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How can an Illinois attorney obtain docu-
ments that are relevant to a lawsuit 
pending here from an entity or individual 

located in another country? It can be quite diffi-
cult, depending on the location of the materials 
and the presence or absence of connections be-
tween the custodian of the records at issue and 
parties to the Illinois litigation.

This article examines the law relating to ob-
taining documents from sources abroad and 
suggests some approaches that Illinois attorneys 
can use to maximize their likelihood of obtaining 
useful information.

American pre-trial procedures permit broad 
discovery of documents relevant to the litiga-
tion. By contrast, most other countries practice 
significantly more limited discovery and regard 
American-style document production as overly 
burdensome and intrusive. As a result, many for-
eign states limit their cooperation with efforts to 
obtain documents located within their borders in 
connection with pretrial discovery in the United 
States. 

An international treaty, the Hague Convention 
on the Taking of Evidence Abroad in Civil or Com-
mercial Matters (the “Hague Convention on Evi-
dence”), provides a legal framework for seeking 
materials from entities and individuals located 
in signatory states. See Convention of 18 March 
1970 on the Taking of Evidence Abroad in Civil 
or Commercial Matters, <http://www.hcch.net/
index_en.php?act=conventions.text&cid=82> 
(last visited Apr. 26, 2011). However, most coun-
tries have implemented a procedure available 
under Article 23 of the Hague Convention on 
Evidence that greatly limits the ability of parties 
in the United States to use that framework to ob-
tain materials from their nationals. Accordingly, 
litigants seeking access to documents located 

abroad, especially documents in the possession 
of nonparties, may encounter obstacles beyond 
those they would face if the documents were lo-
cated in this country. 

In light of the restrictions that most foreign 
states place on pre-trial document discovery, 
an Illinois litigant seeking documents located 
abroad should consider first whether ordinary 
discovery procedures provide a means to obtain 
the desired information, which can be the case 
if a party to the litigation, or a non-party subject 
to a subpoena, controls the documents. If that is 
not possible, then the party can turn to the pro-
cedures that the Hague Convention on Evidence 
provides. 

I . Using Standard Discovery Tools .
Because many foreign jurisdictions impose 

barriers on the ability of a party to litigation in the 
United States to obtain documents from their na-
tionals, a logical first step is to apply the standard 
discovery tools available here, to the extent pos-
sible. That is, if a party to the litigation has access 
to the materials that are located abroad, such 
as in the case of documents held by a foreign 
subsidiary of an American corporation, ordinary 
discovery techniques permit another party to re-
quest those materials from the party. 

The Supreme Court of the United States has 
held that a trial court may order a party subject 
to its jurisdiction to produce documents it con-
trols in a foreign jurisdiction. Federal district 
courts and state trial courts have, in turn, applied 
broad pre-trial document discovery procedures 
to obtain documents that parties control abroad. 
Similarly, if a non-party in the United States has 
copies of or access to the materials, then pro-
ceeding through a subpoena to that non-party 
may be easier and more productive than pro-
ceeding directly to seek the materials from an 
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individual or entity in another country.

A . Obtaining Documents From Parties .
In Société Nationale Industrielle Aérospatia-

le v. United States District Court for the South-
ern District Court of Iowa, the Supreme Court 
of the United States addressed the tension 
between the Hague Convention on Evidence 
and traditional, broad document production 
permitted in the United States. See generally 
482 U.S. 522 (1987). In Aérospatiale, a French 
party claimed that the district court was re-
quired to comply with the Hague Conven-
tion on Evidence procedures, and hence the 
limitations of Article 23, to block a request for 
documents abroad that were within the par-
ty’s control. See id. at 524-26. The Supreme 
Court rejected that claim and held that the 
Convention procedures for obtaining docu-
ments located in a signatory’s jurisdiction 
are neither mandatory nor exclusive. See id. 
at 538-39. 

