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Dear Ms. Caldas and ANSI staff:

I am writing in re to the June 10, 2016 Standards Action Notice on proposed changes to
the Operating Procedures of ANSI’s Appeals Board (AB), Board of Standards Review
(BSR), and Executive Standards Council (ExSC).

Having recently had an opportunity to engage with both the ExSC and the AB, | offer the
following comments on the proposed changes. For ease of reference, | open every
comment with a snip of the proposed change.

1/ Timing on Filing fees

Proposed change as circulated:

The problem with this text:

My experience is that today’s companies prefer to pay fees directly via an electronic wire
of the money. For multiple reasons (control, check can get lost etc.) They do not cut
check and give them to employees to use.

When a fee is wired, it’s impossible to time the wire to take exactly when an appeal is
filed.

Hence, just like you’ve updated the text re recognize modern practices of electronic
filings, it would be good to update this text which shows up in multiple places in the
Procedures (search for the prhase “along with” and you’ll find them all)

Proposed solution:

Whereever this text appears in the Operating Procedures, change it to (red text is new):
“The appeal shall me submitted.... along with the required fee or following the
remittance of same.



2/ Limiting Pleadings Length

Proposed changes as circulated

In muliple places the proposal is to severly limit the length of pleadings, e.qg.:

The problem with these proposals:

In complex scenarios, they can severly limit the appllants ability to describe their case,
and thus effectively devoid the appeal process of much of its meaning

Proposed solution:

Do not adopt these changes. To the extent adopted — double this newly imposed length
limit (e.g. from 30 to 60 pages, from 10 to 20 pages) and build in much required
flexibility by adding text allowing dicretion to the Secretary of the relevant group to grant
an extenstion, such as “The Secretary of the ExXSC/BSR/AB shall have discretion to
extend this limitation.”

3/ Letters of Support (Section 11.4)

Proposed change as circulated




The problem with the proposal:

There are multiple problems with this newly proposed text:
A three page limitation is too short for writing anyting effective.

The limitation of support letters to “procedural issues only” devoids the whole
concpet of much of its meaning. Appeals are often substantive — why shoule letters of
support/amicus curiae be limited to procedural issues?

The strict distinction between Amuicus Curieae and party support is also unclear,
and can allow for an aribtrary denail of the former which is only
by permission”

Denying the possibiity of a letter of support to the statement of appeal itself, and
rather allowing only after a prima facie case is found to have been established, is a wrong



premise. The letters of support can and should be evaluated when the relevant body is
examining whetherh a prima facie case was made.

Proposed Solution

Instead of this new long text block for section 11.4 , inser the following text:

“11.4 Letters of support

Letters of support for an appeal may be submitted along with the statement of appeal.”
Thank you for your consideration of these comments to what appears to be a very
extensive overhaul of the Opreating Procedures. | would appreciate if you could confirm

their receipt.
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