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COVID-19 Jury Focus Group Insights
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Your jurors have changed.  
Your trial strategy should, too.  
We can tell you how. 
The COVID-19 pandemic has fundamentally changed the world. Assumptions that we had six 
months ago are being challenged and opinions are continuously shifting. Community views 
about COVID-19 will undoubtedly affect the potential jurors who will comprise the venire at 
your next trial. 

As the pandemic unfolded, IMS Consulting & Expert Services began conducting extensive jury 
and community attitude research to help our clients gain meaningful insights for their cases 
and practices. This summer, we conducted twelve focus groups with eighty-two mock jurors in 
representative venues across the country. We followed that research with surveys of almost 500 
respondents in Chicago, Houston, Los Angeles, and New York. As you would expect from us, 
we are not yet done, our efforts are ongoing and will continue throughout at least the end of 
the year. 

We learned how COVID-19 is affecting juror attitudes, including what concerns them, who 
they trust, who angers them, and whether parties to future litigation have done enough to 
avoid liability or to mitigate potential damages. We explored the ways in which their views 
have changed over time, their feelings toward their fellow citizens who suffered losses, their 
stances concerning how corporations should be responding, which entities they felt should 
be held responsible in various situations, and whether they believed those in positions of 
authority could be trusted. Our research data revealed quantified data on juror attitudes, freely-
expressed opinions, and the general questions they asked throughout the research exercise.

In addition to collecting broad viewpoints and detailed demographic data, we explored mock 
jurors’ thoughts on seven different industries, including insurance, nursing homes, and cruise 
lines. We selected these industries both to obtain data specific to each of them, and because 
investigation into each of these industries promised to reveal participants’ underlying views 
about personal and social responsibility. 

To help our clients navigate the complexities associated with cases and trials amid COVID-19, 
we have published and will be continuing to publish a series of insights developed through 
this and related research. An overview of our research and practical recommendations for 
integrating these findings into your practice can be found through our COVID-19 Client 
Resource Hub. 

Using the results of this research and our experience from more than 20,000 cases and well 
over 1,000 trials, our advisors have developed recommendations for clients in the areas of trial 
graphics, case strategy, expert witness recruitment and preparation, and jury consulting. We 
also invite you to contact us directly should you wish to discuss implications of our findings for 
your practice or a specific case. 

IMS COVID-19 Research Insights Series:
Threats, Opportunities, and Strategies for the 

Commercial Litigation Community

https://www.ims-expertservices.com/covid-19-resources/
https://www.ims-expertservices.com/covid-19-resources/
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By G. Christopher Ritter, JD, Britta Stanton, JD, and Clint Townson, PhD 

Whether a plaintiff’s damages were foreseeable is often the key dispute in a lawsuit. The plaintiff 
argues the defendant should have foreseen and prepared for the harmful event; in response, the 
defendant insists no reasonable person could have foreseen the need to guard against the event. These 
two competing arguments will arise again and again in post-COVID-19 litigation. Underlying these 
arguments will be a series of related questions: “Was the pandemic foreseeable? Was an event like the 
pandemic foreseeable? Was the scope of the pandemic foreseeable? Was the extent of damages from 
the pandemic foreseeable?”

What Constitutes Preparedness in the 
Face of COVID-19?
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IMS COVID-19 Research Insight Series:

Threats, Opportunities, and Strategies for the 
Commercial Litigation Community

Focus Group Research

As the COVID-19 pandemic has unfolded, IMS ExpertServices has been conducting research to help clients gain 
a clear view of the context surrounding their cases and jurors’ attitudes. Recently, we facilitated a series of focus 
groups across three venues and explored key concepts relevant during this challenging time.

In our focus groups, a large percentage of the mock jurors used the more familiar concept of “preparedness” to 
evaluate the legal element of foreseeability. It was not inappropriate for them to have done so. Jurors prepare 
and expect others to prepare for foreseeable problems. That is, they expect people to prepare for occurrences 
that can reasonably be expected to occur. The question for mock jurors then became whether people could 
reasonably have expected and prepared for a pandemic. The vast majority of mock jurors in our study believed 
there is no historical analogy equivalent to the COVID-19 experience. 

This lack of precedent raised several fundamental questions, the answers to which mock jurors discussed 
extensively, often without reaching resolutions, since we did not insist on a unanimous verdict. Most of the 
discussions revolved around four questions:

1. How does one assess foreseeability and a defendant’s obligation to prepare for an event if members of 
society have not previously experienced such an event?

