February 22, 1978
From Council on Court Procedures, University of Oregon Law Center,
Eugene, Oregon

EUGENE —-- A public meeting of the Council on Court Procedures will
be held in the Fourth Congressional District on Saturday, March 4, 1978,
in Harris Hall, Lane County Courthouse Complex, Eugene, Oregon, commencing
at 9:30 a.m. At this time, the Council will receive public comment and
consider various suggested revisions to the Oregon pleading, practice and

procedure rules.



COUNCIL ON COURT PROCEDURES
AGENDA
MARCH 4, 1978

HARRIS HALL, LANE COUNTY COURTHOUSE COMPLEX
EUGENE, OREGON

1. Public statements
2. Report of Subcommittees
3. Prial procedure
a. ORS 17.160 Examination of jurors by court
b. ORS 17.210(4) Length of argument
c. ORS 17.255(2) Written instructions
d. ORS 17.431 Findings of fact in non-jury cases

e. ORS 17.615 New trial-failure of judge to rule
in 55 days

4.Pleading

5. New business

‘ MATTERS DEFERRED UNTIL AFTER PUBLIC MEETINGS, TO BE CONSIDERED

IN PORTLAND ON APRIL 1, 1978:

1. Discovery of experts

2. 1Interrogatories

3. Rule 15(c), relation back of amendments

4, Dismissals and directed verdicts



COUNCIL ON COURT PROCEDURES
Minutes of Meeting of March 4, 1978

Lane County Courthouse, Eugene, Oregon

Present: Darst B. Atherly’ Garr M. King

E. Richard Bodyfelt Laird Kirkpatrick

Sidney A. Brockley Harriet Meadow Krauss

John M. Copenhaver Berkeley Lent

William M. Dale, Jr. Gene C. Rose

Alan F. Davis Val D. Sloper

James 0. Garrett Wendell H. Tompkins

Wendell E. :Gronso William W. Wells
Absent: Anthony L. Casciato

Ross G. Davis

Lee Johnson

Donald W. McEwen
James B. O'Hanlon
Charles P. A. Paulson
Roger B. Todd

Vice Chairman William M. Dale, Jr., called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m.
in Harris Hall, Lane County Courthouse, Eugene, Oregon. Since the meeting was
scheduled to provide an opportunity for public statements, the Vice Chairman first
made a brief statement of the purpose of the Council and actions taken to date.
The following public statements were received:

Charles 0. Porter, Eugene, Oregon, spoke and recommended that 17.210,
order of proceedings on jury trial, be changed to provide that each juror
should be given a written copy of the court's instructions before, rather than
after, oral argument. He stated he felt this would allow the jurors to have
more of an idea of the law and would tend to shorten trials. He explained his
proposal more fully by stating that after all jurors had been given a copy of
the instructions, they would retire to the jury room and have an opportunity
to formulate questions in writing which they would present to the judge in the
presence of the parties and the lawyers. He suggested that notice pleading
be adopted and that pretrial orders be authorized.

Roy Dwyer, Eugene, Oregon, spoke and presented the problems he encountered
as a sole practitioner when confronted with any additional paper work. He
expressed apprehension concerning changes the Council might be considering with
regard to jury instructions and adoption of federal interrogatory rules.

Hugh G. Collins, Medford, Oregon, spoke in opposition to any reform which
might result in adoption of more federal rules. His views are set out in detail
in a letter written by him to Charles Paulson, Council member, copies of which
were distributed to the Council. He suggested that the Council (1) adopt a
rule "cleaning up" ORS 41.616 for the reasons stated in the article appended



to the statement distributed to the Council and (2) that the Council not adopt
the federal interrogatory system.

William E. Simons, Eugene, Oregon, made a presentation in which he
advocated procedural reforms in the following areas: (1) interrogatories;
(2) provision for tape recording depositions; (3) mandatory pretrial pro-
cedures; (4) changing to notice pleading rather than specific fact code
pleading presently required. His views are set out at length in a written
summary distributed to the Council.

Edward V. O'Reilly, Eugene, Oregon, commented briefly about the proposed
adoption of interrogatories, and his opinion was that the amount of paper
work created by a change from present rules might be something that a sole
practitioner could not carry. He said he thought the present system is work-
able.

Harold D. Gillis, Springfield, Oregon, spoke and his first suggestion was
that perhaps the Council should have been composed of more non-lawyers because
of the public's concern with cost of litigation. One of his objections to the
federal rules was that he felt they vest too much discretion in the judge.
le expressed concern over the present code pleading system and favored notice
pleading, as well as a modified form of pretrial and statement of agreed facts.
He believed the procedural statutes for discovery should operate as follows:
(1) it should be left to the parties, with very broad discovery; (2) if dis-
covery could not be accomplished wvoluntarily, the court should then order it,
and (3) resort to protective provisions if someone were overbearing. He said
he did not favor the twenty-interrogatory limitation.

Michael J. Starr, Eugene, Oregon, spoke generally in opposition to federal
rules. His opinion was that having interrogatories would not do away with
the need for depositions. He stated that both interrogatories and depositions
are expensive for the client, and that the only need for interrogatories would
be to find key witnesses. He said his practice was limited to personal injury
and workers' compensation cases, and that if he were forced to do additional
paper work, he would have to raise his contingency fees.

The Vice Chairman then asked for reports from the wvarious subcommittees.
Judge Dale reported that the trial procedure subcommittee had not met.

Garr King, chairman of the discovery subcommittee, stated that they were
still working on revisions to the deposition rules and that he had asked the
Executive Director to prepare a draft of rules based on the subcommittee's work and
existing statutes. Laird Kirkpatrick reviewed changes adopted in the 1977 Legis-
lature. He stated that it may be desirable that witnesses as well as parties
be able to seek a protective order. Mr. Kirkpatrick said some attorneys have
asked whether a copy of a request for production and inspection needs to be
filed with the court. He stated his understanding was that the federal court
does not want motions filed until there is a motion to compel. He stated that



a third area which could be considered would be scope of discovery. The scope
of discovery adopted in 1977 is based upon Federal Rule 26. The A.B.A. com—
mittee is proposing some changes in that federal rule. Finally, he said there
are some minor variations in wording in the Oregon discovery statutes and the
federal rules; some of these were intentional but some are inadvertent and per-
haps these should be reviewed.

Judge Sloper, chairman of the process-jurisdiction subcommitteee, stated
they had met the prior afternoon in Salem. They considered existing jurisdic-
tion and process statutes, quasi-in-rem, publication, and the long arm statute.
It was the consensus of their subcommittee that the process statutes are a
problem. The subcommittee felt the long arm statute should be expanded to
provide the broadest coverage possible. The subcommittee also felt Shaffer v.
Heitner had far-reaching implications in the quasi-in-rem area. It also would .
be necessary to completely rewrite the publication statutes and to reorganize
existing process statutes. The subcommittee finally concluded that the
Executive Director should prepare a comprehensive revision of the process
statutes following his work on discovery, and they would then have another
meeting. He also said that they had received a suggestion for service of
summons within the state by certified mail; the subcommittee rejected this
due to potential unreliability in delivery of certified mail.

Richard Bodyfelt pointed out there is no statute which codifies forum
non conveniens and this might be a desirable rule. The Executive Director
said he would submit a specific rule to the subcommittee for their consideration.

Hugh Collins asked the committee if jurisdiction was within the rule-making
power of the committee. There was some disagreement on that question among
Council members. It was suggested that the Council could deal with process but
not jurisdiction. A question was raised whether the long arm statute was a
process or jurisdiction statute. Justice Lent felt that the first order of
business in this area was to decide what is in the Council's rule-making
authority. The Vice Chairman stated that it was appropriate for the subcommittee
to investigate this. After this discussion, the Executive Director suggested
that he would furnish a memorandum on the question to the subcommittee.

After discussion by the Council concerning trial procedure, Items 3(a)
through (e) of the agenda, a motion was made by Laird Kirkpatrick, seconded by
Judge Sloper and unanimously passed, that those issues be referred to the trial
procedure subcommittee.

Garr King expressed concern about the procedure for voting on matters at
the April 1 meeting, which he would not be able to attend. Justice Lent
questioned whether any final action could be taken without notice to the Bar.
The Executive Director said that under Council Rules of Procedure, at the
October meeting the results of all decisions at prior meetings will be prepared
in a tentative final draft of Council rules for submission to the Legislature.
The statutory notice of proposed final action will be given at that time with an
opportunity for Bar and public comment before final action in December. The Vice
Chairman said in that sense all decisions at this point are tentative.



Justice Lent then referred to the proposed rules of pleading and suggested
that the word, "claim'", could be used instead of "action" to describe all cases.
He again suggested the danger of confusion between action and the concept of cause
of actionm.

The minutes of the meeting held February 18, 1977, were unanimously approved
as submitted.

On motion of Judge Sloper, seconded by Sid Brockley, the meeting was
adjourned at 12:03 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Fredric R. Merrill
Executive Director

FRM:gh



MEMORANDUM

TO: Members - Council on Court Procedures February 27, 1978
FROM: Fred Merrill

RE: PIEADING RULES

The attached rules are a revision of Chapter 16 into a logical sequence
form. Rules A, C, I, K, L(4)-(7), M and N are almost entirely based on existing
statutes. Most other rules have some parallel in the existing Oregon statutes.
The modifications are based on federal rules and other jurisdictions. The
organization is derived fram that used in other jurisdictions. The comparative
jurisdictions were Alabama, Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah;:
Vermont, Washington, and Wisconsin. Rules N through Q are not strictly pleading
rules but were included because they are referred to in the pleading rules.
Letters were used rather than mumbers because these rules would be preceded by
general rules relating to scope of application, form of action, process, time
computation, etc. When a final draft of Council rules is developed, the letters
will be converted to numbers.

Rule F has already been adopted by the Council. Rule L(3) has been con-
sidered and action deferred. Rule D(4) is the notice of appearance procedure
requested by the Council.

The general approach in this revision was:

(&) To retain the present level of specificity in Oregon pleading, that
is, fact pleading. This was primarily accomplished by retaining a requirement
of pleading ultimate facts in Rule G, retaining the motion to strike and motion
to make more definite and certain in Rudes J(4) and (5), and retaining the
requirement for separate statement of claims and defenses in Rule E(2).

(b) To reduce waste of time at the pleading stage by eliminating useless
pleading rules and discouraging frivolous motion practice. The primary rules in
this area are: B, limiting the number of pleadings; E(3), relating to consistency;
J, relating to defenses and motions, and L, relating to amended pleadings. Although
these rules eliminate the label of the demurrer, the same function is performed
by the motion to dismiss under J(1). Translating the grounds of demurrer into
grounds for a motion to dismiss made drafting much simpler and allowed one rule
relating to consolidation and waiver, J(6) and (7). A demurrer to an answer is
replaced by a motion to strike under J(5).

A section-by-section commentary showing the source of each rule will be
furnished at the meeting.

FRM:gh



OREGON RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

A. PLEADINGS LIBERALLY CONSTRUED - DISREGARD OF ERROR
Loh epal Comitho ¢7iom,
Al. Vall pleadlngs shall be liberally construed with a view of substantial

justice between the parties. Based on ORS 16.120.

AZl Fa g A e S
1646588 IHercvard of error or doefect
mu;Jﬁwﬁn"tﬂ3waqﬁm right. The court
shall, 1n every stage of an action, disregand

any crror or defeet in the pleadings or pro-
cudm; which does not affect the substantial
rights of the adverse party. '

C Existing ORS 16.660 )

B. KINDS OF PLEADINGS ALLOWED - FORMER PLEADINGS AROLISHED
~i (uﬂvhﬁi FRINTEE 13

/There shall be a complaint and an answer. An answer may include a
counterclaim and a crossclaim. A defendant's pleading against any
other person not already a party under Ruie K is a2 third party
complaint. There shall be a reply to a counterclaim denominated .
aé such and the court may order a repiy to any matter constituting

a defense in an answer. There shall be an answer to a crossclaim

and to a third party complaint. ‘Based on CPLR 301l and Fedefal Rule 7.
ﬁ/éo‘(qu ﬁ"&dl"iy‘*'f“ :
B2. ¥Bills of revivor and bills of review, of whatsoever nature, excep-

tions for insufficiency, impertinence or irrelevancy, and cross-bills,

demurrers and pleas shall not be used. ." Based on ORS 16.460(l)i

C.  ORDERS AND MOTIONS

6 Adets
Cl. V' Every direction of a court or charge made and entered in writing in

an action of special proceeding, and not included in a judgment, is

denominated an order
f\q;iLrﬂﬁ gy ! . :
C2. VvAn appllcatlon for an order is a motion. FEvery motion, unless made

pe Ll NS - A NGy, Saas )
. K -

during trial, shall be made in writing, shall state with particularity



the grounds therefor, and shall set forth the relief or order

sought. Based on ORS 16.710 and Federal Rule 11..
v

o e e -

c3. ‘ ¥.720  Where and o whem motioos s ﬂ"'[“é
made. Motions shall be made 1o the C_‘Qf._i_!_‘t__.()r_..—-———’/l
judge as provided by statuief Tusy shali be
made within the circuit whore the action or
suit is triable, except when made to a judge of
the court before whem the action is pending,
and wilthon! notice, in which ecaze an order ™
may be made by such jadpe in any part of the
state.

Existing ORS 16.720

Cé.
7z Tltlile ol omgstion When a
notice: of a motion is necossary, it shall be
served 10 doys befors the time appointed for
the hearing; but the court or judge thereof
may prewribe, Ly order indorsed upen the
\ © notice, a shorter Uma. Netice of a molion iz
&QJ\(’? not neceasary exczpt when vequired by stat-
) - uld, or when dirccted by the eovtt or judge in
pursusnce theveo!,

Existing ORS 16.730

5. - 18.745  Henewal of modors previous-
- Iy denied, If 2 mation made to u judge of the
court in which the zction, suit or proceeding is
persling is refused in wisle or in part, or s
granied conditionaily, no subasguont mnhion
for the sume onder chall he mude W any cther
judpe. A visiatinn oF thue seclion is punishable
as a contempl, Lod an gider made ooutrary
ther o may Le reveiaed by the mdge wha
made it, or vacalidl Ly the ecacrt or judge
thereof tuwhich the 2etion, sult or preceeding

is pending,

/Existing ORS 16.740

D. TIME FOR FILING PLEADINGS OR MOTIONS - APPEARAI\}CES
dume  Fef Filurg pofial emd pleedon?i . .
G or third party complaint shall

Dl. VA motion or answer to the complaint

be filed with the clerk by the time reguired by law to appear and



answer. A motion or answer to a crossclaim shall be filed

within 20 days after the service of an answer containing such
. 1
crossclaim. A motion to or reply to a—eToSSTITIN-GH an answer

shall in like manner be filed within Q0 days after the service
of the answer or, if a reply is ordered by the court within
10 days after service of the order, unless the order otherwise

directs. 'B‘?’ged on ORS 16.040 and Federal Rule 12(a).
,‘J_Ico'hm} PRCITET IR W J2

D2.V'If the court denies a motion or postpones its disposition until

trial on the merits, any responsive pleading required shall be

filed within 10 days after notice of the court's action. JL’ ﬁﬂ'&’f{ WPEQ@)

p3. -16.650 - Enlarying tinie to plead-or do

other act. The court may, in its discretion,

and upon such terms as may be just, allow an
answer or reply to be made, or other act o be
done after the time limited by the procedural

statutes, or by an order enlarge such time. What constitutys appearance

)

’ ' —-2ntitling defendant to be /heard; notice to

Existing 16.050 5= Uelendant not appearii; %n-m?.fmﬁmi
e of motions upon defghdant. A cetenaan
- BPpears in an action of suit wiien he answers,
\ wmecs or files a mgfion thefein, and until he
- does o appear h

action or suit, orAin anfprmzxxﬁng pe

theretan, excuptAhe gi#ing of the undgrtaX _

ellowed to thé defndant in the rovisignal

remedies of Arreg?, attachment #hd the deliv-

ery of pers roperty. Whe thz defendant

Qs not an ; motiop’ or ot}fcr

, procesdi served Aupon him

‘ tnless /o imorisoned/for wart of bzil, or

unless . urt of judge thereof

' fance of the prpeedurd] statutes. When

“fondant has /fxp;;c;ﬁ(:d, notice of all

rtaining

. _ o the

b

<

served upon the defendant unless the court

%hall #ot be heard in such -

JIPRSTE o, . motigns, except mdtions’ for orders Sem?f.
@igtipv 10,040 SetmyTorTs ) timeg for appearances or heanngs, ghzll be

: dethrmines that immediate action without
E. PLEADINGS - FORM R S notfice is in the furtherance of _iustion.

e AT
_Cap T om

El. ¥Every pleading shall contain a caption seTting forth the name of

-

the court, the title of the action, the register number of the



Co~n//u~A-T

cause and a2 designation as in Rule Bl. In the czpeion the title
KA\ of the action shall include the names of all the parties, but in

other pleadings it is sufficient to state the name of

the first party on each side with an appropriate indication of

d other parties. Cgased on Federal Rule 10(a).)/ ‘

ot vt pohs O ke ms s T
’TF:E" , F;_,__gy_é'z.ﬁ"“u -‘;’“\\AZ( _{Z“L,'f POy OPPPRRAP P W PRV LLE S A Y ‘n\-;‘
d\*“ - E2.y/ﬁvery pleading shall consist of plain and concise statements in

consecutively numbered paragraphs, the contents of which shall

be limited as far as practicable to a statement of a single set

o A

of circumstances. Reference to aw incorporation of paragraphs °
may subsequently be by number. Separate causes of action or

defenses shall be separately stated and numbered and may be
]
e

statedipregardless of consistency er whether based on legal or
equitable grounds. TFacts constituting causes of action or
_/) | .f- defense§ may be stated alternatively and hypothetically.

