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William T. Wray, Jr., Esq. & Rule 31 listed general civil mediator,
is the newest member of the ADR Commission. Mr. Wray was
appointed by the Supreme Court on July 24, 2015 and replaces
Judge Eddie Lauderback, who is now a Circuit Court Judge in the
First Judicial District.
Fast Stats: There were 1,293 mediations reported for 2nd Quarter
2015. Of those, 803 (62.1%) had all issues resolved; 125 (9.7%)
had issues that were partially resolved; and 365 (28.2%) had no
issues resolved. There were 84 pro bono mediations plus 7
additional court ordered pro bono mediations reported. These
mediation statistics were compiled from online mediation
reports submitted by Rule 31 listed mediators per ADRC Policy
10.
You can find the online mediation report on the AOC website at:
http://www.tncourts.gov/programs/mediation/resourcesmediators. If you have lost your username and password and are
unable to submit an online mediation report, please contact
Claudia Lewis at (615) 741-2687 or by email at
claudia.lewis@tncourts.gov. Because of the sensitive nature of
the information, she will fax your username and password to you.
ADRC Chairman Howard Vogel sent a letter to all Tennessee Civil
Trial Court Judges on July 21, 2015, informing them of the pro
bono service requirement for Rule 31 listed mediators in Rule 31,
§18(d). You can find the letter on page 7 of this edition of ADR
News.
The ADRC adopted Ethics Advisory Opinion 2015-0001 at the July
28, 2015 quarterly meeting. You can find the opinion on page 8
of this edition of ADR News.
The ADRC is hosting the Thirteenth Annual ADRC Workshop on
Friday, October 16, 2015 at Lipscomb University in Nashville.
Please make plans to attend! The Workshop will always satisfy
the CME requirements for BOTH general civil and family listed
mediators.
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Impasse is a Fallacy
Only those who believe in it fall prey to its trap
By: Lee Jay Berman
I often wonder who invented the concept of impasse. Who first said, “We are stuck. We cannot go any
further.”? Who decided that we should give it a name, acknowledge its existence, and make it the
scapegoat for all that goes wrong with a mediation or negotiation?
My guess is that it was the first mediator who had run out of tools. With imagination exhausted, someone
threw their hands into the air and declared the negotiation over and decided it was time to send everyone
home, declaring an impasse and deeming the mediation process, not just the session, to have failed.
For negotiators to declare impasse can make sense, if you think about it. The goal in negotiation, after
all, is to win. And the threat of impasse can sometimes be an effective tactic in achieving that goal.
Commercial mediators, however, are hired to settle cases. In this world, impasse is a bad word.
Moreover, I think it is a fallacy.
Achieving resolution, by definition, means either avoiding or breaking impasse. If an impasse can be
broken, then it was not really an impasse. It was something else. But mostly, it was a dare. It was a
temptation for the mediator to buy into the bluff that things were stopped dead in their tracks and it was
time to give up.
Before examining the notion of impasse more closely, it is important to take a step back and realize that
reaching successful resolution in mediation (i.e. avoiding impasse) begins at the very beginning of the
mediation process, with convening, and continues until the agreement is signed. Furthermore, if a
mediator’s success can be defined by a successful outcome (which may oversimplify the entirety of the
mediator’s role, but ultimately is the primary goal in commercial mediation), then the mediator is
responsible for managing every step of the process with an eye toward anticipating and avoiding the
potential for an impasse later in the mediation.
Convening.
Impasse often occurs because the right people are not in the room. Effective convening by the mediator –
asking a lot of questions and being unafraid to push to better understand all of the dynamics of the
negotiation – can avoid this reason for impasse.
Mediations can sometimes end abruptly when one participant has a time constraint. This can sound like,
“It’s 3:30 and I have to pick up my kids” or “I never thought it would last this long.” This can be avoided
by the mediator communicating to the parties his or her expectation about time availability. Good
mediators ensure themselves an ample window of time, and manage the parties’ expectations so that they
do the same.
Another line that mediators often hear is, “That is all of the authority that I have.” This is something that
needs to be discovered during convening. Mediators need not be afraid to ask questions about authority
and understand as much as possible about which individuals need to be involved in the ultimate
settlement of a case. This is also the point in the mediation where arrangements need to be made
(negotiated) for telephone availability of any decision makers who will not be in attendance. The common
mistake is to try to arrange this at 5:00 p.m. on the day of the mediation as people are leaving their
offices for the night. What is worse, is that 5:00 p.m. on the east coast occurs in the mid-afternoon in the
western states. It is the mediator’s job to work this out, to the greatest extent possible, during the
convening stage.
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Preparation.
Preparation is critical to avoiding impasse, but in addition to the mediator, the lawyers and the parties
must all be adequately prepared in order to reach a settlement. Each person needs to know enough about
the case so that they can analyze settlement proposals and make informed decisions. Failure prepare,
and failure by the mediator to attempt to ensure that the participants do their preparation, leads to an
impasse that ends with, “We just don’t know enough.”
While informational impasse can be avoided by preparing adequately, and having the mediator facilitate
the exchange of information prior to the mediation, it is part of the commercial mediator’s role to help the
parties stay on a settlement track and continue preparing for a return to mediation, rather than leaving
with the idea that the mediation process has failed, and returning to the litigation preparation track.
Should this informational objection occur, the mediator has a responsibility to the parties to help them
figure out exactly what critical facts they need to discover or what elements they need to research so that
they will know enough to make an informed settlement decision. This level of preparedness varies greatly
from defining what discovery is necessary to prepare for arbitration or trial. Sometimes this means a little
bit of extra, key written discovery. Other times it means another deposition or two to help figure out what
key witnesses or experts will say.
Once these items are agreed upon, then the mediator must turn the discussion to time, and how much
time is necessary to complete this specific discovery and process it with decision makers (including
insurance claims management, if necessary). The mediator and parties are then ready to agree upon a
date to return to mediation to continue their settlement negotiation. The mediator’s role never changes,
regardless of what stands in the way of agreement. The mediator simply continues to facilitate agreement
between the parties with an eye toward eventual settlement.
