10 Reasons For Conversion

Some corporations have resisted conversion, ciiegérceived additional costs of
scanning documents and purchasing software and related techsetoges. Here are
10 reasons why corporations should adopt conversionratastaprocedure for their
litigation documents.

1. Lower copy costs. Historically, the bane of managing document cokewiwas
copying — it was expensive and maddening. Dust-covered youngadsesamd
paralegals, ties askew and fingers blackened like those lahawars, were “makin’
copies” in dank, dark document rooms long before Rob SatmneitCopymeister”
character made the phrase famous on Saturday Nightlhitlee paper world, someone
is making copies at every turn.

Copying is an anachronism in the electronic world. It @xigts in the form of the
obligatory scanning of the original document set. This ane-8canning cost is roughly
equal to the original copying cost on a paper project. In $ganning prices may be
lower than copying prices at certain volume thresholds.

The beauty of electronic document projects is that ogpgnd scanning are unnecessary
after the one-time scan. An electronic document databeeates virtual copies of digital
images (often through electronic placeholder or pointstiesns), which allows one

digital image to appear to exist in many places in theerys

Hence, these malleable images are dragged, “foldered” aedwige managed
electronically without incurring copy-related costs.

2. Faster review. Electronic document review is faster, with no papesclstaples,
binders, over-sized documents and wrinkled, folded or ¢égatteages to delay document
analysis.

Plus, software allowing click-and-scroll-based documerieve permits easy navigation
on database highways. This is especially true when usihgemd document
management databases, with their streamlined interéance®w click counts.

Finally, electronic document review is mentally and phybidaks demanding on
document reviewers than paper document review. Focused agetmesviewers
analyze documents more quickly and make fewer mistakeddjng a shorter project
timeline and lower billable hours.

3. Fewer personnel. Paper document processing and review requires an army of
attorneys, paralegals and temporary employees. le-therld, fewer tasks exist, and
they are performed more quickly.



For example, copy checking, Bates numbering, and numbekioge- traditional paper
collection tasks for paralegals and temporary employegs unnecessary on an
electronic project. These tasks are automated or dabsole

Also, as mentioned above, document reviewers analyeeaie documents faster than
paper documents. Fewer reviewers, supervising attorneys aldgads are needed,
which makes for fewer billable hours and happier CFOs.

4. Accurate and consistent review. Reviewing and quality controlling stacks of banker’s
boxes is time consuming and expensive because these @askslabor intensive.

In the electronic world, technology does the heavingft The management and review
of electronic documents by an experienced document tgaofieient in the use of
sophisticated document management applications — culls, aod “folders” by specific
criteria (e.g., date, author, subject matter, box) aging the document management
database’s search engine.

The team also implements extensive quality control mseEewith the database’s search
engine. For example, “document sweeps” — targeted sadiahprivileged, confidential,
and “hot” documents — are conducted, ensuring such infamigtnot mistakenly
disclosed.

5. Adaptable database. Electronic review databases are dynamic and nimbkey Th
respond to litigation developments, such as court rulings dicovery requests and
“learned information.” Learned information is informaticegarding the corporate client
or case issues that is learned while reviewing docume it icollection.

Two hypothetical situations involving the pre-production remvié converted document
images illustrate the adaptability of electronic datahase

In the first hypothetical, a judge in a product liabiligse involving Sports Fuel
Company’s NoFail energy bar rules that information reédgg Sports Fuel's protein bar,
YummyPro, must be produced if contained in a document imgMoFail bars. Before
the judge’s ruling, the document team redacted YummyPoomation because it was
seemingly irrelevant to the case and protected as a &ackd.s

The judge’s ruling is not a problem. The database isIsedrfor redacted documents
with text such as “YummyPro” and “protein.” Redactionsegmed by the judge’s ruling
are erased with the click of a mouse.

In the second hypothetical, a document reviewer duringeitensl month of the NoFail
project finds a letter from Jill Hammer, Esq. In thiteele Hammer advises Sports Fuel's
president of the legal consequences of not including tlkeees$idcts of NoFail on the
packaging label.



The document reviewers already had reviewed a numbemails-between Hammer and
Sports Fuel executives, but none of the e-mails reféorethmmer as a lawyer.
Consequently, the letters were coded for production.

Again, this is not a problem in the electronic worldeTéam searches the documents
marked for production for text such as “Hammer.” Retigestecuments are reviewed
again for privileged content.

