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Re: Proposed Mass Tort Rule Changes 
General Court Regulation No. 2012-01 

Dear Judge Herron: 

I have had the honor and privilege of working with the Court on many very constructive 
changes to the administration of the Philadelphia Court System beginning with my early 
participation on the Civil Rules Committee ofthe Philadelphia Bar Association back in 1983 (yes 
I am that old) through the design and implementation of the Day Backward and Day Forward 
programs, the design and implementation of theE-Filing System for civil cases, and presently 
continue to serve as a Judge Pro Tern. I was also privileged to serve two tenns on the 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court' s Civil Rules Committee. I say this by way of introduction, not to 
toot my own horn, but to establish a base of experience in collaboration between the bench and 
bar in the administration of our civil justice system. 

One of the hallmarks of the success of each of these endeavors was the inclusion of 
members of the bar representing a fair cross section of stakeholders from the very first 
consideration of changes or advances in Court programs or rules. Active engagement with the 
attomey-stakeholders in many instances persuaded the court there were in fact no problems with 
specific aspects of the administrative functioning of the system where the court had feared 
otherwise, and in other instances, counsel have helped to identify ways in which the Court could 
better and more efficiently serve the needs of their client-litigants. I have never seen the effmi at 
collaboration constitute a waste of time or yield a result which ultimately was less than 
constructive. Shared understanding of the respective perspectives of all participants in the 
system was of course an added foundation for future collaboration. 

It appears that the unilateral pronm.mcements contained in General Court Regulation No. 
2012-01 , as initially well intended as they may have been, represented a departure from prior 
practice and therefore have invoked significant bacldash. I too must stand with those who have 






