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From Point Products to Platforms:  
The E-Discovery  
Technology Evolution

T  he evolution of e-discovery has been truly staggering 
since the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure were amended 
in 2006 to provide consistent ground rules for parties 
working with electronically stored information (ESI) in 
discovery. While the catalog of instructive e-discovery 
cases has grown substantially in recent years, courts 
have been reluctant to endorse specific methodologies 
or e-discovery technologies. Judges have shown to be 
more far more concerned with the reasonableness of 
e-discovery requests and actual results than by the spe-
cific mechanics of how those results are achieved. By and 
large, the same can be said of general counsel (GCs) and 
other high-level attorneys who are not always directly 
involved in day-to-day e-discovery responsibilities. It is 
typically the litigation support teams who are charged 
with guiding complex e-discovery projects from point A 
to point B and beyond. 

While there may be disagreement among practitioners 
as to preferred e-discovery methods and technologi-
cal approaches, few would dispute that the e-discovery 
landscape is becoming more challenging. Not only is the 
amount of corporate ESI expanding at an aggressive rate 
(60% or more per year according to some estimates), 
but it’s becoming less centralized and, in many cases, 
harder to access. Not so long ago, structured databases 

represented one of the most daunting data sources 
in e-discovery. Now systems like SharePoint, a semi-
structured data source, and Gmail, a cloud email service, 
present their own unique challenges. Additionally, the list 
of governance, risk and compliance (GRC) regulations, 
which often require the preservation and periodic pro-
duction of certain types of ESI, has grown substantially 
in recent years. Analyst firm eDisovery Solutions Group 
(eDSG) notes in recent reports that the recently passed 
healthcare act alone added more than 12,000 pages of 
new regulations. The confluence of growing data vol-
umes, ambiguous and evolving e-discovery standards, 
and an expanding web of regulations are compelling 
organizations to begin regarding e-discovery as a regular 
business process rather than an intermittent nuisance. 
This shift has also led organizations to carefully consider 
their e-discovery requirements and priorities, and to 
develop a comprehensive e-discovery strategy that takes 
into account the organization’s litigation and regulatory 
profile, existing IT environment and internal capacity for 
handling e-discovery responsibilities. Given the myriad 
categories of e-discovery technologies currently on the 
market, it is essential that organizations thoroughly scru-
tinize the available options and invest in products that 
reflect their larger e-discovery goals.  

EDISCOVERY
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Point Products vs.  
End-to-End solutions

E-Discovery is comprised of several 
distinct tasks, each with its own set 
of requirements and processes. There 
are a bevy of products on the market 
designed to take on specific steps of 
the e-discovery process, such as legal 
hold, document collection or review. 
For many years, these “point products” 
dominated the e-discovery software 
market. However, growing ESI vol-
umes and a desire to bring more of 
the e-discovery process in house to 
save money and reduce risk is driving 
many organizations to move away from 
point products toward comprehensive 
“end-to-end” systems designed to han-
dle more of the e-discovery process 
from a single platform. This evolution 
of the e-discovery market has spawned 
a debate among experts over which 
approach is most effective. Most agree 
that there are advantages and disadvan-
tages to both methodologies. 

While point products tend to have 
fairly narrow functionality, they do 
perform their specific tasks very well. 
For instance, organizations and law 
firms content on outsourcing the bulk 
of e-discovery work and only focusing 
on a specific stage, like legal hold or 
document collection, tend to be well 
served by these more focused 

tools. However, they can also breed a 
dangerous silo mentality. With no cen-
tralized visibility over the process as a 
whole, it’s harder to detect potential 
failures. The end user has to wait until 
they’ve already occurred. Moreover, 
point products often require unwieldy 
data handoffs between disparate sys-
tems as e-discovery stages advance 
because they’re generally not designed 
to integrate with other technologies. 

