptcy Rules 2002 and 9036 and Official Form 410.
Bankruptcy Rule 6007 – Motions To Abandon Property. Under § 554(a) and (b) of the
Bankruptcy Code, only the trustee or debtor in possession has authority to abandon property of
the estate. A hearing is not mandatory if the abandonment notice or motion provides sufficient
information concerning the proposed abandonment; is properly served; and neither the trustee,
debtor, nor any other party in interest objects. Bankruptcy Rule 6007, which concerns the
service of abandonment papers under § 554, treats notices to abandon property filed by the
trustee under subdivision (a) and motions filed by the parties in interest to compel the trustee to
abandon property under subdivision (b) inconsistently (see Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 211-13).
Specifically, Rule 6007(a) identifies the parties the trustee is required to serve with its notice to
abandon, but Rule 6007(b) is silent regarding the service of a motion to compel abandonment.
“So that the procedures are essentially the same in both cases,” the proposed amendment
to Rule 6007(b) would specify the parties to be served with the motion to abandon and any
notice of the motion, and establish an objection deadline. The proposed amendment would also
make clear that, if the motion to abandon is granted, the abandonment is effected without further
notice, unless the court directs otherwise (see Agenda Book Tab 3B, App’x B, pp. 381-82).
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 the proposed amendments to
Bankruptcy Rule 6007.
Information Items
Bankruptcy Rule 2002 – Noticing in Chapter 13 Cases. The current version of
Bankruptcy Rule 2002(f)(7) requires the clerk to give notice to the debtor and all creditors of the
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“entry of an order confirming a chapter 9, 11, or 12 plan,” but not a chapter 13 plan. The
committee note identifies no reason for treating chapter 13 plans differently, and the Advisory
Committee’s meeting minutes are silent as to why it rejected a 1988 effort to make Rule 2002(f)
applicable to a plan under any chapter. Seeing no reason to continue to exclude chapter 13 plans,
the Advisory Committee intends to propose an amendment to Bankruptcy Rule 2002(f) (see
Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 215-16).
Similarly, the Advisory Committee will propose an amendment expanding to chapter 13
cases the exception to Rule 2002(a)’s general noticing requirements. Current Rule 2002(h)
allows a court to limit notice in a chapter 7 case to, among others, creditors holding claims for
which proofs of claim have been filed. The Advisory Committee has concluded that the cost and
time savings generated by limiting notices under Rule 2002(h) in chapter 13 cases support an
amendment (see Agenda Book Tab 3A, p. 216).
Because the time provisions of Rule 2002(f)(7) will also need to be amended when a
pending 2017 amendment to Rule 3002 changes the deadline for filing a proof of claim, the
Advisory Committee decided to wait to publish the amendments to the noticing provisions in
subdivisions (f) and (h) so that they can be proposed as a package along with the timing changes
in 2018.
Bankruptcy Rule 8023 – Voluntary Dismissal. In response to a comment submitted after
the publication of the Part VIII amendments (see supra), the Advisory Committee proposed an
amendment to Bankruptcy Appellate Rule 8023 that would add a cross-reference to Bankruptcy
Rule 9019, which provides a procedure for obtaining court approval of settlements. The
amendment was intended as a reminder that, when dismissal of an appeal is sought as the result
of a settlement, Rule 9019 might require the settlement to be approved by the bankruptcy court
(see Agenda Book Tab 3A, pp. 216-17).
No comments were submitted when the proposed amendment to Rule 8023 was
published in August 2016. At the spring 2017 meeting, the Advisory Committee’s new DOJ
representative raised a concern that, although Rule 9019 is generally interpreted to require court
approval of a settlement only when a trustee or debtor in possession is a party to it, amended
Rule 8023 can be read to suggest that no voluntary dismissal of a bankruptcy appeal in the
district court or BAP may be taken without the bankruptcy court’s approval. Other Advisory
Committee members wondered whether amended Rule 8023’s reference to Rule 9019 could be
read to require district and BAP clerks to make a legal determination as to whether Rule 9019
applies to a particular voluntary dismissal and, if so, whether the bankruptcy court has
jurisdiction to consider the settlement while the appeal is pending. A question was also raised
about whether the current version of Rule 8023, which does not state that it is subject to
Rule 9019, has caused any problems. After discussing these issues, the Advisory Committee
decided to send the Rule 8023 amendment “back to the drawing board” for further consideration
by a subcommittee. The Advisory Committee expects to “suggest[] a different change” and will
discuss the matter further at its fall 2017 meeting.
