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The new Illinois Rules of Evidence, which 
went into effect January 1, 2011, codified 
for the first time ever, have followed the 

lead of the federal rules in providing straightfor-
ward means for the authentication of evidence 
taken from the Internet for admissibility. Federal 
case law and a nascent body of Illinois rulings 
point the way for authenticating Internet evi-
dence for anything from using Google Maps for 
judicial notice to proving the screen identity of 
a chat room participant or establishing the par-
ticular Web page a company’s marketing depart-
ment targeted Illinois residents with five years 
ago. 

This article highlights the relative simplicity of 

the procedures and the novel applications under 
the rules to this point.

Types of Internet Evidence
There are essentially three different types of 

Internet evidence likely to be the subject of an 
inquiry into their authenticity: data posted on 
a Web site by the site’s owner, data posted on a 
Web site by others with the owner’s consent, and 
data posted on a Web site by others without the 
owner’s consent. In general, the first type is most 
common, the second type often involves chat 
room participants or Twitter-type postings, and 

Toby Kline has come to see you, referred by 
his regular lawyer. Toby made an agree-
ment with Halo, Inc., to buy and deliver 

cup lids from Toby’s company, Alloy, Inc., which 
makes these lids for restaurants like McDonald’s. 
Halo has refused to pay. Alloy has filed a com-
plaint in state court, and a default judgment 
has been entered against Halo. Sixty days have 
elapsed since that judgment was entered. 

Halo’s lawyer has called you and told you 
he just filed a “Motion to Vacate Default Judg-
ment.” He wants to know whether you will agree 
to the motion. He says the trial judge will prob-

ably grant it since judges want to make sure that 
every litigant gets his day in court. Should you 
agree with Stan’s proposal? See, Blazyk v. Daman 
Express, Inc., 2010 WL 5168870, Ill. App. 2 Dist., 
December 17, 2010 (No. 2-10-0189) (“Blazyk”). 

The facts in Blazyk are unremarkable. The 
plaintiff filed a breach of contract complaint on 
July 15, 2009. Neither defendant appeared, and 
they were defaulted on December 8, 2009,and 
served with that order. Forty-three days later, de-
fendants filed a “Motion to Vacate Default Judg-
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the third type embraces postings or activity 
on a Web site by hackers or which are other-
wise insufficiently attributed.

Internet Evidence Admissibility as 
“Non-Hearsay”

As a threshold matter, the Illinois Rules of 
Evidence, like the federal rules, do not gener-
ally permit statements offered into evidence 
to prove the truth of the matter asserted, oth-
er than those made by the declarant while 
testifying at the trial or hearing. Ill.R.Evid. 801-
02. Nevertheless, Rule 801 expressly reserves 
three types of statements as “non-hearsay”: 
(1) prior inconsistent sworn statements of 
the declarant; (2) prior consistent statements 
in rebuttal to a charge “against the declara-
tion of recent fabrication or improper influ-
ence or motive”; and (3) admissions of a party 
opponent. Ill.R.Evid. 801(d) (2011). 

The first type is rare in the ambit of Inter-
net evidence, but the second and especially 
the third are common. Courts have gener-
ally held statements made by an opposing 
party on its Web site admissible pursuant to 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(2).1 However, as for state-
ments made on a Web site by a third party, 
those statements will be inadmissible unless 
it can be shown that the statement was au-
thored by or adopted by the opposing party.2 

Rules Governing Authentication of 
Internet Evidence

For the first time ever, and effective as of 
January 1, 2011, the Illinois Supreme Court 
has codified its Rules of Evidence. The rules 
governing authentication of evidence are in 
Article IX, Authentication and Identification, 
and Article X, Contents of Writings, Record-
ings and Photographs, but the heart of the 
analysis germane to this discussion resides 
in Rules 901 and 902 in Article IX. Rule 901(a) 
of the Federal Rules of Evidence (“FRE”) is the 
template for Rule 901(a) of the Illinois Rules 
of Evidence, Requirement of Authentication 
or Identification, which follows FRE 901(a) 
verbatim: 

(a) General Provision. The require-
ment of authentication or identifi-
cation as a condition precedent to 
admissibility is satisfied by evidence 
sufficient to support a finding that the 
matter in question is what its propo-

nent claims. Ill.R.Evid. 901(a) (2011).