(%ased on Federal Rule 10(b) and CPLR 3014;>

E3. (¢) Adoption by Reference; Exhibits. Statements in a plead-
ing may be adepted by reference in a different part of the same
pleading or in ancther picading or in any motion. A copy of ’
any written insttument uhu‘lls‘nlcxhﬂutln Y pmadnJris a 'k“

part thereof for all purposes, : o D

e

-
{ Besed=er Federal Rule 10(c)-

F. SUBSCRIPTION OF PLEADINGS
Fl. ~ o o Lo A
Settdom—1-0rS 16,070 is amendod Lo read:
For69-{1). Every pleading shall be subscribed by the nartys fif—he

is a resident of the state,) or by a resident attorney of the state, &
Land,“axcepC'c‘domurrer, strid~alsce be verificed by the party, his

ABRLL (T St L T I 1 s vise S SEPONES WTS STPO
3 Yr o 1 £ 3 » - ~ I ~ - -~ . 3 fod
The -verdificarion must he rade by the affidavit of the party,.orl
W) ':::-'coyt t_'\r;t' D othe e ore sewern] parvies toited in interest and "
— pleadi together, the pieading must he subscribed by at least one ;
ol suen p:‘:."."n-:; (a- 37 mueh partveds within-the-rauntvar wlocapable

0L~u&xlug_Lbuwa£LiAnvitj“bThﬁ“VTSCj',hU‘TTLidnﬁlt‘maV-%a -made by
W e x v e e E - - o Eir i s ) .
tae—agess—er—atrtorney of theparty. = Thoe-affidavit-mar—iso—me—made
1 DY LT - . . : . -~ . . r.
Chy theagent or attorney J1 the sction or-defenseds-found edoom
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F2. Any pleading not duly E}trifité—anéj subscribed may, on motion
P of the adverse party, be stricken out of the case.

D , i

v

(olls [{; f }Q 4 é"‘ﬁw» 4«.&1 {3;" Cotamr t.révh‘)
G. COMPLAINT, COUNTERCLAIM, CROSSCLAIM AND THIRD PARTY CLAIM
A pleading which asserts a right to relief,. whether a complaint, counter-
claim, crossclaim or third parfy claim, shall contain:
(1) A plain and concise statement of the facts constituting a cause
of action without unnecessary repetition;
(2) A demand of the relief which the plaintiff claims. If recovery of

money or damages is demanded, the amount thereof shall be stated.

Relief in the alternative or of several different types may be %7 r,
\ie
demanded.
(/;ased on QRS 16.210. .) v . 'ﬂ’/,//”/

- ) H. RESPONSIVE PLEADINGS
Hl1. DgignSE§£ Form. of Denials. A party shall state in short and
plain terms %ﬁar defenses to each claim asserted and shall admit or v”*£}7,
deny the zwexme~te allepgations upon which the adverse party relies.

X\JQRW“ 1f Weis without knowledge or information sufficient to form a

e belief as to the truth of an averment allegation, shall so state

and this has the effect of a denial. Denials shall fairly meet the
substance of the avermeants allepations denied. When a pleader intgfégzation

in good faith to deny only a part or a qualification of an evers ; »
)eJL shall specify so much of it as is true and material and shall oY
) deny only the remainder. Unless the pleader intends in good faith Vhﬂ*,llu
/  to controvert %é the Fverments allegations of the preceding pleadin
hﬁgﬁqrqmﬂﬂriégh enials”as speciﬁig denials of es1gna€€3’§5€§meﬁ%§1legations
£ allepations or paragraphs, or may generally deny all the avermests ;
except such designated avess allegations or paragraphs gg-kg—4;;;¢::zr—r'
expressly admitd®S but, when O0cs so intend to controvert all its

averments allegations, including evermests allegations of the grounds
upon which the court's jurisdiction depends, Be may do so by general
denial subject to the obligations set forth i? Rule ¥~ F.

{ygased on Federal Rule 8(b):) .ﬁg p&n&”‘ .

H2. Affirmative Defenses. In pleading to a preceding pleading, a
J party shall set forth affirmatively accord and satisfaction, arbitra-
tion and award, assumption of risk, comparative or contributory negli-
gence, discharge in bankruptcy, duress, estoppel, failure of consid-
eration, fraud, illegality, injury by fellow servant, laches, license,
payment, release, res judicata, statute of frauds, statute of limitationms,

- 5-




unconstitutionality, waiver, and any other matter constituting an
avoidance or affirmative defense. Vhen a party has mistakenly
designated a defense as a counterclaim or a counterclaim as a
defense, the court on terms, if justice so requires, shall treat the
pleading as if there had been a proper designation.

\}
{ Based on Federal Rule 8(c).//

B3. Effect of Failure to Deny. HAverments Allegations in a pleading
to which @ responsive pleading is required, other than those as to -
the amount of damages, are admitted when not denied in the responsive
pleading. #Aversmests Allepations in a pleading to which no respon-
sive pleading is required or permitted shall be taken as denied or
avoided.

5fBased on Federal Pule 8(d)‘/

I. SPECIAL PLEADING RULES

AY

I1. Pleading Account. A party may set forth in a pleading the items

of an account alleged therein or file a copy thereof with the
, Pu/ ¢
pleading filed by bimee®T or by the party's agent or attorney.

If the party does neither, the party shall deliver to the

adverse party within 5 days after demand a copy of such signed
account. Any other party may move for an order under Rule
(discovery sanctions rule) Qith respect to any failure to furnish
an account when demanded or when the account filed is incomplete

or defective.

~

(Bascd on ORS 16.470. )

I12.
Performance of  condition

precedent, how pleaded; proof. In pleading

the performance of conditions precedent in a
contract, it is not necessary Lo state the facts
showing such performance, but it may he
stated generally that the party duly per-
forimed all the conditions on his part. If such
allegation is controverted, the party pleading .
is bound to establish on the triul the facts
showing such performance. '

[N

ExsTing ORS  1b.48



=2 Judgment or other determi-
nation of court or officer, how pleaded. In
pleading a judgment or other determination of
a cuurt or officer of special jurisdiction, it is
not necessary to state the facts conferring
jurisdiction, but such judgment or determina-
tion may be stated to have been duly given or
made. If such allegation is controverted, the
party pleading is bound to establish on the
trial the facts conferring junsdiction.

Exshag ©RS 14.y90.

T4y,

Private statute, how pleaded.
In pleading a private statute, or 2 right de-
rived therefrom, it is sufficient to refer to
such statute by its title and the day of its
passage, and the court shall thereupon take
judicial potice thereof.

EX\S'h-nj os b, 508

I,

Corporute existence of cify or
county and of ordinances or comprehen-
sive plans gencrally, bow pleaded. (1) In
pleading the corporate existence of any city, it

" shall be sufficient to state in the pleading that

ihe city is existing and duly incorporated and
organized under the laws of the State of
Oregon. In pleading the existence of any
county, it shudi b2 sufficient to state in the
pleadirg that the county is existing and was
formed undir the Inws of the State of Oregon.

(2) In pleading an crdinance, comprehen-
stve plan or cnactment of any county or incor-
porated city, or a right derived therefram, in
any court, it shall be sufficient to refer to the
ordinance, enmprehensive plan or enactment
by its title, if any, otherwise hy its commonly
accepted name, and the date of its passage or
the date of ils approval when approval is
necessary to render it effective, and the court
shall thereupon tike judicial notioe thereof.
Az used in this subsection "comprehensive
plan” has the meaning given that term by
ORS 197.015.

E'X\st).ng 08S. 1.5,

- -
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L]

Libel or slander action,
picadings in. (1) In an action for lit«! or
slunder it shall not be necessary Lo state in the
complaint any extrinsic facts for the purpase
of showing the application to the plaintiff of

the defamatory matter out of which the cause
of action arose; but it shall be sufficient to
stute generally that the same was published
or spuken concerning the plaintiff. If such
allegation is controverted, the plaintifl shall
b2 bound to establish on the trial that it was

s0 published or spoken. o Fl mh
(:)) ’I"F ” i!.‘!ﬁ']'l”' Rty ;n Yay o FESTTIVF

allege buth the truth of the matter charyed as
defamatory, and any mitigating circum-

stances, to reduce the amount of damages; and m ; v L]{ )

whether he prove the justification or not, ke
may givefin evidence the mitigating circum-

| st.'mces:.FC‘ a( M

EX\Sf\r}j ols 16,530,

Ny}

Property disirained, answer . W 1}/'
in action for. In an action o recover the ; f“"’

porsession of property, distrained doing dam-
age, an answer that the defendant or pors
by whose command od wan lnwfully
;»;)\w:x;.r::l of the rcal property upon which the
distiress was muade, and that the property
distrained was at the time doing damope
thereon, shall be pood without setting forth

thes titde w such real property.

E.X\S'EM oes 1. 5yp

Ig' . a_(.(cgt

(ﬁfﬁy‘i—sea/ on Feo/eval;}axlg. 2(2). /

= Capacity. T is not necessary 1o aw==/the capacity of a
party to sue or He sued or the authority of a party to sue or be
sued in o representative capreity or the legal existence of an or-
ganized associntion of persons that is made a parly, except to
the extent required to show the jurisdiction of the court: When
a party desires to raise an jssue as to the-legal existence of any
party or the capacity of any party to sue or be sued or the Fiu-
thority of 2 party to sue or be sued ina 1;'[1)1‘t-.<13}‘-1°")11i\‘t;' capacity,
o chiall do so by specific nepgative ss==3a83g, whien shall include
such supporting particulars as are peculiarly within the plead-
er's knowledon,
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I10.

Q.

Bgsi§§}§h§nd Negatiye pregnanee.
shall be held insufficient on the grounds th

by way of recital rather than alleged directly.

be held insuy

Officia) Document or Act,
rnrnf or official act it s ufficient 1o aver that
u:nnﬂsuﬂdﬁrthoactdmnuin(nnnpﬁnnccxvhhlnuz

Rased ow Federal Rule Q(J)

contains a negative pregnant.

In pleading an official docu-
the document

Ho allegations in a pleading
at they are pled
No denial shall

fficient to raise an issue on the grounds that it

DEFENSES AND OBJECTIONS - HOW PRESENTED - BY PLEADING OR MOTION - MOTION
FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS

J1,

(
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—

}

- H
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fery
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t How Presented. Bvery defense, in ]é:;\;_m;.f;is,r‘t ta o claim
for reiief in any pleading, whether a .J«éfﬁg‘rTﬂ%ﬂi<wxx:nrn, CTOSS-

claimy, or thivd-party chibin, shall be asserted in the responsive

plending thereto if oae i< required, except that the following de-

fermes may at the option of the pleader be made by motion:
++4(h}lurk(d'ﬁniuﬁvﬁnncnww the subject matter,

@/@) laer of Juisie iy owver the person,
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1

failure to join a party under Rule O.

any of these do-
Nses vid dending b per-
Na defense or objeetion i waived by beingy jolned with

(1)

A moiien ))!«n.l.’)“,,’

Phe miede eefogre pleading if o further

fv H
mitted,
o more other defenses or objections oo responsive plead-
ing or If & pleading sets forth a claim {or relief to
which the adverse party i3 nol required fo serve a responsive
m»v i
that elim Jor 1'«'1}«'1' o motion asserting the defence ko
tossd &57T0 di-is s pbadee i)
Www‘ﬁwmmd maliers oitside the picading
excnded by the couet, the motion shall

al
MG
a
Liw o fact to

1)

Cassertat the teind any defense in
I,
-

PO

A

™ms,
ded gr:yur
Yu Ll.)

fuilure of the ;h,..m.m
are presented to and not
be treated ax one for swmmeary judement and disposed of as pro-
vided in Rule e, und adl purties shall be given reaconahle oppor-
tunity to present all muterial made pertinent to such
by Dule #n emm { SUdnmkry Julsmbd wlie)

2(&:

(s

&

Riced om
'U.)\'H\ OQS

C o b r'nai

Fzée,ra,L ol
1. 2bo.

3
.

Ja.

s Glotion for Judgment on the Pleadings.
ings ate
any parly may miove for uuurnvni on the pleadings,
motion for judement on the pleadings
ings are presented to and not (.'.u.mm.d Ly the court,
cshall be treated as one for aanminary judimment and disposed
“us provided in Dold &8, and all partivs shall be give
opportunity to present all moterial made per
tion by Pule &= (Sunm«ry JulgmeaT

(E.Meo’. an
J3.

N y

sy

tne n* to such a

50! ¢

('.’Q}ra.t sze. l?—(t)
Preliminary Hearings.
of this rule, whether made in a

fis orule <hall be heard ¢
tion of any

B R IO N TR PR oo I A
fore il on pppdicn
thitt 1he

friad.

" Raced oy Feleval Rule 12 (d),

1
1.
IR}

N

-10.

Aebbmmr‘
—tomtam FBTlS
QUF'!L“\-\.'{‘ E’
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Cém $ {vT e g

Cov st o Ko

motion

After the plead-
clozed but within sueh time as net to delay the trial,
If, on a -
, matters outside the plead-

the motion

of

on reasonable
L ITi0-

The defenses spﬂc1f1ca ly
enumerated TXy—=¢7r (A) through (H) 1n subdivision 1

e u‘mf DY h\’ moiion, and the motion for uuh"n-"'rt mentioned
el determined be-
varty, unjess the court orders
caring sud determination thereof be deferred until the



J4. uOthﬂ to Make More Definite and Fertaln. When the

et b w1 S vy femen PR ran Y

.ﬁ\ allegations of a pleading are so indefinite or uncertain
that the precise nature of the charge, defense or reply

is not apparent, upon motion made by a party before respond-
ing to a pleading, or if no responsive pleading is permitted
by these rules upon motion by a party within 20 days after
service of the pleading, or upon the court's own initiative
at any time, the court may require the pleading to bé made

definite and certain by amendment.

(K’Based on ORS 16.110. )
A

J5. Mofion to Strike. Upon motion made by a party before
responding to a pleading or, if no responsive pleading is permit-
ted by these vules, upon motion made by a party within 20 days
after the service of the pleading upon him or upon the court’s
own initintive ot any time, the court may order stricken: fasm .

. VoY el L KOs bt} — g,
. S T e L e L R A L L2 T e A A e e R T -
) dooss ~ et YRR X BT
. O YO i S P H A R R IR Y A TP S DTG TR O AP L% ragn x 2 L2 A mAATE

(A) any sham, frivolous and irrelevant pleading or defénse;
(B) any insufficient defense or any sham, frivolous,

1rrelevant or redundant matter Jnserted in a pleading.

-

i _ ;
% Based t¢n ORS tliso and frdeml Rule 12 (4).!
- L?‘
8'@ . o Comselbiafion of Defenses in Metion, A parly who makes ;X_e [2#V
4 motion under this rule may jein with it any other motion
hervin peovided for and then avallnble e If a party makes
Samotion under wnxlevlua;(m‘tsthnufxoxid.; defense or
objection thy ‘u«mml«- ich this rule permits to be
'fJL;F;% R ien, Re shall not thercafter make a motion based
| p Gt the ﬂvﬁwrf-ur ,fguﬁh"xcu omitted, except a motion as pro-
vided in subdivision £ (59 hereof on any of the grounds ther
stated,

RBaced on Federal @uu,jl (5).4> .

- 1]
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3—7 capacity to sue, that there ir

another action pending bhetwee:

(ﬁ) A r!."f:':x.\'.‘ of lack of juri~diction over the ;)(.ﬂ'&f‘lrjw)'
e, bestiichene N ol precess, or insaificieney of serviee of
process s owanved s unmlmi Jmm a m‘uu o in the circum-
stanes; deseribed in subedivision & 7 ¢ (.,E, i it is neither made
by motion under thig rule nor inc hu,(-d in a mcpomx)(’ plmd ng

<
or an amendment thereof permitted by Rule :-74‘.4‘ 16-be made 7
as a4 malter of course.

~) AeTefen ~bf—FeraTe- toSULTETT Cmmfulmn \m"h—'rchef
m_urmum, 2 defepre-of-frilure-to-foin™ zparty-ingizponsible
nean Jake -%P,/.r<j an ohjection of failure to state a legal de-
ferse 1o a clim may be wmade in any pleading permitted or or-
dered under ’u'w 744, OF by motion for judgment on the plead-

a defense that the action has not commenced within the

time limited by statute, a defense of failure to join

e

\\a party in&ispensable under Rule 0O, . .«

e e e e el 4T,

'/ Based on Rdoml Rule ja(h),

N

- 12~

inge, or .11 1}10 11 on the merits.,
4‘/‘ - v : N
s A defense of failure to ‘state a cause of actlon,

the same parties fc
the same cause,

» (L) &

r g
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K.

COUNTERCLAIMS, CROSSCLAIMS AND THIRD PARTY CLAIMS

k2.

Countercinims. Fach defend-
ant may set forth as muny counterclaims, both

leral and equutable, as< gy have againat
the plaintiff. W
[‘h S tlhj o L. 5(»5’

KZ ('rf)';\'-(']di!h against codefen-
dant; cgnis of third-party piaintilis and
defendants. (1) in any acts-os@EE—whers
two or mort: parties are Jmmd as (‘efe'ud.m
any defendant may in k& answeroTion
croxs'-clmm anainst any other defendant. A
cross-claim  asseried against a codeflendant
st be one extating in faver of the defendant
aswerting the cross clabim and against another
dofendant, between whom a separate judg-
ment might be had in the action or suit and
shadl Le: .

tw) One arising out of the oerurrence or
, {r:ms::u't.iun st forthin the complaint; or

; Reloted o any property chat is the
:‘.\:u]t'::‘, matter of the action or suit brougnt by
plaintiff.

{/Ex.zhng .38 ) \

K3, ' & A cross-clitn ma v indude a claim that

the defendant against whon it is asserted is
liwble or may be liable, 5 the defendant
asserung the cross-claim for all or part of the
claim asse r‘wd by the p..m txﬂ

/ -b

.Em.srmj .35 (») /4

P

K. @ An answer’ contmmng; o cross-claim
shall be served upon the parties who have
appaared. who may ansiwer or deinur to it
withun 10 davs after the date of serviee of the
answer containing the cross-claim.

Esmﬁnj TR
L P




K3

\

e (a) At any time cfter commoncement of
the action a defendiny party, as a third-puarty
plaintiff, may csuse a summons and camn-
plmnt tn be served upon a person not a party
to the action who is or may bx liable to him for
all or part of the plaintiff's claim against him.
The third-party plaintiff need not obtain leave
to make the service if he files the third-party
complaint not later than 10 days after he
serves his original answer. Otherwise he must
obtain leave on motion upon notice to all

commmese e T arties 10 the actiom) The person served with

the summons and third-party complaint,
hereinulter called the third-party defendant,
shall make his defeuses to the third-party
plaintifi’s claim as provided in ORS 16.290
and his counterclaims against the third-party
plaintiff and cross-claims against other third-
party defendants as provided in this section.
The third-party defendant may assert against
the plaintiff any defenses which the third-
party plainliff hus to the plaintiff’s claim. The
third-party defendant may also assert any
claim against the plaintiff arising out of the
transaction or occurrence that is the subject
matter of the plaintiff’s claim against the
third-party plaintiff. The plaintif{ may assert
any clain ayainst the third-party defendant,
arising out of the transaction or occurrence
thut is the subject matter of the plaintiffs
claim apainst the third-party plaintiff, and
the third;arty defendant thereupon shall
assert his defenses as provided in ORS 16.2090
and his counterclaims and cross<laims as
provided in this section. Any party may move
to strike the third-party claim, or for its
severance or separate trial. A third-party
defendant may proceed under this section
dg.*inst any person not a party to the action
whe is or may be Hable to him for all or part
of the clzim made in the action against the
third-party defendant.