2. Can a person or business be culpable for injuries caused by an unprecedented event? More specifically, if 
a person or entity does not have the ability to foresee a dangerous event and the degree of harm that will 
result from it, is it fair to hold them responsible for the amount of harm caused by the dangerous event?

3. Should the absence of a historically-equivalent event factor into considerations of culpability? If so, to what 
extent? Is the unprecedented nature of the adverse event irrelevant because certain defendants have an 
obligation to always be prepared for any event, foreseeable or not? 

4. Does a larger or more sophisticated party possess a greater obligation to prepare for unexpected or 
unprecedented situations? 

It will be essential to give potential jurors ways to analyze and answer these questions.
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Social Science Note

The concepts of “maintaining preparedness” and “facing an unprecedented situation” are at odds. 
These concepts present people with what social scientists call a “dialectical tension.” In psychological 
literature, dialectical tensions describe forces that are in constant conflict. These forces are classically 
experienced in people’s interpersonal relationships. For example, two individuals in a relationship 
may desire to maintain their independent lives while at the same time they strive for togetherness. In 
COVID-19 cases, jurors must negotiate and resolve within their own minds the extent to which they will 
hold an entity responsible for being prepared to meet dangers and the extent to which they will accept 
that the entity could not have been prepared for the COVID-19 pandemic.

To What Extent Has COVID-19 Been an Unforeseeable Tragedy?

Today, the country remains far from normal. Scientists, the press, politicians, and others are constantly reminding 
the general public that the pandemic situation they are experiencing is unprecedented. Some suggest it 
could not have been predicted. Other commentators remind us, “The situation is similar to the 1918 ‘Spanish 
Flu’ pandemic or The Great Depression.” None of the defendants nor potential jurors at trial will likely have 
experienced these events personally. 

To better prepare you for trial, let’s examine what the mock jurors in our research thought about the 
foreseeability of the pandemic.

We asked mock jurors to indicate the extent to which they agreed 
with the statement, “The COVID-19 pandemic is an unforeseeable, 
worldwide tragedy that has caught everyone by surprise.”

Our research showed that jurors’ responses were nearly evenly split: 
51% agreed that the COVID-19 pandemic is an unforeseeable, 
worldwide tragedy that has caught everyone by surprise, compared 
to 49% who disagreed with the assertion.

Interestingly, mock jurors drew a distinction between the foreseeability of the pandemic and the degree of 
harm it has caused. Almost all of the jurors—including those who believed that a worldwide pandemic was 
foreseeable—conceded that the magnitude of the harm caused by COVID-19 was not foreseeable. The majority 
of jurors believed the pandemic has wrought unprecedented massive harm.

“How can you be prepared for something like this? I mean, for a worldwide pandemic to hit. 
It’s kind of like being hit with a meteor. How do you prepare for that? Put your head between 
your knees and kiss the world goodbye, in a way.” – Miriam, Houston

Practice Tip: 

It is vital to pinpoint the date when 
you claim your client (or the other 
side) should have known and must 
have known about the pandemic.
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Notably, 23% of jurors believed the dangers of the virus had been greatly exaggerated. While recognizing the 
real harm the pandemic had caused in terms of social and economic impact, these people believed the response 
was worse than the problem itself. They generally may be inclined to favor the defense and see plaintiff’s 
damage requests as exaggerated. 

“The news sensationalizes everything. I mean, I think that’s what their job is.” – Thomas, Houston 

Strategic Observation

A small percentage of mock jurors denied that COVID-19 was real and/or that it was responsible 
for causing significant harm. Only 7% strongly agreed that the dangers of the virus were greatly 
exaggerated. Despite the fact that their stances on the situation were unpopular, these mock jurors’ 
viewpoints were fixed, and they were extremely vocal about expressing them. For example, one 
mock juror went so far as to confront a juror who recently lost a family member to COVID-19 with the 
ungrounded assertion that the deceased more likely died from the seasonal flu than from COVID-19. 
While it remains to be seen whether the continuous rise of COVID-19 deaths and the steady flow of 
scientific documentation on the illness will dissuade jurors from holding fast to notions that the disease is 
a fiction, the possibility exists that jurors who stubbornly deny the reality of the pandemic may be seated 
within a venire. Uncovering jurors who hold such viewpoints will be an important consideration during voir 
dire.
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Mock Jurors Were Highly Critical of Entities That Displayed a  
General Lack of Preparedness.

