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property.marital Ed-interests became
deemingthat in theargueswards Edcoat

andproperty,marital she herinterests
family being penalized choosingforare

corporate structure over another.one

Nardini, explicitlyIn we stated that
therefore,and,cash are incomedividends

Nardini, 414property.marital N.W.2d at
Consequently, acquired194. assets with

propertythat marital are also marital
familyproperty. Though the Edwards

may regret corporatethe itstructure
family maychose and while the not have

allfully consequencesconsidered the of
structure,that the district court relied on

findinglaw in that thewell-established
Edco to were mari-distributions Edwards

income,tal maritalthe income was used to
interest,acquire ownershipEdcoat and

is, therefore,that Edcoat interest marital
property. Accordingly, affirm thewe low-
er courts’ determinations that Edwards’
Edcoat are marital property.interests

Affirmed.

BLATZ, C.J., parttook no in the
consideration or decision of this case.
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OPINION

GILBERT, Justice.

Appellant Langeslag broughtSharon
againstthis action former employer,her

Inc.,KYMN Wayne Eddy,and the princi-
ofpal Eddyowner KYMN.1 anbrought

intentional emotionalinfliction of distress
against Langeslag.counterclaim aAfter

trial,jury movedLangeslag to dismiss
counterclaim.Eddy’s The district court

herdenied motion and submitted the issue
jury.the juryto The found that Langes-

lag intentionally inflicted dis-emotional
upon andEddytress awarded him

$535,000. Langeslag judg-then moved for
(JNOV),thenotwithstandingment verdict

a trialnew and remittitur. The de-court
nied her motions. The court of appeals
affirmed. We reverse.

KYMN is an AM inradio station located
Northfield, Minnesota and is principally

by 1996,Wayne Eddy.owned In August
Eddy Langeslaghired Sharon for an out-

position. Eddyside and Langeslagsales
had a combative volatile relationshipand

Theyfrom the beginning. both admitted
that communication fre-between them
quently resulted in argumentsheated and
shouting Langeslagmatches. also fre-
quently to sue Eddythreatened and

difficultyKYMN and workinghad amica-
bly other employees.with KYMN

Beens, Riensche,Richard A. Eric John
The incident gavethat rise toLarson, Langes-Marcott, Felhaber,Ruth S. Fenlon

lag’s whistleblower claim inoccurred Janu-Vogt, P.A., MN,& Minneapolis, Appel-for
ary 1998. Eddy was involved in an inci-lant.
dent in lotparkingKYMN’s that led histoSiefferman, Parker,Floyd E. Boris Sali-

Langeslagarrest. a partwitnessed of theSaliterman, P.C.,terman <& for Minne-
incident, gaveand asubsequently state-MN,apolis, Respondents.for

to police. Felonyment the charges were
againstbrought Eddy and Langeslag testi-

against Eddyfied at his incriminal trial

Langeslag's complaint1. part by Langeslagalso claims part byincluded dismissed in and in
against employees,two KYMN werewhich the district court.
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nation, Eddyanddefamation slander.Eddy was con-Ultimately,1999.August
counterclaimed, intentional inflic-Eddy allegingmisdemeanor. tes-a pettyvicted of

distress, defamation,Langes-aware that tion of emotional andwas nottified that he
policeto until contractualhis conduct intentional interference with areportedlag

28, 1999, EddyFebruary relationship.1999. On October
citing inabilityherLangeslag,terminated1998, Langes-concerns aboutAprilIn

other staff members andto work withem-well with otherability to worklag’s
job performance.deficientoverall attitude”“generalherployees and

meet-at KYMN’s boardwere addressed summarythen moved forRespondents
6,minutes of the JuneThe boarding. all claims.judgment Langeslag’son of

following:meeting state the1998 granted summary judg-district courtThe
conflictsLangeslag: ContinuedSharon Langeslag’son claim of retaliationment

especially [Eddy].employees,otherwith complaint,a but denied sum-servingfor
insubordinate; Will notandThreatening Lan-mary on the other claims.judgment

earned; to em-Reiteratetake vacation defamation and slan-geslag withdrew her
problemsall withto documentployees The court bifurcatedder claims. district

