
1 
 

Minutes of the Fall Meeting of the 

Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules 

October 15, 2025 

Washington, DC 

Judge Allison Eid, Chair, Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules, called the 
meeting of the Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules to order on Wednesday, 
October 15, 2025, at approximately 9:00 a.m. EDT. 

In addition to Judge Eid, the following members of the Advisory Committee on 
Appellate Rules were present in person: Andrew Adler, Linda Coberley, George 
Hicks, Professor Bert Huang, and Justice Leondra Kruger. Judge Carl J. Nichols had 
a judicial obligation and joined the meeting after it began. Judge Richard Wesley and 
Judge Sidney Thomas attended via Teams. The Solicitor General did not attend or 
send a representative because of the lapse in funding.  

Also present in person were: Judge James Dever III, Chair, Committee on 
Rules of Practice and Procedure (Standing Committee); Andrew Pincus, Member, 
Standing Committee and Liaison to the Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules; 
Carolyn Dubay, Secretary to the Standing Committee, Rules Committee Staff (RCS); 
Bridget M. Healy, Counsel, RCS; Sarah Sraders, Rules Law Clerk, RCS; Shelly Cox, 
Management Analyst, RCS; Tim Reagan, Federal Judicial Center (FJC); Professor 
Catherine T. Struve, Reporter, Standing Committee; and Professor Edward A. 
Hartnett, Reporter, Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules. 

Judge Daniel Bress, Member, Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy Rules and 
Liaison to the Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules; Christopher Wolpert, Clerk 
of Court Representative; and Professor Daniel R. Coquillette, Consultant, Standing 
Committee, attended via Teams.  

I. Introduction and Preliminary Matters 

Judge Eid opened the meeting and welcomed everyone, including the members 
attending remotely. She particularly welcomed Judge Dever, the new Chair of the 
Standing Committee, Andrew Adler, a new member of the Advisory Committee, and 
Sarah Sraders, the new Rules Law Clerk, to their first meeting of this committee. She 
invited all participants, both in person and remote, to introduce themselves. 

Carolyn Dubay directed attention to the rules tracking chart. (Agenda book 
16). She noted that the Standing Committee had given final approval to the proposed 
amendments to Rule 29, dealing with amicus briefs, after making minor changes. In 
order to make it easier to trace the changes made by the Standing Committee, a new 
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feature of the report of the Standing Committee to the Judicial Conference has been 
added: an appendix detailing those changes. (Agenda book 70). The Standing 
Committee also approved the proposed amendments to Form 4. The Judicial 
Conference approved both proposed amendments.   

Ms. Sraders referred to the pending legislation chart and noted one addition: a 
proposed Supreme Court Ethics, Recusal and Transparency Act that would require 
certain amicus disclosures. (Agenda book page 22). 

Judge Eid noted the draft minutes of the meeting of the Standing Committee 
and the Report to the Judicial Conference. (Agenda book page 33).  

II. Approval of the Minutes 

The minutes of the April 2, 2025, Advisory Committee meeting were approved 
without dissent, subject to correction of typographical errors. (Agenda book page 91).  

III. Discussion of Joint Committee Matters 
 

A. Self-Represented Parties 

Professor Struve provided a detailed report regarding electronic filing and 
service for self-represented parties. (Agenda book page 111). She thanked the 
Advisory Committee for its input so far.  

There are two major aspects of the project. The first is to not require service of 
paper copies of filings made by non-electronic filers on ECF participants because ECF 
participants will get it via ECF. This aspect has gotten less airtime but is quite 
practical. 

The second has involved more discussion and would alter the ground rules for 
self-represented litigants and flip the presumption regarding electronic filing. Civil, 
Criminal, and Appellate are okay with this change. Bankruptcy is dubious. But it has 
voted to opt in to the project, at least for purposes of publication. There are still some 
skeptics, and public comment may lead them to opt out. They are trying to participate 
but have concerns. In addition, self-represented litigants are least prevalent in 
bankruptcy. 

