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NEW FEDERAL RULES ADDRESSING
ELECTRONIC DISCOVERY

“Electronic discovery is no longer exceptional.  It is
now routine and likely to become even more so.”

-Judge Lee Rosenthal, S.D. Texas
Chair of the Civil Rules Advisory Committee

Electronic discovery is becoming more prevalent be-
cause, increasingly, the information that becomes evidence
is being created, communicated, stored, and maintained in
an electronic format.  The Sedona Conference,1 estimates
that 93% of information today is first generated in digital
format.2 The Conference estimates that 70% of corporate
records are stored in electronic format.3 Of the staggering
amount of electronic information that is generated, an esti-
mated 30% is never printed to paper.4 Those numbers have
undoubtedly increased since the Sedona Conference began
its work.

The role and importance of technology have mush-
roomed over the last decade.  Technology touches virtually
every aspect of our lives from how we work, how we play,
and how we communicate.  The scope and magnitude of
electronic data received, transmitted, and utilized by busi-
nesses is overwhelming.  It should come as no surprise,
therefore, that discovery in today’s litigation has increas-
ingly focused on this electronic information.

Electronic discovery presents unique issues.  The vol-
ume of electronic data maintained by both individuals and
companies alike is staggering.  The reasons are countless,
but certainly the fact that technology now enables us to
maintain documents, which would have previously filled a
small warehouse on a shoebox of compact discs has made

it all too easy to keep and maintain all sorts of data and in-
formation.  In addition, technology is changing almost dai-
ly.  Changes in networks, software, and systems present an
ever-changing terrain when trying to identify and produce
relevant information.  Furthermore, the data itself is many
times incomprehensible when it is separated from the soft-
ware and systems on which it was created.  The informal
nature of e-mail as well as the ability to retrieve data and
communications embedded in electronic documents makes
review of data for assertion of claims of attorney-client
privilege or attorney-work product particularly challeng-
ing.  Finally, the cost of locating and retrieving data and in-
formation, particularly when the producing party has not
adequately planned for the inevitable document request, is
many times staggering.5
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1 The Sedona Conference Working Group on Best Practices for Electronic Document
Retention, and Production consists of leading jurists, lawyers, experts and consultants
in this field who addressed electronic document production, electronic records man-
agement, and related issues and have published recommendations, best practices and
principles for addressing these issues which can be obtained on the Sedona
Conference website, www.thesedonaconference.org. 

2 The Sedona Principles: Best Practices Recommendations & Principles for Addressing
Electronic Document Production (January 2004).  (“Sedona Principles”).

3 Id. 
4 Id.
5 Commercial electronic discovery revenues have been projected at $1,295,000,000, up

56% from 2004, a year in which revenues had increased a staggering 94% from the
year before.  2006 Socha-Gelbmann Electronic Discovery Survey.  See
http://www.sochaconsulting/2006survey.htm.



As this is my inaugu-
ral President's Message, I
would have hoped that I
would have something in-
sightful or provocative to
say.  Regrettably, I do not.
I do, however, want to ex-
press that I feel privileged
to serve the IDCA, al-
though it is intimidating
to follow a long list of
such dedicated and suc-
cessful predecessors.

Until I joined the board several years ago, I had little idea
how much effort is devoted by so many people to main-
tain the quality of our organization.

A large hope and goal of mine is to ensure that our
members are aware of the wide array of services available
to them.  The IDCA does much more than organize the fall
and spring seminars, as good as they are.  The IDCA of-
fers many other services of value to defense counsel.
These services are well-described on the IDCA website,
found at www.iowadefensecounsel.org.  They include an
expert database, jury verdict information, a members' fo-
rum, information about IDCA publications and upcoming
events, a member directory and helpful links to courts, le-
gal associations and law schools.  I encourage you to uti-
lize these services as much as possible and we welcome
any comments or suggestions you might have to improve
them or otherwise enhance the value of your membership.
We are extremely fortunate to have the services of our out-
standing Associate Director, Julie Garrison, who will glad-
ly receive and pass on any such comments or suggestions.

A lot of people have worked hard over for a lot of
years to build the IDCA into a strong and useful organi-
zation.  It will grow stronger and more useful through
your support and participation as the members for whom
it exists.  Take advantage.

Mark S. Brownlee
IDCA President

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

Mark S. Brownlee

2

IDCA
WELCOMES 

NEW MEMBERS

Thomas M. Boes
Bradshaw, Fowler, Proctor & Fairgrave

Des Moines, IA

Kerry Finley
Simmons, Perrine, Albright & Ellwood, PLC

Cedar Rapids, IA

Timothy N. Lillwitz
Bradshaw, Fowler, Proctor & Fairgrave, P.C.

Des Moines, IA

Kristina Stanger
Nyemaster, Goode, West, Hansell and O'Brien P.C.

Des Moines, IA

Abbe M. Stensland
Moyer & Bergman PLC

Cedar Rapids, IA

Melinda G. Young
Bradshaw, Fowler, Proctor & Fairgrave, P.C.

Des Moines, IA



3

When is an underinsured motorist
(“UIM”) carrier bound by an excess
verdict obtained by its insured against
a tortfeasor?  In many instances, this
issue does not arise because when
there is any potential for an excess
verdict, the plaintiff generally sues the
UIM carrier in the underlying action
as a defendant.  The UIM carrier then
moves to sever prior to trial and agrees
to be bound by any resulting verdict.
However, there are occasions when
the UIM carrier is not sued in the un-
derlying action and a verdict in excess
of the tortfeasor’s liability limits is ob-
tained.  Until recently, it was not par-
ticularly clear whether the UIM carri-
er would be bound by this excess ver-
dict.  In the recent cases of Wilson v.
Farm Bureau Mutual Insurance
Company, 714 N.W.2d 250 (Iowa
2006) and American Family Mutual
Insurance v. Petersen, 679 N.W.2d
571 (Iowa 2004) the Iowa Supreme
Court has indicated it favors binding
the carrier in most instances.  Before
discussing these two cases, further ex-
planation of the issue is warranted.

At the mandate of the Iowa
Legislature, a UIM policy provides
that a UIM carrier is bound to pay
what an insured is legally entitled to
recover from an underinsured tortfea-
sor. See Iowa Code 516A.1 (2004).
While Chapter 516A provides no defi-

nition of “legally entitled to recover”,
the Iowa Supreme Court has deter-
mined that the only reasonable inter-
pretation of legally entitled to recover
is that it means the insured must have
suffered damages caused by the fault
of the underinsured motorist and be
entitled to receive those damages.
Wetherbee v. Economy Fire & Cas.
Co., 508 N.W.2d 657, 661 (Iowa
1993).  However, the Iowa Supreme
Court has never clearly defined the
method by which legally entitled to re-
cover is proven by an insured.  At first
blush, one would assume that an ex-
cess verdict against an underinsured
tortfeasor establishes what the insured
is “legally entitled to recover” against
the UIM carrier.  However, binding a
UIM carrier, to a verdict where it was
not a party to the lawsuit, seemingly
violates the carrier’s due process
rights.  See, Van Oort Constr. Co., Inc.
v. Nuckoll's Concrete Service, Inc.,
599 N.W.2d 684, 690 (Iowa 1999) (it
is a due process violation for a litigant
to be bound by a judgment when the
litigant was not a party or a privy in
the first action and therefore never had
an opportunity to be heard).  

Many jurisdictions avoid this “due
process” problem by binding the UIM
carrier to an underlying verdict if the
carrier is given notice of the underly-
ing action, the right to intervene, and

may actually participate in the un-
derlying trial as a party.1 In those ju-
risdictions, due process is fulfilled be-
cause a UIM carrier has the right to in-
tervene and fully protect itself as a
party at the trial against the tortfeasor.
If the insurance carrier chooses not to
intervene, then it is bound by the un-
derlying verdict.  However, in Iowa no
such procedure has ever been estab-
lished by the Iowa Supreme Court.  In
fact, in Iowa such a procedure would
not be possible under the current state
of the law.  Unlike these other juris-
dictions, the Iowa Supreme Court has
rightfully held that a UIM carrier
should be severed and not allowed to
participate in a trial against the tortfea-
sor because the introduction of insur-
ance in the underlying lawsuit will in-
flate the verdict against the tortfeasor.
Handley v. Farm Bureau Mut. Ins.
Co., 467 N.W.2d 247 (Iowa 1991).  

So how is a UIM carrier’s due
process rights protected in Iowa?
Historically, this has not been a prob-
lem because the Iowa Supreme Court
had indicated that issue preclusion
determines whether an insurance carri-
er is bound by an underlying verdict.
See Mizer v. State Auto. and Cas.
Underwriters, 195 N.W.2d 367 (Iowa
1972); Handley v. Farm Bureau Mut.
Ins. Co., 467 N.W.2d 247 (Iowa

IS DUE PROCESS DEAD FOR UNDERINSURED
MOTORIST CARRIERS?

By: Brian Ivers, McDonald, Woodward & Ivers, P.C., Davenport, IA

1 See Id. (stating it is further clear that our holding herein is conditioned upon and rests upon the compliance by the insured with the fundamentals of procedural due
process.  The carrier would not be bound unless given full notice and adequate opportunity to intervene and defend when the insured litigates the issues of liability
and damages with the uninsured motorists tort-feasor(emphasis added)); see also Keel v. MFA Ins. Co., 553 P.2d 153, 159 (Okla. 1976) (stating upon a trial courts dis-
cretionary determination that no prejudice will result in litigating all of the issues in one trial, the insurer is bound by the judgment as to all issues....(emphasis added));
Fisher v. Allstate Ins. Co., 961 P.2d 350, 355 (Wash. 1998) (stating the benefits of joining the UIM insurer and tortfeasor in a single action outweigh any conflict be-
tween an insurer and insured as well as the injection of insurance into that trial (emphasis added)); West Am. Ins. Co. v. Popa, 723 A.2d 1, 5 (Md.1998) (holding
uninsured/underinsured motorist carrier is entitled to be a party throughout the trial of the tort case (emphasis added)); Heisner v. Jones, 169 N.W.2d 606, 612 (Neb.
1969) (holding a carrier not bound unless given full notice and adequate opportunity to intervene and defend).

continued on page 24
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I.  Introduction

On May 24, 2006, Governor
Vilsack signed into law House File
2716, a bill for an act relating to civil
actions for personal injury or death, in-
cluding certain evidentiary, reporting,
and procedural requirements.  A sec-
tion of the bill added Iowa Code
Section 622.31, otherwise referred to
as the “I’m Sorry” law, which ex-
cludes evidence of a professional’s
apology or other expression of sympa-
thy following an adverse outcome.  

While initially drafted with health
care professionals in mind, early leg-
islative compromise expanded the pro-
tection to all licensed professionals.
By passing the law, Iowa joins a grow-
ing trend of states taking a fresh ap-
proach to “tort reform” by equipping
health care professionals with the pro-
tection to be honest and empathetic
with their patients without fear that
these statements will come back to
haunt the health care professional in
subsequent litigation.  This article will
examine the new law and its basic pro-
tections; place the law in context with
the reform movement that created it;
examine its principal purposes and
aims; and review existing law and sim-
ilar protections already afforded Iowa
defendants to envision what the new
law may mean for the defense practi-
tioner.

II. The Mechanics of the New Law

The I’m Sorry Law can be found in
Iowa Code Section 622.31, which pro-
vides:

Evidence of Regret or Sorrow
In any civil action for professional
negligence, personal injury, or
wrongful death or in any arbitration
proceeding for professional negli-
gence, personal injury, or wrongful
death against a person in a profes-
sion represented by the examining
boards listed in section 272C.1 and
any other licensed professional rec-
ognized in this state, a hospital li-
censed pursuant to chapter 135B,
or a health care facility licensed
pursuant to chapter 135C, based
upon the alleged negligence in the
practice of that profession or occu-
pation, that portion of a statement,
affirmation, gesture, or conduct ex-
pressing sorrow, sympathy, com-
miseration, condolence, compas-
sion, or a general sense of benevo-
lence that was made by the person
to the plaintiff, relative of the plain-
tiff, or decision maker for the plain-
tiff that relates to the discomfort,
pain, suffering, injury, or death of
the plaintiff as a result of an alleged
breach of the applicable standard of
care is inadmissible as evidence.
Any response by the plaintiff, rela-
tive of the plaintiff, or decision
maker for the plaintiff to such
statement, affirmation, gesture, or
conduct is similarly inadmissible as
evidence.

HF 2716, codified at Iowa Code §
622.31 (2005 & Supp.).

The section applies to a civil pro-
ceeding or arbitration for “profession-
al negligence, personal injury, or
wrongful death.”  This limits the types

of actions under which a professional
may be accorded the protection and
further delineates that the protection
applies to those statements made relat-
ing to the “discomfort, pain, suffering,
injury, or death of the plaintiff” (or
plaintiff’s decision maker) “as a result
of an alleged breach of the applicable
standard of care.”  Accordingly, a pro-
fessional does not appear to gain the
protection of the statute for civil ac-
tions unrelated to the practice of
his/her profession.

There are a number of striking fea-
tures to this Code section.  The first is
that the section applies to a “hospital”
licensed under Iowa Code chapter
135B and a “health care facility” li-
censed under Iowa Code chapter
135C.  “Hospital” is defined in Iowa
Code section 135B.1(3) to generally
include a place devoted to diagnosing,
treating, and caring for an individual
suffering from illness, injury, or defor-
mity, over a period exceeding twenty-
four hours (and excludes hospice), and
“health care facility” is defined in
Iowa Code section 135C.1(6) to in-
clude residential care facilities, nurs-
ing facilities, and intermediate care fa-
cilities for persons with mental illness
or retardation.  These appear to be the
only entities afforded protection under
this section.

Accordingly, the officers or boards
of hospitals and health care facilities
can make statements protected by
Iowa Code section 622.31, independ-
ent of any individual professional or
professionals involved.  This protec-
tion may be of value to these entities

continued on page 27

THE “I’M SORRY” LAW – A NEW INSTRUMENT
FOR PROFESSIONALS AND THE DEFENSE

By:  Erik S. Fisk, Whitfield & Eddy, P.L.C., Des Moines, IA
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I.  Introduction

An important issue confronting de-
fense practitioners in Iowa is the stan-
dard for the admissibility of expert
witness testimony. This article discuss-
es this subject as applied in both. Iowa
state and federal district courts, identi-
fies the important similarities of the
two approaches currently, and con-
cludes with a suggested standard to
govern all cases in Iowa in the future.

II. The Iowa State Court Standard

Although many Iowa cases dis-
cussing the rules of evidence are crim-
inal cases, the same rules apply in civ-
il cases as well. See Iowa R. Evid.
5.101. Whether a civil or criminal
case, Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.702,
and attendant common-law standards,
govern the admissibility of expert wit-
ness testimony in Iowa state courts.

A. Iowa’s Common-Law 
Standard.

Iowa courts “are committed to a
liberal rule regarding the admissibility
of expert witness opinion evidence.”
See Hyler v. Garner, 548 N.W.2d 864,
868 (Iowa 1996) (citing Wick v
Henderson, 485 N.W.2d 645, 648
(Iowa 1992)). Iowa appellate courts
have also been deferential to the dis-
trict court in the exercise of its discre-
tion in this area. See, e.g., Williams v.
Hedican, 561 N.W.2d 817 (Iowa
1997). However, these statements are
more in the nature of general philoso-
phy rather than the delineation of a
useful test for the admissibility of ex-
pert testimony. Although most state ju-

risdictions follow either the test set
forth in Frye v. United  States, 293 F.
1013 (D.C. Cir. 1923) or, as more re-
cently set forth, in Daubert v. Merrell
Dow Pharmaceuticals Inc., 509 U.S.
579 (1993). Iowa follows neither. As
for Frye, the Iowa Supreme Court ex-
plained in State v. Hall, 297 N.W.2d 80
(Iowa 1980), cert. denied, 450 U.S.
927 (1981), that: 

We believe that the rationale of
Frye should apply insofar as it
bears upon the reliability of the
proffered evidence. Accordingly,
we do not believe that “general sci-
entific acceptance” is a [separate]
prerequisite to admission of evi-
dence, scientific or otherwise, if the
reliability of the evidence is other-
wise established.

Hall, 297 N.W.2d at 85 (emphasis
added). As to the “general acceptance”
criteria, this is the same conclusion
reached in Daubert thirteen years later.
See 509 U.S. at 589 (“Frye made ‘gen-
eral acceptance’ the exclusive test for
admitting expert scientific testimony.
That austere standard, absent form . . .
should not be applied in federal tri-
als.”).

Until 1980, Iowa courts required
that, when a party proposed expert tes-
timony based upon new or developing
areas of science or technology, that
party carried the burden of showing
that the subject matter on which the
expert’s opinion relied was “sufficient-
ly established to have gained general
acceptance in the particular field in
which it belongs.” State v. Hall, 297
N.W.2d at 84 (quoting Frye, 293 F. at

1014). Over time, the Frye “general
acceptance” rule was routinely applied
to determine the admissibility of all
scientific evidence, regardless of nov-
elty, in many jurisdictions. Hall, 297
N.W.2d at 84.

The Iowa Supreme Court, in Hall,
went on to outline the factors that indi-
cated why the proffered evidence–a
bloodstain analysis–was reliable. Id.
These factors were: 1) the expert’s
“considerable experience and status as
the leading expert in the field;” 2) “the
existence of national training pro-
grams;” 3) recognized “organizations
for experts in the field;” 4) major
schools offering the course in the sub-
ject matter; 5) common place use of
bloodstain analysis by police depart-
ments; 6) annual seminars on the sub-
ject; and 7) publications devoted to the
subject matter. Id. The Court explained
that determination of the reliability of
any expert testimony is, necessarily, an
ad hoc exercise in which the complex-
ity of the subject matter plays a critical
role. See id. (stating that “the founda-
tion for neutron activation analysis,
[for example], would require greater
input from the scientific community . .
. than blow-ups of handwriting exem-
plar, ballistic comparisons, or tire
tracks.”). This is not to say that scien-
tific acceptance should not be consid-
ered; rather, it becomes another factor
that a trial court may take into account
when determining reliability, particu-
larly in those cases where the “the out-
come of the trial may well turn on [an
expert’s] opinion” in new or experi-
mental fields. See id. at 85–86 (quot-
ing from State v. Conner, 241 N.W.2d

STANDARDS FOR THE ADMISSIBILITY OF 
EXPERT WITNESS TESTIMONY IN IOWA

By:  Kevin M. Reynolds and John H. Moorlach, Whitfield & Eddy, PLC, Des Moines, IA

continued on page 30
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NEW FEDERAL RULES 
ADDRESSING ELECTRONIC DISCOVERY . . . continued from page 1

Courts, parties, and their attorneys
have struggled to balance the many
costs and other considerations that
arise with conducting discovery in
what has now been coined the
“Information Age.”  The learning curve
has been steep and many companies
and their counsel have suffered hard
lessons as judges have levied sanctions
in a number of highly publicized spoli-
ation cases.

