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DIFFERENTIATED CASE MANAGEMENT IN THE U. S. DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

SECOND YEAR ASSESSMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1990, Congress enacted the Civil Justice Reform Act (Act) to encourage use of
techniques to reduce cost and delay in the federal courts. The United States District Court
for the Western District of Michigan was selected to serve as a demonstration district for
differentiated case management (DCM). The Western District, through a Civil Justice
Advisory Group, developed a comprehensive DCM program that incorporated fundamental
elements of effective caseflow management. This report presents an assessment of the
program from the perspective of two years’ experience with differentiated case management.

The first year of operation saw successful implementation of DCM with minimal
disruption to ongoing activities. Close program monitoring by the Advisory Group and the
court’s DCM Implementation Committee and Task Force served as a basis for procedural
refinements; modifications to certain rules and time limits were adopted to enhance court
supervision of case progress. Interviews with judges, magistrate judges, court staff and
Advisory Group attorneys as well as responses to a bar survey distributed as part of this
second-year assessment showed the major accomplishments during the first year of
differentiated case management were:

L development of a common courtwide consensus on, and commitment to
differentiated case management;

° enhancement of the Rule 16 Conference as a viable and meaningful early case
intervention point; and

° standardization of court forms, orders and case management practices.

Among the significant accomplishments evident at the close of the second year of
differentiated case management:

. a high level of satisfaction with the differentiated case management system on
the part of the bar;

. an increase in both civil and criminal case terminations;

. a reduction of the number and age of pending civil cases and the number of

pending criminal cases; and
] disposition of 80% of motions within 60 days of the last brief.



During this second year of the DCM demonstration project, there were notable
organizational and operational enhancements to facilitate effective case management and
achievement of the goals of DCM:

. creation and enhancement of extensive case management information and
statistical reports;
° systemic support and coordination of case management and procedures.

This Second-Year Assessment Report describes the achievements of the past two
years in some detail. Much of the success which has only become evident after two years
of DCM operation is attributable to the groundwork laid prior to and during the first year.
Broad involvement of judges, magistrate judges, court staff and Advisory Group in planning
and implementation; attention to detail throughout the enactment of the program; and
willingness to adjust the system as the need became evident have been particularly salutary.
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L BACKGROUND

In 1990, Congress enacted the Civil Justice Reform Act, 28 USC § 471 et seq., to
encourage district court use of procedures and practices to reduce cost and delay in federal
civil litigation. The United States District Court for the Western District of Michigan was
selected to serve as a demonstration district to experiment with systems of differentiated
case management that provide specifically for the assignment of cases to appropriate
processing tracks that operate under distinct and explicit rules, procedures, and time-frames
for the completion of discovery and for trial.

Pursuant to the Act, the Western District appointed a Civil Justice Advisory Group
(Advisory Group) to evaluate the current condition of the court’s docket and prepare
recommendations for improving civil case management. The Advisory Group made eighteen
recommendations to improve case processing, minimize delay and control litigation cost,
including a plan for differentiated case management. They were submitted to the court in
the Report of the Civil Justice Advisory Group dated November 22, 1991. The
recommendations ranged from creation of a fifth permanent judgeship to development of
a plan to determine when and how personal appearances effectively could be eliminated
through video or telephonic conferences and hearings. This assessment deals with the
recommendations concerning differentiated case management (DCM). Specifically, the
Advisory Group recommended, at page 129 of the report:

"A plan of differentiated case management should be implemented by the
court in accordance with the requirements of the Civil Justice Reform Act of
1990...As the court gains experience with its plan, and as empirical data are
gathered to evaluate the effectiveness of various cases management
techniques, the Advisory Group may recommend revisions of the plan,
including modifications of the local court rules."

Development of the court’s DCM Plan began with court-wide review of the Advisory
Group’s comprehensive analysis of the current condition of the docket. Among other
findings, the docket review revealed a median time to disposition for all civil cases of about
seven months; terminations between 1980 and 1990 had increased 135% despite a 70%
increase in filings; and only four percent of the pending civil caseload was over three years
old. These figures suggested that modifications to the civil case management system should
focus on simplifying the litigation process, controlling discovery and reducing cost. It was
felt that case differentiation would enhance the litigation process by assuring that each case
is accorded the time reasonably required for a just disposition, leading to lowered cost for
both the court and litigants.

After considering DCM specifications set forth in the Act and the recommendations
of the Advisory Group, and after studying the limited number of DCM systems implemented
in state courts, the court adopted a plan for differentiated management of civil cases. While
the Western District’s Plan incorporates key elements of case differentiation, it is unique in
at least three respects. First, it rejects the widely used three-track system in favor of finer



distinctions with respect to case complexity, more appropriate to the caseload in the
Western District. The court’s six management tracks reflect the view that a meaningful
breakdown based on complexity requires a wider range of management options. Second,
the Plan incorporates guidelines on the amount of discovery allowed on each track. Finally,
forms and orders have been standardized so that administrative aspects of the DCM system
operate upiformly among the chambers, reducing the workload of court staff and minimizing
copnfusion for attorneys. A list of the standardized forms and orders appears as Appendix
I to this report.

Management of cases under the Plan commenced on September 1, 1992. August 31,
1994, marked the end of the second full year of operation of the DCM system. This report
has been prepared pursuant to the provision of the Act, which requires each district court
to conduct an annual assessment after developing or selecting a civil justice expense and
delay reduction plan. It describes the key features of the court’s system, reports the
experience with DCM during the past two years, and assesses the condition of the court’s
civil and criminal dockets. In addition to satisfying the reporting requirement, this
assessment should prove useful to other courts now contemplating implementation of a
DCM system. :

IL. DIFFERENTIATED CASE MANAGEMENT IN THE WESTERN
DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

Based on the recommendations of the Civil Justice Advisory Group, the Western
District developed a seven-track system. Six tracks provide the range of management
options necessary to accommodate the district’s diverse caseload while a seventh Non-DCM
track, to which filings are assigned randomly, is intended to provide a tool for comparing
the results of minimal management to the results of the six managed tracks. The
management tracks, including their discovery guidelines and disposition goals, are described
here.

¢ Track I. Voluntary Expedited

The voluntary expedited track provides a case management option for lawyers and
litigants seeking the most expeditious disposition of their case. Cases electing this track
generally involve few parties, few disputed legal or factual issues and small monetary
amounts. Assignment to this track involves waiver of the right to trial by an Article III
judge should the case reach trial. Voluntary exchange of discovery is encouraged. Discovery
must be completed within 90 days from the date of the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference and
is limited to two fact witness depositions and 15 single-part interrogatories per party without
prior approval of the court. The use of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) on this track
is unlikely given the short disposition time-frame of nine months from the filing date. Three
percent of non-Administrative Track cases have been placed on the Voluntary Expedited
Track.



L J Track II: Expedited

Cases assigned to this track generally involve few parties and few disputed factual and
legal issues. This track differs from the voluntary expedited track in several respects. The
litigants are not required to consent to trial by a magistrate judge on this track. Discovery
must be completed within 120 days from the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference, and is limited
to four fact witness depositions and 20 single-part interrogatories per party without prior
approval of the court. Further, ADR is used selectively. Finally, case disposition is
expected within nine to twelve months after filing. Twenty-four percent of non-
Administrative Track cases have been placed on this track.

¢+ Track III: Standard

Cases assigned to this track ordinarily involve multiple parties, third party claims,
multi-count complaints or a number of disputed factual and legal issues. Discovery must be
completed within 180 days from the date of the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference, and no
more than eight fact witness dispositions and 30 single-part interrogatories per party will be
permitted without prior approval of the court. ADR will almost always be used in these
cases. Disposition is expected within twelve to fifteen months after filing. Forty-four
percent of non-Administrative Track cases have been placed on this track.

] Track IV: Complex

Cases assigned to this track involve complicated issues and a large number of parties
or otherwise require an extended time for resolution. Discovery must be completed within
270 days from the date of the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference, and no more than fifteen fact
witness depositions and 50 single-part interrogatories per party will be allowed without prior
approval of the court. ADR is likely to be used in cases assigned to this track. Disposition
is expected within 15 to 24 months and certification by a judicial officer is required if more
than 18 months will be necessary. Most cases on this track and the highly complex track will
have a series of case management conferences during the life of the lawsuit. Eight percent
of non-Administrative Track cases have been placed on this track.

L ] Track V: Highly Complex

A case will be assigned to this track upon certification by a judicial officer that it is
of such complexity that more than 24 months will be required for disposition. No guidelines
have been established for the timing or amount of discovery which will be determined at the
initial Rule 16 Scheduling Conference and subsequent case management conferences. At
the end of the second year of the demonstration project less than 1% of non-Administrative
Track cases have been placed on this track.

4 Track VI: Administrative
This track was created to handle a number of case categories, including social

security, habeas corpus and bankruptcy appeals, which historically have been resolved on
motion without the need for a case management conference. The disposition goal for this
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track is 180 days after dispositive motions are fully briefed, or the litigation is otherwise
ready for resolution. In the rare event that a trial is necessary, a case may be reassigned to
another track. About half of all civil cases filed are categorized as administrative.

L Track VII: Minimally Managed (Non-DCM

This track was conceived as a "control" group against which to compare the
effectiveness of close judicial supervision of case progress under DCM. Ten percent of civil
cases, excluding Administrative Track cases, are assigned randomly to this track at the time
of filing. Minimal court-initiated management is provided; however, the parties can request
additional case management, including reassignment to a managed track, at any time.
Approximately 10 percent of the Non-DCM Track cases were reassigned to a managed
track.