Communication.
Impasses that simply cannot be explained often occur due to a failure during the communication stage.
Simply stated, the mediator may not have discovered or addressed a party’s underlying interests. When
parties have underlying interests or emotional barriers to settlement, it is common for them not to know
what is keeping them from settling. Impasses that result from emotions or unmet underlying interests
sound like, “I just don’t know. I just know it’s not enough.” or “I just don’t understand why I need to pay
that much.”
A good mediator knows that this can be the cue to revisit the underlying interests and the emotional
resistance – the feelings that are keeping one person from reconciling themselves with the difficult
decision that needs to be made. These feelings can be as straight forward as greed, revenge or ill feelings
toward or about the other person, or they can be more subtle and complex, such as unwillingness to let go
of a conflict and move on with life, unwillingness to let go of a relationship – such as it is – with the other
person, or feeling that they are not being made whole for the pain or suffering they experienced (i.e. no
amount of money can make them whole or restore what has been lost). These feelings need to be
uncovered and addressed by the mediator early in the mediation and dealt with then, in order to avoid
them getting in the way of a settlement in the later, more stressful stages. Most people attach emotions
to conflict and need to reconcile themselves with letting go of those emotions before they can resolve the
dispute.
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Another emotional objection to settlement can be inexperienced participants (and even counsel) who fall
in love with their cases. The best analogy is when a person sells their home. They love their home and
think it is worth a lot of money because they believe it to be special and unique. However, they have to
sell it in a marketplace that is well established, and that values it based on how it compares to other,
similar houses. And, it never compares as favorably in an objective marketplace as the owner thinks it
should. Enter the Realtor, who is supposed to give the seller a more objective opinion of value, but who
has the incentive to stretch the valuation more toward the seller’s in order to win the competition to list
the house and have a happy seller, and ensure that the seller knows that the Realtor is on his or her side.
However, in the end, the actual value of the house is only that which a buyer will actually pay for it in a
market where there are other comparable houses available.
Lawyers and clients who fall in love with their cases, and who lose the ability to see them through
objective eyes have to be reminded of the context in which they are attempting to place a value on the
case. The context is an informed marketplace where most cases can be measured objectively, and where
comparable cases can anchor their value to a norm which theoretically reflects a value based upon what a
judge or jury would do, and what risks there might be at trial. Most mediators can talk about the risks at
trial, point out the weak points in a case, and discuss costs of litigation. A good mediator must also bring
those people back to reality by reminding them of this objective marketplace in which this negotiation is
occurring, and what that market will bear.
Finally, underlying interests can be non-emotional. For example, they can relate to finances or other,
more tangible issues. Answers to these concerns, once uncovered, can sometimes take the form of
payment terms or structured settlements. The mediation process can become very flexible and creative,
but only once the parties’ real interests are uncovered. However, creativity in mediation should be
purposeful and in direct response to a party revealing an underlying interest.
Negotiation.
Most of the rest of the reasons for impasse occur as a result of the negotiation process. The primary
reason for impasse here is the mediator buying into the bluff. When one party says, “That is our bottom
line”, what they often mean is that they have not yet been convinced, or given enough information, to
change that final position. That statement is heard by the seasoned mediator as, “Knowing what I know
now, about the case and about the other party(ies), I am not willing to move from this position.” It might
also simply be a negotiation tactic to attempt to scare their opponent.
The first thing that seasoned mediators know is that the negotiation stage of the mediation begins during
the convening stage, as we negotiate together who will attend, when and where the mediation will be
held, and what authority will be needed in the room to bring about a complete settlement, and the
negotiation continues until agreement is signed. Experienced mediators see every demand by a party,
even as early as the convening stage, as a negotiation strategy.
What can be learned from this perspective is that a “bottom line” is usually just another strategy in the
negotiation process. This is not to say that people are not being truthful when they announce a bottom
line. Sometimes they are. This is not to say that mediators should not believe people when they say that
a particular number is a bottom line or best and final offer. The seasoned mediator knows that this means
that this is how they are evaluating the case under the present circumstances as they see them. The key
to working through this barrier is to help them see things a different way.
While everyone in the room may be responsible for knowing, understanding and discussing the facets of
the case (facts, law, cases, legal climate, and settlement marketplace), there is only one person in the
room who is responsible for the big picture. That is the mediator.
The reason that the mediator is in sole charge of this is simple: behaviorists would say that the other
participants are in a state of conflict. When people are embroiled in a conflict, their stress level is high
and they tend to put blinders on, looking at nothing but the conflict. They can lose their peripheral vision
which would otherwise allow them to see how this litigation or conflict fits into their everyday lives, their
time, their budget, and their stress level. In days of old, attorneys were removed enough to give their
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clients this perspective. Today, some still are. But today’s legal marketplace can demand that attorneys
become just as embroiled in the case as their clients are.
What some lawyers gain in intimate knowledge, passion and advocacy effectiveness, they can lose in their
ability to remain detached and able to see the big picture. The mediator is hired to be the one who is not
in a state of conflict, and who is charged with remaining clear and mindful of the big picture, and helping
the participants remain that way, too. Some mediators call it going to the balcony. I think one needs a
larger perspective than that. A good mediator needs the ability to see the big picture of the case, the
negotiation, and the big picture of the parties’ lives and how this case impacts them, their families and
their businesses. Injecting this perspective is one way that a case can be made to look different.
The key to the mediator helping the parties avoid most negotiating impasses is for the mediator to see
