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SUMMARY OF THE
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The Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure recommends that the Judicial

Conference:

I.

Approve the proposed amendments to Appellate Rules 25 and 42, as set forth in
Appendix A, and transmit them to the Supreme Court for consideration with a
recommendation that they be adopted by the Court and transmitted to Congress in
accordance With the 1aw..........ccooiiiiiiiii e pp. 6-7

a. Approve the proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 1007, 1020, 2009, 2012,
2015, 3002, 3010, 3011, 3014, 3016, 3017.1, 3018, 3019, 5005, 7004, and 8023,
and new Rule 3017.2, as set forth in Appendix B, and transmit them to the
Supreme Court for consideration with a recommendation that they be adopted by
the Court and transmitted to Congress in accordance with the law; and .... pp. 9-13

b. Approve, effective December 1, 2021, the proposed amendment to Official
Bankruptcy Form 122B, as set forth in Appendix B, for use in all bankruptcy
proceedings commenced after the effective date and, insofar as just and
practicable, all proceedings pending on the effective date ........................ pp. 13-14

Approve the proposed new Supplemental Rules for Social Security Review Actions
Under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), as set forth in Appendix C, and transmit them to the Supreme
Court for consideration with a recommendation that they be adopted by the Court and
transmitted to Congress in accordance with the law.........c..cocovininiinnnenn. pp- 18-21

Approve the proposed amendment to Rule 16, as set forth in Appendix D, and transmit it
to the Supreme Court for consideration with a recommendation that it be adopted by the

Court and transmitted to Congress in accordance with the law..............c..cccceeeee pp- 23-25

The remainder of the report is submitted for the record and includes the following for the

information of the Judicial Conference:
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NOTICE

NO RECOMMENDATIONS PRESENTED HEREIN REPRESENT THE POLICY OF THE JUDICIAL CONFERENCE

UNLESS APPROVED BY THE CONFERENCE ITSELF.
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REPORT OF THE JUDICIAL CONFERENCE
COMMITTEE ON RULES OF PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE

TO THE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE UNITED STATES AND MEMBERS OF THE
JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED STATES:

The Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure (Standing Committee or Committee)
met on June 22, 2021. Due to the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, the
meeting was held by videoconference. All members participated.

Representing the advisory committees were Judge Jay S. Bybee, Chair, and Professor
Edward Hartnett, Reporter, Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules; Judge Dennis Dow, Chair,
Professor S. Elizabeth Gibson, Reporter, and Professor Laura B. Bartell, Associate Reporter,
Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy Rules; Judge Robert M. Dow, Jr., Chair, Professor Edward
H. Cooper, Reporter, and Professor Richard Marcus, Associate Reporter, Advisory Committee
on Civil Rules; Judge Raymond M. Kethledge, Chair, Professor Sara Sun Beale, Reporter, and
Professor Nancy J. King, Associate Reporter, Advisory Committee on Criminal Rules; and Judge
Patrick J. Schiltz, Chair, and Professor Daniel J. Capra, Reporter, Advisory Committee on
Evidence Rules.

Also participating in the meeting were Professor Catherine T. Struve, the Standing
Committee’s Reporter; Professor Daniel R. Coquillette, Professor Bryan A. Garner, and
Professor Joseph Kimble, consultants to the Standing Committee; Julie Wilson, Acting Chief

Counsel, Rules Committee Staff; Bridget Healy and Scott Myers, Rules Committee Staff
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Counsel; Kevin Crenny, Law Clerk to the Standing Committee; and John S. Cooke, Director, and
Dr. Tim Reagan, Senior Research Associate, Federal Judicial Center (FJC).

Elizabeth J. Shapiro, Deputy Director, Federal Programs Branch, Civil Division, and
Andrew Goldsmith, National Coordinator of Criminal Discovery Initiatives, represented the
Department of Justice (DOJ) on behalf of Deputy Attorney General Lisa O. Monaco.

In addition to its general business, including a review of the status of pending rule
amendments in different stages of the Rules Enabling Act process and pending legislation
affecting the rules, the Standing Committee received and responded to reports from the five
advisory committees. The Committee also discussed the advisory committees’ work on
developing rules for emergencies as directed by the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic
Security (CARES) Act, Pub. L. No. 116-136, 134 Stat. 281 (Mar. 27, 2020). Additionally, the
Committee was briefed on the judiciary’s ongoing response to the COVID-19 pandemic and
discussed an action item regarding judiciary strategic planning.

EMERGENCY RULES!

Section 15002(b)(6) of the CARES Act directs the Judicial Conference and the Supreme
Court to consider rule amendments that address emergency measures that may be taken by the
courts when the President declares a national emergency. The advisory committees immediately
began to review their respective rules last spring in response to this directive and sought input
from the bench, bar, and public organizations to help evaluate the need for rules to address
emergency conditions. At its January 2021 meeting, the Standing Committee reviewed draft

rules developed by the Appellate, Bankruptcy, Civil, and Criminal Rules Committees in response

! The proposed rules and forms amendments approved for publication, including the proposed
emergency rules, will be published no later than August 15, 2021 and available on the Proposed
Amendments Published for Public Comment page on uscourts.gov.
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to that directive. The Evidence Rules Committee concluded that there is no need for an
emergency evidence rule.

In their initial review, the advisory committees concluded that the declaration of a rules
emergency should not be tied to a presidential declaration. Although § 15002(b)(6) directs the
Judicial Conference to consider emergency measures that may be taken by the federal courts
“when the President declares a national emergency under the National Emergencies Act,” the
reality is that the events giving rise to such an emergency declaration may not necessarily impair
the functioning of all or even some courts. Conversely, not all events that impair the functioning
of some or all courts will warrant the declaration of a national emergency by the President. The
advisory committees concluded that the judicial branch itself is best situated to determine
whether existing rules of procedure should be suspended.

A guiding principle in the advisory committees’ work was uniformity. Considerable
effort was devoted to developing emergency rules that are uniform to the extent reasonably
practicable given that each advisory committee also sought to develop the best rule possible to
promote the policies of its own set of rules. At its January 2021 meeting, the Standing
Committee encouraged the advisory committees to continue seeking uniformity and made a
number of suggestions to further that end. Since that meeting, the advisory committees have
made progress toward this goal in a number of important respects including: (1) who declares an
emergency; (2) the definition of a rules emergency; (3) limitations in the declaration; and
(4) early termination of declarations.

The advisory committees’ proposals initially diverged significantly on the question of
who could declare a rules emergency. Each rule gave authority to the Judicial Conference to do
so, but some of the draft emergency rules also allowed certain courts and judges to make the

declaration. In light of feedback received from the Committee at its January meeting, all of the
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proposed rules now provide the Judicial Conference with the sole authority to declare a rules
emergency.

The basic definition of what constitutes a “rules emergency” is now uniform across all
four emergency rules. A rules emergency is found when “extraordinary circumstances relating
to public health or safety, or affecting physical or electronic access to a court, substantially
impair the court’s ability to perform its functions in compliance with these rules.”

Proposed new Criminal Rule 62 (Criminal Rules Emergency) additionally requires that
“no feasible alternative measures would sufficiently address the impairment within a reasonable
time.” The other advisory committees saw no reason to impose this extra requirement in their
own emergency rules given the strict standards set forth in the basic definition. The Committee
approved divergence in this instance given the importance of the rights protected by the Criminal
Rules that would be affected in a rules emergency.