III.  ANALYSIS OF TWO YEARS' OPERATION OF THE DIFFERENTIATED
CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

For the second-year assessment, the court concluded that it would be valuable to
include the perceptions of judges, attorneys and court staff concerning the DCM system and
its impact on caseflow and litigation cost and delay. Accordingly, all judges and magistrate
judges, most case managers and some Advisory Group members were interviewed by the
court’s DCM consultants, Holly Bakke and Maureen Solomon. Additionally, an attitude
survey questionnaire was sent to 1620 attorneys who appeared in a case filed on or after
September 1, 1992, and terminated before August 24, 1994 (see Appendix II to this report).
Responses were received from 1290 attorneys, of whom 920 indicated sufficient familiarity
with the system to complete the questionnaire. The survey and interview information was
particularly helpful in assessing these aspects of the program: overall satisfaction with DCM,
attorney participation in the DCM process and early court intervention under DCM.

A. Overall Satisfaction with DCM

The perspectives supplied by respondents during interviews and responses to the bar
questionnaire indicate considerable court and bar satisfaction with the DCM. Of those
attorneys who indicated an opinion of the DCM system, ninety-three percent were satisfied
or more than satisfied with the DCM process. Positive comments and constructive
suggestions submitted with the completed questionnaires outnumbered negative comments
by two-to-one. A number of comments reflected the view that the present case management
system is a substantial improvement over past practices. These results are consistent with
the information gained from interviews.

Further, the judicial officers and court support staff interviewed, with few exceptions,
supported the use of DCM as an effective case management tool. This general satisfaction
with DCM is significant considering the refinement and empbasis on unified case
management practices that accompanied the introduction of this new management approach
to civil litigation.



Interview and survey responses highlighted the importance of early intervention to
the success of the DCM system. Judicial officers and staff generally agreed that the early
Rule 16 Scheduling Conference helped them, through the information provided by counsel,
gain control of cases early in the process. This, in turn, helped them to identify and resolve
issues that may have developed as problems later in the litigation.

Attorneys generally see the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference, as discussed above, as
an opportunity to participate in the case management process in a meaningful manner.
They agree that the use of the conference at an early stage of the process encourages them
to focus on the strengths and weaknesses of their cases, thus facilitating earlier settlements.

B. Statistical Results

Enhancement of the court’s automated case tracking and case management
information system has been a key to the ability to assess the DCM program on a continuing
basis. Extensive special programming has been accomplished. Reminders and notices are
generated automatically, and each judge receives reports about dispositions and the number
and age of cases pending on his docket. To capture all relevant information it has been
necessary to implement new docketing codes and certain special data collection instruments.
One is the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference Summary Worksheet which is utilized by district
judges, magistrate judges, and court staff. In addition to aiding creation of the Case
Management Order, the worksheet provides data which ordinarily would not be docketed,
including whether the conference was held in person or by telephone, and whether clients
were required to attend.

The statistical information which appears in this section of this assessment was
generated by the court’s automated information system.

1. The Overall Condition of the Docket

¢ Pre-DCM Cases

Beginning in September 1, 1992, the court managed distinct groups of cases under
two different case management systems. One group is known as pre-DCM cases (those filed
prior to September 1, 1992). Their progress is governed by the case management practices
used prior to the introduction of DCM. The second group is composed of DCM cases,
those filed on or after September 1, 1992, and subject to differentiated case management
(except those on Track VII, described above).

Analysis of the data reveals that adoption of differentiated case management for
cases filed on or after September 1, 1992, did not negatively impact disposition of cases
already pending on that date. Table I shows that the court disposed of 30% of the pre-
DCM caseload during the first three months of the program, and two-thirds of the caseload
had been disposed of by the end of the first full year of operation. The rapid decline of the
court’s pending caseload during the first year is attributable in part to the amount of Jead-



time available before judicial intervention under DCM begins.! Disposition of pre-DCM
cases continued at a steady pace and 92% of the pre-DCM pending caseload had been
disposed of by the end of the second year.

TABLE 1
TOTAL PRE-DCM CIVIL CASES PENDING
o PRE-DCM CASES
| DATE PENDING
September 1, 1992 1,384
December 31, 1992 974
| June 30, 1993 510
| August 31, 1993 470
December 31, 1993 411
June 30, 1994 241
August 31, 1994 _ 113
¢ Total Civil Filings, Terminations and Pending Cases

Civil Cases Filed

As shown in Figures 1 and 2 below, civil filings in the Western District of Michigan
during the past four years have been relatively stable at just over 1600 filings annually. At
the same time, average filings per district for courts in the Sixth Circuit as a whole have
increased. Terminations in the Western District during statistical year 1993 (July 1, 1992 -
June 30, 1993) declined somewhat from 1992 (1624 v. 1767) resulting in an increase in the
Western District’s pending civil caseload in 1993 (see Figure 5). However, increased
terminations during 1993-94 resulted in a decrease of just over 100 cases in the total pending
civil caseload.

"DCM cases proceed to a Rule 16 Scheduling Conference, the first judicial intervention, 45 days
after the court’s receipt of the last defendant’s first responsive pleading, which may occur 45 to 225 days
after the case is filed.
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Civil Cases Terminated

A statistic known as the Inventory Index compares pending cases to annual
dispositions to predict about how long it will take to dispose of the current inventory.
During 1994 there were 1782 civil case terminations, and 1274 cases were pending at the
close of the statistical year. The ratio of pending cases to annual terminations (Inventory
Index), 1274/1782 = .71. When multiplied by 12 months, this shows that the court currently
has on hand about 8.5 months’ caseload, at the present rate of terminations (.71 x 12 mos.
= 8.5 mos.).

Civil Cases Pending

A comparison of Figures 3 and 4 below, shows a reduction in the age and number
of pending cases in almost every nature of suit category during the past year. Not only has
the number of pending cases in most categories been reduced since statistical year 1993, but
the average age of cases has decreased in all categories except bankruptcy and social security
cases. In addition, the overall average age of pending cases was reduced from 358 days to
292 days.

For evaluating case management, the age of pending cases, rather than the age of
cases disposed of during the year, is the statistic of choice for three reasons. First, the age
of cases at disposition (a popular measure) is less meaningful during a period when the
court has a substantial number of pre-DCM cases pending; at such a time the "age of cases
at disposition" necessarily will be significantly impacted by the pre-DCM cases. Second, if
all pending cases are within the disposition goal, then dispositions necessarily are occurring
within that limit. Third, even if disposed cases show disposition times within the goals there
still may be pending cases that exceed the limit. An examination of the age of pending
cases provides the most complete picture of case management.

The court is gratified to find on an important measure, the age of its pending
caseload has improved. The sustained reduction in the number and age of pending cases
is indicative of a court that is actively managing its caseload. Figure 5 shows the history of
the court’s pending civil caseload.



Number of Days

of Civil Cases

Number

800

700

800

500

400

300

200

100

600

400

Joo

200

100

FIGURE 3

AVERAGE AGE OF CIVIL CASES PENDING

ON JUNE 30,

1993 AND JUNE 30, 1994

185187

i i ; l
Labr PriyRts PrPrty Bunkrtcy

CvRts Catrs Perinj Othr SocSec Tax Forf
Nature of Suit
£ 1993 Avg. Days Pending Ci1994 Avg. Days Pending
1993 Overall Average = 358 Days Pending
1994 Overall Average = 292 Days Pending
FIGURE 4
NUMBEER OF CIVIL CASES PENDING
ON JUNE 30, 1993 AND JUNE 30, 1994
512512
________________________________________ -
30 i6 g 1t 186 14 20 15
R !
CvRts Catrs Perlnj Othr SoeSee Labr PriyRts Tax RiPrty PrPrty Bnkrtey Forf

Nature of Suit

1893
1994

TOTAL CIVIL CASES PENDING
TOTAL CIVIL CASES PENDING

1378
1277


http:Bnk::rt.cy

FIGURE 5
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+ Civil Cases Pending Over Three Years

The number of civil cases pending over three years (see Figure 6, below) fluctuated
from month to month during the first two years of the DCM program. However, since mid-
1993 the pattern has been a gradual but steady decrease in cases over three years old. This
1s consistent with other statistics presented in this report. Cases now over three years old
are pre-DCM cases. At the end of the third year of DCM system operation it will be
possible to begin determining the ability of differentiated case management to dispose of
cases in less than three years. Only Track V, highly complex cases, contemplates a
disposition time exceeding twenty-four months, and as previously stated, less than 1% of
non-Administrative Track cases are assigned to this track.
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FIGURE 6
CIVIL CASES PENDING THREE YEARS AND LONGER
IN THE WESTERN DISTRICT
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As suggested on page 9, the age of cases at disposition (measured from filing to
disposition) is not a particularly meaningful measure during a time when the court is in
transition to a new case management system and has a substantial number of pre-DCM
cases pending. The statistic is sensitive to disposition of older cases, increasing when older
cases are disposed. Nevertheless, it is a measure commonly used for comparison throughout
the federal court system. For that reason it is included here. An examination of the age
of the median civil case disposed of each month from June, 1993 through August, 1994
indicates the Western District was below the median average for the Sixth Circuit 14 out of
15 months; and below the median average for all District Courts 10 out of 15 months. See
Table II below. Since the age of the pending caseload also shows a decrease this year (see
Figures 4 and 5, above) and the number of pending cases has decreased in spite of a slight
increase in filings (see Figure 1, above) the court is comfortable concluding that the
variations of the median age of cases at disposition is attributable to disposition of older
cases.
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TABLE 11

MEDIAN TIME IN MONTHS FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION FOR
FOR ALL CIVIL CASES DISPOSED OF IN THE MONTHS SHOWN

———

“Western District of Michigan

June, 1993 6.5 months
July, 1993 5.7 months
August, 1993 7.5 months i
September, 1993 9.5 months
October, 1993 6.6 months

| November, 1993 6.9 months
December, 1993 6.8 months !
January, 1994 1.5 monthq
February, 1994 4.5 month:!
March, 1994 8.4 months H
April, 1994 8.1 months
May, 1994 8.2 months
June, 1994 8.1 months
July, 1994 5.4 months
August, 1994 5.8 months

| Cumulative Average _ 7.0 months |

Ff\iffe,stern District of Michigan Ju-tfle, 19937-1;0ugh August, 1994 7 months average

Sixth Circuit June, 1994 9 months
United States June, 1994 8 months
¢ Criminal Caseload

During statistical year 1994, the number of criminal cases filed returned to the 1992
level of 200 cases, representing a 10% decrease over 1993. These 200 cases involved 341
defendants. Prior to 1993, the ratio of defendants to cases had decreased over the past ten

12



years to an average of 1.1 defendants per case. The marked increase in defendants during
1993 and 1994 is attributed to an unusual number of drug cases. The pending criminal
caseload on June 30, 1994, stood at 132 cases, down 14% from June 30, 1993 (see Table
III). It seems clear that the introduction of DCM for civil cases has not adversely affected
criminal dispositions. Indeed, Figure 7 shows a steady increase in criminal terminations
since the introduction of DCM in 1992.