(b) When a counterclaim  is  asserted
against a plaintiff, he may cause a third party
to be brought in under circumstances which
nnder this section would entitle 2 defendant to

- h\) S’)

/E'X\i,mj O-.‘S b 3(5(4))
K s rm({._-. ¢
fl!f-‘,i\

“4



K6. Joinder of Additional Parties. Persons other than those

. s st e e T g

) .
made parties to the original action may be made parties to
a counterclaim or cross-claim in accordance with the
provisions of Rules 35 X and 26 0. The parties so joined
may respond to the claim by reply, answer or motion.
(Based on Federal Rule 13(h) )
. Sepeande Tro: b
Upon motion of any party, the court
miy order a scparate trial of any counter-
c:.nim cross-claim or third- paz‘ty claim =0
alleged if W do so would:
(2 Be meore convenient;
(b} Avoid prejudice; or
(¢) Be more cconomical and expedite the
/EX\St\r\j | I 3;.:‘(5‘)
N \...
) L. AMENDED AND SUPPLEMENTAL PLEADINGS . - b “ 'OA/L‘)
L i . Amendments. A nriv g i eI OTNCC 1S B

14

matler of course 2t any time be{o"o a 1'ey1\r>mnf‘ pleading is
served or, i the pleading is one to which no responsive pleading
7:1 is permitted and the action has not been placed upon the trial w
1{) P‘ " Calendic r,; e may so amend it at any time within 20 days aftor jt———
is serve 1 Otherwise 2 party may amend Fﬁm only by
Jeave of court or by written consent of the adverse party; and
leave shall be frecly siven when justice so requires. A party
shall plead in response to an amended pleading within the time
remaining for response to the original pleading or within 10
days alter serviee of the amended pleading, whichever period
may be the lonper, unless the court othervise orders VR

>

Whenever an 'mxvnd'*d
plodcmg is filed, it shall be served upon all
parties who are not in default, but as to all
parties who are in default or against whom a
default previously has been em,crod judgment
may be rendered in accordance with the
prayer of the nngnml pleading served upon .
them; and neither-the amended nhddm" ner

o ( 3 afed e - ng eveal ﬁule. 15 (Q) - Mi OQ_Q . 430)

R
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CAmendments o Conform to the Evideuce. When issues
not raised by the pleadings are tried by express or implied con-
sent of the parties, they shali be treated in all respeets as if they
had been raised in the pleadings,  Such amendment of the plead-
ingy as may be necessary to cause them to conform to the evi-
acnce alxd to raise these issues may boe made upon motion of any
party at any time, even after judgment; but failure so to amend
rloes not affect the result of the trial of these issues.  If evidence

is ohjected to at the trind on the ground that it is not within the.
issues made by the pleadings, the court may allow the pleadings |

~to be amended and shall do so freely when the presentation of
the merits of the action will be subserved thercby and the ob-
Siectingg party fails to satisfy the court that the admission of such
cevidence would prejudice him in maintaining his action or de-
fense upon the merits. The court may grant a continuance to
enabie the nl;)( ling party to meet such evidence.

Federal Role 15 (b).)

, Relafion Back of Amendments. Whenever the claim or
defense asserted in the amended pleading arose out of the con-
duet, triansaction, or oceurrence set forth or attempted to be set
forth in the orizinal pleading, the amendment relates back to
the date of the original pleading.  An amendment changing the
party minst whom a claim s asserted relates back if the {ore-

poing provision s satisficd and, within the period provided by
law for comnmmencing 1he action  eedikeseed® pn'”("'w to be
brought in by amendment {1} has xowucd such ndtice of the i m-
stitution of the action that e not e projudiced 1 mdnTam-
ing his defense on the merits, and (2) knew or should have
knox.n that, but for-a mistake concerning the identity of the
proper party, the action would have been brought against him.,

THe, duljver ».)oz' mziling-of process to. the United States Attor-
ncy,/% sighje, qu~the ,{itomnv Genei® -I"of Tthe United

x,s s
Stipieh, or an xi}jl} ¢v or ot'{wm who would heve ))ncn}x _proger
dafepds Ant i nanded, sausfxcq the refuiremerit of clauses (1}1 and
() Horegd with, xoqn.gt to the United States or afiy.s ')éﬁDC) or

officer thereof to he }mm"ht into the action as a dnfendam*

k-

ol
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L4. (A) AMENDMENT OR PLEADING OVER AFTER MOTION. When

a motion to dismiss or a motion to strike an entire

fﬂ«-ww”“"ﬁieadi;;\under Rule J is allowed, the court may,

upon such terms ;s may be proper, allow the party to i
file an amended pleading. If the-motion is disallowed,

and it appears to have been made in good faith, the

court shall allow the party filing the motion to file

a responsive pleading if any is required.

‘Based on ORS 16.380 and 16.400(1)4’)

- L . ; L e hs
Ty Aok fledi ol PRTLET. Aeadmg £
s © - # In all cases where part of a pleading 13 .

. ordered stricken, the court, in its discretion,
" mnay require that an amended pleading be
filed omitting the matter ordered stricken. By
complying with the ecourt’s order, the party
filing such amended pleading shall not b
deemed thereby to have waived the right to
- challenge the wrrectness of the court’s ruling
upon the motion to strike, and such ruling
shall be subject to review on appeal from final
judginent in the cause,

o
I

I o .-\l
{ Exusting ORS 1Ly oo (2), S

» r‘)ﬂ'g,_ .

L5,

How waendment made. When
any pleading or proceeding is amended before
trial, mere clerical errors excepted, it shall be
done by filing o new pleading, W be called the
amended complaint, or otherwise, as the case
may e Such amended pleading shall be
complete in itself, without reference to the

/\ original or any preceding amended one.
. \ .
Excting GRS (L. 410, )

\,
..

1.



L(D‘ . Supplemental Pleadings, Upon motion of 2

party the

S court m d\’, U')(u) x("w)rml le notice and upon such terms as are
TN 3
- i 110 serve a supplemental plec:ding -Uing Torth
transections or occurrences or events which have happened since
,d} the date of the pleading soupht 1o e supplementod.  Permission
e may be granted even though the eorigin:l pleading is defective in
its statement of a caim for relief or defenre. I the court deems
it advizable that the adverse party plead to the supplemental
pleiding, it shall so order, specifying the thine thercfor.
/ D
*%a&e.*:i—égrf;_ Fedeval Rule 15 (J.) /)
"'h..-
)
L
M. JOINDER OF CAUSES OF ACTION vl ' : P?t
, et sl
. - N -
e Pen S s pev
e ~ - R =
Mi\ ',.-"'M‘ . . . w
- Jeorirrder—ofenusTeefaations . -
. - f
s Im...: L0 may Jein in a cornplunt, either ey oy
as independent or o as alternate cliding, o3
many claims, leg: il or cquitable, as g
aidnist an uprthg party. P
D i -
M2 eI an action of forcible entry and de- g
*
tainer and an action for rental due are joined,
the defendant shall have the saime time o
- appear as is now provided by law in actions

trial.

128,161 _‘Permissive joinder as plain-

vl
<7 in one action prsTas plaintiffs if they aeeert
e ‘:: h.&ny right W relief jointly, severally, or in the
albemﬂtwe in respect to or arising out of the
same transaction, occurrence, or series of
transactions or occurrences and if any ques-
tion of law or fact common to all these persons
will arise in the df'tmn )

& 3 42

ﬁw Al persons’ Thay be joined in one action
e or suit as defendants if there is wsserted
g against them jointly, severally, or in the

alernative, any right to reiief in respect to or
arising out of the same triaoaction, eccur-
rence, or series of transactions or oeeurrences
and if any question of lave or foct commen to
all defendants will arise in the action. }

et e £

tiffs or defendants. (1) All persons ray join |

7

for the recovery of rental due.

L5 The claims united must be separately
stated and must not require different places of

¢ s

,’l.
gerer
f“‘/ C‘;‘r‘”w’f .

- ‘M—/ﬁ“t"

;:x}sn'w oRs 1L, 221 (1), () amd (3>.’>'

-

'r—'ﬂ-ﬁ n p]mnuxf or dl fcnddnt nr*t-d not bhe

interested in oblaining or defending against
all the relief demanded. Judgment may e
given for one or more of the plaintilfs accord-
ing to their respective rights to relief, and
against one or more defe nddnts d(LOI(iIn" Lo
their respective lmbxlmcs

.

Q (_‘&:f/’l:hc tourt may make such orders as
will prevent a party_from being embarrassed,
delayed, or put to unnecessary expense by the
inclusion of a party against whom he asserts
no claim and who asserts no claim against
him, and may order separate trials or make
oth(-r nrdr'n to prevent delay or prejudice,

._s;gn&,;%t; gLS ﬁj‘i/\)

J%%mﬁ
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Persons to be Joined if Feasible, A person who is subject
to serviee of process and whose joinder will not deprive the —w‘f 5.
cotl of jurisdiction over the subject matter of the action shall e w&m
be doined as o party in the action if (1} in hee=tdSonmee compleie
refief cannot be accorded amony those already purties, or (2)
cluims an interest reduting to the subject of Uw action and is so
situated that the disposition of the action e vy
as a practical matter impaiv or impede his abllny to protf‘ct th'l* M
‘interest or (ii) leave any of the persons already parties subject
to a substantial risk of incurring double, multiple, or ctherwise .ftw,@"‘

Inconsistent obligations by reason of his claimed interest. If Yee Su

has not bLeen so joined, the enurt shall order that he be made a ¢

party.  Medeeesidadid-olenso-pinindfiibuieluses-to Go-sop

Wmﬁr‘r *ﬂmﬂnr‘r“'n“m-a-mmm; LLase, an an)}unhn'y o/ ,/,/

;._._mIQ I L e e W ML T WS, P e o

0 L 0 L0 b e lil-. T I QG LG T e T the s ,‘,’/’ " ,l" tj"' }_'
. ) N, — e e o 5&“‘ 'f{‘ﬁ"."

O2.

Defermination Ly Court VWhencever Joinder Not Feasible.
I e person as deseribed m subdivision (a) (1)=(2) hereol can-
not be made a party, the comrt shall determine whether in equi-
ty and ool conscienc: the action should rincecd among the

parties helore it or should be dismissed, the abesent person heing L
thus regarded as indispensable. The Tactors to be considered by 'F& M :
the court includo: fhirst, 1o what extent a judgment rendered in '
the peison’s abisence micht he projudicinl o hi .
ready parties; eecond, the extent (o which, Ly protective provi-
sions in the judgment, by the shaping of relief, or other mea-
sures, the prejudice can be lessened or avoided: third, whether a
judgment rendered in the person's absence will be adequate;
-fourth, whether the plaintiff will have an adeqguate remedy if
" the action is dismissed for nonjuinder. '

OS . _ Pleading Reasons for Nonjoinder. A pleading asserting-a.
:elaim for relief shall state the names, if known to the pleader, of
any persons as deseribed in subdivision (a) (1)-(2) hereof who
© are not joined, and the reasons why they are not joined.

-

O b \Cvpmm of (’ ass Achous. This rule is subject to\the
provisinns of Bijle S, e { CLQSS d.cflan‘ ..e,_,le_)

C :'3»..\5(,:; U 1 19
state ngencies as parties

¢ § povernmental  administration  proceed. G ol '3%' Ni’*‘
ings. In any sction, St Dz BT Oced m.a erising . -«\ t

vat ol ounty edinistration of functicns o/LS t;’> /iOJ

alis i
dr,u ated or contracted (o the "oun*v hy a

St Gireney. the U«x* o eveses
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Misjoinder of parties is not ground for dismissal of an aclion.
Parties may be dropped or added by order of the court on mo-
Gon of any party or of its own initiative at any stage of the ac-
lirm and on such terms as are just. Any claim against a party

ERY be severed and proceeded with separately.

C [:&«qz.,., ’ ;2 l[)

ki 3 ) K _»\ wwra, N E
< eut A ‘/-; Pt f“ TeEde ‘7‘"“

ul Partrtrdntrst. Every action shall be prosecuted
in thc name of the real party in interest.  An executor, adminis-
trator, guardian, bailee, trustee of an express trust, a party with
whom or in whose name a coniract has been made {or the bene- {vw‘

fit of anothel, or a party at :hur?zod by statute may sue in = Q L,/[{
own nasne without juinipg vl e party for whose benefit / o

the action i brought; and \\)wn a q(mm\ of tho Eried-Erndos .

so provides, an action for the use or benefit of 'mf\(hox shall be _ ‘,....(“'4‘{.-:{/ -
brought in the name of the Waited Stges.  No action shall be ~ 777 ¢ 4

dismissed on the ground that it is net prosecuted in the name of

~the real party ininterest until a redasonable time has been al-
lowed after objection for ratification of commencement of the
action by, or joinder or substitution of, the real party in inter-
ost; arxd sueh ratification, joinder, or substitittion shall hnve the
same offect as if the action had bccu cor,xmuchd in the name of
the real pacty in interest.

T My

L

P

({3“5’-«*‘*&-’% FRo 17w
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OREGON RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

A. PLEADINGS LIBERALLY CONSTRUED - DISREGARL OF ERRCR

A(l) Liberal construction. All pleadings shall be liberally construed with

a view of substantial justice between the parties.

A(2) Disregard of error or defect not affecting substantial richt. The
court shall, in every stage of an action, disregard any error or defect in the
pleadings or proceedings which does not affect the substantial rights of the

adverse party.

B. XINDS OF PLEADINGS ALIOWED - FORMER PLEADINGS ABOLISEED
B(l) Pleadings. The pleadings are the written statements by the parties

of the facts ceonstituting their respective claims and defenses.

B(2) Pleadings allowed. There shall be a compla_int and an answer; a reply
) toi a counterclaim denominated as such; an answer to a cross-claim, if the answer
contains a cross-claim; a third-party complaint, if a person who was not an orig-
inal party is summoned under the provisions of Rule K(5); and a third-party
answer, if a third-party complaint is served. No other pleading shall be alléwed,

except that the court may order a reply tb an answer or a third-party answer.

C. MOTICNS

C(l) Motions, in writing, grounds - form. (a) An applicatidn for an order

ié a motion. Every motion, unless made during trial, shall be made in writing,
shall state with particularity the grounds therefor, and shall set forth the
relief or order sought.

(b) The rules applicable to captions, signing and other matters or form of
pleadings apply to all motions and other papers provided for by these rules.

) C(2) Where and to whom motions made. Motions shall be made to the court or
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judge as provided by statute or rule. They shall be made within the circuit
where the action or suit is triable, except when made to a judge of the court
before whom the action is pending, and without notice, in which case an order
may be made by such judge in any part of the state. |

C(3) Notice of motion. When a notice of a motion is necessary, it shall

be served 10 days before the time appointed for the hearing, but the court
or judge thereof may prescribe, by order indorsed upon the notice, a shorter
time. Notice of a motion is not necessary except when required by statute or
rule, or when directed by the court or judge in pursuance thereof.

C(4) Renewal of motions previously denied. If a motion made to a judge

of the court in which the action or proceeding is pending is refused in whole
or in part, or is granted conditionally, no subsequent motion for the sare
order shall be made to any other judge. A violation of this section is punish-
able as a contempt, and an order made contrary thereto may be revoked by the

judge who made it, or vacated by the court or judge thereof in which the action

or proceeding is pending.

D. TIME FOR FILING PLEADINGS OR MOTIONS -~ NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

D(1l) Time for filing motions and pleadings. A motion or answer

' to the complaint or third party complaint or the answer or reply of

a party summoned under the provisions of Rule K(6) shall be filed
with the c}erk by the time required by Rule __ to appear and
answer. fé motion or answer by any other party to a cross-claim shall
be fileé within 10 days after the service of an answer containing
such cross-claim, but in any case, no defendant shall be required to
file a motion or an answer to a crossclaim before ‘the time required
by Rule to appear and respond to a complaint or third party

complaint served upon such party. A motion or reply by any other
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party, if any is allowed, to an answer shall be filed within 10 days after
the service of the answer or, if a reply is ordered by the court, within 10
days after service of the order, unless the order otherwise directs.

D(2) (a) 'Pleading after motion. If the court denies a motion or post-

pones its disposition until trial on the merits, any responsive pleading
required shall be filed within 10 days after service of the order, unless the
order otherwise directs.

(b) If the court grants a motion and an amended pleading is allowed
or required, such pleading shall be filed within 10 days after service of
the order, unless the order otherwise directs.

(c) A party shall plead in response to an amended pleading within
the time remaining for response to the original plead;ing or within 10 days
after service of the amended pleading, whichever period may be the longer, unless
the court otherwise orders.

D(3) Enlarging time to plead or do other act. The court may, in its

discretion, and upon such terms as may be just, allow an answer or reply to
be made, or other act to be done after the time limited by the procedural
rules, or by an order enlarge such time.

D(4) Notice of appearance. A party served witn sumons under Rule

shall have an additional 10 days beyond the time required by law to move or
answer or reply, if within the time required by law to move, answer or reply, such

party files a notice of appearance. Such notice of appearance shall be signed by

an attorney and rust state that the attorney has been retained to represent the party

and has not had sufficient time to adequately prepare a motion, answer or reply.



E. PLEADINGS - FORM

E(l) Captions, names of parties. Every pleading shall con-

tain a caption setting forth the name of the court, the title of
the action, the tegister number of the cause and a designation as
in Rule B(l). In the complaint the title of the action shall
include the names of all the parties, but in such other pleadings
it is sufficient to state the name of the first party on each
side with an appropriate indication of other parties.

E(2) Concise and direct statement; paragraphs; statement of

claims or defenses. Every pleading shall consist of plain and

concise statements in consecutively numbered paragraphs, the con-
tents of which shall be limited as far as practicable to a state-
ment of a single set of circumstances, and a paragraph may be
referred to by number in all succeeding pleadings. Separate

claims or defenses shall be separatelj stated and numbered

E(3) Con51stency in pleadlng alternatlve statements.
Inconsistent claims or defenses are not objectlonable, and when a
party is in doubt as to which of two or more statements of fact
is true, he may allege them in the alternative. A party may also
state as many separate claims or defenses as he has regardless of
consistency and whether based upon legal or equitable grounds or
upon both. All statements shall be made subject to the obligation

set forth in Rule J.

