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REQUESTING A PANEL IN A DENIED CASE
By Laura K. Lachman
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A QME OR AME IS NEEDED BEFORE FILING A DOR ON
PERMANENT DISABILITY
By Kirsten N. Hale
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EXPEDITED HEARINGS ON DISPUTED BODY PARTS IN
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By Christopher M. Wagner
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PRACTICE TIPS
ONE IN A SERIES OF ARTICLES TO HELP WITH DAY TO DAY ISSUES
FACING ADJUSTERS AND EMPLOYERS

RESPONDING TO SUBPOENAS
If you receive a subpoena for your records, what do you do?





Check the date for response. You have 20 days to respond if service is by mail; 15 days if by
personal service. If they give you less or don’t give you a specific date, it’s not a valid
subpoena and you don’t have to respond except to object in writing. (CCP 2020.410)
Check for a Notice to Consumer. If there isn’t one, it isn’t a valid subpoena and you don’t
have to respond except to object in writing. (CCP 1985.3)
Check for the Affidavit of Issuing Party. This tells you what records that they want and why.
If it isn’t there then you don’t have to respond except to object in writing. (CCP 1987.5) If
there is an Affidavit, then check to see what they are asking for. If the subpoena is vague,
overbroad, calls for production of records that are protected by a privilege or that are
someone else’s records, then you must file a Petition to Quash. (CCP 1987.1)

If you want to file a Petition to Quash, remember that you must file prior to the production
date listed on the subpoena.
When responding to the subpoena, never provide privileged documents. Be sure and omit
anything that is protected by the attorney-client privilege. Before producing any investigation
report, film, etc., ask your attorney first. You should prepare a privilege log of any documents that
you hold back. (CCP 2031.240)

The Edge contains information about the law and legal issues and developments. It is intended for informational
purposes only and should not be taken to serve as legal advice on any particular case or set of facts or circumstances.
Your reading The Edge does not create an attorney-client relationship between you and Cuneo, Black, Ward & Missler. You
should retain an attorney if you need legal advice or representation on any legal issue.
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