End-to-end systems can elimi-
nate the need for transfer-
ring data between 
point applica-
tions and 
can 

provide a centralized management 
point for e-discovery activities. 
Organizations opting for one sys-
tem rather than an assembly of point 
products tend to have a much easier 
time with software deployment and 
implementation. Fewer disparate 
applications also equates to greater 
data security since there is less expo-
sure (and fewer links in the chain) to 
data breaches. But end-to-end systems 
often fail to live up to their promises. 
Many of the products on the market 
today that are advertised as end-to-
end solutions began as point products 
themselves and only through acqui-
sition were expanded on that base. 
Former e-discovery market analyst 
Nick Patience observed that many of 
these “end-to-end” products are forced 
together in a kind of “frankenstack” 
approach, where the separate applica-
tions are not properly integrated. In 
that sense, “end-to-end” has become a 
nebulous e-discovery market term that 
fails to distinguish between inferior 

piecemeal products and systems 
that are truly integrated.  
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End-to-end systems  
can eliminate the need for  
transferring data between  
point applications and can  
provide a centralized management  
point for e-discovery activities.
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E-Discovery Platforms  
A third class of e-discovery software 

has emerged, e-discovery platforms, that 
incorporates elements of both approach-
es described above. Even though they 
may be referred to synonymously with 
end-to-end, e-discovery platforms have 
unique characteristics that differentiate 
them from the more fragmented alter-
natives. Like any true software platform, 
these systems are engines, or portals, 
atop which internal applications and 
other third-party technologies can be 
integrated. E-Discovery platforms are 
organically designed, meaning they’re 
technologically agnostic and capable of 
ingesting information from almost any 

source. Some examples of how 
platforms help to 

facilitate 

e-discovery projects include:
Workflows and hand-offs: Creating 
a pre-defined process, or workflow, 
that maps the e-discovery process 
from phase to phase reduces the 
chance of failures during hand-offs, 
such as when the repositories listed 
in a legal hold require immediate col-
lection. Since platforms are built to 
address multiple e-discovery phases, 
they tend to make hand-offs much 
more defined and consistent. In this 
instance, once the legal team decides 
that a collection is needed (perhaps 
immediately), all of the collection 
parameters can be pushed by the 
system to the collection team with-
out the need to set up a meeting or 
even a phone call. Using automated 
workflows promotes defensibility by 
eliminating the reliance on humans 

to remember and communi-
cate varying project 

details. 

Collaboration: Effective e-discovery 
operations require close collabora-
tion among a wide variety of team 
members, often across time zones and 
potentially in a multi-national context. 
When legal team leaders initiate a legal 
hold, for example, IT and legal team 
members who may be geographically 
dispersed must coordinate to establish 
search criterion to identify potential 
custodians and their respective data 
sources, as well as non-custodial data 
sources, such as SharePoint servers. 
Accounting for these various types of 
repositories often requires input from 
outside counsel and other outside 
experts. Platforms are typically very 
adept at creating and fluidly adjusting 
access rights based on team member 
roles, enabling all to view just the 
information they need to perform their 
respective duties. 
Reporting: Reporting serves a variety 
of roles in e-discovery projects, includ-
ing providing the intelligence for meet-

and-confer preparation and sup-
porting quality control 

processes. For 
the 
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former, an early case assessment (ECA) 
report might include chosen search 
terms, searched repositories, and the 
number of identified custodians and cor-
responding ESI, along with projected 
review time and costs. For the latter, 
reports may include showing custodians 
who are on which hold(s), ESI chain of 
custody and percentage of ESI reviewed. 
Platforms eliminate the need to run 
reports from each component and deliv-
er insightful reports for more efficient 
management of all e-discovery phases.  

One of the primary values of e-dis-
covery platforms is flexibility. Because of 
the open architecture by which they’re 
designed, platforms can be configured by 
organizations to meet their specific needs 
and, more importantly, adapt to their 
specific IT environments. For instance, 
many organizations have invested substan-
tial portions of their budgets into legacy 
systems to help manage data. Instead of 
forcing organizations to replace these 

systems, platforms allow them to be inte-
grated into a larger, more dynamic e-dis-
covery ecosystem. Similarly, a company 
might have a specific e-discovery chal-
lenge that requires its litigation support 
team to design a special internal applica-
tion. These applications can be built atop 
the platform and function cohesively 
with other e-discovery modules. The 
same can be said for existing e-discovery 
technology investments. An organization 
may want to continue using a particular 
point product and add more central-
ized functionality around it. Platforms 
easily facilitate this type of approach by 
integrating the point 
product directly into 
the larger e-discovery 
workflow. 