Professor Struve then walked through the various sections of the report.  

(A) At the spring meeting, a member had asked about how the “reasonable 
exceptions” provision relates to the “reasonable conditions and 
restrictions” provision. The latest draft is designed to make them 
complementary. The clerk liaison likes the structure. Alternative drafting 
suggestions are welcome.  
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(B) Is ECF sufficiently reliable that there is no need for a provision that service 
via ECF is not effective if a filer knows that a filing was not received? Or 
is the risk of a system outage sufficient reason to retain such a provision. 

(C) Originally, it was thought not necessary to have a provision in the 
Appellate Rules for papers that are served but not filed. But there are such 
papers, so it is in the latest draft. 

(D) The latest draft uses the phrase “notice of case activity” rather than “notice 
of filing,” because there are a range of matters entered on the docket that 
are not filings. 

(E) The current rules use the term “unrepresented”; an earlier draft used the 
term “self-represented.” While some prefer the latter term, implementing 
it in the Appellate Rules would be cumbersome because of the number of 
rules where the former term is used. This is not true of all the rule sets; 
one of the other sets of national rules currently contains no instances of 
‘unrepresented’ apart from its electronic-filing rule, so using ‘self-
represented’ in that rule set is easier to implement. The latest draft 
includes this different usage in different rule sets. This seems to be a 
tolerable divergence, but we will see what the Standing Committee thinks. 

(F) The current e-filing rules use the phrase “unrepresented person.” But if 
the presumption regarding e-filing is flipped, some might argue that 
unrepresented non-parties could use electronic filing. For that reason, the 
latest draft uses the phrase “unrepresented party.” Concededly, that would 
block an unrepresented person who seeks to intervene from using 
electronic filing. Drafting around that would be cumbersome. The current 
inclination is not to worry about unrepresented proposed intervenors. 
Ideas are welcome. 

(G) The latest draft explicitly spells out some things in ways that some could 
view as obvious or redundant. The reason is to help unrepresented parties. 
Despite the usual preference of the style consultants for concision, they are 
okay with the extra words here. 

(H) It might be worth updating the prison mailbox rule to address the 
timeliness of documents filed using an electronic filing program in an 
institution. But the latest draft does not attempt to do so; the thinking is 
that any such update should be handled as a separate project and treated 
as outside the scope of this project. 

(I) Chris Wolpert has pointed out that we should address case-initiating 
documents filed in the courts of appeals. We might want to allow electronic 
filing of such documents but not allow dependence on service via ECF. This 
is an issue that the Advisory Committee might want to address even apart 
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from this project. The latest draft would allow for a court of appeals, by 
local rule, to provide that a paper filed under seal or one that initiates a 
proceeding in the court of appeals under Rule 5, 15, or 21 must be served 
by other means. We need to add Rule 6 as well. 

(J) At this point, with Bankruptcy on board, there is no need for special rules 
to deal with bankruptcy appeals. 

Professor Struve then turned to another issue that has arisen in the working 
group discussions: What happens when things go wrong with electronic filing? The 
current rules provide that a clerk must not refuse to file a paper solely because it is 
not in proper form, FRAP 25(a)(4), and that a local rule imposing a requirement of 
form must not be enforced in a way that causes a party to lose any right because of a 
nonwillful failure to comply. FRAP 47(a)(2). 

Should the current project expand to think about these rules? Someone might 
file using a method that is not permitted, or in a format that is not permitted, or use 
ECF but screw it up. Do any of these involve a matter of form? The case law is not 
uniform. We may want to be careful here. Clerks might be concerned about parties 
filing willy-nilly. But protecting those who act in good faith and meet a deadline (a 
deadline that perhaps is jurisdictional) would promote fairness. The Supreme Court 
has a rule that might serve as a model. Expanding the scope of this project might 
make clerk’s offices worried. An expanded project would reach lawyers, too, some of 
whom are tech-challenged.  

The Reporter read Supreme Court Rule 14.5 and asked if the Committee might 
be interested in an Appellate Rule along those lines. 