Like the federal rule, this is a highly re-
laxed standard, supported by a 10th Circuit 
case holding a criminal defendant’s chat 
room printout was properly authenticated 
and admissible where the criminal defen-
dant’s screen identity of “Stavron” yielded his 
name and address.3 Although the 7th Circuit 
does not appear to have ruled on this issue 
as of yet, the Court cited Simpson in dicta in 
a 2007 ruling that the District Court’s admis-
sion of a chat in a nearly-identical criminal 
case where the defendant was convicted of 
multiple sexual exploitation and pornogra-
phy offenses was not an abuse of discretion 
or prejudicial.4 Clearly, if such a standard of 
authentication is permissible in criminal cas-
es where personal liberty is at stake, meeting 
the bar for a civil case will be at least as likely.

The other part of Rule 901, (b)1-10, is an 
exemplary not exhaustive enumeration of 
several illustrations of legitimate methods of 
authentication. These include: testimony of a 
witness with knowledge; nonexpert opinion 
on handwriting; comparison by trier of fact or 
expert witness; distinctive characteristics of 
the data or thing to be authenticated; voice 
identification; telephone conversations; pub-
lic records or reports; ancient documents 
or data compilation; evidence describing a 
process or system; and any other method of 
authentication or identification provided by 
statute or rules promulgated by the Supreme 
Court.

Some forms of Internet evidence are ad-
missible by judicial notice. Rule 201, Judicial 
Notice of Adjudicative Facts, under Article 
II, permits judicial notice, restricting such 
notice taken to the type of adjudicative fact 
that is “not subject to reasonable dispute in 
that it is either (1) generally known within the 
territorial jurisdiction of the trial court or (2) 
capable of accurate and ready determination 
by resort to sources which cannot reasonably 
be questioned.” Ill.R.Evid. 201 (2011). 

An intriguing line of Illinois Appellate cas-
es relevant to the second part of this rule has 
emerged over the past several years in both 
criminal and civil cases. Illinois courts have 
ruled that “information from mainstream In-
ternet sites such as Map Quest and Google 
Maps is reliable enough to support a request 
for judicial notice.”5 Judicial notice can even 

be taken of information publicly posted on a 
party’s Web site, if its authenticity is not dis-
puted.6 

Some forms of Internet evidence, particu-
larly those on official or government sites, 
are self-authenticating. Rule 902, also taken 
verbatim in nearly all parts from FRE 902, 
governs self-authentication of evidence. One 
of the sections of this rule most frequently 
utilized in the authentication of Internet 
evidence under the FRE is subsection (5), re-
lating to official publications in the form of 
“[b]ooks, pamphlets, or other publications 
purporting to be issued by public authority.” 
Ill.R.Evid. 902(5) (2011). Therefore, in a case 
standing for this point, the Southern District 
of Ohio found that FTC press releases printed 
off the FTC’s worldwide Web page and at-
tached to Defendant’s Motion for Summary 
Judgment were self-authenticating official 
publications under FRE 902(5) and did not 
require an affidavit to authenticate.7 

Finally, some forms of Internet evidence 
cannot be authenticated without a certifica-
tion from the site’s Web master. This is gov-
erned by Illinois Rule of Evidence 902-11, 
Certified Records of Regularly Conducted 
Activity, which is substantively the same as 
FRE 902-11. 

Ill.R.Evid. 902-11 permits an original or du-
plicate record of regularly conducted activity 
to be admitted if accompanied by written 
certification of the custodian (in this case, 
the site Web master) that: (1) the record was 
made at or close to the time of occurrence 
of the matters set forth by, or from informa-
tion conveyed by, a person with knowledge 
of those matters; (2) was kept in the course 
of regularly conducted activity; and (3) was 
made by that regularly conducted activity 
as a regular practice. Ill.R.Evid. 902-11 (2011). 
It is no longer necessary to get business re-
cords testimony of such a person under Rule 
902-11; this can be done by affidavit or de-
position.