The proposed bankruptcy, civil, and criminal emergency rules all allow the Judicial
Conference to activate some or all of a predetermined set of emergency rules when a rules
emergency has been declared. But the language of proposed new Civil Rule 87 (Civil Rules
Emergency) differs from the other two. Proposed new Rule 87 states that the declaration of
emergency must “adopt all the emergency rules in Rule 87(c) unless it excepts one or more of
them.” The proposed bankruptcy and criminal emergency rules provide that a declaration of
emergency must ‘“state any restrictions on the authority granted in” the relevant subpart(s) of the
emergency rule in question. The Civil Rules Committee feared that authorizing the placement of
“restrictions on” the emergency rule variations listed in Rule 87(c) could cause problems by
suggesting that one of those emergency rules could be adopted subject to restrictions that might
alter the functioning of that particular emergency rule. The Civil Rules Committee designed

Rule 87 to authorize the Judicial Conference to adopt fewer than all of the emergency rules listed
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in Rule 87(c), but not to authorize the Judicial Conference to place additional “restrictions on”
the functioning of any specific emergency rule that it adopts. Emergency Rule 6(b)(2), in
particular, is intricately crafted and must be adopted, or not, in toto. After discussion, the
Committee supported publishing the rules with modestly divergent language on this point.
Each of the proposed emergency rules limits the term of the emergency declaration to
90 days. If the emergency is longer than 90 days, another declaration can be issued. Each rule
also provides for termination of an emergency declaration when the rules emergency conditions
no longer exist. Initially, there was disagreement about whether the rules should provide that the
Judicial Conference “must” or “may” enter the termination order. This matter was discussed at
the Committee’s January meeting and referred back to the advisory committees. After further
review, the advisory committees all agreed that the termination order should be discretionary.
While the four emergency rules are largely uniform with respect to the definition of a
rules emergency, the declaration of the rules emergency, and the standard length of and
procedure for early termination of a declaration, they exhibit some variations that flow from the
particularities of a given rules set. For example, the Appellate Rules Committee concluded that
existing Appellate Rule 2 (Suspension of Rules) already provides sufficient flexibility in a
particular case to address emergency situations. Its proposed emergency rule — a new
subdivision (b) to Rule 2 — expands that flexibility and allows a court of appeals to suspend most
provisions of the Appellate Rules for all cases in all or part of a circuit when the Judicial
Conference has declared a rules emergency. Proposed new Bankruptcy Rule 9038 (Bankruptcy
Rules Emergency) is primarily designed to allow for the extension of rules-based deadlines that
cannot normally be extended. Proposed new Civil Rule 87 focuses on methods for service of
process and deadlines for postjudgment motions. Proposed new Criminal Rule 62 would allow

for specified departures from the existing rules with respect to public access to the courts,
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methods of obtaining and verifying the defendant’s signature or consent, the number of alternate
jurors a court may impanel, and the uses of videoconferencing or teleconferencing in certain
situations.

After making modest changes to the text and note of proposed Criminal Rule 62 and to
the text of proposed Bankruptcy Rule 9038 and Civil Rule 87, the Standing Committee
unanimously approved all of the proposed emergency rules for publication for public comment
in August 2021. This schedule would put the emergency rules on track to take effect in
December 2023 (if approved at each stage of the Rules Enabling Act process and if Congress
takes no contrary action).

FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE
Rules Recommended for Approval and Transmission

The Advisory Committee on Appellate Rules recommended for final approval proposed

amendments to Rules 25 and 42.

Rule 25 (Filing and Service)

The proposed amendment to Rule 25(a)(5) concerning privacy protection was published
for public comment in August 2020. It would extend to petitions for review under the Railroad
Retirement Act the same restrictions on remote electronic access to electronic files that Civil
Rule 5.2(c) imposes in immigration cases and Social Security review actions. While Railroad
Retirement Act review proceedings are similar to Social Security review actions, the Railroad
Retirement Act review petitions are filed directly in the courts of appeals instead of the district
courts. The same limits on remote electronic access are appropriate for Railroad Retirement Act
proceedings, so the proposed amendment to Rule 25(a)(5) applies the provisions in Civil

Rule 5.2(c)(1) and (2) to such proceedings.
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Rule 42 (Voluntary Dismissal)

The proposed amendment to Rule 42 was published for public comment in August 2019.
At its June 2020 meeting, the Standing Committee queried how the proposed amendment might
interact with local circuit rules that require evidence of a criminal defendant’s consent to
dismissal of an appeal. The Standing Committee withheld approval pending further study, and
the Advisory Committee subsequently examined a number of local rules designed to ensure that
a defendant has consented to dismissal. These local rules take a variety of approaches such as
requiring a personally signed statement from the defendant or a statement from counsel about the
defendant’s knowledge and consent. The Advisory Committee added a new Rule 42(d) to the
amendment to explicitly authorize such local rules.

The Standing Committee unanimously approved the Advisory Committee’s
recommendation that the proposed amendments to Rules 25 and 42 be approved and transmitted
to the Judicial Conference.

Recommendation: That the Judicial Conference approve the proposed

amendments to Appellate Rules 25 and 42, as set forth in Appendix A, and

transmit them to the Supreme Court for consideration with a recommendation that

they be adopted by the Court and transmitted to Congress in accordance with the

law.

Rules Approved for Publication and Comment

As discussed in the emergency rules section of this report, the Advisory Committee
recommended that a proposed amendment to Rule 2 be published for public comment in August
2021. The Advisory Committee also recommended for publication a proposed amendment to
Rule 4 (Appeal as of Right—When Taken) to be published with the emergency rules proposals.
The Standing Committee unanimously approved the Advisory Committee’s recommendations.

Rule 4(a)(4)(A) provides that a motion listed in the rule and filed “within the time

allowed by” the Civil Rules re-sets the time to appeal a judgment in a civil case; specifically, it
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re-sets the appeal time to run “from the entry of the order disposing of the last such remaining
motion.” The Civil Rules set a 28-day deadline for filing most of the motions listed in

Rule 4(a)(4)(A), see Civil Rules 50(b), 52(b), and 59, but the deadline for a Civil Rule 60(b)
motion varies depending on the motion’s grounds. See Civil Rule 60(c)(1) (“A motion under
Rule 60(b) must be made within a reasonable time — and for reasons (1), (2), and (3) no more
than a year after the entry of the judgment or order or the date of the proceeding.”). For this
reason, Appellate Rule 4(a)(4)(A)(vi) does not give resetting effect to all Civil Rule 60(b)
motions that are filed within the time allowed by the Civil Rules, but only to those filed no later
than 28 days after entry of judgment — a limit that matches the 28-day time period applicable to
most of the other post-judgment motions listed in Appellate Rule 4(a)(4)(A).