Mr. Wolpert stated that it does seem like an elegant solution. But it would open 
a can of worms in the courts of appeals, which receive things in a wide variety of 
ways. We are currently considering a proposal that is quite significant. It is a good 
change that he supports. But it would be better to take on this new, related issue 
separately, at a later time, after we have first-hand experience with what is already 
being considered. Don’t act in a vacuum or fly blind; it is hard to predict; let’s deal 
with this informed by practical experience.  

A judge member found this persuasive. It’s a good idea but defer it. Keep it on 
the agenda for the future. An academic member tended to agree and asked if these 
were reasons to question the existing project. 

Mr. Wolpert responded that the existing project is a major change. It is 
thoughtful and thorough and leaves enough discretion to craft solutions that work for 
individual courts. Most if not all his colleagues agree. A big financial challenge is 
processing paper, most of which comes from pro se litigants. It is important to reduce 
paper to the extent possible. We should move forward with it. We generally bar filing 
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via email because of its relative unreliability, lack of an audit trail, and difficulties 
with receipts and logging. We are trying to craft a separate system for pro se litigants, 
apart from ECF, but do not want email. 

A lawyer member supported the idea of deferring until we have more 
experience. A filing may trigger a response, but most pro se filings in the Supreme 
Court need not be responded to. A liaison member added that it would be important 
to figure out when the time to respond begins to run. In the Supreme Court, it is not 
until docketing.  

The Reporter asked about ECF for case-initiating documents. How is it 
possible to rely on ECF for service? Perhaps we should have a more general provision 
for case-initiating documents rather than rely on local rules.  

 Mr. Wolpert responded that they had a local rule that did it wholesale but had 
to walk it back for case-initiating filings. Sometimes filings included complete and 
accurate information about who should be served, but sometimes they didn’t. In these 
cases, we don’t have access to the district court docket to see who needs to be served. 
A liaison member noted that in the Rule 5 context, there is a district court docket, 
but not in agency review cases.  

Professor Struve expressed her appreciation for the committee’s support.  

B. Privacy 

Carolyn Dubay presented a report regarding privacy protections, noting that 
this joint committee project began in 2022 and that we are at the stage of turning 
matters over to individual Advisory Committees, with the hope of presenting 
something at the June 2026 Standing Committee meeting. Bankruptcy, which 
presents a unique context, is the only Advisory Committee to have met so far this 
cycle. 

There are four major issues. Should complete redaction of social security 
numbers and tax identification numbers be required? Should EINs also be included? 
Should the protection of minors switch to the use of pseudonyms rather than initials? 
Should there be a provision that makes explicit that the requirements apply to 
exhibits and attachments, where most of the current violations occur.  

The Reporter explained that the Appellate Rules piggyback on the privacy 
rules applicable below, so this committee need not do anything. (Agenda book page 
212). However, at the last meeting, there was considerable support for an Appellate 
Rule that was more protective than the other rules, on the theory that whatever 
might be necessary below, it is not necessary to be filed publicly on appeal. If social 
security numbers are needed to identify debtors, they should be identified before any 
appeal is taken. There was support at the last meeting to get ahead of the other 
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committees and seek publication this past summer, but Judge Bates suggested that 
the Standing Committee would prefer to get everything at once. The Reporter added 
that there is no subcommittee of this Advisory Committee working on this project, 
and therefore particularly invited comment. 

A judge member voiced support for independent protection in the Appellate 
Rules. A lawyer member asked for (and received) an explanation of the special 
treatment of Railroad Retirement Act cases in the existing Rule and had no problem 
with proceeding. An academic member agreed it was a good idea, but wondered what 
would happen under the draft if a filing were made under seal but later unsealed. 
The Reporter thought that redaction would be taken care of as part of deciding the 
unsealing motion.  

The Reporter raised the question of what happens when a minor becomes an 
adult. Should the protection for minors apply only when the person is a minor at the 
time of filing (as a recent case from the Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit held 
under the existing rule), or should it apply to any filing for the duration of the 
litigation, or apply so long as the person was a minor at the time of the underlying 
events. No member of the Committee voiced a view. 