An electronic review database equips the document tetintivei tools to respond to any
development or changed circumstance.

6. Auto-Generated Reports. Report generators are standard features on most dotcumen
review software applications. These applications creadtomized reports and privilege
logs with little more than “a push of a button.” Theatstse manager need only input the
criteria he wants included in the report.

Like everything else in the paper world, reports are laiiensive. Privilege logs can
take weeks or even months to create, extending thecptoyeeline and unnecessarily
increasing billable hours.

7. Production Deadlines. Rising complaints about the glacial pace of the jadljmiocess
have led many courts to adopt a “rocket docket” philosofhyintegral component of
this philosophy is compressing discovery into ever shmgkime frames. The pre-
production efficiencies offered by conversion and electrordoagement databases, as
outlined in the six bullet points above, are the gdorenaking timely document
productions and avoiding sanctions.

The paper world is plagued by pre-production inefficiency. Qfteansel is left with

two unpalatable options: produce the documents without detdktaview, or dig deep

into the client’s wallet and hire a truckload of docunreniewers. Either approach raises
concerns.

A cursory review compromises fundamental safeguards, fEdtgmesulting in the
disclosure of valuable client intellectual property andil@ged communications. Also, a
limited review is not an option if the documents contaimacy information that must be
withheld or redacted.

Counsel and client will likely choose to hire a trucklad document reviewers because
the risks associated with a cursory review are too gvdaite this choice is the lesser of
two evils, it is expensive and risky because traininggelaumber of 11th-hour
temporary hires is no easy task.

8. Lower Storage Costs. Electronic documents are stored at lower costs thaerpa
documents because electronic documents occupy file sppesag paper documents
occupy physical space. File space — offered by numeroustdadge companies and e-
discovery providers — is cheaper than leased office spauf-site storage.



Rent at those gated and barb wired garage door facisitiest as cheap as their Spartan
appearance would lead one to believe.

9. Access. A document management database can be accessed thsmayinealnternet
connection. Instantaneous remote connectivity providessad and client with perpetual
access to the document collection.

To access a paper document collection, counsel and wiiesttbe in the same physical
space as the document#is scenario is not feasible in today’s litigationridpwith
cases, counsel and corporate offices in every corfrtbe world.

Electronic document collections also can be rea@d/abst-production or post-trial with
minimal set up time and expense. Paper document cofisctiowever, must be
retrieved from storage and manually reorganized, requirgrgfiant time, labor and
expense.

10. Integration of Native Electronic Documents. The definition of “discovery” in
today’s litigation environment includes electronic discg@ative electronic data, such
as e-mails, word processing files and spreadsheetsprolikeration of hardware and
software systems in the workplace and the ubiquitous nafuoelay’s e-mail systems
have forced legislators, judges and litigators to recodghizeneed breed of discovery.

Savvy counsel, recognizing that electronic documents nowmeema significant portion
of their corporation’s documents, are integrating papdredectronic documents into a
single document management database. Note the ecormfrede at work here.

Also, this approach allows the litigation and documeautnieto compare, contrast,
organize, and reviewall discovery documents through the use of the databasethsea
engine, quality control, and organizational featuresutn,tcounsel and their teams make
better, more informed decisions.

Conclusion

In their book “The Myth of the Paperless Office,” Abigh Sellen and Richard H.R.
Harper note an interesting paradox: The Internet and tebknologies have actually
increased the amount of printing done. In other words, paper documents exist now
than ever.

Technology's failure to drive paper into extinction tefs corporations grappling with
the old problem of managing paper documents for litigation.

Sun Tzu, in “The Art of War,” said, “Whoever is firstthe field and awaits the coming
of the enemy will be fresh for the fight; whoeversecond in the field and has to hasten
to battle will arrive exhausted.”



Corporate counsel who have embraced electronic documewersionare on the
battlefield and “fresh for the fight.” Their litigatioteams are efficient, specialized, and
armed with the most advanced tools of the trade.

These corporate counsel have discovered that the cagahditures for conversion
(scanning, optical character recognition processingwaodt licensing, and hosting fees)
are much lower than the labor costs associatedmatiaging paper (attorney and
paralegal billable hours). Their litigation successegpavef of the strategic advantages
of scanning paper to digital images.

Meanwhile, other corporate counsel are forced to wasdiheir outside counsel march
blindly — sticks and stones in hand — without the advastatfered by conversion.
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