Civil Rule 6(b)(2) prohibits extensions of the deadlines for motions “under Rules 50(b)
and (d), 52(b), 59(b), (d), and (e), and 60(b).” Proposed Emergency Civil Rule 6(b)(2) would lift
this prohibition, creating the possibility that (during an emergency) a district court might extend
the 28-day deadline for, inter alia, motions under Civil Rule 59. In that event, a Rule 59 motion
could have re-setting effect even if filed more than 28 days after the entry of judgment — but if
Appellate Rule 4(a)(4)(A) were to retain its current wording, a Rule 60(b) motion would have
re-setting effect only if filed within 28 days after entry of judgment. Such a disjuncture would be
undesirable, both because it could require courts to discern what is a Rule 59 motion and what is
instead a Rule 60(b) motion, and because parties might be uncertain as to how the court would
later categorize such a motion. To avoid this disjuncture and retain Rule 4(a)(4)(A)’s currently
parallel treatment of both types of re-setting motions, the proposed amendment would revise
Rule 4(a)(4)(A)(vi) by replacing the phrase “no later than 28 days after the judgment is entered”
with the phrase “within the time allowed for filing a motion under Rule 59.” The proposed

amendment would not make any change to the operation of Rule 4 in non-emergency situations.
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Information Items

The Advisory Committee met by videoconference on April 7, 2021. In addition to the
matters discussed above, agenda items included: (1) two suggestions related to Rule 29 (Brief of
an Amicus Curiae), including study of potential standards for when an amicus brief triggers
disqualification and a review of the disclosure requirements for organizations that file amicus
briefs; (2) a suggestion regarding the criteria for granting in forma pauperis status and the
disclosures directed by Appellate Form 4 (Affidavit Accompanying Motion for Permission to
Appeal In Forma Pauperis); (3) a suggestion to revise Rule 4(a)(2)’s treatment of premature
notices of appeal; and (4) the continued review of whether the time-counting rules’ presumptive
deadline for electronic filings should be moved earlier than midnight.

The Advisory Committee will reconsider proposed amendments it had approved for
publication that would abrogate Rule 35 (En Banc Determination) and amend Rule 40 (Petition
for Panel Rehearing) so as to consolidate in one amended Rule 40 all the provisions governing en
banc hearing and rehearing and panel rehearing. The Advisory Committee, in crafting that
proposal, had sought to accomplish this consolidation without altering the current substance of
Rule 35. Discussion in the Standing Committee brought to light questions about how to
implement the proposed consolidation as well as suggestions that additional aspects of current
Rule 35 be scrutinized. Accordingly, the Standing Committee re-committed the proposal to the
Advisory Committee for further consideration.

FEDERAL RULES OF BANKRUPTCY PROCEDURE
Rules and Form Recommended for Approval and Transmission

The Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy Rules recommended the following for final

approval: (1) Restyled Parts I and II of the Bankruptcy Rules; (2) proposed amendments to

12 rules, and a proposed new rule, in response to the Small Business Reorganization Act of 2019
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(SBRA), Pub. L. 116-54, 133 Stat. 1079 (Aug. 26, 2019), (Rules 1007, 1020, 2009, 2012, 2015,
3010, 3011, 3014, 3016, 3017.1, 3018, 3019, and new Rule 3017.2); (3) proposed amendments
to four additional rules (Rules 3002(c)(6), 5005, 7004, and 8023); and (4) a proposed amendment
to Official Form 122B in response to the SBRA. The proposed amendments were published for
public comment in August 2020. As to all of these proposed amendments other than the
Restyled Parts I and II of the Bankruptcy Rules, the Advisory Committee sought transmission to
the Judicial Conference; the Restyled Rules, as noted below, will be held for later transmission.

Restyled Rules Parts I and 11

Parts I and II of the Restyled Rules (the 1000 and 2000 series) received extensive
comments. Many of the comments addressed specific word choices, and changes responding to
those comments were incorporated into the versions that the Advisory Committee recommended
for final approval. The Advisory Committee rejected other suggestions. For example, the
National Bankruptcy Conference (NBC) objected to capitalizing of the words “Title,” “Chapter,”
and “Subchapter” because those terms are not capitalized in the Bankruptcy Code. The Advisory
Committee concluded that this change was purely stylistic and deferred to the Standing
Committee’s style consultants in retaining capitalization of those terms. The NBC also
suggested that the Restyled Rules add a “specific rule of interpretation” or be accompanied by “a
declarative statement in the Supreme Court order adopting the new rules” that would assert that
the restyling process was not intended to make substantive changes, and that the Restyled Rules
must be interpreted consistently with the current rules. The Advisory Committee disagreed with
this suggestion and noted that none of the four prior restyling projects (Appellate, Civil,
Criminal, and Evidence) included such a statement in the text of a rule or promulgating order.
As was done in the prior restyling projects, the Advisory Committee has included a general

committee note describing the restyling process. The note also emphasizes that restyling is not

Rules — Page 10



intended to make substantive changes to the rules. Moreover, the committee note after each
individual rule includes that following statement: “The language of Rule [ ] has been amended as
part of the general restyling of the Bankruptcy Rules to make them more easily understood and
to make style and terminology consistent throughout the rules. These changes are intended to be
stylistic only.”

The Advisory Committee recommended that the Standing Committee approve the 1000
and 2000 series of Restyled Rules as submitted, but that it wait until the remainder of the
Restyled Rules have been approved after publication in 2021 and 2022 before sending any of the
rules to the Judicial Conference. The Advisory Committee anticipates a final review of the full
set of Restyled Rules in 2023, after the upcoming publication periods end, to ensure that stylistic
conventions are consistent throughout the full set, and to incorporate any non-styling changes
that have been made to the rules while the restyling process has been ongoing. The Standing
Committee agreed with this approach and approved the 1000 and 2000 series, subject to
reconsideration once the Advisory Committee is ready to recommend approval and submission

of the full set of Restyled Rules to the Judicial Conference in 2023.

The SBRA-related Rule Amendments

The interim rules that the Advisory Committee issued in response to the enactment of the
Small Business Reorganization Act took effect as local rules or standing orders on February 19,
2020, the effective date of the Act. As part of the process of promulgating national rules
governing cases under subchapter V of chapter 11, the amended and new rules were published
for comment last summer, along with the SBRA-related form amendments.

The following rules were published for public comment:

e Rule 1007 (Lists, Schedules, Statements, and Other Documents; Time Limits);
e Rule 1020 (Chapter 11 Reorganization Case for Small Business Debtors);
e Rule 2009 (Trustees for Estates When Joint Administration Ordered);
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e Rule 2012 (Substitution of Trustee or Successor Trustee; Accounting);

e Rule 2015 (Duty to Keep Records, Make Reports, and Give Notice of Case or Change of
Status);

e Rule 3010 (Small Dividends and Payments in Cases Under Chapter 7, Subchapter V of
Chapter 11, Chapter 12, and Chapter 13);

e Rule 3011 (Unclaimed Funds in Cases Under Chapter 7, Subchapter V of Chapter 11,
Chapter 12, and Chapter 13);

e Rule 3014 (Election Under § 1111(b) by Secured Creditor in Chapter 9 Municipality or
Chapter 11 Reorganization Case);

e Rule 3016 (Filing of Plan and Disclosure Statement in a Chapter 9 Municipality or Chapter
11 Reorganization Case);

e Rule 3017.1 (Court Consideration of Disclosure Statement in a Small Business Case or in
a Case Under Subchapter V of Chapter 11);

e new Rule 3017.2 (Fixing of Dates by the Court in Subchapter V Cases in Which There Is
No Disclosure Statement);

e Rule 3018 (Acceptance or Rejection of Plan in a Chapter 9 Municipality or a Chapter 11
Reorganization Case); and

e Rule 3019 (Modification of Accepted Plan in a Chapter 9 Municipality or a Chapter 11
Reorganization Case).

No comments were submitted on these SBRA-related rule amendments, and the Advisory

Committee approved the rules as published.

Rules 3002(c)(6), 5005, 7004, and 8023

Rule 3002(c)(6) (Filing Proof of Claim or Interest). The rule currently requires a court to
apply different standards to a creditor request to extend the deadline to file a claim depending on
whether the creditor’s address is foreign or domestic. The proposed amendment would create a
uniform standard. Regardless of whether a creditor’s address is foreign or domestic, the court
could grant an extension if it finds that the notice was insufficient under the circumstances to
give that creditor a reasonable time to file a proof of claim. There were no comments, and the
Advisory Committee approved the proposed amendment as published.