Judge Eid noted that we had skipped over the Federal Judicial Center report 
and asked Tim Reagan if he wanted to say anything. Mr. Reagan pointed to the 
written report. (Agenda book page 212). He added that the report discusses not only 
what the FJC does for other advisory committees, but also what it does to promote 
education. Sometimes a committee thinks that education about the existing rules, 
rather than a rules amendment, is the better approach.   

IV. Discussion of Matter Published for Public Comment 

A. Premature Petitions—Rule 15 (24-AP-G) 

Professor Huang presented the report regarding a proposed amendment to 
Rule 15 dealing with premature petitions. (Agenda book page 219). The proposed 
amendment was published for public comment with minor style changes made by the 
Standing Committee. (Agenda book page 221). We have not yet received any 
comments, but the comment period is open until February. 

The proposed amendment responds to a suggestion by Judge Randolph and is 
designed to remove a trap for the unwary in the administrative agency context, 
similar to the way a prior amendment worked for Rule 4. In some circuits, notably 
the D.C. Circuit, a petition to review (or an application to enforce) can effectively 
disappear when a motion for reconsideration is filed before the agency, requiring a 
party to file a second petition or application. The amendment would provide for a 
premature petition or application to ripen when the time is right. However, if a party 
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wants to challenge, not just the original decision, but the disposition of the motion for 
reconsideration, a new petition is required.  

No member of the Advisory Committee had anything to add at this point.  

The Committee took a break for approximately fifteen minutes and resumed 
at approximately 10:30. 

V. Discussion of Matters Before Subcommittees 

A. Intervention on Appeal (22-AP-G; 23-AP-C) 

The Reporter presented the report of the intervention on appeal subcommittee. 
(Agenda book page 227). There have been three developments considered by the 
subcommittee since the last meeting. First, the Federal Judicial Center completed its 
extensive research into motions to intervene in the courts of appeals and provided a 
report. Second, the Supreme Court broadly repudiated universal injunctions in 
Trump v. CASA, Inc. Third, the Supreme Court granted intervention in a case before 
it. 

In addition, the subcommittee considered a student note responding to this 
subcommittee’s work and arguing for a liberalized approach to intervention on 
appeal. 

The subcommittee was not persuaded to broadly allow intervention on appeal. 
Whatever the merits of a broad approach to intervention in the district courts, an 
appeal should focus on the correctness of the district court decision based on the way 
the case was shaped by the parties in the district court. 

Nor did the subcommittee find much guidance in the Supreme Court’s decision 
to permit intervention. There was no opinion (just an order); the motion was 
unopposed; and the case involved a constitutional challenge to a federal campaign 
finance statute that the Solicitor General, as respondent in the Supreme Court, urged 
the Court to find unconstitutional.  

The subcommittee does think that CASA will reduce the number of cases 
where intervention on appeal is sought, but CASA will not make them go away. The 
FJC report confirms that there is some uncertainty and conflict in the courts of 
appeals regarding intervention on appeal. The subcommittee does not claim that a 
new rule is urgent but does think that it is worth continuing to discuss. 

Based on the FJC report, the subcommittee does not think that there is a 
significant problem in agency cases, and therefore presents a working draft limited 
to cases on appeal from district courts.  
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Based on the feedback from the last Advisory Committee meeting, the 
subcommittee presented a working draft that is slimmed down from the last draft. It 
does not attempt to define categories of legal interests that can support intervention. 
But because there might still be some interest in doing so, the subcommittee report 
includes a discussion of what such a provision might look like, itself somewhat 
simplified from the prior working draft.  

The Reporter walked through the working draft. (Agenda book page 230). He 
asked if the Advisory Committee thinks that the working draft is on the right track. 
He specifically called attention to the question whether the court of appeals is in the 
best position to decide whether intervention should be for all purposes or should be 
more limited. 