Mock jurors were almost unanimously critical of the federal government’s level of preparedness for a pandemic. 
Eighty-seven percent of mock jurors believed the federal government should have been better prepared. 
Consistent with this stance, many jurors expressed that they were highly distrustful of the government and the 
information it has been providing. 

“The federal government. We’re totally without leadership, it’s totally chaotic. It took a long 
time to get any kind of anything started as far as control, as far as any regulation.”  
– Mona, New York City 

“My [anger] is entirely based on the government response and the way that they took this 
on…[By] the first week of March, we were absolutely sure that this was coming. We had been 
seeing this in China. So, I find it interesting that the government, and then our president—he 
had a vested interest in keeping this quiet, and now here we are. I’m not going to blame him 
for starting this. It’s absolutely ridiculous. But I think his response has exacerbated this situation. 
And here we’re looking at the fallout.” – Eduardo, Los Angeles 

Another mock juror noted: 
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“I mean, even with the pandemic, [corporations] 
should’ve known. Pandemics aren’t new, they’ve 
been happening for a long time. These companies 
should be prepared, but all they’re concerned about 
[is] their money. So, we’re just worker bees.” 
 – Chad, Los Angeles

“Didn’t this thing start in December? I would think that if it started in December, by February, 
[large companies] should have had a better handle on what they needed to do to take care of it. 
And if they said they did, and they didn’t, they didn’t tell the truth.” – Thurgood, Los Angeles

Some jurors’ anti-corporate sentiments extended a step further, 
as indicated by the fact that they expressed their beliefs that 
large corporations had information and resources that could 
have been deployed prior to the pandemic to mitigate its 
impact. They said the corporations not only intentionally failed 
to deploy their resources, they failed to do so out of concern 
for their bottom line. 

Similar sentiments were voiced against publicly-traded and large companies. Jurors concluded that, 
because of their size and sophistication, these companies had resources similar to those at the disposal 
of the federal government. As such, jurors thought the companies could have and should have been 
better prepared to respond to the pandemic. Many mock jurors were just as openly critical of large 
corporations as they had been against the government. Eighty-two percent of the mock jurors rated 
publicly-traded and large companies as “not very” or “not at all prepared.” 

For some jurors, their assumptions about lack of preparedness on the part of large companies stemmed 
from their existing anti-corporate biases. 

Practice Tip: 

Discern whether your potential jurors 
possess an internal or external locus 
of control. That is, learn how much 
control they believe they have over 
what happens in their lives. Those 
with an external locus of control will 
exhibit a propensity to blame others 
for negative events.
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Certain industries faced particularly strong criticism for their lack of preparedness. For example, when asked to 
assess the degree to which they believed nursing homes had prepared for the pandemic, participants used terms 
like “neglect,” “horrible,” “a nightmare,” and “tragically underprepared.” Many mock jurors relayed personal 
stories about the poor treatment their family members who reside in such facilities have received both before 
and during the pandemic. For example, a mock juror in Los Angeles responded: 

Not surprisingly, jurors who held preexisting negative opinions toward certain industries were apt to 
criticize those industries’ responses to the pandemic. In our discussions, some of this vitriol was aimed at 
meatpacking plants.

It is important to note that jurors’ sense that no one 
was prepared for this pandemic did not necessarily 
mean they relieved potential defendants from all 
responsibilities to prepare for it. For instance, jurors 
did not relieve companies from their responsibilities 
to comply with rules of operation that had been 
dictated by regulations or statutes. In fact, some 
jurors were convinced compliance with existing 
rules indicated potential defendants had adequately 
prepared for the pandemic.

“As far as nursing homes and retirement homes go, they have to take in extra consideration 
for the elderly. We just know that they’re more susceptible to all sorts of diseases…My 
grandmother lives in an elderly home. And so far, she said that they’ve had almost no 
preparation for this and they simply told them stay in your home as much as you can. They 
were woefully unprepared for something like this to occur.” – Carlson, Los Angeles

“From anything that I do know about the meatpacking and meat-processing industry, it’s 
a real skeezy [sic] business that cuts existing laws, let alone anything related to COVID…
If you’re willing to break the law in one regard, what’s to make you [follow cleanliness 
standards]…Precisely, it’s a pattern of behavior, not just their response to this virus.”  
– Abraham, New York City

“I think the only thing that [the nursing home] can do to prove that they’re not at fault is to 
prove that they actually had the PPE required for an outbreak. And maybe you just ran out 
because it was worse than anybody thought. But if they actually did that, then I think [it] 
would be okay.” – Vincent, New York City

“No one was prepared. I don’t think you can point 
at anybody like that. Nobody was prepared.”  
– Jennifer, Los Angeles

The Unprecedented Nature of the Pandemic Can Be Used to Argue for Limited Liability 

A small number of mock jurors suggested that it was unfair to hold potential defendants to a standard of 
preparedness which was unanticipated and unnecessary prior to the pandemic.