The Court held that the Hague Conven-
tion on Evidence did not strip “the District 
Court of the jurisdiction it otherwise pos-
sesses to order a foreign national party be-
fore it to produce evidence physically located 
within a signatory nation.” See id. at 539-540. 
The Supreme Court refused to require “first 
resort” to the procedures provided by the 
Hague Convention on Evidence when seek-
ing documents from foreign litigants. See id. 
at 542. The Court noted that a French “block-
ing statute,” which criminalized document 
disclosure to American courts, did not affect 
its conclusion because blocking statutes do 
not divest “an American court of the power 
to order a party subject to its jurisdiction to 
produce evidence even though the act of 
production may violate the statute.” See id. at 
544 n. 29. 

Although the Supreme Court did not re-
quire first resort to the Hague Convention 
on Evidence, the Court did not eliminate 
those procedures as a tool in cross-border 
discovery. Rather, the Court decided that a 
court deciding whether to require resort to 
procedures under the Hague Convention 
on Evidence must consider “the particular 
facts, sovereign interests, and likelihood that 
such resort will prove effective.” Id. at 544. As 
discussed below, however, a substantial ma-
jority of signatories limit discovery pursuant 
to Article 23 of the Hague Convention on 
Evidence, meaning that the likelihood that 
Hague Convention procedures will prove 
effective in document production may be 
remote. 

In Aérospatiale, the Supreme Court noted 
that comity is relevant to decisions involving 

the discovery of documents abroad. As a re-
sult, parties and courts seeking documents 
abroad should consider the materiality of 
the documents requested to the litigation, 
the specificity of the document request, 
where the documents originated, alterna-
tive means of securing the documents, and 
the “extent to which noncompliance with the 
request would undermine important inter-
ests of the United States, or compliance with 
the request would undermine important 
interests of the state where the information 
is located.” See id. at 544 n. 28 (citing Restate-
ment of Foreign Relations Law of the United 
States (Revised) § 437(1)(c) (Tent. Draft No. 7, 
1986) (approved May 14, 1986)). Recognizing 
that many foreign nations oppose American-
style discovery, the Supreme Court directed 
American courts to “exercise special vigi-
lance” to prevent discovery abuses and un-
necessarily burdensome discovery requests. 
See id. at 546.

In addition to Aérospatiale, the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure provide a basis for 
discovering documents abroad. Federal dis-
trict courts have authority under Rule 34, 
which permits discovery of relevant docu-
ments in a party’s control, to compel parties 
to produce documents abroad. See Fed. R. 
Civ. P. 34, 26(b); Camden Iron and Metal, Inc. 
v. Marubeni American Corporation, 138 F.R.D. 
438, 441 (D. N.J. 1991). In order to exercise 
that authority, a court must have personal 
jurisdiction over the party and the party 
must have control over the documents. See 
In re Uranium Antitrust Litigation, 480 F. Supp. 
1138, 1144 (N.D. Ill. 1979) (citation omitted). 
The location of the requested documents is 
irrelevant. Id. at 1144 (citation omitted). 

Control may be apparent, such as when a 
party itself possesses documents that are lo-
cated abroad. When a party’s affiliate abroad 
possesses documents in other countries, 
courts look to the nature of the relationship 
between the party and the affiliate and the 
party’s ability to obtain the documents. If 
that relationship gives the party the right, 
ability, or authority to obtain the requested 
documents from the non-party abroad, con-
trol exists. See Camden Iron, 138 F.R.D. at 441; 
In re Uranium, 480 F. Supp. at 1145 (conclud-
ing that control is a question of fact and de-
pends on practical control over a corporate 
affiliate). Such a situation may arise where a 
parent company or subsidiary of the party 
located abroad has physical possession of 
the requested documents. See Camden Iron, 
138 F.R.D. at 441; In re Uranium, 480 F. Supp. 
at 1144-45. 