A lawyer member said that he appreciated having a rule. It would be helpful 
to have something in writing when dealing with motions to intervene. 

A liaison member agreed that these issues aren’t going away. The structure 
seems sensible. It is good to not try to specify what legal interests count; attempting 
to do so is a trap.  

A lawyer member asked about the timing of a motion and whether the 
provision that describes intervention as for all purposes includes cert. The Reporter 
responded that intervention for all purposes would include petitioning for cert. and 
that some people move to intervene for the very purpose of seeking cert. He added 
that the subcommittee did not attempt to specify the timing more precisely because 
the need to intervene can arise at various stages, such as when an existing party 
changes position. 

A judge member stated that she was open to listing the interests that support 
intervention. The subcommittee was unable to come up with a way that was in 
between, on the one hand, listing those interests specifically and, on the other hand, 
simply requiring a “legal interest.” The subcommittee did, however, eliminate the 
most complicated kind of interest that had been included in the prior draft. 

A liaison member responded that there are a bunch of interests recognized in 
the FJC report. Listing the interests risks leaving something out. How the list in the 
subcommittee report would apply to a case where there was universal vacatur under 
the APA is opaque. Let people spell out their interest and let the court decide. 

A lawyer member stated that she likes the default position that intervention 
is for all purposes. It underscores the difference between being an amicus and a party. 
If there is a reason to narrow the scope of intervention, courts can do it.  

A judge member agreed, noting that this is generally true in the district court 
and that it would be odd for it to be different in the court of appeals.  
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A liaison member agreed, noting that questions of standing can arise, and a 
party is susceptible to discovery.  

Professor Struve noted that this is sensible but wondered whether the mandate 
would permit a district court to limit intervention once the court of appeals has 
granted intervention for all purposes. The liaison member added that the intervenor 
can ask the court of appeals to leave the issue open. In response to questions, he 
added that there might be issues such as standing that were not raised or adjudicated 
in the court of appeals that would not be precluded by the mandate.  

Judge Dever asked about the language describing intervention on appeal as 
“reserved for exceptional cases.” Other rules, such as Rule 40, describe something as 
“not favored.” Cross-check the language with other rules. The Reporter responded 
that the language in the draft was not drawn from other rules, but from case law 
dealing with intervention on appeal. Professor Struve noted that Rule 8 refers to “an 
exceptional case”; in that context, it refers to time requirements that are 
impracticable.  

Judge Dever asked about the timeliness requirement. The Reporter stated that 
the movant would have to explain the circumstances. A liaison member noted a 
concern that perhaps “exceptional cases” puts too much of a thumb on the scale.   

The subcommittee will consider this feedback as it continues its work. 

B. Reopening Time to Appeal—Rule 4 (24-AP-M) 

Judge Nichols was formally appointed the chair of the reopening time to appeal 
subcommittee and presented its report. (Agenda book page 309). The subcommittee 
had begun work on this suggestion, but it was put on hold after the Supreme Court 
granted cert in the Parrish case. 

In deciding Parrish, the Supreme Court held that a party need not file a 
duplicative notice of appeal after its motion to reopen the time to appeal has been 
granted. It also held that a single document can serve multiple purposes, such as a 
motion to reopen time to appeal and a notice of appeal.  

 The subcommittee saw three basic options. First, do nothing, and simply rely 
on the Court’s decision in Parrish. Second, disagree with the Court and revise the 
rule accordingly. No one on the subcommittee took this position. Third, codify Parrish. 

The subcommittee unanimously landed on the third option, suggesting the 
language that appears on page 316 of the agenda book, designed to codify with a little 
clarification. 
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 A judge member voiced support for codification. It is mostly pro se and 
prisoners who do not get notice in time. He appreciates the brevity. 

Professor Struve raised two concerns. First, she gets a little nervous about 
changes regarding notices of appeal, tending to be cautious and conservative on that 
score. She had her doubts about the Rule 3 project but has to say that it was 
beautifully done and enjoys reading appellate case law implementing it. Second, she 
likes the second sentence, but perhaps it belongs in Rule 3(c). The principal is not 
limited to the reopening context, is it? Is there a risk of a negative inference if the 
principal is stated here but not elsewhere? 