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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 met on Tuesday, April 25, in Austin, Texas. In addition to two
sets of inter-committee amendments, the Advisory Committee sought approval of one action
item—proposed amendments to Civil Rule 23—and presented two information items.
Action Items
Inter-Committee Amendments. The Advisory Committee submitted proposed
amendments to Civil Rules 5 (electronic filing and signing) and 62 and 65.1 (stays and
injunctions pending appeal) for final approval. The Standing Committee approved the
amendments for transmission to the Judicial Conference, subject to the revisions made during the
meeting (see “Inter-Committee Coordination,” supra).
Civil Rule 23 – Class Actions. The proposed amendments to Civil Rule 23 (see Agenda
Book Tab 4A, pp. 431-51) are the product of more than five years of study and consideration by
the Civil Rules Advisory Committee and its Rule 23 Subcommittee. The effort was motivated
by a number of factors: (1) the passage of time since Rule 23 was last amended in 2009; (2) the
development of a body of case law on class action practice; and (3) recurring interest in
Congress, including the 2005 adoption of the Class Action Fairness Act. In developing the
proposed amendments, members of the Subcommittee attended nearly two dozen meetings and
bar conferences and held a mini-conference in September 2015 to gather additional feedback
from a variety of stakeholders.
After extensive consideration and study, the Subcommittee narrowed the list of issues to
be addressed and published these proposed amendments (see Agenda Book Tab 4A, pp. 431-41):
•
•

•

•

Rule 23(c)(2) has been updated to recognize contemporary means of providing notice
to individual class members in Rule 23(b)(3) class actions.
The amendments to Rule 23(e)(1) clarify that the parties must supply information to
the court to enable it to decide whether to notify the class of a proposed settlement,
that the court must direct notice if it is likely to be able to approve the proposal and
certify the class, and that class notice triggers the opt-out period in Rule 23(b)(3)
class actions.
Amended Rule 23(e)(2) identifies substantive and procedural “core concerns”—as
opposed to a “long list of factors” like those some courts use—for the parties to
address and the court to consider in deciding whether to approve a settlement
proposal.
Rule 23(e)(5) has been amended to address “bad faith” class-action objectors.
Specifically, the proposed amendments require that specific grounds for the objection
be provided to the court, the person on whose behalf the objection is being made be
identified, and the court approve payment or other consideration received in
exchange for withdrawing an objection.
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•
•

Amended Rule 23(f) makes clear that there is no interlocutory appeal of a decision to
send class notice under Rule 23(e)(1).
At the suggestion of the DOJ, the amendments to Rule 23(f) extend to 45 days the
time to seek permission for an interlocutory appeal when the United States is a party.

The Advisory Committee considered but declined to address other topics, such as issue classes
and ascertainability.
Almost all of the comments received during the August 2016 public comment period
concerned the Rule 23 proposals. Most addressed the modernization of notice methods under
Rule 23(c)(2) and the handling of objections to proposed settlements. Some comments proposed
additional topics, while others urged reconsideration of topics the Subcommittee had decided not
to pursue. After carefully considering the comments, the Advisory Committee and
Subcommittee made minor changes to the proposed rule text and clarified and shortened the
committee note. The Advisory Committee has concluded that “the community is very satisfied”
with the proposed amendments, which are “important improvements” but “not dramatic
changes.”
A judge member asked whether a litigant could argue that the court had not adequately
reviewed the settlement proposal if it did not consider one of the “core concerns” under
Rule 23(e)(2). Professor Marcus explained that the Subcommittee initially considered requiring
the court to find that each factor was satisfied, but ultimately decided “to introduce the
considerations” but not require the court to find each one in order to approve the settlement. The
rule does not require the trial judge to “make findings” or address each factor on the record—the
judge need only “consider” the information the parties supply under Rule 23(e)(1)(A) and any
objections under Rule 23(e)(5). A judge member added that district courts should be given broad
discretion to review these factors.
Another judge member raised the possibility of adding a “catchall” category to those
listed in Rule 23(e)(2) and (e)(2)(C). Professor Marcus clarified that the list is not intended to
require a judge to ignore important factors that should obviously be considered in a given
situation, and the judge member agreed that the current language allows sufficient flexibility. A
different judge member added that the four general categories set out in the amended rule are a
“good compromise” between the need to add structure and guidance to the settlement-approval
process on one hand, and the “long lists of factors” identified by the courts of appeals on the
other.
