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SUMMARY

The Iowa Supreme Court held that evidence of subsequent remedial measures was properly excluded

in a products-liability action involving design-defect and failure-to-warn claims. The court concluded

those claims are not strict-liability claims under Iowa law and that the evidence was offered to prove

negligence or culpable conduct. The court vacated the court of appeals decision and affirmed the

district court judgment for Dutton-Lainson Company.
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Scott appealed a defense verdict and the district court's exclusion of
evidence concerning a subsequent remedial measure. The Iowa Court
of Appeals reversed, and the Supreme Court of Towa granted further

review.

Evidentiary rulings are reviewed for abuse of discretion, but
interpretation of a rule of evidence is reviewed for errors at law.
Reversal requires a showing that exclusion of the evidence affected a
substantial right.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.407 categorically permits evidence of subsequent remedial measures

in design defect and failure-to-warn claims.

2. Whether evidence of a subsequent modification was admissible to prove negligence or culpable conduct

in Scott's design defect and failure-to-warn claims.

3. Whether the alleged statement by Dutton-Lainson's officer was admissible as a party-opponent

admission despite Rule 5.407.

4. Whether the district court's exclusion of the evidence affected Scott's substantial rights.

HOLDINGS

1. Design defect and failure-to-warn claims are not strict-liability claims for purposes of Iowa Rule of
Evidence 5.407. Because those claims incorporate negligence principles and require consideration of

reasonableness, subsequent remedial measures are not categorically exempt from exclusion.

2. Evidence of subsequent remedial measures is inadmissible in design defect claims, failure-to-warn
claims, and breach-of-warranty claims proceeding under either of those theories when offered to prove
negligence or culpable conduct. The evidence remains potentially admissible for ownership, control,
feasibility of precautionary measures if controverted, or impeachment. It is also admissible in
manufacturing-defect claims brought under a strict-liability theory, subject to relevance and prejudice
limits.

3. A statement is not admissible merely because it is nonhearsay or qualifies as a party-opponent
admission; it may still be excluded under other evidentiary rules, including Rule 5.407. Scott therefore
could not avoid the exclusion of the modification evidence by characterizing the officer's statement as an

admission.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, evidence of subsequent remedial measures is inadmissible in design defect claims, failure to warn
claims, and breach of warranty claims brought under either of those theories, unless the evidence is offered to

prove ownership, control, feasibility, or impeachment.” (at 11-12)

“Under Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.407, evidence of subsequent remedial measures is not exempt from exclusion

in design defect claims because they are not strict liability claims.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stephen Scott was injured when a boat trailer jack collapsed and crushed his foot. He alleged that the jack was
defectively designed and lacked adequate warnings. After the injury, Dutton-Lainson modified the jack-pin
tooling so that the pin could move farther into the pin hole, and Scott sought to introduce evidence of that

modification and related statements by a company officer.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Scott sued Dutton-Lainson, alleging that a boat trailer jack was defectively designed and lacked proper
warnings. The district court excluded evidence that Dutton-Lainson modified the jack pin after Scott's injury
under Iowa Rule of Evidence 5.407, and the jury returned a defense verdict. The Iowa Court of Appeals
reversed, but the Supreme Court of Iowa vacated the court of appeals decision and affirmed the district court
judgment.
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