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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
SUPERIOR COURT DEPARTMENT

OF THE TRIAL COURT
Civil Action No.: 05-1360-BLS

Marcia Rhodes, |

Harold Rhodes, on Behalf of his Minor Child

and Next Friend,
Pl

V.

[arold Rhodes, Individually,

Rebecca Rhodes
nintiffs,

AIG Domestic C

Services, Inc., National Union Fire Insurance
Company of Pittsburgh, PA, and Zurich American

Insurance Comp
De¢

aims, Inc. f/k/a AIG Technical

y
fendants.
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ZURICH
FIRST

RICAN INSURANCE COMPANY’S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS®
UEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS DIRECTED TO
ZURICH AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY

FAACAA A2 S e AL -2 AR AUt e s

Pursuant to Rule 34 of the Massachusetts Rules of Civil Procedure, defendant, Zurich

American Insurar

Production of Do

Zurich obj

B.

overly broad and

C.

and beyond the s¢

BOST1-859885-1

ce Company (“Zurich”) hereby responds to Plaintiffs’ First Request for

Luments Directed to Zurich American Insurance Company as follows:
Definitions

ects to the following plaintiffs’ definitions:

Zurich objects to plaintiffs’ definition of “agreement” on the grounds that it is

beyond the scope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26.

Zurich objects to the definition of “AIGDC” on the grounds that it overly broad

ope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26.




(- C

L Zurich objects to the definition of “Driver Logistics” on the grounds that it is

overly broad and

J. VAl

beyond the scop¢

L. Zu

beyond the scope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26.

rich objects to the term “GAF” on the grounds that it is overly broad and

of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26.

rich objects to the definition of “National Union” on the grounds that it is

overly broad and [beyond the scope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26.

N. Zy

rich objects to the definition of “Penske” on the grounds that it is overly broad

and beyond the s¢ope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26.

S. VA

grounds that it is

rich objects to the definitions of “You,” “Your,” “Yours,” or “Zurich” on the

overly broad and beyond the scope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26.

Instructions

Zurich objects to plaintiffs’ instructions to the extent that they seek information or

instruct Zurich to

26 and 34.

engage in activities beyond the scope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P.

Zurich objects to plaintiffs’ instructions to the extent that they are overly broad, unduly

burdensome, and

product doctrine

seek documents protected from discovery by the attorney-client privilege, work

and/or the joint defense privilege/common interest doctrine.




REQUEST NO.

C

DOCUMENTS AND THINGS TO BE PRODUCED

1

1 documents concerning any investigation of the Accident.

and seeks docum

doctrine and/or tt

jects to request No. 1 on the grounds that it overly broad, unduly burdensome
ents protected from disclosure by the attorey-client privilege, work product

e joint defense privilege/common interest doctrine. Without waiving these

objections, pleas¢ see Response No. 4.

REQUEST NO.

2

Any and T.ll documents concerning Plaintiffs, excluding pleadings and discovery served

or filed during th

RESPONSE T

Zurich ob)

and seeks docum

Lawsuit.

REQUEST NO. 2

ects to Request No. 2 on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous overly broad

ents protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, work product

doctrine and/or tHe joint defense privilege/common interest doctrine. Without waiving these

objects, please se|

e Response No. 4.

REQUEST NO.F
Any and 41l documents relating to or constituting policies and procedures for adjusting or

otherwise proces%ing personal injury and/or motor vehicle accident claims, including but not

limited to, any and all claims manuals related to personal injury and/or motor vehicle accident

claims.




I/

RESPONSE TO

REQUEST NO. 3

Zurich objects to Request No. 3 on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome and feeks documents outside of the scope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P.

26. Without wai}

jing these objects, please see Response No. 3. Zurich’s investigation is ongoing

and it reserves the right to supplement this response.

REQUEST NO.

Any and ¢
claims, including]
complex director:
knowledge of the
claims, excluding

RESPONSE TO

4
11 documents concerning Zurich claim number 4150000661 and all related

but not limited to, any and all files kept or maintained by any claims adjustors,
5, claims supervisors and/or claims managers who were involved in and/or have
Accident, Plaintiffs and/or Zurich claim number 4150000661 and all related

' pleadings and discovery served or filed during the Lawsuit.

REQUEST NO. 4

Zurich objects to Request No. 4 on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome and $eeks documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege,work

product doctrine r.nd/or the joint defense privilege/common interest doctrine. Zurich further

objects to Request No. 4 to the extent that it seeks documents beyond the scope of permissible

discovery as pres

No. 4.

rribed by M.R.C.P. 26. Without waiving these objections, please see Response

REQUEST NO.I§
Any and 411 documents concerning Zurich policy #GL0216569505 and/or policy

#MA216569205-

the Lawsuit, excli

MA and all related policies that are related to the Accident, the Plaintiffs and/or

iding pleadings and discovery served or filed during the Lawsuit.




RESPONSE T% REQUEST NO. 5

Zurich ob

jects to Request No. 5 on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous and overly

broad. Zurich further objects to Request No. 5 to the extent it seeks documents beyond the scope

of permissible difcovery prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26. Without waiving these objects please see

Response No. 5.
REQUEST NO.

6

Any and all correspondence conceming the Lawsuit.

RESPONSE T

Zurich o
burdensome and
work product doq

waiving these ob)

REQUEST NO.

Any and

Zurich o

disclosure by the

REQUEST NO. 6

jects to Request No. 6 on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

eeks documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege,
trine and/or the joint defense privilege/common interest doctrine. Without
ects, please see Response No. 4.

7

documents provided to or received by any experts involved in the Lawsuit.

jects to Request No. 7 to the extent it seeks documents protected from

attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine and/or the joint defense

privilege/common interest doctrine. Without waiving these objections, please see Response No.