Judge Nichols responded that the subcommittee had not thought about that. 
He would not want to suggest that the principal applies only here. But moving it risks 
losing the benefit of clarity. 

Professor Struve suggested a cross reference to Rule 3. The Reporter suggested 
the possibility of including the statement in both Rule 3 and here. He added that the 
Supreme Court had specifically invited a rejection of its approach if the rule makers 
thought it appropriate; no member of the subcommittee did. 

 Mr. Wolpert suggested using the clause, “if it complies with Rule 3(c)(1).”  
Professor Struve added that Rule 3(c)(7) is relevant, too. A liaison member added that 
(c)(7) does not say anything about a paper serving multiple purposes. Judge Nichols 
noted that it is a good concept to say in Rule 3. A liaison member added that the 
concept should not be limited to the reopening context. An academic member 
suggested that perhaps the phrase “makes clear” should be replaced with “otherwise 
clear.” A judge member observed that repetition would be better than a cross-
reference so people will get the benefit from the rule. 

 Judge Dever said that the discussion reminded him of a discussion that the 
Evidence Committee had regarding whether to codify a Supreme Court decision 
regarding an exception allowing juror testimony regarding racial bias. This situation, 
however, adds the second sentence. The problem typically arises when a party is 
incarcerated. The party might bring a habeas petition but not get the decision because 
he has been moved. Expressing the idea of the second sentence in Rule 4 has value 
because that is the most common situation in which the problem arises. 

C.  Administrative Stays (24-AP-L) 

The Reporter presented the report of the administrative stays subcommittee. 
(Agenda book page 309). The subcommittee thinks that some concerns raised at the 
last Advisory Committee meeting can be dealt with fairly easily. In particular, to deal 
with parties who are in no rush, the phrase “unless the parties agree otherwise” can 
be added. And concerns about release of criminal defendants can be dealt with by 
making clear that Rule 8(c), Rule 9, and Criminal Rule 38 deal with stays and release 
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in criminal cases, not the new rule. Similarly, the new rule could make clear that it 
does not govern custody and release pending appeal in a habeas case, leaving that to 
Rule 23. 

On the other hand, the subcommittee thinks that more information would be 
useful to decide how serious the problem is, whether there should be a time limit on 
administrative stays, how long any such time limit should be, and whether agency 
cases should be excluded. Immigration cases may present their own unique issues.  

Based on the experience of the intervention subcommittee and the valuable 
FJC report in that area, the subcommittee thinks that FJC research here would also 
be valuable. Judge Eid has already asked the FJC to perform that research.  

Mr. Reagan stated that he spoke to the prior clerk representative and has 
begun to look at the data. He thinks the project is feasible. It will require looking at 
all stay motions, because administrative stays are typically issued sua sponte. It looks 
like there will be enough data to find unusual cases. He expects to use a 2024 filing 
cohort and envisions a 1-to-2-year project. This will be delayed if he gets furloughed 
due to the funding lapse. 

A judge member said that he had raised this issue with staff in the Ninth 
Circuit who reacted with horror at the time limit. He doesn’t see any foot dragging. 
The concerns arise in high profile cases. In the Ninth Circuit, the chief judge sends 
the stay motion to a merits panel right away. Things are done promptly. No one is 
complaining. Case by case decisions are appropriate. In environmental cases, it can 
take months to get the record. Be careful to not create a rule that does more damage. 
He can’t speak for other circuits, but there is no foot dragging in the Ninth Circuit, 
which hears one-third of appeals and is geographically spread out—unlike the D.C. 
Circuit where you can walk down the hall. But he does not object to the FJC gathering 
information; he can provide data from the Ninth Circuit. 

The Reporter asked if the Advisory Committee agreed with the subcommittee 
about the issues that can be managed.  