TABLE II1
CRIMINAL CASES FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING
Criminal Cases Pending
Criminal Cases Filed Criminal Cases Terminated At Year End

Statistical Number of Percent | Number of Percent | Number of Percent
Year* Cases Filed Change | Terminations Change | Cases Pending Change

1991 177 N/A 173 N/A 137 N/A

1992 201 +14% 192 +11% 131 - 4%

1993 223 +11% 200 + 4% 153 +17%

1994 200 -10% 221 +11% 132 -14%

*Statistical Year: July 1 - June 30

FIGURE 7
CRIMINAL CASES FILED, TERMINATED, AND PENDING
1983 TO 1994
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2. Activity within the DCM Caseload

Table IV below shows the distribution of cases filed among nature of suit categories
since inception of the DCM program. Prisoner petitions represent the largest single
category due to the number of prisons in the district. Civil rights cases run a distant second,
with contact, personal injury and labor cases each representing about 7 to 9 percent of
filings. Table V shows the composition of each track during the second year of DCM. For
example, half the civil rights cases assigned to a track were assigned to the Standard Track
(Track III); the Administrative Track consisted primarily of prisoner petition and social
security cases.

TABLE IV
DISTRIBUTION OF DCM CASES
FILED SEPTEMBER 1, 1992 THROUGH AUGUST 31, 1994

Nature of Judge Judge | Judge | Judge Judge | Sr. Judge Sr. Judge Percent
Suit Gibson | Euslen | Beli McKeague | Quist | Miles Hillman TOTAL || of Total
Contract 57 59 45 38 55 16 9 279 9%
Real 2 7 8 7 10 3 6 43 1%
Property

Personal 30 44 34 48 43 11 3 213 7%
Injury

Personal 6 5 2 7 3 0 1 24 < 1%
Property

Civil Rights 72 73 &1 78 77 18 25 424 lL 13%
Prisoner 247 225 267 243 257 75 87 1401 43%
Petitions

Forfeiture 9 13 11 14 7 2 0 56 H 2%
Labor 33 43 28 49 45 9 15 222 7%
Bankruptey 14 2 13 12 9 1 0 51 | 2%
Property 12 26 20 14 16 9 2 997 3%
Rights

Social 55 50 29 40 28 18 19 239 ‘ 7%
Security

Federal Tax 9 4 5 2 5 0 1 26 < 1%
Other 34 33 47 32 31 10 11 193 6%
TOTAL 580 514 590 584 L 586 171 180 3273 l 100%
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TABLE V
DISTRIBUTION OF DCM CASES BY TRACK
FILED SEPTEMBER 1, 1993 THROUGH AUGUST 31, 1994

Track | Track | Track | Track | Track | Track | Track | No Percent
Nature of Suit 1 11 I v \Y% A% VII | Track | TOTAL | of Total
Contract 3 22 23 7 1 12 68 136 8%
Real Property 2 2 1 13 18 1%
Personal Injury 7 37 6 8 51 109 7%
Personal Property 3 3 3 8 17 1%
Civil Rights 1 20 48 4 5 19 116 213 13%
Prisoner Petitions 1 713 2 9 725 43%
Forfeiture 1 1 20 22 1%
Labor 2 21 17 4 75 119 7%
Bankruptcy 1 1 16 3 21 1%
Property Rights 5 7 3 7 24 46 3%
Social Security 109 109 7%
Federal Tax 3 4 1 7 15 1%
Other 4 5 14 3 2 13 79 120 7%
'E(_Z{I:AL_ ‘_11 if!_ 157“ 27 2 844 L 71 {7_’_3 1672‘ 100% |

Assessment of changes in the time to disposition under a new case management
program is difficult during the first two or three years of operation. However, certain
statistics suggest that case disposition may be occurring earlier under DCM. Cases filed
each month of the first and second years of DCM were examined to determine what
proportion of each year were closed before the end of the year. For example, what percent
of September, 1992 case filings were disposed of by August 31, 1993, the end of the first
year? For comparison, filings for the comparable period 1991 through 1992 were analyzed
to determine the proportion disposed of by August 31, 1992. Figure 8 shows a trend toward
earlier disposition under DCM beginning about five months into the DCM program, i.e.
with the cases filed in January, 1993.

15



FIGURE 8
THE PERCENT OF CASES FILED FROM SEPTEMBER TO AUGUST
DURING 1991 - 1994 THAT WERE TERMINATED BY
AUGUST 31st OF THE YEAR OF FILING
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However, the major impact is seen with cases filed at the beginning of the second
year of DCM system operation, September, 1993. From this point on, the proportion of
cases filed September through August and disposed of by August 31st exceeded prior years
rather consistently and dramatically. This strongly suggests that the earlier judicial
intervention that characterizes case management under DCM stimulates earlier disposition.
This is consistent with the results of interviews with judges and Advisory Group attorneys.
Strong sentiment was expressed that earlier judicial intervention leads to earlier attention
to cases by attorneys and hence to earlier disposition. Statements made in interviews and
appended to responses to the bar survey questionnaire reveal that the bar generally believes
that a reduction in litigation cost may be inferred from the reduction in time to disposition.

Table VI, below, shows the distribution of filings among the seven program tracks

during the first two years of DCM and the percent of each track terminated by the end of
the second year of operation.

16



TABLE VI
STATUS OF DCM CASES
FILED SEPTEMBER 1, 1992 THROUGH AUGUST 31, 1994

Termintated Pending Percent
Track Filed As of 8/31/94 As of Terminated As
8/31/94 of 8/31/94
Voluntary Expedited 18 13 5 72%
Expedited 165 132 44 80%
Standard 306 196 110 64%
Complex 59 28 31 47%
Highly Complex 7 3 4 43%
Administrative 1664 1110 554 68%
Non-DCM 140 73 67 52%
Total 2359 1555 804 66%
¢ Filings and Terminations

During the first two years, 3275 civil cases were filed; 1603 cases were filed the first
year and 1672 cases were filed the second year. Of those, 2359 cases were assigned to one
of the seven program tracks; 564 cases were disposed of prior to track assignment and 352
cases had not been assigned to a track as of August 31, 1994, the end of the second full year
of DCM. As shown in the last column of Table VI, 66% of all cases assigned to a track had
been terminated by August 31, 1994. Sixty-seven percent of cases assigned the managed
DCM tracks (Tracks I - V) had been terminated; 68% of Administrative Track cases had
been terminated; and 52% of cases on the Non-DCM Track (minimally managed track) had
been terminated.

Further analysis of Table VI appears to support DCM’s effectiveness as a case
management tool. Seventy percent of the cases assigned to the Voluntary Expedited,
Expedited and Standard Tracks were disposed of during the first two years, compared with
only 52% of the Non-DCM cases.”

%Cases assigned to the Complex and Highly Complex Tracks were not expected to terminate by
August 31, 1994 because of their track time goals of 24 months and over 24 months, respectively, from the
date the complaint is filed. The court expects, however, that with the continued reduction in case age,
those cases most likely will be disposed of within established time-frames.
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¢ Pending DCM Cases

Table VII and Figures 9 through 13 show the number and age of pending cases filed
since the inception of DCM. On August 31, 1994, there were 804 pending DCM cases
assigned to one of the seven tracks. Of course, no cases could be over 24 months old on
August 31, 1994, because DCM started only two years earlier. Figure 9 shows the age of
pending Track I cases as of August 31, 1994; Figure 10 shows the age of pending Track II
cases; Figure 11 shows the age of pending Track III cases; Figure 12 shows the distribution
of all pending DCM cases in age categories up to two years; and Figure 13 shows the age
of pending Non-DCM cases.

As shown in Figure 9, 83% of cases pending on Track I are within the nine month
disposition goal; one case, representing 17% of the total, was pending longer than the track
disposition goal. Figure 10 shows that 87% of cases pending on Track II are within the
twelve month disposition goal. Figure 11 shows that 87% of cases pending on Track III are
within the fifteen month disposition goal. Figure 12 shows the distribution of all pending
cases filed since the inception of DCM. Only three percent of the cases filed have been
pending 19 to 24 months.