Langslag [sic]. Langeslag’strial: whistle-blower andthe
havingceased week-testified that heEddy litigatedMHRA claims would be before

Langeslag’s be-meetings becausely remainingsales the claims wouldjudgethe and
Indisruptive.meetingsat the was juryhavior a trial wasjury.be tried before The

1998, Eddy Lan-again gavein1997 and Eddy’sAt the conclusion ofheld first.
from herto workgeslag opportunitythe moved to dis-jury, Langeslagcase to the
necessaryprovideto thehome and offered Eddy’s infliction of emo-miss intentional
Langeslagsupplies.andequipmentoffice distress, con-interference with ational

However, Januaryinthe offer.refused tract, Theand defamation counterclaims.2
tensions,1999, escalating Langeslagdue to Langeslag’scourt denied motiondistrict

working from home.began to thefollowingsubmitted the issuesand
breach of contractjury: Langeslag’sagainstthis actionLangeslag brought

claim; defamation, intentionalEddy’sandEddy 1999. al-KYMN and in June She
relationshipinterference with a contractualcontract, ofof violationleged breach

infliction of emotional dis-and intentional(Minn.whistle-blower statuteMinnesota’s
returned ajuryThetress counterclaims.3harassment,(2002)),§ sexualStat. 181.932

infinding favor ofverdict formspecialabetting in viola-aidingand andreprisal,
jurytheEddy Specifically,on all issues.RightsHuman Acttion of the Minnesota

its em-KYMN did not1(2), found that breach(MHRA) (Minn.Stat. 363.03,§ subd.
Lan-Langeslag,withployment contract(2002)), payfailure to6 and subd. 7subd.

KYMNEddygeslag did defameassault, interference and/orwages, intentional
Radio, intentionally inter-didLangeslagcontract, aservingforwith retaliation

contractual relation-fere with KYMN’sequalMinnesota’scomplaint, violation of
in-intentionallydid(Minn.Stat. Langeslagandship,§ 181 .66—181.71pay act

Eddy. Theuponflict emotional distress(2002)), retaliatory termi-wrongful and

hercourt dismissedThe districtappeals refer act claim.parties2. Both and the court of
a motion for directed verdict. ato this as with contractassault and interference

claims.Langeslag her common law3. withdrew
equal paywrongful hertermination claim and



864

$535,000jury Eddy damagesin byawarded motion for a bydirected verdict or
Weisbrod,forinfliction of motion v.[JNOV].”for intentional emotional dis- Dean

37, 41, 739,300 Minn.then a 217 N.W.2d 742Langeslagtress.4 filed motion
(1974). InJNOV, considering grantwhether to aseeking the alternative relief of a

JNOV,formotion the courttrial, district viewsEddy’snew remittitur onor three
incounterclaims, lightthe evidence the most favorable towhich the court denied.

nonmoving partythe and considersNext, districtthe court conducted a
“whether the manifestly againstverdict isLangeslag’sbench trial on whistle-blower
the entire evidence or despitewhether theand MHRA Theclaims. court found that
jury’s findings moving partyof fact the isEddy violate thedid not whistle-blower

to judgmententitled matteras a of law.”appealedstatute the MHRA. Langeslagor
Sch.,Navarre v. S. Washington Countyappeals challengingto the court of the

(Minn.2002).9,652 N.W.2d 21 The deci-district court’s denial of her motions re-
grantsion to JNOV is a matter of law.counterclaims,garding Eddy’s the district

Therefore, we review de novo the districtthat Eddycourt’s conclusion not vio­did
denial Langeslag’scourt’s of motion forlate the MHRA or the stat­whistle-blower
WeJNOV. must affirm the district courtute, evidentiary Theand two issues. court

if, considering“in the inevidence the rec-of appeals affirmed the district on allcourt
in the lightord favorablemost to theKYMN,Langeslagcounts. v. C7-02-­No.