them coming. This is the other reason it is critical for the mediator to have a perspective of the
negotiation that more resembles that of a helicopter at 5,000 feet. If the negotiation steps by each party
are not going to lead to a point of intersection or agreement, the mediator has to see this by the third or
fourth move and help to choreograph the negotiation to foresee the potential for impasse and avoid it well
in advance.
Mediators can only do this if they understand the science of the math in a negotiation. Each number
telegraphs a message. While the mediator should be carrying more than just a number from one caucus
room to the other, there is still much more going on in the mediator’s mind – namely calculating whether
the parties are on track to get to an agreement. The mediator must have his or her eye on the finish line
at every moment of the process. That finish line, of course, is an agreement containing all parties’
signatures. Remember, the deal is not done when there is agreement on a number. The negotiation
must include all of the settlement terms, including payment terms, confidentiality (if applicable), and
other terms that are important to the parties.
This requires the mediator to be multi-tasking. The mediator must be compassionate and a good listener,
while also rising high above the conflict to see the big picture of the negotiation strategies, and higher yet
to question whether the present conversation is going to help everyone get to the finish line. The
mediator must be calculating and extrapolating the progress of the negotiation numbers, as well as
understanding the impact of the non-economic terms that need to be discussed, when to bring those
terms into the discussion, and what impact they will have on the negotiation. The mediator must also be
mindful of each parties’ big picture – their real life and the rest of their business outside of this case, and
when to bring those perspectives into the conversation.
Knowing that this bottom line objection may occur is what occasionally prompts some experienced
mediators to keep a key case fact in their back pocket. Holding back a useful piece of information in
anticipation of such a moment can help to overcome the, “I need more information” and the, “Knowing
what I know now”, and, “The way the case looks to me right now” objections. It is an old adage that
people do not change their minds, but given new information, they are free to make a new decision. This
is another way of allowing people to save face and back down from that “final offer” statement by helping
them have a legitimate reason to move a little further.
Another negotiation impasse that can occur is one I call “Looking Sideways.”
This occurs when
participants in the negotiation are paying more attention to what another party is getting, than whether
an offer is in their own best interest. This frequently occurs when there are multiple parties on one side of
the table – either multiple plaintiffs who will divide a settlement in some fashion, or multiple defendants,
such as in construction defect and product liability claims where there can be dozens of defendants
contributing to a global settlement. In this instance, one co-defendant will stake out a position that is
completely dependent on another co-defendant’s offer. For example, one subcontractor will say, “I will
pay whatever so-and-so pays, but not a penny more.” Or one co-plaintiff will object to a global
settlement offer from the defendant(s) because it provides more money for another co-plaintiff than for
them.
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Looking sideways can also describe when a defendant becomes more concerned with the windfall to a
plaintiff, rather than whether the settlement makes sense for them. This can sometimes be remedied by
paying part of a settlement to a third party, such as a non-profit organization.
When parties are looking sideways, instead of at their own best interest, the mediator has to use an
“above the fray” perspective to help that party keep their eye on the ball and decide whether their
individual share results in a fair settlement to them, without regard for what others are doing. For
example, if a single family construction defect case is settling for a global settlement of $300,000, and one
subcontractor with mid-sized exposure is contributing $30,000 to the settlement, they can become more
focused on whether another mid-sized subcontractor is contributing $25,000 or $35,000. The mediator’s
question to them, keeping the big picture in mind, is whether they are satisfied with a contribution of ten
cents on the dollar of the global settlement. Chances are that setting the contribution in this context may
make it seem fair and make sense to them, allowing them to explain it to others, if necessary.
The Agreement.
Threat of impasse can also come about when the parties are writing the terms of the settlement
agreement. One reason to be sure to write a settlement agreement at the end of the mediation, even
over the parties’ predictable resistance after hours of difficult negotiation, is because the exercise of
writing the agreement forces the attorneys, in particular, to focus on the details of the agreement. If a
mediator has not inquired in advance about potential deal points such as confidentiality, payment terms,
release language and who will be released, then this exercise can be like a ticking time bomb. Too often,
deals blow up at the end where all parties think that they have reached agreement, only to find out that
when they are tired and wrung out, frustrated and anxious to be done, there is a problem with a deal
term.
Problems at this stage of the mediation are generally met with rock-solid positions, ultimatums, and
emotional parties ready to walk away from the pending agreement unless they get their way, or “win”, on
this newly raised term. Experienced mediators have seen parties ready to walk away from a hard fought,
yet fragile settlement over disagreement of a week or two in the time the settlement payment will be
made. Emotions run high at this stage in the process, and the mediator owes it to the parties to
anticipate this and gently raise and negotiate these deal points along the way, when the parties are still in
the middle stage of their negotiation, and there is still a willingness to give-and-take.
In short, if a mediator can anticipate common causes for impasse, such as these, the mediator can help
the parties to avoid the potential for impasse all together, and find their way directly to a successful
resolution.
Finally, if it sounds like the author has all of the answers to avoiding impasse and settling cases, the fact
is that even this mediator only settled 92% of the cases he mediated last year. And all of this learning
comes from mediating over 1,000 cases over 12 years, and making every one of these mistakes.
Learning, of course, comes from making mistakes and looking back to see, with the benefit of hindsight,
what caused it and how to avoid it the next time. Mediators learn by experience – by time in the chair at
the head of the table. And hopefully by reading articles that help them avoid such problems by knowing
in advance where to look for these bumps in the road. Hopefully, readers will remember the next time
they are staring at a situation that looks like a potential impasse, that they are simply not finished yet,
and there is more to do. This just means that it is time to dig down deeper into their toolbox and find the
right tool.