Proof and Rebuttal of Authentica-
tion

To sufficiently authenticate Internet 
evidence posted by the site’s owner, three 
things need to be shown, and any witness 
can testify to these: (1) what was actually on 
the site; (2) that the exhibit fairly and accu-

Internet evidence: How to authenticate evidence from the Internet under the new Illinois Rules of Evidence
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rately reflects what was actually on the site; 
and (3) that it is fairly attributed to the site’s 
owner. Testimony merely needs to set forth 
with foundation that the witness typed in the 
Uniform Resource Locator (URL), logged on, 
received what was on the site, and printed 
out or otherwise captured in the exhibit, 
which fairly and accurately reflects what the 
witness saw.8 

If this prima facie burden of proof is met 
by the proponent, the burden then shifts 
to the opponent to pierce the proponent’s 
showing of authenticity. Therefore, the Sev-
enth Circuit found, for example, that a terror-
ism expert’s reliance on the assumption that 
the postings on certain Web sites at issue 
in the murder of the decedent were actu-
ally attributable to the terrorist organization 
Hamas absent proof of such authorship was 
untrustworthy.9 The Court concluded that 
the postings could not reasonably and reli-
ably be attributed to Hamas.10 

Naturally, the ideal way for a court to 
verify the trustworthiness of the evidence 
proffered is for the court to go online itself 
and view the Web site posting in question, if 
it is still posted. If that is no longer possible, 
the other factors an opponent may raise and 
which the Court will generally consider as to 
trustworthiness are:

• The duration for which the data was post-
ed on the site: the longer the better;

• Whether others reported seeing the data;
• If the data is of the type ordinarily posted 

on that type of Web site, such as financial  
reporting or information about the com-
pany;

• If the site’s owner has published the same 
data in whole or in part elsewhere;

• If others have published the same data 
elsewhere; and

• If others have posted the same data else-
where citing the Web site as the source. 

A genuine issue of trustworthiness can 
also be established circumstantially. For ex-
ample, where the plaintiff in a claim of em-
ployment discrimination was highly skilled 
in the operation of computers, the 7th Circuit 
found that she needed to establish that the 
alleged racist Web postings in question for 
which a white supremacist group claimed 
credit were actually posted by the group and 
not merely slipped onto the site by the plain-
tiff herself.11 

Chat Room/Twitter Evidence
As already set forth above, chat room 

evidence has been authenticated and found 
admissible even in criminal proceedings, 
but verification that the evidence or exhibit 
is fairly attributable to the person to whom 
it is attempted to be attributed is required. 
An elevated standard of trustworthiness ap-
plies here because the information sought 
in chats is data posted not by owners of the 
Web site or chat room but by third parties. 

Obviously, the strongest indicia of reliabil-
ity inheres in data taken directly off the per-
son’s hard drive, but courts give credence to 
other evidentiary facts and sources, includ-
ing:

• Evidence that the individual to whom the 
chat or transcript is attributed used the 
screen name in question when participat-
ing in the chat or in other chats;

• Evidence that, when a meeting was ar-
ranged with the person using the screen 
name in question, the individual in ques-
tion showed up;

• Evidence that the individual was in pos-
session of information given to the person 
to whom the screen name was attributed 
(such as contact information of someone 
posing as a chat room participant in a 
sting operation); and

• Evidence that the person using the screen 
name identified her/himself as that indi-
vidual in chats or elsewhere, especially if 
such identification is coupled with infor-
mation specific to that person, such as 
home or e-mail address, or phone num-
ber.

Internet Archives
A particular Web site may have replaced 

the Web page that is the subject of litigation 
months or even years before the lawsuit was 
brought with a new one, or the same page 
exists, but the postings have changed. The 
obsolete posting or same page at issue can 
still be authenticated and admitted into 
evidence, but a certification from the Web 
site’s archive administrator or employee is 
required to get it in. 

Internet archive services provide snap-
shots of Web pages across various points in 
time, and, inasmuch as those services accu-
rately capture and store copies of those Web 
pages in the ordinary course of business, 
those snapshots are admissible as business 
records if certified by an archive administra-
tor or employee pursuant to Rule 902-11.12 
In some cases the retrieval process may be 
purely automated, requiring further certifi-
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cation that said automated process is relied 
upon in the course of ordinary business and 
produces reliable results.