Practice Tip: 

Focus some of your discovery efforts on 
finding out how prepared or unprepared 
a company is for any type of corporate 
disaster. Use the information to support 
your trial theme. On the defense side, to 
show the defendant is prepared for all 
reasonably foreseeable events, show the 
steps the company takes to prepare for 
many types of risks, such as succession 
plans, emergency shutdowns, natural 
disasters, and the like.  
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Defense-oriented jurors in these types of cases will point to regulations and standards to which nursing homes 
are expected to abide. Therefore, nursing homes that fail to show they met existing standards will face an uphill 
climb when they present their cases to these jurors during litigation. 

If a business can show the opposite pattern of behavior—one in which 
a protocol was in place and standards were diligently upheld—defense-
oriented jurors will likely be compelled by the argument that a facility-
wide outbreak of sickness was not caused by the business’s negligence. 
But rather, it was caused by the unprecedented and widespread nature of 
this insidious pandemic. Defendants will need to compile overwhelming 
evidence to show jurors that they were as well prepared as anyone could 
have hoped, but they simply were unable to withstand the impacts 
wrought by the virus. 

“The industry has standards and OSHA has 
protocols in place. [The government] sends 
people from the Department of Health to 
go and inspect whether the standards are 
maintained. I think masks and gloves are 
definitely an essential part of daily activities in 
the nursing clinic area. If they were unable to 
provide that, or if members or employees were 
not using it, then they definitely have to take 
the burden on themselves.”  
– Simar, New York City City

Key Findings

• Counsel can anticipate jurors will disagree as to the degree of responsibility a defendant possesses to prepare 
for and protect others from an unprecedented level of catastrophe.

 › To the extent a defendant’s preparation protocols are set forth in existing law, the defendant’s adherence 
or non-adherence to the protocols are likely to carry considerable weight, especially with “checklister” 
jurors. (Checklister jurors are those who carefully check off each piece of evidence once they have been 
demonstrated to their satisfaction.)

 › Jurors who are motivated by the core values of compassion, fairness, or self-interest may feel compelled to 
ignore the law when they disagree with it or when it does not favor someone whom they believe should be 
protected. 

Practice Tip: 

Be prepared to show the actions 
a defendant has taken during the 
pandemic and show precisely when 
the “break” in preparedness occurred. 
On the plaintiff’s side, to prove the 
defendant has not been truly prepared 
to handle much adversity at all, consider 
having an expert relay a string of 
modest but plausible  “bad events” for 
which the defendant is ill-equipped  
to handle. 

Practice Tip: 

Be prepared to show a 
defendant followed (or did 
not follow) the safety rules.
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• A company’s preparedness may be the primary theme to emerge in much of COVID-19 litigation. 

• In litigation related to parties’ actions during the pandemic, trial graphics are likely to be very important 
educational and persuasive tools for both sides. 

 › Timelines should show the expansion of the pandemic and the parties’ corresponding responses, and they 
should show how parties’ understandings of the pandemic have evolved.

 › Checklists should illustrate the defendants’ success or failure to uphold mandated regulations related to 
preparation for viral outbreaks.

 › Tutorials should demonstrate the magnitude of this pandemic in relation to other prior disasters.

 › Tutorials should display what the defendants should and could have done versus what they did.

Key Considerations for Plaintiffs

• Jurors will want to know where the defendant failed and how unsuccessful its actions were with respect to the 
spread of COVID-19. 

• Assessment of a company’s preparedness is likely to trigger a continuum of responses from jurors, and 
plaintiffs need to draw this reactance from jurors. 

 › Defendants who have not adequately prepared for adverse events and failed to meet industry or regulatory 
standards are likely to be judged harshly by all jurors. 

 › Plaintiffs in such cases are likely to particularly benefit if they can show:

 » Defendants exhibited a pattern and practice of failing to adequately prepare for events even before the 
pandemic. 

 o For example, many nursing homes were routinely cited and fined by authorities prior to COVID-19 for 
not having had adequate safeguards for seniors in place.