FIGURE 9
AGE OF TRACK I CASES PENDING
AS OF AUGUST 31, 1994
Disposition Goal Within 9 Months
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FIGURE 10
AGE OF TRACK 1I CASES PENDING
AS OF AUGUST 31, 1994
Disposition Goal Within 12 Months
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FIGURE 11
AGE OF TRACK IIl CASES PENDING
AS OF AUGUST 31, 1994
Disposition Goal Within 15 Months
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FIGURE 12
AGE OF ALL PENDING CASES FILED
SEPTEMBER 1, 1992 THROUGH AUGUST 31, 1994
AS OF AUGUST 31, 1994
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FIGURE 13
AGE OF TRACK VII NON—DCM CASES PENDING
AS OF AUGUST 31, 1994
Disposition Goal Approximately 12 Months
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Cases pending on the Non-DCM Track warrant further discussion. As the first year
came to a close, the court learned that individual chambers varied in the amount of minimal
management provided. In October, 1993 the court adopted a policy to provide these cases
minimal case management and a trial date approximately one year from the date the
complaint was filed. To assure greater uniformity, in August, 1994 the court adopted a
standardized case management order for Non-DCM cases. Approximately forty-five days
after the last responsive pleading is received, cases assigned to the Non-DCM Track receive
the Non-DCM case management order, which provides a deadline for filing motions, a date
and instructions for a final pretrial conference, and a trial date approximately one year from
the date the complaint is filed. Figure 13 shows 22% of Non-DCM cases are pending over
twelve months from the date of filing, while only 13% of cases assigned to Tracks I, II and
III are pending over their track disposition goal. This further supports differentiated case
management as a method to better control the timely disposition of pending civil cases.?

Table VII provides a quick snapshot of the age of cases pending on each track
compared to the disposition goal for each track. A black bar is drawn on each track at the
point representing the track’s disposition goal. Thus, one can see at a glance how many
cases exceed the desirable age. For example, a total of 21 cases were older than the
disposition time goal on the Standard Track (Track III) as of August 31, 1994. Depiction
of the information in this format is a useful management tool which encourages examination
of those cases currently over goal to determine the reason and to hasten disposition where
appropriate.

The number and age of cases pending on the Highly Complex Track (Track V), the
Administrative Track (Track VI), the Non-DCM Track (Track II), and No Track® are
provided as a complete picture of the condition of the court’s docket. Cases assigned to the
Highly Complex Track are expected to take over 24 months to resolve. Cases assigned to
the Administrative Track are those likely to be resolved by dispositive motion. The
disposition goal for Administrative Track motions is 180 days after being fully briefed;
calculated by measuring 240 days from the date the motion is filed.’ Table VII shows the
vast majority of these cases (83%) are pending one year or less from the date the complaint
is filed. As stated previously, cases assigned to the Non-DCM Track receive minimal
management, including a trial date approximately one year from the date the complaint is

3Since Non-DCM cases represent only four percent of all cases filed in this district, and the
number of cases assigned to this group s so small, more definitive conclusions about the effect of DCM
compared with Non-DCM case management will not be possible for at least another year.

“Since track assignments for Tracks I through V are made at the case management conference
which is likely to be 45 to 225 days after filing, at any time a significant portion of the pending caseload
may not have a track assignment. In this district, it is about 22% of the pending case load.

>This calculation was based upon the Civil Justice Advisory Group’s original recommendation of

180 days; plus an additional 60 days to allow for a response, a reply to the response, and oral argument if
permitted by the court, for a total of 240 days from the date the motion is filed.
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filed. Table VII shows nearly one-fourth (22%) of those cases are pending over 12 months,
representing the largest percentage of cases pending over their disposition goal.

TABLE VII
AGE OF ALL DCM PENDING CASES BY TRACK
AS OF AUGUST 31, 1994

e M ettt r— e — ——— e et
Age in
Months from |Track I Track II Track HI Track IV Track V JTrack VI Track VII |No
Date of Filing { < 9 mos* 19 - 12 mos* |12 - 15 mos* |15 - 24 mos* | > 24 mos [ Administrative | Non-DCM |Track |Total
1 8 18 2 1 165 21 160 376
0- 3 mos (17%) (12%) {11%) (4%) (11%) (29%) {33%) (62%) 1(32%)
2 22 30 6 126 11 58 255
4- 6 mos (33%) (33%) (18%) (12%) (23%) (17%) (22%) |(22%)
2 14 34 g Q7 10 17 183
7- 9 mos (33%) (21%) (21%) (18%) (17%) {16%) (7%) [(16%)
(. |
1 14 39 9 1 76 7 6 153
10-12 mos (17%) (21%) (24%) (18%) (11%) (14%) (11%) (2%) |(13%)
I
5 21 6 1 39 4 9 85
13-15 mos (8%) (13%) {12%) (11%) (71%) (6%) (B3%) |(1%)
1 18 9 3 39 5 6 81
16-18 mos (2%) (11%) {18%) (33%) (71%) (8%) (%) |(6%)
2 3 8 3 18 5 4 43
19-24 mos (3%) (2%) (16%) (33%) (3%) (8%) (2%) |(4%)
25-36 mos
over 36 mos
Total Pending
Cases as of 6 66 163 49 9 560 63 260 1176
8/31/94
S — — — e

*Track Disposition Goal

L 4

Distribution of DCM Cases Among Tracks

As described above, cases are assigned to one of five management tracks at the time
of the early Rule 16 Scheduling Conference, approximately forty-five days after the last
defendant’s first responsive pleading. Assignment to the Administrative Track and the Non-
DCM Track occurs in the clerk’s office at the time of filing.
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Table VIII shows the distribution among the seven tracks of cases filed since the
inception of the DCM program. Fifty-one percent of all cases were assigned to the
Administrative Track. However, about one-third of cases assigned to Tracks I through V
request or are assigned to the Voluntary Expedited or Expedited Track, while fifty-five
percent are assigned to the Standard Track. Both these findings are generally consistent
with the first eight years’ experience with DCM in state trial courts.

TABLE VIII
TRACK ASSIGNMENTS FOR CASES FILED

SEPTEMBER 1, 1992 - AUGUST 31, 1994

Percent of
Cases Percent of
Percent of Assigned to Cases Percent
Track Cases Cases Tracks Assigned of

Assigned to Other Than to All All Cases

Tracks I-V Administrative Tracks
I - Voluntary Expedited 18 3% 3% < 1% < 1%
(Disposition within 9 mos.)
11 - Expedited 165 30% 24% 7% 5%
(Disposition 9 - 12 mos.)
III - Standard 306 55% 44% 13% 9%
(Disposition 12 - 15 mos.)
IV - Complex 59 11% 8% 3% 2%
(Disposition 15 - 24 mos.)
V - Highly Complex 7 1% < 1% < 1% < 1%
(Disposition over 24 mos.)
VI - Administrative 1664 - 71% 51%
(Disposition 240 days after
motions filed)
VII - Non-DCM 140 20% 6% 4%
No Track Assigned 916 - - 28%

TOTAL 3275 100% 100% 100% | 100%

As indicated by attorney survey responses, track assignments usually are acceptable
to attorneys in the cases. Further, reassignment of a case to a different track is rare.
During a recent six month period only four track reassignments occurred, three of which
formerly were assigned to the Non-DCM Track. A total of 140 cases were assigned to the
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Non-DCM Track since the inception of DCM. Fifteen of those cases (11%) were reassigned
to another management track, four by request of the parties. A closer analysis of those
cases reveals five cases (33%) were reassigned to the Standard Track; four cases were
reassigned to the Administrative Track; and the remaining reassignments were divided
equally among the Expedited, Complex and Highly Complex Tracks.

IV.  DCM AFTER TWO YEARS OF OPERATION: ITS EFFECT ON THE CIVIL
LITIGATION PROCESS

To attack litigation cost and delay, the Civil Justice Reform Act required courts to
experiment with a variety of case management techniques including: early and ongoing
control of the pretrial process through involvement of a judicial officer in (a) assessing and
planning the progress of a case; (b) setting early, firm trial dates; (c) controlling the extent
of discovery; and (d) setting, at the earliest practicable time, deadlines for filing motions and
a time framework for their disposition.® The Civil Justice Advisory Group for the Western
District of Michigan addressed all of these in its report, and the court incorporated
appropriate provisions into its Plan. Two years into DCM system operation, it is possible
to reach limited conclusions with respect to the impact of that system on these areas through -
a review of statistical data and the insights gained from interviews and an attitude survey of
counsel.”

A. Assessing and Planning Case Progress

A comnerstone of effective case management is early, meaningful court intervention
in case progress. The DCM system incorporated an early Rule 16 Scheduling Conference
to assess case management needs, including case complexity, the amount of discovery
required and deadlines for completion of major events leading to case disposition. The
original design called for this conference to occur thirty days after the last defendant’s first
responsive pleading. After one year’s experience, the court determined that thirty days was
insufficient time to schedule and send notice of the conference and for counsel to prepare.
Because two weeks’ notice is required, scheduling the conference thirty days after the last
defendant’s response gave case managers only two weeks to identify eligible cases and issue
notices. Accordingly, the timing of the first Rule 16 Scheduling Conference has been
changed to occur not later than the 45th day after the last defendant’s first responsive
pleading. About 80% of the conferences are held by the 45th day, with some cases
requiring a time extension for various reasons.

STitle 1, Chapter 23, §473.

Interviews were conducted with all judges and magistrate judges, most case managers and some
Advisory Group members. A copy of the attorney survey instrument is included in Appendix I
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Interview and survey responses highlighted the importance of early case assessment
to the success of the DCM system. Attorneys responding both to interview questions and
to the survey questionnaire indicated that early judicial intervention through the Rule 16
Scheduling Conference has been one of the, if not the single, most beneficial aspect of the
DCM system. Additionally, judges and magistrate judges indicated they believe earlier
judicial intervention under DCM has been salutary. One judge commented, "the Rule 16
conference is an earlier opportunity for attention to...any major problem that could delay
the case down the road. Formerly, we wouldn’t see the file for 5 to 6 months, or maybe a
year, which meant problems were dealt with later, delaying the case." Attorneys cited the
positive effect of early intervention in terms of facilitating and encouraging early attorney
attention to the case.

B. Early, Firm Trial Dates

The Civil Justice Reform Act emphasized that credible trial dates are critical to
effective caseflow management. It also advocated setting the date early in the life of each
case. This is deemed important to help focus attorney attention on timely case preparation.
Setting deadlines for completion of major case activity, a key component of DCM, provides
additional milestones to prompt attorney attention to the case.