About the Author
Lee Jay Berman is a full-time mediator and trainer based in southern California. He is a Distinguished Fellow with the
International Academy of Mediators and a Diplomat with the California and National Academies of Distinguished
Neutrals. He is the founder and President of the American Institute of Mediation, offering world class training for the
complete mediator. He can be reached at 310-478-5600 or leejay@mediationtools.com. He will be the featured speaker
at the ADR Commission’s 13th Annual Advanced Mediation Techniques Workshop on Friday, October 16, 2015.
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July 21, 2015
Re: Tennessee Supreme Court Rule 31 – Pro Bono
Dear Tennessee Judge:
The Alternative Dispute Resolution Commission supports the great work of the Court’s Access to Justice Commission,
formed in April of 2009.
Our policies encourage our Rule 31 listed mediators to volunteer for pro bono service; community mediation center
committee and board participation; and related teaching.
Tennessee Supreme Court Rule 31, Section 18 (d) provides as follows:
Pro Bono Service. As a condition of continued listing, each Rule 31 Mediator must
be available to conduct three pro bono mediations per year, not to exceed 20 total
hours. At the initiation of a mediation, the court may, upon a showing by one or more
parties of an inability to pay, direct that the Rule 31 Mediator serve without pay. No
Rule 31 Mediator will be required to conduct more than three pro bono proceedings
or serve pro bono for more than 20 hours in any continuous 12-month period.
You can find the list of general civil or family Rule 31 listed mediators in your jurisdiction by visiting the AOC website
at: http://www.tncourts.gov/programs/mediation/find-mediator. You can also contact Claudia Lewis, Programs
Manager at the AOC, and she will be happy to create a current list of the Rule 31 mediators in your jurisdiction for you.
Her number is 615-741-2687, x1320, and her email address is Claudia.lewis@tncourts.gov.
As you consider the issuance of orders of reference in cases, which would warrant the consideration, please keep the
pro bono option in mind.
Thank you for your service for justice in our state.
Best wishes,