4.

REQUEST NO.|8

correspondence between you and any experts involved in the Lawsuit.

discovery by the

doctrine. Withoy

iects to Request No. 8 to the extent that it seeks documents protected from
work product doctrine and/or the joint defense privilege/common interest

t waiving this objection, please see Response No. 4.

5




REQUEST NO.|9

Any and 3ll documents relating to or constituting correspondence with GAF concerning

the Accident, the|Plaintiffs and/or the Lawsuit.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 9

Zurich objects to Request No. 9 to extent that it seeks documents protected from

disclosure by thelattorney-client privilege, work product doctrine and/or the joint defense

privilege/common interest doctrine. Without waiving these objections, please see Response No.

4.

REQUEST NO.[10
Any and 311 documents relating to or constituting correspondence with Driver Logistics

concerning the Akcident, the Plaintiffs and/or the Lawsuit.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 10

Zurich objects to Request No. 10 to extent that it seeks documents protected from

disclosure by the

attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine and or the joint defense

privilege/common interest doctrine. Without waiving these objections, please see Response No.

4.

REQUEST NO.|11

Any and 31l documents relating to or constituting correspondence with Penske concerning

the Accident, the|Plaintiffs and/or the Lawsuit.

RESPONSE Tj REQUEST NO. 11
Zurich objects to Request No. 11 to extent that it seeks documents protected from

disclosure by thelattorney-client privilege, work product doctrine and/or the joint defense

privilege/commor interest doctrine. Without waiving these objections, please see Response No.

4.




Any and

concerning the

RESPONSE T

Zurich o

disclosure by the

1 documents relating to or constituting correspondence with Carlo Zalewski
cident, the Plaintiffs and/or the Lawsuit.

REQUEST NO. 12

jects to Request No. 12 to extent that it seeks documents protected from

attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine and/or the joint defense

privilege/commoh doctrine. Without waiving these objections, please see Response No. 4.

REQUEST NO.
Any and {

concerning the

RESPONSE T

Zl_n'ich ob|

disclosure by a jo

Without waiving

REQUEST NO.
Any and g

concerning the Al

RESPONSE TO

13

1 documents relating to or constituting correspondence with National Union
cident, the Plaintiffs and/or the Lawsuit.

REQUEST NO. 13

ects to Request No. 13 to extent that it seeks documents protected from

int defense privilege/common interest doctrine and the work product doctrine.
these objections, please see Response No. 4.

14

11 documents relating to or constituting correspondence with AIGDC

bcident, the Plaintiffs and/or the Lawsuit.

REQUEST NO. 14

Zurich otl‘o;cts to Request No. 14 to extent that it seeks documents protected from

disclosure by a j

Without waiving

int defense privilege/common interest doctrine and the work product doctrine.

these objections, please see Response No. 4.




REQUEST NO.|15

Any and 311 documents relating to or constituting communications or correspondence

with American Ir

Lawsuit.

jternational Group, Inc. concerning the Accident, the Plaintiffs and/or the

RESPONSE Tﬂ REQUEST NO. 15
Zurich objects to Request No. 15 to extent that it seeks documents protected from

disclosure by a jg

Without waiving

REQUEST NO.

int defense privilege/common interest doctrine and the work product doctrine.
these objections, please see Response No. 4.

16

Any and all documents relating to or constituting communications or correspondence

with any member company of American International Group, Inc., concerning the Accident, the

Plaintiffs and/or

e Lawsuit.

RESPONSE T

Zurich ob)

REQUEST NO.

ects to Request No. 16 to extent that it seeks documents protected from

disclosure by a jdint defense privilege/common interest doctrine and the work product doctrine.

Without waiving

REQUEST NO.

these objections, please see Response No. 4.

17

Any and 411 documents relating to or constituting communications or correspondence

with attorneys fog the Personal Injury Defendants concerning the Accident, the Plaintiffs and/or

the Lawsuit. Thi$ request includes but is not limited to communications and/or correspondence

between you

Massachusetts;

and/or Campbell,

an;IJ:uy attorney at: the office of Attorney Steven Leary of Springfield,

ixon Peabody LLP; Morrison, Mahoney & Miller; Corrigan, Johnson & Tutor;

Campbell, Edwards & Conroy.
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RESPONSE TQ REQUEST NO. 17

Zurich objects to Request No. 17 on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome and

seeks documents beyond the scope of permissible discovery as prescribed by

M.R.C.P. 26. Zutich further objects to Request No. 17 to the extent that it seeks documents

protected from d.Jsclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and/or the

joint defense privilege/common interest doctrine. Without waiving these objections, please see

Response No. 4.

REOQUEST NO.|18

Any and g1l documents relating to or constituting communications or correspondence

with EDS Settlements concerning the Accident, the Plaintiffs and/or the Lawsuit.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 18

Zurich objects to Request No. 17 on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome and

keeks documents beyond the scope of discovery as prescribed by M.R.C.P. 26.

Zurich further ob# ects to Request No. 17 to the extent that it seeks documents protected from

disclosure by the|attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and/or the joint defense

privilege/commop interest doctrine. Zurich has no responsive documents in its possession,

custody or contrg

[
.

Zurich American Insurance Company
By its Attorneys,

Robinson & Cole LLP
One Boston Place
Boston, MA 02108
(617) 557-5900

Dated: July 26, 2005




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Elizabeth C. Sackett, certify that on this 26™ day of July, 2005, I caused a copy of the
foregoing to be s¢rved b i, postage prepaid upon:
going YW postage prepaid up

M. Freederick Pritzker Robert J. Maselek, Jr.

Margaret M. Pinkham McCormack & Epstein

Brown, Rudnick Berlack Isreals LLP One International Place

One Fingncial Center Boston, MA 02110

Boston, 02111
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