Rule 5005 (Filing and Transmittal of Papers). The proposed amendment would allow
papers required to be transmitted to the United States trustee to be sent by filing with the court’s
electronic filing system, and would dispense with the requirement of proof of transmittal when

the transmittal is made by that means. The amendment would also eliminate the requirement for
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verification of the statement that provides proof of transmittal for papers transmitted other than
through the court’s electronic-filing system. The only comment submitted noted an error in the
redlining of the published version, but it recognized that the committee note clarified the
intended language. With that error corrected, the Advisory Committee approved the proposed
amendment.

Rule 7004 (Process, Service of Summons, Complaint). The amendment adds a new
subdivision (i) to make clear that service under Rules 7004(b)(3) or (h) may be made on an
officer, managing or general agent, or other agent by use of their titles rather than their names.
Although no comments were submitted, the Advisory Committee deleted a comma from the text
of the proposed amendment and modified the committee note slightly by changing the word
“Agent” to “Agent for Receiving Service of Process.” The Advisory Committee approved the
proposed amendment as revised.

Rule 8023 (Voluntary Dismissal). The proposed amendment to Rule 8023 would
conform the rule to the pending proposed amendment to Appellate Rule 42(b) (discussed earlier
in this report). The amendment would clarify, inter alia, that a court order is required for any
action other than a simple voluntary dismissal of an appeal. No comments were submitted, and
the Advisory Committee approved the proposed amendment as published.

SBRA-related Amendment to Official Form 122B (Chapter 11 Statement of Your Current
Monthly Income)

When the SBRA went into effect on February 19, 2020, the Advisory Committee issued
nine Official Bankruptcy Forms addressing the statutory changes. Unlike the SBRA-related rule
amendments, the SBRA-related form amendments were issued by the Advisory Committee
under its delegated authority to make conforming and technical amendments to the Official
Forms, subject to subsequent approval by the Standing Committee and notice to the Judicial

Conference. JCUS-MAR 2016, p. 24. Although the SBRA-related form amendments were
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already final, they were published for comment along with the proposed rule amendments in
order to ensure that the public had a thorough opportunity to review them. There were no
comments and the Advisory Committee took no further action with respect to them.

In addition to the previously approved SBRA-related form amendments, a proposed
amendment to Official Form 122B was published in order to correct an instruction embedded in
the form. The instruction currently explains that the form is to be used by individuals filing for
bankruptcy under Chapter 11. The form is not applicable under new subchapter V of chapter 11,
however, so the instruction was modified as follows (new text emphasized): “You must file this
form if you are an individual and are filing for bankruptcy under Chapter 11 (other than under
subchapter V).” There were no comments and the Advisory Committee approved the form as
published.

The Standing Committee unanimously approved the Advisory Committee’s
recommendations.

Recommendation: That the Judicial Conference:

a. Approve the proposed amendments to Bankruptcy Rules 1007, 1020,
2009, 2012, 2015, 3002, 3010, 3011, 3014, 3016, 3017.1, 3018, 3019,
5005, 7004, and 8023, and new Rule 3017.2, as set forth in Appendix B,
and transmit them to the Supreme Court for consideration with a
recommendation that they be adopted by the Court and transmitted to
Congress in accordance with the law.

b. Approve, effective December 1, 2021, the proposed amendment to
Official Bankruptcy Form 122B, as set forth in Appendix B, for use in all
bankruptcy proceedings commenced after the effective date and, insofar as
just and practicable, all proceedings pending on the effective date.

Official Rules and Forms Approved for Publication and Comment
The Advisory Committee submitted proposed amendments to the Restyled Rules Parts

III, IV, V, and VI (the 3000, 4000, 5000, and 6000 series of Bankruptcy Rules); Rule 3002.1;

Official Form 101; Official Forms 309E1 and 309E2; and new Official Forms 410C13-1N,
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410C13-1R, 410C13-10C, 410C13-10NC, and 410C13-10R with a recommendation that they be
published for public comment in August 2021. In addition, as discussed in the emergency rules
section of this report, the Advisory Committee recommended approval for publication of
proposed new Rule 9038 (Bankruptcy Rules Emergency). The Standing Committee
unanimously approved the Advisory Committee’s recommendations. The August 2021
publication package will also include proposed amendments to Rules 3011 and 8003, and
Official Form 417A, which the Standing Committee approved for publication in January 2021
and which are discussed in the Standing Committee’s March 2021 report.

Restyled Rules Parts I11. IV, V. and VI

The Advisory Committee sought approval for publication of Restyled Rules Parts III, IV,
V, and VI (the 3000, 4000, 5000, and 6000 series of Bankruptcy Rules). This is the second
group of Restyled Rules recommended for publication. The first group of Restyled Rules, as
noted above, received approval by the Standing Committee after publication and comment; and
the Advisory Committee expects to present the final group of Restyled Rules for publication next
year.

Rule 3002.1 (Notice Relating to Claims Secured by Security Interest in the Debtor’s Principal

Residence)

The proposed amendment is intended to encourage a greater degree of compliance with
the rule’s provisions for determining the status of a mortgage claim at the end of a chapter 13
case. Notably, the existing notice procedure used at the end of the case would be replaced with a
motion-based procedure that would result in a binding order from the court on the mortgage
claim’s status. The amended rule would also provide for a new midcase assessment of the

mortgage claim’s status in order to give the debtor an opportunity to cure any postpetition
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defaults that may have occurred. The amended rule includes proposed stylistic changes
throughout.

Official Form 101 (Voluntary Petition for Individuals Filing for Bankruptcy)

Changes are made to lines 2 and 4 of the form to clarify that the requirement to report
“other names you have used in the last 8 years ... [including] doing business as names” is meant
to elicit only names the debtor has personally used in doing business and not the names of
separate entities such as an LLC or corporation in which the debtor may have a financial interest.
Official Forms 309E1 (Notice of Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Case (For Individuals or Joint Debtors))

and 309E2 (Notice of Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Case (For Individuals or Joint Debtors under
Subchapter V))

The proposed amendments to line 7 of Official Form 309E1 and line 8 of Official Form
309E2 clarify the distinction between the deadline for objecting to discharge and the deadline for
seeking to have a debt excepted from discharge.

New Official Forms 410C13-1N (Trustee’s Midcase Notice of the Status of the Mortgage
Claim), 410C13-1R (Response to Trustee’s Midcase Notice of the Status of the Mortgage
Claim), 410C13-10C (Motion to Determine the Status of the Mortgage Claim (conduit)),
410C13-10NC (Motion to Determine the Status of the Mortgage Claim (nonconduit)), 410C13-
10R (Response to Trustee’s Motion to Determine the Status of the Mortgage Claim)

The proposed amendment to Rule 3002.1 discussed above calls for the use of five new
Official Forms. Subdivisions (f) and (g) of the amended rule would require the notices, motions,
and responses that a chapter 13 trustee and a holder of a mortgage claim must file to conform to
the appropriate Official Forms.

The first form — Official Form 410C13-1N — would be used by a trustee to provide the
notice required by Rule 3002.1(f)(1). This notice is filed midway through a chapter 13 case

(18-24 months after the petition was filed), and it requires the trustee to report on the status of
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payments to cure any prepetition arrearages and, if the trustee makes the ongoing postpetition
mortgage payments, the amount and date of the next payment.