Howard H. Vogel
Chair, Tennessee Alternative Dispute Resolution Commission
HHV:sb
cc: Justice Gary R. Wade
ADR Commission Members
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IN THE TENNESSEE ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION COMMISSION
Advisory Opinion No.: 2015-0001
The Commission received three questions from a Tennessee Rule 31 listed attorney/neutral. The questions have
been modified for purposes of response within the context of Rule 31. For further guidance, the opinion of the
Board of Professional Responsibility might be sought for comment concerning the applicability of RPC Rule
2.4.
Question 1 – May another attorney in the office of an attorney/mediator accept employment by a participant in
a former mediation, conducted by the attorney/mediator?
Rule 31 speaks to the circumstances where the neutral might become involved in the matter that was the subject
of the mediation. Section 10 (c) (1) directs the neutral to refrain from participation as attorney, advisor, judge,
guardian ad litem, master, or in any other judicial or quasi-judicial capacity in the matter in which the Rule 31
ADR Proceeding was conducted.
The other members of the neutral’s firm are not addressed by Rule 31.
For further guidance, the opinion of the Board of Professional Responsibility might be sought for comment
concerning the applicability of RPC Rule 2.4.
Question 2 – Does TSC Rule 31, Appendix A, Section 6, (b)(5) prohibit the neutral from accepting
employment as a lawyer when requested by a former mediation participant?
The answer to this question is better addressed by a focus upon Section 10 (c)(1), as noted above.
Question 3 – May another member of the neutral’s firm bring an unrelated legal action against a person or
entity that was a participant in a mediation?
This is not specifically addressed by Rule 31. However, the mediation information made known to the neutral
must remain confidential. Section 10 (d) provides that Rule 31 Neutrals shall preserve and maintain the
confidentiality of all information obtained during Rule 31 ADR Proceedings and shall not divulge information
obtained by them during the course of Rule 31 ADR Proceedings without the consent of the parties, except as
otherwise may be required by law.
Date: June 30, 2015