A judge member said that immigration cases are totally separate and should 
be separated out. A different judge member seconded that.  

Yet another judge member noted that there is disagreement among district 
judges whether they have inherent authority to grant administrative stays. If an 
Appellate Rule codifies the practice in the courts of appeal, perhaps that could have 
a negative implication regarding the district courts.  

Mr. Reagan sought and obtained clarification that the requested FJC research 
is about administrative stays, understood as stays involving the processing of the 
case, not stays in cases reviewing administrative agencies—temporary stays or 
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temporary administrative stays. The Reporter added that we have been using “stay” 
as shorthand and mean to include injunctions pending appeal; plus, some parties do 
ask for administrative stays as part of their motion for a stay pending appeal. Mr. 
Reagan acknowledged that as awareness of administrative stays grows, some are 
asking for them.   

VI. Discussion of Recent Suggestions 
 
A. Destination of Appeal (25-AP-A) 

The Reporter presented a recent suggestion from Anthony Mallgren regarding 
the destination of an appeal. (Agenda book page 325). Mr. Mallgren seems to suggest 
that Rule 3 be amended so that the district court clerk, rather than the appellant, be 
responsible for knowing the appropriate court of appeals. If one thinks only of appeals 
to the regional courts of appeals, this might seem sensible. But some appeals go to 
the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, and some even go directly to the 
Supreme Court. It is not too much to ask that an appellant designate the appropriate 
appellate court, especially since 28 U.S.C. § 1631 allows for transfer from a court 
without jurisdiction to the appropriate court. 

 A motion to remove the item from the agenda was approved unanimously.   

B. Uniform Bar (25-AP-B) 

The Reporter presented a recent suggestion from the National Women’s Law 
Center suggesting the adoption of a uniform rule for bar admission across the courts 
of appeals. (Agenda book page 329). There is a joint subcommittee working on a 
suggestion for a uniform rule for bar admission in the district courts. That 
subcommittee surveyed circuit clerks regarding the operation of Appellate Rule 46, 
and the overall response was that it was working well. The Advisory Committee 
might consider seeking representation on the joint subcommittee. Or it might 
consider its own subcommittee to address the suggestion, which focuses on varying 
requirements across the courts of appeals regarding which attorneys on a brief must 
be admitted to the court’s bar and differing pro hac vice requirements. One possible 
approach would be the one taken by the Supreme Court: Counsel of record must be a 
member of the bar of the relevant court. 

A lawyer member stated it is confusing because the circuits have different rules 
regarding who may be on a brief, who may sign a brief, and who may argue an appeal. 
Perhaps this is an appropriate situation for circuit federalism. We saw that with the 
filing deadline adopted by the Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit. Joining the 
existing joint subcommittee would not be effective. 

Professor Struve agreed with the latter point. One possibility discussed in the 
joint subcommittee would be making changes along the lines of what is now in 
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Appellate Rule 46. The issues are different than the ones raised here. In particular, 
some districts require bar admission in the state where the district court is located. 

Judge Eid stated that the circuit judges in the Tenth Circuit would have 
disparate views on this question. Mr. Wolpert added that there might be some 
objection because the Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit requires that anyone on 
a brief must be a member of the bar. The brief isn’t rejected. Instead, the clerk sends 
the form and asks the person to pay up. The court wants them to be subject to the 
court’s disciplinary authority. The one exception is an attorney general of a state who 
relies on assistant attorneys general. 

Another judge member concurred. Being admitted is a straightforward 
procedure. He chairs his court’s disciplinary committee. 

Another judge member agreed. A court can’t discipline a lawyer who is not a 
member of the bar.  

Professor Coquillette also agreed. Different state bar associations will have 
different views of model rules. Federal courts have their own disciplinary jurisdiction. 
Someone can get disbarred in one and not in another.  

The Reporter, noting the sense of the room, wanted to point out the concerns 
of the organization making the suggestion. It takes time and money to get every 
lawyer on a brief—perhaps an amicus brief by a nonprofit organization— admitted to 
the court’s bar. A lawyer member added that it is an issue for for-profit organizations, 
too. Younger associates want to see their names on briefs; getting four or five people 
admitted takes time and money. 