Judge Campbell commended the Rule 23 Subcommittee, chaired by Judge Robert M.
Dow, Jr., for its work.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Committee
unanimously voted to recommend the proposed amendments to Civil Rule 23 to the
Judicial Conference for approval.
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Information Items
Social Security Disability Review Cases. The Administrative Conference of the United
States (“ACUS”) recently submitted a suggestion to the Judicial Conference that a uniform set of
procedural rules be developed for district court review of final administrative decisions in Social
Security cases under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), which provides that an individual may obtain review of
a final decision of the Commissioner of Social Security “by a civil action.” The suggestion was
referred to the Civil Rules Advisory Committee, which is responsible for studying and
recommending rules governing civil actions in the district courts (see Agenda Book Tab 4A,
pp. 532-50).
More than 17,000 Social Security review cases are brought in the district courts every
year, accounting for “a fairly large numerical proportion”—about seven percent—of civil filings.
The national average remand rate is approximately forty-five percent, ranging from twenty
percent in some districts to seventy percent in others—sometimes even within a single circuit.
Different districts use a use a variety of procedures and standards in reviewing these actions.
The Advisory Committee first discussed the ACUS suggestion at the spring 2017
meeting. Although judges might be apprehensive about the possibility of a “special set of rules”
for Social Security cases, the Advisory Committee will explore “whether, and if so, how” rule
changes could address the problems that have been identified: the high remand rate, delays in
the process, and a lack of uniformity among the district courts. The Advisory Committee plans
to gather more information and form a subcommittee to fully consider various options, including
a new Civil Rule addressing these types of cases or even a separate set of rules.
Professor Cooper welcomed input from the members of the Standing Committee. Judge
members suggested examining circuit law and local rules addressing Social Security issues.
Another judge proposed asking the DOJ to formulate a position as to whether district court
review procedures should be modified. Although some members felt that more uniformity in the
rules might help to reduce variance among the remand rates, a professor member cautioned that
the variance might be attributable to the substantive law (such as the treating physician rule, a
judge noted), rather than differences in the rules. A reporter added that a change in district court
review procedures would be unlikely to affect how administrative law judges review Social
Security cases. There was a general consensus that the rules committees should not attempt to
“fix the [Social Security] system generally.” The Civil Rules Advisory Committee will continue
to study and discuss these issues.
Civil Rule 30(b)(6) – Organizational Depositions. In April 2016, the Advisory
Committee formed a Rule 30(b)(6) Subcommittee chaired by Judge Joan N. Ericksen to consider
whether reported problems with Rule 30(b)(6) depositions can be addressed by rule amendment
(see Agenda Book Tab 4A, pp. 555-86). The Subcommittee initially focused on drafting
provisions that might address the problems attorneys claim to encounter. Guided by feedback
from the Advisory Committee and Standing Committee, and equipped with additional legal
research, the Subcommittee continues to narrow the issues that could feasibly be remedied by
rule amendment.
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Specifically, the Subcommittee has solicited comment about six potential amendment
ideas through a posting on the federal judiciary’s rulemaking website (see Agenda Book Tab 4A,
pp. 557-59): (1) including Rule 30(b)(6) depositions among the topics for discussion at the
Rule 26(f) conference and in the Rule 16 report, (2) confirming that a 30(b)(6) deponent’s
statements do not function as “judicial admissions” (an issue which, a judge member added, is a
source of much of the “angst” surrounding these depositions), (3) requiring and permitting
supplementation of Rule 30(b)(6) testimony, (4) forbidding contention questions, (5) adding a
provision for objections, and (6) addressing the applicability to Rule 30(b)(6) of limits on the
duration and number of depositions. Members of the Subcommittee continue to gather feedback
by participating in bar conferences around the country.