Judges in the Western District of Michigan set either a specific trial date or a trial
term (month) at the initial Rule 16 Scheduling Conference. Some judges who use the term
system specify the trial date at a final pretrial conference. Others trail several cases during
the term. The results of the attorney survey suggest that lawyers prefer a day-certain system.
Attorneys believe a firm, definite trial date not subject to bumping is essential to reduce cost
and delay in those cases which proceed to tnal.

As is true in most judicial districts, few civil cases in the Western District (just under
3%) are actually tried. In statistical year 1994, fifty civil trials were conducted in the district.
The majority of these cases were tried on the date scheduled. The delay in the remaining
cases was not great and was usually caused by unavailability of counsel or witnesses and not
by unavailability of the court.

C. Discovery Guidelines in DCM Cases

The discovery guidelines for Tracks I through V were described in Section II of this
assessment. As part of the continuing process of evaluating the suitability of these
guidelines, the DCM Implementation Committee periodically reviews the discovery assigned
to each DCM case at the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference compared to the suggested
guidelines associated with the track to which the case was assigned. Table IX shows the
extent to which the time for discovery and the number of interrogatories and depositions
assigned to each case at the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference differed from the suggested
guidelines since inception of the DCM program.
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TABLE IX

DISCOVERY STATISTICS

Cases Filed 09/01/92 - 8/31/94

*The number of days for discovery is counted as no change if it is +/- 3 days of the limit.
**Excludes Track V - Highly Complex Cases

s r— e— T —
Case
Management Days for Discovery Number of Interrogatories Number of Depositions

Orders Incressed Decreased No Change* | Increased Decreased No Change | Increased Decreased No Change
TRACK 18 3(17%) 11 (61%) 4 (22%) 1(5%) 4 (22%) 12 (75%) 1(6%) 3(17%) 13 (72%)
Voluntary
TRACK II 195 52 27%) 114 (58%) 29(15%) 35(18%) 17 (9% 142 (73%) 36 (18%) 17 (9%) 140 (72%)
Expedited
TRACK II 349 90 26%) 172(49%) 87 (25%) | 45(13%) 39(11%) 260 (75%) | 45(13%) 40(12%) 258 (74%)
Standard
TRACK IV 75 19 25%) 48 (64%) S8 (11%) 500%) 19025%) S1(68%) | 6@8%) 1(28%) 47(63%)
Complex
TRACK V 12 [Discretionary] [Discretionary] [Discretionary]
Highly
Complex

TOTAL 649%* 64 (25%) 345 (53%) 128 20%) 86 (13%) 79 (12%) 465 (72%) 88 (14%) 81 (13%) 458 (71%)

Overall, the time limit for completion of discovery either was reduced or was not
changed from the track time guideline in 73% of the cases. The limit on interrogatories and
the limit on depositions was not changed or was reduced in 84% of the cases. The fact that
time is enlarged in only 25% of the cases and the number of discovery items is expanded
in approximately 13% of the cases suggests that the guidelines for controlling discovery
realistically reflect the time for and amount of discovery needed in the vast majority of
cases. Attorneys, in responses to interview questions and the bar survey, expressed concern
that unduly strict limitations may in fact increase, rather than decrease, litigation cost.
Accordingly, the court carefully reviews each case to assure that discovery limits truly are
tailored to the needs of the individual case.

D. Timely Resolution of Motions

The Report of the Civil Justice Advisory Group emphasized the importance of timely
disposition of motions. In its CJRA Plan, the court acknowledged the goal of early
resolution of motions. After some deliberation and statistical analysis, the goal of deciding
motions 60 days or less from the date of filing the last brief was adopted.® A recent six
month study shows this goal currently is being achieved in 80% of motions filed in cases
assigned to Tracks I through V, and cases not yet assigned to a track.

8Measured at 120 days from the date the motion is filed. This allows 60 days for response, reply
and oral argument, if permitted by the court, plus the 60 days recommended for deciding the motion, for a
total of 120 days.
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month study shows this goal currently is being achieved in 80% of motions filed in cases
assigned to Tracks I through V, and cases not yet assigned to a track.

E. Litigation Cost

One of the stated purposes of the Act was to reduce the cost of civil litigation. The
court recognized early in the project however, that it did not have sufficient resources
available to obtain this data from attorneys and their clients. Consequently, the court
expects studies conducted by the Federal Judicial Center and Rand Corporation will shed
light on whether DCM reduces litigation cost. While available statistical information does
not address this area, anecdotal information obtained from the court’s attorney survey
provides insight into this important aspect of the Act. Of those attorneys who offered an
opinion,” 63% reported limitations on depositions decreased litigation costs and 59%
reported limitations on interrogatories decreased litigation costs. A consensus of attorneys
indicated litigation costs are reduced by more contact with magistrate judges, limitations on
the time allowed for discovery, disposition of motions within 60 days of the last brief or oral
argument, and early, firm trial dates, all of which are elements of the court’s DCM plan.
Only 16% of attormeys indicated costs are increased by early Rule 16 Scheduling
Conferences; and 10% of attorneys indicated costs are increased by assignment of cases to
tracks. An average of ten percent of attorneys reported that one or more of the DCM
techniques outlined above increased litigation cost. The court will continue to survey
attorneys as they become more experienced with the system to determine whether changes
to the system are warranted.

F. Delay Reduction

Another of the stated purposes of the Act was to reduce delay in the civil litigation
process. Delay, defined as disposition times exceeding acceptable limits for the caseload as
a whole, was not considered an issue in the Western District by the Advisory Group at the
time of its study. The court’s calendar was considered current at the outset of the program
and a measurable reduction in delay was not anticipated. Instead, the court concentrated
its efforts into standardizing case management practices in an attempt to be more efficient.
However, the decrease in the number of pending cases and the evident decrease in the age
of pending cases which can be seen when Figures 4 and 5 are compared suggest that
standardized differentiated case management practices have a beneficial, albeit unexpected,
effect upon the court’s docket.

Survey and interview results reveal that judicial officers, court staff and lawyers
generally believe that DCM has reduced delay. In three survey areas, the vast majority
(70% or more) of the attorneys indicated a reduction in delay related to DCM: use of the
Rule 16 Scheduling Conference; disposition of motions within 60 days of the last brief or
oral argument; and early, firm trial dates. A majority of attorneys (51% or more) indicated
a reduction in delay in three other areas: assignment of cases to tracks; limitations on

9Appr0ximately 25% of eligible respondents indicated no opinion/don’t know.
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depositions; and limitations on time allowed for discovery. A consensus of attorneys
indicated more contact with judges and magistrate judges, and limitations on the number
of interrogatories, reduces delay in litigation. It is important to note that for all delay
reduction questions, no more than 6% of the respondents indicated that DCM had increased
delay, with limitations on the number of interrogatories each party can serve cited most
frequently as the cause.'

The survey results were consistent with many of the interview responses. For
example, a number of the judicial officers and attorneys interviewed felt that DCM, by
establishing case events and time-frames based on case specific management needs, has
reduced case processing. It is important to note, however, that conclusions about the effect
of DCM on delay reduction will not be possible for at least another year.!'! More
information on the relationship of DCM to delay will be available as the program enters its
third year.

G. Litigation Satisfaction

As discussed in the Litigation Cost section in this report, the court does not have
sufficient resources to conduct a thorough study of litigant satisfaction. The court expects
studies conducted by the Federal Judicial Center and Rand Corporation will provide in-
depth analysis. The court’s attorney survey, however, provided limited anecdotal insight into
litigant satisfaction. Survey results, for example, indicated 50% of attorneys’ clients were
satisfied or more than satisfied with the DCM system, while only 7% reported their clients
were dissatisfied.

Interview results supported the survey findings in some areas. Some attorneys
interviewed, for example, noted that they are able to give their clients more information
about the pace of litigation given the predictability of the DCM program than they could
under the prior system. This interaction can only enhance the litigants’ understanding of
the civil litigation process. More research would be required, however, to fully ascertain the
relationship of DCM to litigant satisfaction.

H. Differentiated Case Management and Alternative Dispute Resolution

The Civil Justice Reform Act noted the importance of alternative dispute resolution
(ADR) in the development of an effective civil litigation management program. Congress
encouraged the use of ADR techniques as a means of reducing litigation cost and delay.
This court has utilized various forms of ADR for over 15 years. Consequently, our task is
to make these events as meaningful as possible and to make sure their benefits exceed their
costs in each case. The court’s differentiated case management system provides the

mSurvey results include only those attorneys who offered an opinion on litigation delay;
approximately 25% of eligible respondents indicated no opinion/don’t know.

YCases assigned to the Complex Track and Highly Complex Track have disposition goals of 24
months and over 24 months, respectively, and thus are incapable of analysis at the end of the second year.
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mechanism to carry out this task. Through DCM, the court obtains substantial information
at an early stage in the case, thus enabling the judges to determine, with the parties, how
the case should be managed and whether ADR should be a part of the process.

A key to effective case management is a meaningful early Rule 16 Scheduling
Conference. The court’s DCM system requires judicial officers to hold a scheduling
conference in person or by telephone within 45 days of the filing of the last responsive
pleading. Before the conference, the parties are required to file a joint status report, which
provides preliminary information to help the assigned judge determine whether the case is
suitable for ADR and what the type and timing of ADR should be. Initial experience
indicates that these early scheduling conferences and joint status reports permit a careful
cost-benefit analysis of ADR assignment that is not possible when cases are assigned to
ADR solely by nature of suit or monetary value.