prevailing party, any competent‘there is(Minn.­635, 31370476,2002 atWL *8-*9
reasonably tendingevidence to sustain the2002).Oct.22,App. Eddy’s in­Addressing ” (citation omitted).verdict.’ Id.inflictiontentional of emotional distress

recognizedfirst independentWe the tortconcluded,the courtcounterclaim “there is
of intentional infliction emotionalof dis­support jury’s findingto theevidence that

intress Hubbard v. United Press Interna­appellant intentionally emotionalinflicted
tional, Inc., (Minn.1983).330 428N.W.2drespondent Eddy.”distress on Id. at *2.
Intentional infliction of emotional distress

review,Langeslag petitioned allegingfor of fourconsists distinct elements:
appealsthat the court of inerred conclud- (1) the conduct must be extreme and

ing properlythat the district court submit- (2)outrageous; the conduct must be
ted Eddy’s jury,counterclaims to andthe (3)reckless;intentional or it must cause

affirmingerred in the district court’s find- (4)distress;emotional and the distress
ing that did notEddy violate the MHRA bemust severe.
and grantedstatute.whistle-blower We

438-39; (Sec-Id. at see also Restatementreview on thesolely issue of thewhether
ond) 46(1) (1965).§of Torts haveWein submitting Eddy’sdistrict court erred
cautioned that intentional infliction of emo-counterclaim for intentional infliction of
tional distress is “sharply limited to casesjury.emotional to thedistress
involving particularly egregious facts” and

To thedetermine whether dis­ “highthat a proof’threshold standard of
in Eddy’strict court erred in­submitting requiredis to submit claim a jury.the to

Hubbard,tentional ofinfliction emotional distress 330 at InN.W.2d 439. examin-
jury,counterclaim the record,to “the same rule is ing Eddythe we doubt that met

applicable questionwhether the be productionraised his burden of for any of the

jury Eddy/KYMN4. The also awarded the intentional ofinterference contractual re-
$100,000 damagesin for the defamation lationship claim.
claim, $75,000 damagestoand KYMNin for
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ReportsHowever, in 1. False Policeasthis tort.elements of
Hubbard, ele-need consider eachwe not 1999,In January Langeslag report­

the lack of evi-we concludement because policethe that wasEddy “scalping”ed to
outrageousand conductof extremedence Vikings LangeslagMinnesota tickets. tes­

of a causal connection be-the lackand inVikingsthat soldtified KYMN tickets
Eddy’s emotionalthe conduct andtween of toexcess their value and “elaim[ed]”

dispositive.distress charity.5the proceedsdonate to While
Eddy auctioningto tick­VikingsadmittedOutrageous ConductExtreme and

over the for in ofpriceets radio a excess
arguesfirst that sheLangeslag value, hetheir face maintained that the

outrageousin andengagenot extremedid pur­used for charitableproceeds were
by in Hub­as defined this courtconduct poses. auctioningKYMN had been items

is and outra­bard. Conduct “extreme charity Langeslagfor over 25 years.for
itit is “so atrocious thatgeous” when the for auctions and waskept books these

decencythe of and ispasses boundaries that went to charities.proceedsaware the
to the civilized commu­utterly intolerable investigation, policea the tookAfter brief

Hubbard, (quot­330 atnity.” N.W.2d 439 no further action.
Un­Haagenson v. National Farmersing

placeThe second incident took on Janu-Co.,Casualty 277Property andion
20, Eddyary Langes-1999 met withwhen(Minn.1979)).648, n. 3 Liabil­652N.W.2d

whyin his office to she hadlag ascertaininfliction ofity for intentional emotional
partieshim Bothreported scalping.for“insults, indig­tonot extenddistress does

ensuing Eddythe conversation. sattapedthreats,nities, annoyances, petty oppres­
his sat acrossLangeslagbehind desk.sions, trivialities.” Restatementor other

him. office wasfrom The door located(1965).(Second) § cmt. d Toof Torts 46
it closeddirectly Langeslag;behind wasoutrageous, theas andqualify extreme