A final cautionary note needs to be add-
ed here as to such certification and the use 
of affidavits for authentication in general, 
especially as much of the legal precedence 
cited in this article arises out of criminal law. 
Under the landmark 2004 Crawford v. Wash-
ington United States Supreme Court ruling 
and the substantial Confrontation Clause 
jurisprudence which has evolved in its wake, 
a criminal defendant’s 6th Amendment right 
to confront his accusers bars the testimony 
of a witness when it is offered for the truth of 
the matter asserted and presented without 
the witness appearing at trial.13 If the witness 
is unavailable for trial, the defendant must 
have had an opportunity to cross-examine 
the witness.14 

In 2009 the Supreme Court held that the 
certificates of state laboratory analysts in af-
fidavit form and sworn to by a notary con-
firming that the substance taken from the 
convicted defendant was cocaine were tes-
timonial and violated the defendant’s Sixth 
Amendment rights.15 The majority rejected 
the State’s argument that the certificates 
were admissible as business records, citing 
as its rationale that regularly conducted busi-
ness activity for the purpose of producing 
evidence for use at trial is inadmissible.16 The 
Court noted that business and public records 
are usually admissible absent confrontation 
not because they are exceptions to hearsay 
but because they are generated merely for 
the “administration of an entity’s affairs” and 
not in anticipation of litigation, and therefore 
cannot qualify as testimonial.17 

In Melendez-Diaz, the certificates of analy-
sis were created in the ordinary course of 
business, but that business was the prepara-
tion of evidence for trial. Here, the snapshots 
taken by an archive service of a Web page 
across various times in the past are purely ad-
ministrative, and not in anticipation of litiga-
tion. On these terms, such evidence should 
clear the Crawford hurdle, but those proffer-
ing these types of certifications and records 
in criminal proceedings should be mindful 
of these arguments and the trends afoot in 
this area of the law. Since Melendez-Diaz such 
arguments to strike certifications based on 
Crawford will no doubt be more common-
place.

Conclusion
The new Illinois Rules of Evidence closely 

follow the federal rules both substantively 
and procedurally in the area of authentica-
tion of evidence and, specifically, Internet 
evidence. Increasingly, diverse forms of In-
ternet evidence can be taken judicial notice 
of or are self-authenticating, greatly simplify-
ing their admissibility. Where the owner of a 
Web site can be shown to have either posted 
the data or adopted the data posted by oth-
ers, the evidence will generally be admis-
sible. In the case of third-party postings as in 
chat rooms, so long as the data can be fairly 
attributed to the person identified by the 
screen name, the evidence will generally be 
admissible. In instances where the data no 
longer exists on the Web site, authentication 
may still be achieved by certification from 
the site’s archive administrator. The fact that 
some forms of Internet evidence are admis-
sible in criminal matters bodes well for their 
admissibility in civil proceedings as well. ■
__________

George Bellas, a principal in the Park Ridge law 
firm of Bellas & Wachowski,is a Past President of 
the Northwest Bar Association, serves on the 7th 
Circuit E-Discovery Pilot Program and has served 
as a panelist at the Sedona Conference. Patrick 
Andes is an associate with the Park Ridge firm of 
Bellas & Wachowski. 
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ment.” The motion stated:

1. Defendant’s [sic] counsel was [sic] retained 
until January 11, 2010.

2. The Defendant has a meritorious defense.
3. Defendant has been diligent in bringing 

this motion. 
6. [sic] That defendant’s [sic] counsel’s fail-

ure to appear was not intentional nor in-
tended to disregard the authority of this 
tribunal.

7. In the interest of justice, this default judg-
ment must be vacated and the matter 
reinstated. 

WHEREFORE, plaintiff [sic] prays 
that this court will enter an order set-
ting aside and vacating any default 
judgments and allowing for the Defen-
dant’s [sic] counsel to file an appear-
ance instanter and for such further 
relief as the court deems necessary.