Within 21 days after service of the trustee’s notice, the holder of the mortgage claim must
file a response using the second form — Official Form 410C13-1R. The claim holder must
indicate whether it agrees with the trustee’s statements about the cure of any prepetition
arrearage, and it must also provide information about the status of ongoing postpetition mortgage
payments.

The proposed third and fourth forms — Official Forms 410C13-10C and 410C13-10NC —
would implement Rule 3002.1(g)(1). One is used if the trustee made the ongoing postpetition
mortgage payments from the debtor’s plan payment (as a conduit), and the other is used if those
payments were made by the debtor directly to the holder of the mortgage claim (nonconduit).
This motion is filed at the end of a chapter 13 case when the debtor has completed all plan
payments, and it seeks a court order determining the status of the mortgage claim.

As required by Rule 3002.1(g)(2), the holder of the mortgage claim must respond to the
trustee’s motion within 28 days after service, using the final proposed form — Official Form
410C13-10R. The claim holder must indicate whether it agrees with the trustee’s statements
about the cure of any arrearages and the payment of any postpetition fees, expenses, and charges.
It must also provide information about the status of ongoing postpetition mortgage payments.

Information Items

The Advisory Committee met by videoconference on April 8, 2021. In addition to the
recommendations discussed above, the meeting covered a number of other matters, including a
suggestion by 45 law professors to streamline turnover procedures in light of City of Chicago v.

Fulton, 141 S. Ct. 585 (2021).
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In its January 2021 decision in City of Chicago v. Fulton, the Supreme Court held that a
creditor who continues to hold estate property acquired prior to a bankruptcy filing does not
violate the automatic stay under § 362(a)(3). City of Chicago, 141 S. Ct. at 592. In so ruling, the
Court found that a contrary reading of § 362(a)(3) would render superfluous § 542(a)’s
provisions for the turnover of estate property. /d. at 591. In a concurring opinion, Justice
Sotomayor noted that current procedures for turnover proceedings “can be quite slow” because
they must be pursued by an adversary proceeding. She stated, however, that “[i]t is up to the
Advisory Committee on Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure to consider amendments to the Rules
that ensure prompt resolution of debtors’ requests for turnover under § 542(a), especially where
debtors’ vehicles are concerned.” Id. at 595.

Acting on Justice Sotomayor’s suggestion, 45 law professors submitted a suggestion that
would allow turnover proceedings to be initiated by motion rather than adversary proceeding,
and the National Bankruptcy Conference has submitted a suggestion supportive of the law
professors’ position. A subcommittee of the Advisory Committee has begun consideration of the
suggestions and is gathering information about local rules and procedures that already allow for
turnover of certain estate property by motion.

FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE
Rules Recommended for Approval and Transmission

The Advisory Committee on Civil Rules recommended for final approval proposed new
Supplemental Rules for Social Security Review Actions Under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). The rules
were published for public comment in August 2020.

The proposal to append to the Civil Rules a set of supplemental rules for Social Security
disability review actions under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) was prompted by a suggestion by the

Administrative Conference of the United States that the Judicial Conference “develop for the
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Supreme Court’s consideration a uniform set of procedural rules for cases under the Social
Security Act in which an individual seeks district court review of a final administrative decision
of the Commissioner of Social Security pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).” Section 405(g)
provides that an individual may obtain review of a final decision of the Commissioner of Social
Security “by a civil action.” A nationwide study commissioned by the Administrative
Conference revealed widely differing district court procedures for these actions.

The proposed supplemental rules are the result of four years of extensive study by the
Advisory Committee, which included gathering additional data and information from the various
stakeholders (claimant and government representatives, district judges, and magistrate judges) as
well as feedback from the Standing Committee. As part of the process of developing possible
rules, the Advisory Committee had to answer two overarching questions: first, whether
rulemaking was the right approach (as opposed to model local rules or best practices); and,
second, whether the benefits of having a set of supplemental rules specific to § 405(g) cases
outweighed the departure from the usual presumption against promulgating rules applicable to
only a particular type of case (i.e., the presumption of trans-substantivity). Ultimately, the
Advisory Committee and the Standing Committee determined that the best way to address the
lack of uniformity in § 405(g) cases is through rulemaking. While concerns about departing
from the presumption of trans-substantivity are valid, those concerns are outweighed by the
benefit of achieving national uniformity in these cases.

The proposed supplemental rules are narrow in scope, provide for simplified pleadings
and service, make clear that cases are presented for decision on the briefs, and establish the
practice of treating the actions as appeals to be decided on the briefs and the administrative
record. Supplemental Rule 2 provides for commencing the action by filing a complaint, lists the

elements that must be stated in the complaint, and permits the plaintiff to add a short and plain
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statement of the grounds for relief. Supplemental Rule 3 directs the court to notify the
Commissioner of the action by transmitting a notice of electronic filing to the appropriate office
of the Social Security Administration and to the U.S. Attorney for the district. Under
Supplemental Rule 4, the answer may be limited to a certified copy of the administrative record
and any affirmative defenses under Civil Rule 8(c).

Supplemental Rule 5 provides for decision on the parties’ briefs, which must support
assertions of fact by citations to particular parts of the record. Supplemental Rules 6 through
8 set the times for filing and serving the briefs at 30 days for the plaintiff’s brief, 30 days for the
Commissioner’s brief, and 14 days for the plaintiff’s reply brief.

The public comment period elicited a modest number of comments and two witnesses at
a single public hearing. There is almost universal agreement that the proposed supplemental
rules establish an effective and uniform procedure, and there is widespread support from district
judges and the Federal Magistrate Judges Association. However, the DOJ opposed the
supplemental rules primarily on trans-substantivity grounds, favoring instead the adoption of a
model local rule.

The Advisory Committee made two changes to the rules in response to comments. First,
as published, the rules required that the complaint include the last four digits of the social
security number of the person for whom, and the person on whose wage record, benefits are
claimed. Because the Social Security Administration is in the process of implementing the
practice of assigning a unique alphanumeric identification, the rule was changed to require the
plaintiff to “includ[e] any identifying designation provided by the Commissioner with the final
decision.” (The committee note was subsequently augmented to observe that “[i]n current
practice, this designation is called the Beneficiary Notice Control Number.””) Second, language

was added to Supplemental Rule 6 to make it clear that the 30 days for the plaintift’s brief run
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from entry of an order disposing of the last remaining motion filed under Civil Rule 12 if that is
later than 30 days from the filing of the answer. At its meeting, the Standing Committee made
minor changes to Supplemental Rule 2(b)(1) — the paragraph setting out the contents of the
complaint — in an effort to make that paragraph easier to read; it also made minor changes to the
committee note.

With the exception of the DOJ, which abstained from voting, the Standing Committee
unanimously approved the Advisory Committee’s recommendation that the new Supplemental
Rules for Social Security Review Actions Under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) be approved and transmitted
to the Judicial Conference.

Recommendation: That the Judicial Conference approve the proposed new

Supplemental Rules for Social Security Review Actions Under 42 U.S.C.

§ 405(g), as set forth in Appendix C, and transmit them to the Supreme Court for

consideration with a recommendation that they be adopted by the Court and

transmitted to Congress in accordance with the law.

Rule Approved for Publication and Comment

As discussed in the emergency rules section of this report, the Advisory Committee
recommended that proposed new Rule 87 (Civil Rules Emergency) be published for public
comment in August 2021. The Standing Committee unanimously approved the Advisory
Committee’s recommendation. The August 2021 publication package will also include proposed
amendments to Civil Rules 15 and 72 that were previously approved for publication in January
2021 (as set out in the Standing Committee’s March 2021 report).

Information Items

The Advisory Committee met by videoconference on April 23, 2021. In addition to the

action items discussed above, the Advisory Committee considered reports on the work of the

Subcommittee on Multidistrict Litigation, including a March 2021 conference on issues

regarding leadership counsel and judicial supervision of settlement, as well as the work of the
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newly reactivated Discovery Subcommittee. The Advisory Committee also determined to keep
on its study agenda suggestions to develop uniform in forma pauperis standards and procedures,
and to amend Rule 9(b) (Pleading Special Matters — Fraud or Mistake; Conditions of Mind).

The Advisory Committee will reconsider a proposed amendment to Rule 12(a)(4)(A), the
rule that governs the effect of a motion on the time to file responsive pleadings, following
discussion and feedback provided at the Standing Committee meeting. The proposed
amendment would have extended from 14 days to 60 days the presumptive time for the United
States to serve a responsive pleading after a court denies or postpones a disposition on a Rule 12
motion “if the defendant is a United States officer or employee sued in an individual capacity for
an act or omission occurring in connection with duties performed on the United States’ behalf.”
The DOIJ sought this change based on its need for time to consider taking an appeal, to decide on
strategy and sometimes representation questions, and to provide for consultation between local
U.S. Attorney offices and the DOJ or the Solicitor General. The Advisory Committee
determined that extending the time to 60 days would be consistent with other time periods
applicable to the United States (e.g., Rule 12(a)(3), which provides a 60-day time to answer in
such cases, and Appellate Rule 4(a)(1)(B)(iv), which sets civil appeal time at 60 days).

The proposed amendment has not been without controversy. It was published for public
comment in August 2020 and, of the three comments received, two expressed concern that the
proposed amendment was imbalanced and would cause unwarranted delay; that plaintiffs in
these actions often are involved in situations that call for significant police reforms; that the
amendment would exacerbate existing problems with the qualified immunity doctrine; and that
the proposal was overbroad in that it would accord the lengthened period in actions in which
there is no immunity defense. Discussion at the Advisory Committee’s April 2021 meeting

focused on two major concerns. First, some thought the amendment might be overbroad and
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should be limited only to immunity defenses; however, a motion to add this limitation failed.
Second, there was concern over whether the 60-day time period was too long. Ultimately,
however, the Advisory Committee approved the proposed amendment by a divided vote.

At its meeting, members of the Standing Committee expressed similar concerns about the
60-day time period being too long, especially given that the time period for other litigants is
14 days. After much discussion, the Standing Committee asked the Advisory Committee to
obtain more information on factors that would justify lengthening the period and consider further
the amount of time that those factors would justify.

FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE
Rule Recommended for Approval and Transmission

The Advisory Committee on Criminal Rules recommended for final approval a proposed
amendment to Rule 16 (Discovery and Inspection). The proposal was published for public
comment in August 2020.

The proposed amendment to Rule 16, the principal rule that governs discovery in
criminal cases, would clarify the scope and timing of expert discovery. The Advisory
Committee developed its proposal in response to three suggestions (two from district judges) that
pretrial disclosure of expert testimony in criminal cases under Rule 16 should more closely
parallel Civil Rule 26.

With the aid of an extensive briefing presented by the DOJ to the Advisory Committee at
its fall 2018 meeting and a May 2019 miniconference that brought together experienced defense
attorneys, prosecutors, and DOJ representatives, the Advisory Committee concluded that the two
core problems of greatest concern to practitioners are the lack of (1) adequate specificity

regarding what information must be disclosed, and (2) an enforceable deadline for disclosure.
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The proposed amendment addresses both problems by clarifying the scope and timing of
the parties’ obligations to disclose expert testimony they intend to present at trial. It is meant to
facilitate trial preparation, allowing the parties a fair opportunity to prepare to cross-examine
expert witnesses and secure opposing expert testimony if needed. Importantly, the proposed new
provisions are reciprocal. Like the existing provisions, the amended paragraphs — (a)(1)(G)
(government’s disclosures) and (b)(1)(C) (defendant’s disclosures) — generally mirror one
another.

The proposed amendment limits the disclosure obligation to testimony the party will use
in the party’s case-in-chief and (as to the government) testimony the government will use to
rebut testimony timely disclosed by the defense under (b)(1)(C). The amendment deletes the
current Rule’s reference to “a written summary of” testimony and instead requires “a complete
statement of” the witness’s opinions. Regarding timing, the proposed amendment does not set a
specific deadline but instead specifies that the court, by order or local rule, must set a deadline
for each party’s disclosure “sufficiently before trial to provide a fair opportunity” for the
opposing party to meet the evidence.

The Advisory Committee received six comments on the proposed amendment. Although
all were generally supportive, they proposed various changes to the text and the committee note.
The provisions regarding timing elicited the most feedback, with several commenters advocating
that the rule should set default deadlines (though these commenters did not agree on what those
default deadlines should be). The Advisory Committee considered these suggestions but
remained convinced that the rule should permit courts and judges to tailor disclosure deadlines
based on local practice, varying caseloads from district to district, and the circumstances of
specific cases. Deadlines for disclosure must also be sensitive to the requirements of the Speedy

Trial Act. And under existing Rule 16.1, the parties “must confer and try to agree on a timetable
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and procedures for pretrial disclosure”; any resulting recommendations by the parties will inform
the court’s choice of deadlines.

Commenters also focused on the scope of required disclosures, with one commenter
suggesting the deletion of the word “complete” from the phrase “a complete statement of all
opinions” and another commenter proposing expansion of the disclosure obligation (for instance,
to include transcripts of prior testimony) as well as expansion of the stages in the criminal
process at which disclosure would be required. The Advisory Committee declined to delete the
word “complete,” which is key in order to address the noted problem under the existing rule of
insufficient disclosures. As to the proposed expansion of the amendment, such a change would
require republication (slowing the amendment process) and might endanger the laboriously
obtained consensus that has enabled the proposed amendment to proceed.

After fully considering and discussing the public comments, the Advisory Committee
decided against making any of the suggested changes to the proposal. It did, however, make
several non-substantive clarifying changes.

The Standing Committee unanimously approved the Advisory Committee’s
recommendation that the proposed amendment to Rule 16 be approved and transmitted to the
Judicial Conference.

Recommendation: That the Judicial Conference approve the proposed

amendment to Rule 16, as set forth in Appendix D, and transmit it to the Supreme

Court for consideration with a recommendation that it be adopted by the Court

and transmitted to Congress in accordance with the law.

Rule Approved for Publication and Comment

As discussed in the emergency rules section of this report, the Advisory Committee

recommended that proposed new Rule 62 (Criminal Rules Emergency) be published for public

comment in August 2021. The Standing Committee unanimously approved the Advisory

Committee’s recommendation.
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Information Items
The Advisory Committee met by videoconference on May 11, 2021. The meeting
focused on approval for publication of proposed new Rule 62 as well as final approval of the
proposed amendments to Rule 16. Both of these items are discussed above. The Advisory
Committee also received a report from the Rule 6 Subcommittee and considered suggestions for
new amendments to a number of rules, including Rules 11 and 16.