When a district judge observed that litigants do not frequently approach him with
Rule 30(b)(6) disputes, another judge added that active case management cures many of the
problems that do arise. An attorney member who finds the current version of the rule useful
cautioned the Advisory Committee not to change Rule 30(b)(6) so much that the problem it was
designed to resolve—“hiding the ball”—has room to recur. Professor Marcus, reporter to the
Rule 30(b)(6) Subcommittee, explained that the old problem of “bandying” has been replaced by
a new one: 30(b)(6) notices listing numerous deposition topics are sent at the last minute, just
before the close of discovery, to “imped[e] preparation for trial.” The potential for abuse of the
Rule 30(b)(6) process can therefore cut in both directions, and although case management may
be the only workable solution, the subcommittee will continue to explore possible rule changes.
Pilot Projects Update. Judge Bates updated the Standing Committee on the Civil Rules
Advisory Committee’s two ongoing pilot projects, Mandatory Initial Discovery Pilot (“MIDP”)
and Expedited Procedures Pilot (“EPP”) (see Agenda Book Tab 4A, pp. 587-89). The MIDP,
which is designed to explore whether mandating the production of robust discovery prior to
traditional discovery will reduce costs, burdens, and delays in civil litigation, is “well underway”
in two districts and expects to add another one to two courts. Judge Campbell reported that the
MIDP began in the District of Arizona on May 1, 2017, and Dr. Emery Lee and the FJC were
already monitoring 170 cases filed on or after that date. The district’s judges have all agreed to
participate and will become personally involved at the case management conference stage. The
MIDP began in the Northern District of Illinois one month later, on June 1.
The EPP, which is intended to confirm the benefits of active judicial management of civil
cases, “has hit a few roadblocks.” At this time, only the U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of Kentucky has agreed to participate; vacancies, workloads, and other factors have
hindered efforts to recruit participating courts. If more courts do not join despite renewed
recruitment efforts, the Eastern District of Kentucky will be moved to the MIDP, and the EPP
will be delayed.
Judge Campbell thanked Judge Paul W. Grimm, Chair of the Pilot Projects Working
Group and a former member of the Civil Rules Advisory Committee, for his “tremendous
effort,” and the FJC and Rules Committee Staff for their contributions.
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REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON EVIDENCE RULES
Judge Sessions and Professor Capra delivered the report of the Advisory Committee on
Evidence Rules, which met on April 21, 2017, in Washington, D.C. The Advisory Committee
presented one action item and two information items.
Action Item
Evidence Rule 807 – Residual Exception. The Advisory Committee has considered
possible changes to Evidence Rule 807, the residual exception to the hearsay rule, for two years.
One approach would involve broadening the residual exception, which is invoked “narrowly and
infrequently.” After extensive deliberation the Advisory Committee decided to pursue a more
“conservative,” less “dramatic” approach that does not expand the hearsay exception.
Instead, the proposed amendment is intended to “improve[]” current Rule 807 in a
number of ways (see Agenda Book Tab 6A, pp. 736-41, Tab 6B, pp. 749-54). First, it no longer
defines “trustworthiness” in terms of the “equivalent circumstantial guarantees” of the Rule 803
and 804 exceptions; because those rules contain no such “circumstantial guarantees,” there is “no
unitary standard” of trustworthiness. Under amended Rule 807, the court would simply
determine whether the residual hearsay is supported by sufficient guarantees of trustworthiness.
Second, the proposed amendment resolves a conflict among the courts by making clear that
corroborating evidence may be considered in determining trustworthiness. Third, current
Rule 807(a)’s requirements that the residual hearsay relate to a “material fact” and “serve the
purposes of the[] rules and the interests of justice” have proved “meaningless” and will be
deleted. “[I]nterests of justice” has been particularly troublesome, as some courts have relied on
it to expand their discretion to admit hearsay evidence under Rule 807. Removing the phrase
reinforces that the Advisory Committee does not “advocat[e for] the use of 807 more broadly.”
“Most important” was the Advisory Committee’s decision to continue to require under
Rule 807(a)(3) that the residual hearsay be “more probative . . . than any other evidence” the
proponent can reasonably obtain. The “more probative” requirement ensures that the rule will be
used only when necessary, reinforcing the Advisory Committee’s intent to refine but not broaden
the residual exception. The Advisory Committee has made clear in amended subdivision (a)(1)
that the proponent cannot invoke the residual exception unless the proffered hearsay is not
otherwise admissible under any of the Rule 803 or 804 exceptions.