 » Defendants’ failure to comply with regulations resulted in delivery of substandard services.

• Plaintiffs may benefit by arguing “The defendant was a powder keg and COVID-19 was a Molotov cocktail.” 
For example, they may emphasize poor hygiene that had been ongoing for years within a nursing home, 
which created an environment with no defense against the virus. Plaintiffs may point to the previous missteps 
of a defendant and argue that the pandemic just exposed their substandard practices in a deadly manner. 
Jurors will recognize that while COVID-19 was tragic in and of itself, these defendants exacerbated its impact 
through years of negligence.
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Key Considerations for Defense

• Jurors will want to know what the defendant did to prepare and how successful its actions were with respect 
to the spread of COVID-19. 

 › Defendants whose preparation protocols were in line with established standards or regulations (e.g., OSHA 
requirements) are likely to be received more favorably by jurors. 

 › The defendants need to emphasize the following elements.

 » They complied with standards.

 » The standards were fair and adequate, and they were amended as new situations arose.

 » Defendants consistently complied with standards in the past and such compliance had always proven 
sufficient.

 » Any efforts defendants made in excess of the standards proves they were committed to preparedness. 
For example, defendants might show they had the appropriate quantity of PPE on hand and, once it was 
clear that they needed more, they attempted to obtain more.

 » The COVID-19 situation has been dramatically different than any event previously experienced. As an 
example, a nursing home defendant might relay that the home is now using 300 percent more sanitary 
wipes per week than it had before the pandemic.

• Defendants may benefit by arguing, “We learn from prior experiences and make adjustments to our protocols 
based on what we learn from them.” So, for example, they might argue that after a major earthquake, they 
implemented new building codes; after a major flood, they enacted new zoning requirements; etc. Jurors 
will likely appreciate that it is reasonable for organizations to take this approach to preparedness. They will 
likely recognize that defendants did not have the opportunity to adapt to a pandemic, since no similar event 
occurred to inform defendants’ operations. 

Learn more about additional insights related to our research through our 
COVID-19 Client Resource Hub. Contact us today to discuss the needs 
of your case.

https://www.ims-expertservices.com/covid-19-resources/


11INTEGRATED STRATEGY | EXPERT WITNESS | JURY CONSULTING | TRIAL GRAPHICS | TRIAL PRESENTATION
contactus@expertservices.com | 877.838.8464

expertservices.com

11INTEGRATED | EXPERT WITNESS | JURY CONSULTING | TRIAL GRAPHICS | TRIAL PRESENTATION
contactus@expertservices.com | 877.838.8464

expertservices.com

Clint Townson, PhD, Jury Consultant

With a PhD in the field of communication, Clint knows how to deliver crisp, effective courtroom 
messages. His work as a university instructor enabled him to develop an adaptive instructional style 
which he now uses when he prepares different types of witnesses for trial. During his training as a 
trial consultant, Clint became skilled at evaluating mock trial data and identifying the traits that are 
predictive of verdict outcomes. Through collaboration with professors and fellow graduate students, 
he learned to apply quantitative findings to practical outcomes. Currently, Clint uses his social 
science background to help develop sophisticated research approaches, valid and reliable results, 
and theoretically-grounded strategic recommendations.

G. Christopher Ritter, JD, Senior Strategy & Jury Consulting Advisor

Chris is a highly sought advisor for top clients seeking guidance and perspective on case theme 
and persuasion graphics development, witness preparation, as well as focus group and mock trial 
research. Chris graduated from the University of Chicago Law School and actively tried cases for 
nearly fifteen years. He served as adjunct professor of law at the University of California, Hastings 
School of Law for twelve years, teaching courses in trial practice and evidence. Chris has advised 
clients for more than twenty years on over 500 cases throughout the country, with more than 100 
mock jury and focus group projects. He is a prolific writer, drawing on this depth and breadth of 
experience to share best practices and guidance for clients and peers. Chris’s written works include 
three books published through the American Bar Association, and dozens of articles and case 
studies on topics including integrated strategy, trial graphics, witness preparation, and trial war 
room management.

