UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Briscoe v. Rami et al.

Briscoe - No. 8:25-cv-1184-PX - Decided March 16, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland dismissed Maurice Briscoe’s bankruptcy

appeal for failing to designate the appellate record and file an opening brief as required by the Federal

Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure and applicable local rules. The court found negligence, prejudice to

the appellees, and a history of noncompliance, and denied Briscoe’s other pending motions as moot.
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Appellant sought review of bankruptcy-court orders, including an
order favorable to Safe Asset, denial of a summary-judgment motion
by Rami, and denial of Briscoe's motion to recuse the bankruptcy
judge. Appellees moved to dismiss the bankruptcy appeal because

Briscoe failed to designate the record and file an opening brief.

The district court applied the procedural standards governing dismissal
of a bankruptcy appeal for failure to designate the record and file a
brief, including consideration of negligence or bad faith, notice and
opportunity to explain, prejudice, and the impact of dismissal and

available alternatives.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the bankruptcy appeal should be dismissed because Briscoe failed to designate the record and

statement of issues within the time required by Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 8009.

2. Whether the bankruptcy appeal should be dismissed because Briscoe failed to serve and file an opening

brief within the time required by Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 8018.

3. Whether dismissal was appropriate under Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 8003(a)(2) after

considering negligence, notice and opportunity to explain, prejudice, and the effect of the sanction.

HOLDINGS

1. An appellant's failure to designate the items to be included in the bankruptcy appellate record and the
statement of issues, coupled with transmission of the entire bankruptcy docket instead of a proper
designation, supports dismissal when the appellant has been given an opportunity to explain and the

noncompliance prejudices the proceedings.

2. Failure to serve and file an opening brief within the time prescribed by the bankruptcy appellate rules is
an independent basis for dismissal of the appeal when the appellant has received notice and has not

sought an extension.

3. Dismissal of a bankruptcy appeal is appropriate under Rule 8003(a)(2) where the appellant's
noncompliance reflects at least negligence, the appellant received notice and an opportunity to explain,

the appellees suffered prejudice, and dismissal is the appropriate remedy.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An appellant’s failure to take any step other than timely filing a notice of appeal is grounds for the Court “to
act as it considers appropriate, including dismissing the appeal.””

“Before dismissing an appeal under Rule 8003(a)(2), however, the Court must take at least one of the
following steps: “(1) make a finding of bad faith or negligence; (2) give the appellant notice and an
opportunity to explain the delay; (3) consider whether the delay had any possible prejudicial effect on the

other parties; or (4) indicate that it considered the impact of the sanction and available alternatives.””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Briscoe filed a bankruptcy petition that was initially under Chapter 7, converted to Chapter 13, and later
reconverted to Chapter 7 after he failed to file required monthly reports. Following bankruptcy-court rulings
concerning Safe Asset, Rami's summary-judgment motion, and Briscoe's recusal motion, Briscoe noticed an

appeal. Rather than designate the relevant portions of the record, he transmitted the entire bankruptcy docket and



never filed the required opening brief, despite notice from the district court and the filing of multiple additional

motions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Briscoe's Chapter 7 bankruptcy case was converted to Chapter 13 and later reconverted to Chapter 7 after he
failed to file required monthly reports. After the bankruptcy court entered the challenged orders, Briscoe filed a
notice of appeal on April 9, 2025. He failed to designate the record and file an opening brief, did not respond to a
show-cause order, and instead sought transmission of the entire bankruptcy record. The district court granted

Appellees' motion to dismiss, dismissed the appeal, denied Briscoe's other motions as moot, and closed the case.
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