E(4) Adoption by reference; exhibits. Statements in a pleading

may be adopted by reference in a different part of the same plead-
ing or in another pleading or in any motion. A copy of any written
instrument which is an exhibit to a pleading is a part thereof for

all purposes.
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F. SUBSCRIPTICN OF PLEADINGS

F(1l) Subscription by party or attorney, certificate. Every prleading shall

be subscribed by the party or by a resident attorney of the state, except that
if there are several parties united in interest and pleading together, the
pleading must be subscribed by at least one of such parties or his resident
attorney. When a corpofation, including a public corporation, is a party, and
if the attorney does not sign the pleading, the subscription may be made by
any officer thereof upon whom service of a summons might be made; and when thé
state or any branch, department, agency, board or cormission of the state or
any officer thereof in its behalf is a party, the subscription, if not made by
the attorney, may be made by any person to whom all the material allegations
of the pleading are known. Verification of pleadings shall not be required.
The subscription of a pleading constitutes a certificate by the person signing

that such person has read the pleading, that to the best of the person's know-

ledge, information and belief there is a good ground to support it and that it

is not interposed for delay.

F(2) Pleadings not subscribed. Any pleading not duly subscribed may, on

motion of the adverse party, be stricken out of the case.

G. COMPLAINT, COUNTERCLAIM, CROSSCLAIM AND THIRD PARTY CLAIM
A pleading which asserts a right to relief, whether an original
claim, counterclaim, cross-claim or third party claim, shall contain:
(1) A plain and concise statement of the ultimate facts consti-
tuting a claim without unnecessary repetition;
| (2) A demand of the relief which the plaintiff claims. If
recovery of.money or damages is demanded, the amoﬁnt thereof shall

be stated. Relief in the alternative or of several different types

may be demanded.
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H. RESPONSIVE PLEADINGS

H(l) Defenses; form of denials. A party shall state in short

and plain terms the party's defenses to each claim asserted and
shall admit or deny the allegations upon which the adverse party
relies! If the party is without knowledgé or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of an allegation, the party shall
so state and this has the effect of a‘denial. Denials shall fairly
meet the substance of the allegations denied. When a pleader
intends in good faith £o deny only a part or a.qualification of an
allegation, the pleader shall specify so much of it as is true and
material and shall deny only the remainder. unless the pleader
intends in good faith to controvert all the allegations of the pre-
ceding pléading, the denials may be made as specific denials of
designated allegaﬁions or paragrapﬁs, or the pleader may generally
deny all the allegations except such designated éllegations or
paragraphs as he expreésly admits; but, When the pleader does so
intend to controvert all its allegations, the pleéder may do so

by general denial subject to the obligations set forth in Rule J.

H(Z) Affirmative defenses. 1In pleading to a preceding pleading;
a party shall set forth affirmatively accord and satisfaction, arbi-
tration and award, assumption of risk, comparative or contributory
negligence, discharge in bankruptcy, auress, estoppel, failu;e of
consideration, fraud, illegality, injury by fellow servant, laches,
license, payment, release, res judicata, statute of frauds, statute
of limitations, unconstitutionality, waiver, and any other matter
constituting an avoidénce 6;.affirmative defense. When a party has

niistakenly designated a defense as a counterclaim or a counterclaim



as a defense, the court on terms, if justice so reguires, shall
treat the pleading as if there had been a proper designation.

H(3) Effect of failure to deny. Allegations in a pleading

to which a responsive pleading is required, other than those as
to the amount of damages, are admitted when not denied in the
responsive pleading. Allegations in a pleading to which no res-

ponsive pleading is required or permitted shall be taken as denied

or avoided.

I. SPECIAL PLEADING RULES

(3 ‘Cbhditions Precedent. In pleading the performance or occurrence of

conditions precedent, it is sufficient to aver generally that all conditions
precedent have been performed or have occurred. A denial of performance

or occurrence shall be made specifically and with particularity, and when so
made the party pleading the performance or occurrence shall on the trial
establish the facts showing such pverformance or occurrence.

I(2) Judgment or other determination of court or officer, how pleaded. In

pleading a judgment or other determination of a court or officer of special
jurisdiction, it is not mecessary to state the facts conferring jurisdiction,
but such judgment or determination may be stated to have been duly given or
made. If such allegation is controverted, the party pleading is bound to estab-
lish on the trial the facts conferring jurisdiction.

I(3) Private statute, how pleaded. In pleading a private statute, or a

right derived therefrom, it is sufficient to refer to such statute by its title

and the day of its passage, and the court shall thereupon take judicial notice

thereof.



I(4) Corporate existence of city or county and of ordinances or comprehensive

plans generally, how pleaded. (a) In pleading the corporate existence of any

city, it shall be sufficient to state in the pleading that the city is existing
and duly incorporated and organized under the laws of the State of Oregon. In
pleading the existence of any county, it shall be sufficient to state in the
pleading that the county is existing and was formed under the laws of the State
of Oregon.

(b) In pleading an ordinance, comprehensive plan or enactment of any county
or incorporated city, or a right derived therefrom, in any court, it shall be

sufficient to refer to the ordinance, comprehensive plan or enactment by its title,

‘if any, otherwise by its cormonly accepted name, and the date of its passage or
the date of its approval when approval is necessary to render it effective,

and the court shall thereupon take judicial notice thereof. As used in this
subsection "comprehensive plan" has the meaning given that term by ORS 197.015.

I(5) ZILibel or slander action. (1) In an action for libel or slander it

shall not be necessary to state in the complaint any extrinsic facts for the
purrose of showing the application to the plaintiff of the defamatory matter
out of which the cause of action arose ; but it shall be sufficient to state
generally that the same was published or spoken concerning the plaintiff. If
such allegation is controverted, the plaintiff shall be bound to establish on
the trial that it was so published or spoken.

(2) In the answer, the defendant may allege both the truth of the matter
charged as defamatory, and any mﬁftigatincj circumstances, to reduce the amount
of damages, and whether he prove the justification or not, the defendant may

give in evidence the mitigating circumstances.
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I(6) Property distrained, answer in action for. 1In an action

to recover the possession of property, distrained doing damage, an
answer that the defendant or person by whose command the defendant
acted was lawfully possessed éf the real property upon which the
distress was made, and that the property distrained was at the time
doing damage thereon, shall be good without setting forth the title
to such real property.

I(7) Capacity. It is not necessary to allege the capacity of
a party to sue or be sued or the authority of a party to sue or be
sued in a representative capacity or the legal existence of an
organized association of persons that is made a party. When a
party desires to raise an issue as to the legal existence of any
party or the capacity of any party to sue or be suéd or the author-
ity of a party to sue or be sued in a representative capacity, the
pleader shall do so by specific negative allegation, which shall
include such supporting particulars as are peculiarly within the
pleader’'s knowledge, or by motion under Rule J(1l), and on such issue
the party relying upon such capacity, authority or legal existence
shall establish the same at trial.

I(8) Official document or act. 1In pleading an official docu-

ment or official act it is sufficient to allege that the document
was lissued or the act done in compliance with law.

I(9) Recitals and negative pregnants. No allegations in a

pleading shall be held insufficient on the grounds that they are

‘pled by way of recital rather than alleged directly. No denial

shall be held insufficient to raise an issue on the grounds that it

contains a negative pregnant.



I(10) Fictitious parties. When a party is ignorant of the name

of an opposing party and so alleges in his pleading, the opposing

party may be designated by any name, and when his true name is dis-

covered, the process and all pleadings and proceedings in the action

may be amended by substituting the true name.

J. DEFENSES AND OBJECTIONS - HOW PRESENTED - BY PLEADING OR MOTION -
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS

J(l) How presented. Every defense, in law or fact, excepting

the defense of improper venue, to a claim for relief in any pleading,
whether a complaint, cross-claim, or third-party claim, shall be
asserted in the responsive pleading thereto if one is required,
except that the following defenses may at the option of the pleader
be made by motion: (A) lack of jurisdiction over the subject matter,
(B) lack of jurisdiction over the person, (C) that there is ahother
action pending between the same parties for the same cause, (D) that
plaintiff has not the legal capacity to sue, where such lack of
capacity appears in a pleading, (E) insufficiency of process or in-
sufficiency of service of'process, (F) the complaint does not contain
ultimate facts sufficient to constitute a claim, (G) that the action
has not been commehced within the time limited by statute, and

(H) failure to join a party under Rule O. A motion making any of
these defenses shall be made before pleading if a further pleading
is permitted. The grounds upon which any of the enumerated defenses
are based shall be stated épecifically and with particularity in the
responsive pleading or motion. No defense or objection is waived by

being joined with one or more other defenses or objections in a

10



responsive pleading or motion. If a pleading sets forth a claim

for relief to which the adverse party is not required to serve a
responsive pleading, the adverse party may assert at the trial

any defense in law or fact to that claim for relief. If, on a
motion asserting the defense denominated (F), to dismiss for

failure of the pleading to contain ultimate facts sufficient to
constitute a claim, or to assert the defense denominated (G), matters
outside the pleading are presented to and not excluded by the court,
the motion shall be treated as one for summary judgment and disposed
of as provided in Rule __  (summary judgment rule), and all parties
shall be given reasonable opportunity to present all material made
pertinent to such a motion by Rule _ (summary judgment rule).

J(2) Motion for judgment on the pleadings. After the pleadings

are closed but within such time as not to delay the trial, any party
may move for judgment on the pleadings. If, on a motion for judg-
ment on the pleadings, matters outside the pleadings are presented
to and not excluded by the court, the motion shall be treated as

one for summary judgment and disposed of as provided in Rule
(summary judgment rule), and all parties shall be given reasonable
opportunity to present all material made pertinent to such a motion
by Rule _ (summary judgment rule).

J(3) Preliminary hearings. The defenses specifically denomina-

ted (A) through (H) in subdivision 1 of this rule, whether made in
a pleading or by motion and the motion for summary judgment mentioned
in subdivision 2 of this rule shall bé heard and determined before
trial on application of any party, unless the court orders that the

hearing and determination thereof be deferred until the trial.

11



J(4) Motion to make more definite and certain. When the

allegations of a pleading are so indefinite or uncertain that the
precise nature of the charge, defense or reply is ﬁot apparent,
upon motion made by a party before responding‘to a pleading, or

if no responsive pleading is permitted by these rules upon motion
by a party within 20 days after service of the pleading, or upon
the court's own initiative at any time, the court méy require

the pleading to be made definite and certain by amendment. If the
motion is granted and the order of the court is not obeyed within
10 days after notice of the order or within such other time as the
court may fix, the court may strike the pleading to which the motion
was directed or make such order as it deems just.

J(5) Motion to strike. Upon motion made by a party before

responding to a pleading or, if no responsive pleading is permitted
by these rules, upon motion made by a party within 20 days after

the service of the pleading upon him or upon the court's own initia-
tive at any time, the court may order stricken: (A) any sham,
frivolous and irrelevant pleadingi.or:defense; (B) any insufficient
defense or any sham, frivolous, irrelevant or redundant matter
inserted in a pleading.

J(6) Consolidation of defenses in motion. A party who makes

a motion under this rule may join with it any other motions herein
provided for and then available to the pafty. If a party makes a

motion under this rule but omits therefrom any defense or>objection
then available to the party which this rule'permiés to be raised by

motion, the party shall not thereafter make a motion based on the

12



defense or objectlon so omltted, except a motlon as prov1ded 1n

subdivision 7 (b) of thlS rule on any of the grounds there stated

J(7) (a) A defense of lack of jurlsdlctlon over the person that
a plaintiff has not legal capacity to sue, that there is another
action pending between the same parties for the same cause, insuf-
ficiency of process, or insufficiency of service of process is

waived (i) if omitted from a motlon in the c1rcumstances descrlbea in

subd1v151on (6) of thls rule, or (11) if it is nelther nade by motlon under

thlS rule nor 1ncluded in a responsive pleadlng or an amendment

thereof permitted by Rule L (1) to be made as a matter of course,

provided, however, the defenses enumerated. in SﬂthESMII(l) Gﬂ and ED

of thlS rule shall not be ralsed by amendment

(b) A defense of failure to state ultimate facts constitu-
ting a claim, a defense that the action has not been commenced
within the time limited by statute, a defense of failure to join a

party indispensable under Rule O, and an objection of failure to

state a legal defense to a claim may be made in any pleadlng permlt-

ted or ordered under Rule B(2) or by motion for judgment on the
pleadlngs, or at- the trial on the merltsjwm;hemobjectlon orwdefense,
if made at trial, shall be disposed of as provided in Rule L(2) in
light of any evidence that may have been received.

(c) 1If it appears by motion of the parties or otherwise that

the court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter, the court shall

dismiss the action.

13



K. COUNTERCIATMS, CROSSCIAIMS AND THIRD PARTY CLATIMS

K(l) Couriterclaims. Each defendant may set forth as many counterclaims,

both legal and equitable, as such defendant may have against the plaintiff.

K(2) Cross—claim against codefendant; rights of third-party plaintiffs and

defendants. (1) In any action where two or more parties are joined as defend-
ants, any defendant may in his answer allege a cross-claim against any other
defendant. A cross-claim asserted against a codefendant must be one existing
in favor of the defendant asserting the cross-claim and against another defend-
ant, between whom a separate judgment might be had in the action and shall be:
| (a) One arising out of the occurrence or transaction set forth in the
complaint: or

(b) Related to any property that is the subject matter of the action
brought by plaintiff.

K(3) A cross-claim may include a claim that the defendant against whom it
is asserted is liable or may be 1iable, to the defendant asserting the cross-
claim for all or part of the claim asserted by the plaintiff.

K(4) An answer containing a cros§—claim shall be served upon the parties
who have appeared. and who are joined under subdivision (6) of this rule. .

K(5) (a) At any time after commencement of the action a defending party,
as a third-party plaintiff, may cause a summons and complaint to be served
upon a person not a party to the action who is or may be liable to him for all
or part of the plaintiff's claim against him. The third-party plaintiff need
not obtain leave to make the service if he files the third-party complaint not
later than 10 days after he serves his original answer. Otherwise he must
obtain leave on motidn upon notice to all parties to the action. Such leave
shall not be given if it would substantially prejudice the rights of existing

parties. The peréon served with the summons and third-party complaint,

14



=

£

herei_nafter. called the third-party defendant, shall make his defenses to the
third-party plaintiff's claim as provided in ORS 16.290 and his counterclaims
against the third-party plaintiff and cross-claims against other third-party
defendants as provided in this section. The third-party defendant may assert
against the plaintiff any defenses which the third-party plaintiff has to the
plaintiff's claim. The third-party defendant may also assert any ciajm against
the plaintiff arising out of the transaction or occurrence that is the subject
matter of the plaintiff's claim against the third-party plaintiff. The plain—
tiff may assert any claim against the third-party defendant arising out of the
transaction or occurrence that is the subject matter of the plaintiff's claim
against the third-party plaintiff, and the third-party defendant thereupon shall
assert his defenses as provided in Rule J and his counterclaims and cross-—claims
as provided in this rule. Any party may move to strike the third-party claim,
or for its severance or separate trial. A third-varty defendant may proceed
under this section against any person not a party to the éction who is or may
be liable to him for all or part of the claim made in the action against the
third-party defendant.

(b) When a counterclaim is asserted against a plaintiff, he may cause
a third partyfo be brought in under circumstances which under this section
would entitle a defendant to do so.

K(6) Joinder of additional parties. Persons other than those made parties

to the original action may be made parties to a counterclaim or cross—claim in
accordance with the provisions of Rules N and O. The parties so joined may
respond to the claim by reply, answer or motion.

K(7) Separate trial. Upon motion of any party, the court may order a

separate trial of any counterclaim, cross-~claim or third-party claim so alleged

15



if to do so would:
(a) Be more convenient;
(b) Avoid prejudice; or

(¢) Be more economical and expedite the matter.

L. AMENDED AND SUPPLEMENTAI. PLEADINGS

L(l) Amendments. A pleading may be amended by a party once as a matter
of course at any time before a responsive pleading is served or, if the
pleading is one to which no responsive pleading is:. permitted and the action
has not been placed upon the trial calendar, the party may so amend it at any
time within 20 days after it is served. Otherwise a party may amend the plead-
ing only by leave of court or by written consent of the adverse party; and
leave shall be freely given when justice so reguires. Whenever an amended
pleading is filed, it shall be served upon all par{:ies who are not in default,
but as to all parties who are in default or against whom a default previously
has been entered, judgment may be rendered in accordance with the prayer of
the original pleading served upon them; and neither the amehded pleading nor
the prcoess thereon need be served upon such parties in default unless the
amended pleading asks for additional relief against the parties in default.

L(2) Amendments to conform to the evidence. When issues not raised by

the pleadings are tried by express or implied consent of the parties, they
shall be treated in all respects as if they had been raised in the pleadings.
Such amendment of the pleadings as may be necessary to cause them to conform
to the evidence and to raise these issues may be made upon motion of any party
at any time, even after judgment; but failure éo to amend does not affect the
result of the trial of these issues. If evidence is objected to at the trial

on the ground that it is not within the issues made by the pleadings, the court

16
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may allow the pleadings to be amended and shall do so freely when the presenta-
tion of the merits of the action will be subserved thereby and the obﬁecti.ng
party fails to satisfy the court that the admission of such evidence would
prejudice him in maJ_ntaJ_nJ_ng his action or defense upon the merits. The court
may grant a continuance to enable the objecting party to meet such evidence.

L(3) Relation back of amendments. Whenever the claim or defense asserted

in the amended pleading arose out of the conduct, transaction, or occurrence
set forth or attempted to be set forth in the original pleading, the amendment
relates back to the date of the original pleading. An amendment changing the
party against whaom a claim is asserted relates back if the foregoing provision
is satisfied and, within the period provided by law for commencing the action
against him, the party to be brought in by amendment (1) has received such
notice of the institution of the action that the party wlll not be prejudiced
in maintaining his defense on the merits, and (2) knew or should have known
that, but for a mistake concerning the identity of the proper party, the action
would have been brought against him.

L(4) Amendment or pleading over after motion. When a motion to dismiss

or a motion to strike an entire pleading or a motion for a judgment on the
pleadings under Rule J is allowed, the court may, upon such terms as may be
proper, allow the party to file an amended pleading. If the n‘otion is disallowed,
and it appears to have been made in good faith, the court shall allow the party
filing the motion to file a responsive pleading if any is required.