Not a paradigm of a coherent fact plead-
ing. Yet, over plaintiff’s counsel’s objection, 
the trial judge granted the motion since he 
concluded, “It would be an abuse of discre-
tion if I don’t grant their motion.” Can that be 
a correct result? In Blazyk, the Second District 
Appellate Court said, “No.” In an opinion, au-
thored by Justice Hudson, he explains, thor-
oughly, what vacating a default judgment 
requires once 30 days have passed from the 
judgment’s entry. 735 ILCS 5/2-1401. Read it. 
A couple of times.

A Section 2-1401 proceeding is not 
brought by motion. This is because, after 30 
days have elapsed from the entry of a default 
judgment, the trial court loses jurisdiction. 
At that moment, nothing is pending in the 
trial court. Although motion practice oc-
curs while a cause of action exists in the trial 
court, no motion can be made (other than to 
enforce the trial court’s judgment) once 30 
days have passed. See, Blazyk at sl.op. at 5, fn. 
1, citing Director of Insurance v. A&A Midwest 
Rebuilders, Inc. 383 Ill.App. 721 (2d Dist. 2008).

A Section 2-1401 proceeding is brought 
by a petition. This is because it is a new pro-
ceeding not the continuation of the old case. 
It is a separate and new cause of action. (Bla-
zyk at p. 5). As such, the petition is akin to a 
complaint, and the rules relating to what 
that pleading must allege are contained in 
the rule. Like a complaint, it requires service 

of process. Sarkissian v. Chicago Board of Edu-
cation, 201 Ill.2d 95 (2002). 

Once the petition is properly served, the 
question then is the character of the petition. 
This analysis has two prongs: one substan-
tive, the other procedural. As to the former 
spur, the issue is whether the petition asserts 
facts, not conclusions, which allege a meri-
torious defense. As to the latter, assuming a 
meritorious defense is pleaded, the inquiry 
is whether due diligence has been exercised 
in seeking to address the default in a timely 
way. See, Rockford Financial Systems v. Bor-
ghetti, 403 Ill.App.3d 321 (2nd Dist. 2010). 

The meritorious defense analysis is sub-
ject to de novo review. The due diligence 
examination presents a mixed question of 
law and fact and is reviewed for an abuse of 
discretion. Rockford Financial Systems, supra., 
but see, People v. Vincent, 226 Ill.2d 1, 17-18 
(2007), and Mills v. McDuffa, 393 Ill.App.3d 
940 (2d Dist. 2009).

But the overriding consideration for a 
trial judge considering a §2-1401 petition is 
whether there is a pleading and the corol-
lary proof, based on a preponderance of the 
evidence, that a meritorious defense exists. 
Would such a defense have precluded the 
entry of judgment in the original action? If so, 
then the petition, assuming it is timely filed, 
should probably be granted. 

In Blazyk, since the defendants’ motion 
to vacate, which was really a petition, was 
devoid of any factual statement of a merito-
rious defense (or diligence), the case should 
be over, right? Not so fast. 

A party who is charged with pleading 
a cause of action has a right to amend its 
pleadings, a right which is liberally con-
strued. Since a first pleading should only be 
dismissed with prejudice if it is evident that 
no set of facts can be shown that would af-
ford the pleading party any right to recover, 
the decision to amend a pleading rests with-
in the sound discretion of the trial court. The 
appellate court concluded the defendants 
should be accorded such a right (Blazyk at 
sl.op. at 8) and remanded the case for the trial 
court to do just that. Can this be right?

Blazyk was decided on December 10, 
2010, almost a year after the trial court’s deci-
sion and about 18 months after the original 
complaint was filed. Whether or not either 

of the defendants had a meritorious defense 
they could plead is an open question, but at 
least they should be afforded the opportu-
nity to do so. Which seems the wrong practi-
cal result for the plaintiff. Of course, he might 
have prevented this unfortunate saga for his 
clients if he had asserted jurisdiction as a de-
fense since his clients were never served with 
summons in the §2-1401 proceeding, a de-
fense he forfeited by not raising it.