______________________________
Tracy Shaw, Chair of the TADRC Ethics
Advisory Opinion Committee

____________________________
Linda Nettles Harris
______________________________
Virginia Story
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UPCOMING ADRC APPROVED CONTINUING MEDIATION
EDUCATION (CME) OPPORTUNITIES
September 14, 2015

Mediation: Approaches, Strategic Options and Process Tips, Knoxville, TN
For more information, email: tsharpe@knoxbar.org

September 15, 2015

The Digital Marketplace, Knoxville, TN
For more information, email: rbrown2456@aol.com

September 17, 2015

Estate Planning 2015, Knoxville, TN
For more information, email: bill.morris@ubs.com

September 24, 2015

Rule 31 Mediation, Memphis, TN
For more information, email: contact@affordablecletn.com

September 29, 2015

How to Improve Your Success in Domestic Mediation, Nashville, TN
For more information, email: judy.phillips@nashvillebar.org

October 5, 2015

The State of Mandatory Arbitration in Tennessee After Berent v. CMH Homes, Knoxville, TN
For more information, email: tsharpe@knoxbar.org

October 9, 2015

Mediation or Hobby, How to become a “Professional Mediator” in TN, Chattanooga, TN
For more information, email: tapm@tennmediators.org

October 13, 2015

Ethics and Domestic Violence in the Courts, Nashville, TN
For more information, email: sara@nashvilleconflict.org

October 16, 2015

The 13th Annual ADRC Workshop, Lipscomb University, Nashville, TN
For more information, email claudia.lewis@tncourts.gov ,call: (615) 741-2687

October 17, 2015

Beyond Models and Toolboxes: Building Excellence in Your Practice, Knoxville, TN
For more information, email: rbrown2456@aol.com

October 29-31, 2015
A World Class View of Dispute Resolution: Professional Skills Program
Pepperdine School of Law/Lipscomb University Institute for Conflict Management, Nashville, TN
For more information, visit www.law.pepperdine.edu/straus, call: (310) 506-6342
November 2, 2015

Preparing for a Successful Mediation, Knoxville, TN
For more information, email: tsharpe@knoxbar.org

November 11, 2015

Mental Health Law, Nashville, TN
For more information, email: tstarling@mhamt.org

November 19, 2015

Worst Divorces of 2015, Knoxville, TN
For more information, email: bill.morris@ubs.com

For approved internet training courses and more information on the courses above, go to:
http://www.tncourts.gov/programs/mediation/resources-mediators/continuing-mediation-education
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~ Roll Call ~

Congratulations to the following Newly Listed Rule 31 Mediators!
These mediators were approved for listing at the ADRC Quarterly
Meeting on July 28, 2015.