L(5) Amended pleading where part of pleading stricken. 1In all cases where

part of a pleading is ordered stricken, the court, in its discretion, may
require that an amended pleading-be filed omittj.ng the matter ordered stricken.
By complying with the court's order, the party filing such amended pleading
shall not be deemed thereby to have waived the right to challenge the correct-
ness of the court's ruling upon the motion to strike, and such ruling shall be

17



subject to review on appeal from final judgment in the cause.

L(6) How amendment made. When any pleading or proceeding is amended

before trial, mere clerical errors excepted, it shall be done by filing a
new pleading, to be called the amended camplaint, or otherwise, as the case
may be. Such amended pleading shall be camplete in itself, without reference
to the original or any preceding amended one.

L(7) Supplemental pleadings. Upon motion of a party the court may, upon’

reasonable notice and upon such terms as are just, permit him to serve a
supplemental pleading setting forth transactions or occurrences or events
which have happened since the date of the pleading sought to be supplemented.
Permission may be granted even though the original pleading is defective in
its statement of a claim for relief or defense. If the court deems it advis-
’f able that the adverse party plead to the supplemental pleading, it shall so
order, specifying the time therefor.
M. JOINDER OF CAUSES OF ACTION

M(1l) Permissive joinder. A plaintiff may join in a complaint, either as

independent or as alternate claims, as many claims, legal or equitable, as the
plaintiff has against an opposing party.

M(2) Forcible entry and detainer and rental. If an action of forcible

entry and detainer and an action for rental due are joined, the defendant
shall have the same time to appear as is now provided by law in actions for
the recovery of rental due.

M(3) Separate statement. The claims united must be separately stated and

must not require different places of trial.

N. JOINDER OF PARTIES

L "7 N(1) Permissive joinder as plaintiffs or defendants. All persons may join

in one action as plaintiffs if they assert any right to relief jointly,
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severally, or in the alternative in respect to or arising out

of the same transaction, occurrence, or series of transactions or

occurrences and if any question of law or fact common to all these persons will
arise in the action. All persons may be joined in one action as defendants if
there is asserted against them jointly, severally, or in the alternative, any
right to relief in respect to or arising out of the same transaction, occurrence,
or series of transactions or occurrences and if any question of law or fact
common to all defendants will arise in the action. A plaintiff or defendant
need not be interested in obtaining or defending against all the relief
demanded. Judgment may be given for one or more of the plaintiffs according

to their respective rights to relief, and against one or more defendants accord-

ing to their respective liabilities.

N(2) Separate trials. The court may make such orders as will prevent a
party from being embarrassed, delayed, or put to unnecessary expense by the
inclusion of a party against whom he asserts no claim and who asserts no claim
égainst him, and may order separate trials or make other orders to prevent
delay or prejudice.

0. JOINDER OF PERSONS NEEDED FOR JUST ADJUDICATICN
O(1) Persons to be joined if feasible. A person who is subject to service

of process and whose joinder will not deprive the court of jurisaiction over
the subject matter of the action shall be joined as a party in the action if
(a) in that person's absence complete relief cannot be accorded among those
already parties, or Kk» that person claims an interest relating to the subject
of the action and is so situated that the disposition of the action in that
person's absence may (i) as a practical matter impair or impede his ability to

protect that interest or (ii) leave any of the persons already parties subject

19



N

to a substantial risk of incurring double, multiple,or otherwise inconsistent
obligations by reason of his claimed interest. If such person has not been
so joined, the court shall order that such person be made a party. If the
joined party objects to venue and his joinder would render the venue of the
action improper, he shall be dismissed from the action.

0(2) Determination by court whenever joinder not feasible. If a person

as described in subdivision (1) (a) and (b) of this rule cannot be made a
party, the court shall determine whether in equity and good conscience the
action should proceed among the parties before it, or should be dismissed,
the absent person being thus regarded as indispensable. The factors to be
considered by the court include: first, to what extent a judgment rendered
in the person's absence might be prejudicial to the person or whose already
parties; second, the extent to which , by protective provisions in the judg-
ment, by the shaping of relief, or other measures, the prejudice can be
lessened or avoided; third, whether a judgment rendered in the person's
absence will be adequate; fourth, whether the plaintiff will have an adequate
remedy if the action is dismissed for nonjoinder.

0(3) Pleading reasons for nonjoinder. A pleading asserting a claim for

relief shall state the names, if known to the pleader, of any persons as
described in subdivision (1) (a) and (b) of this rule who are not joined, and
the reasons why they are not joined.

0(4) Exception of class actions. This rule is subject to the provisions

of Rule (class action rule).

O(5) State agencies as parties in governmental administration proceedings.

In any action or proceeding arising out of county administration of functions

. delegated or contracted to the county by a state agency, the state agency must

be made a party to the action, suit or proceeding.
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P. MISJOINDER AND NCNJOINDER OF PARTIES

Misjoinder of parties is not ground for dismissal of an action. Parties
may be dropped or added by order of the court on motion of any party or of
its own initiative at any state of the action and on such terms as are just.
Any claim against a party may be severed and proceeded with separately.
Q. REAL PARIY IN INTEREST

Every action shall be prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest.
An executor, administrator, guardian, bailee, trustee of an express trust, a
party with whaom or in whose name a contract has been made for the benefit of
another, or a party authorized by statute may sue in his own name without
joining with him the party for wﬁose benefit the action is brought: and when
a statute of the state so provides, an action for the use or benefit of another
shall be brought in the name of the state. No action shall be dismissed on
the ground that it is not prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest
until a reasonable time has been allowed after objection for ratification
of commencement of the action by, or joinder or substitution of, the real
party in interest; and such ratification, joinder, or substitutiqn shall have
the same effect as if the action Had been commenced in the name of the real

party in interest.
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COMMENTARY
OREGON RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

PLEADING

RULE A
(1) Based on ORS 16.120.

(2) Existing ORS 16.660.

RULE B

(1) This section was inserted to clearly indicate the intent to retain
fact pleading. It was taken from the Indiana statutes.

(2) This section is Federal Rule 7(a). For the most part it describes
existing Oregon practice replacing separate coverage of plaintiff's and
defendant's pleadings. It also clearly describes the pleadings to be used
in cross ¢laims and third party practice.

The most significant change is the elimination of the automatic reply
to new matter in an answer. The rule only requires an answer where there
is a cpunterclaim denominated as such. In'any other situation it must be
read in conjunction with Rule H(3) which says tﬂat allegations in a pleading
to which no responsive pleading is required are taken as avoided or denied.
Usually the reply is a routine denial and the rule eliminates an unnecessary
pleading step. For those situations where a reply would in fact contribute
to clarifying the issues, the court is given the authority to order a reply.
This pleading simplification not only follows the federal rule approach but
a number of other states which retain code pleading, e.g. California.

(3) For absolute clarity a third section should be added here which

states, "Pleadings abolished. Demurrers and pleas shall not be used.”

ORS 16.460 contains language abolishing a number of common law pleadings but

no such statement seems necessarye.



Eliminating the plea in abatement is so recent that a specific statement
on pleas is desirable. The present statutes list the demurrer as a plead-
ing. The device of demurrer is replaced by the motion to dismiss under

Rule J which performs the same function.

RULE C

(1)(a) This is an expansion of the last sentence of ORS 16.710 by
adding a requirement of a writing and a specific statement of grounds and
relief sought.

(b) This comes from Federal Rule 7 and makes clear that the cap-
tions and form for motions are the same as pleadings. It makes the provisions
of Rule F applicable to motions, including the provision that the party or
attorney signing the motion certifies that it is not interposed for delay.

(2) This is identical to ORS 16.720. It may not be necessary aé the
first part states the obvious and the exception is confusing.

(3) This is identical to ORS 16.730. It was included because at this
point it is not cleaf whether there are any other statutes requiring notice
of motion. (We will check this on the computer).

(4) This is identical to ORS 16.740. Arguably, it does not correctly
describe existing practice. Read literally it prohibits the trial judge
from striking a section of a pleading at the commencement of trial if a

motion to strike was previously denied.

RULE D
This rule attempts to bring all the references to time to respond to
pleadings together in one rule.

(1) The time for response to an original pleading is presently specified



by Chapter 15 provisions relating to summons. This rule continues that
scheme but clearly refers to the summons rule; it also makes clear that
this applies to any original process served with a summons, whether it

is a complaint, third party complaint or an answer served to bring in a
party to respond to a crossclaim or counterclaim. (The summons provisions
in ORS 15.210 and 200 would be modified to cover the last situation).

With two exceptions, the rest of the section retains the 10-day
requirement of ORS 16.040 for subsequent pleadings. Under the summons
statutes, a party might be served with a complaint giving up to six weeks
to file an answer; the rule makes clear that the answer to the crossclaim
is not required until an answer to the original complaint is required. .If
a plaintiff is required to-reply to a counterclaim ordered by the court,
the time begins to run, not upon filing the answer, but upon service of
the order.

(2)(a) This is a new provision. Existing ORS 16.380 and 400 give
the court discretion to allow a part§ to plead over after a motion or
demurrer are denied. Absent bad faith, Rule L(4) giveé the party losing
a motion a right to plead over. This section provides the time.

(b) 1If a motion is allowed, Rule L(4) gives the court discretion
to allow repleading. If a repleading is ordered, the order may specify a
time limit. If it does not, this section provides 10 days.

() Uﬁder this subsection, if a pleading is amended for any reason.
and a responsive pleading is required, 10 days are allowed for such responsive
pleading. d o 4 : 7 .

(3) Existing ORS 16.050.
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(4) This is the notice of appearance rule requested by the Council.
It is a new draft. The Washington and California notice of appearance
rules are very vague as to form and further pleading and appear to be
rarely used. The notice of appearance here operates as an automatic
time extension. It must be filed by an attorney retained by a party,
which prevents the party froﬁ securing the extension and then still
waiting until the last day to éontaCt an attorney. The required affirma-
tive statement, coupled with the Rule F certification of truthfulness,
should limit abuse. Since under Rule J the concept of special appearance
is abolished, there is no need to specify the nature of the appearance.
RULE E

(1) This combines ORS 16.060 and 16.210(2) (a). The'language comes
from Federal Rule 10(a) but reference to "register number" from 16.060 is
used rather than "file number'.

(2) Most of this rule states existing Oregon practice. The language
comes from Federal Rule 10(b) and New York CPLR 3014. The most significant
aspect is the last sentence which retains the requirement of separate state-
ments of claims and defenses. This is not consistent with the federal rules
and most states; the federal rule only requires separate counts when claims
are founded on separate transactions or occurrences. The requirement of
separate statement is more consistent with fact pleading.

(3) In existing practice, one thebretically cannot plead inconsistent
statements of fact within one count or between counts or present inconsistent
causes of action. The court, however, has held that if anapparert incomsistency

is in the application of law to facts or in interpretatioﬁ, inconsistent



statements are permitted. Thus, in Pruett v. Lininger, 224 Or. 614 (1960),

a defendant was allowed to allege that a worker was employed by two differ-
ent people in the same pleading. Therefore, the only alternmative or
inconsistent pleading not allowed is where the statements are simple exposi-
tive fact clearly within the knowledge of thg pleader. This limit would

be retained because the obligations of Rule F regarding truthful pleading
apply, e.g. a party could not file a pleading alleging that he had mailed a
letter on two different dates if he clearly knew the correct date because
one of the statements would be untruthful. Requiring any more consistency
at the pleading stage is unrealistic and does not appear to be required
under present Oregon law; this rule will eliminate useless motions to elect
and make more definite and certain and simplify pleading. The language used
was taken from Michigan Rule 112.9(2).

(4) This is Federal Rule 10(c). There are some old Oregon cases dis-
cussing the necessity of specific incorporation of exhibits, but this rule
seems more sensible.

RULE F

This is the new subscription rule adopted by the Council.
RULE G

This is the crucial rule retaining fact pleading. It follows a federal
rule format of stating the requirements for any type of pleading asserting

a claim (Chapter 16 deals only with complaints).

(1) Differs from the federal rules in requiring the pleading of ultimate

facts rather than merely a statement of a claim. The language is based upon
existing ORS 16.210 but substitutes the word, claim, for cause of action and

says "ultimate' facts. Most of the recently enacted Oregon statutes in the
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pleading and joinder area and the balance of these rules use the word,
claim, rather than cause of action: retaining cause of action here would
be confusing and is unnecessary. It is the reference to pleading ultimate
facts that will retain.the present level of specificity in pleading.

Of the jurisdictions with modern pleading rules, only three do not uti-
lize to the federal description of pleading (Texas, Michigan and Florida).
Texas and Michigan retain the use of cause of action. The language of this
rule is adapted from Florida Rule 1.110 (b) (2), "A short and plain state-
ment of the ultimate facts showing-that the pleader is entitled to relief'.
The Oregon courts have developed the required level of pleading specificity
through a series of cases distinguishing ultimate facts from evidentiary
facts and conclusions of law, and this rule would retain the existing
court—-defined level of specifity.

Sebsection (2) is based on existing ORS 16.210 (c). The last sentenée
wés added. The word, plaintiff, will be changed to party to conform to the
broader scope.of the rule.

RULE H

This rule governs all responsive pleadings. The language is that of
Federal Rule 8 (b) through (d), slightly modified to fit Oregon practice.
Except as pointed out below, it is consistent with existing Oregon practice.

(1) The only substantial change here would be the last clause of the
last sentence &hich authorizes a general denial only when a pleader truly
intends to controvert all allegations in an opponent's pleading. Since few

cases would arise when a pleader would truly be able to deny absolutely all
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allegations in a pleading, the general denial would Be rareiy used. (Note
there is a typographical error in the draft -- it should read obligations

in Rule F instead of Rule J). ‘Existing Oregon practice sanctions use of

the general denial; but this is inconsistent with the fact pleading objective
of sharpening issues through pleading.

(2) This does not change any existing burden of pleading in Oregon but
spells out some common situations of affirmative defenses. ORS 16.290 simply
requires affirmative statement of new matter without any specific illustra-
tions. The list of items is not exclusive; for any potential defense not
listed, the pleader must decide if this is "any other matter constituting
an avoidance or affirmative defense'. The defenses listed under the federal
rule were modified by addition of "comparative negligence" and "uncénstitution—
ality" which are the subject of existing‘Oregon cases. There also are Oregon
cases on estoppel, failure of consideration, release, res judicata and statute
of limitations. Assumption of risk, contributory negligence and fellow servant
have generally been replaced in Oregon, but could arise in an occasional case

and were not deleted.

(3) Except for the situation where no reply is required, this is the existing

rule.

RULE I

Most of these special pleading rules are taken directly from the Oregon
statutes; with the exceptions of Sections (6) and (9), similar provisions
exist in most other states.

(1) This is Utah Rule 9(9). It is didentical to ORS. 16.480 except that



the defendant must specify which condition precedent has not been performed.

The Oregon statute allows the defendant to generally deny performance of

. condition precedent. Under the Oregon rule you could then have a general

allegation of performance and a general denial, and the pleadings do not
reflect a specific issue. This rule seems more consistent with our pleading
theory. (Note the word, "aver", should be changed to "allege" in the first
sentence).

(2) This is existing ORS 16.490.

(3) This is existing ORS 16.500.

(4) This is existing ORS 16.510

(5) This is existing ORS 16.530.

(6) This is existing ORS 16.540. This rule may not be necessary as
the situation described is not one of common occurrence.

(7) This rule is not covered in existing Oregon statutes. Lack of
capacity can be asserted in a demurrer, if it appears in the complaint and
formerly would be raised by a plea in abatement if it did not (now by
affirmative defense). Under Rule J, lack of capacity is grounds for a motion
to dismiss if it appears on the face of a complaint or an affirmative
defense. The only change may be the necessity to allege; there are some
Oregon cases suggesting a plaintiff must plead some types of capacity, parti-

cularly corporate. A capacity defeé&t is not common and requiring allegation

by the moving party seems wasteful. There is a special rule for cities under I(4).

The last clause of the last sentence does not appear in the federal rule
but does in a number of state rules, e.g. Wisconsin and Utah, and is consistent

with Rule I(1) and the Oregon law.
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(8) This section is Federal Rule 9(d); it does not appear in the
existing Oregon statutes. It-éeems‘like a sensible rule.

(9) This does not appear in the Oregon statutes but was put in
specifically to eliminate a couple of archaic pleading rules from old Oregon
cases. There is no logical reason for a distinction between recitals and
allegations and few people can even define a negative pregnant much less
decide what difference it makes.

(10) This is the equivalent of ORS 13.020. It is placed here because
most other states include it as a special pleading rule. It more properly
refers to pleading than parties. The language comes from Rule 9(h) of the
Alabama Code. The language used in ORS 13.020 is confusing and suggests a

possible use of the California John Doe pleading.

RULE J

This rule contains all rules relating to attacks on pleadings and motion
practice. It is generally based upon Federal Rule 12(b) through (h), but
substantially modified to fit Oregon practice and the retention of fact
pleading. It is a critical component of an attempt to eliminate costs and

delay in pleading. The rule provides specific rules for order in making

motions before pleading, requires that all attacks on an opponent's pleading

be made at one time and provides for waiver of defenses.

1) This section groups together all attacks based on the substance
of an opponent's pleading. It replaces the demurrer and other motions. All
of the-grounds of the demurrer are retained as grounds for the motion to dis-
miss, except misjoinder of parties, which will result in an order adding

parties under Rule P, and misjoinder of causes of action which no longer



exists because of the legislative adoption of ORS 16.221. Grounds (A),
(B) and (E) are from the federal rule but would come under the Oregon
demurrer statute. Grounds (B) and (C) come from the Oregon demurrer
statute. Ground F appears both in Federal Rule 12 and the demurrer
statute, but the language used is conformed to Rule G. Ground (H) is not
covered in the Oregon statutes. The federal rules include venue as a
basis for a motion to dismiss; this was eliminated. The choice of motion
or defense is up to the pleader, and a motion is not required even if the
defect appears on the face of the opponent's complaint.

The elimination of the label, demurrer, was based on several grounds.
The single rule approach to motions and defenses and standard rules of
preclusion and waiver for pleading attacks dre desirable. The demurrer also
has acquired some very archait¢ pleading rules by court interpretation, such
as interpreting the pleading against the pleader in the face of a demurrer.

One important side effect of this rule is the elimination of the con-
cept of special appearance. Defects of pefsonal jurisdiction and process
are treated the same as any other dilatory defense. Under J(4) these
defenses are given special treatment thét requires them to be asserted in
the first pleading or motion, but the theory of a special appearance is
gone.‘ The special-general appearance distinction was required by early
jurisdictional concepts but not by present theories of personal jurisdic-

tion and remains only as a procedural trap.