Based on Blazyk, should Kline agree to the 
request to vacate the default judgment? Did 
Kevin Blazyk get any further in resolving his 
dispute by not agreeing to vacate the default 
judgment he obtained? Was any evaluation 
ever given as to what the defendants’s meri-
torious defense might be or why defendants 
have sat on the sidelines? Are you going to 
get any closer to resolving Toby’s dispute 
without such an examination? Think about 
why vacating a default judgment may or 
may not make a difference in getting an ef-
fective result that makes practical and finan-
cial sense for your client. ■

Vacating default judgments: Make it make a difference
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Upcoming CLE programs
To register, go to www.isba.org/cle or call the ISBA registrar at 800-252-8908 or 217-525-1760.

March
Friday, 3/4/11 – Chicago, ISBA Regional 

Office—Dynamic Presentation Skills For 
Lawyers. Master Series Presented by the Illi-
nois State Bar Association. 12:30-4:45.

Saturday, 3/5/11- Downer’s Grove, 
Double Tree—DUI, Traffic and Secretary of 
State Related Issues. Presented by the Traffic 
Laws/Courts Section. 8:55-4:00.

Monday, 3/7/11- Normal, State Farm 
Building—Legal Writing: Improving What 
You Do Everyday. Presented by the Illinois 
State Bar Association; co-sponsored by the 
McLean County Bar Association and hosted 
by State Farm. 12:30-4:00.

Monday, 3/7/11-Friday, 3/11/11- Chi-
cago, ISBA Regional Office—40 Hour Me-
diation/ Arbitration Training. Master Series 
Presented by the Illinois State Bar Association 
and the ISBA Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Section. 8:30-5:45 each day.

Wednesday, 3/9/11- Webcast—De-
veloping an Education Plan for your Legal 
Career. Presented at the 6th Annual Solo 
and Small Firm Conference. 12-1. <http://
isba.fastcle.com/store/seminar/seminar.
php?seminar=6788>.

Tuesday, 3/15/11- Chicago, ISBA Re-
gional Office—Fraudulent Transfers and 
Piercing the Corporate Veil. Presented by the 
ISBA Corporation, Securities and Business 
Law Section. 9:00-12:15.

Thursday, 3/17/11- Webcast—Project 
Management for Lawyers. Presented at the 
6th Annual Solo and Small Firm Conference. 
12-1. <http://isba.fastcle.com/store/seminar/
seminar.php?seminar=6789>.

Thursday, 3/17/11- Chicago, ISBA Re-
gional Office—Litigating, Defending and 
Preventing Employment Discrimination Cas-
es: Practice Updates for the Illinois Human 
Rights Act. Presented by the ISBA Human 
Rights Section. 1:30-4:45.

Friday, 3/18/11- Chicago, DePaul Uni-
versity College of Law—Civility and Pro-

fessionalism in 2011. Presented by the ISBA 
Bench and Bar Section. 9:00- 4:15.

Thursday, 3/24/11- Chicago, ISBA Re-
gional Office—Foundations, Evidence & 
Objections. Presented by the ISBA Tort Law 
Section Council. 9-12:30.

Thursday, 3/24/11- Chicago, ISBA Re-
gional Office—Fastcase: Introduction to 
Legal Research Training. Presented by the Il-
linois State Bar Association. 1:30-2:30.

Thursday, 3/24/11- Chicago, ISBA Re-
gional Office—Fastcase: Advanced Legal 
Research Training. Presented by the Illinois 
State Bar Association. 3:00- 4:00.

Friday, 3/25/11- Chicago, ISBA Region-
al Office—Medical Marijuana: Workplace 
Issues. Presented by the ISBA Labor and Em-
ployment Section. 8:55-12:00.

Friday, 3/25/11- Quincy- Quincy Coun-
try Club—General Practice Update. Pre-
sented by the ISBA Bench and Bar Section; 
co-sponsored by the Adams County Bar As-
sociation. 8:30-5.

Wednesday, 3/30/11- Chicago, ISBA 
Regional Office—Why International Treaties 
Matter to Illinois Lawyers. Presented by the 
International and Immigration Committee. 
12-2.