The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
could not have anticipated and did not
adequately address these issues when
they were originally promulgated.
Accordingly, over six years ago, the
Civil Rules Advisory Committee of the
United States Judicial Conference began
to study amendments to the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure to address elec-
tronic discovery.  The results of the
Committee’s efforts are reflected in pro-
posed rules to the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure which were approved by the
United States Judicial Conference on
September 20, 2005.  The Rules took ef-
fect on December 1, 2006.6

The amendments provide a wel-
come framework and source of pre-
dictability in an ever changing and dy-
namic area.  The amendments address
five general areas.  The Civil Advisory
Committee describes these areas as
early attention to electronic discovery
issues, discovery into electronically
stored information that is not reason-
ably accessible, procedures for assert-
ing claims of privilege protection after

production, interrogatories and request
for production involving electronically
stored information, and sanctions for a
certain type of loss of electronically
stored information.7

Early Attention to Electronic
Discovery Issues

The amendments mandate early at-
tention to electronic discovery issues in
Rules 16, 26(a), 26(f), and Form 35.

Planning Conference – Fed. R. Civ. P.
26(f)

Rule 26(f) requires the parties “as
soon as practicable and in any event at
least 21 days before a scheduling con-
ference is held or a scheduling order is
due under Rule 16(b)” to confer and
address a number of specified issues
relevant to the management to the case.
The amendment to Rule 26(f) adds a
number of topics to be discussed by the
parties pertaining specifically to elec-
tronic discovery.  Under the amend-
ments, parties are to confer as to “any
issues relating to disclosure or discov-
ery of electronically stored informa-
tion, including the form or forms in
which it should be produced.”8 In ad-
dition, the parties are directed to dis-
cuss “any issues relating to claims of
privilege or of protection as trial-prepa-
ration material, including – if the par-
ties agree on a procedure to assert such
claims after production – whether to
ask the court to include their agreement
in an order.”9 The parties are further

encouraged “to discuss any issues re-
lating to preserving discoverable infor-
mation.”10

The reference in the amendment to
Rule 26(f) to preservation discussions
will likely serve two purposes.  First, it
should remind counsel of the duty to
preserve relevant evidence and promote
early discussions with the client as to
the existence, location, and extent of
relevant electronic data and informa-
tion.  Indeed, the amendment and recent
cases virtually mandate those discus-
sions occur at the outset of the case.
Secondly, discussion of preservation is-
sues with opposing counsel should help
identify any unique preservation issues.
For example, if a plaintiff in an em-
ployment discrimination case knows or
believes an employee of the defendant
sent e-mails relevant to the subject of
the litigation, the specific identification
of that employee and the need to pre-
serve those e-mails should help avoid
future disputes or disagreements over
the extent to which electronic data and
information was preserved.

Significantly, the amendment does
not endorse preservation orders.
Indeed, in the Committee Note, the
Advisory Committee specifically states
that “the requirement that the parties
discuss preservation does not imply
that courts should routinely enter
preservation orders.”11 To the extent
preservation orders are entered, the
Advisory Committee cautions that they

6 Many state courts are following suit.  The Iowa Supreme Court is considering and is expected to soon issue proposed amendments to the Iowa Rules of Civil Procedure addressing elec-
tronic discovery.

7 Report of the Civil Rules Advisory Committee (May 27, 2005) (“Report”).  (The references to the proposed rules and committee notes in this article are to the rules and committee
notes as they appear in this Report.)

8 Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(f)(3).
9 Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(f)(4).
10 Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(f).
11 Proposed Rule 26(f), committee note.

continued on page 7
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should be “narrowly tailored” and is-
sued ex parte “only in exceptional cir-
cumstances.”12

Parties are encouraged to discuss
“any issues” which may relate to the
disclosure or discovery of electronically
stored information.  The amendment al-
lows parties the flexibility and freedom
to raise whatever issues they believe
may arise in the specific litigation.  The
expressed purpose of this amendment is
to get issues relating to electronic dis-
covery on the table early so that they
can be addressed and resolved before
either side invests substantial time and
expense in an uncoordinated, random
approach to electronic discovery.

The “form or forms” in which elec-
tronic discovery should be produced is
perhaps the most important of the elec-
tronic discovery topics to be discussed
by counsel.  A producing party may
maintain electronic data and informa-
tion in many different forms.  More
importantly, parties will have many
options as to the form or forms in
which the electronic information is
produced.  There are currently no stan-
dards for how electronic data and in-
formation should be produced.
Several groups are in the process of
promulgating such standards in an ef-
fort to provide uniformity in litigation.
However, those standards have not yet
been finalized.

Whether documents are to be pro-
duced in “native format” or in a stan-
dardized format such as “.pdf” or “.tiff”
are significant issues that will impact
both how data is assembled as well as it

is ultimately produced.  You should
consider whether you need all of the
documents produced in native format.
The existence and content of metadata
and other embedded data may not be
relevant to all of the categories of doc-
uments that you request.  Certainly, one
readily appreciates the need to obtain
an Excel spreadsheet in native format
so as to ascertain the formulas utilized
in making the computations reflected
on the spreadsheet.13 However, native
format may not be necessary for other
categories of documents.

One should also consider the soft-
ware to be used to review the electron-
ic information.  Some software pro-
grams require or at least recommend
that data be received in a specific for-
mat such as “.tiff.”

Counsel should further consider tai-
loring their discovery requests to the
specific case.  The volume of electron-
ic data has increased exponentially the
dilemma of having a semi-trailer full
of documents delivered in response to
an overly broad discovery request.
Today, literally warehouses full of doc-
uments may be maintained electroni-
cally and available for production.  An
overly broad request may now result in
the production of the equivalent of lit-
erally several semi trailers on a number
of compact discs.

As previously discussed, the nature
of electronic data presents unique is-
sues for the preservation of attorney-
client privilege and attorney-work
product protection.  The amendment
requires the parties to discuss these is-

sues in the initial conference.  The rule
also suggests discussions as to a proce-
dure to assert such claims after produc-
tion.  The Committee Note provides
some insight as to the types of proce-
dures that may be considered by a par-
ty.  One proposed procedure, known as
the “quick peek,” would allow the re-
sponding party to produce requested
documents for an initial examination
without the waiver of any privilege.
After the requesting party has identi-
fied the documents or categories of
documents it wishes to be produced,
i.e. the “quick peek,” the responding
party would then conduct its privilege
review.  This procedure enables a re-
sponding party to avoid the cost of
conducting a privilege review of all of
the documents and the resulting delay
to the requesting party that such a re-
view necessarily entails.

Another suggested procedure is
what has become known as a “claw-
back agreement.”  Under this arrange-
ment, the parties agree that the produc-
tion of documents shall not constitute a
waiver of the privilege so long as the
responding party sometime subsequent
to the production identifies the privi-
leged documents and requests their re-
turn.  Other voluntary arrangements
will undoubtedly develop as parties
address these issues.  These arrange-
ments are, however, voluntary.
Existing substantive law as to the
waiver of privilege is developing and
its application to these voluntary
agreements as yet unclear.

At least one court has cautioned
against blind reliance on such agree-

NEW FEDERAL RULES 
ADDRESSING ELECTRONIC DISCOVERY . . . continued from page 6

12 Id.
13 See Williams v. Sprint/United Mgmt. Co., 230 F.R.D. 640 (D. Kan. 2005).

continued on page 8
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NEW FEDERAL RULES 
ADDRESSING ELECTRONIC DISCOVERY . . . continued from page 7

ments to preserve privilege notwith-
standing the new rule.14 Chief
Magistrate Judge Paul W. Grimm
from the District of Maryland cautions
“[a]bsent a definitive ruling on the
waiver issue, no prudent party would
agree to follow the procedures recom-
mended in the proposed rule.”15 Courts
do not agree as to whether or under
what circumstances inadvertent pro-
duction waives the attorney-client
privilege or attorney-work product
protection.16 Courts have generally
employed one of three approaches to
the inadvertent production of privi-
leged documents.  Some courts apply a
“strict accountability” approach under
which any disclosure, whether inten-
tional or inadvertent, waives the privi-
lege.17 At the other extreme, some
courts employ a more lenient approach
finding a waiver only if the disclosure
was knowing and intentional or the re-
sult of gross negligence.18 Finally, a
number of courts employ a balancing
test, weighing a number of factors to
determine whether to excuse the inad-
vertent disclosure.19 Before entering
into any agreements as to privileged
documents, one must review the appli-
cable law in the jurisdiction in which
the case is pending and in any jurisdic-
tion in which that privilege may be
challenged.

The Eighth Circuit has expressly re-

jected the lenient approach.20 While
the Eighth Circuit has yet to definitive-
ly apply either of the two alternative
approaches – balancing test or strict
test – in a federal question case, the
Eighth Circuit has applied the “balanc-
ing” test in a diversity case applying
Missouri law.21 In doing so, the Eighth
Circuit spoke disapprovingly of the
strict test which finds a waiver in any
production, whether inadvertent or in-
tentional, observing that the strict test
would likely impede and chill neces-
sary attorney-client communications.22

The “balancing” or “middle of the
road” test requires a case-by-case fact
specific analysis applying the follow-
ing factors:

(1) the reasonableness of the
precautions taken to prevent in-
advertent disclosure in view of
the extent of document produc-
tion, (2) the number of inadver-
tent disclosures, (3) the extent
of the disclosures, (4) the
promptness of measures taken to
rectify the disclosure, and (5)
whether the overriding interest
of justice would be served by re-
lieving the party of its error.23

As the Eighth Circuit observed, this
test “accounts for the errors that in-
evitably occur in modern, document-in-
tensive litigation, but treats carelessness

with privileged material as an indication
of waiver.”24 The balancing test has been
followed in both the Northern and
Southern Districts of Iowa.25

Judge Grimm ultimately upheld the
parties’ agreement as to the inadvertent
production of privileged documents
but stressed the importance, if not the
necessity, of a court order.26

Accordingly, counsel is well advised to
incorporate the provisions of their
agreement into the court’s order ap-
proving the scheduling order and dis-
covery plan or otherwise ensure the
court’s involvement in the process.
Furthermore, Judge Grimm cautioned
against relying solely on the agreement
and counsels parties to still conduct
reasonable pre-production reviews.27

This is particularly sound advice in ju-
risdictions such as the Eighth Circuit
applying a balancing test.

Obviously, counsel will need to fa-
miliarize themselves both with the sub-
stantive issues in the case as well as
how their client creates, maintains, and
stores electronic information very ear-
ly in the case for the conference to be
of any value.  Some courts already
mandate this type of involvement by
counsel in the preservation of relevant
documents and information.  Judge
Shira A. Scheindlin in the fifth of her

continued on page 9

14 Hopson v. Mayor and City Council of Balt., 232 F.R.D. 228, 234 (D. Md. 2005).
15 Id.
16 Id. at 235.
17 Id.
18 Id. at 235-36.
19 Id. at 236.
20 Lutheran Med. Ctr. of Omaha, Neb. v. Contractors, Laborers, Teamsters & Eng’rs Health & Welfare Plan, 25 F.3d 616 (8th Cir. 1994).  Judge Grimm incorrectly lists the Eighth

Circuit as a jurisdiction applying the most lenient rule finding waiver only if the inadvertently producing party is grossly negligent.  Hopson, 232 F.R.D. at 235-36.
21 Gray v. Bicknell, 86 F.3d 1472, 1483-84 (8th Cir. 1996).
22 Id.
23 Id.
24 Id. at 1484.
25 See Engineered Prods. Co. v. Donaldson Co., Inc., 313 F. Supp. 2d 951, 1020-22 (N.D. Iowa 2004); Beavers v. Hobbs, 176 F.R.D. 562 (S.D. Iowa 1997).
26 Hopson, 232 F.R.D. at 240.
27 Id. at 244.
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Zubulake v. UBS Warburg decisions, 28

imposes rather daunting obligations on
counsel in litigation.  Whether and to
what extent courts in other jurisdic-
tions impose the breadth of obligations
imposed by Judge Scheindlin on coun-
sel remains to be seen.29 Nevertheless,
whether viewed as requirements or
simply guidelines, Judge Scheindlin’s
opinion is instructive.

Judge Scheindlin summarized the
“steps that counsel should take to en-
sure compliance with the preservation
obligation” as follows:

First, counsel must issue a “liti-
gation hold” at the outset of liti-
gation or whenever litigation is
reasonably anticipated.  The liti-
gation hold should be periodi-
cally re-issued so that new em-
ployees are aware of it, and so
that it is fresh in the minds of all
employees.

Second, counsel should commu-
nicate directly with the “key
players” in the litigation, i.e., the
people identified in a party’s ini-
tial disclosure and any subse-
quent supplementation thereto.
Because these “key players” are
the “employees likely to have
relevant information,” it is par-
ticularly important that the
preservation duty be communi-
cated clearly to them.  As with
the litigation hold, the key play-

ers should be periodically re-
minded that the preservation du-
ty is still in place.

Finally, counsel should instruct
all employees to produce elec-
tronic copies of their relevant
active files.  Counsel must also
make sure that all backup media
which the party is required to re-
tain is identified and stored in a
safe place.  In cases involving a
small number of relevant back-
up tapes, counsel might be ad-
vised to take physical posses-
sion of backup tapes.  In other
cases, it might make sense for
relevant backup tapes to be seg-
regated and placed in storage.
Regardless of what particular
arrangement counsel chooses to
employ, the point is to separate
relevant backup tapes from oth-
ers.  One of the primary reasons
that electronic data is lost is in-
effective communication with
information technology person-
nel.  By taking possession of, or
otherwise safeguarding, all po-
tentially relevant backup tapes,
counsel eliminates the possibili-
ty that such tapes will be inad-
vertently recycled.30

While Judge Scheindlin cautioned
that these precautions may not be
enough in some cases (or may be too
much in others), they represent her re-
quirements in a “typical case.”31

The Advisory Committee’s state-
ment in the Committee Note that “fail-
ure to address preservation issues early
in the litigation increases uncertainty
and raises a risk of disputes” has
served omnipresent given recent sanc-
tion awards arising out of the parties
failure to adequately and timely ad-
dress their duty to preserve electronic
evidence.32

Required Disclosures – Fed. R. Civ. P.
26(a)

The change to Rule 26(a) clarifies
that the duty to disclose or describe doc-
uments in the possession, custody, or
control of the party that may be used to
support that party’s claims or defenses
includes “electronically stored informa-
tion.”  The Advisory Committee ac-
knowledged that it may be difficult for a
party or its counsel at this early stage in
the litigation to be able to fully and com-
pletely disclosure this information.  The
Advisory Committee contemplates that
a party may be required to supplement
its initial disclosures as additional infor-
mation is discovered.  However, for the
reasons discussed above, early, thorough
attention to this issue is advised.

Scheduling Order – Rule 16(b), Form
35

Changes are further proposed to
Rule 16(b) and the topics which may be
included in the scheduling order to be
submitted by the parties.   Mirroring the

NEW FEDERAL RULES 
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28 Zubulake v. UBS Warburg LLC, 229 F.R.D. 422 (S.D.N.Y. 2004) (“Zubulake V”).  Judge Scheindlin’s decisions in Zubulake represent a veritable treatise on electronic discovery.  See
Zubulake v. UBS Warburg LLC, 217 F.R.D. 309 (S.D.N.Y. 2003) (“Zubulake I”); Zubulake v. UBS Warburg LLC, 2003 WL 21087136 (S.D.N.Y. May 13, 2003) (“Zubulake II”);
Zubulake v. UBS Warburg LLC, 216 F.R.D. 280 (S.D.N.Y. 2003) (“Zubulake III”); Zubulake v. UBS Warburg LLC, 220 F.R.D. 212 (S.D.N.Y. 2003) (“Zubulake IV”).

29 Judge Scheindlin’s decision has not yet been cited in a reported decision of the United States District Court of either the Northern or Southern District of Iowa or of the Eighth Circuit
Court of Appeals.

30 Zubulake V, at 433-34.
31 Id. at 433.
32 See Coleman (Parent) Holdings, Inc. v. Morgan Stanley & Co., Inc., 2005 WL 679071 (Fla. Cir. Ct. Mar. 1, 2005).
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requirements of Rule 26(a), the amend-
ments to Rule 16(b) now provide that
the scheduling order may also include
“provisions for disclosure or discovery
of electronically stored information”33

and “any agreements the parties reach
for asserting claims of privilege or pro-
tection as trial-preparation material af-
ter production.”34 Similar changes are
proposed to Form 35.

The United States District Courts in
Iowa have not yet made any changes to
their form scheduling order and dis-
covery plan, instructions, or work-
sheet.  The amendment to Form 35
merely provides a category for inclu-
sion of the parties’ agreement.  The
scope and details of that agreement
will be dictated by the nature, issues,
amount in dispute, technical sophisti-
cation of the parties, and a host of oth-
er factors unique to each case.  Judge
Grimm provided the following list of
topics that he found at a minimum
should be discussed by counsel in their
Rule 16(f) conference:

1. the type of information technol-
ogy systems in use and the per-
sons most knowledgeable in
their operation;

2. preservation of electronically
stored information that may be
relevant to the litigation;

3. the scope of the electronic
records sought (i.e. e-mail, voice
mail, archived data, back-up or
disaster recovery data, laptops,
personal computers, PDA’s,

deleted data);
4. the format in which production

will occur (will records be pro-
duced in “native” or searchable
format, or image only);

5. is metadata sought;
6. whether the requesting party

seeks to conduct any testing or
sampling of the producing par-
ty’s IT system;

7. the burdens and expenses that
the producing party will face
based on the Rule 26(b)(2) fac-
tors, and how they may be re-
duced (i.e. limiting the time peri-
od for which discovery is
sought, limiting the amount of
hours the producing party must
spend searching, compiling and
reviewing electronic records, us-
ing sampling to search, rather
than searching all records, shift-
ing to the producing party some
of the production costs);

8. the amount of pre-production
privilege review that is reason-
able for the producing party to
undertake, and measures to pre-
serve post-production assertion
of privilege within a reasonable
time; and

9. any protective orders or confi-
dentiality orders that should be
in place regarding who may
have access to information that
is produced.35

This list provides a helpful starting
reference for counsel in fulfilling their
responsibilities under the new rule.