During the conversationbut unlocked.averagean ofconduct must lead member
ofLangeslag that she was afraiddeclaredtocommunity “Outrageous!”the exclaim

times that sheEddy and stated severalId.
neverEddyto leave the office.wanted

appealsof relied on the fol-The court not toLangeslagthat was freeindicated
lowing to conclude that the evi-conduct leave; stay.requesthe did that shebut

thatjury’s findingthesupporteddence policethe “ILangeslag called 911 and told
conduct was extreme and out-Langeslag’s

Radioan to the at KYMNneed officer out
(1) Langeslagtworageous: On occasions * * *please.as possible,soon asstation

policereportsmade false to the about
employer, who’smyI want to leave and

(2)Eddy; Langeslag repeatedly threat-
let that. Yes. IWayne Eddy, won’t me do

(3)action;Eddy legal and Lan-ened with
to leave.”want

Eddy in loudgeslag frequently engaged
Eddy did notLangeslag admitted thatworkplace arguments. Langeslag argues

leaving hispreventnot her fromphysicallyas a matter of law this conduct isthat
Nevertheless, “Ishe testified thatoutrageous conduct. We office.extreme and

hurt,be Iwas that I wouldreally afraidagree.

concluded, police recordsLangeslag initiating the the district courtdenies contact with as5.
police report alleged scalpingtheto ticket Langeslag police tocontactedindicate that
claiming ap-policeinstead that a officer report alleged scalping.the ticket

However,proached her about the situation.
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[Eddy] going outrageousdidn’t what was to do treme and whenknow conduct he
** *kept talkingas I andlong falselyand as toreported policethe that the

leave, a getI felt I chance toasking intoxicated);to had plaintiff drivingwas while
anything happen-out of without worse 205,this Sebunya,Holland v. 759 A.2d 212

theing.” Shortly calling police,after Lan- (Me.2000) (stating calling policethat the
Eddy’s office and thegeslag left KYMN having plaintiff physicallyand the removed

building policethe arrived. Thebefore meetingfrom a does not constitute ex-
call,to the andpolice responded 911 lis- behavior,outrageoustreme and even if the

conversation,tape of the buttened to the warranted).removal notwas
wastook no further action. It after this

however,Eddy, argues filingthat falseLangeslag working ex-beganincident that
police is anreports analogous “attempttoclusively from home.

money by arrest,”to extort a ofthreat
argues that neither ofLangeslag these which theis conduct Restatement classifies

police rise to the level of extremereports
as outrageous.extreme and See Restate-

and outrageous theyconduct because were (Second) (1965).§ment of cmt. eTorts 46
not appealsfalse. The court of concluded

We disagree; Eddy miseharacterizes the
scalpingthat knew that theLangeslag al-

e, policeRestatement. Under comment a
legations that Eddywere baseless6 and

attempt moneyofficer’s to extort from a
prevent Langeslag leavingdid not from his

person by threatening arrest is extremeAlthough appealsoffice. the court of
outrageousand conduct policebecause thethereby Langes-that ofdetermined both

positionofficer authorityis in a of over thefalse,lag’s reports were we needpolice not
person. Id. Comment e describes a situa-policeLangeslag’sdetermine whether re-

outrageoustion where extreme and con-ports in our analysis.were false
duct arises the is in a posi-because actor

outrageousExtreme and conduct authority.tion of Id. The facts of this case
is that is “utterlyconduct intolerable to are distinguishable. Eddy, the party

Hubbard,the community.”civilized 330 distress,claiming emotional as Langeslag’s
(citation omitted).439 pre­N.W.2d at To employer in positionwas a of authority

vent speculativefictitious and claims we over Langeslag. Langeslag had no au-
limit involving particu­this tort “to cases thority Eddy. Moreover,poweror over
larly facts.”egregious LangeslagId. re­ there supporting allega-is no evidence the
ported police Eddy scalp­to the that was policethat reportstions the were made in

tickets,ing Eddythatand would not allow Thus,an to extortattempt money. Eddy
her Even assumingto leave his office. satisfyfailed the “highto threshold stan-
these were falsereports Langeslagand proof’ jurydard of for a determination of

it,knew conduct not tothis does rise the Hubbard,his tort claim. 330 atN.W.2d
outrage “utterlylevel of that is intolerable Consequently,439. the district court

community.”to the civilized Id. con­Our submittingerred in jury.this claim to the
byclusion inis buttressed decisions other

jurisdictions reaching similar conclusions.
Legal2. toThreats Take Action

106,Fuller Local No.v. Union 567
(Iowa 1997)419, (concluding EddyN.W.2d 423 testified inbeginningthat