The Advisory Committee has also proposed “significant” amendments to Rule 807’s
notice requirement. Currently, Rule 807(b) does not include a good-cause exception for untimely
notice, creating a conflict as to whether courts may excuse notice when a proponent has acted in
good faith. Adding a good-cause provision would authorize district judges to admit evidence
under these circumstances during trial, as well as conform Rule 807 to the Evidence Rules’ other
notice provisions. Other changes include replacing the confusing word “particulars” with
“substance,” requiring notice to be given in writing, and deleting the requirement that the
proponent provide the declarant’s address.
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A judge member warned that the language of proposed amended Rule 807(a)(1)
describing the hearsay statement as “not specifically covered by a hearsay exception in Rule 803
or 804” could be interpreted as requiring the judge to make a finding of inadmissibility under
Rules 803 and 804. Professor Capra argued that the language is not new, but has merely
“dropp[ed] down” from its existing position in the current version of the rule. In any event,
some courts have interpreted the current text to require such a finding. Professor Capra
explained that the amended language was simply intended “to get the parties to explain to the
court why they’re not using 803 and 804.” Another judge member wondered whether removing
the provision now would inadvertently “signal” to district judges that the analysis under
Rules 803 and 804 is unimportant when, in fact, “the whole point of this provision is to get them
to look [to Rules 803 and 804] first.” The Advisory Committee will pay attention to this issue
during the public comment period and will consider addressing it in the committee note.
A judge member asked whether the language, “after considering . . . any evidence
corroborating the statement,” in revised paragraph (a)(2) was intended to require courts to
“heavily weigh” corroborating evidence, thus “effectively narrow[ing]” the rule. She proposed
instead, “evidence, if any, corroborating the statement”—language the DOJ and U.S. Attorneys
had supported during the drafting process. Professor Capra reported that the Advisory
Committee had considered “the existence or absence of any” corroborating evidence, but were
satisfied with that the word “any” in the current draft, coupled with the committee note, made
sufficiently clear that “you don’t have to have [corroborating evidence], but it’s good to have.”
Judge Sessions and Professor Capra agreed to add “if any” to the published version of the
proposed amendments. Another judge member asked whether the amended rule implied that the
corroborating evidence must be admitted at trial; Professor Capra clarified that it did not, and
will consider making that clear in the note. The Advisory Committee will continue to discuss the
topic of corroborating evidence in the future.
A reporter wondered what “negative implications” removing the term “material,” or
equating materiality with relevance, could have for other rules. Professor Capra explained that
Rule 807’s use of “material,” which does not appear anywhere else in the Evidence Rules, is a
historical anomaly: Congress added paragraph (a)(2) when the Evidence Rules were first
enacted, despite the Advisory Committee’s deliberate decision not to use the word “material.”
Courts struggled to define the term, finally equating materiality with relevance for the purposes
of Rule 807. In Professor Capra’s opinion, these complications were “all the better reason to
take it out.”
On the subject of the notice provision, a judge member emphasized that lawyers and
judges would “vastly prefer” the residual hearsay to be proffered before—rather than during—
trial to give the court adequate time to rule on its admissibility. She suggested that the Advisory
Committee make clear in the committee note that use of “the good-cause exception will be
unusual or rare.” Although, as Judge Sessions added, the timing of the proffer is a factor
“inherent within good cause,” the Advisory Committee will consider emphasizing the
importance of timely notice in reducing surprise and promoting early resolution of the issue.
Two members raised issues related to deleting the requirement of the declarant’s address
from the notice provision. Citing privacy concerns, an academic member proposed removing the
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requirement of the declarant’s name as well. Judge Sessions and Professor Capra felt that this
would not give sufficient notice; whereas a known declarant’s address is easily obtainable from
other sources, the declarant would be virtually impossible to identify without a name. And in
any event, a protective order can be sought in the event of security concerns. An attorney
member wondered whether removing the address requirement, which forces the proponent to
exercise care in confirming the declarant’s identity, might create practical problems. He
suggested soliciting input from attorneys as to potential unintended consequences. Professor
Capra said that the Advisory Committee had already done so in the New York area and had not
received any negative feedback, but will monitor the issue during the comment period. He added
that the committee note makes clear that an attorney in need of an address can seek it through the
court.
Upon motion, seconded by a member, and on a voice vote: The Standing Committee
unanimously approved for publication in August 2017 the proposed amendments to
Evidence Rule 807, subject to the modification made during the meeting.
Information Items
Evidence Rule 801(d)(1)(A) – Audio-Visual Recordings of Prior Inconsistent Statements.