Although it does not appear that the Il-
linois Supreme Court or the Illinois Appel-
late Courts have addressed the issue, in John 
Crane, Inc. v. Admiral Insurance Company, an 
Illinois trial court concluded that it had au-
thority to compel a party controlling docu-
ments abroad to produce the documents 
in pre-trial discovery. See 2006 WL 5866550 
at 7 (Ill. Cir. Cook County). In John Crane, a 
party’s parent company was incorporated in 
the United Kingdom, and the opposing par-
ty sought to compel the plaintiff to produce 
documents in the parent company’s posses-
sion. See id. at 1-2. Relying on Aérospatiale, 
the court concluded that implementing the 
Hague Convention on Evidence procedures 
to obtain the documents was unnecessary. 
See id. at 5. The court also found that Illinois 
Supreme Court Rule 214, which grants Illinois 
litigants broad power to discover documents 
controlled by an adversary that are “relevant 
to the subject matter of the action,” provided 
authority to compel discovery abroad. See 
Ill. Sup. Ct. Rule 214, Committee Comments 
(1995); John Crane, 2006 WL 5866550 at 7. 

To determine whether to compel pro-
duction, the John Crane court analyzed: (1) 
the likelihood a Letter of Request to obtain 
the documents would be successful; and (2) 
whether the party being directed to disclose 
documents had sufficient control over the 
documents abroad. See 2006 WL 5866550 at 
5. The likelihood of a successful Letter of Re-
quest is country-specific and depends on the 
signatory’s Article 23 declaration and other 
laws, and possibly the specificity of the docu-
ment request. In John Crane, the court found 
that based on the United Kingdom’s case 
law, statutes, and the Hague Convention on 
Evidence, a U.K. court would reject a Letter of 
Request for documents related to the subject 
of the litigation as impermissibly broad. See 
id. at 6. 

The court then found that the party be-
fore it had control of documents that its 
parent company, a non-party, possessed 
abroad. See id. at 2, 7. The court reasoned 
that the parent company had involved itself 
with the party’s litigation, the parent com-
pany stood to benefit from the litigation, and 
that the party would have likely had access 
to the documents in the ordinary course of 
business. Id. at 7. Accordingly, the court com-
pelled the party to produce the documents, 
relying on federal law and Illinois Supreme 
Court Rule 214. See id. 

In light of the Supreme Court’s decision 
in Aérospatiale, other case law, and the broad 
document discovery permitted under Illinois 
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Supreme Court Rule 214, litigants in Illinois 
courts should attempt to obtain documents 
abroad through those mechanisms, if a party 
to the litigation controls the materials. 

B . Subpoenas Duces Tecum .
Subpoenas duces tecum provide another 

method for obtaining documents located 
abroad, so long as those materials are within 
the control of a non-party that is subject to 
the service of a subpoena. Illinois Supreme 
Court Rule 214 provides that “[d]iscovery of 
documents . . . in the custody or control of a 
person not a party may be obtained by serv-
ing him with a subpoena duces tecum . . . . ” 
Ill. Sup. Ct. Rule 214, Committee Comments 
(1995). If the nonparty that possesses the 
documents abroad has a corporate affiliate 
in the United States, an Illinois court may 
compel that affiliate to produce documents 
pursuant to a subpoena. Cf. John Crane, 
Inc. v. Admiral Insurance Company, 2006 WL 
5866550 at 7 (Ill. Cir. Cook County) (finding 
authority to compel a party to produce docu-
ments held by its foreign parent company). 

II . Obtaining Documents Held by 
Nonparties .

If no entity or individual in the United 
States has control over the materials that a 
party seeks to obtain, then the party can em-
ploy the technique specified by the Hague 
Convention—the issuance of Letters of Re-
quest to a court in the nation where the doc-
uments are. Letters of Request are issued by a 
domestic court to a foreign court, requesting 
that the foreign court direct the production 
of specified evidence. 

Even in the absence of a treaty, a litigant 
acting in collaboration with a court may issue 
a Letter of Request to a foreign court, seeking 
assistance obtaining documents. Many coun-
tries, however, have policies that oppose pre-
trial document production and accordingly 
may refuse to cooperate with Letters of Re-
quest seeking relevant documents. Litigants 
must research document discovery policies 
and practices on a country-by-country basis 
prior to initiating the Letter of Request pro-
cess, which can be complex. See 1 Bruno A. 
Ristau, International Judicial Assistance § 3-3-
2 (2000 Revision) (discussing requirements 
for Letters of Request absent a treaty). 