Discovery into Electronically Stored
Information that is not
Reasonably Accessible

The volume of electronic data and the
technical ability to retrieve and search lit-
erally every source of information have
presented troublesome cost allocation is-
sues in litigation.  One no longer ques-
tions whether one can locate the prover-
bial needle in the haystack.  Rather the
questions have shifted to at what cost and
at whose expense will that needle be re-
trieved.  As Judge Francis observed in
Rowe Entertainment, Inc. v. The William
Morris Agency, Inc., “Too often, discov-
ery is not just about uncovering the truth,
but also about how much of the truth the
parties can afford to disinter.”36

Early cases struggled with how to
allocate costs, developing a number of
different approaches to the assessment
of costs in electronic discovery issues.

In McPeek v. Ashcroft, Judge
Facciola applied a marginal utility test
in determining how to assess the costs
associated with electronic discovery.37

The court held “the more likely it is
that the backup tape contains informa-
tion that is relevant to a claim or de-
fense, the fairer it is that the govern-
ment agency search at its own ex-
pense.“38 The court held “the less like-
ly it is, the more unjust it would be to
make the agency search at its own ex-
pense.”39

NEW FEDERAL RULES 
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33 Fed. R. Civ. P. 16(b)(5)
34 Fed. R. Civ. P. 16(b)(6)
35 Hopson, 232 F.R.D at 245.
36 Rowe Entm’t, Inc. v. The William Morris Agency, Inc., 205 F.R.D. 421, 423 (S.D.N.Y. 2002) (“Rowe Entertainment”).
37 McPeek v. Ashcroft, 202 F.R.D. 31, 34 (D.D.C. 2001) (“McPeek”).
38 Id.
39 Id.  
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In Rowe Entertainment, Judge
Francis employed a balancing ap-
proach.40 The court balanced the fol-
lowing considerations in determining
how to assess costs associated with the
electronic discovery in that case:

1. the specificity of the discovery
requests;

2. the likelihood of discovering
critical information;

3. the availability of that informa-
tion from other sources;

4. the purposes for which the re-
sponding party maintains the re-
quested data;

5. the relative benefit to the parties
of obtaining the information;

6. the total cost associated with
production;

7. the relative ability of each party
to control costs and its incentive
to do so; and

8. the resources available to each
party.41

Judge Scheindlin modified the
Rowe factors and looked to the follow-
ing in Zubulake v. UBS Warburg LLC:

1. the extent to which the request
is specifically tailored to discov-
er relevant information;

2. the availability of such informa-
tion from other sources;

3. the total cost of production,
compared to the amount in con-

troversy;
4. the total cost of production,

compared to the resources avail-
able to each party;

5. the relative ability of each party
to control costs and its incentive
to do so;

6. the importance of the issues at
stake in the litigation; and

7. the relative benefits to the parties
of obtaining the information.42

Other organizations such as the
Sedona Conference developed their
own set of criteria.43

The amendment to Rule 26(b)(2)
“is designed to address issues raised by
difficulties in locating, retrieving, and
providing discovery of some electroni-
cally stored information.”44 The
amendment adopts what it refers to as
a “two-tier” system.45 Under the
amendment, a party must produce oth-
erwise discoverable information that is
in an electronic format if it is “reason-
ably accessible.”46 “A party need not
provide discovery of electronically
stored information from sources that
the party identifies as not reasonably
accessible because of undue burden or
cost.”47 The initial burden of establish-
ing the information “is not reasonably
accessible because of undue burden or
cost” in a motion to compel production
of electronic information lies with the
party from whom discovery is sought.48

If that showing is made, the burden
shifts to the requesting party to demon-
strate “good cause.”49 In ascertaining
whether or not “good cause” has been
shown, the court is specifically direct-
ed to consider the limitations of Rule
26(b)(2)(C).50 Those limitations in-
clude whether “(i) the discovery
sought is unreasonably cumulative or
duplicative, or is obtainable from some
other source that is more convenient,
less burdensome or less expensive; (ii)
the party seeking discovery has had
ample opportunity by discovery in the
action to obtain the information
sought, (iii) the burden or expense of
the proposed discovery outweighs its
likely benefit.”51 The court may speci-
fy such conditions at it deems appro-
priate for the discovery.52

“Reasonably Accessible”

Whether the electronic information
is “reasonably accessible” is specifi-
cally tied to the burden or cost of its
provision.  The Committee did not ex-
pand the definition beyond that point,
noting that “it is not possible to define
in a rule the different types of techno-
logical features that may affect the bur-
dens and costs of accessing electroni-
cally stored information.”53 In this re-
spect, the Committee recognized how
quickly specific terminology became
outdated in earlier amendments and

40 Rowe Entertainment, 205 F.R.D. at 429. 
41 Id.
42 Zubulake I, 217 F.R.D. at 322.
43 Sedona Principles
44 Proposed Rule 26(b)(2), Committee Note.
45 Report, p. 63.
46 Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(2)(B).
47 Id. 
48 Id.  
49 Id.  
50 Id.
51 Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(2)(C).
52 Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(2)(B). Rule 26(b)(2)(C) was formally known as Rule 26(b)(2)(B).
53 Proposed Rule 26(b)(2)(B), Committee Note.
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how quickly technology changes. 

The responding party need not in-
cur the costs of identifying the specific
electronic information that is not “rea-
sonably accessible” and not being pro-
duced.  Rather, the rule requires only
that the party identify the “sources” of
that information by “category or type,”
and the reasons why it is not reason-
ably accessible.54 At a minimum this
requires the responding party to identi-
fy the medium on which the electronic
information exists, its location and
type, the specific burden or cost of pro-
duction, and specific reasons why the
electronic information is not “reason-
ably assessable.” 

“Good Cause”

The amendment specifically incor-
porates the language of what previous-
ly existed as Rule 26(b)(2)(B), renum-
bered 26(b)(2)(C).  The rule requires a
balancing of the costs and the potential
benefits of discovery.  The Committee
Note contains a discussion of what will
be viewed as “appropriate considera-
tions” which will include:

(1) the specificity of the discov-
ery requests; (2) the quantity of
information available from other
and more easily accessed
sources; (3) the failure to pro-
duce relevant information that
seems likely to have existed but
is no longer available on more
easily accessed sources; (4) the
likelihood of finding relevant,
responsive information that can-

not be obtained from other, more
easily accessed sources; (5) pre-
dictions as to the importance and
usefulness of the further infor-
mation; (6) the importance of the
issues at stake in the litigation;
and (7) the parties’ resources.55

The Committee Note acknowledges
that the good cause determination “may
be complicated because the court and
parties may know little about what infor-
mation the sources identified as not rea-
sonably accessible might contain,
whether it is relevant, or how valuable it
may be to the litigation.”56 The
Committee Note suggests in those in-
stances that “focused discovery” which
may include “sampling of the sources”
may be needed by the parties before a de-
termination could be made by the court.  

Preservation Whether or not Electronic
Information is “Reasonably Accessible.”

Whether electronic information is
“reasonably accessible” does not re-
lieve a party from its duty to preserve
relevant information.  All potentially
relevant information should be retained
until the court has made a determina-
tion as to whether or not the responding
party will be required to produce that
information notwithstanding the fact
that it may not be “reasonably accessi-
ble.”  A party would be well advised to
seek an earlier judicial determination
by filing a motion for protective order
as to its obligation to preserve electron-
ic information that is not “reasonably
accessible” if it does not want to wait
for the requesting party’s motion to

compel before destroying any potential
sources of relevant information.  

Procedure for Asserting Claims of
Privilege in Work Product Protection

After Production

While not limited to electronic dis-
covery, the amendment to Rule
26(b)(5) was certainly motivated by the
unique issues posed by the protection
of privilege in electronic data and in-
formation.  As the Committee Note ob-
serves, "when the review is of electron-
ically stored information, the risk of
waiver, and the time and effort required
to avoid it, can increase substantially
because of the volume of electronically
stored information and the difficulty in
ensuring that all information to be pro-
duced has in fact been reviewed."57

The new rule for the first time sets
forth a specific procedure to be fol-
lowed when privileged documents or
information are inadvertently pro-
duced.  The new rule requires the pro-
ducing party to notify any party that re-
ceived the information that it is subject
to a claim of privilege or protection as
trial preparation material and the basis
for that claim.  After being notified, the
receiving party "must promptly return,
sequester, or destroy the specified in-
formation and any copies it has and
may not use or disclose the information
until the claim is resolved."58 The privi-
leged information must be sequestered
or destroyed even if it has been incor-
porated into the receiving party's attor-
ney's trial preparation materials or

NEW FEDERAL RULES 
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54 Id.
55 Proposed Rule 26(b)(2)(C), Committee Note.
56 Id.
57 Proposed Rule 26(b)(5)(B), Committee Note.
58 Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(5)(B).  
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work product.59 The receiving party al-
so has the affirmative duty under the
new rule to "take reasonable steps" to
retrieve information to the extent it was
provided to a third party prior to being
notified of the claimed privilege nature
of the document or information.60 The
receiving party "may promptly present
the information to the court under seal
for a determination of the claim."61

Finally, the producing party has the af-
firmative obligation to preserve the in-
formation until the claim is resolved.62

Notably, the amendment does not
address nor attempt to resolve the sub-
stantive issue as to whether or not the
inadvertent production of the document
constitutes a waiver of the privilege.
Rather, the rule simply provides a
framework within which such issues
can be determined by the court.  As the
Committee Note states, the amendment
"is a nod to the pressures of litigating
with the amount and nature of electron-
ically stored information available in
the present age, a procedural device for
addressing the increasingly costly and
time consuming efforts to reduce the
number of inevitable blunders."63

A provision in the originally pub-
lished rule that would have required
the producing party to assert the claim
of privilege within a "reasonable time
period" was stricken from the rule after
receipt and consideration of public
comment by the Committee.  That is

not to imply, however, that the asser-
tion of privilege within a "reasonable
time" is not important.  The law of
many jurisdictions, including the
Eighth Circuit,64 require or at least con-
sider whether or not privilege is assert-
ed within a reasonable time as a factor
in determining whether or not there has
been a waiver of the privilege.  The
reference to "reasonable time" in the
rule was deleted consistent with the
Committee's intent to avoid making
the rule in any respect substantive.

The Committee Note provides ad-
ditional guidance as to the notice re-
quired under the rule.65 The
Committee suggests that the notice be
in writing unless circumstances dictate
otherwise such as the assertion of a
claim of privilege during deposition.66

The Committee further suggests that
"the notice should be sufficiently de-
tailed so as to enable the receiving par-
ty and the court to understand the basis
for the claim and determine whether
waiver has occurred."67

Interrogatories and Requests for
Production Involving Electronically

Stored Information

The amendment to Rule 33 simply
clarifies that the option to produce
business records afforded under Rule
33(d) includes the option to produce
electronically stored information.68As
with the option to produce all business

records, the burden of deriving or as-
certaining the answer must be “sub-
stantially the same for the party serv-
ing the interrogatory as for the party
served.”69 The Committee Note pro-
vides further guidance as to the appli-
cation of the rule when dealing with
electronically stored information.70 The
Committee Note provides:

Depending on the circumstances,
satisfying these provisions with
regard to electronically stored in-
formation may require the re-
sponding party to provide some
combination of technical sup-
port, information on application
software or other assistance.  The
key question is whether such
support enables the interrogating
party to derive or ascertain the
answer from the electronically
stored information as readily as
the responding party.  A party
that wishes to invoke Rule 33(d)
by specifying electronically
stored information may be re-
quired to provide direct access to
its electronic information system,
but only if that is necessary to af-
ford the requesting party an ade-
quate opportunity to derive or as-
certain the answer to the inter-
rogatory.  In that situation, the re-
sponding party’s need to protect
sensitive interests of confiden-
tiality or privacy may mean that
it must derive or ascertain and
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59 Proposed Rule 26(b)(5)(B), Committee Note.
60 Id.
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62 Id.
63 Proposed Rule 26(b)(5), Introduction.
64 See discussion, infra, at 7-9.
65 Proposed Rule 26(b)(5)(B), Committee Note.
66 Id.
67 Id.
68 Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).
69 Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).  
70 Proposed Rule 33(d), Committee Note.
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provide the answer itself rather
than invoke Rule 33(d).71

More extensive changes were made
to Rule 34 addressing production of doc-
uments.  Initially, the title of the rule it-
self was expanded to specifically include
“electronically stored information.”72

Changes were further made in the
definition of documents contained in
Rule 34(a).73 While most, if not all,
courts considered electronic informa-
tion within the scope of the existing
definition of “documents,” the defini-
tion is amended to specifically include
“electronically stored information.”74

The list of examples provided in the
rule was expanded to include “sound
recordings,” “images,” and data
“stored in any medium.”75 The defini-
tion was intended by the Committee to
be “broad enough to cover all current
types of computer-based information,
and flexible enough to encompass fu-
ture changes and developments.”76

The scope of the request was also
expanded beyond inspection and copy-
ing to now include both testing and
sampling.77

Additional changes were made in
the procedure by which documents are

produced in Rule 34(b).  The amended
rule now states that “the request may
specify the form or forms in which
electronically stored information is to
be produced.”78 As discussed earlier,
this topic should have been discussed
as part of the parties’ initial conference
and hopefully disputes as to the form or
forms in which electronic information
is to be produced already raised with
the court.  The new rule, however,
specifically addresses objections to the
requested form or forms for producing
electronically stored information.79 The
responding party must not only state
the reasons for the objection, but fur-
ther must state the form or forms in
which it intends to produce the elec-
tronically stored information.80 In oth-
er words, it is not simply enough to ob-
ject; the responding party must provide
both the requesting party and the court
with guidance as to how they believe
the electronically stored information
should be produced.  If the request does
not specify the form or forms for pro-
ducing electronically stored informa-
tion, the responding party must produce
the information in a form or forms in
which it is ordinarily maintained or in
which they are reasonably usable.81

The new rule further clarifies that a re-
sponding party need not produce the
same information in multiple forms.82

If the request does not specify a
form or forms, a party has the option of
producing electronic information in its
native format as it exists on the produc-
ing party’s system or in “a reasonably
usable form.”83 A party cannot convert
data “in ways that raise unnecessary
obstacles for the requesting party.”84

Tactics that were unacceptable in a pa-
per world are no more acceptable when
dealing with electronic data.  For ex-
ample, one cannot separate attachments
from emails in a document production
any more than one could separate en-
closures from cover letters.85 Simply
dumping documents in no discernible
order is no more acceptable when deal-
ing with electronic documents.86

Metadata, however, presents its
own unique considerations which is
why it is so important to address the is-
sue early in the case and to specify the
form in which you want to receive the
documents.  A request for documents
in their “native format” or for “active
files” is generally understood to in-
clude a request for metadata.
Similarly, a request for or production
of documents as maintained in the
course of a business has been held to
include metadata.87 As Magistrate
Judge Waxse held in Williams v.
Sprint/United Management Co.,
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72 Fed. R. Civ. P. 34.
73 Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(a).  
74 Id.
75 Id.
76 Proposed Rule 34, Committee Note.
77 Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(a).
78 Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b).
79 Id.
80 Id.
81 Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(ii).
82 Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(iii).  
83 Proposed Rule 34(b), Committee Report.
84 Id.
85 Bergeson v. Shelter Mut. Ins. Co., 2006 WL 334675 (D. Kan. Feb. 14, 2006).
86 Miller v. Int’l Bus. Machines, 2006 WL 995160 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 14, 2006); CP Solutions PTE, Ltd. v. Gen. Elec. Co.
87 Williams, 230 F.R.D. at 652.



Based on these emerging stan-
dards, the Court holds that when
a party is ordered to produce
electronic documents as they are
maintained in the ordinary
course of business, the produc-
ing party should produce the
electronic documents with their
metadata intact, unless that par-
ty timely objects to production
of metadata, the parties agree
that the metadata should not be
produced, or the producing par-
ty requests a protective order.
The initial burden with regard to
the disclosure of the metadata
would therefore be placed on
the party to whom the request or
order to produce is directed.
The burden to object to the dis-
closure of metadata is appropri-
ately placed on the party or-
dered to produce its electronic
documents as they are ordinarily
maintained because that party
already has access to the meta-
data and is in the best position to
determine whether producing it
is objectionable.  Placing the
burden on the producing party is
further supported by the fact
that metadata is an inherent part
of an electronic document, and
its removal ordinarily requires
an affirmative act by the produc-
ing party that alters the electron-
ic document.88

Magistrate Judge Waxse ordered
the producing party which had

“scrubbed” metadata from and
“locked” cells on Excel spreadsheets to
produce the electronic spreadsheets as
they were maintained.89 The privilege
claimed with regard to certain metada-
ta was deemed waived by the parties’
failure to object and produce a privi-
lege log regarding the metadata.90

The law in this area is developing
and will undoubtedly continue to de-
velop as courts address these issues in
specific cases.

Sanctions for a Certain Type of Loss of
Electronically Stored Information

Spoliation is neither new nor
unique to electronic discovery.
However, the volume and nature of
electronic information present their
own peculiar set of issues and
considerations when spoliation is ap-
plied to electronic discovery.
Allegations of spoliation from routine
destruction of electronic data and
backup tapes and highly publicized
sanction awards have raised the stakes
considerably for clients and their liti-
gation counsel.  Many of the sanctions
have not been imposed for the affirma-
tive intentional destruction of relevant
evidence as one would traditionally
have understood spoliation – feeding
documents into the shredder as regula-
tors knock on the door – but rather
from the failure to suspend common
document retention programs and poli-
cies.  Indeed in one case, the offending
party implemented a litigation hold
and applied it to paper documents but

neglected to suspend the document re-
tention program which periodically
erased emails for a period of two
years.91 The result, a $2,750,000 sanc-
tion and the exclusion of a number of
key witnesses.92

The amendment to Rule 37(f) pro-
vides some protection to a party but it
is very limited.  The new rule provides
in its entirety:

(f)  Electronically stored infor-
mation.  Absent exceptional cir-
cumstances, a court may not im-
pose sanctions under these rules
on a party for failing to provide
electronically stored informa-
tion lost as the result of the rou-
tine, good-faith operation of an
electronic information system.93

The rule only applies to the "routine
operation" of the information system.
The rule therefore contemplates that
the "destruction" will have been the re-
sult of the routine application of an au-
tomated system.  As described more
fully in the Committee Note, "the 'rou-
tine operation' of computer systems in-
cludes the alteration and overwriting of
information, often without the opera-
tor's specific direction or awareness, a
feature with no direct counterpart in
hard-copy documents."94

New Rule 37(f) represents an ac-
knowledgement of the necessity of doc-
ument retention policies for today’s
business.  The automatic and routine de-
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struction of information is essential in
today's businesses.  All of us have un-
doubtedly experienced delays and at
times even failures of computers or
computer systems when they become
overloaded with data.  Routine destruc-
tion of data and information that is no
longer necessary to conduct the business
is a necessary part of any information
system today.  Much of the information
that clogs computer information systems
is duplicative, outdated, could be of no
conceivable relevance.  Much informa-
tion is routinely overridden, such as
backup tapes that are maintained solely
for disaster recovery purposes.