The requirement of specific statement of grounds for defenses comes from

the Florida rules.

10
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(2) This section essentially retains the same judgment on the plead-
ings motion covered in 16.130. The language from Federal Rule 12 (c) is
clearer.

(3) This rule gives the court flexibility in handling defemnses to
avoid a full trial. It is Federal Rule 12 (d).

(4) This rule is identical to the existing motion to make more definite
and certain in ORS 16.110. If fact pleading is to be retained, this motion
must be retained as it is the primary means of requiring specificity. The
federal rules have a motion for more definite statement, lZ(e), but it can
only be used Where a responsive pleading is requlred and then only when the
§lead1ng.1s so vague that no fesponélve pleédlng canWbeM;oggeé The last
sentence 1s new.

(5) This rule also retains the existing Oregon motion. The language,
"sham, frivolous and irrelevant', is not very precise but most other jurisdic-
tions use "redundant, immaterial, impertinent or scandalous", which is not
much better. 1In any case, the Oregon language has been clarified by court
interpretation to fit fact pleading. The only change was the addition of
"any insufficient defense" to subsection (B) which makes clear that this

motion replaces the demurrer to a defense.

(6) This subsection requires consolidation of all attacks to be
made against an opponent's pleading into one motion, if any motions
are made. It should eliminate one of the primary defects of fact

pleading motion practice which is excessive delay from repetitive or

consecutive motions against the same pleadings. The rule does not require

11
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defenses to be made by motion or limit the number of defenses or objections
that may be raised in the one motion that is allowed. It also does not
prohibit attacks by motion against new defects in an amended pleading because
it applies only to defenses or motions "then available to a party". Thus,

if a motion to make more definite and certain were sustained and the amended
pleading became subject to a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim,
this motion could be made; if a motion to strike or make more definite and
certain were sustained and the new language still did not meet the fact plead-

ing requirements, another motion could be made. What the rule does prevent is

- a motion as to form going to part of a pleading followed by other form

motions, followed by a demurrer, followed by another demurrer, etc.

(7) This rule governs waiver of defenses. The previous rules cover
preclusion or loss of a procedural device. This rule deals with waiver or
loss of the underlying defect or objection. Thére are three categories:

(a) Dilatory defenses which are waived if not made in any motion filed,
or if no motion is filed if not raised by a responsive pleading or an amend-
ment allowed as a matter of course. The defects of jurisdiction over ﬁhe
person and relating to process, however, cannot be raised by amendment. This
preserves some of the special appearance treatment for these defects and
forces the person having such an objection to raise it in the initial pleading
or motion. This treatment of jurisdiction is not in the federal rules, but
comes from Kule 12(h) of the Tennessee rules of procedure.

(b) Failure to state a claim, statute of limitations, failure to join

an indispensable party, and failure to state a defense are treated differently.

These are not waived and may be asserted at trial (in other words, may arise as

12



an issue at trial and be considered either by consent or by amendment by
leave under Rule L2) or by a motion for judgment on the pleadings.
(¢) Jurisdiction over the subject matter is never waived and is

treated separately.

RULE K

This rule is a combination of existing ORS 16.305 and 16.315. There
are two changes:

The words, ''Such leave shall not be given if it would substantially
prejudice the rights of existing parties', were added to the first paragraph
of (5)(a). This is intended to encourage trial judges to protect existing
parties against late impleader or impleader that would have an adverse
effect on existing parties.

The second change is the addition of section (6) which is based on
Federal Rule 13(h) and allows a party asserting a crossclaim or counterclaim
to join additional parties to respond. This is a fairly limited joinder

provision but useful. Oregon statutes already authorize such joinder in the

common situation where an action is brought by an assignee under a contract,’and

the maker of the contract can be joined to respond to the counterclaim. ORS 13.180.

A party joined is served with an answer and summons. Rule B specifies the

response. Special provisions are required in the summons rule.

Federal Rule 13 has provisions relating to compulsory counterclaims
which are not in the existing Oregon statutes and which were not included in
this rule. While the compulsofy counterclaim rule may have utility in con-
centrating disputes between parties in one case; - this is. outweighed by the

danger of loss of rights through a procedural error.
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RULE L

i [

(1) This is based on Federal Rule 15(a) and would replace ORS 16.370
and 16.390. It differs in two respects from existing law. The time to
amend of right extends to the actual filing of a responsive pleading rather
than the time period for filing such pleading and the rule specifically
encoufages the trial judge to give leave "freely....when justice so requires'.
Thé last sentence of the rule is existing ORS 16.430.

(2) This is Federal Rule 15(b) and would replace the existing Oregon
statutes covering the area, ORS 16.610-16.650. It eliminates the necessity
of a distinction between a material and immaterial variance and simply pro-
vides that if a variance objection is made at trial, the coutt can allow an
amendment and grant a continuance if necessary and that such amendment should
be given when presentation of the merits will be subserved thereby. The
rule does not, however, eliminate the concept of variance and the trial judge
has discretion to sustain a variance objection and refuse a continuance in the
proper circumstances.

The rule also clearly indicates that if no variance objection is made
and the parties proceed to try the case on issues not in the pleadings, no
objection can then be raised based upon the pleadings; if requested, an amend-
ment to conform to tne prod must be given and in any case, the pleadings are
deemed to be amended to conform to the. proof.

(3) This is Federal Rule 15(c) previously considered by the Council.

(4) This is based upon ORS 16.380 and 400(1l). If a motion to strike an
entire pleading or to dismiss is allowed, the court retains discretion to

allow or not allow an amended pleading. The authority to allow an amended

14



pleading after a successful motion for judgment on the pleadings was added
to give the trial judge discretion where such motion is actually a late
blooming motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim. If the motion is
denied, the existing statute relating to demurrers gave the trial judge
discretion to not allow further pleading. This rule autométically allows
pleading over after an unsuccessful motion, absent bad faith.

(5) This is ORS 16.400(2) and covers a motion to strike a part of a
pleading.

(6) This is existing ORS 16.410.

(7) The language is taken from Federal Rule 15(d). It does not change

the existing rule under ORS 16.360 but the language is clearer.

RULE M

This is existing ORS 16.221. (The title should be JOINDER OF CLAIMS).

RULE N

This is existing ORS 13.161.

RULE O
This is Federal Rule 19. This is one of the best drafted federal rules
and seems to be a clear and reasonable elaboration of ORS 13.110. The last

section, (5), is ORS 13.190 covering a specific situation.

RULE P

This is Federal Rule 21 and replaces all other remedies for party joinder

problems with the simple device of dropping or adding parties.

RULE Q
This is Federal Rule 17(a) and has the same effect as ORS 13.030, using

clearer language. It also provides a procedure for dealing with real party

in interest objectioms.
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ORS SECTIONS —-- EQUIVALENT RULES
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S

S

Chapter 16

16.010~-None ig’ggg:{?éi)'
16.020--None 16'640—-L(2)
16.030--B(2) 16.650--None
16.040~--D(1) 16.660-—A(2)
16.050--D(3) 16.710-—C(l)
16.060--E(1) 16:720—-0(2)
ig.ggg——g 16.730--C(3)
«050=-None 16.740--C(4)
16.090~--E(2)
16.100--J(5)
ig:iég::i(4) Chapter 13
ig.izg——J(z) 13.020--1(10)
.140-~None 13.030--Q
16.150--J(1) 13.110~--0
16.210~~G 13.161--N
16.221--M 13'170——0
16.240--D(2) 13.180~-K.(6)
16.250--J(5) 13.190--0(5)
16.260--J(1) '
16.270--3(1)

lGrQ&Qr—J(l)
16.290--H(1) and (2)
16.305~--K(1).
16.315-~K(2), KR(5) and K(7)
16.320--None
16.325--K(6) and B(2)
16.330--J(6) and (7)
16.340--J(7) (b)
16.360--L(7)
16.370--L(1)
16.380~--L(4)
16.390~--1L(1)
16.400--L(4) and (5)
16.410~--L(6)
16.420--D(2) (c)
16.430--1L(1)
16.460(1)--B(3)

-16.460(2) and (3)--None

16.470--None (will be included in
discovery if no interrogatories)
16.480--T(1)
16.490--I(2)
16.500--1(3)
16.510--1I(4)
16.530--1(5)
16.540--1(6)
16.610--L(2)



DISCOVERY OF EXPERTS: RULE 26(b)(4) AND THE BODYFELT PROPOSAL

(ff"_*i_A

I. THE PROBLEM

As requested by the Council, this memorandum will comment on
the Dick Bodyfelt proposal for mandatory exchange of expert
reports. To do so, it is necessary to make an extensive review
of the problem area being addressed by that proposal. The pro-
posal was first discussed by the Council as a question of
procedure for exchange of expert reports, somewhat equivalent to
the existing provisions following a physical examination of an
opponent.

The discovery problem involved, however, is a complex and

delicate one of the proper limits on the scope of discovery
‘froﬁiéh“Bﬁpohéntfé‘éxpert."Thé.federal rule relating to the dis-
covery of experts, Rule 26(b) (4), is part of the gemeral rule
' defining the scope of federal discovery and modifiés the brcad
scope of discovery under Rule 26(b) (1) (ORS 41.635).

" This memo will first discus; thé naturé of ﬁﬁé probiéa éﬁd.“ﬂ
then analyze the Bodyfelt proposal, Rule 26(b) (4), and other

possible approaches to the problem.

A. The Nature of the Problem

The problem presented is best illustrated by the federal experi-
ence with discovery of experts which led to the adoption of Rule
26(b)(4). Rule 26(b)(4) was not included in the original federal
rules but was added by the 1970 amendments which substantially
revised the discovery rules. The primary reason for the adoption
of the new rule was the existing confusion in the federal system as

to the limits of discovery from expert witnesses. There are three



basic objections which could be made when an attempt is made to
discover information held by an opponent's expert:

(a) That the information 1is protected by the attorney-client
privilege. This could be argued either on the basis that the’
expert was a conduit of information from client to attorney or
the expert was functioning as an assistant counsel.

(b) That the knowledge of the expert is the result of the
work product of the attorney and tﬁus privileged under the quali-

fied privilege of Hickman vs. Taylor, 229 U.S. 495 (1947).

(¢) That discovery of an opponent's expert is "unfair'" either
because (1) the expert or the employer of the expert has a property
interest in the results of the expert's work, which should not be
taken by an opponent through discovery, or (2) one party should not
be able to delay preparation of their case and then take advantage

of the other party's diligence in securing expert assistance.l

1. For a discussion of these theories as applied in various

cases, see Friedenthal, Discovery and Use of an Adverse
Party's Expert Information, 14 Stanford L.Rev. 455‘(1962);
Tong, Discovery and Experts Under the Federal Rules, 39 Wash.
L.Rev. 655 (1962). Both authors strongly indicate that
attorney-client privilege and work product are not approp-
riate doctrines to control expert discovery, that unfairmess
is the underlying question, and that cases applying attorney-
client privilege and work product are stretching those
doctrines to reach a desired result.




The application of these doctrines, however, varies enormously
depending upon the nature of the expert, the sources of the expert's
information, the relationship between the expert and the attorney,
and whether the expert is a prospective trial witness. Also,
gerieral attitudes toward the proper breadth of discovery from experts
differ gréatly.2 The result was a series of federal cases reaching
inconsistent results as to the permissible scope of discovery from
experts.3 The high (or low) point of confusion was reached in one
case where two federal courts reached completely inconsistent
results as to permissible discovery from the same experts in the
4

same case.

B. The Oregon Cases

Thus far, Oregon has no cases dealing directly with the sEope
of discovery from experts. There are, however, two Oregon cases
dealing with the ability to call an opponent's expert at the trial.
Although discovery of an expert and calling an expert as a witness
do present slightly different problems, the arguments against
access to the facts and opinions held by an opponent's expert are

basically the same in both cases.

2.  One illust¥ation of this is the discovery proposals submit-
ted by the Advisory Committee. .In 1946 they would have
changed the federal rules to bar any discovery of expert
witnesses. The original 1967 draft of Rule 26(b) (4) would
have allowed unlimited discovery of trial experts relating
to the subpject of their direct testimony at trial and res-
tricted the discovery of other experts. See Graham, Discover
of Experts Under Rule 26(b) (4) of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure; Part One, An Analytical Study, 1976 Univ. of Ill.
Law Forum, 895, 921-922 (1976).

3. The cases are cited in 8 Wright and Miller, Federal Practice
and Procedure, § 2029, 245-249. '

4. Cold Metal Processing Company v. Aluminum Company of America,
described in 8 Wright and Miller, supra, pp. 240-241.




-4 -

In the first case, Brink v. Multnomah County, 224 Or. 507,

356 P.2d 536 (1960), the county retained an appraiser to examine
property in anticipation of condemnation litigation. The county

did not call the appraiser at trial, but the landowner did. The
county objected to testimony by the appraiser. The basis for the
objection was not clear, but the trial court refused to let the land-

owner secure the appraiser's testimony as to the value of the property.

The Supreme Court sustained the trial court's decision principally
because the landowner failed to make a proper offer of proof.
The court, however, also stated that the testimony should be
excluded because it was a communication from ﬁhe client to the
attorney and covered by the attorney-client privilege. The court
said that a communication '"by any form of agency'" is within the
privilege'and relied upon a line of California cases that had
applied this reasoning to discovery of experts. The court also
said that"work product might apply but it was. unnecessaxrv.to
consider this doctrine because the decision rested on other ade-
quate grounds. Finally, the court also said that the result
-reached was justifiable because broad discovery did not warrant
one party making use of an opponent's preparation for trial to
build the discovering party's case.

Two years later the Oregon court was again faced with the

problem of use of an opponent's expert in Nielsep v. Brown,

232 Or. 426, 374 P.2d 896 (1962). This was a guest passenger
case. Defendant's attorney had retained a plastic surgeon to
examine plaintiff in preparation for trial. Plaintiff had con-

sented to the examination without a court order. At trial, the



plaintiff subpoenaed the plastic surgeon. The defendant asked
that the plaintiff not be allowed to call the doctor. The court
allowed the doctor to testify and the testimony was favorable to
the plaintiff. The case was reversed on other grounds, but the
Supreme Court said that there was no error in allowing the
doctor to testify.

The Brink case was distinguished because anything being
communicated to the defendant's attorney in the Nielsen case
originated with the plaintiff and not the defendant, and thus
could not be a privileged communication.

The defendant's main contention was that the expert's knowledge
was work product. After extensive review of the federal and Calif-
ornia discovery cases, the court finally concluded that this was

) more properly the work product of the doctor rather than the attor-
ney. The court then said:

"We are not required to determine in this case
whether on the trial a party may compel his
adversary to produce the report of an expert em-
ployed by the latter. The question here is
whether the expert can be called as a witness
by the party who did not employ him and compe}led
to testify concerning his investigation, examina-
tion, etc., and express his opinion on a question
within his professional knowledge. Neither the
Hickman case nor any other that we have seen 1s.
authority for the proposition that the information
and knowledge in the mind of the expert must be
kept there and away from the jury on the theory

that they are the work product of the lawyer."
232 Or. at 436.

The court also discussed the "unfairness' ground for exclud-
ing the testimony. The court suggested that "testimony

/ which could be properly admitted at the trial might be excluded
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in a discovery proceeding'" (Page 439), but said in this particu-
lar case no claim of unfairness could be made because the informa-
tion held by the doctor was the result of a phy31cal examlnatlon
of the plaintiff herself and tne court p01nted out that Féderalfhﬂe 35
required the furnishing a copy of the examining phy3101an s report
when a physical examination was ordered by the court. The Oregon
court said that disclosure was not unfair to the doctor because
the expert was not being compelled to make an investigation but
only to testify to an opinion already formed as a result of an
investigation paid for by the defendant. Any unfairness to the
defendant was offset by the unfairness of having a party consent to

a physical examination and then not have access to the results.
The court said:
"We are not called upon to express an opinion as
to the correct rule when the testimony involved
is that of an expert employed by a litigant to
appraise real property, make a chemical test,
investigate an engineering problem, or the like.
It is sufficient to say that the ruling of the
trial judge in this case, for the reasons we

have stated, was not erroneous.' 232 Or. at
444445,

In summary, the present situation in Oregon is very unclear.

(a) The cases discussed did not dealwith discovery, but the
opinions clearly indicate that the limitations on access to
information discussed would apply, possibly even more strongly,
to discovery of information held by an opponent's expert.

(b) In dicta, all three of the potential grounds for limiting
expert discovery (attorney-client privilege, work product and
unfairness) applied in the federal courts to limit expert discovery

are applied to discovery in Oregon.



(c) The\application of tﬁesé-three doctrines is not

clear. For example, why is the defense expert who examinés
plaintiff's property communicating information from defendant to
defendant's attorney when a defense expert, who examines plaintiff's
body, is not? Under what circumstances would the information in
the mind of an expert be an attorney's work product? Is the
unfairness of securing information from an opponent's expert based
upon a party's property interest in the information developed by
his paid expert or the reaction to having one party take advantage

of another's work in securing expert testimony? What different

considerations would apply in discovery of an opponent's expert
than apply in calling an-opponent‘s expert at trial?

(d) The expanded scope of discovery in Oregon that results
from the 1977 adoption of the federal definition of scope of
discovery and request for production and inspection, as opposed
to motion for production and inspection (ORS 41.635 and 41.616),
is likely to create more frequent situations where problems with

discovery from experts arise.



II.

RULES

A.

The TFederal Rule

The text of Federal Rule 26(b)(4) is as follows:

(4) Trial Preparation: Ezxperts. Discovery of facts known
and opinions held by experts, otherwise discoverable under the
provisions of subdivision (b) (1) of this rule and acquired or
developed in anticipation of litigation ©r for trial, may be ob-
tairted only as follows:

(A) (i) A party may through interrogatories require any oth-
er party to identify each person whom the other party expects to
call as an expert witness at trial, to state the subject matter on
which the expert is expected to testify, and to state the sub-
stance of the facts and opinions to which the expert is expected
to testify and a summary of the grounds for each opinion. (ii)
Upon motion, the court may order further discovery by other
means, subject to such restrictions as to scope and such provi-
sions, pursuant to subdivision (b) (4) (C) of this rule, concern-
ing fees and expenses as the court may deem appropriate.

