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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court held that the trial court abused its discretion by precluding two board-
certified obstetrician-gynecologists from testifying that untreated gestational diabetes caused a
stillbirth. The court concluded that the experts’ relevant clinical experience qualified them to offer
causation opinions and that challenges to the depth or factual basis of their opinions generally went to
weight rather than admissibility. The court also addressed other evidentiary rulings likely to recur on
remand and ordered a new trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether trial court abused its discretion in precluding two board-certified obstetrician/gynecologist
experts from testifying about cause of stillbirth

2. Whether trial court properly precluded treating physician's opinion about gestational diabetes

3. Whether trial court properly precluded treating nurse's testimony about her suspicion of gestational
diabetes

4. Whether trial court improperly allowed cross-examination about expert's censure by voluntary
professional organization

HOLDINGS

1. Trial court's decision to preclude the expert testimony contradicted the facts in the record and applicable
law, thus amounting to an abuse of discretion.

2. Appellate Court's application of Porter analysis was improper because defendants did not raise a Porter
claim in the trial court.

3. Trial court abused its discretion by precluding treating physician's opinion that patient had gestational
diabetes as improper standard of care opinion.

4. Trial court improperly permitted cross-examination about censure because it constituted inadmissible
extrinsic evidence of prior misconduct.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Here the matter specifically in issue for this question is the cause of death. And the witness has testified that
he's written a lot about diabetes. He's studied a lot about diabetes. He teaches about different things, but he's
never—he hasn't testified that he has any experience at all in determining the cause of death.”

“I'm going to grant the motion to preclude based on my determination that, while the witness is very qualified
to offer evidence with regard to the standard of care, the qualifications indicated by the examination do not
rise to the level of meeting the hurdle as placed by the directly applicable language [in Sullivan] as it relates
to time and cause of death.”

“if any reasonable qualifications can be established, the objection goes to the weight rather than to the
admissibility of the evidence.”

“the expert need not have complete knowledge about the field in question, and need not be certain. He need
only be able to aid the jury in resolving a relevant issue.”

“it is an abuse of discretion to exclude testimony simply because the trial court does not deem the proposed
expert to be the best qualified or because the proposed expert does not have the specialization that the court
considers most appropriate”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs' decedent was stillborn. Plaintiffs alleged defendant physician's failure to diagnose and treat mother's
gestational diabetes caused the stillbirth. Trial court precluded two obstetrician/gynecologist experts from



testifying on causation because they were not pathologists and lacked experience in determining cause of death.
This preclusion led to directed verdict for defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs brought medical malpractice action. Trial court precluded two expert witnesses from testifying on
causation, leading to directed verdict for defendants. Appellate Court affirmed. Supreme Court granted
certification.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse Appellate Court's judgment with direction to reverse trial court's judgment and remand case for new
trial.
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