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Defendant’s motion with respect to productiorseftlement documents is granted [dkt. 300].

M| For further details see text below.] Docketing to mail notices

STATEMENT

Defendant’s motion to dismiss was previously betbise Court, at which time we mooted the mo
with the exception of the issue regarding whether cesttttement documents would be required to be pro
[dkt. 300]. The parties have now fully briefed the isse.grant defendant’s request that plaintiffs turn
materials from AXA and GAB Robins, the insurance compattievhom plaintiffs apparently made claims,
with whom they eventually settled dhitiffs argue that under the collateral source rule, the settlement a
contained within this information may not be admissible at trial. Essentially, the principle is that a wr
will not be relieved of full responsibility for the wrongdgi and the rule “operates to prevent the jury
learning anything about collateral inconteTb this point, we agree. Yet phdiffs rely on this rule to arg
against production of these documents in discovery. But admissibility is not the test; instead we look at
of discovery in a broad contekDefendant explains that it is seeking this information not just for the a
of the settlement agreement, but to review the insui@meanies’ investigation in the occurrence, the an
of damages, and how they came to their ultimate detatioimregarding settlement. Thhigormation is certainl
relevant because, in discovery, relevance “encompassematter that bears on, or that reasonably coul
to other matter that could bear on, any issue that is or may be in the*caise &'s we noted in open court,
cases plaintiffs cited to support their collateral soanggiment all addressed this issue at the time of|frial.
Therefore, even in those contexts, the informationkegh discoverable despite not being admissible atjftrial.

Defendant’s motion with respect to production dflesment documents is granted [dkt. 300]. Defenglant
is also allowed to re-depose Orval Yarger, AlaiRson, and William Isakson, for the limited purpose of agking
any additional questions related to these documents.

1.See Arthur v. Catoy216 11.2d 72, 78 (2005)(noting the collateral source rule, which provides that “benefits

received by the injured party from a source wholly indepenafemind collateral to, the tortfeasor will not diminish
damages otherwise recoverable from the tortfeasor.”).

2.Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(1)(providing thatr}¢levant information need not be admissible at the trial if the discovery
appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.”).
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3.See Maple Creek Commons Homeowners Ass’'n v. State Farm Fire and Casuaity. 08-475, 2012 WL
14022, *1 (S.D. Ind. Jan. 4, 2012)(citiddpavez v. DaimlerChrysler Cor206 F.R.D 615, 619 (S.D. Ind. 2002).
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