Rule 11 (Pleas)

The Advisory Committee has received a proposal to amend Rule 11 to allow a negotiated
plea of not guilty by reason of insanity. Title 18 U.S.C. § 4242(b), enacted as part of the Insanity
Defense Reform Act of 1984, provides a procedure by which a defendant may be found not
guilty by reason of insanity; however, neither the plea nor the plea agreement provisions of
Rule 11 expressly provide for pleas of not guilty by reason of insanity. Rule 11(a)(1) provides
that “[a] defendant may plead not guilty, guilty, or (with the court’s consent) nolo contendere,”
and Rule 11(c)(1) provides a procedure for plea agreements “[i]f the defendant pleads guilty or
nolo contendere to either a charged offense or a lesser or related offense.” Initial research by the
Rules Committee Staff found a number of instances in which a jury trial was avoided because
both parties agreed on the appropriateness of a verdict of not guilty by reason of insanity. The
procedure used in those instances was to hold a bench trial at which all the facts were stipulated
in advance. This meets the statutory requirement of a verdict and does not use the Rule 11 plea
procedure. The Advisory Committee determined to retain the suggestion on its study agenda in
order to conduct further research on the use of the stipulated trial alternative.

Rule 16 (Discovery and Inspection)

The Advisory Committee considered two new suggestions to amend Rule 16 to require

that judges inform prosecutors of their Brady obligations. Although the recently enacted Due
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Process Protections Act, Pub. L. No. 116-182, 131 Stat. 894 (Oct. 21, 2020), requires individual
districts to devise their own rules, the suggestions urge the Advisory Committee to develop a
national standard. The Advisory Committee determined that it would not be appropriate to
propose a national rule at this time, but placed the suggestions on its study agenda to follow the
developments in the various circuits and districts, and to consider further whether the Advisory
Committee has the authority to depart from the dispersion of decision making Congress specified
in the Act.

Rule 6 (The Grand Jury)

In May 2020, the Advisory Committee formed a subcommittee to consider suggestions to
amend Rule 6(e)’s provisions on grand jury secrecy. The formation of the subcommittee was
prompted by two suggestions proposing the addition of an exception to the grand jury secrecy
provisions to include materials of historical or public interest. Two additional suggestions have
been submitted in light of recent appellate decisions holding that district courts lack inherent
authority to disclose material not explicitly included in the exceptions listed in Rule 6(¢)(2)(b).
See McKeever v. Barr, 920 F.3d 842 (D.C. Cir. 2019), cert. denied, 140 S. Ct. 597 (2020); Pitch
v. United States, 953 F.3d 1226 (11th Cir.) (en banc), cert. denied, 141 S. Ct. 624 (2020); see
also Department of Justice v. House Committee on the Judiciary, No. 19-1328 (cert. granted July
2, 2020; case remanded with instructions to vacate the order below on mootness grounds, July 2,
2021) (presenting the question regarding the exclusivity of the Rule 6(e) exceptions).
Additionally, in a statement respecting the denial of certiorari in McKeever, Justice Breyer
pointed out a conflict among the circuit courts regarding whether the district court retains
inherent authority to release grand jury materials in “appropriate cases” outside of the exceptions
enumerated in Rule 6(e). 140 S. Ct. at 598 (statement of Breyer, J.). He stated that “[w]hether

district courts retain authority to release grand jury material outside those situations specifically
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enumerated in the Rules, or in situations like this, is an important question. It is one I think the
Rules Committee both can and should revisit.” 1d.

The two most recent suggestions submitted in reaction to this line of cases include one
from the DOJ suggesting an amendment to authorize the issuance of temporary non-disclosure
orders to accompany grand jury subpoenas in appropriate circumstances. In the past, courts had
issued such orders based on their inherent authority over grand jury proceedings; however, some
district courts have stopped issuing delayed disclosure orders in light of McKeever. Second, two
district judges have suggested an amendment that would explicitly permit courts to issue
redacted judicial opinions when there is potential for disclosure of matters occurring before the
grand jury.

In April, the subcommittee held a day-long virtual miniconference to gather more
information about the proposals to amend Rule 6 to add exceptions to the secrecy provisions.
The subcommittee obtained a wide range of views from academics, journalists, private
practitioners (including some who had previously served as federal prosecutors but also
represented private parties affected by grand jury proceedings), representatives from the DOJ,
and the general counsel of the National Archives and Records Administration.

The Advisory Committee has also referred to the subcommittee a proposal to amend
Rule 6 to expressly authorize forepersons to grant individual grand jurors temporary excuses to
attend to personal matters. Forepersons have this authority in some, but not all, districts.

The Rule 6 Subcommittee plans to present its recommendations to the Advisory

Committee at its fall meeting.
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FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE
Rules Approved for Publication and Comment
The Advisory Committee on Evidence Rules submitted proposed amendments to
Rules 106, 615, and 702 with a recommendation that they be published for public comment. The
Standing Committee unanimously approved the Advisory Committee’s recommendation.

Rule 106 (Remainder of or Related Writings or Recorded Statements)

The proposed amendment to Rule 106 would fix two problems with Rule 106, often
referred to as the “rule of completeness.” Rule 106 provides that if a party introduces all or part
of a written or recorded statement in a way that is misleading, the opponent may require
admission of a completing portion of the statement in order to correct the misimpression. The
rule prevents juries from being misled by the selective introduction of portions of a written or
recorded statement. The proposed amendment is intended to resolve two issues. First, courts
disagree on whether the completing portion of the statement can be excluded under the hearsay
rule. The proposed amendment clarifies that the completing portion is admissible over a hearsay
objection. (The use to which the completing portion may be put — that is, whether it is admitted
for its truth or only to prove that the completing portion of the statement was made — will be
within the court’s discretion.) Second, the current rule applies to written and recorded statements
but not unrecorded oral statements leading many courts to allow for completion of such
statements under another rule of evidence or under the common law. This is particularly
problematic because Rule 106 issues often arise at trial when there may not be time for the court
or the parties to stop and thoroughly research other evidence rules or the relevant common law.
The proposed amendment would revise Rule 106 so that it would apply to all written or oral

statements and would fully supersede the common law.
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Rule 615 (Excluding Witnesses)

The proposed amendment to Rule 615 addresses two difficulties with the current rule.
First, it addresses the scope of a Rule 615 exclusion order. Rule 615 currently provides, with
certain exceptions, that “[a]t a party’s request, the court must order witnesses excluded so that
they cannot hear other witnesses’ testimony.” The court may also exclude witnesses on its own
initiative. The circuits are split, however, on whether the typical simple and brief orders that
courts issue under Rule 615 operate only to physically exclude witnesses from the courtroom, or
whether they also prevent witnesses from learning about what happens in the courtroom while
they are excluded. The proposed amendment would explicitly authorize judges to enter orders
that go beyond a standard Rule 615 order to prevent witnesses from learning about what happens
in the courtroom while they are excluded. This will clarify that any additional restrictions are
not implicit in a standard Rule 615 order. The committee note observes that the rule, as
amended, would apply to virtual trials as well as live ones.