The Hague Convention on Evidence, of 
which the United States is a signatory, pro-
vides a legal framework for using Letters of 
Request to obtain documents located within 
another signatory’s jurisdiction. See gener-
ally Convention of 18 March 1970 on the 

Taking of Evidence Abroad in Civil or Com-
mercial Matters, <http://www.hcch.net/in-
dex_en.php?act=conventions.text&cid=82> 
(last visited Apr. 26, 2011) (providing full text 
of the Hague Convention on Evidence and 
listing 47 signatory states). 

Under the Hague Convention on Evi-
dence, a court may issue a Letter of Request 
to a court in another signatory nation. Letters 
of Request must be sent to the signatory’s 
designated “Central Authority.” See id. at Ar-
ticles 1, 2; id. at Authorities, <http://www.
hcch.net/index_en.php?act=conventions.
authorities&cid=82> (listing Central Authori-
ties) (last visited Apr. 26, 2011). Because a 
court must issue a Letter of Request, a party 
seeking discovery must work in cooperation 
with the Illinois or federal court before which 
the action is pending. Typically, that means 
that the party must file a motion asking the 
court to issue a Letter of Request, specifying 
the materials being sought and attaching 
the proposed form for the Letter of Request. 
See generally 1 Bruno A. Ristau, International 
Judicial Assistance § 5-2 (2000 Revision). 

The Letter of Request process provides 
litigants an effective method to procure 
known documents in other countries for use 
at trial. However, depending on the national 
policy of the requested authority, the receiv-
ing court may limit, resist, or reject Letters of 
Request seeking production of documents, 
particularly if the request is broad or unfo-
cused. Such a policy often will be set forth in 
a formal reservation under Article 23 of the 
Hague Convention on Evidence.

A . Article 23
Article 23 of the Hague Convention on 

Evidence authorizes signatories to reserve a 
right under the treaty, by issuing a declara-
tion, to refuse to execute Letters of Request 
“issued for the purpose of obtaining pre-trial 
discovery of documents as known in Com-
mon Law countries.” See Hague Convention 
on Evidence, Article 23. A substantial major-
ity of the Hague Convention on Evidence’s 
signatories have made declarations under 
Article 23, often in anticipation of Letters of 
Request from United States courts seeking 
broad access to documents. Only the Czech 
Republic, Israel, the Slovak Republic, and the 
United States declined to make declarations 
objecting to the pre-trial discovery of docu-
ments. See U.S. Department of State Bureau 
of Consular Affairs, Hague Convention on 
Taking of Evidence Abroad in Civil or Com-
mercial Matters, <http://travel.state.gov/law/
judicial/judicial_689.html> (last visited Apr. 
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26, 2011). Countries with Article 23 declara-
tions typically adopt Article 23 verbatim, 
stating that their courts “will not execute 
Letters of Request issued for the purpose of 
obtaining pre-trial discovery of documents 
as known in common law countries.” See 
generally Status Table, Hague Convention 
on Evidence, <http://www.hcch.net/index_
en.php?act=conventions.status&cid=82> 
(listing, by signatory, declarations and reser-
vations) (last visited Apr. 26, 2011). In other 
words, many countries have reserved a right 
to refuse, for example, a pre-trial discovery 
request under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 
214 for any documents “relevant to the sub-
ject matter of the action.” 

Fortunately, an Article 23 declaration is 
not necessarily fatal to a litigant’s effort to 
obtain documents abroad from a nonparty. 
To begin with, Article 27 permits signatories 
to “permit, by internal law or practice, any act 
provided for in this Convention to be per-
formed upon less restrictive conditions.” See 
Hague Convention on Evidence, Article 27. 
Accordingly, signatories may permit pre-trial 
document discovery on broader terms than 
their Article 23 declarations allow. To deter-
mine whether such permission might be 
granted, litigants should analyze the scope of 
the materials they would like to obtain, and 
then tailor their document requests to the re-
ceiving country’s policies regarding pre-trial 
document discovery. 