Beyond making 
e-discovery 
more manage-
able, there is 
an enduring 

economic value in platforms as well. 
Unlike point products and other closed, 
static systems, platforms can evolve. 
They offer a long shelf live as they can 
constantly be augmented with external 
technologies and other internal applica-
tions. This is especially valuable in the 
ever-changing world of e-discovery, 
where data sources are constantly 
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expanding and becoming more complex, 
potentially rendering a top-of-the-line 
collection tool obsolete in a short time. 

Another important element of software 
platforms is the near-exponential value 
they deliver over time. As more and more 
systems and processes get ingested into 
the common framework, the platform 
itself begins to represent a much greater 
business value to the organization. Take, 
for example, an iconic software platform 
like Microsoft Windows. It evolved from 
a relatively simple operating system to 
a dynamic portal, which for many users 
has come to facilitate virtually every facet 
of their computing experience. In the 
e-discovery context, platforms can have 
a similar effect by centralizing internal 
e-discovery processes and also enabling 
collaboration and communication with 
external parties, such as outside law firms 
and service providers, allowing users to 
manage the entire e-discovery lifecycle 
without ever having to leave the platform.  

Like any technology, all platforms 
are not created equal. Following are 

some good questions to consider when 
assessing the various e-discovery plat-
forms on the market:

1.How easily does the platform 
integrate with other systems?

By nature, a platform is designed 
with integration in mind. However, 
some integrations are simple, others 
less so. If a particular system requires 
extensive coding to integrate with 
other technologies it may be useful to 
look at alternative options that take a 
more plug-and-play approach.

2.Is the platform Operating  
System (OS) agnostic?

It’s essential for many organizations 
that the platform be functional within any 
operating system (e.g., Windows, Mac 
OS, Linux). Many large organizations 
rely on more than one OS. For instance, 
a particular company’s legal department 
might use Apple systems, while its IT 
department uses Windows. In this scenar-

io, users stand to 
forfeit much of 
the collaboration 
benefits of the 
platform if it’s 
only compatible 
with one OS. 

3. What are 
the platform’s  
deployment 
options?

Organizations 
today have a fair 
degree of flex-
ibility as to how 
they wish to 
deploy systems. 
Some still pre-
fer the inherent 
security of keep-
ing technologies 
behind the com-
pany firewall, 
while others have 
embraced the 
benefits of cloud 
storage. Still 

others prefer the flexibility of being able 
to move from one deployment method 
to the other based on changing require-
ments. The preferred deployment option 
will have direct influence over which plat-
form is the best fit for the organization.  

4.How does the platform  
account for data security?

Data security should be and is a major 
concern when it comes to investing in a 
platform product. One of the drawbacks 
to having an open system is that it can 
be easily accessed by outside entities 
if proper security safeguards aren’t in 
place. Beyond inquiring on the specific 
security measures, it’s also advisable to 
address how those measures were tested. 

Conclusion
Like any complex process, e-discovery 

will never be a one-size-fits-all undertak-
ing. What is becoming a generally accepted 
reality among practitioners is that e-dis-
covery is becoming increasingly complex 
and reliant on technology. It is also widely 
accepted that the rules and case law sur-
rounding e-discovery aren’t particularly 
prescriptive in terms of endorsing one 
technology or technological approach over 
another. While technology enables compa-
nies to automate many complex e-discov-
ery processes, it can also compound risks, 
especially when multiple technologies are 
deployed and data is being continuously 
transferred between disparate systems. 
For this reason, a growing number of 
experts agree that technology platforms 
may represent the future of the e-discovery 
software market for their ability to support 
the management of e-discovery proactively 
as a regular business process.  
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