The new rule provides some protec-
tion when electronic information is
deleted.  However, the system or pro-
gram deleting electronic information
must have a valid business purpose and
must be a necessary part of the informa-
tion system.  In other words, one cannot
set up an information system to inten-
tionally delete and destroy evidence
they know will become relevant in an-
ticipated litigation.  As the Committee
Note observes "a party cannot exploit
the routine operation of an information
system to thwart discovery obligations
by allowing that operation to continue
in order to destroy specific stored infor-
mation that it is required to preserve."95

The amendment only protects a par-
ty where the evidence is destroyed as a
result of the routine, "good faith" oper-
ation of an electronic information sys-
tem.  Earlier drafts of the rule are in-

structive in determining the meaning of
"good faith" in the adopted new rule.
The initial published draft of the rule
barred sanctions only if the party who
lost electronically stored information
had taken "reasonable" steps to preserve
the information after it knew or should
have known the information was dis-
coverable in the action.96 A footnote to
the published rule invited comment on
an alternative standard that would have
barred sanctions unless the party reck-
lessly or intentionally failed to preserve
the information.97 The "good faith"
standard was perceived by the
Committee to fall in-between the two
initially published alternatives.

The Committee Note provides fur-
ther guidance as to what "good faith"
requires of a party.  Compliance with
statutory or regulatory standards appli-
cable to the party is evidence of the
parties "good faith."98 Timely issuance
of a reasonable "litigation hold" is fur-
ther evidence of “good faith.”99

Meeting and conferring with opposing
counsel in good faith as part of a Rule
16(b) conference to attempt to define
what should be preserved and preser-
vation in accordance with that plan
should certainly help establish a party's
"good faith."  In addition, a party that
acts quickly and reasonably to attempt
to identify sources of evidence and
who puts a reasonable plan in place to
preserve that evidence similarly should
be found to be acting in good faith.

Ignorance or “technical illiteracy”
does not constitute good faith.  Courts
are losing patience with counsel and
routinely reject counsel’s proffered ex-
planations that they do not understand
technology.  One district court judge
rejected the excuses of a lawyer plain-
tiff finding the plaintiff’s “claim that
he is so computer illiterate that he
could not comply with production is
frankly ludicrous.”100

"Good faith" will not, however,
necessarily immunize one from sanc-
tions.  The rule recognizes that sanc-
tions can still be imposed notwith-
standing the good faith of a party in
"exceptional circumstances."  The only
example of "exceptional circum-
stances" provided in the Committee
Note is where a loss is "highly prejudi-
cial."101 In those cases the Committee
suggests "sanctions designed to reme-
dy the prejudice, as opposed to punish-
ing or deterring discovery conduct."102

The rule applies to a party's infor-
mation system whether or not the par-
ty itself maintains the system.  This as-
pect of the rule recognizes that the out-
sourcing of information systems is not
uncommon today.  A party seeking to
fulfill its duty to preserve relevant evi-
dence will be well advised to carefully
consider not only on-site in-house in-
formation systems but also any out-
sourced off-site information systems or
vendors that may have relevant evi-
dence pertaining to the dispute.
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Subpoenas

Conforming changes were made to
proposed Rule 45 addressing subpoe-
nas.  These changes mirror the sub-
stantive changes discussed previously
and will not be reiterated here.

Conclusion

The ever-expanding role of tech-
nology in our society has necessitated
amendments to the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure.  The amendments
represent a commendable effort to ad-
dress issues facing trial attorneys and
their clients today.  These concepts will
undoubtedly be further defined and de-
veloped by the courts as they address
specific issues in the context of specif-
ic cases and facts.  Further technologi-
cal developments will undoubtedly
dictate additional changes in the fu-
ture.  The speed with which technolo-
gy changes has challenged our ability
to keep up in many aspects of our lives.
The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
will undoubtedly be no exception.

Appendix

Rule 16.  Pretrial Conferences;
Scheduling; Management

(b)Scheduling and Planning.  Except
in categories of actions exempted
by district court rule as inappro-
priate, the district judge, or a
magistrate judge when authorized
by district court rule, shall, after
receiving the report from the par-
ties under Rule 26(f) or after con-
sulting with the attorneys for the
parties and any unrepresented
parties by a scheduling confer-
ence, telephone, mail, or other

suitable means, enter a schedul-
ing order that limits the time
(1) to join other parties and to

amend the pleadings;
(2) to file motions; and
(3) to complete discovery.

The scheduling order may also include
(4) modifications of the times

for disclosures under Rules
26(a) and 26(e)(1) and of
the extent of discovery to
be permitted;

(5) provisions for disclosure or
discovery of electronically
stored information;

(6) any agreement the parties
reach for asserting claims
of privilege or of protection
as trial-preparation materi-
al after production;

(7) the date or dates for confer-
ences before trial, a final
pretrial conference, and tri-
al; and

(8) any other matters appropri-
ate in the circumstances of
the case.

The order shall issue as soon as
practicable but in any event within 90
days after the appearance of a defen-
dant and within 120 days after the
complaint has been served on a defen-
dant.  A schedule shall not be modified
except upon a showing of good cause
and by leave of the district judge or,
when authorized by local rule, by a
magistrate judge.  

Rule 26.  General Provisions
Governing Discovery; Duty of
Disclosure

(a)Required Disclosures; Methods to
Discover Additional Matter.
(1) Initial Disclosures. Except in

categories of proceedings spec-

ified in Rule 26(a)(1)(E), or to
the extent otherwise stipulated
or directed by order, a party
must, without awaiting a dis-
covery request, provide to other
parties:
(A)the name and, if known,

the address and telephone
number of each individ-
ual likely to have discov-
erable information that
the disclosing party may
use to support its claims
or defenses, unless solely
for impeachment, identi-
fying the subjects of the
information;

(B)a copy of, or a descrip-
tion by category and lo-
cation of, all documents,
electronically stored in-
formation, and tangible
things that are in the pos-
session, custody, or con-
trol of the party and that
the disclosing party may
use to support its claims
or defenses, unless sole-
ly for impeachment;

(b) Discovery Scope and Limits.
Unless otherwise limited by order
of the court in accordance with
these rules, the scope of discov-
ery is as follows:
(2) Limitations

(A)By order, the court may
alter the limits in these
rules on the number of
depositions and inter-
rogatories or the length
of depositions under
Rule 30.  By order or lo-
cal rule, the court may al-
so limit the number of re-
quests under Rule 36.

NEW FEDERAL RULES 
ADDRESSING ELECTRONIC DISCOVERY . . . continued from page 16

continued on page 18



18

(B)A party need not pro-
vide discovery of elec-
tronically stored infor-
mation from sources that
the party identifies as not
reasonably accessible
because of undue burden
or cost.  On motion to
compel discovery or for
a protective order, the
party from whom dis-
covery is sought must
show that the informa-
tion is not reasonably ac-
cessible because of un-
due burden or cost.  If
that showing is made,
the court may nonethe-
less order discovery
from such sources if the
requesting party shows
good cause, considering
the limitations of Rule
26(b)(2)(C).  The court
may specify conditions
for the discovery.

(C)The frequency or extent
of use of the discovery
methods otherwise per-
mitted under these rules
and by any local rule
shall be limited by the
court if it determines that:
(i) the discovery sought is
unreasonably cumulative
or duplicative, or is ob-
tainable from some other
source that is more con-
venient, less burdensome,
or less expensive; (ii) the
party seeking discovery
has had ample opportuni-
ty by discovery in the ac-
tion to obtain the infor-
mation sought; or (iii) the

burden or expense of the
proposed discovery out-
weighs its likely benefit,
taking into account the
needs of the case, the
amount in controversy,
the parties’ resources, the
importance of the issues
at stake in the litigation,
and the importance of the
proposed discovery in re-
solving the issues.  The
court may act upon its
own initiative after rea-
sonable notice or pur-
suant to a motion under
Rule 26(c).

(5) Claims of Privilege or
Protection of Trial Preparation
Materials.
(A)Information Withheld.

When a party withholds in-
formation otherwise discov-
erable under these rules by
claiming that it is privileged
or subject to protection as
trial-preparation material,
the party shall make the
claim expressly and shall
describe the nature of the
documents, communica-
tions, or things not pro-
duced or disclosed in a
manner that, without reveal-
ing information itself privi-
leged or protected, will en-
able other parties to assess
the applicability of the priv-
ilege or protection.

(B)Information Produced. If
information is produced in
discovery that is subject to a
claim of privilege or of pro-
tection as trial-preparation
material, the party making

the claim may notify any
party that received the infor-
mation of the claim and the
basis for it.  After being no-
tified, a party must promptly
return, sequester, or destroy
the specified information
and any copies it has and
may not use or disclose the
information until the claim
is resolved.  A receiving par-
ty may promptly present the
information to the court un-
der seal for a determination
of the claim.  If the receiving
party disclosed the informa-
tion before being notified, it
must take reasonable steps
to retrieve it.  The producing
party must preserve the in-
formation until the claim is
resolved.

(f) Conference of Parties; Planning
for Discovery.
Except in categories of proceedings

exempted from initial disclosure under
Rule 26(a)(1)(E) or when otherwise or-
dered, the parties must, as soon as
practicable and in any event at least 21
days before a scheduling conference is
held or a scheduling order is due under
Rule 16(b), confer to consider the na-
ture and basis of their claims and de-
fenses and the possibilities for a
prompt settlement or resolution of the
case, to make or arrange for the disclo-
sures required by Rule 26(a)(1), to dis-
cuss any issues relating to preserving
discoverable information, and to de-
velop a proposed discovery plan that
indicates the parties’ views and pro-
posals concerning: 

(1)what changes should be made
in the timing, form, or require-
ment for disclosures under
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Rule 26(a), including a state-
ment as to when disclosures
under Rule 26(a)(1) were
made or will be made;

(2)the subjects on which discov-
ery may be needed, when dis-
covery should be completed,
and whether discovery should
be conducted in phases or be
limited to or focused upon
particular issues;

(3)any issues relating to disclo-
sure or discovery of electroni-
cally stored information, in-
cluding the form or forms in
which it should be produced;

(4)any issues relating to claims of
privilege or of protection as tri-
al-preparation material, includ-
ing – if the parties agree on a
procedure to assert such claims
after production – whether to
ask the court to include their
agreement in an order;

(5)what changes should be made
in the limitations on discovery
imposed under these rules or
by local rule, and what other
limitations should be imposed;
and

(6)any other orders that should be
entered by the court under
Rule 26(c) or under Rule
16(b) and (c).

Form 35.  Report of Parties’ Planning
Meeting

3. Discovery Plan. The parties
jointly propose to the court the fol-
lowing discovery plan:  (Use sepa-
rate paragraphs or subparagraphs as
necessary if parties disagree.)

Discovery will be needed
on the following subjects:
___________ 

(brief description of sub-
jects on which discovery
will be needed)

Disclosure or discovery of
electronically stored infor-
mation should be handled
as follows:

(brief description of par-
ties’ proposals).

The parties have agreed to
an order regarding claims
of privilege or of protection
as trial-preparation materi-
al asserted after produc-
tion, as follows:

(brief description of provi-
sions of proposed order).

All discovery commenced
in time to be completed by
_______(date).  (Discovery
on _______ (issue for early
discovery) to be completed
by _______ (date)).

Rule 33.  Interrogatories to Parties

(d) Option to Produce Business
Records.  Where the answer to
an interrogatory may be derived
or ascertained from the business
records, including electronically
stored information, of the party
upon whom the interrogatory
has been served or from an ex-
amination, audit or inspection of
such business records, including
a compilation, abstract or sum-
mary thereof, and the burden of
deriving or ascertaining the an-
swer is substantially the same

for the party serving the inter-
rogatory as for the party served,
it is a sufficient answer to such
interrogatory to specify the
records from which the answer
may be derived or ascertained
and to afford to the party serving
the interrogatory reasonable op-
portunity to examine, audit or
inspect such records and to
make copies, compilations, ab-
stracts, or summaries. A specifi-
cation shall be in sufficient de-
tail to permit the interrogating
party to locate and to identify, as
readily as can the party served,
the records from which the an-
swer may be ascertained.

Rule 34.  Production of Documents,
Electronically Stored Information,
and Things and Entry Upon Land
for Inspection and Other Purposes

(a)Scope. Any party may serve on
any other party a request (1) to pro-
duce and permit the party making
the request, or someone acting on
the requestor’s behalf, to inspect,
copy, test, or sample any designated
documents or electronically stored
information including writings,
drawings, graphs, charts, photo-
graphs, sound recordings, images,
and other data or data compilations
stored in any medium from which
information can be obtained, trans-
lated, if necessary, by the respon-
dent into reasonably usable form, or
to inspect, copy, test, or sample any
designated tangible things which
constitute or contain matters within
the scope of Rule 26(b) and which
are in the possession, custody or
control of the party upon whom the
request is served; or (2) to permit
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entry upon designated land or other
property in the possession or con-
trol of the party upon whom the re-
quest is served for the purpose of
inspection and measuring, survey-
ing, photographing, testing, or sam-
pling the property or any designat-
ed object or operation thereon,
within the scope of Rule 26(b).

(b)Procedure. The request shall set
forth, either by individual item or
by category, the items to be inspect-
ed, and describe each with reason-
able particularity.  The request shall
specify a reasonable time, place,
and manner of making the inspec-
tion and performing the related
acts.  The request may specify the
form or forms in which electroni-
cally stored information is to be
produced.  Without leave of court
or written stipulation, a request may
not be served before the time spec-
ified in Rule 26(d).

The party upon whom the request is
served shall serve a written re-
sponse within 30 days after the
service of the request.  A shorter or
longer time may be directed by the
court or, in the absence of such an
order, agreed to in writing by the
parties, subject to Rule 29.  The re-
sponse shall state, with respect to
each item or category, that inspec-
tion and related activities will be
permitted as requested, unless the
request is objected to, including an
objection to the requested form or
forms for producing electronically
stored information, stating the rea-
sons for the objection.  If objection
is made to part of an item or cate-
gory, the part shall be specified and
inspection permitted of the remain-

ing parts.  If objection is made to
the requested form or forms for
producing electronically stored in-
formation – or if no form was spec-
ified in the request – the responding
party must state the form or forms it
intends to use.  The party submit-
ting the request may move for an
order under Rule 37(a) with respect
to any objection to or other failure
to respond to the request or any part
thereof, or any failure to permit in-
spection as requested.  
Unless the parties otherwise agree,
or the court otherwise orders:
(i) a party who produces doc-

uments for inspection shall
produce them as they are kept
in the usual course of business
or shall organize and label
them to correspond with the
categories in the request; 

(ii) if a request does not specify
the form or forms for produc-
ing electronically stored infor-
mation, a responding party
must produce the information
in a form or forms in which it
is ordinarily maintained or in a
form or forms that are reason-
ably usable; and

(iii) a party need not produce
the same electronically stored
information in more than one
form.

Rule 37.  Failure to Make Disclosures
or Cooperate in Discovery; Sanctions

* * * * * *
(f) Electronically stored informa-

tion.  Absent exceptional circum-
stances, a court may not impose
sanctions under these rules on a
party for failing to provide elec-
tronically stored information lost as

a result of the routine, good-faith
operation of an electronic informa-
tion system.  

Rule 45.  Subpoena
(a) Form; Issuance.

(1) Every subpoena shall
(A) state the name of the

court from which it is is-
sued; and 

(B) state the title of the ac-
tion, the name of the
court in which it is pend-
ing, and its civil action
number; and

(C) command each person
to whom it is directed to
attend and give testimo-
ny or to produce and per-
mit inspection, copying,
testing, or sampling of
designated books, docu-
ments, electronically
stored information, or
tangible things in the
possession, custody or
control of that person, or
to permit inspection of
premises, at a time and
place therein specified;
and

(D) set forth the text of
subdivisions (c) and (d)
of this rule.

A command to produce evi-
dence or to permit inspec-
tion, copying, testing, or
sampling may be joined
with a command to appear
at trial or hearing or at dep-
osition, or may be issued
separately.  A subpoena may
specify the form or forms in
which electronically stored
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information is to be pro-
duced.

(2) (2) A subpoena must issue as fol-
lows:

(A) for attendance at a tri-
al or hearing, from the
court for the district
where the trial or hearing
is to be held;

(B) for attendance at a dep-
osition, from the court
for the district where the
deposition is to be taken,
stating the method for
recording the testimony;
and

(C) for production, inspec-
tion, copying, testing, or
sampling, if separate
from a subpoena com-
manding a person’s at-
tendance, from the court
for the district where the
production or inspection
is to be made.

(3) The clerk shall issue a subpoe-
na, signed but otherwise in
blank, to a party requesting it,
who shall complete it before
service.  An attorney as officer
of the court may also issue and
sign a subpoena on behalf of 
(A) a court in which the at-

torney is authorized to
practice; or

(B) a court for a district in
which a deposition or
production is compelled
by the subpoena, if the
deposition or production
pertains to an action
pending in a court in
which the attorney is au-
thorized to practice.  

(b) Service.

(1) A subpoena may be served by
any person who is not a party
and is not less than 18 years of
age.  Service of a subpoena up-
on a person named therein shall
be made by delivering a copy
thereof to such person and, if
the person’s attendance is com-
manded, by tendering to that
person the fees for one day’s at-
tendance and the mileage al-
lowed by law.  When the sub-
poena is issued on behalf of the
United States or an officer or
agency thereof, fees and
mileage need not be tendered.
Prior notice of any commanded
production of documents and
things or inspection of premis-
es before trial shall be served
on each party in the manner
prescribed by Rule 5(b).

(2) Subject to the provisions of
clause (ii) of subparagraph
(c)(3)(A) of this rule, a sub-
poena may be served at any
place within the district of the
court by which it is issued, or
at any place without the dis-
trict that is within 100 miles of
the place of the deposition,
hearing, trial, production, in-
spection, copying, testing, or
sampling specified in the sub-
poena or at any place within
the state where a state statute
or rule of court permits service
of a subpoena issued by a state
court of general jurisdiction
sitting in the place of the dep-
osition, hearing, trial, produc-
tion, inspection, copying, test-
ing, or sampling specified in
the subpoena.  When a statute

of the United States provides
therefor, the court upon proper
application and cause shown
may authorize the service of a
subpoena at any other place.
A subpoena directed to a wit-
ness in a foreign country who
is a national or resident of the
United States shall issue under
the circumstances and in the
manner and be served as pro-
vided in Title 28, U.S.C. §
1783.