1996, hired,that in theengagethe defendant did not ex- fall of when Langeslag was

-609.805,§6. price greater charged placeMinnesota Statutes subd. 2 a than atthat the
(2002), printedprovides intentionallythat of or ticket” guiltywhoever admission on the is

to an of a"[s]ells or offers to sell a ticket event at misdemeanor.
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KYMN, Actionshe fre- frivolous lawsuit: taken to informher tenure atthrough
EddyHehim. stated that she so notthreatened to sue intended to do doesquently

about outrageousmade these threats extreme andLangeslag constitutethat behav-
things.”“insignificantand ior.7 The court in“anything” district erred submit-
threats, jury.how he handled these tingasked this claim theWhen to

attempted to avoidEddy replied that he
Langeslag Workplace Argumentsthat causedoing anything could 3.

Eddylawsuit. also testifiedto initiate a EddyBoth andLangeslag admit
him froma lawsuit preventedthat fear of that they frequentlywere involved in loud

Langes-Langeslag. Althoughterminating arguments. Eddy testified thatworkplace
lawsuits,Eddythreatening withlag denied Langeslag often andvulgarity yelledused

Langeslag wouldEddy’s apprehension that they disagreed. Langeslagwhen admitted
against him not un-bring a waslawsuit Eddycallingto an “asshole.” When asked

ultimately the law-broughtas shefounded if she called this thanEddy name more
employeeshere. KYMNinvolved tes-suit replied, “I sureonce she did.”

Langeslag Eddystated thattified that
Testimony KYMN employ-from severaldestroyed her law-financially bybewould

ees ini-Langeslag commonlyconfirms thatmanipulatehowand that she knew tosuit
workplace arguments Eddy.tiated withsystem.the court

employee “[Langeslag]One testified thatlightin theviewingEven the evidence
[Eddy] everyjustcalled about unkindEddy, Langeslag’sto fre-most favorable

name I could think of. Some of the morebringto a lawsuit do notquent threats
ones, asshole, bitch,common son of a bas-con-outrageousextreme andqualify as

tard, invery frequently Hepresence.”hisconduct was un-Langeslag’sWhileduct.
relationshipcharacterized the betweenconventional, and haveannoying may been

Eddy toLangeslagand from 1997 1998 asharass, bringthreatening to aintended to
stormy, very also“[v]ery combative.” Hein of not atrociouslawsuit and itself is “so

Langeslagit whoprimarilystated that wasdecency.”passesit the boundaries ofthat
arguments.the Another KYMNinitiated(citationHubbard, N.W.2d at 439 omit­330

argumentsthatemployee testified theted). fact, bringIn an torightindividual’s
say-[Eddy]outtypically“would start withprotecteda nonfrivolous lawsuit is under

ing something asking questiona oforConst,the Minnesota Constitution. Minn.
and, itan account then[Langeslag] aboutL, (“Every§ is apersonart. 8. entitled to

turnimmediately very quicklyorwouldremedy injuriesin laws for allcertain the
shoutingvery aggressiveinto a loud andtowrongs maywhich he receive hisor

all[Eddy]match her and and inbetweencharacter,or toperson, property and ob­
onlyhim it. Icases I never saw initiatejustice freely purchase,withouttain and

[Langeslag] initiate it.”sawdenial,completely promptlyand without
in-Langeslagthatdelay, Eddyto the also testifiedand without conformable

laws.”). effect,is, space during their fre-asking personalin this vaded hisEddy
Aagainst quent employeeconfrontations. KYMNto a of actioncourt create cause

aggressivelitigation. Langeslagthat wasbringthreaten to testifiedthose who
However, “[m]any sheconstitutionally Eddy:a with times wouldLangeslag had

very, verypeacefully charge space geta non- into his andprotected right bringto

.03;e.g., 11 Minn.Lawyers litigants bybound Minn. R. Civ. P. 11.02. and7. and are still
See,prevent litigation. R. Prof. Conduct 3.1.rules that frivolous
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just right up necessaryclose to him and look into his to establish extreme and outra-
each geousface within inches of other and shout conduct. Those cases were decided