(B) A party may discover facts known or opinions held by
an expert who has been retained or specially employed by an-
other party in anticipation of litigation or preparation for trial
and who is not expected to be called as a witness at frial, only
as provided in Rule 35(b) or upon a showing of exceptional cir-
cumstances- under which it is impracticable for the party seek-
ing discovery to obtain facts or opinions on the same subject
by other means.

(C) Unless manifest injustice would result, (i) the court shall
require that the party seeking discovery pay the expert a rea-
sonable fee for time spent in responding to discovery under sub-
divisions (b) (4) (A) (ii) and (b) (4) (B) of this rule; and (ii)
with respect to discovery obtained under subdivision (b) (4) (A)

~ (ii) of this rule the court may require, and with respect to dis-

PR " . . ] h
covery obtained under subdivision (b)d (4) (B) tc;fp%l;stgsxgt; ee;
i eking discovery

t shall require, the party se ' '
';Zgy a fair portion of the fees and expenses I:e;}sonably 1r3cc1:’lur1; !
' by.the latter party in obtaining facts and opinions from the

pert.



The federal rule regulates all discovery of opinions held
by experts '"'acquired or developed in anticipation of litigation
or for trial'. The basic scheme of the federal rule separates
experts into four types:

(a) Experts a party expects to call at trial. By interrog-

atories, a party may learn the names of these experts, subject
of their testimony and the substance of the facts or opinions to
which the expert is expected to testify and a summary of the
grounds for each opinion. Further discovery is only possible by
court order.

(b) Experts retained or specially emploved by a party and

not expected to be called at trial. Discovery of these experts

is only possible upon a court order after a showing of exceptional
circumstances under which it is impracticable for the party seeking

discovery to obtain the facts or opinions through his own experts.

(¢) Experts informally consulted but not retained and not

expected to be called at trial. These are not specifically pro-

vided for under the rule and since the discovery and the methods
provided are exclusive, no discovery at all is possible. The
advisory committee drafting the rule so indicated.

(d) Experts who have information not gained in preparation

for trial. The federal rule advisory committee indicated that

. experts who are actors or viewers of occurrences that give rise

to the suit are not included in Rule 26(b) at all. The rule only
applies to facts and opinions "acquired or developed in anticipa-
tion of litigation or for trial".

Section (c) of the rule recognizes that a substantial element
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of potential unfairness in expert discovery is one party having
free access to an expert paid by another party or not paid at
all. The rule, therefore, has detailed provisions for payment
of expenses and in some cases underlying investigation fees when
discovery is allowed.

The rationale behind the principal distinction made in the
rule is sensible. It is clear that the necessity for discovery
from potential expert witnesses at trial is much higher than other
experts. Effective cross examination of an expert witness is
difficult without kndwing what the expert will say. This is
particularly true in a jurisdiction that does not automatically
require a hypothetical question and where an expert may give an
opinion based upon facts outside their recprds andeithout prior
disclosure of the underlying facts or assumptions giving rise to
the opinion. The burden to explore the basis for the expert
opinion falls squarely on the opponent and full discovery would
seem to be essential. This appears to be the situation in Oregon.

See Wulff v. Sprouse-Reitz Co., Inc., 262 Or. 293, 498 P.2d 766

(1972).5 For non-trial experts, the need for disclosure is much
less and the rule need only cover exceptional circumstances where
a party cannot secure the same information by hiring his own

expert witnesses.

5. The court adopted Rule 58 of the Uniform Act on Expert Testi-
mony of the National Conference of Commissioners and Uniform
State Laws, see 262 Or. 307-308. The approach is similar to
that used in Rule 703 and 705 of the Federal Rules of Evidence.
The drafters of the federal rules made reference to the poten-
tial scope of discovery in deciding to avoid use of the

hypothetical question. See discussion in Graham, supra, n. 2, pp.

895-898.
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The federal rule, however, has a number of problems:

1. The rule does not define experts. Probably this would
be anyone who applies specialized knowledge not possessed by
the general public to draw conclusions. The rule is usually
discussed in the context of highly specialized or scientific or
medical experts, but arguably anyone possessing any type of
specialized knowledge could be within the rule.

2, The limitation of discovery of trial experts to interrog-
atories is too severe. Interrogatories are useful for securing
names and simple facts and leads for further discovery. They are
not amenable to detailed or flexible discovery. Since the interrog-
atories are answered by the opposing attorney, they are generally
artfully phrased to comply with the requirements of the rule and
yet say as little of wvalue as possible. The rule does not provide
a standard for further discovery, and some courts have held very
minimal answers, clearly inadequate for trial preparation, suffic-
ient and refuse to allow further discovery.6

In an empirical study of the operation of Rule 26(b) (4), the
single largest complaint;about the rule was the inadequacy of the
interrogatory procedure.7 Objections included:

The answers generally contained insufficient information;

The answers usually related what the attorneys hoped the
experts would say rather than their actual opinions.

No provision was made for discovery of qualifications and
background of the expert.

6. See example in Graham, Sugra, n. 2, pp. 917-921.

7. The results of the survey appear in Graham, Discovery of Experts

Under Rule 26(b) (4) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure;
Part Two, An Empirical Study and a Proposal. The respondents
to the survey were federal judges and magistrates and attorneys
practicing in all Federal District Courts. Eighty-five per-.
cent of the respondents felt that the interrogatories did not

provide adequate information for trial preparation. See PP.
1792 172 - :
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There was no way to discover the authorities relied upon
by the expert.

Information about tests and experiments undertaken by the
expert were not revealed.

Since the interogatories were not signed by the expert,
they could not be used effectively for impeachment.

No information on bias, hostility or prior testimony is
provided for impeachment purposes.

There is no chance to make a personal observation of the
potential witness.

3. The timing of discovery of trial experts has presented
some problems. Rule 26(b)(4) must be read in conjunction With'A
Rule 26(e) (1) (b) of the federal rules which require supplementa-
tion of responses to expert witness interrogatories. The
interrogatories, however, are still only available when the
opponent indicates that an expert is expected to testify. Some
attorneys apparently postpone the ''selection' of their experts
until the last moment. The '"'Saturday night" expert approach
hinders effective discovery and preparation.8

4. The complete prohibition of any discovery of experts con-
sulted but not retained presents some problem. The knowledge of
such an expert is developed in anticipation of litigation, but
the expert is not to be called at the trial and has not been
retained or specially employed and therefore no discovery is
possible at all. The reason for the complete bar of discovery of
such experts is that an expert consulted but not retained probably
would be not helpful to the party who found the expert and might
be very helpful to the opponent; it would discourage parties from

investigating and adequately preparing their cases if they were

8. Graham, supra, n. 7, pp. 186-188.



exposed to the danger of discovery of experts helpful to the
opponent. Actually, the problem seems to be mainly one of
identification. Once identified the oﬁponent could retain the
consulted expert. Whether this is a sufficient basis for the
distinction is open to question. In any case, the line between
a ""consulted" and '"retained" expert is not clear. Also, complete
elimination of discovery for this situation seems to be too rigid,
and there may be some instances where a strong, legitimate need
for discovery could be shown.?
5. Experts who are not retained by either party or consulted
in anticipation of litigation apparently are freely discoverable.
The advisory committee referred to experts who were actors or
viewers. This does not mean the same thing as persons who have
expert qualifications and are only occurrence witnesses relating
facts and not opinions. The "expert'" might be required to apply
his or her expertise to the situation which was observed and draw
conclusions and express opinions. The key question is whether the
underlying knowledge of the expert was acquired or developed in
anticipation of litigation or for some other reason. This distinc-
tion is consistent with the underlying rationale of the rule but
not easily drawn.10
6. The most common difficulty related to the above distinc-
tion is employees of a party who are also experts. Arguably,
regular employees are not covered at all by the rule because they

are not retained or specially employed in anticipation of litigation.

The question, however, is whether these employee experts should be

9. Graham, supra, n. 2, pp. 938-940.
10. Graham, supra, n. 2, pp. 936-938.
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treated as consulted experts with no discovery at all, or as
occurrence witnesses with completely £free discovery. One reason-
able resolution would be to say that if the'employee has knowledge
gained as part of employment and not in anticipation of litigation,
he or she is freely discoverable, but if the employee is specially
assigned to develop knowledge in anticipation of litigation, then

such employee should be treated as specially retained or em.ployed.ll

There has been a difference of opinion oﬁ this between commenta-
tors on the new rule.

7. The scheme of the federal rule, which allows limited discov-
ery from trial experts but no automatic discovery from non-trial
experts, also creates a problem when an expert to be called at trial
 bases his or her opinions and conclusions on data‘outéide thé
record. 3 If the testifying eﬁpert is relying upon théAwritten
report of another expert formally retained or consulted by the
opposing party, there may be difficulty in obtaining full discov-
ery. Any discovery of that non-testifying expert would require
a showing of exceptional circumstances and if the second-tier
expert were to be informally consulted, no discovery would be

possible at all.14

11. Graham, supra, n. 2, pp. 941-943.

12. See 8 Wright and Miller, supra, § 2033, p. 258; Comment,
Ambiguities After the 1970 Amendments to the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure Relating to Discovery of Experts
%?d ?gtorney's Work Product. 17 Wayne L.Rev. 1145, 1167

971). :

13. See discussion at Footnote 5 above.

14. See Grahamtwgggxa, n. 7, pp.196-199.
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B. The Bodyfelt Proposal

The Bodyfelt proposal is much simpler and clearer than the
federal rule. Most important, the discovery provided for trial
witnesses is in the forﬁ of a report prepared by the expert
rather than a statement of the parties as to what the facts and
opinions of the expert are expected to be. The proposal covers
discovery of the expert's qualifications. The proposal has a
definition of the expert witnesses covered and clearly eliminates
any dispute about retained, employed or consulted experts.lS

The advantages, however, are partially due to the fact that
only part of the subject matter of Rule 26(b)(4) is covered. The
scope of further discovery from testifying experts and the scope
of discovery fbr non-testifying experts is left to court determina-
tion under existing attorney-client privilege, work product and
unfairness. The rule does not limit any discovery of experts
beyqnd what presently exists; it simply provides a routine and
mandatory exchange of reports for testifying experts and avoids
any attorney-client privilege, work product or unfairness argu-
ments. The rule also clearly provides for fee payments to obviate
unfairness.

Some specific questions might be raised about thé procedure
specified in the proposal.

1. ©Names of Experts

The rule is not clear whether an opponent can request reports
only from specified named experts or merely submit a general

request for reports of all experts expected to be called at trial.

15. Actually, Federal Rule 24(b) (4) (1) is not subject to this
problem for experts to be called at trial. The difficulty
lies with experts mot to be called at trial.



ey
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Ascertaining the names of experts which an opponent expected to be
called for trial, prior to making the request specified in the
proposal, would be troublesome and expensive. The more reasonable
approach would be to allow a general request for information about
all experts expected to be called at trial. The rule could perhaps
be clarified in this area.
2. Timing

(a) Request. There is no limit on when a request can be
made and theoretically a plaintiff could serve such a request with
the complaint. Since, however, the opponent is under no fixed

time requirement to respond, this should present no real problem.

ﬁ(b) Repopt._ No fixed F;me is set for response to the
request fof.discovery other than not less than 30 days before
trial. This seems reasonable, but does not deal with the situation
where the request is not made until less than 30 days before trial,
or a party does not decide which expert to call within 30 days of
trial or a new expert is selected within 30 days of trial. Cover-
ing these contingencies does, of course, open up the '"Saturday
night" expert problem,‘but escape hatch from 30 days should be

built into the rule.
(¢) Supplementation. Under the federal rule, the supple-

mentation requirement of 26(e) assures that if a party responds to
a request for discovery and then later changes plans, discovers
new experts, or for some reason is going to call another or dif-
ferent expert at trial, such information will be furnished to the
discovering opponent. There is presently no supplementation duty

specified in any of the Oregon rules. Assuming that a general



- request can be made for names and information from trial experts,
a specific reference to duty to supplement should be added.

3. The Report

One of the principal problems with the report procedure is
that it could result in the same limited information situation
presented by the interrogatory procedures. The report furnished,
of course, could be a complete general report prepared by the
expert and submitted to the employing party and probably would
provide sufficient information for cross examination. The rule,
however, does not specify whether an existing report should be
given or one specially prepared to respond to the request. Pre-
sumably, if no report were in existence, one would have to be
prepared. There is no reason why a special report could not be
prepared in any case; it would be advantageous to prepare a
special report that limited information included to literal
compliance with the rule. With the able assisténce'of counsel,
\the expert could easily prepare a report that would be no more help-
ful than the responses to interrogatories under the federal pro-
cedure.

The rule does leave open the possibility of obtaining further
information by deposition, but under the Brink and Nielsen cases
there may be real problems with work product and attorney-client
privilege and arguably the existence of this rule would encourage
resistance to any further depositions. This could be an unfortunate

situation as the need for discovery for trial preparation is high.
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4. Relationship to Existing Exchange of Medical Reports

The rule is not clear what happens in situations where
there is a medical examination of an opponent, presently covered
by ORS 44.620-630. The report specified under those statutes
appears to be more detailed and also there is a specific provi-
sion dealing with the medical reports of the experté of the
claiming party whether or not the claiming party plans to call
these doctors as witnesses. It is suggested that the Bodyfelt
rule, if used, be specifically made subject to whatever rule is

adopted that is the equivalent of ORS 44.620 to ORS 44.640.

C. Rules in Other States

Some states adopted the proposed amendment to the federal
rules of 1946 that would have made conclusions of experts
immune from discovery.16 At the present time, however, most
states either have the pre-1970 version of the federal rules that
does not .cover experts at all or have adopted the 1970 revisiomns

to the federal rules, including 26 (b) (4).

Rule 26(b) (4) has not met with unanimous approval among
the federal rule states, and at least ohe state attempted to
modify the effect of that rule by advisory comment; the Arizona
State Bar Committee that recommended adoption of the new federal

rules said as follows:

"Because of our strong desire to maintain absolute uni-
formity between the State and Federal Rules, we keep
the phrase 'upon motion' in the Rule; but it is in-
tended in this jurisdiction that the motion shall be
perfunctory, and that it will be automatically granted,
barring the most exceptional circumstances, if the
parties are unable to stipulate to the appearance. The
Bar reaffirms its belief in the sound practice that 'the
deposition of an expert may be taken under the same cir-
cumstances as any other witness.'' See Wright and Miller,

supra, § 2031, p. 253, £.n. 76.

Ed L S S



Another state that has a different approach is New Jersey, which

has a rule that specifies that a party:

" *may require any other party to disclose the names
and addresses of proposed expert witnesses, and, unless
the court otherwise orders, such experts may be deposed
as to their opinions at the expense of the deposing
party and at a time and place convenient for the expert
* % % ' N.J.Court Rules, R. 4:10-2.

Finally, one state has a rule that resembles the Bodyfelt

proposal:

" A party may obtain by written interrogatory or by deposition without the
showing required under section d of this Rule, a written report concerning the
action or its subject matter made by an expert who is expected to testify at the
trial whether or not such report was obtained in anticipation of trial or in
preparation for litigation. If such expert has not made a written report, he may
be examined upon written questions or by oral deposition as to his findings and
. opinions. ‘ ,
Maryland Rules of Procedure, R. 400(f).

D. The Graham Proposal
There is an exhaustive recent study of the expert discovery
area done'by Professor Michael H. Graham of the University of

17 Graham's report contains an analysis of

Illinois Law School.
the federal rule noting most of the problems covered above and
also reports the results of an empirical survey of actual discov-
ery practice involving experts in the federal court_s.]'8 The
survey results indicate that actual discovery practice relating

to expert witnesses varies considerably from that contemplated

by Rule 26(b)(4). The respondents to the survey indicateﬁwthat,

for trial witnesses, there was further discovery beyond the
interrogatory responses in 84% of the cases either in the form

of a report of the expert or a deposition and in 48% of the cases
both of these additional discovery methods were used. Seventy-two
percent of the respondents also indicated that discovery of non-

witness experts takes place as a routine matter without resort to

17. See footnotres 7 and 7



any further court order. Ninety-four percent of the respondents
indicated that the actual discovery that was taking place for
trial experts did provide adequate material for cross examination
and eighty-three percent of the respondents indicated that the
extensive discovery taking place did not result in one party
taking advantage of his opponent's diligence in preparing for

trial.

Based upon the analysis and survey questions, Graham suggested

the following modifications to Rule 26(b) (4):

-(4) Trial Preparation: Experts. Subject to the provision of Rule
35(b), discovery of facts and data known and opinions held by ex-
perts, and the grounds for each opinion, otherwise discoverable under
the provisions of subdivision (b)(1) of this rule and acquired or devel-
oped in anticipation of litigation or for trial, may be obtained only
as follows:

(A) A party may discover from a person whom any other party
expects to call as an expert witness at trial, and from the other party,
facts and data known and opinions held by the expert witness to-
gether with the grounds of each opinion. Furthermore, if such expert
witness relies in forming his opinion, in whole or in part, upon facts,
data, or opinions contained in a document or made known to him by

" or through another person, a party also may discover with respect
thereto. L

(B) A party may discover facts, data, opinions, and grounds
thereof held by an expert who has been retained, specially employed,
or consulted either formally or informally, by another party or by, or
for, the other party’s representative and who is not expected to be
called as a witness at trial, upon a showing of exceptional circumstan-
ces under which it is impracticable for the party seeking discovery to
obtain facts, data, or opinions on the same subject by other means.

(C) Unless manifest injustice would result, (i) the court shall
require that the party seeking discovery of an expert pay a reasonable
fee for time spent in responding to discovery under subdivision
(b)(4)(A) and (b)(4)(B) of this rule; and (ii) with respect to discovery
obtained under subdivision (b)(4)(A) of this rule the court may re-
quire, and with respect to discovery obtained under subdivision
(b)(4)(B) of this rule the court shall require, the party seeking discov-
ery to pay the other party a fair portion of the fees and expenses
reasonably incurred by the latter party in obtaining facts, data, and
opinions from the expert. oo

—— .

Graham's explanation of this rule is as follows:

e e e

Ir} this form Rule 26(b)(4) would reflect the actual practice of the '
discovery of expert witnesses and also would facilitate the policies
of the Federal_ Rules Qf Evidence.

18. (Continued) to the questionnaire submitted was not high,
13.42%. See Graham, supra, n. 7, p. 171; for a general dis-
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.. Discovery of expert witnesses as it exists in practice in actions
pending in federal district courts differs significantly from the pro-
cedure theoretically outlined in Rule 26(b)(4) and the Advisory
Committee Notes. Full discovery voluntarily conducted between
counsel is the accepted procedure with expert witnesses expected to
be called at trial. Rule 26(b)(4), therefore, should be amended to
reflect the reality of full discovery. Because the discovery of second
tier experts is necessary to prepare cross-examination and rebuttal
testimony for the testimony of an expert witness at trial, Rule

26(b)(4) should provide for mandatory full disclosure of these sec-
ond tier experts.