(3) Proof of service when neces-
sary shall be made by filing
with the clerk of the court by
which the subpoena is issued a
statement of the date and man-
ner of service and of the names
of the persons served, certified
by the person who made the
service.

(c) Protection of Persons Subject to 
Subpoenas.

(1) A party or an attorney respon-
sible for the issuance and serv-
ice of a subpoena shall take
reasonable steps to avoid im-
posing undue burden or ex-
pense on a person subject to
that subpoena.  The court on
behalf of which the subpoena
was issued shall enforce this
duty and impose upon the par-
ty or attorney in breach of this
duty an appropriate sanction,
which may include, but is not
limited to, lost earnings and a
reasonable attorney’s fee. 

(2) (A) A person commanded
to produce and permit
inspection, copying, test-
ing, or sampling of des-
ignated electronically
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stored information,
books, papers, docu-
ments or tangible things,
or inspection of premises
need not appear in per-
son at the place of pro-
duction or inspection un-
less commanded to ap-
pear for deposition, hear-
ing or trial.

(B) Subject to paragraph
(d)(2) of this rule, a per-
son commanded to pro-
duce and permit inspec-
tion, copying, testing, or
sampling may, within 14
days after service of the
subpoena or before the
time specified for com-
pliance if such time is
less than 14 days after
service, serve upon the
party or attorney desig-
nated in the subpoena
written objection to pro-
ducing any or all of the
designated materials or
inspection of the premis-
es—or to producing
electronically stored in-
formation in the form or
forms requested.  If ob-
jection is made, the party
serving the subpoena
shall not be entitled to
inspect, copy, test, or
sample the materials or
inspect the premises ex-
cept pursuant to an order
of the court by which the
subpoena was issued.  If
objection has been made,
the party serving the
subpoena may, upon no-
tice to the person com-

manded to produce,
move at any time for an
order to compel the pro-
duction, inspection,
copying, testing, or sam-
pling.  Such an order to
compel shall protect any
person who is not a party
or an officer of a party
from significant expense
resulting from the in-
spection and copying
commanded.  

(3) (A) On timely motion, the
court by which a subpoe-
na was issued shall
quash or modify the sub-
poena if it 
(i) fails to allow reason-

able time for compli-
ance;

(ii) requires a person
who is not a party or
an officer of a party to
travel to a place more
than 100 miles from
the place where that
person resides, is em-
ployed or regularly
transacts business in
person, except that,
subject to the provi-
sions of clause
(c)(3)(B)(iii) of this
rule, such a person
may in order to attend
trial be commanded to
travel from any such
place within the state
in which the trial is
held;

(iii) requires disclosure
of privileged or other
protected matter and
no exception or waiv-

er applies; or 
(iv) subjects a person to

undue burden.

(B) If a subpoena
(i)requires disclosure of

a trade secret or other
confidential research,
development, or com-
mercial information,
or 

(ii) requires disclosure
of an unretained ex-
pert’s opinion or infor-
mation not describing
specific events or oc-
currences in dispute
and resulting from the
expert’s study made
not at the request of
any party, or 

(iii)requires a person
who is not a party or
an officer of a party to
incur substantial ex-
pense to travel more
than 100 miles to at-
tend trial, the court
may, to protect a per-
son subject to or af-
fected by the subpoe-
na, quash or modify
the subpoena or, if the
party in whose behalf
the subpoena is issued
shows a substantial
need for the testimony
or material that cannot
be otherwise met
without undue hard-
ship and assures that
the person to whom
the subpoena is ad-
dressed will be rea-
sonably compensated,
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the court may order
appearance or produc-
tion only upon speci-
fied conditions.

(d) Duties in Responding to
Subpoena.

(1) (A)A person responding to a
subpoena to produce docu-
ments shall produce them as
they are kept in the usual
course of business or shall
organize and label them to
correspond with the cate-
gories in the demand.

(B)If a subpoena does not spec-
ify the form or forms for pro-
ducing electronically stored
information, a person re-
sponding to a subpoena must
produce the information in a
form or forms in which the
person ordinarily maintains it
or in a form or forms that are
reasonably usable.

(C) A person responding to a
subpoena need not produce
the same electronically
stored information in more
than one form.

(D) A person responding to a
subpoena need not provide
discovery of electronically
stored information from
sources that the person iden-
tifies as not reasonably ac-
cessible because of undue
burden or cost.  On motion
to compel discovery or to
quash, the person from
whom discovery is sought
must show that the informa-
tion sought is not reason-
ably accessible because of
undue burden or cost.  If
that showing is made, the
court may nonetheless order

discovery from such sources
if the requesting party
shows good cause, consid-
ering the limitations of Rule
26(b)(2)(C).  The court may
specify conditions for such
discovery.

(2) (A) When information subject
to a subpoena is withheld on
a claim that it is privileged
or subject to protection as
trial-preparation materials,
the claim shall be made ex-
pressly and shall be support-
ed by a description of the
nature of the documents,
communications, or things
not produced that is suffi-
cient to enable the demand-
ing party to contest the
claim.

(B) If information is produced
in response to a subpoena
that is subject to a claim of
privilege or of protection as
trial-preparation material,
the person making the claim
may notify any party that re-
ceived the information of
the claim and the basis for
it.  After being notified, a
party must promptly return,
sequester, or destroy the
specified information and
any copies it has and may
not use or disclose the infor-
mation until the claim is re-
solved.  A receiving party
may promptly present the
information to the court un-
der seal for a determination
of the claim.  If the receiv-
ing party disclosed the in-
formation before being noti-
fied, it must take reasonable
steps to retrieve it.  The per-

son who produced the infor-
mation must preserve the in-
formation until the claim is
resolved.

(e) Contempt. Failure of any person
without adequate excuse to obey a
subpoena served upon that person
may be deemed a contempt of the
court from which the subpoena is-
sued.  An adequate cause for failure
to obey exists when a subpoena
purports to require a non-party to
attend or produce at a place not
within the limits provided by clause
(ii) of subparagraph (c)(3)(A).
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1991).  However, in the recent
Petersen and Wilson decisions, the
Iowa Supreme Court seems to be stray-
ing from the issue preclusion analysis
and turning to some yet to be defined
procedure. 

In American Family Mutual
Insurance v. Petersen, 679 N.W.2d 571
(Iowa 2004) Petersen was assaulted by
her ex-boyfriend while riding in his
car.  The ex-boyfriend was an unin-
sured motorist (“UM”).  Petersen sued
her former boyfriend, and obtained a
default judgment.  After obtaining the
default judgment, Petersen sought a
hearing in District Court to establish
her damages.  American Family was
Petersens UM carrier.  One week prior
to the damages hearing, for the first
time Petersen notified American
Family of the hearing and her intent to
seek reimbursement of those damages
from American Family.  American
Family refused coverage and declined
to intervene to defend the damages
hearing.  A judgment for damages was
entered and American Family refused
to pay and filed a petition for declara-
tory judgment.  The trial court found
there was no coverage for Petersen’s
injuries.  

On appeal, American Family was
held not liable for the underlying judg-
ment because of the lack of notice as
was required by the policy provisions.
However, one of the fringe issues in-
volved in the appeal was whether
American Family was bound by the
underlying default judgment obtained
by Petersen when American Family
was not a party to the underlying case.
Despite the prior Mizer and Handley
decisions which discuss issue preclu-

sion as the method for determining the
binding effect of an underlying judg-
ment, the Petersen Court stated that:

[T]he binding effect of the tort
judgment at issue in this case is not
necessarily governed by the doctrine of
res judicata and collateral estoppel; the
language of the contract between the
parties is the primary source of the par-
ties’ respective rights.  [citations omit-
ted].  If an insured establishes legal en-
titlement to damages against an unin-
sured motorist, then the insurer is con-
tractually obligated to pay the insured
the damages as specified in the insur-
ance policy.  An insured generally sat-
isfies the ‘legally entitled to recover’
condition of UM coverage when a
valid judgment has been entered
against the uninsured motorist.  See
Mizer v. State Auto. & Cas.
Underwriters, 195 N.W.2d 367, 371
(Iowa 1972); see also Handley v. Farm
Bureau Mut. Ins. Co., 467 N.W.2d 247,
250 (Iowa 1991).
Petersen, 679 N.W.2d at 584.  

In so stating, the Petersen Court
seems to be abandoning the issue
preclusion analysis of Mizer and
Handley to establish some “general
rule” that a UM carrier is contractually
bound to pay an underlying excess ver-
dict, even when the carrier is not a par-
ty.  However, what is very confusing is
that the Petersen Court actually cites to
the issue preclusion cases of Mizer and
Handley as authority for this new
“general rule” that issue preclusion
does not govern.  Given this, it is im-
possible to understand the Iowa
Supreme Court’s reasoning here.
What is clear, however, is that unlike

almost any other jurisdiction, the Iowa
Supreme Court seems to be abandon-
ing all concern for due process with re-
spect to the insurance carrier.

In Wilson v. Farm Bureau Mutual
Insurance Company, 714 N.W.2d 250
(Iowa 2006) a Farm Bureau insured
obtained an excess verdict against an
underinsured tortfeasor.  This case in-
volved a fairly complex factual sce-
nario which must be reviewed to un-
derstand the Iowa Supreme Court’s
holding.

Farm Bureau’s insured, Lily
Wilson, was struck and killed by an
underinsured motorist named Margie
Carter.  Ms. Carter had automobile in-
surance through Hartford Insurance
Company with liability limits of
$100,000.  Ms. Wilson had UIM cov-
erage with Farm Bureau in the amount
of $100,000.  Farm Bureau was never
made a party to the underlying lawsuit.
While Farm Bureau knew of the un-
derlying lawsuit, it did not attempt to
intervene.  

At the trial of the underlying law-
suit, the jury was improperly instruct-
ed.  During the trial there were allega-
tions that Ms. Wilson was compara-
tively at fault for her own death.  In
that regard, the trial judge mistakenly
submitted to the jury a comparative
fault instruction that did not properly
state Iowa law.  The comparative fault
instruction contained out-dated lan-
guage to the effect that Ms. Wilson’s
fault would not reduce any loss of con-
sortium damages awarded to Ms.
Wilson’s children.  However, since
1997, loss of consortium damages are
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reduced by a plaintiff’s comparative
fault pursuant to Iowa Code Chapter
668.  Apparently, no one caught this
mistake before the comparative fault
instruction was submitted to the jury.  

At trial the jury assessed Ms.
Wilson as having 20% comparative
fault and awarded the Wilson Estate a
favorable verdict, which included
$145,000 in loss of consortium dam-
ages for the children of Ms. Wilson.
Because of the erroneous comparative
fault instruction, the jury was incor-
rectly instructed that the loss of con-
sortium damages would not be re-
duced by Lily Wilson’s fault.
However, following the verdict, the tri-
al Judge, realizing his mistake, entered
a judgment that did reduce the total
verdict, including loss of consortium
damages, by 20%.  This reduced the
overall verdict from $156,836.25 to
$127,836.24.    

Almost immediately following the
judgment entry, faced with an excess
verdict against its insured, Hartford
agreed to pay its $100,000 liability
limits.  The Wilson Estate accepted the
$100,000 and filed a motion to correct
judgment entry asking that the judg-
ment be raised from $127,836.24 to
$156,836.25.  In this motion, the
Wilson Estate argued that the trial
judge did not have the authority to re-
duce the verdict by Ms. Wilson’s 20%
comparative fault, because the incor-
rect comparative fault instruction be-
came the law of the case since it was
never objected to.  

The Wilson Estate’s purpose in fil-
ing the motion to correct judgment en-

try was to increase the amount of UIM
damages Farm Bureau would owe
from $127,836.24 to $156,836.25.
Farm Bureau was not a party to the
lawsuit and had no opportunity to re-
sist the Wilson Estate’s motion.  To
make matters worse, because Hartford
had already agreed to pay its liability
limits, Ms. Carter’s attorney did not re-
sist or respond to the motion to correct
judgment entry in any way.  At that
point, the underlying case was being
undefended.  Consequently, the motion
to correct judgment entry was granted
without a hearing.  In fact, the undis-
puted evidence showed that the Wilson
Estate’s attorney made two ex-parte
telephone calls to the trial judge to dis-
cuss the motion to correct judgment
entry.  It was alleged by Farm Bureau
that, because of this ex-parte commu-
nication, the trial judge granted the
motion, believing he was signing an
agreed-to Order.  

The granting of the un-resisted mo-
tion to correct judgment entry raised
the excess verdict from $127,836.24 to
$156,836.25.  After the motion was
granted, the Wilson Estate immediate-
ly contacted Farm Bureau and de-
manded that Farm Bureau pay the
Wilson Estate $56,836.25 in UIM
damages – Farm Bureau refused and
the Wilson Estate sued claiming that
Farm Bureau was bound by the
$156,836.25 amended judgment and
was in bad faith for not paying the
same.  

During the course of the bad faith
lawsuit, Farm Bureau offered to settle
for $27,836.24, which represented the
original excess judgment after the un-

derlying verdict was reduced by 20%,
but that offer was rejected by the
Wilson Estate.  

As is required by Iowa law, Farm
Bureau’s UIM policy provided that
Farm Bureau was obligated to pay the
Wilson Estate any underinsured mo-
torist damages the Wilson Estate was
“legally entitled to recover” from Ms.
Carter.  The Wilson Estate argued that
the $156,836.25 amended judgment
against Ms. Carter conclusively estab-
lished what the Wilson Estate was
“legally entitled to recover” from Farm
Bureau.  Farm Bureau disagreed and
raised several defenses.  

First, Farm Bureau’s UIM policy
provided that Farm Bureau was “not
bound by any judgment against any
person or organization obtained with-
out our written consent.”  Farm Bureau
argued that it could not be bound be-
cause it was undisputed that no written
consent was ever given for the
$156,836.25 amended judgment.
Farm Bureau also argued that it was
not bound by that amended judgment
because of the principals of issue
preclusion as set forth in Mizer v. State
Auto. & Cas. Underwriters, 195
N.W.2d 367 (Iowa 1972) and Handley
v. Farm Bureau Mut. Ins. Co., 467
N.W.2d 247 (Iowa 1991).

In discussing these issues, the
Wilson Court reiterated the new “gen-
eral rule”  from American Family
Mutual Insurance v. Petersen, 679
N.W.2d 571 (Iowa 2004) that an un-
derlying verdict generally establishes
what an insured is “legally entitled to
recover” against a UM/UIM carrier,
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even when the carrier is not a party to
the underlying lawsuit.   Again, there
was no discussion of the potential vio-
lation of the due process rights of the
insurance carrier.  Ultimately, howev-
er, the Iowa Supreme Court relied on
the consent-to-be-bound provision of
the Farm Bureau policy to find that
Farm Bureau was not bound to pay the
amended judgment.  In so doing, for
the first time, the Iowa Supreme Court
held that “consent-to-be-bound provi-
sion[s]” are “valid and enforceable
provided the insurer does not withhold
or refuse its consent without a reason-
able basis to do so.”  Wilson, 714
N.W.2d at 259.  The Court went on to
say:

Our holding that a consent-to-be-
bound provision is valid and enforce-
able imposes on the insured and the in-
surer certain duties. Before the insured
can satisfy the legally entitled to re-
cover condition under the UIM cover-
age, the insured must comply with all
of the other conditions of such cover-
age. For example, here, the UIM poli-
cy provision requires the insured to
provide the insurer a copy of all suit
papers when the insured sues the un-

derinsured motorist. In addition to
complying with this condition, the in-
sured must obtain a valid judgment
against the underinsured motorist.
Implicit in this last requirement is that
the suit must be defended. Default
judgments, insubstantial defenses, and
collusion between the insured and the
underinsured motorist will preclude
the insured from satisfying the legally
entitled to recover condition. In short,
the insurer will not be bound by a judg-
ment obtained through any of these
means. Once the insured satisfies the
legally entitled to recover condition of
the UIM coverage, the insurer has an
implied reciprocal duty to refrain from
withholding or refusing its consent to
be bound by the judgment without a
reasonable basis to do so.
Id. at 258.

The Iowa Supreme Court found
that the “circumstances in which the
amended judgment entry was granted”
– meaning the ex-parte communication
with the judge by the Wilson Estate’s
attorney - “underscore the very reason
for the consent-to-be-bound provi-
sion.”  Id.

In the Petersen and Wilson deci-
sions, the Iowa Supreme Court seem-
ingly is abandoning issue preclusion in
favor of a rule that generally binds the
UM/UIM carrier to an underlying ex-
cess verdict even when the carrier is
not a party to the underlying lawsuit.
Intervening in the underlying lawsuit is
not a viable option for the insurance
carrier, because the tortfeasor will al-
most always move to sever because of
the resulting prejudice of interjecting
insurance into the trial. 

Under Handley the UM/UIM car-
rier will rightfully be severed from the
trial.  Of course, all is not lost because
the Iowa Supreme Court in Petersen
and Wilson made it clear that the Court
does not want to bind a UM/UIM car-
rier when it is unfair to do so.  The no-
tice and consent-to-be-bound policy
provisions protected the insurance car-
riers in Petersen and Wilson.  But ab-
sent these policy defenses, one must
wonder whether a UM/UIM carrier is
really without due process protection
under the current state of the law.  ■
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for at least two reasons.  The first, and
most obvious, is that, in the event of a
multi-party suit where the
physician(s)/nurse(s)/physician’s as-
sistant(s)/etc. and the “hospital” or
“health care facility” are named defen-
dants, the defendant entity may be able
to make its own statement of sorrow,
sympathy, etc., without prejudice to it-
self or the individual defendant(s).
The statute states that such statements
will be “inadmissible as evidence,”
and does not specify against whom;
hence, the protection appears to run in
favor of either the individual defendant
or the entity defendant, regardless of
which one makes the statement.  More
importantly, because entities enjoy the
statute’s protection, they may be
prompted to institute policies to con-
vey the protected sentiments in the
event of an adverse outcome, without
concern that such statements would
subsequently be used against them.
The value of such policy is more fully
examined under Part II of this article.

The second striking feature is the
breadth of professions afforded the pro-
tection.  The section protects persons in
a profession represented by the exam-
ining boards listed in Iowa Code
Section 272C.1, which covers, among
others, boards licensing real estate
agents, architects, engineers, morti-
cians, physicians, nurses, and “[a]ny
professional or occupational licensing
board created after January 1, 1978.”
Iowa Code § 272C.1(6)(y) (2005).  An
amendment on Wednesday, March 22,
2006, shortly after the bill was intro-
duced on March 8, expanded the provi-
sion’s protection to all licensed profes-
sionals.  Tim Higgins, Bill Lets Doctors
Say They’re Sorry, Des Moines Reg., at

http://desmoinesregister.com (Mar. 23,
2006); see also Bill History for HF
2716, at http://www.legis.state.ia.us
(last accessed Nov. 6, 2006).