Thus,employee uniqueat him.” Another testified that under their facts. we must
whether,“[Langeslag] gowould toe to toe. determine particularShe under these

facts,[Eddy’s]step up yell Langeslag’swould to face and at conduct highmeets the
him.” proof necessarythreshold of to sustain an

intentional ofinfliction emotional distressLangeslag argues that her conduct was
claim.nothing everydaymore than occurs in an

workplace whichargument, During 3-yearwe have found a period, Langeslag fre-
inoutrageous quentlynot to be extreme and Hub­ Eddy, vulgarshouted at used lan-

in Washington County,bard and Leaon v. guage personaland invaded his space.
(Minn.1986). Hubbard, bizarre,397 N.W.2d 867 In unprofessional,This conduct is

employment disciplinewe concluded that everydayand more than an workplace ar-
consisting However,of verbal and written criticism gument. this conduct does not

employee’s job performance,of an em­the satisfy high proofthe threshold of re-
ployer requesting employee’s resigna-the quired under Hubbard for an intentional
tion, employer’sand the statement that the infliction of emotional distress claim.
employee out” of an assign-“chickenfed] Even cumulatively,when considered Lan-
ment did not constitute extreme or outra- geslag’s conduct does not constitute ex-

Hubbard,geous behavior. 330 atN.W.2d outrageoustreme and “utterlyconduct in-
433, Hubbard,Accordingly,439. under an Hubbard,in society.”tolerable a civilized
employer’s employee’s jobcriticism of an (citation omitted).330 N.W.2d at 440 Fur-

harass,ifperformance, even intended to thermore, as the employer, Eddy is in the
notdoes constitute extreme and outra- position power authorityof and over Lan-

geous behavior. geslag. Eddy could have terminated Lan-
time,geslag’s employment anyat andLeaon,In deputya sheriff aattended

anthereby put Langeslag’send to offen-stag party bythrown his co-workers.
sive prevented mitigatedconduct and orLeaon, party,397 N.W.2d at 869. At the
his yearsemotional distress. For over 3place deputyevents took that the sheriff
Eddy acquiesced Langeslag’sto behavior.felt were himinappropriate and caused
We conclude that under these facts thedistress. He reported stag partythe to
district court submitting Eddy’serred inauthorities at work and demanded the
workplace argument juryclaim to the andpeoplenames of the involved. Id. The
permitting the jury Langes-to find thatdeputy sheriff subsequentlywas involved
lag’s behavior was extreme and outra-in a “verbal altercation” with two of his co-
geous.The deputyworkers. sheriff maintained

that the co-workers threatened him with Severe Emotional Distress
physical Id.violence. He also thatclaimed Furthermore, we conclude that

supervisorhis him “[y]outold are never Eddy has provefailed to he suffered se­
to work ingoing again.”law enforcement vere emotional distress as a result of Lan-­

held,Id. We a matter“[a]s of law” these geslag’s conduct. as the plaintiffJust
workplace events do qualifynot as ex- must a high proofmeet threshold of in

outrageous.treme and Id. at 873. conduct,proving the extreme nature of the
Hubbard and Leaon do not stand plaintiff highfor the the must also meet a thresh­

principle workplacethat arguments can old of proof regarding severitythe of the
Hubbard,never meet the high proofthreshold of mental distress. 330 N.W.2d at



869

experieneing “unusuallya “work-related”the Restatement’sadoptedhave439. We
stressful A medical record dat-of severe emotional distress: situation.”definition

25,only Eddywhere the dis- ed March 1998 states that waslaw intervenes“The
no “[h]igh. recently dailyis so severe that reason- under in hisinflicted stresstress

record,endure it.”expected dermatologycould be to activities.”able man A medical
Hubbard, 16, that,439. Re-(quoting provides330 at “InAprilN.W.2d dated 1998 the