April
Friday, 4/1/11- Chicago, ISBA Regional 

Office—Military family Law Issues. Present-
ed by the ISBA Family Law Section and the 
ISBA Military Affairs Section. TBD.

Thursday, 4/7/11- Chicago, ISBA Chi-
cago Regional Office—Your Aging Clients, 
Their Parents and You. Presented by the ISBA 
Standing Committee on Women and the 
Law; co-sponsored by the Elder law Section, 
the General Practice Section and the Senior 
Lawyers Section. 8:15-4:45.

Friday, 4/8/11- Bloomington, Holiday 
Inn and Suites—DUI, Traffic and Secretary of 
State Related Issues. Presented by the Traffic 
Laws/Courts Section. 8:55-4:00.

Friday, 4/8/11- Chicago, ISBA Chicago 
Regional Office—Practice Tips and Point-
ers on Child-Related Issues. Presented by the 
ISBA Child Law Section; co-sponsored by the 
Mental Health Law Section. TBD.

Friday, 4/8/11- Dekalb, NIU School of 
Law—Mechanics Liens and Construction 
Claims. Presented by the ISBA Special Com-
mittee on Construction Law; co-sponsored 
by the ISBA Commercial, Banking and Bank-
ruptcy Section and ISBA Real Estate Section. 
8:55-3:45.

Tuesday, 4/12/11- Chicago, ISBA Chica-
go Regional Office—Recent Developments 
in IP Law. Presented by the ISBA Intellectual 
Property Section. 3:00-4:30.

Thursday, 4/14/11- Chicago, ISBA Chi-
cago Regional Office—Civil Practice Up-
date. Presented by the ISBA Civil Practice and 
Procedure Section. 9-4.

Friday, 4/15/11- Chicago, ISBA Chicago 
Regional Office—Liens. Presented by the 
ISBA Tort Law Section. 9-12:30.

Wednesday, 4/27/11- Chicago, ISBA 
Chicago Regional Office (invitation only-
do not publish!)—Faculty Development: 
Developing Effective Professional Responsi-
bility MCLE Presentations. Presented by the 
Illinois State Bar Association

May 
Wednesday, 5/4/11- Chicago, ISBA Chi-

cago Regional Office—Settlement in Feder-
al Courts. Presented by the ISBA Federal Civil 
Practice Section. 11:55- 4:15.

Thursday, 5/5/11- Chicago, ISBA Chica-
go Regional Office—Municipal Administra-
tive Law Judge Education Program. Present-
ed by the ISBA Administrative Law Section; 
co-sponsored by the Illinois Association of 
Administrative Law Judges. TBD.

Thursday, 5/12-13/11- Chicago, ISBA 
Chicago Regional Office—2011 Annual 
Environmental Law Conference. Presented 
by the ISBA Environmental Law Section. 9-5; 
9-1. ■
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Engineers, Architects, Scientists & Fire Investigators

robsonforensic.com 
312.527.1325

Robson Forensic a national firm with 17 offices and more 
than 175 experts who provide high quality investigations, 
reports and testimony to assist in the resolution of disputes 
and litigation.

Daniel J. Robison, AIA, NCARB
DanielJ.Robison@robsonforensic.com

Slip, Trip and Fall

Gregory H. Pestine, P.E. 
gpestine@robsonforensic.com

Construction Injuries

Brian Vandal, P.E. 
bvandal@robsonforensic.com

Electrical Injuries

Maria Bella, AFOIT, CPOI, LGI 
mbella@robsonforensic.com

Sports Injuries

Valentina Ngai, Ph.D., P.Eng. 
vngai@robsonforensic.com

Biomechanical Engineering

Injury Investigations James T. NyesTe

Attorney At Law

1 No. LaSalle, Ste. 2100
Chicago, IL 60602 

Phone: 312-750-1814
jnyeste@coveragelaw.com • www.coveragelaw.com

Representing Policyholders and Claimants 
in Insurance Coverage Litigation

__________

Insurance Law and Coverage Advice
__________

CGL, umbrella & excess D&O, professional 
liability, auto, life, health, property

__________

Clients include major corporations, 
individuals, and other attorneys with 

whom I consult or co-counsel.