Finally, the last sentence of the sec-
tion protects “[a]ny response by the
plaintiff, relative of the plaintiff, or de-
cision maker for the plaintiff to such
statement, affirmation, gesture, or con-
duct” by rendering it “inadmissible as
evidence.”  A plain reading of this
phrase suggests that even a statement
constituting an admission or evincing
the plaintiff’s comparative fault would
not be admissible against the plaintiff.
Issues remain as to what would consti-
tute a “response?” An immediate ver-
bal response? A letter sent out three
days after the statement? A letter sent
out a month after the statement? 

The short section provides much
for consideration, and it is unclear
what value the statute may have in ac-
complishing its reform objectives.
Probably more important than the me-
chanics of the statute, however, are its
policy implications and the way in
which it may lead to a different strate-
gy in the event of an adverse outcome.

III.The “I’m Sorry” Initiative – 
A “New” Litigation Strategy

The “I’m Sorry” provision is part of
a comprehensive reform strategy that is
quite different from the traditional
“damages cap” strategy.  Nearly all of
the “I’m Sorry” measures are motivated
by a perception of a need for change in
the field of medical practice generally.
Accordingly, even though Iowa’s statute
applies to a broad range of profession-
als, the data and literature surrounding

the reform measures are focused exclu-
sively on medical malpractice.

The so-called medical malpractice
“crisis” refers primarily to the rising
premiums and commensurate reduc-
tion in the number of insurers provid-
ing coverage.  In 2002, the AMA de-
clared that twelve states faced crises in
their medical liability systems and thir-
ty more (including Iowa) were begin-
ning to show signs of problems.
American Medical Association, “AMA
Analysis: A Dozen States in Medical
Liability Crisis,” June 17, 2002
(AMA).  In 2004, it was reported that
the median increase in malpractice pre-
miums ranged from 15 to 30 percent.
Kenneth E. Thorpe, The Medical
Malpractice ‘Crisis’:  Recent Trends
and the Impact of State Tort Reforms,
at
http://content.healthaffairs.org/cgi/con
tent/full/hlthaff.w4.20v1/DC1 (last ac-
cessed Nov. 06, 2006).  The problem
exists in Iowa, and the state is split on
how to handle the problem.  In 2004,
physician’s groups lobbied for the nar-
rowly passed $250,000 cap on “non-
economic damages” that was vetoed in
May of that year.  David Pitt, Iowa
House Caps Medical Malpractice
Suits, Associated Press, Mar. 11, 2004.

The consensus of opinion is that the
issues surrounding the “crisis,” and its
proposed solutions, pit the interests of
various stakeholders – doctors, hospi-
tals, lawyers, insurance companies, and
patients – against each other.  The apol-
ogy initiative, according to its advo-
cates, attempts to address the needs of
all stakeholders, and some data suggests
it may experience modest success.

The movement appears to be traced
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to efforts taken in 1987 by Dr. Steve
Kraman, the former Chief of Staff at
the Veterans Administration Medical
Center in Lexington, Kentucky.
Kraman encouraged doctors and other
staff members to express sorrow to pa-
tients who had suffered a bad result.  In
addition, the hospital reviewed com-
plaints about bad outcomes and shared
the information with claimants and
their families in the spirit of honest dis-
closure.  If a doctor or the hospital dis-
covered an error or some negligence,
settlement talks began immediately.
Kraman observed that, by 2000, the
Lexington VA Center had settled with
170 patients and went to trial only
three times.  Deroy Murdock, Sorry
Works: A Prescription for Fewer
Medical Malpractice Suits, National
Review, Aug. 29, 2005.  Furthermore,
the average payment on a claim was
$16,000, compared to the national av-
erage for other VA hospitals’ payouts
of $98,000.  Id.

The University of Michigan hospi-
tal system reported that, since starting
a similar initiative, the system cut case-
loads from 260-275 claims in 2002 to
120-140 in 2005.  Id.  Furthermore, be-
fore the initiative, resolving a typical
claim in 2002 involved 1,160 days
whereas, in 2005, that number dropped
to 320 days.  Id.  Legal costs per case
fell from $65,000 to $35,000, and an-
nual costs dropped from $3 million to
$1 million.  Id.

COPIC Insurance Companies, a
Denver insurer of about 5,800
Colorado physicians, had 1,942 physi-
cians involved in a similar initiative it
called its “3-R’s Program” (Recognize,
Respond to, and Resolve Medical

Errors).  Id. Up to March 31, 2004, the
insurer had 1,187 documented discus-
sions that included families, patients,
and health care providers.  Id.  The
Insurer reported in 2005 that 807 of the
cases were resolved by enhanced com-
munication, payouts were made in 352
cases, 28 went to the claims depart-
ment as regular cases (11 were settled
without involvement of legal counsel),
and only 17 remained open.  Id.
Finally, the insurer reported that the
average payment in its 3-R’s program
was $5,586, as opposed to average
payments outside the program of
$284,000.  Id.

While the numbers are premature,
advocates insist that the strategy works.
Proponents for damage caps assert that
caps work to keep premiums low, and
most cite California as a model which
bears the statistical fruit.  Proponents of
the apology strategy would argue that
caps do nothing to address the stagger-
ing number of medical errors.  Many
cite the landmark 1999 Institute of
Medicine report, which posited that as
many as 98,000 deaths in the United
States each year were the result of med-
ical errors.  Kohn LT, Corrigan JM,
Donaldson MS, eds., To Err is Human:
Building a Safer Health System
(National Academy Press 2000); see al-
so David M. Studdert et al., Negligent
Care and Malpractice Claiming
Behavior in Utah and Colorado, 38
Medical Care 250-260 (2000) (conclud-
ing that roughly 3.7 percent of hospital
admissions were associated with an ad-
verse event and that a quarter of those
admissions were the result of negli-
gence).  Caps do not address errors.

The “I’m Sorry” law is only one

piece of this strategy, however, and it is
too early to predict the precise effect
Iowa Code section 622.31 will have.  It
does give providers (and other profes-
sionals) the opportunity to apologize
without it coming back to haunt them.
This is, if nothing more, an important
first step.

IV.Fitting “I’m Sorry” into   
Traditional Strategy

What does the “I’m Sorry” law
mean for the defense bar?  From a pol-
icy perspective, the law may not be
groundbreaking to most because it
comports with the existing policy of
Iowa law, as reflected in the rules of ev-
idence, which favor dispute settlement
and the “desire for peace.”  Miller v.
Component Homes, Inc., 356 N.W.2d
213, 216 (Iowa 1984).  This policy is
reflected primarily in Iowa law govern-
ing offers to compromise under Iowa
Rule of Evidence 5.408 and offers to
pay expenses under Rule 5.409.

Evidence of settlement negotiations
is inadmissible to prove or disprove li-
ability or damages.  Iowa R. Evid.
5.408.  Offers to compromise are ad-
missible, however, if “offered for an-
other purpose.”  Id.  The principle of
exclusion under 5.408 was “designed
to exclude evidence only when it is
tendered as an admission of weakness
of the other party’s claim or defense,
not when it is tendered to prove a fact
other than liability.” Miller v.
Component Homes, Inc., 356 N.W.2d
213, 215 (Iowa 1984) (quoting Pogge
v. Fullerton Lumber Co., 277 N.W.2d
916, 921 (Iowa 1979)); see also
Graber v. City of Ankeny, 616 N.W.2d
633, 639 (Iowa 2000) (holding that
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plaintiff’s settlement with one party
could not be used by the defendant to
show that a party other than itself was
at fault).

What constitutes “another purpose”
for which such offer may be admissible?
In Bremicker v. MCI Telecommunications
Corp., 420 N.W.2d 427, 428 (Iowa
1988), an employee sued his employer
for wages, liquidated damages, court
costs, and attorney fees under Iowa
Code chapter 91A.  After a jury verdict
in his favor, plaintiff submitted an ap-
plication for attorney fees in the
amount of $8,600, and the trial court
reduced the amount to $3,000, based in
part by the defendant’s offer to pay all
wages demanded by the plaintiff prior
to trial.  Id. at 427.  On appeal, plaintiff
argued that the trial court abused its
discretion, in part by violating Iowa
Rule of Evidence 408 in considering
the offer of settlement.  Id.  After con-
sidering the principles behind the rule,
the Iowa Supreme Court declared that
“[t]he offer was not considered in de-
termining the substantive liability of
MCI but rather in determining the nec-
essary attorney fees.”  Id. at 428.
Under the Court’s analysis, “[t]his
[was] ‘another purpose’ under rule 408
which would permit admission of the
settlement offer.”  Id.

Similarly, in Miller v. Component
Homes, Inc., plaintiff employee wrote
letters to his employer demanding pay-
ment of commissions owed to him in
settlement of his claim. Miller v.
Component Homes, Inc., 356 N.W.2d
213, 215 (Iowa 1984).  At trial, plaintiff
was able to submit the letters, over de-
fendant’s objection under Rule 408, on
the basis that the letters were relevant

to show whether the employer’s failure
to pay was intentional, which permitted
plaintiff to recover attorney’s fees un-
der Iowa Code chapter 91A.  Id.

Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.409 pro-
vides that: “[e]vidence of furnishing or
promising to pay expenses occasioned
by an injury is not admissible to prove
liability for the injury.”  The Iowa
Supreme Court has stated that offers to
pay expenses are favored because
“[a]dvance payments serve to meet the
economic needs of injured persons
more rapidly than is possible through
the court system.”  Lewis v. Kennison,
278 N.W.2d 12, 14 (Iowa 1979).

The protection extended to offers to
pay expenses, however, is similarly
limited; such offers are not admissible
“to prove liability for the injury.”
Hence, such offers may be admissible
if offered for other purposes.
Accordingly, crafty practitioners can
occasionally find ways around rules
5.408 and 5.409 to get potentially prej-
udicial statements before a jury.

The language of the “I’m Sorry”
law suggests that statements protected
under that section are not subject to the
same danger.  The section provides that
such statements are “inadmissible as
evidence.”  

Additionally, the plaintiff’s re-
sponse to such a statement is “similar-
ly inadmissible as evidence.”  It stands
to reason, then, that professionals seek-
ing the protection can be fairly assured
that statements falling in those protect-
ed by the statute will not be admitted
into evidence.

V. Conclusion

When used in conjunction with the
existing Iowa rules of evidence, the
“I’m Sorry” law may prove to be a use-
ful tool to allow professionals to ad-
dress valid claims.  The most striking
thing about the “I’m Sorry” law may
be that it protects statements that
would usually be made immediately
after the adverse outcome – when emo-
tions are likely highest, and injured
parties are most in need of expressions
of sympathy or sorrow.  In this way,
the new law may have the most impact
precisely because it permits profes-
sionals to open dialogue early in the
process.  

Professionals may be able to
prevent the silence and “stonewalling”
that many malpractice plaintiffs feel
from their health care providers after
an adverse outcome.  With dialogue
and lines of communication open,
professionals probably would face a
much easier task when seeking to
resolve legitimate claims in a
reasonable manner. ■
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447, 459 (Iowa 1976) where the case
hinged on the testimony of a polygra-
pher’s opinion). 

To be admissible, expert testimony
must aid the jury in resolving a disput-
ed issue and, again, be reliable.
Johnson v. Knoxville Comty. School
Dist., 570 N.W.2d 633 (Iowa 1997).
Conversely, unreliable opinions do not
assist the fact-finder and are inadmissi-
ble. State v. Brown, 470 N.W.2d 30,
32-33 (Iowa 1991). Testimony that the
evidence or process is reliable, relied
upon by other experts, or utilized in
other jurisdictions tends to establish
the reliability of the proffered evidence
or process. State v. Klindt, 389 N.W.2d
670, 672 (Iowa 1986). Further, reliabil-
ity may be established through the ex-
pert’s qualifications and experience
and based upon the factual basis sup-
porting the expert’s opinion. Van Wyk
v. Norden Lab., Inc., 345 N.W.2d 81,
87 (Iowa 1984). The scrutiny a court
must utilize to examine scientific evi-
dence for reliability depends upon the
complexity of the information and its
probable impact on the fact-finding
process. State v. Murphy, 451 N.W.2d
154, 156–57 (Iowa 1990); see also
Hall, 297 N.W.2d at 86 (explaining
that when proposed evidence is com-
plex and highly dependent upon the
expert’s subjective analysis, the court
will require a much stronger showing
of reliability).

In Iowa, the expert must be quali-
fied in the subject matter before giving
an opinion. State v. Peterson, 219
N.W.2d 665, 673 (Iowa 1974). An ex-
pert must not only be generally quali-
fied in the field of expertise, but must
also be qualified to answer each ques-
tion propounded. Wick v. Henderson,

485 N.W.2d 645, 648 (Iowa 1992).
Experts may not give opinions on mat-
ters outside the scope of their knowl-
edge simply because they have been
designated as an expert. Oldham v.
Shenandoah Comty. School Dist., 461
N.W.2d 690, 698 (Iowa 1983). Prior to
rendering an opinion, an expert’s qual-
ifications may be tested with a voir
dire examination.  Bornn v. Madagan,
414 N.W.2d 646, 647 (Iowa Ct. App.
1987). The proponent of the evidence
bears the burden of demonstrating its
admissibility. State v. Myers, 382
N.W.2d 91, 93 (Iowa 1983). As a gen-
eral rule, decisions concerning an ex-
pert witness’s qualifications are com-
mitted to the discretion of the trial
court. Mensink v. American Grain, et.
al., 564 N.W.2d 376, 379  (Iowa 1997).

The admissibility of an expert opin-
ion necessarily depends upon the va-
lidity of its factual foundation; without
which the opinion will be inadmissi-
ble. See Mermigis v. Servicemaster
Indus., Inc., 437 N.W.2d 242, 247
(Iowa 1989). The liberal application of
rules governing expert testimony in
Iowa offer this caveat: the factual basis
need not be complete, however, but
simply sufficient. The Mermigis Court
put it this way: “[A]n incomplete un-
derstanding of the facts [does] not pre-
vent the admission of the opinion testi-
mony, rather it affected the weight of
the evidence.” Mermigis, 437 N.W.2d
at 248. For instance, in Ort v. Klinger,
496 N.W.2d 265, 267 (Iowa Ct. App.
1992), the Iowa Court of Appeals af-
firmed the trial court’s decision to al-
low a physician to describe, in general
terms, how certain chiropractic treat-
ment may have aggravated  the plain-
tiff’s injuries, but would not allow spe-

cific opinion about the effect on the
plaintiff’s injuries where the physician
expert did not know type of treatment
used.

As for the federal Daubert rule, the
Iowa Supreme Court held—in a prod-
uct liability case—that the non-exclu-
sive Daubert factors may be used per-
suasively in an appropriate situation.
See Leaf v. Goodyear Tire & Rubber
Co., 590 N.W.2d 525, 532–33 (Iowa
1999)  (deciding to “neither adopt nor
reject [Daubert] as a standard test for
all expert-testimony cases”). In
Daubert, the United States Supreme
Court described the work of the trial
court as a  “gatekeeping function,”
and—moving from Frye’s deferment
to the scientific community—devel-
oped the following protocol to assist
trial courts in deciding admissibility of
expert testimony in scientific matters:

The trial judge must determine at
the outset, pursuant to Rule 104(a),
whether the expert is proposing to
testify to (1) scientific knowledge
that (2) will assist the trier of fact to
understand or determine a fact in is-
sue. This entails a preliminary as-
sessment of whether the reasoning
or methodology underlying the tes-
timony is scientifically valid and of
whether that reasoning or method-
ology properly can be applied to the
facts in issue.

Daubert, 509 U.S. at 592–93. To
aid a trial court in determining the sci-
entific validity of offered testimony
and whether its reasoning or methodol-
ogy can be applied to the facts, the
Court provided these non-exclusive
factors: 1) whether the theory or tech-
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nique could be, or had been,  tested; 2)
whether the theory or technique had
been subjected to peer review and pub-
lication; 3) known or potential rate of
error; and 4) general acceptance within
a relevant scientific community. Id. at
593–94. The Leaf Court stated that the
Daubert factors might be “helpful” in a
“complex” or scientific case. Id. at
533–34; compare Mensink, 564
N.W.2d at 381 (Iowa 1997) (refusing to
apply Daubert in a case not involving
“a highly complex matter of scientific
evidence” where the expert testified
that installation of a lightening protec-
tion system would reduce the chance of
a structure being hit by lightening).

However, an important United
States Supreme Court case that came
down just one day before Leaf—
Kumho Tire v. Carmichael, 526 U.S.
137, 141 (1999)—held that the
Daubert standards also apply to “gar-
den variety” experts, who may not be
espousing “scientific” testimony. To
the extent the Iowa Supreme Court
feels that the Daubert expert witness
standards only apply to “complex” or
“scientific” expert witness evidence,
that interpretation is at odds with the
Supreme Court’s view of the subject as
outlined in Kumho Tire. Kumho Tire al-
so added another non-exclusive factor
for a trial court’s Rule 104 tool kit:
“[An expert, whether basing testimony
upon professional studies or personal
experience, employs in the courtroom
the same level of intellectual rigor that
characterizes the practice of an expert
in that field.” Kumho Tire, 526 U.S. at
152. The basis for the Court’s holding
in Kumho Tire was the language of
Federal Rule of Evidence 702, which
at that time was identical to Iowa Rule

of Evidence 5.702. If Leaf is narrowly
applied, the Daubert factors may be
used as persuasive elements only in
cases involving “scientific,” rather
than “technical” evidence. The Leaf
Court relied on a medical malpractice
case, Williams v. Hedican, 561 N.W.2d
817 (Iowa 1997) to engage in a
Daubert analysis. In Williams, the
Iowa Supreme Court felt compelled to
apply Daubert because, it explained,
“Daubert was the basis of the district
court’s analysis, and the plaintiff did
not object at trial or on appeal.” Leaf,
590 N.W.2d at 532. In Williams, the
Iowa Supreme Court, after a thorough
Daubert analysis helped by federal
case law, came to an opposite conclu-
sion from that of the trial court regard-
ing the admissibility of expert opinion,
and reversed the entry of a summary
judgment for defendant. Williams, 561
N.W.2d at 828–831 (considering a case
that involved the medical causation of
a birth defect allegedly due to a preg-
nant mother’s failure to be inoculated
for the chicken pox). A separate con-
currence, in Williams, underscored the
Court’s adamant refusal to adopt the
Daubert rule, despite “the majority’s
thorough and scholarly application.”
Id. at 832 (Neuman, J., concurring).
The Court’s decision in Leaf marks a
clear movement in Iowa common law
to move away from the adamant rejec-
tion of Daubert to allow a trial
court–in carrying out its duties under
Rule 5.104– to apply the Daubert rule
when the trial court feels it may be
helpful to do so.  