Marion Stampley Jr., JD, Senior Jury Consultant

Marion is a jury consultant with expertise in focus group and mock trial research. He has worked 
on over 300 mock jury and focus group projects throughout the US and Canada and has extensive 
experience in the areas of research design, witness preparation, selection and management 
of shadow juries, jury selection for trial, and administration of post-trial interviews. Marion has 
managed and staffed several multimillion-dollar ERISA, trade-secret, intellectual property, and 
construction lawsuits, and he has also been a speaker for several CLE conferences and an adjunct 
professor at multiple universities. He holds a master’s degree in communications with specializations 
in mediation and conflict resolution, along with administrative legal training, and a law degree.

Carolyn Spencer-Mork, Senior Jury Consultant

A jury consultant for well over a decade, Carolyn has consulted on over 250 cases throughout 
the country. As a socio-cultural anthropologist, she understands methods of communication, 
jury psychology, and group dynamics. She offers expertise in the areas of mock trial and focus 
group jury research, theme development, trial strategy, witness preparation, and voir dire and 
jury selection methodology. Carolyn is particularly skilled at designing jury research that helps 
clients gain strategic advantages early in the discovery process. Whether research involves testing 
potential witnesses in order to craft an effective company story, persuasively contextualizing 
damaging emails in advance of depositions, or developing an effective case theory to guide 
discovery, Carolyn helps her clients leverage early insights. She holds a master’s degree in 
anthropology and is fluent in Russian.

Jury consultants who contributed to the research and findings discussed in this report include:
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Jason Barnes, Senior Strategy Advisor

Jason Barnes is a trusted senior advisor to the firm’s top clients. A pioneer in the field of trial 
graphics since 1990, he helped to transform the standard of courtroom presentations from 
hand-crafted poster board displays to modern digital technologies. With three decades of 
trial experience, encompassing over 100 trials and more than 500 cases, Jason has a deep 
understanding of trial preparation and practice. He has a background in engineering, computer 
science, and graphic design and has contributed to books, presented CLE classes, and provided 
guest lectures to law school students. Jason serves as associate editor and is a frequent 
contributor to The Jury Expert, a publication of the American Society of Trial Consultants. Today, 
through his advisory work and thought leadership contributions, Jason continues to shape how 
technology and graphics are used in the courtroom.

Jeremy Young, Trial Consulting Advisor

Over the last eighteen years, Jeremy has managed trial strategy development and graphic 
production for some of the country’s highest-stakes trials. He has collaborated with trial teams on 
over 300 matters in virtually every area of litigation. Recently, Jeremy led our team’s efforts on two 
closely watched trials; FedEx’s defense of a $1.6 billion criminal drug conspiracy case—a case that 
was abruptly dismissed shortly after opening statements—and the largest ever auditing negligence 
case to reach trial, where our client sought to recover $5.5 billion, plus punitive damages, and 
received a settlement shortly after resting their case.

Jeremy has worked on numerous high-profile antitrust matters and led collaboration with the SEC 
on more than forty cases, including a trial that resulted in Waste Management’s former CFO being 
found liable on all sixty counts of having falsified company accounts in a $1.7 billion accounting 
fraud that remains one of the largest in US corporate history. Jeremy also assisted with the 
successful criminal prosecution in the 2001 San Francisco “dog mauling” trial.

Britta Stanton, JD, Strategy Advisor

As a former trial attorney, Britta pays rigorous attention to details and reviews case issues with 
laser-like focus. An experienced trial lawyer with nearly twenty years of practice in state and federal 
venues, and now as a trusted strategy advisor with the company, Britta has advised clients on 
hundreds of cases and trials. Britta has always been fascinated by the ways people are persuaded, 
develop beliefs, and make decisions. Thus, at the University of Texas, she chose to study 
advertising. She went on to Baylor Law School where she learned to persuade judges and juries as 
a trial lawyer. As an attorney, Britta has served as faculty for the National Institute of Trial Advocacy 
and worked with mock trial students to teach both law students and young lawyers the art of 
advocacy. Today, she helps the firm’s clients explore how to best persuade juries using everything 
from trial technology and demonstrative evidence to effective witness preparation.

Strategy Advisors and Trial Consultants who contributed to the research and findings 
discussed in this report include:

IMS Consulting & Expert Services IMS Consulting & Expert Services delivers consultative trial and expert 
services for the most influential global firms. Over nearly three decades, across more than 20,000 cases and 
well over 1,000 trials, the firms and attorneys most trusted by the Fortune 100 have relied on us to deliver the 
best-aligned experts and litigation consulting services for their matters and ensure a smooth engagement with 
each expert and each project from start to finish. Contact us at 877.805.4839 or ContactUs@expertservices.com 
to learn how IMS can assist you. 
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