Mrs. Brenda W. Alexander, General Civil
Mr. Dustin L. Baker, Family
Mrs. Beverly W. Bell, Family/DV
Mrs. Julie G. Brown, General Civil
Mr. H. Eric Burnette, General Civil
Mr. Nathan D. Caldwell, General Civil
Mr. Robert V. Cornish, Jr., General Civil
Mr. Matthew Z. Daniels, General Civil
Mr. Robert L. Daumiller, General Civil
Mr. Ronald B. Deal, Jr., General Civil
Mr. Steven F. Dobson, General Civil
Mr. Todd Dockery, General Civil
Ms. Nancy A. Dunsmore, Family
Mr. Daniel L. Ellis, General Civil/Family
Mr. Timothy G. Embody, General Civil
Ms. Denee’ M. Foisy, General Civil
Ms. Lizabeth D. Foster, General Civil
Mr. Danny C. Garland, Family
Mrs. Patricia M. Greer, General Civil
Ms. Amy E. Gentle Grubb, General Civil
Ms. Bailey M. Harned, Family
Ms. Brandi L. Heiden, General Civil
Ms. Sondra E. Holder, Family
Ms. Debra G. Kennedy, General Civil
Mr. Steven E. Kramer, General Civil
Mr. George Leroe, General Civil
Mrs. Stacie L. Longmire, General Civil

Mrs. Melody S. Luhn, Family
Mr. Matthew R. Macaw, Family
Mrs. Elizabeth T. McFadden, Family
Mrs. Haley E. Medley, Family
Ms. Rebecca H. Miller, General Civil
Ms. Tara S. Moore, General Civil
Mr. William N. Ozier, General Civil
Mrs. Claudia R.F. Padfield, General Civil
Ms. Alicia M. Page, General Civil
Ms. Amy B. Pedigo, Family
Ms. Carla R. Pollard, General Civil/Family/DV
Mr. Scott A. Rhodes, General Civil
Mr. James T. Ritt, General Civil
Ms. Liza V. Rubin, General Civil/Family
Ms. Kathryn L. Sands, Family/DV
Mr. David M. Shippert, Family
Mrs. Anne W. Smith, General Civil/Family
Mr. Shawn D. Snyder, General Civil
Ms. Judith E. Soffiantino, General Civil
Ms. Steffanie M. Speck, General Civil
Mr. Andrew P. Taylor, General Civil/Family
Ms. Courtney A. Thompson, General Civil/Family
Mrs. Heather L. Thompson, Family/DV
Mr. Jimmie D. Turner, General Civil
Ms. Lisa P. Webb, General Civil/Family/DV
Ms. Kristyanna M. Wolfe, Family
Mr. Byron A. Wolfe, Family

Important ADRC Dates
October 15, 2015

ADR Commission Meeting, Holiday Inn Vanderbilt, Nashville

October 16, 2015

ADRC Mediation Workshop, Lipscomb University, Nashville

We Would Like to Hear From You!
In an effort to encourage education and communication between and for Rule 31 listed mediators, the ADRC accepts proposed
article submissions from Rule 31 listed mediators and others in the ADR News. All submissions may or may not be published and are
subject to editing according to the Program Manager’s discretion. If you are interested in submitting an article for possible
publication in the ADR News, please contact Claudia Lewis, AOC Programs Manager, at Claudia.Lewis@tncourts.gov.
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