Post-Leaf Iowa cases do not men-
tion, much less discuss, the effect on
Kumho Tire on the work of trial courts
in determining admissibility of expert

testimony. Post-Leaf Iowa appellate
court cases, however, do discuss, and
implicitly affirm, the application of the
Daubert rule when utilized by trial
courts that find themselves faced with
complex scientific questions. See, e.g.,
State v. Holtz, 653 N.W.2d 613, 616
(Iowa 2002) (affirming the use of
Daubert “considerations”  in a case in-
volving an expert’ use of actuarial risk
assessment instruments, but “if a trial
court considers these factors, the court
should focus solely on the principles
and methodology, not on the conclu-
sions they generate”); State v. Rafferty,
2002 Iowa App. LEXIS 1026 * 8–9
(Iowa Ct. App. September 25, 2002)
(unpublished) (affirming district
court’s decision that the Daubert
analysis, though available, is not re-
quired). What these cases reflect,
among other things, is that the Daubert
factors will only be considered by
Iowa courts in the context of scientific
opinion, rather than also to technical
expertise as advised in Kumho Tire. 

B. Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.702.

Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.702 pro-
vides as follows:

If scientific, technical, or other spe-
cialized knowledge will assist the
trier of fact to understand the evi-
dence or to determine a fact in is-
sue, a witness qualified by knowl-
edge, skill, experience, training, or
education may testify thereto in the
form of an opinion or otherwise.

Iowa’s rule on expert testimony,
though identical to federal rule in the
language set forth above, does not con-
tain the following language from the
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federal rule, which was added in 2000
subsequent to Daubert:

if (1) the testimony is based on suf-
ficient facts or data, (2) the testimo-
ny is the product of reliable princi-
ples and methods, and (3) the wit-
ness has applied the principles and
methods reliably to the facts of the
case.

Fed. R. Evid. 702. Although this
language is not an explicit part of Iowa
Rule 5.702, these requirements are a
part of the common law of expert wit-
ness evidence in Iowa, since reliability
is the sine qua non of admissibility. See
State v. Hall, 297 N.W.2d 80, 85 (Iowa
1980); State v. Brown, 470 N.W.2d 30,
32–33 (Iowa 1991). Since reliability is
required in Iowa, a principled argument
can be made that Iowa Rule of
Evidence 5.702 should be amended to
include the language of the federal rule
that was added in 2000.  

In the most recent analysis of expert
testimony by the Iowa Supreme
Court—in which, interestingly, the
Court did not cite Rule 5.702, (nor
mention Leaf, much less Daubert)—
the Court held that the testimony of
claimed “experts” was not admissible
and not sufficient to establish causation
in a negligence case. Yates v. Iowa West
Racing Ass’n, 721 N.W.2d 762  (2006).
By engaging in a straight-forward, al-
most short-hand, approach to the ques-
tion of expert reliability, the Court was,
perhaps, signaling its reluctance to
what the Court may perceive as calcify-
ing a rigid Rule 5.104 protocol regard-
ing expert testimony. On the other
hand, perhaps the litigants did not ar-
gue the application of Daubert or Leaf.

In Yates, plaintiff owners of racing
dogs, filed—inter alia—a negligence
claim against a dog track, allegedly that
poor track conditions caused injuries to
their racing dogs. On appeal, the Iowa
Supreme Court held that the testimony
of three dog trainers (who were not vet-
erinarians) was insufficient to establish
causation, i.e., that poor track condi-
tions caused the injuries to the dogs.
Yates stands for the proposition that if
an expert witness is not qualified or
competent to give a causation opinion,
then that opinion will be held inadmis-
sible. See Dougherty v. Boyken, 155
N.W.2d 488, 495 (Iowa 1968) (stating
that an expert’s qualifications must be
examined by the court before the testi-
mony is admissible); State v. Nowlin,
244 N.W.2d 591, 595 (Iowa 1976) (be-
fore providing an opinion, an expert
must disclose sufficient experience,
knowledge, skill, education or training
indicating the opinion will assist the
fact-finder); State v. Peterson, 219
N.W.2d 665, 673 (Iowa 1974) (al-
though it has broad discretion, the trial
court should not admit testimony from
an unqualified expert). The court must
determine if a proffered expert has suf-
ficient credentials to qualify as an ex-
pert and render an opinion. Osborn v.
Massey-Ferguson, Inc., 290 N.W.2d
893, 899 (Iowa 1980). In Yates, as a re-
sult of the exclusion of the unqualified
causation testimony, the negligence
claim was dismissed as a matter of law.

The Frye test for the admissibility
of expert testimony is often viewed as
less restrictive the than the analysis re-
quired under Daubert. Nonetheless,
one can make a principled argument
that the Frye standard is actually more

restrictive than Daubert. See Williams,
561 N.W.2d at 825  (“The dilemma is
that Daubert is both more and less re-
strictive of expert testimony.”) Under
Frye, “general acceptance in the rele-
vant scientific community” must be
demonstrated before the evidence is ad-
missible. Under Daubert, “general ac-
ceptance” is merely one of the non-ex-
clusive factors a trial court may take in-
to account. Under Daubert, new or cut-
ting-edge techniques or technology
might be admissible, whereas under
Frye, it might not be if such evidence
did not meet the “general acceptance”
standard. This dilemma, posed by the
Williams Court, can mean the Daubert
rule, on the one hand, allows more sci-
ence to come in since it does not have
to be, per se, generally accepted, and
on the other hand, may not allow
enough science because of the scrutiny
of a non-scientist—the trial judge.
Williams, 561 N.W.2d at 825. Needless
to say, the Iowa Supreme Court’s skep-
ticism evidenced in Williams for the
Daubert rule remains today.
Interestingly, the Williams Court also
foreshadowed the eventual Kumho Tire
decision when it echoed the Daubert
dissent’s question about whether the
Daubert rule should apply equally to
technical experts, as opposed to experts
testifying from strictly scientific
knowledge. Id.

III. The Federal Court Standard in  
Iowa

Iowa’s federal courts are part of the
Eighth Circuit. This federal circuit has
applied Daubert to exclude proffered
expert witness testimony in several
cases. In many instances, the Daubert
ruling has been dispositive of the case.
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Where the support of qualified expert
witness testimony is lacking, motions
for summary judgment have even been
granted for defendants, and affirmed
on appeal.

A. An Eighth Circuit Daubert
Sampling.

The Eighth Circuit’s utilization of
Daubert can be an important factor
when deciding to remove a case filed
in state court to federal court. In
Daubert, the Supreme Court held that
federal district court judges must act as
gatekeepers to insure that expert testi-
mony is reliable, relevant, and helpful
to the jury. 509 U.S. at 597. Although
Daubert, itself was limited to the ad-
missibility of scientific testimony, the
Supreme Court later held, as men-
tioned above, that a district court’s
gatekeeping responsibility applies to
all expert testimony, whether or not
“scientific” in nature. Kumho Tire, 526
U.S. at 141; see also Jaurequi v. Carter
Mfg. Co., 173 F.3d 1076, 1082 (8th Cir.
1999) (following Kumho with the re-
minder that “the Daubert reliability
factors should only be relied upon to
the extent that they are relevant”). The
proponent of the expert testimony at is-
sue bears the burden of showing that
the testimony satisfies the require-
ments of Rule 702. Bourjaily v. United
States, 483 U.S. 171, 175–176 (1987);
see Lauzon v. Senco Products. Inc.,
270 F.3d 681, 688–692 (8th Cir. 2001)
(reversing trial court’s exclusion of
plaintiff’s expert where expert’s test-
ing, previous publication, and general
acceptance of expert’s theory that cer-
tain bottom-fire pneumatic nailers
have a tendency to double fire, among

other things, was more than enough to
meet the threshold for admissibility).

Though not required, Kumho Tire,
526 U.S. at 152, evidentiary hearings
under Rule 702 are common; several
cases in the Eighth Circuit have uti-
lized an evidentiary hearing before de-
ciding a Daubert motion. See, e.g.,
Glastetter v. Novartis Pharm. Corp.,
252 F.3d 986, 988 (8th Cir. 2001) (af-
firming district court’s exclusion of ex-
pert in a pharmaceutical product liabil-
ity case, where district court held a
four-day Daubert hearing on medical
causation); United States v. Davis, 103
F.3d 660, 673–74 (8th Cir. 1996) (find-
ing expert testimony on ballistics was
admissible based on Daubert factors
after preliminary evidentiary hearing
was held); United States v. Beasley,
102 F.3d 1440, 1444–45 (8th Cir.
1996) (district court conducted an evi-
dentiary hearing before trial to deter-
mine admissibility of DNA evidence);
Gier by & Through Gier v. Educational
Serv. Unit No. 16, 66 F.3d 940, 942–44
(8th Cir. 1995) (court conducted an ev-
identiary hearing before trial under
Daubert on the grounds that the
methodology of an expert was not reli-
able); United States v. Johnson, 56
F.3d 947, 952–53 (8th Cir. 1995) (dis-
trict court held a two-day evidentiary
hearing to determine the admissibility
of DNA evidence under Daubert fac-
tors). Otherwise, the court may decide
the issue on affidavits under Rule
104(a).

Though the Eighth Circuit affirms
the principle that Rule 702 is “one of
admissibility rather than exclusion”
and a product of the federal rule’s “lib-
eral approach to relaxing the barriers

of opinion testimony,” Lauzon, 270
F.3d at 686, in order for an expert’s
opinion to be reliable, the expert must
have “good grounds” for his or her be-
lief. The expert’s opinion, to be reli-
able, must be based on scientific meth-
ods and procedures and not merely on
“subjective belief or unsupported spec-
ulation.” Weisgram v. Marley Co., 169
F.3d 514, 521 (8th Cir. 1999), affirmed
on appeal, 528 U.S. 440 (2000), quot-
ing Daubert, 509 U.S. at 590.

In assessing the reliability of an ex-
pert’s methodology under Daubert and
Rule 702, the trial court must consider
various factors, including: “(1)
whether the theory or technique ‘can
be  (or has been) tested’; (2) ‘whether
the theory or technique has been sub-
jected to peer review and publication’;
(3) ‘the known or potential rate of er-
ror’; and (4) whether the theory has
been generally accepted.” Peitzmeier v.
Hennessy Indus. Inc., 97 F.3d 293, 297
(8th Cir. 1999), citing Daubert, at
593–94. Additional factors have been
incorporated since Daubert. They in-
clude:  whether the technique or theory
has been developed solely for purposes
of litigation, Daubert v. Merrell Dow
Pharmaceuticals, 43 F.3d 1311, 1317
(9th Cir. 1995) (Daubert on remand);
whether the expert has unjustifiably
extrapolated from an accepted premise
to an unfounded conclusion, General
Electric Co. v. Joiner, 522 U.S. 136,
146 (1997); whether the expert has ac-
counted for obvious alternative expla-
nations, Claar v. Burlington N. R. R.,
29 F.3d 499, 502–03 (9th Cir. 1994);
whether the expert is “being as careful
as he would be in his regular profes-
sional work outside his paid litigation
consulting,” Sheehan v. Daily Racing
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Forms, Inc., 104 F.3d 940, 942  (7th
Cir. 1997) (following Kumho Tire, 526
U.S. at 152, for the proposition that
Daubert requires the trial court to as-
sure itself that the expert “employs in
the courtroom the same level of intel-
lectual rigor that characterizes the
practice of an expert in the relevant
field”); and, whether the field of ex-
pertise claimed by the expert is known
to reach reliable results for the type of
opinion the expert would give, Kumho
Tire, 526 U.S. at 1175.

In recent decisions, courts in the
Eighth Circuit have analyzed expert
testimony which failed to meet the re-
liability standards emanating from
Daubert. The Eighth Circuit routinely
and regularly refuses to admit testimo-
ny from “experts” in product liability
cases where the testimony is based on
untested “theories” or speculation,
where the expert has no experience
with the product, or where the expert’s
methods of reaching and formulating
an opinion fails to comport with those
methods generally accepted in the ex-
pert’s field.

In a fire subrogation case,
Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co. v. Canon
U.S.A., Inc., 394 F.3d 1054  (8th Cir.
2005), summary judgment in favor of
defendant was affirmed, where plain-
tiff’s expert’s testimony would be too
confusing for the jury. While the ex-
pert’s experiments appeared to recreate
the cause of a fire in a copier, the ex-
periments failed to address specific
causation issue before the jury, leaving
the jurors to reasonably conclude that
the “test results were representative of
actual copier operation at the time of
the fire.” Id. at 1060. In Unrein v.

Timesavers, Inc., 394 F.3d 1008 (8th
Cir. 2005), expert testimony was ex-
cluded because the expert had fur-
nished a design of his proposed safety
features, but had not tested his pro-
posed alternative design. In Anderson
v. Raymond Corp., 340 F.3d 520 (8th
Cir. 2003), a products liability case
concerning a type of forklift, the pro-
posed expert testimony about the ne-
cessity of a protective guard was ex-
cluded where the expert “had never de-
signed a forklift, a lift truck or similar
machine, had never tested his guard
theory, had never seen this protective
device on a lift truck or similar ma-
chine, and had never designed the de-
vice he recommended.” Id. at 523. 

In a pre-Kumho Tire case,
Weisgram, the Eighth Circuit vacated
the trial court’s decision to allow three
experts to testify as to the cause and
origin of a fire. In the lower court ac-
tion, a fire investigator with the Fargo
Fire Department, a master electrician
from Ohio, and a metallurgist all pro-
vided testimony that the Weisgram’s
space heater caused the fire in ques-
tion. Weisgram, 169 F.3d at 518–22.
Though the fire investigator “clearly
was qualified as a fire cause and origin
expert, there is no question that he was
not qualified to offer an opinion that
the [baseboard] heater malfunctioned.”
See id. at 518 (characterizing as “sheer
speculation” the investigator’s theory
“the location of the throw rug when the
fire started, the type of vinyl linoleum
on the floor,  the glue used some fifteen
years prior to secure the vinyl to the
underflooring, or the flammability of
the vinyl or the glue”). The master
electrician’s testimony was deemed
flatly irrelevant as no theory was ad-

vanced that the fire’s source was elec-
trical. See id. at 519–20 (looking
askance that the electrician’s accounts
were identical to the fire investigator’s
even though the electrician never visit-
ed the burned structure and conducted
no actual testing). The metallurgist’s
testimony, likewise, was deemed to
speculative to be admissible because
he knew “practically nothing about the
[baseboard] heater, or any other base-
board heater for that matter.” See id. at
521 (pointing out,  as well, that the
metallurgist performed no relevant
tests and no metallurgic reasons for
“his conclusion that the device was not
properly sensing the temperature”). 

B. Amended Federal Rule of
Evidence 702.

Federal Rule 702 was amended ef-
fective December 1, 2000, to include
the last three phrases, which was in-
tended to implement Daubert. A
Daubert or Rule 702-based objection
goes to the admissibility of the prof-
fered evidence, and not merely to its
weight. In Bonner v. ISP Technologies,
Inc., 259 F.3d 924 (8th Cir. 2001), the
Court explained: 

As a general rule, the factual basis
of an expert opinion goes to the
credibility of the testimony, not the
admissibility, and it is up to the op-
posing party to examine the factual
basis for the opinion on cross-ex-
amination.  Only if the expert’s
opinion is so fundamentally unsup-
ported that it can offer no assistance
to the jury must such testimony be
excluded.

See id. at 929–30 (quoting Hose v.
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Chicago N.W. Transp. Co., 70 F.3d
968, 974 (8th Cir. 1995) (internal cita-
tions and quotations omitted).

Notwithstanding the above, amend-
ed Rule 702 requires, among other
things, that the expert “apply the prin-
ciples and methods reliably to the facts
of the case.” See Fed. R. Evid.  702(3).
To this extent, amended Federal Rule
of Evidence 702 can be seen as going
even further than Daubert, which ap-
pears to focus merely on the fact that a
recognized scientific methodology is
employed. Expert witness testimony
that is incorrect or unreliable would
not meet the requirements for reliabili-
ty explicitly set forth in Rule 702 as
amended in 2000. See Rudd v.  General
Motors Corp., 127 F. Supp. 2d 1330,
1336–37 (M. D. Ala. 2001) (explaining
that, under Daubert and Kumho Tire
that methodology or technique must be
applied correctly to the facts in order
for the testimony to be reliable and ad-
missible).

When proposed expert testimony is
scientific in nature, the trial judge must
make “a preliminary assessment of
whether the reasoning or methodology
underlying the testimony is scientifi-
cally valid and of whether that reason-
ing or methodology properly can be
applied to the facts in issue.” Daubert,
509 U.S. at 592-93. The Supreme
Court observed that the Daubert in-
quiry is flexible. “Its overarching sub-
ject is the scientific validity—and thus
the evidentiary relevance and reliabili-
ty—of the principles that underlie a
proposed submission. The focus, of
course, must be solely on principles
and methodology, not on the conclu-
sions that they generate.” Id. at

594–95. In its capacity as gatekeeper,
the trial court is to “separate expert
opinion evidence based on ‘good
grounds’ from subjective speculation
that masquerades as scientific knowl-
edge.” Glastetter v.  Novartis Phar.
Corp., 252 F.3d 986, 989 (8th Cir.
2001). In the end, the trial court’s ulti-
mate task is to ensure “that an expert’s
testimony both rests on a reliable foun-
dation and is relevant to the task at
hand. Pertinent evidence based on sci-
entifically valid principles will satisfy
those demands.” Daubert, 509 U.S. at
597.

IV. A Suggested Standard

A.  Iowa Should Adopt Daubert.
The Iowa Supreme Court, in Leaf,

found in dicta that the Daubert analy-
sis may be  “persuasive” in an appro-
priate “scientific” case. The Daubert
standard was applied as the controlling
standard where the issue of medical
causation arose in Williams, where
preclusion of the plaintiff’s expert’s
testimony was reversed on appeal.
Given Iowa’s common-law heritage of
requiring expert witness testimony to
be reliable before it is admissible, the
application of the Daubert principles is
not a “sea change” in Iowa law. There
are many more things in common be-
tween Daubert and existing Iowa law
than there are differences. The federal
Supreme Court, in Daubert, and the
state Supreme Court, in Hall, rejected
the Frye rule as the applicable test for
the admissibility of expert witness tes-
timony. Both Daubert and Iowa Rules
of Evidence 5.401 and 5.402 require
relevance or “fit” before the testimony
may be admitted, e.g., the expert opin-
ion must relate to the facts of the case.