Litigants are most likely to obtain docu-
ments from nations with Article 23 limita-
tions by issuing narrowly tailored Letters of 
Request seeking specifically defined docu-
ments. A foreign court is more likely to coop-
erate with a Letter of Request seeking docu-
ments if the court finds the Letter of Request 
is not “for the purpose of obtaining pre-trial 
discovery of documents,” which is far more 
probable if the request specifically names 
the author, title of the document, and any 
other relevant, specific information. Litigants 
should utilize available information sources 
and discovery methods to obtain specific 
information about relevant documents. For 
example, discovery of domestic documents 
may lead to the identification of specific, 
evidentiary documents abroad. Letters of 
Request that include interrogatories asking 
about the existence of documents also may 
help to identify particular documents. Cross-
border depositions, which many foreign 
judicial systems regard more favorably than 
document discovery, may produce testimo-
ny that describes specific documents.1

 Once specific documents are identified, a 

Letter of Request outside the Article 23 limi-
tations may prove more successful, particu-
larly if the foreign court concludes that the 
requested materials are evidentiary rather 
than simply pre-trial document discovery. 

A few signatories have drafted their Ar-
ticle 23 declarations to bar litigants from 
using Letters of Request to locate specific 
documents. The United Kingdom, for ex-
ample, defines Letters of Request requiring 
a person to identify documents as Letters of 
Request “issued for the purpose of obtain-
ing pre-trial discovery of documents,” which 
are subject to rejection under Article 23. See 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and North-
ern Ireland Declarations and Reservations, 
Hague Convention on Evidence, <http://
www.hcch.net/index_en.php?act=status.
comment&csid=564&disp=resdn> (last vis-
ited Apr. 26, 2011).

B . Blocking Statutes
In addition to Article 23 declarations, 

some countries have blocking statutes that 
preclude pre-trial document production. 
Blocking statutes criminalize or sanction 
persons who produce documents to foreign 
litigants. Blocking statutes may thwart ef-
forts to obtain documents from non-parties 
in those countries. 

On the other hand, courts in the United 
States that possess personal jurisdiction 
over a party may compel that party to pro-
duce documents, irrespective of a blocking 
statute potentially subjecting the party to 
punishment abroad. See Société Nationale In-
dustrielle Aérospatiale v. United States District 
Court for the Southern District of Iowa, 482 U.S. 
522, 544 n. 29 (1987) (citation omitted). In the 
same manner that an American court cannot 
reach into a foreign jurisdiction to demand 
disclosure by a nonparty, a blocking statute 
cannot strip an American court of its power 
to order a party over which it has jurisdiction 
to produce documents. See id. 

At the same time, American courts will 
consider blocking statutes in moderating 
their application of American-style discovery 
abroad, in line with the principle of exercis-
ing jurisdiction reasonably. See id. In particu-
lar, courts consider blocking statutes when 
determining whether to sanction a party 
refusing to comply with an order to pro-
duce documents. Nevertheless, sanctions 
are still possible, particularly if a court finds 
that a party did not act in good faith in ef-
forts to comply with a court order to produce 
documents. See Graco, Inc. v. Kremlin, Inc., 101 
F.R.D. 503, 526 (N.D. Ill. 1984).

Conclusion
An Illinois attorney seeking to obtain doc-

uments or materials that are located in other 
countries may draw upon several distinct 
tools. As an initial matter, seeking documents 
that are located abroad, but within the con-
trol of a party to litigation, can be as straight-
forward as issuing a document request to the 
party with access to the materials. A court 
may order a party subject to its jurisdiction 
to produce documents abroad, regardless of 
restrictions imposed by the foreign jurisdic-
tion, so long as the court has jurisdiction over 
the party and the party controls the docu-
ments. Similarly, if documents are within 
the control of a non-party that is subject to 
service of a subpoena duces tecum, then the 
party seeking that information can proceed 
in the ordinary fashion.