Evidence Rule 801(d)(1) exempts certain out-of-court statements from the rule against hearsay—
making them admissible as substantive evidence rather than for impeachment only—when the
witness is present and subject to cross-examination. Prior inconsistent statements, which raise
reliability concerns, are deemed “not hearsay” under Rule 801(d)(1)(A) if they were made
“under penalty of perjury at a trial, hearing, or other proceeding or in a deposition.”
The Advisory Committee is considering whether to expand Rule 801(d)(1)(A)’s
exemption for prior inconsistent statements beyond those made under oath during a legal
proceeding (see Agenda Book Tab 6A, pp. 741-42). The Advisory Committee has already
rejected one approach used in some states—admitting all prior inconsistent statements—due to
concerns that, absent more, there is no way to ensure their reliability. Instead, it is considering a
more “modest,” “conservative” approach: broadening Rule 801(d)(1)(A) to include prior
inconsistent statements recorded audio-visually. The advantages of this approach are that the
audio-visual record confirms that the statement was, in fact, made, and the possibility of using
statements as substantive evidence should encourage law enforcement to record interactions with
suspects. The DOJ has also proposed making prior inconsistent statements admissible
substantively when the witness acknowledges having made the statement. The Advisory
Committee is in the process of seeking comments from stakeholders on the practical effect of
more liberal admission of prior inconsistent statements and will continue to discuss the issue.
Evidence Rule 606(b) – Juror Testimony after Peña-Rodriguez. Evidence Rule 606(b)
generally prohibits jurors from testifying about “any statement made or incident that occurred
during the jury’s deliberations,” subject to limited exceptions. On March 6, 2017, the U.S.
Supreme Court held in Peña-Rodriguez v. Colorado, 137 S. Ct. 855 (2017), that an analogous
state rule had to yield so the trial court could consider the Sixth Amendment implications of a
juror’s “clear statement” that he “relied on racial stereotypes or animus to convict [the] criminal
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defendant.” The Advisory Committee is considering whether and how to amend Evidence
Rule 606(b) in light of Peña-Rodriguez (see Agenda Book Tab 6A, pp. 742-43).
Evidence Rule 404(b) – “Bad Acts” Evidence. The current version of Rule 404(b)(2)
requires the prosecution to give reasonable notice of evidence of crimes, wrongs, or other “bad
acts” that will be introduced at trial—but only if the defendant so requests. Because this
requirement disproportionately affects inmates with less competent counsel, “all sides agree” that
it should be revisited (see Agenda Book Tab 6A, pp. 743-44). “More controversial,” especially
for the DOJ, is a proposal that would require the proponent of propensity evidence to set forth in
a notice the chain of inferences showing that the evidence is admissible for a permissible purpose
under Rule 404(b)(2). This issue will be considered at future meetings.
Upcoming Symposium – Rule 702 and Expert Evidence. In conjunction with its fall 2017
meeting, the Advisory Committee will host a symposium on scientific and technological
developments regarding expert testimony, including challenges raised in the last few years to
forensic expert evidence, which might justify amending Evidence Rule 702 (see Agenda Book
Tab 6A, pp. 744-45). The symposium will take place on Friday, October 27, 2017, at Boston
College Law School.
Judge Sessions reminded the Standing Committee that this meeting would be his last as
chair and that he would be succeeded by Judge Debra A. Livingston, a current member of the
Advisory Committee. Professor Capra and the members of the Standing Committee commended
Judge Sessions for his work.
LEGISLATIVE REPORT
Julie Wilson delivered the Legislative Report, which summarizeds to track legislation
implicating the federal rules. The 115th Congress has introduced a number of bills that would
either directly or effectively amend the Civil Rules, Criminal Rules, and Section 2254 Rules (see
Agenda Book Supplemental Materials, pp. 30-35). The Standing Committee discussed two bills
that have already passed the House of Representatives, the Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act of 2017
(“LARA”) and the Fairness in Class Action Litigation and Furthering Asbestos Claim
Transparency Act of 2017.
CONCLUDING REMARKS
Judge Campbell thanked the Standing Committee members and other attendees for their
preparation and their contributions to the discussion before adjourning the meeting. The
Standing Committee will next meet on January 4-5, 2018, in Phoenix, Arizona.
Respectfully submitted,

Rebecca A. Womeldorf
Secretary, Standing Committee