As the court in Daubert stated: “[V]ig-
orous crossexamination, presentation
of contrary evidence, and careful in-
struction on the burden of proof are the
traditional and appropriate means of
attacking shaky but admissible evi-
dence.” 509 U.S. at 595. On appeal,
rulings on the admissibility of expert
witness opinion evidence is subject to
an abuse of discretion standard in both
state and federal courts. See General
Electric Co. v. Joiner, 522 U.S. 136
(1997).

If Iowa were to formally adopt
Daubert for all cases involving the ad-
missibility of expert witness testimony,
it would simplify matters and give liti-
gants the advantage of drawing upon
relevant federal court precedent since
Daubert was decided in 1993. This im-
portant precedent on a multitude of is-
sues, disciplines and experts could as-
sist and guide Iowa trial court judges
(and litigants) whenever an issue of the
admissibility of expert witness opinion
is raised.

One might argue that there is no
Iowa case which has held that the trial
judge should act as a “gatekeeper” in
excluding unreliable expert witness
testimony. Yet, an Iowa trial court re-
ferred to its role as “gatekeeper” when
it excluded the testimony of an acci-
dent reconstruction expert.  See Awan
v. Albers, 2003 Iowa App. LEXIS 735
(Iowa Ct. App. 2003) (unpublished).
Also,  former Chief Justice Lavorato
cited to the Daubert “gatekeeper” ter-
minology numerous times while im-
plementing the test in Williams, al-
though he noted that the issue of
whether the Daubert standard applied
there was not an issue preserved for
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appeal. 561 N.W.2d at 827. The trial
court acts as a “gatekeeper” on all evi-
dentiary rulings. Indeed, this is a fun-
damental role for the trial judge in any
case tried to a jury. Iowa Rule of
Evidence 5.104(a) or common-law
pretrial motions in limine, which is
identical to Fed. R. Civ. P. 104(a), were
the genesis of the Iowa rule. A Rule
5.104(a) procedure was used to exam-
ine the admissibility of the proffered
expert witness testimony in Hall, Leaf,
and a whole host of other Iowa cases
involving the admissibility of expert
opinion evidence. Even though the
“gatekeeper” terminology may be
largely absent from Iowa law, this is, in
fact, what Iowa trial judges are called
upon to do whenever an objection to
offered evidence is raised.

The Iowa Supreme Court raised
specific concerns in Leaf about adopt-
ing the Daubert rule in state courts.
First, the Leaf Court echoed past Iowa
decisions, when it opined that “the
Daubert analysis can be time consum-
ing and costly.” 590 N.W.2d at 532
(quoting Williams, 561 N.W.2d at
827); Johnson, 570 N.W.2d at 637
(same). Yet, what appears from the fed-
eral cases in which Daubert is regular-
ly applied is that it is not the Daubert
rule’s application that triggers costly
litigation, but the complexity of the is-
sues. Indeed, from Williams to Leaf,
the complaint about cost and time has
been simply conclusory. Daubert is a
flexible framework that is meant to be
applied to the most straight-forward of
Rule 104 decisions as it is the most
complex. See Kumho Tire, 526 U.S. at
150 (“[T]he factors identified in
Daubert may or may not be pertinent
in assessing reliability, depending on

the nature of the issue, the expert’s par-
ticular expertise, and subject of his tes-
timony.”). Comparing the state cases
Hall and Williams—one adhering to
Iowa common law and the other to the
Daubert rule—clearly represent sub-
stantial amounts of time devoted to lit-
igating novel areas of scientific law be-
cause of the necessity of the courts in-
volved to assess the relevance and reli-
ability of the offered testimony, and
not due to the type of test involved or
factors considered. 

Related to the concern about cost
and time has been the Iowa Supreme
Court’s conclusion that Daubert would
likely “only complicate [a] court’s de-
cision.” Leaf, 590 N.W.2d at 531 (cit-
ing Mensink, 564 N.W.2d at 381). This
concern is raised in the context of try-
ing to determine the difference be-
tween scientific, as opposed to techni-
cal, opinion. In federal courts, the
Kumho Tire decision, as discussed, put
to rest any distinction—as to a Rule
104 analysis—between the two. “It
seems exactly backwards that experts
who purport to rely on general engi-
neering principles and practical experi-
ence might escape screening by the
district court simply by stating that
their conclusions were not reached my
an particular method or technique.”
Fed. R. Evid. 702 cmt. 2000 amend-
ments (2006) (quoting Watkins v.
Telsmith, Inc., 121 F.3d 984, 991 (5th
Cir. 1997). Iowa should follow this
lead as well. While, as the Leaf Court
recognized, some technical opinion is
closer to the “ken of the average lay-
man,” it should not be shielded from
careful scrutiny by the trial court. As
anyone who has attended a federal
criminal trial can attest, a Daubert ob-

jection to a government agency expert
is handled with great expediency either
through a brief voir dire or a judicial
decision made within moments based
on the record established. In Yates, for
example,  applying the Daubert analy-
sis would have yielded precisely the
same result—a dog trainer can testify
about a lot of things, but not about
medical causation—in the same
amount of time. Easy questions are
easy when the facts are easy, are not
made hard by the test used. Perhaps an-
other factor in the Iowa Supreme
Court’s language about cost, complica-
tion, and confusion lurks in the tension
between the state and federal courts
that no amount of comity can erase—
the sense,  justified or not, that litiga-
tion in federal court may, at times, be
more expensive or complicated.  This
concern was not lost on the Kumho
Tire Court when it took great pains to
make plain that the Daubert “list of
factors was meant to be helpful, not de-
finitive,” 526 U.S. at 151, and that a
“trial court must have the same kind of
latitude in deciding how to test an ex-
pert’s reliability, and to decide whether
or when special briefing or other pro-
ceedings are needed to investigate reli-
ability,  as it enjoys when it decides
whether the expert’s relevant testimo-
ny is reliable.” Id. at 152. 

Another source of confusion de-
rives from the subject matter itself and
the difficulty judges have when they
delve into scientific and technical areas
for which they have little or no train-
ing. It was not without a grain of truth
that a former law professor of one the
authors chided his tort class,  when
congratulating them on their accept-
ance into law school, with the retort
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(apologies): “but we all know the only
reason you are here is because you
were no good at math or science.”
From retort to substantial truth: studies
devoted to assessing the scientific
knowledge of the judiciary reveal an
alarming lack of the most basic under-
standing of scientific theory, particular-
ly two of the four Daubert criteria—
falsifiability and error rates. Joelle
Anne Moreno, Eyes Wide Shut: Hidden
Problems and Future Consequences of
the Fact-Based Validity Standard, 34
Seton Hall L. Rev. 89,  97 (2003).
Further, many judges fail to see the dis-
tinction between the mere fact of peer
review and critical analysis of the stan-
dards and procedures of the peer re-
view process. Id. at 98–99. This is all to
say, again, that it is not the type of ju-
dicial test that is adopted that is the
most critical issue, but the willingness
of the judiciary to assess difficult sci-
entific and technical territory with dili-
gence. Yet, as stated below, adopting
the Daubert rule would help with just
that task. This idea, of course, leads to
the topic of an entirely different paper:
the time and money required to support
the judiciary to perform its irreplace-
able task at every level. 

The Iowa Supreme Court, when de-
scribing the application of Daubert fre-
quently speaks of its focus on the relia-
bility of the methodology in question
and not the content of the expert’s con-
clusions. See Leaf, 590 N.W.2d at 532.
At least one commentator has suggested
this perception of Daubert kept many
jurisdictions from embracing Daubert’s
gatekeeping role, but that Kumho Tire
“refocused the admissibility decision so
that the fit/relevance prong became
more relevant.”  Moreno, Eyes Wide

Shut, 34 Seton Hall L. Rev. at 93; see al-
so General Elec. Co. v. Joiner, 522 U.S.
136, 146 (1997) (“[C]onclusions and
methodology are not entirely distinct
from one another.”). Again, Iowa com-
mon law, as well, has never lost sight of
the need to keep the distance between an
expert’s qualifications and the opinion
expressed reasonable. See, e.g.,
Schlader v.  Interstate Power Co., 591
N.W.2d 10, 13 (Iowa 1999) (affirming
the trial court’s decision to exclude
opinion from scientist with an impres-
sive academic background who wished
to testify that all he needed was his
“‘witch stick’ or ‘magic wand’ to detect
electricity”).

Finally, the Leaf Court points out
that Iowa is not alone in refusing to
adopt the Daubert rule. See 590
N.W.2d at 532–533 (citing cases in
Nevada, Kansas, Washington,
Nebraska, and California for the propo-
sition). In 2001, however, Nebraska
shifted from the Frye analysis to the
Daubert rule. See Schafersman v.
Agland Coop, 631 N.W.2d 862, 876
(Neb. 2001) (“We are persuaded that
Nebraska should join the majority of ju-
risdictions that have already concluded
that the Daubert standards provide a
more effective and just means of evalu-
ating the admissibility of expert opinion
testimony. Use of these standards may
initially place more demands on trial
and appellate courts, but will also per-
mit those courts to ensure that juries in
Nebraska are presented with expert tes-
timony that is theoretically and method-
ologically reliable.”). Nevertheless, as
of 2005, several other jurisdictions, in
addition those listed by the Iowa
Supreme Court, remain committed to
either the Frye rule or their own com-

mon law analysis rather than adopt
Daubert.  See Products Liability
Advisory Council, Admissibility of
Expert Evidence: A Synopsis of Law in
50 States (2005) (including Alaska,
Arizona, District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Maryland,
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, New York, North Carolina,
Pennsylvania, Utah, and Virginia,).
Others, like Iowa, have taken a mixed
view, recognizing the application of
Daubert in some instances while rely-
ing on state common law factors in oth-
ers, but committing to neither Frye or
Daubert. See id. (Alabama (as to DNA
evidence), Colorado, Idaho, New Jersey
(toxic tort only), Indiana, Oregon,
South Carolina, Tennessee, and
Wisconsin).  Finally, twenty-one states
have expressly adopted the Daubert
rule. See id. (Alaska, Arkansas,
Connecticut, Delaware, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts,
Mississippi, Montana,  Nebraska, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South
Dakota, Texas, Vermont, West Virginia,
and Wyoming). If the Iowa Supreme
Court should decide to embrace the
Daubert rule, it will be in good compa-
ny. See, e.g., Bell Sports, Inc. v.
Yarusso, 759 A.2d 582, 588  (Del.
2000) (adopting the Daubert and
Kumho Tire interpretations of federal
rule 702 where state rule was identical).

B. Iowa Should Apply the
Daubert to All Experts Alike,
Consistent with Kumho Tire.

Leaf ’s limitation on the use of
Daubert persuasively in only those cas-
es involving  “scientific” expert testi-
mony is at odds with the United States
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Supreme Court’s decision in Kumho
Tire. This unduly complicates matters
because “scientific” and “technical”
expert testimony must be distin-
guished. The only discernible distinc-
tion at present between Daubert and
Iowa law is that in Iowa, Daubert is on-
ly applied to cases involving “novel,”
“complex” or “scientific” expert wit-
ness testimony, and it is only “persua-
sive” as opposed to the controlling test.
The problem inherent in limiting
Daubert to such cases is in defining
what exactly constitutes a “novel,”
“complex,” or “scientific” testimony
from technical testimony. If the issue is
not “complex,” then the matter may not
be the proper subject of expert witness
testimony, since, as the evidence may
not be “helpful” to the jury. See Iowa
R. Evid. 5.702. Any expert witness
opinion that is not based on sound sci-
ence is, a fortiori, unreliable and
should be rejected in both federal and
Iowa courts.  See Kumho Tire, 526 U.S.
at 150 (“Engineering testimony rests
upon scientific foundations . . . [as well
as] personal knowledge or experi-
ence.”). Also, under Iowa’s interpreta-
tion, admissibility standards could be
entirely circumvented by having an ex-
pert testify, that he or she is not basing
their opinions on “science,” but rather
is testifying to “technical” matters.
Leaf’s limitation is also contradicted by
Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.702, which
groups “scientific, technical and other
specialized knowledge” together, just
as the federal rule does, and allows all
or some to be the basis for expert wit-
ness evidence.

C. Iowa Rule 5.702 Should Be 
Amended to Mirror Federal 
Rule 702.

Federal Rule of Evidence 702 was
amended in 2000 to bring it into com-
pliance with Daubert. Prior to
December 1, 2000, the language of the
state and federal rules was identical.
This was also true at the time Daubert
was decided in 1993. In the interests of
consistency and judicial efficiency,
Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.702 should be
amended to correspond with the cur-
rent federal rule. The amendment’s
substance is entirely consistent with
well-established principles of the com-
mon law of expert witness evidence in
Iowa. Expert witness opinion testimo-
ny in Iowa that is not “(1). . . based on
sufficient facts or data, “(2). . . the
product of reliable principles and meth-
ods,” or involves (3) a situation where
“the witness has [not] applied the prin-
ciples and methods reliably to the facts
of the case” is not admissible under the
common law or Iowa Rule of Evidence
702. These “sufficiency” and “reliabil-
ity” requirements have been an integral
part of Iowa common law for many
years. It would be helpful to codify
them into Rule 5.702.  

Second, the genesis of the Iowa
Rules of Evidence was the Federal
Rules of Evidence. An argument can be
made that the Iowa Rules should be
amended to bring them into compli-
ance with current federal standards.
Daubert was decided based on federal
Rule 702. Iowa Rule of Evidence 702
was identical to the federal rule at the
time. If the wording of both the state
and current federal rules were the

same, it would give Iowa trial courts
and litigants the advantage of drawing
upon a vast wealth of federal law de-
veloped under federal Rule 702 and
Daubert since 1993—as borne out in
Williams and Leaf—to assist Iowa trial
courts and litigants alike.

V.  Conclusion

It is most important to increase judi-
cial awareness about the need to screen
expert witness testimony for reliability
and relevance, regardless of what for-
mal test is used in that screening
process. The standard for the admissi-
bility of expert witness opinion evi-
dence in Iowa could be simplified and
clarified if the Iowa Supreme Court
were to adopt Daubert in all cases in-
volving expert testimony. The Court
should also amend Iowa Rule of
Evidence 5.702 to correspond with the
language of Federal Rule of Evidence
702, as amended in 2000.  ■
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The Iowa Defense Counsel
Association elected its Officers for
2006-2007 at its Annual Meeting
and Seminar in Des Moines on
September 28-29, 2006 at the
Hotel Fort Des Moines.  Mark
Brownlee of Kersten Brownlee
Hendricks, L.L.P. in Fort Dodge is
the new President of the
Association succeeding Michael
W. Thrall of the Des Moines Law
Firm of  Nyemaster, Goode, West,
Hansell & O’Brien, P.C.  Martha
Shaff of Betty, Neuman &
McMahon P.L.C. in Davenport
was elected President-Elect and
Megan Antenucci of the Des
Moines Firm of Whitfield & Eddy,
P.L.C. was elected Secretary.
Noel McKibbin of Farm Bureau
Mutual Insurance Company was
re-elected Treasurer.

In addition, Joel Yunek, Mason
City, Lyle Ditmars, Council
Bluffs, Randy Willman, Iowa
City, Gregory Witke, Des Moines,
James Pugh, West Des Moines
and Christine Conover, Des
Moines were elected to new or ad-
ditional terms on the Board of
Directors.  Hannah Rogers of Des
Moines was also elected to the
Board to serve in the Young
Lawyers position. 

The Iowa Defense Counsel
Association’s Public Service
Award was presented to retiring
Chief Justice of the Iowa Supreme
Court, Louis Lavorato at the
Association’s Annual Banquet on
Thursday evening.  In addition,
the Association recognized the
contributions of a number of its
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IOWA DEFENSE COUNSEL
ELECTS OFFICERS AT ANNUAL MEETING

member Darrell Isaacson of
Mason City were also recognized.

The Iowa Defense Counsel
Seminar was an overwhelming
success, featuring a number of
nationally known speakers as
well as attorneys and judges from
across Iowa.  Attendees heard
presentations on persuasion in the
courtroom, cutting edge trial
technology, developments in
electronic discovery, ethical con-
siderations in trial and practice, as
well as a number of other sub-
stantive and procedural areas.
Paul H. Wieck II and Charles
Harrington of the Supreme Court
Commissions and Board of
Professional Ethics Conduct, re-
spectively, presented a program
on the Ethics Complaint Process.
Judges Ronald E. Longstaff and
James E. Gritzner from the
United States District Court pre-
sented during the luncheons on
Thursday and Friday. 

The Iowa Defense Counsel
Association’s 2007 Annual
Meeting and Seminar has been
scheduled for September 20-21,
2007 at the Downtown Marriot in
Des Moines, Iowa.  Information
about the Association’s events
held throughout the year, includ-
ing its Spring CLE Seminar which
will be held in Des Moines on
April 13, 2007 on the topic of
Products Liability, as well as
membership information can be
obtained by calling the
Association at (515) 244-2847 or
through the Association website at
www.iowadefensecounsel.org. ■

Board members.  Megan Antenucci, the
Association’s new Secretary, received the “Eddie”
Award, named in honor of the Association’s first
president, Edward F. Seitzinger and presented an-
nually to the Association’s outstanding Board
member.  The contributions of outgoing Board

Mike Thrall and Pam Nelson present Megan Antenucci with the Eddie Award.

The IDCA Board of Directors enjoys the annual banquet.

Mike Thrall presents Chief Justice Lavorato with the Public Service Award.
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FEBRUARY 9, 2007
IDCA Board Meeting

The Suites of 800 Locust, Des Moines, IA
10:45 a.m. Executive Committee

11:00 a.m. Board Meeting/Luncheon

APRIL 13, 2007
IDCA Spring CLE Seminar

Des Moines Golf & Country Club
1600 Jordan Creek Parkway, West Des Moines, IA

8:30 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.
Topic Products Liability

APRIL 13, 2007
IDCA Board Meeting

Des Moines Golf & Country Club
1600 Jordan Creek Parkway, West Des Moines, IA

11:30 a.m. Full Board Meeting/Luncheon

SEPTEMBER 19, 2007
IDCA Board Meeting & Dinner

Marriott Des Moines Downtown, Des Moines, IA
4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.

SEPTEMBER 20-21, 2007
43rd Annual Meeting & Seminar

Marriott Des Moines Downtown , Des Moines, IA
8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. both days

SCHEDULE OF EVENTS