The additional information about each case now available to the judge through DCM
permits individualized consideration in deciding whether the benefits of ADR justify the
costs. As a result of this close examination of the issues in each case, the number of cases
referred to ADR during the first two years of DCM has slightly decreased, there also has
been a substantial shift from arbitration to mediation  and, to a lesser extent, to early
neutral evaluation. Arbitration referrals have decreased 89% since 1991, while mediation
referrals increased 70%.

TABLE X
REFERRALS TO ADR BY DCM TRACK
Twelve Month Study

Eligible Referred to | Referred to | Referred | Total Percentage of
Cases Mediation | Arbitration | to ENE | ADR Eligible Cases
Referrals | Referred to ADR
Voluntary Expedited 6 1 1 0 2 33%
Expedited 93 32 0 6 38 41%
Standard 176 106 5 1 112 64%
Complex 25 12 0 0 12 48%
Highly Complex 4 0 0 0 0 0%
Non-DCM 69 9 0 0 9 13%
Total Eligible 373 160 6 7 173

"?Mediation in the Western District of Michigan is evaluative, rather than facilitative, in nature.
Accordingly, the court has appointed a task force to study and develop a purely facilitative form of

mediation.
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The court’s experience with DCM suggests that referrals to ADR are directly related
to the anticipated length and complexity of the case. A 12-month study of cases eligible for
referral to ADR shows that 64% of the cases assigned to the Standard Track are referred
to ADR. See Table X on page 29. The percentage of cases referred to ADR decreases
substantially for simple cases expected to take a shorter time to resolve and for more
complex cases expected to take a greater time to resolve. Clearly, the court’s DCM system
enables the court to make a more thorough evaluation of the feasibility and desirability of
ADR at an early date, this altering ADR usage and patterns in this district.

1. DCM Statistical Measures

As part of its continuing evaluation of experience under its DCM plan, the court
measures certain statistical data. Although such measures are a useful analytical tool, the
court does not consider any particular measure, all or combined, as giving a complete
picture of the court’s "success." Ultimately, a court’s performance must be judged by its
success in dispensing "equal justice under law," a goal not subject to precise measurement.
Table XI shows the court’s progress in adhering to the guidelines established by the DCM
plan during a recent six month period. It shows that the court substantially met its goals.

TABLE XI
DCM STATISTICAL MEASURES
Six Month Study

e — —— S —— ]
Goal Performance
Service of process completed within 120 days of filing 85% 95%
Rule 16 conferences held at or within 45 days of filing the last 70% 79%
responsive pleading
Discovery time set at Rule 16 Conference within the track guidelines | 75% 83%
Motions decided 60 days or less from the last brief filed 5% 80%
Motions pending 6 months or less 90% 95% (approx)
Track I cases disposed of within 9 months 90% 100%
Track II cases disposed of within 9-12 months 80% 85%
Track II cases disposed of within 12-15 months 80% 75%
Track IV cases disposed of within 15-24 months 80% 93%
Trial dates commenced by the first trial date or term set 90% 50%*
Bench trials under submission 6 months or less 100% 100%
Cases pending 3 years or less from filing 97% 9%
Track I cases pending within 9 months 95% 83%**
Track II cases pending within 9-12 months 90% 87%
Track III cases pending within 12-15 months 90% 87%
Track IV cases pending within 15-24 months 90% 100%
*April 1, 1994 through December 20, 1994 **One case out of 6 represents 17% of the total.
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In addition, the court gathers statistical data relevant to particular case management
practices. This information is gathered for informational purposes only and no norms are
established. A study of all cases filed between September 1, 1992 and August 31, 1994, in
which a Rule 16 Scheduling Conference was held and the case ultimately terminated,”
revealed the following:

L The average time from filing to disposition for cases in which the Rule 16
Scheduling Conference was conducted by an Article III judge was 284 days.

L The average time from filing to disposition for cases in which the Rule 16
Scheduling Conference was conducted by a magistrate judge was 324 days.

L The average time from filing to disposition for cases in which the Rule 16
Scheduling Conference was conducted by telephone was 337 days.

° The average time from filing to disposition for cases in which the Rule 16
Scheduling Conference was conducted in person was 301 days.

L The average time from filing to disposition for cases in which clients were
required to attend the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference was 296 days.

L The average time from filing to disposition for cases in which clients were not
required to attend the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference was 310 days.

Preliminary analysis indicates no material difference in time to disposition for those
cases in which the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference was conducted by a magistrate judge as
opposed to an Article III judge. There are, however, not enough cases in this study to draw
definitive conclusions about the effect of conducting a Rule 16 Scheduling Conference by
telephone or requiring clients to attend.

V. CHANGING ROLES UNDER DCM: ATTORNEYS, THE CLERK’S OFFICE
AND COURT STAFF

The process of implementing DCM in this court was characterized by broad
consultation and involvement both within the court (judicial officers, case managers, the
clerk and members of his staff) and between the court and the bar. As described in the

SThe following cases were excluded from this study: cases that terminated before the Rule 16
Scheduling Conference was held (No Track); cases assigned to Tracks VI and VII; and cases in which a
Rule 16 Scheduling Conference was held but the case remains pending.

YWhile a significant number of Rule 16 Scheduling Conferences were conducted by an Article III

judge (239) and magistrate judge (341), only 102 conferences were held by telephone, while 478 were held
in person; and 131 conferences required dlients to be present, while 449 did not.
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court’s first Annual Assessment, district judges, magistrate judges, case managers, the DCM
coordinator, and staff of the clerk’s office all participated actively in planning and
development activities. Operation of the DCM system proceeded smoothly during the first
year. Certain details of the system were modified during the first and second years to assure
that the program goals were met and that the system would operate as intended.

The change to differentiated case management affected everyone. The operational
impact of adapting to a new system cannot be underestimated. Nevertheless, lawyers have
accommodated to the early Rule 16 Scheduling Conferences and new requirements such as
explicit limits on the nature and scope of discovery. DCM has provided a unified systemic
approach to counsel involvement that established intervention points for counsel--most
notably the requirement of an early Rule 16 conference--and described what would be done
at each intervention point.

This permits counsel to prepare and, thus, to engage in substantive and informed
discussions about the management of their case. In their responses to the bar survey, 93%
of attorneys who offered an opinion indicated that the court "always,” "usually," or
"sometimes" takes attorneys’ views into consideration in creating the disposition timetable
for a case. The importance of attorney participation was further underscored by the survey
responses of attorneys who were dissatisfied with the DCM system: 27% of dissatisfied
attorneys indicated that the court "rarely" or "never" takes attorneys’ views into
consideration. It may be assumed from this that attorney satisfaction with case management
programs is greater when they can participate in a meaningful manner.

The changes in the clerk’s office are evident in: a) the broad involvement of the staff
in the clerk’s office and case managers on an ongoing Task Force to continuously monitor
and propose improvements to the differentiated case management system; b) the presence
in the clerk’s office of a DCM coordinator with system support and oversight
responsibilities; ¢) enhancement of the ICMS civil/criminal software output to provide
detailed information and statistics on each judge’s individual caseload and the performance
of the DCM system; and d) participation on the court’'s DCM Implementation Committee™
which continuously reviews DCM operation.

Implicit in these changes was recognition of the enhanced support provided by the
clerk’s office. The computerized tickler system, for example, created solely for DCM
purposes, has expanded to assist case managers, docket clerks, and clerk’s office staff with
their daily activities. The DCM statistical reports have been modified and improved; one
of which has been incorporated into the menu provided to case managers and the DCM
coordinator, and can be run individually at any time.'* A booklet entitted YOUR DAY IN
COURT, designed to familiarize clients with the litigation process, including DCM, was

15Composed of a district judge, a magistrate judge, the clerk of court, the Civil Justice Advisory
Group Chair, the DCM coordinator, and the court’s systems manager.

6Examples of the reports and case listings provided regularly are included as Appendix Il to this
report.

32



produced and is distributed to all attorneys at Rule 16 Scheduling Conferences who, in turn,
must forward to their clients. The DCM coordinator’s role includes monitoring system
performance and effectiveness; coordinating system revisions; identifying potential caseflow
problems and bringing them to the attention of the clerk and court; and serving as liaison
between judicial staff, clerk’s office staff and members of the bar to assure consistency and
uniformity of practice and procedure where appropriate.

The district’s DCM program has also assisted chambers’ staff in their case
management role. As a result of the automated tickler system, case managers more closely
monitor case progression, and are more familiar with cases and involved with counsel earlier
in the litigation process. Additionally, case managers are better able to assist judicial
officers because they now receive and review more sophisticated case management reports
to assist in monitoring their overall caseload to meet the various demands of the Civil
Justice Reform Act. Finally, they also have become integral to the broader system through
their participation on the court’s Task Force.

VI.  CONCLUSION

The court enters the third year of differentiated case management with positive
expectations. It is clear that many benefits to the court, the legal community and litigants
have attended implementation of this new approach to case management. While the limited
statistical analysis possible at this early time shows positive results, such as in the number
and age of pending cases, many of the conclusions concerning DCM are based on anecdotal
evidence and the subjective results of interviews and questionnaires. However, as the court
pursues the course of rendering timely justice in accordance with the needs of each case, the
perception that justice is being achieved may indeed be the best measure.
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STANDARDIZED COURT FORMS
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STANDARDIZED COURT FORMS
District Judges’ Forms

NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT TO NON-DCM TRACK - Revised 08/18/94

A notice to inform all parties in civil litigation that their case has been assigned
randomly to the Non-DCM track.

ORDER CHANGING NON-DCM TRACK ASSIGNMENT - 11/21/94

An order reassigning a case from the Non-DCM track to one of five tracks to
ensure a just and speedy resolution.

NOTICE OF REASSIGNMENT TO ADMINISTRATIVE TRACK - 01/05/94

A notice advising that a Notice of Assignment to Non-DCM Track was
inadvertently mailed and the case is being reassigned to the Administrative Track.