(Second) § jTorts 46 cmt.of past [Eddy]statement month has had a severe flare
(1965)). anproperlyTo submit intentional alsoitchingof his rash.” The record

distress claim to the states,infliction of emotional says“He he is under a lot of stress
distress must be athe emotionaljury, may playingand if stress be awonders

outrageous con-of the extreme andresult in rash.”itchingrole this .
(Second) §of Torts 46duct. Restatement

Eddy’s rec-We conclude that medical(1965).jcmt.
ords fail that con-Langeslag’sto establish

duringintroduced tri-onlyThe evidence induct caused severe emotional distress
Eddy’s claim that he suf-supportingal fact,Eddy. In thethese records are from

as aemotional distress resultfered severe 1998, Eddy’sof timespring shortlya after
Eddy’swas testi-Langeslag’sof conduct symp-inarrest a criminal matter. These

fromhis recordsmony and medical 1998.8 bytoms could have been caused events
Eddy’sevidence of emotionalprimaryThe justcriminal assurrounding the matter

testimonyhis that hewas owndistress as In addi-easily by Langeslag’s conduct.
physicalfrom side effectsseveralsuffered tion, Eddy’s symptoms could not have

relationship Langes-of his withas a result reportsbeen a the two policeresult of
began experienceHe to “incessantlag. did make the re-Langeslagbecause not

thein his stomach and for first timepain” ports Finally,until 1999. the medical rec-
taking to thebegan antacids rehevehe eczema,Eddy’s diabetesords reflect that

that hisEddy also testified relation-pain. impotence preexistingand were conditions
triggered alpecial ar-ship Langeslagwith establishing thatand there is no evidence

eata, his hair falla condition that caused to specifi-preexistingthese conditions were
pounds30 to 40clumps. Eddyout in lost cally aggravated by conduct.Langeslag’s

and1997 2001. The stress causedbetween jury should not have beenAccordingly, the
Langeslaghis with alsoby relationship the causedpermitted to find that conduct

his and Fi-aggravated eczema diabetes. Eddy’s distress.emotional
experiencinghe testified that he wasnally,

Eddy’s physician prescribedimpotence. allegationsEddy’s claim involves
pillsanti-depressant sleepingand toan complexof issues and issues ofmedical

atsleep night.himhelp causation, from sources.possibly multiple
situation, thetestimonyto the In such a fromparties stipulatedThe admission

makingin the claim and inconclu­The evidence individualEddy’sof medical records.
are tomedical records not sufficientconnecting Langes-medical records sivethe

theestablish a causal connection betweenEddy’s physical symptomsconduct tolag’s
stress, however, SeeIn conduct and emotional distress.negligible.of is March the

Hubbard,1998, (holdingat thatEddy a “Current 330 N.W.2d 440completed Visit
rash,pressure, skinindicating depression, highform that he was bloodInformation”

timelythe witness list in aEddy included doctors on his witness elude them on-8. two
list, discoveryrequired by thedid manner court'sbut the district court not allow the as

testify Eddyto did not in- deadline.doctors because
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and did notstomach disorders constitute
severe emotional distress when medical ev-

injuriesof plaintiffsidence the was miss-
ing despitefrom the record and that the

testimony,plaintiffs he never missed
work, or a of prob-saw doctor because his
lems). The ofappropriate provingmethod

severitythe causationand of emotional
through testimony.9is medical Indistress

addition, general allegationsother than of
pain Eddy tosuffering,and failed submit

inany probative supportevidence of an
$535,000 in damagesaward of for inten-

tional infliction of emotional distress. The
anyrecord lacks evidence of economic

such ordamages past wages,as future lost
income, expenses, anylost medical or simi-
damagelar Forelement. the above rea-

sons, hold that the district courtwe erred
in submitting Eddy’s intentional infliction
of emotional distress counterclaim to the
jury.

and theReversed remanded to district
entry judgmentcourt for of in accordance
opinion.with this
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Navarre,holding9. does not statutory right.Our here overrule our re- of aviolation 652
Navarre,holdingcent wein where addressed N.W.2d 29.at

damages resultingemotional distress from a