If no individual or entity subject to the ju-
risdiction of the court here controls the ma-
terials being sought, then Letters of Request 
provide an avenue for obtaining evidence 
and other materials, but litigants should be 
alert to the fact that many countries have 
policies opposed to broad pre-trial discov-
ery, as it is practiced in the United States, 
and thus may refuse to cooperate with such 
a request. Depending on the specific nation 
involved, more tailored and specific requests 
are more likely to be successful than broader 
fishing expeditions. ■
_________

Mr. Chorvat is a partner, and Mr. Wlodarczyk is 
an associate, with Jenner & Block LLP in Chicago.

1. For a discussion on using Letters of Request 
to obtain deposition testimony from witnesses 
abroad, see Timothy J. Chorvat and Jill M. Hutchi-
son, Obtaining Deposition Testimony from Witness-
es Abroad: A Primer for Illinois Lawyers, 54 Trial Briefs 
No. 10, June 2009, at 1. 
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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.

June
Wednesday, 6/1/11- Webinar—Con-

ducting Legal Research on FastCase. Present-
ed by the Illinois State Bar Association. 12-1.

Wednesday-Friday, 6/1/11-6/3/11- Chi-
cago,  ISBA Chicago Regional Office—CLE 
Fest. Presented by the Illinois State Bar Asso-
ciation. 8-5 both days.

Tuesday, 6/7/11-Teleseminar—Inter-
Species Mergers: Combining and Convert-
ing Different Types of Business Entities, Part 
1. 12-1.

Wednesday, 6/8/11- Teleseminar—
Inter-Species Mergers: Combining and Con-
verting Different Types of Business Entities, 
Part 2. 12-1.

Wednesday, 6/8/11- Chicago, ISBA Chi-
cago Regional Office—Issues Facing Mu-
nicipalities in a Difficult Economic Climate. 
Presented by the ISBA Local Government 
Section. 12:30-5:00.

Thursday, 6/9/11- Rock Island, Stoney 
Creek Inn—Legal Writing: Improving What 
You Do Everyday. Presented by the Illinois 
State Bar Association. 8:30-12:45.

Thursday, 6/9/10- Chicago, ISBA Re-
gional Office—ISBA’s Reel MCLE Series. Pre-
sented by the Illinois State Bar Association. 
1-4.

Friday, 6/10/11- Bloomington, Holiday 
Inn and Suites—Legal Ethics in Corporate 
Law- 2011. Presented by the ISBA Corporate 
Law Department Section. 12:30-4:45. Max 90.

Friday, 6/10/11- Chicago, ISBA Region-
al Office—Third Annual Animal Law Confer-
ence. Presented by the ISBA Animal Law Sec-
tion. 9-5.

Friday, 6/10/11- Bloomington, The 
Chateau—Trial Issues in Criminal Practice. 
Presented by the ISBA Criminal Justice Sec-
tion. 9-4.

Tuesday, 6/14/11- Teleseminar—2011 
Estate & Trust Planning Update, Part 1. 12-1.

Wednesday, 6/15/11-Telesemi-
nar—2011 Estate & Trust Planning Update, 
Part 1. 12-1.

Wednesday, 6/15/11- Webinar—Ad-
vanced Legal Research on FastCase. Present-
ed by the Illinois State Bar Association. 12-1.

Tuesday, 6/21/11- Teleseminar—Com-
mercial Real Estate Workouts, Deleveraging, 
Refinancing and Restructuring, Part 1. 12-1

Wednesday, 6/22/11- Teleseminar—
Commercial Real Estate Workouts, Delever-
aging, Refinancing and Restructuring, Part 2. 
12-1

Wednesday, 6/22/11- Chicago, ISBA 
Regional Office—Cyberlaw Symposium. 
Presented by the ISBA Intellectual Property 
Section. TBD.

Thursday, 6/23/11- Chicago, ISBA Re-
gional Office—Trial Issues in Criminal Prac-
tice. Presented by the Criminal Justice Sec-
tion. TBD.

Thursday, 6/23- Friday 6/24/11- Chi-
cago—Great Lakes Benefits Conference. Pre-

sented by the ASPPA and the IRS; co-spon-
sored by the ISBA Employee Benefits Section.

Friday, 6/24/11- Bloomington, Holiday 
Inn and Suites—Issues in Illinois Public Con-
struction Contracting. Presented by the ISBA 
Construction Law Section. 8:55-4:30.

