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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Utah denied Paul G. Amann’s motion for a new
trial under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59. A jury had found for the Office of the Utah Attorney
General on Amann’s breach-of-contract and Utah Whistleblower Act claims arising from his

termination. The court rejected challenges concerning evidentiary rulings, the weight of the evidence,

and the quashing of a trial subpoena, concluding that no prejudicial error or basis for a new trial had

been shown.
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Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59 for a new
trial after a jury returned a verdict for the Office of the Utah Attorney

General on his breach-of-contract and Utah Whistleblower Act claims.

A Rule 59 motion for a new trial is committed to the trial court's
discretion. A verdict should stand unless it is clearly, decidedly, or
overwhelmingly against the weight of the evidence; evidentiary or
other errors warrant a new trial only when they affect substantial rights
or cause prejudicial error. Errors not raised during trial warrant a new
trial only when they are so fundamental that gross injustice would

result.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court's evidentiary rulings regarding comparator evidence, other anonymous packets, and

testimony concerning Amann's GRAMA requests warranted a new trial under Rule 59.

2. Whether the jury's verdict for the Office on Amann's breach-of-contract claim was clearly, decidedly, or

overwhelmingly against the weight of the evidence.

3. Whether the jury's verdict for the Office on Amann's Utah Whistleblower Act claim was clearly,
decidedly, or overwhelmingly against the weight of the evidence.

4. Whether testimony concerning Poulson's personal history created a gross injustice warranting a new trial

despite Amann's failure to object at trial.

5. Whether quashing Amann's trial subpoena for Attorney General Reyes was erroneous and prejudicial.

HOLDINGS

1. The challenged evidentiary rulings did not warrant a new trial because the court acted within its
discretion, the challenged evidence was properly limited or relevant, and any possible errors were
harmless and did not affect Amann's substantial rights.

2. The verdict for the Office on Amann's breach-of-contract claim was not clearly, decidedly, or

overwhelmingly against the weight of the evidence, so Amann was not entitled to a new trial.

3. The verdict for the Office on Amann's Utah Whistleblower Act claim was not against the weight of the
evidence because the jury could reasonably find that Amann was terminated for sending the NCFI

packet and violating workplace policies rather than for protected whistleblower activity.

4. Quashing the trial subpoena for Reyes did not warrant a new trial because Amann failed to show that
Reyes's testimony was essential or unavailable from alternative sources, and he failed to establish
prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Unless justice requires otherwise, no error in admitting or excluding evidence—or any other error by the
court or a party—is ground for granting a new trial” (at 4)

“If ‘a new trial motion asserts that the jury verdict is not supported by the evidence, the verdict must stand

unless it is clearly, decidedly, or overwhelmingly against the weight of the evidence.’” (at 5)

“Something is essential if it is not only relevant, but necessary” (at 21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Amann was employed as an attorney by the Utah Attorney General's Office and worked with employee Cynthia
Poulson. After an anonymous package containing disparaging information about Poulson was sent to a
conference director, an investigation uncovered evidence linking Amann to the package, including building-
access records and internet activity from his office computer. The Office placed Amann on administrative leave
and terminated him for violating workplace policies, including an anti-harassment policy. Amann denied sending
the package and alleged that his termination was retaliation for reporting misconduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Amann initially asserted claims against the Utah Attorney General, the Office, and other employees. After cross-
motions for summary judgment, only breach-of-contract and Utah Whistleblower Act claims against the Office
proceeded to an eight-day jury trial. The jury returned a verdict for the Office on both claims, and Amann moved
for a new trial based on evidentiary rulings, the weight of the evidence, and quashing a trial subpoena for

Attorney General Sean Reyes. The court denied the Rule 59 motion.
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