A judge member suggested thinking about some middle ground. Perhaps 
parties can be distinguished from amici. Perhaps counsel of record can be 
distinguished from other lawyers. 

Professor Coquillette stated that Rule 46 is already a middle ground. It is easy 
to get admitted to a court of appeals. By contrast, some district courts require a person 
to pass the bar in that state. That’s a big deal. 

A judge member noted that there have been cases where a person applied who 
had not been admitted anywhere or was disbarred.  

Another judge member said that the application for admission to the Court of 
Appeals for the Second Circuit is one page with four questions. He does four or five a 
day. He’s not trying to keep people out, but some people do inappropriate things. Let 
each circuit do its thing. 
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The Reporter suggested either a motion to remove the matter from the agenda 
or the appointment of a subcommittee. Professor Struve responded that other 
committees are considering the issue and might think differently.  

A lawyer member stated that, in some circuits, a certificate of good standing is 
required. Maybe there could be some uniformity there? Some are more strenuous 
than others; we can look at that.  

In response to a question, the Reporter clarified that if no motion is made to 
remove the item from the agenda and no subcommittee is appointed, it simply stays 
on the agenda.  

A different lawyer member suggested perhaps that signatories and counsel of 
record could be treated differently than everyone else simply on the brief.  

Professor Struve added a note of caution. Rule 46(c) authorizes a court to 
discipline an attorney who practices before it, even if not a member of that court’s 
bar. A judge member responded that this doesn’t work. 

Mr. Wolpert stated that the Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit does not 
require a certificate of good standing if a member of its own bar serves as a movant.  

A judge member reiterated that in his court it is two pages and four questions. 
Wouldn’t associates want to be admitted? 

A lawyer member responded that it isn’t that easy in all circuits. In the Federal 
Circuit, a certificate of good standing, no more than 30 days old, is required. A 
different lawyer member stated that in the Fifth Circuit, a certificate of good standing 
is required for one lawyer from each organization on a brief.  

A judge member stated that the District Court for D.C. requires a person to 
appear in person to be sworn in. He has objected to this onerous requirement.  

The item will remain on the agenda, but no subcommittee was appointed.  

C. Treatment of Tribes (25-AP-D) 

The Reporter presented a recent suggestion from the National Tribal Air 
Association regarding the treatment of tribes. (Agenda book 335). It had been 
submitted as a belated comment regarding the proposed amendments regarding 
amicus briefs, so it was docketed as a separate suggestion.  

The Advisory Committee had decided, when considering the treatment of 
tribes in the amicus rule, to defer that issue because the treatment of tribes cuts 
across other rules.  
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Judge Eid recalled that years ago, when she was a member of the Advisory 
Committee, it had considered the treatment of tribes in the Appellate Rules and 
determined to look again in (as she recalled) five years. Those five years have long 
passed. 

In response to a question, the Reporter noted that the tribes are concerned both 
about their dignity as sovereigns and about cases in which their interests are affected 
but they are not heard. 

A judge member suggested the formation of a subcommittee. Two other judge 
members agreed. Judge Eid appointed Justice Kruger, Judge Thomas, Judge Wesley, 
and Professor Huang.   

VII. Review of Impact and Effectiveness of Recent Rule Changes 

The Reporter directed the Committee’s attention to a table of recent 
amendments to the Appellate Rules. (Agenda book page 343). This matter is placed 
on the agenda to provide an opportunity to discuss whether anybody has noticed 
things that have gone well or gone poorly with our amendments. No one raised any 
concerns.  

VIII.  New Business 

No member of the Committee raised new business. 

X.  Adjournment 

Judge Dever thanked the team at the AO. We live in challenging times. The 
staff does great work and we appreciate it.  

The next meeting will be held on April 16, 2026, in Charlotte, NC. 

 The Committee adjourned at approximately 12:30 p.m. 