As for all experts contacted by a party or a party’s representa-
tive not expected to be called at trial, the Proposed Rule attempts
to meet three overriding concerns. First, if the expert witness is a
second tier expert, the Proposed Rule allows full discovery of the
facts, data, or opinions, and the grounds of each opinion on which
the testifying expert relies. - Second, if the party seeking discovery
finds that obtaining facts, data, or opinions on the same subject
matter by other means is impracticable, the Proposed Rule permits
discovery® limited to that information from the expert not expected
to testify on a showing of exceptional circumstances.. Finally, ab-
sent exceptional circumstances the Proposed Rule prohibits discov-
ery of any expert not expected to testify who is contacted in any
manner by the party or by, or for, a party’s representative regardless
of the existence or absence of compensation. The rationale behind
the blanket prohibition is that the interests of justice are best served
by encouraging access to expert testimony free of any fear that any

~ consultation ultimately will inure to the benefit of an adverse

party.
Implementation of the Proposed Rule provisions that allow dis-
covery of experts not expected to testify raises an issue about the

disclosure of the identity of consulted experts. A court should pro-.

hibit the disclosure of the names of contacted experts unless the
moving party first has established exceptional circumstances. " If,
for example, a party by the use of initial discovery obtains knowl-
edge of the existence of information which cannot be obtained from
independent sources, a court should order the disclosure of the name
of the expert and discovery of the expert. If the names of contacted

experts were made available simply on request, opposing counsel

could attempt to contact the expert to obtain favorable information.
Seeking formal or informal discovery of non-testifying experts whose
names have been disclosed has become a significant practice in a
minority of courts. The practice’s potential for distortion of the
truth-seeking process both by discouraging resort to experts and by
misleading the jury at trial through disclosure of prior contact with
the opponent mandates barring disclfgure of the expert’s identity
absent “‘exceptional circumstances.”’ , o
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Graham, supra, n. 7, pr. 200-202.



E. Recommendation

The Graham proposal is an improvement over the existing
Federal Rule 26(b) (4), but it is suggested that the Bodyfelt
rule, with some modifications, is a better approach to regulation'
of discovery of experts. The question basically is whether to
attempt to regulate discovery of all experts or deal only with
trial experts. The Graham survey strongly indicates that there
is substantial and satisfactory discovery of all experts in
the federal system, despite the fairly restricted federal rule.
With the lack of reported cases in Oregon, one could assume
that the situation is at least that liberal in the Oregon
courts.

the»gggd then is not to develop a néw rule regulating
the abuse of expert discovery but, if possible, té avoid limit-
ing the scope of discovery where there is a high and demonstrated
need. There is such a high need for discovery of experts to be
called at trial, particularly since Oregon has moved away from the
hypothetical question to expert testimony based on outside sources
and without prior disclosure of underlying facts and assumptiomns.
The existence of the Brink and Nielsen cases presents a pétential
for unfair limitation of discovery in the expert witness area and
needless controversy over the application of attorney-client
privilege, work product and unfairness rules to expért witnesses.
The Bodyfelt approach of guaranteeing discovery for these trial
expert witnesses seems to be the most reasonable approach.

The same need for discovery from non-trial expert witnesses

does not exist, and the grounds for controlling abuse of discovery

of non-trial experts exist in the Brink and Nielsen cases. The
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application of the Brink and Nielsen cases is not clear, but in
many respects the federal rule regulation of non-trial experts
breeds its own ambiguities in attempting to make distinctions
between retained and consulted experts, in dealing with employees
and in dealing with occurrence expert witnesses.

The primary modification in the Bodyfelt approach, however,
should be to avoid the possibility that full disclosure of inform-
ation necessary for cross examination of trial experts would be
impeded. This might happen if the reports received are the equiva-
lent of interrogatories in the federal system. The approach taken
in the suggested modification is to follow the New Jersey approach
and the Graham suggestion and simply—allow full discovery from
trial experts. The reason for retaining the Bodyfelt approach of
the report procedure; rather than simply specifying that full dis-
covery is available from expert witnesses, was a belief that, in
some cases, the report would be sufficient and would avoid the
expense and difficulty of a deposition. The exchange of reports
would be encouraged, while not eliminating ultimate resort to a
deposition. The provision for payment of expenses for attendance
at and preparation for the deposition probably would discourage
routine resort to the deposition procedure.

The other modifications to the rule are a reflection of
the problems discussed in Section B above. The proposed modifica-
tion also contains a provision taken from the Graham proposal to
deal with second-tier experts as discussed under Section A above.

The proposed rule would be as follows:
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(1) Subject to the provisions of Rule __ (rule relating
to the exchange of reports on the physical examination of opponent),
upon request of any party, any other party shall deliver a written
statement signed by the other partj or the other party's attorney,
giving the name of any person the other party reasonably expects
to call as an expert witness at trial, and stating the areas in

which it is claimed the witness is qualified to testify as an

expert, the facts by reason of which it is claimed the witness
is an expert, and the subject matter upon which the expert is
expected to testify. The sfatement shall be accompanied by a
written report prepared by the expert which shall set forth the
substance of the facts and opinions to which the expert will
testify and a summaré of the grounds for each opinion. The
report and statement shall be delivered within a reasonable
time after the request is made and not less than 30 days prior
to the commencement of trial unless the identity of a person to
be called as an expert witness at the trial is not determined
until less than 30 days prior to trial, or unless the request
is made less than 30 days prior to trial.

(2) A-paftjAméy also take the deﬁosition of an expertr
.feasonably-expedted to be called as an expert witness at trial,
identified as such pursuant to Section (1) of this rule. If
such expert witness relies in forming his opinion, in whole or
in part, upon facts, data or opinions contained in a document
or made known to him by or through another person, the party may

also discover with respect thereto.
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(3) Unless the court upon motioh finds that manifest
injustice would result, the party requesting a report under
Section (1) of this rulebshall pay the reasonable costs and expen-
ses, including expert witness fees, necessary to prepare the
expert's report, and shall pay expert witness fees for the expert
witness' attendance at or preparation for any deposition taken

under Section (2) of this rule.

(4) 1If a party fails to timely comply with the request
for experts' reports, or if the expert fails or refuses to
make a report, and unless the court finds that manifest
injustice would result, the court shall require the expert to
appear for a deposition or exclude the expert's testimony if
offered at trial. If an expert witness is deposed under this
section of this rule; the party requesting the expert's report
shall not be required to pay'expert witness fees for the
expert witness' attendance at or preparation for the deposition.
(5) As used herein, the terms "expert' and "expert witness"
include any pérson who is expected to testify at trial in an
expert capacity, and regardless of whether the witness is also
a party, an employee, agent or representative of the party, or
has been specifically retained or employed.

(6) A party who has furnished a statement in response

to Section (1) of this rule is under a duty to supplement ,

such response by additional statement and report of any

expert witness that such party decides to call as an expert

witness after the time of furnishing the statement.

(7) Nothing contained in this rule shall be deemed to be
a limitation of one party's right to obtain discovery of

another party's expert not covered under this rule, if otherwise
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Dear Mr. Paulson:

This letter is written to you in your capacity as a member of

The Council on Court Procedures. I hope to appear at your public
hearing March 4, 1978, at Eugene, and testify. If events prevent
my attendance, please present this letter to the Council in lieu
of my personal appearance. » : : -

Probably you have read Kirkpatrick Procedural Reform in Oregon;

it appears in 56 Or L Rev 539, and I particularly invite attention
to page 551. It seems that a vocal group favors beinging Oregon
even closer to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure than these
people were able to achieve through the 1977 Legislature. The
adoption of any more Federal Rules would compound what I believe
will prove to have been the gestation of judicial anarchy.

Inclosed is a copy of an article from Business Week concerning
problems that have arisen because of Rule 34 FRCP, which appears
in our Code as ORS 41.616. Though the article reports these
problems in- the context of "big" cases, they also plague litigants
in "average" and in "small" cases. I say this from personal ex-
perience. » ' : :

It would be difficult to dispute the suggestion that a court
system has no justification for existence unless it serves those
who resort to it for settlement of their disputes. It would be
equally difficult to dispute that in order to serve those members
of the public, the system must be designed to (1) assure an
equitible disposition of each case, (2) assure uniformity, that
is, consistent and uniform treatment of issues and persons, and
(3) be accessible both in the sense of being readily available to
anybody wherever he lives, and in the sense of being within the
financial means of every member of the public whom the system
purports to be available to serve.



March 2, 1978
Charles Paulson
Page Two

Any court system which prices itself out of reach of any substan-
tial number of those for whose benefit it ostensibly exists fails"
to (1) assure an equitible disposition of each case - it prevents
an equitable disposition of many cases, (2) fails to assure uni--
formity ~ those who can afford their day in court may have it but
those who cannot afford litigation have only the alternative

of paying under circumstances faintly redolent of extortion,

and (3) fails to be readily available to anybody -~ but is in-
stead only available to those who can endure the cost.

Not only Rule 34, but much of the Federal system defeats these
criteria (and I fear the same effect for Oregon). Litigation

in Federal courts is beyond the financial means of the "small"

or “"average" litigant, who simply cannot afford the cost of

the time and effort required to cope with the "paper blizzard"
which commences with"discovery" and terminates with a rehash of
the case in the form of a Pretrial Order which amounts to no more
than a rehash of the paperwork that has gone before and which
serves no useful function beyond a (sometimes imprecise and con-
fusing) first and essential statement of the issues and theories,
which could and should have been framed at the beginning through
responsive fact pleadings as is the present practice in Oregon.

Probably the problem under Rule 34 could be ameliorated but not
eliminated (and the inevitable future problem under ORS 41.616

will be slowed if there is no additional tinkering with the Code)

if the Federal cases commenced with responsive fact pleadings.

No system of civil procedure should be permitted to commence with
such a hodge-podge that, as is often the situation in Federal cases,
even the plaintiff's attorney feels he must resort to voluminous
"discovery" in an effort to identify the theories of his case and
the ultimate facts which will constitute his contentions.

Historically, the so-called federal "notice pleading" was des-
igned to eliminate "technicalities." This word actually was used
as an euphemism for "he isn't sufficiently competent to prepare

a pleading." In other words, the actual justification for notice
pleading is that the proponents of it have adopted as their ecredo
"make it easy." in the place of "get it right.". This was done
without consideration of the ultimate waste in attorney time,
court time and litigants' money that inevitably resulted from the
need, real or imagined, to flail away with interrogatories,
demands for documents, etc., in an effort to identify the subject
matter and ultimate issues of the controversy.
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LEGAL AFFAIRS

A quicker route to court

Speeding pretrial discovery
to save huge costs
and prevent long delays

Lawyers are becoming increasingly wor-

ried about the costly and time-consum-
ing pretrial maneuvering that is now
routine in major lawsuits. The problem

centers on “discovery,” the legal proce- -

dure by which each party to a lawsuit
demands documents and depositions
from the other side before trial. In

‘recent years discovery has extended to
millions of documents and hundreds of

hours of depositions in a single case.
Lately, however, there are signs that
some kind of reform is on the way. At
the recent annual conference of the U. S.
Second Circuit Court of Appeals in New
York, the federal circuit with the
nation’s heaviest docket of civileases,
Chief Judge Irving R. Kaufman told
some prominent New York attorneys
that “litigation too often resembles the
duels of the young gentlemen of -San
Francisco in the last century, who
matched each other tossing gold coins
into the bay until one cried ‘Enough! ”
Judge Kaufman urged consideration of

- six proposals to. “bring reason and
‘measure to the opening notes of a trial.”

Last month he named a private commis-
sion of jurists, lawyers, and legal

scholars to find ways to implement the -

proposals. And a special committee of
the American Bar Assn. appointed last
year to study “discovery abuse” has just
released a report calling for several
major changes in the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure. :

An Ohio case. The difficulties with the
current pretrial procedures are illus-
trated by the angry fight now going on
between Arthur Andersen & Co., the

“accounting firm, and the state of Ohio.
. In April, 1972, Ohio sued Andersen to

recover $8 million that the state had
invested in notes of King Resources Co.
Ohio says that it had relied on alleg-

" edly false and misleading statements

and opinions that Andersen prepared for
KRC, which collapsed in 1971 and is now
in bankruptcy proceedings. Ohio con-
tends that the financial statements did
not show the extent of XrRC’s dependence
on—and likelihood of losing—a single
customer, Fund of Funds Ltd., a mutual
fund controlled by Investors Overseas
Services Ltd., of Geneva.

To prove its case, Ohio sought papers
relating to the KRC-108 connection. Dis-
covery rules provide for judicial inter-

Chief Judge Kaufman: Six proposals for
“reason and measure” in pretrial routine.

vention only as a last resort when coop-
eration among the lawyers for the
parties breaks down, but Ohio claimed
that Andersen was being uncooperative
and appealed to U.S. District Judge
Sherman G. Finesilver in Denver in
April, 1976. It asked Finesilver to order
the accountants to turn over about 1,000
pages of documents that were in their

" Geneva office. Andersen objected, citing

Swiss law that prohibits disclosure of
such information. -

That led to a round of litigation that is
still going on. So far, there have been
several hearings before Judge Finesilver,
two appeals to the 10th Circuit Court of
Appeals, and one unsuccessful attempt

-to appeal to the U. S. Supreme Court—

all over this relatively narrow issue.
Ohio has spent $60,000 on attorneys’ fees
and other costs on this phase of the -
litigation alone, and Andersen says it~
has spent more than $71,000 “solely in
connection with compliance efforts.”

Losing patience. Such costs and pro-
longed delays do not make the case
unusual. What does make it unusual is

LEGA! AFFAIRS
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that Judge Finesilver finally lost pa-
tience with what he characterized as
Andersen’s “inordinate” delays and or-
dered Andersen to pay Ohio’s legal costs.
In an even rarer act, he declared that the
accountants would not be permitted to
oppose two of Ohio’s damaging key
contentions about what information the
accounting firm possessed.

Andersen is bitterly contesting Judge
Finesilver’s orders in the U. S. appeals
court. It claims that the judge has disre-
garded its good faith, ignored the Swiss
law, and failed to note that the firm had
turned . over all the documents by last
June. Most.of the delay about which the
judge complains, Andersen says, was the
result of a court of appeals stay in 1976
of his order to produce the documents.
The current appeal is still pending.
Overseers proposed. To end this kind of
fruitless contention, Judge Kaufman has
proposed a “voluntary masters’ project,”
in which. practicing lawyers would give
part of their time to oversee the initial
stages of major lawsuits. The need for
special masters, or judges' assistants,

In one pretrial battle,
Ohio has spent $60,000 and
Arthur Andersen $71,000

arises because there are too few federal
judges to handle the enormous case-
loads, explains Alan J. Hruska, partner
in Cravath, Swaine & Moore and co-
chairman of the new commission. “If a
judge had time,” Hruska says, “he could
more easily call the litigants in and say,
‘We can treat this case like World War
II or find a simpler way out.””

The master’s chief method of “break—

ing through the war mode,” Hruska -

says, would be to help narrow the issues.
A major criticism of the current discove-
ry process is that it permits, in the
words of Francis R. Kirkham, partner in
the San Francisco firm of Pillsbury,
Madison & Sutro, an “endless, purpose-
less, wandering journey” through the
files and minds of the parties.

Such discovery can be excruciatingly
expensive. Arthur L. Liman, partner in
the New York. firm of Paul, Weiss,
Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison, estimates
that the cost of a deposition in New York
is $3,000 per lawyer per day. “Easily
more than half the cost of a2 commercial
case goes into discovery,” says Edwin J.
Wesely, partner in the New York firm of
Winthrop, Stimson, Putnam & Roberts
and chairman of the bar association’s
committee on discovery.

“An early definition of the issues
would expose and highlight claims and
defenses that could be resolved quickly,”
Thomas D. Barr told the audience at the
recent Second Cireuit conference. Barr, a
partner at Cravath, Swaine & Moore; is
chief defense counsel for International
Business Machines Corp. in the Justice
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Dept.’s monopolization suit now pending—
in federal court in New York—a suit
that may hold the record for the millions
of documents produced in discovery.
Barr concedes that lawyers often “waste
_our own clients’ time and money as well
as our opponents’.”

Supposed to save time. It is ironic that
discovery has led to so many blind alleys.
It was first introduced in 1933 to shed
more light on each case and avoid “trial
by ambush,” Wesely says. But because

_the - federal procedural rules permit
~"discovery of any document “relevant to

the subject matter involved” in the
lawsuit, rather than relevant to the
more limited area of “issues raised by”
the suit, endless searches result.

The special ABA committee recom-
mends that the federal rules be formally
amended to include this more limited

standard. It also wants to limit the right
__ of lawyers to send out written questions

to the parties. “There is horrendous
abuse in this area,” Wesely says. “In one
afternoon a young lawyer can set adver-

A call for lawyers to
devote part of their time
to overseeing discovery

saries off on .months of work.” The
special committee’s suggested reforms
are tentative; the ABA as a whole has not
yet approved them. Federal rule changes
themselves would have to come from the
U. S. Supreme Court.

Nader’s opposition. The various proposals
for reforms have not found universal
approval. At the Second Circuit confer-
ence, Ralph Nader criticized the masters
idea, saying that the “appearance of
conflict” would be “irremediable.” Law-
yers, says Nader, cannot divorce their
professional lives from the task of acting
as impartial referees. Instead, he recom-

-mended a closer look at lawyers’ incen-

tives in big cases, especially their prac-
tice of billing by the hour.

Hruska responds that Nader’s fears
are exaggerated. “No good lawyer enjoys
the sort of things that do waste money
and time,” he says. “If they could avoid

them, they would.” Moreover, Hruska

asserts, the lawyer serving as master
would have no motive to give one side or
another the edge. His role would simply
be to reduce delays. Unlike the ABa
special committee’s proposals, the volun-
tary masters project would not require
formal rule changes by the Supreme
Court. Hruska’s commission hopes to
submit detailed plans to Chief Judge
Kaufman next spring.

Whatever reforms ultimately go
through, most knowledgeable lawyers
expect some changes during the coming
year. “We don’t want to go back to trial
by ambush,” says Wesely. “We don’t
want to lose what we have, but we will if
we can’t stop the abuse of it.” L]
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