Friday, 6/24/11- Fairview Heights, Four 
Points Sheraton—Legal Writing: Improving 
What You Do Everyday. Presented by the Il-
linois State Bar Association. 8:30-12:45.

Tuesday, 6/28/11- Teleseminar—Direc-
tors of Private Companies: Duties, Conflicts, 
and Liability. 12-1.

Thursday, 6/30/11- Teleseminar—Eq-
uity and Incentive Interests in LLCs. 12-1

July
Wednesday, 7/6/11- Webinar—Con-

ducting Legal Research on FastCase. Present-
ed by the Illinois State Bar Association. 12-1.

Wednesday, 7/20/11- Webinar—Con-
ducting Legal Research on FastCase. Pre-
sented by the Illinois State Bar Association. 
12-1. ■

Target your message!
• Reach the exact practice area you need with no wasted circulation
• Ads cost less
• ISBA newsletter readers ranked their newsletters 2nd highest of all 

Illinois legal publications in terms of usefulness. (Illinois Bar Journal 
was ranked 1st)

• 72% of newsletter subscribers either save or route each issue, so your 
ad will have staying power.

For more information contact:
Nancy Vonnahmen
Advertising Sales Coordinator
Illinois State Bar Association
800-252-8908 or 217-747-1437
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Illinois has a history of  
some pretty good lawyers.  

We’re out to keep it that way.

The new edition of this handy book lists provisions in the Illinois 
Compiled Statutes that authorize the court to order one party to pay 
the attorney fees of another. No matter what your practice area, this 
book will save you time – and could save you money! 
In the 2010 edition you’ll find new and updated listings on recoverable 
fees in Animal Safety, Credit Card Liability, the Marriage and 
Dissolution of Marriage Act, Consumer Fraud, the Freedom of 
Information Act, and more. And the new alphabetical listing of Acts 
makes it even more useful.  
Prepared by members of the ISBA General Practice Section Council 
and edited by council member Timothy E. Duggan, it’s a guide no 
lawyer should be without.   

Need it NOW?  
Also available as one of ISBA’s FastBooks.
View or download a pdf immediately using  
a major credit card at the URL below.

FastBooks prices:
2010 Guide to Illinois Statutes for 
Attorneys’ Fees  
$32.50 Members/$47.50 Non-Members

 2010 GUIDE TO ILLINOIS STATUTES FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES 
New and Updated Listings on Recoverable Fees

Current through March 1, 2010. 

Order at www.isba.org/store 
or by calling Janice at 800-252-8908

or by emailing Janice at jishmael@isba.org

2010 Guide to Illinois Statutes for Attorneys’ Fees
$35 Members/$50 Non-Members

(includes tax and shipping)

ARE YOUR FEES RECOVERABLE? Find out before you take your next case.

NEw  
RELEASE!

.
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Illinois has a history of  
some pretty good lawyers.  

We’re out to keep it that way.

Don’t Miss This Easy-To-Use  
Reference Guide of Deadlines and Court 

Interpretations of Illinois Statutes

Order at www.isba.org/bookstore or by calling Janice at 800-252-8908
or by emailing Janice at jishmael@isba.org

Guide to ILLINOIS STATUTES of LIMITATION - 2010 Edition
$35 Members/$45 Non-Members

(includes tax and shipping)

Guide to Illinois 
STATUTES OF LIMITATION

2010 EDITION

The new 2010 Guide is now available, containing 
Illinois civil statutes of limitation enacted and amended 
through September 2010, with annotations. Designed 
as a quick reference for practicing attorneys, it provides 
deadlines and court interpretations and a handy 
index listing statutes by Act, Code, or subject. Initially 
prepared by Hon. Adrienne W. Albrecht and updated 
by Hon. Gordon L. Lustfeldt.

Need it NOW?  
Also available as one of ISBA’s FastBooks. View or download a pdf 
immediately using a major credit card at the URL below.

FastBooks prices:
$32.50 Members/$42.50 Non-Members

A “MUST HAVE” 
for civil 

practitioners.