Second, the proposed amendment clarifies the scope of the rule’s exemption from
exclusion for entity representatives. Under Rule 615, a court cannot exclude parties from a
courtroom, and if one of the parties is an entity, that party can have an officer or employee in the
courtroom. Some courts allow an entity-party to have multiple representatives in the courtroom
without making any kind of showing that multiple representatives are necessary. In the interests
of fairness, the Advisory Committee proposes to amend the rule to make clear that an entity-
party can designate only one officer or employee to be exempt from exclusion as of right. As
with any party, an entity-party can seek an additional exemption from exclusion by arguing that
one or more additional representatives are “essential to presenting the party’s claim or defense”

under current Rule 615(c) (which would become Rule 615(a)(3)).
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Rule 702 (Testimony by Expert Witnesses)

The proposed amendment to Rule 702 concerns the admission of expert testimony. Over
the past several years the Advisory Committee has thoroughly considered Rule 702 and has
determined that it should be amended to address two issues. The first issue concerns the
standard a judge should apply in deciding whether expert testimony should be admitted. Under
Rule 702, such testimony must be based on sufficient facts or data and must be the product of
reliable principles and methods, and the expert must have “reliably applied the principles and
methods to the facts of the case.” A proper reading of the rule is that a judge should not admit
expert testimony unless the judge first finds by a preponderance of the evidence that each of
these requirements is met. The problem is that many judges have not been correctly applying
Rule 702 and there is a lot of confusing or misleading language in court decisions, including
appellate decisions. Many courts have treated these Rule 702 requirements as if they go merely
to the testimony’s weight rather than to its admissibility. For example, instead of asking whether
an expert’s opinion is based on sufficient data, some courts have asked whether a reasonable
Jjury could find that the opinion is based on sufficient data. The Advisory Committee voted
unanimously to amend Rule 702 to make it clear that expert testimony should not be admitted
unless the judge first finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the expert is relying on
sufficient facts or data, and employing a reliable methodology that is reliably applied. The
amendment would not change the law but would clarify the rule so that it is not misapplied.

The second issue addressed by the proposed amendment to Rule 702 is that of
overstatement — experts overstating the certainty of their conclusions beyond what can be
supported by the underlying science or other methodology as properly applied to the facts. There
had been significant disagreement among members of the Advisory Committee on this issue.

The criminal defense bar felt strongly that the problem should be addressed by adding a new
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subsection that explicitly prohibits this kind of overstatement. The DOJ opposed such an
addition, pointing to its own internal processes aimed at preventing overstatement by its forensic
experts and arguing that the problem with overstatement is caused by poor lawyering (i.e., failure
to make available objections) rather than poor rules. The Advisory Committee reached a
compromise position, which entails changing Rule 702(d)’s current requirement that “the expert
has reliably applied the principles and methods to the facts of the case” to require that “the
expert’s opinion reflects a reliable application of the principles and methods to the facts of the
case.” The committee note explains that this change to Rule 702(d) is designed to help focus
judges and parties on whether the conclusions being expressed by an expert are overstated.
Information Items

The Advisory Committee met by videoconference on April 30, 2021. Discussion items
included a possible new rule to set safeguards concerning juror questioning of witnesses and
possible amendments to Rule 611 (Mode and Order of Examining Witnesses and Presenting
Evidence) regarding the use of illustrative aids at trial; Rule 1006 (Summaries to Prove Content)
to provide greater guidance to the courts on the admissibility and proper use of summary
evidence under Rule 1006; Rule 801 (Definitions That Apply to This Article; Exclusions from
Hearsay) regarding admissibility of statements offered against a successor-in-interest; and
Rules 407 (Subsequent Remedial Measures), 613 (Witness’s Prior Statement), 804 (Hearsay
Exceptions; Declarant Unavailable), and 806 (Attacking and Supporting the Declarant) to
address circuit splits. The Advisory Committee discussed, and decided not to pursue, possible
amendments to Rule 611(a) (to address how courts have been using that rule) and to Article X of
the Evidence Rules (to address the best evidence rule’s application to recordings in a foreign

language).
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OTHER ITEMS

An additional action item before the Standing Committee was a request by the Judiciary
Planning Coordinator, Chief Judge Jeffrey R. Howard, that the Committee refresh and report on
its consideration of strategic initiatives. The Committee was also invited to suggest topics for
discussion at future long-range planning meetings of Judicial Conference committee chairs. No
members of the Committee suggested any changes to the proposed status report concerning the
Committee’s ongoing initiatives. Those initiatives include: (1) Evaluating the Rules Governing
Disclosure Obligations in Criminal Cases; (2) Evaluating the Impact of Technological Advances;
(3) Bankruptcy Rules Restyling; and (4) Examining Ways to Reduce Cost and Increase
Efficiency in Civil Litigation. The proposed status report also includes the addition of one new
initiative — the emergency rules project described above — which is linked to Strategy 5.1:
Harness the Potential of Technology to Identify and Meet the Needs of Judiciary Users and the
Public for Information, Service, and Access to the Courts. The Standing Committee did not
identify any topics for discussion at future long-range planning meetings. This was
communicated to Chief Judge Howard by letter dated July 13, 2021.

Respectfully submitted,

J e D O~

John D. Bates, Chair

Jesse M. Furman Carolyn B. Kuhl
Daniel C. Girard Patricia A. Millett
Robert J. Giuffra, Jr. Lisa O. Monaco
Frank M. Hull Gene E.K. Pratter
William J. Kayatta, Jr. Kosta Stojilkovic
Peter D. Keisler Jennifer G. Zipps

William K. Kelley

Appendix A — Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure (proposed amendments and supporting
report excerpt)
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Appendix B — Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure and Official Bankruptcy Forms (proposed
amendments and supporting report excerpt)

Appendix C — Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (proposed new supplemental rules and
supporting report excerpt)

Appendix D — Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure (proposed amendment and supporting report
excerpt)
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Agenda E-19 (Appendix A)

Rules

September 2021

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE
FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE!

Rule 25.  Filing and Service

(a) Filing.

)

% %k ok ok o3k

Privacy Protection. An appeal in a case
whose privacy protection was governed by
Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 9037,
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5.2, or
Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 49.1 is
governed by the same rule on appeal. In all
other proceedings, privacy protection is
governed by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
5.2, except that Federal Rule of Criminal
Procedure 49.1 governs when an

extraordinary writ is sought in a criminal

! New material is underlined; matter to be omitted is

lined through.
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case. The provisions on remote electronic

access in Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

5.2(c)(1) and (2) apply in a petition for

review of a benefits decision of the Railroad

Retirement Board under the Railroad

Retirement Act.

% %k ok ok o3k

Committee Note

There are close parallels between the Social Security
Act and the Railroad Retirement Act. One difference,
however, is that judicial review in Social Security cases is
initiated in the district courts, while judicial review in
Railroad Retirement cases is initiated directly in the courts
of appeals. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5.2 protects
privacy in Social Security cases by limiting remote
electronic access. The amendment extends those protections
to Railroad Retirement cases.
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FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE 3

Rule 42.

(b)

Voluntary Dismissal

% %k ok ok o3k

Dismissal in the Court of Appeals.

(1)

Stipulated Dismissal. The circuit clerk may

(2)

must dismiss a docketed appeal if the parties
file a signed dismissal agreement specifying
how costs are to be paid and pay any court

fees that are due. But-no—mandateorother
) ” e

Appellant’s Motion to Dismiss. An appeal

3)

may be dismissed on the appellant’s motion
on terms agreed to by the parties or fixed by
the court.

Other Relief. A court order is required for

any relief under Rule 42(b)(1) or (2) beyond

the dismissal of an appeal—including

approving a settlement, vacating an action of
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the district court or an administrative agency,

or remanding the case to either of them.

() Court Approval. This Rule 42 does not alter the

legal requirements governing court approval of a

settlement, payment, or other consideration.

(d) Criminal Cases. A court may. by local rule, impose

requirements to confirm that a defendant has

consented to the dismissal of an appeal in a criminal

case.
Committee Note

The amendment restores the requirement, in effect
prior to the restyling of the Federal Rules of Appellate
Procedure, that the circuit clerk dismiss an appeal if all
parties so agree. It also clarifies that the fees that must be
paid are court fees, not attorney’s fees. The rule does not
alter the legal requirements governing court approval of a
settlement, payment, or other consideration. See, e.g.,
Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(e) (requiring