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Pennsylvania Proclaims eDiscovery Independence from
Federal Model
State Supreme Court adopts new eDiscovery rules similar to federal rules, but specifically
rejects federal jurisprudence.
Following the example set by Pennsylvanians 236 years ago, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court has declared its
1
independence—adopting new rules relating to electronic discovery while expressly rejecting the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure (FRCP) and related jurisprudence as applied to electronic discovery.

Similarities to FRCP
The new Pennsylvania state rules of civil procedure regarding discovery of “electronically stored information”
(ESI) are similar to their federal counterparts. Both allow for discovery of ESI and rely on principles of
proportionality to limit the burden eDiscovery can impose on responding parties.
For example, Pennsylvania Rule 4009.1 allows for the request and production of ESI; provides that parties may
specify the format of production; and, if no format is requested, requires that the production be made in the form
in which the ESI was typically maintained, using language almost identical to that of FRCP Rule 34(b).
Similarly, in a comment to Rule 4009.11, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court outlines its proportionality standard.
This standard requires courts to take the following into account when making discovery rulings: the “nature and
scope of the litigation, including the importance and complexity of the issues and the amounts at stake; the
relevance of ESI and its importance to the adjudication of a case; the cost, burden, and delay that may be
imposed on the parties; and any other relevant factors.” These factors have also been delineated almost verbatim
in federal eDiscovery jurisprudence.

Differences from FRCP
Despite these similarities, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court is keen to distinguish its rules from those of the
FRCP. Indeed, in its comments to the new rules, the state Civil Procedural Rules Committee (the Committee)
explicitly rejected the wholesale incorporation of the FRCP, stating that the changes to the state rules were “not
pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the frequently intricate case law developing in the federal
courts.” For that reason, although the two sets of rules may be similar, they may end up being applied very
differently.
Judge R. Stanton Wettick, Jr. of the Allegheny County Court of Common Pleas, who led the committee drafting
the rule changes, stated that the new Pennsylvania rules emphasize the proportionality standard and avoid
eDiscovery complexities. Specifically, the Committee rejected the meet-and-confer requirement of FRCP Rule
26(f). According to Judge Wettick, those conferences force parties to confront issues early on that may not even
emerge absent that conference.

1. The Proposed Rule Amendments can be found at http://www.law.com/image/pa/charts/249.pdf.
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At the same time, there is nothing in the new Pennsylvania rules that prohibits the parties from meeting to discuss
discovery issues. Even absent specific requirements to do so, it is beneficial to reach early agreement on
potential eDiscovery issues rather than deal with issues as they arise on an ad hoc basis. Proactive discussion
and agreement between the parties on the scope and conduct of discovery can minimize or eliminate disputes
further down the road and can dramatically reduce discovery costs in larger, more complex cases. In fact, the
commentary to the new Pennsylvania rules encourages each court to work with the parties to resolve issues as
they emerge in the least burdensome way possible, based on the specific needs of each case. In addition, courts
are free to adopt the standards of the FCRP when it makes sense to do so, and are free to develop their own
eDiscovery case law.

Implications
The plan outlined under the new Pennsylvania eDiscovery rules “to cross each eDiscovery bridge as it comes”
with no guidance from existing federal jurisprudence may lead to a great deal of uncertainty until the state courts
address issues long since settled under federal discovery law. For now, litigants will go into a case less certain of
how the discovery process will play out. While the adoption of these rules ushers in the age of eDiscovery in
Pennsylvania, it will be essential for companies to factor the present uncertainty of eDiscovery in Pennsylvania
into both their budgets and their litigation strategies.

Contacts
If you have any questions or would like more information on the issues discussed in this LawFlash, please contact
any of the following Morgan Lewis eData attorneys and technologists:
Attorneys
Stephanie A. “Tess” Blair
Scott A. Milner
Jacquelyn A. Caridad
Tara S. Lawler
Denise E. Backhouse
Lorraine M. Casto
Graham Rollins
Jennifer Mott Williams

Philadelphia
Philadelphia
Philadelphia
Philadelphia
New York
San Francisco
Washington, D.C.
Houston

215.963.5161
215.963.5016
215.963.5275
215.963.4908
212.309.6364
415.442.1216
202.739.5865
713.890.5788

sblair@morganlewis.com
smilner@morganlewis.com
jcaridad@morganlewis.com
tlawler@morganlewis.com
dbackhouse@morganlewis.com
lcasto@morganlewis.com
grollins@morganlewis.com
jmwilliams@morganlewis.com

Technologists
L. Keven Hayworth
James B. Vinson
Wayne R. Feagley
George E. Phillips

New York
Philadelphia
San Francisco
Houston

212.309.6929
215.963.5391
415.442.1737
713.890.5769

khayworth@morganlewis.com
jvinson@morganlewis.com
wfeagley@morganlewis.com
george.phillips@morganlewis.com

About Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
With 24 offices across the United States, Europe, and Asia, Morgan Lewis provides comprehensive litigation,
transactional, labor and employment, regulatory, and intellectual property legal services to clients of all sizes—
from global Fortune 100 companies to just-conceived start-ups—across all major industries. Our international
team of attorneys, patent agents, employee benefits advisors, regulatory scientists, and other specialists—some
3,000 professionals total—serves clients from locations in Almaty, Beijing, Boston, Brussels, Chicago, Dallas,
Frankfurt, Harrisburg, Houston, Irvine, London, Los Angeles, Miami, Moscow, New York, Palo Alto, Paris,
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Princeton, San Francisco, Tokyo, Washington, D.C., and Wilmington. For more
information about Morgan Lewis or its practices, please visit us online at www.morganlewis.com.
This LawFlash is provided as a general informational service to clients and friends of Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP. It should not be construed
as, and does not constitute, legal advice on any specific matter, nor does this message create an attorney-client relationship. These materials
may be considered Attorney Advertising in some states. Please note that the prior results discussed in the material do not guarantee similar
outcomes. Links provided from outside sources are subject to expiration or change. © 2012 Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP. All Rights
Reserved.

www.morganlewis.com

2

© 2012 Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP