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER FOR GEOGRAPHIC TRANSFER OF CASES -
05/12/94

An order to transfer cases between judges on the grounds of geographic
convenience to the parties (Rule 6(h)).

NOTICE OF IMPENDING DISMISSAL - Revised 09/08/94

90 day notice to plaintiff for failure to file proof of service.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL - Revised 09/08/94

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(m).

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE - 09/01/92

An order to plaintiff to show cause in writing within 30 days from the date of this
order why the court should not dismiss the case for lack of prosecution (for failure
to enter a default).

ORDER OF DISMISSAL - 09/01/92

Plaintiff having failed to show good cause for failure to take a default or otherwise
obey the Order to Show Cause (Form 6), the matter is hereby dismissed.
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10.

11.

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER - NON-DCM CASES - 08/18/94

Mailed to all parties in a Non-DCM case within 45 days of the last defendant’s
first responsive pleading.

ORDER SETTING RULE 16 SCHEDULING CONFERENCE - 12/09/94

The date for this conference should be set no later than 45 days from the last
defendant’s first responsive pleading.

RULE 16 SCHEDULING CONFERENCE SUMMARY SHEET - 03/04/93

To be completed and submitted to the docket clerk along with the Case
Management Order.

CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER - disposition within 18 months from date of
filing - 12/08/94

Mailed to all parties following a Rule 16 scheduling conference. Includes track
assignment and discovery limitations.

CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER - disposition 18 months or more from date
date of filing - 08/18/94

Mailed to all parties following a Rule 16 scheduling conference. Includes
certification that the amount of time until trial is necessary, along with track

assignment and discovery limitations.

POST RULE 16 SCHEDULING CONFERENCE CHANGES IN TRACK
ASSIGNMENT, DISCOVERY, OR TRIAL DATE - 10/21/94

To be completed and submitted to the docket clerk to capture all DCM-related

case management changes occurring after the initial Rule 16 scheduling
conference.

NOTICE OF FAILURE TO FILE A RESPONSE - 09/01/92
14 day notice for failure to respond to a dispositive motion.
NOTICE OF INTENT TO DISMISS - 09/01/92

14 day notice for failure to submit orders of settlement.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL - 09/01/92

Order to dismiss for failure to act in compliance with 14 day Notice of Intent to
Dismiss.

REMINDER OF CASE MANAGEMENT DEADLINES - 09/01/92

Provides notice to the parties of impending deadlines for discovery and
dispositive motions.

ORDER TO FILE DISCOVERY REPORT - 05/01/92

MEDIATION ORDER - 09/01/92

MEDIATION ORDER IN DIVERSITY CASE - (9/01/92

ARBITRATION ORDER - 09/01/92

ORDER FOR SUMMARY JURY TRIAL - 09/01/92

NOTICE OF IMPENDING DISMISSAL FOR LACK OF PROGRESS - 09/01/92
ORDER OF RETENTION - 09/01/92

ORDER OF DISMISSAL FOR FAILURE TO FILE PETITION FOR
RETENTION - 09/01/92

ORDER REGARDING ATTORNEY ADMISSION - 09/01/92

ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR ADMISSION PRO HAC VICE - 08/18/94
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10.

STANDARDIZED COURT FORMS
Magistrate Judges’ Forms

ORDER TO FILE ANSWER OR OTHER PLEADING - 09/01/92
Section 2254 proceeding.
ORDER TO FILE ANSWER OR OTHER PLEADING - 09/01/92
Section 2255 proceeding.

ORDER DENYING PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF
COUNSEL - 09/01/92

Habeas corpus action.

ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL - 09/02/92
Other civil actions.

ORDER GRANTING REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME - 09/01/92
ORDER (Form) - 09/01/92

Filed by the court after action is taken on a non-dispositive motion hearing.
ORDER DIRECTING FILING OF MOTIONS AND BRIEFS - 09/01/92

Issued upon receipt of the transcript and answer in a social security case.
ORDER OF TRANSFER - 09/01/92

Section 1983 proceeding.

ORDER OF TRANSFER - 09/01/92

Section 2254 proceeding.

ORDER DENYING PETITION TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS - 09/01/92

Section 2254 proceeding.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

ORDER DENYING PETITION TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS - 09/01/92
Section 1983 proceeding.

ORDER TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS - 09/01/92

ORDER FOR PAYMENT OF REDUCED FILING FEE - 05/01/92

ORDER FOR INSTALLMENT PAYMENT OF REDUCED FILING FEE -
09/01/92

ORDER OF DISMISSAL FOR FAILURE TO PAY REDUCED FILING FEE -
09/01/92

ORDER REGARDING SUBSTANTIVE MOTIONS - 09/01/92

Mailed after an answer has been received in a civil rights case.

ORDER FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS - 09/01/92

WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS - State Custody - 09/01/92

WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS - Federal Custody - 09/01/92

ORDER FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS AD TESTIFICANDUM - 09/01/92

WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS AD TESTIFICANDUM - State Custody - 09/01/92
WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS AD TESTIFICANDUM - Federal Custody - 09/01/92

ORDER REGARDING RESPONSE TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT MOTION -
09/01/92

ORDER OF DISMISSAL FOR WANT OF PROSECUTION - 09/01/92

ORDER APPROVING ATTORNEY FEE IN SOCIAL SECURITY APPEAL -
09/01/92

ORDER FOR CONDUCT OF SUMMARY JURY TRIAL - 09/01/92
ORDER REGARDING MOTION TO TAX COSTS - 09/01/92

Prison account information and updated financial affidavit required.
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28.

29.

30.

31.

ORDER REGARDING MOTION TO TAX COSTS - 09/01/92

Defendant has filed a current, certified copy of plaintiff’s prison account.
ORDER REGARDING MOTION TO TAX COSTS - 09/01/92

Order used after remand from Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals.

ORDER TAXING COSTS - 09/01/92

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO TAX COSTS - 09/01/92
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10.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

DIFFERENTIATED CASE MANAGEMENT (DCM) EVALUATION
Under the Civil Justice Reform Act of 1990

Which of the following best describes your legal practice? Please check one.

__ Private Law Firm ___Federal, State or Local Government __ Other
1 2 3

Where is your principal place of federal court practice?

__ Western District of Michigan ___Other Federal District Court
1 2

About how many cases in the U. S. District Court for the Western District of Michigan have you handled that were
not subject to the Differentiated Case Management (DCM) procedures effective on 9/1/927

Which judicial officers handled your cases that were nor subject to DCM (check all that apply):
___Gibson ___Enslen ___Bell __ McKeague ___Quist ____Miles
1 4 &

2 3 5

___Hillman ___Brenneman ___Rowland __ Greeley ___Scoville
7 8 9 10 1

About how many cases in the U. 8. District Court for the Western District of Michigan have you handled that were
subject 1o the Differentiated Case Management (DCM) procedures effective on 9/1/92?

Which judicial officers handled your cases that were subject o DCM (check all that apply):
__Gibson ___Enslen Bell __ McKeague ___ Quist __ Miles
6

1 2 3 4 5

___Hillman ___Breoneman ___Rowland ___Greeley __Scoville
7 8 9 10 11

Please rate your overall satisfaction with the DCM system compared with the previous case management system:

__Very __Somewhat __ Satisfied _ Somewhat __ Very _ Don’t Know __NoChange
' Satisfied * Satisfied 3 4 Dissatisfied  ° Dissatisfied ¢ 7

Please rate your clients’ overall satisfaction with the DCM system compared with the previous case management system:

__ Very __Somewhat ___Satisfied _ Somewhat __ Very __ Don’t Know ___NoChange
! Satisfied  ? Satisfied 3 ¢ Dissatisfied  ° Dissatisfied ° ’

Please indicate the extent to which you believe the court takes attorneys’ views into consideration when setting
deadlines and discovery limits:

___Always ___Usually __ Sometimes ___Rarely ___Never ___No Opinion
1 2 3 4 5 6

Have Track assignments been appropriate to the characteristics of your cases?

___ Always __Usually __ Sometimes ___Rarely __ Never ___No Opinion
1 2 3 4 s ¢

~ OVER PLEASE ™
09/01/94
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Questions 11 through 18 below address particular elements of the court’s DCM plan. In your experience, please indicate what
effect each element has on litigation cost and litigation delay. Using the key below, please circle one response for cost and one
response for delay.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 = increases litigation cost 1 = increases litigation delay
2 = decreases litigation cost 2 = decreases litigation delay
3 = does not affect litigation cost 3 = does not affect litigation delay
4 = no opinion/don’t know 4 = po opinion/don’t know
= no change 5 = no change

An element of the DCM system is to have all appropriate civil cases proceed to an early Rule 16 Scheduling
Conference. In your experience, what effect has this had on litigation cost and delay?

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

An element of the DCM system is to assign cases to tracks. In your experience, what effect has this had on litigation
cost and delay?

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

An element of the DCM system is to have more contact with judges and/or magistrate judges. In your experience, what
effect has this had on litigation cost and delay?

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

An element of the DCM system is to set limitations on the number of depositions each party may take. In your
experience, what effect has this had on litigation cost and delay?

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

An element of the DCM system is to set limitations on the number of interrogatories each party may serve. In your
experience, what effect has this had on litigation cost and delay?

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

An element of the DCM system is to set limitations on the time allowed for discovery. In your experience, what effect
has this had on litigation cost and delay?

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

An element of the DCM system is disposition of motions within 60 days following oral argument or following the last
responsive brief if oral argument is not heard. In your experience, what effect has this had on litigation cost and delay?

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

An element of the DCM system is to set early, firm trial dates. In your experience, what effect has this had on
litigation cost and delay?

Litigation Cost Litigation Delay
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

In the space below please provide any additional comments you would like to make about the court’s DCM system.
Attach additional pages, if necessary:

THANK YOU
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Chi?f Judge e!cblrd A, Ensl?n
Previous Pending::
Filings:
Terminations:
Current Pending:

Judge 8enjamin F. Gibson
Previous Pending::
f{lingse
Terminations:
Current Pending:

Judge Robert Holnes Bell
‘?revlaus Pendi ;a
f!ltnus: '
Terminations:
Current Pending:

Judge David U. McKeague

Previous Pending::
Filings:
Terminations:
Current Pending:

Judge Gordon J. Guist

.'Previous Pending::
Fitings:
Terminat{ons:

Current fendinc:
: e

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MORTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORY -~ PARY 1
Categorized Ceses -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94
Civit Fed. Pers. Pers. Prop. Resl 2255 tabeas Pris. Sociat Student

Rights Contr. Tex Forf. Labor Injury Prop. Rights Prop. OCther Cases Corpus Rights Secur. Loan Bankr.

BIGWER EAREME HEABAE SCERAN CABINE CRRENE RENRN SAGNER CAPRNS SUNENE CENEME NEAENES RPERER SERESE SemEawe SmeDe
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29 26 3 2 1 20 0 8 3 14 [+ ] 19 80 7 1 1
5 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 2 0 % 2 1 0
0 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 0
% 28 3 2 1 2 1 7 315 LR LI 9 1 1
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UNITED STATES DISYRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT ~-- PART 1
Categorized Cases -- 08/01/94 thru 08731794

civit Fed. Pers. Pers. Prop. Real 2255 Hsbeas Pris. Soclial Student Prev
Rights Contr, Ten Forf, Labor InJury Prop. Rights Prop. Other Coases Corpus Rights Secur. Losn Bankr. Total Totsl

WONMIN SUBEAS REOMRT SRNROE CEFLAN REAENNN SHNEAE BIROMR CELPRS CRANBE AR AW WEUR SN SAMNAE BEmeRs waawmme wHsmew ono see esaw

Senfor Judge Werxiell A, Hiles

Previous Pending:: 3 5 0 1 & 5 1 &« 3 4 0 ¥B 2 9 0 o 8 B0
Filings: 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 ] 0 1 0 0 /] 9 7
Terminations: 0 0 0 ] 1 1 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 é
Current Pending: &« 5 o o6 5 & 1 &« 2 5 o B 22 u o o 80 &
Senior Judge Douglas W. Hiliman
Previous Pending:: ¢ $ 1 0 5 1 0 2 5 8 0 1" 17 9 0 0 £ Fj]
Fitings: 0 1 0 0 2 ] 0 0 0 0 0 H 3 0 0 0 8 ]
Terminations; 2 ) 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 (1] 0 0 5 2 0 0 11 8
Current Pending: 7 5 1 0 & 1 0 2 ] 8 0 13 15 7 1] 0 70 73
pistrict Totais:
Pfev!ous Pending: 158 112 17 16 86 102 1% 43 7w 98 [] 121 395 92 4 10 1288 1275
Fliled: 23 7 2 3 18 12 2 3 4 10 2 1" 59 1 2 1 10 132
Terminated: 20 13 2 5 18 10 0 [ é (] 2 ] o 7 2 153 119
Current Pending: 161 106 17 14 86 104 16 40 15 102 1 124 407 96 4 7 130& 12”



UNITED STATES DISTRICY COURY -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MOKTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORIT -~ PART 2
Service, Rule 16 Conference & Consents Stetistics -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/%94
DATE SERVICE SERV LAST RESP CONF CONF CONF CONF PRES DISC DISC NUM DEPS NUM INTS ADR  IST  MAG  GEO
CASE WUMBER CASE CAPTIOM FILED TRACK DATE DAYS RESPOMSE DAYS DATE DAYS TYPE BEFORE REQD DAYS VAR DEPS VAR INTS VAR TYPE ART37 CONS?7 CONV?

LT - B Y LY T L e T L R T L T e L Ty R L R R Y L T P T T T S P P B T T R R N L L L TR

Chief Judge Benjemin F. Gibson

1:94-cv-0198 Bugbee v. Crisken Group 03/31/94 NONE 05/05/94 35 07/08/94 99 08/26/94 49 PERS MAG NO 0 H/A

1:94-cv-0428 Lindquist v. Eyde 06/27/9% 1 BR/RRLOR  YIR R RApAR 220D GB/05/94 wuie PERS MAG NO B7 MC 2 NC 15 NC
1194-cv-0353 BCUZ2 Corporation v. Pearson-Cook C006/03/94 11 06/10/94 T woynhsan anes OB/03/94 waan PERS MAG N0 115 DEC 4 NC 20 NC
{294-cv-0307 MI South Cen Power v. McGraw-Edison0S/11/94 [11 #%/ %8788 shyeesas base GR/03/G4 wans TEL MAG N0 155 DEC 15 INC 50 INC
1:94-cv-0319 Hudson v. Edwards 05717794 111 07/01/94 45 aasedsae dann 8/03/04 sane PERS MAG NO 213 INC 8 NC 30 NC
1394-cv-0321 Mcintosh v. Hope Network 05/17/94 111 07/08/94 52 07/01/9% 45 08/03/94 33 PERS MAG NO 191 INC 8 NC 30 NG MED
1:94-cv-0471 Horing v. Altena O7715/9h  REL ®a/n0z08  y/p Nh uhgne wana GR/26/04 weas TEL MAG KO 101 OEC 8 NC 30 NC MED
4:94-cv-0071 Dircken v. Michigan, State of 05702/94 111 07/20/94 79 e ansen aann (8/31704 wuen PERS MAG NO 142 DEC B8 NC 30 WO
3:94-cv-0081 Clement v. MI Dept of Yransport 056/15/94 111 08/17/9% 2 Shynhpha aRak (8703794 Rank PERS MAG NO 179 WC 8 NC 30 NC MED
4:93-cv-0193 Cooper Industries v. Abbott Laborat12/08/93 IV 01724795 412 *a ke ee anke (8/02/04 sase PERS MAG NO 6 DEC 15 NC 50 NC

$:94-cv-0034 McArthur v, Natl Emergency Sves 02728794 [V 06728794 120 “asnasen sans (8726794 *4%%  PERS MAG NO 113 DEC 15 NC 50 NC SM
$:94-cv-0082 Pirgim Pub Lobby Inc v. Bradford-wh06/20/94 Iv  06/30/94 10 07711794 21 0B/26/94 46 PERS MAG NO 230 DEC 15 NC 50 NC
1:94-cv-0299 Parish v. Creston Med Assoc 05709794 wvi1 05/18/94 L ALTALYALILLLLEE V7 2V L A L L] PERS MAG NO 109 N/A 8 N/A 30 N/A MED

Summary !‘or Chief Judge Benjamin F. Gibson
RULE 16 CONMFERENCES:

11 hetd within 45 days of last answer/response

2 held greater than 45 days sfter lsst shawer/response
11 {0 person

2 via telephone

0 bafore Article 111 Judge

13 before Mapistrate Judge

0 with parties presence required

13 with parties pressnce not required

2 cases where standard discovery Length was followed
2 cases where standard discovary length was Increased
7 cases where stondard discovery Langth sias decressed
10 cases where stendard discovery Limits sere followed

1 cases vhere discovery timits wers Incressed .
0 where dis y limits were decressed
ADR SUMMARY:
0 ENE
1 Special Mester
4 Mediation

0 Arbitration

g :tlmry :mch
unmary Jury

0 Other

CONSENTS:

i 10 congents to firat avefiable Article 111 Judge
0 coneente to proeceed before a Neglistrate Judge
0 roquests for: geogrephic reessipnent. ..
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -~ WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICRIGAN

MONTHLY OCM STATISTICAL REPORT ~-- PART 2

Service, Rule 16 Conference & Consents Statistics -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94

CONF CONF PRES DISC DISC NUM DEPS NUN INTS ADR  1ST  MAG  GED
YYPE BEFORE REQD DAYS VAR DEPS VAR I“TS VAR

...........................................................................................................................................................................

DATE SERVICE
CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION FILED 1R&C! DATE
Judge Richard A. Enslen
4:94-cv-0086 Mosher v. United Kennel Club 06703794 NONE 07/22/94
4:94-cv-0094 Holwes v, S.V., Inc. 06710794 NONE 07/13/%4
1194-cv-0282 Konfcov v. Banfitl 05702794 11 Arjan ae
1:96-cv-0384 Hannink v. Sunbeam-Oster Co 056715794 11 wesensan
4:94-cv-0087 Holmes v, S. V., Inc. 06706794 11 06/14/94

5:93-cv-0025 Lansing Mercy Ambul v. Tri-Cty Emg 02/25/93
§:94-cv-0387 Butler v. Century Procucts Co. 06716194
1:94-cv-0263 Uadlington v. Credit Acceptance  04/22/94

Sumnary for Judge Richard A. Enslen
RULE 16 CONFEREMCES:

8 held within 45 deys of lest snswer/response

11 04/01/93

TR L

Vil 07707794

0 hald grester than 45 days after last snswer/response

8 in person

0 via telephone

0 befors Article 111 Judge

8 before Magistrate Judga

3 with parties presence required

$ with partias presence not required

1 cesas whare standard discovary length wes followed

0 ceses vhera standard discovery length wes incrassed
& cases vhere standard discovery length was decreased
& casas whare standard discovery limita were followed

3 ceses vhere discovery Limits wers increased
0 casas where discovery limits ware decreased

ADR SUMMARY :
0 ENE )
0 tpnchl Haster
3 Nedistion *
0 Arbitration
0 Summary Bench
0 Summary Jury
0 Other

CONSENTS:
0 consents to first available Articie 111 Judge
3 consents to proceed before a Nagistrste Judge
0 requests for geographic reassigrment

SERV  LAST
DAYS RESPONSE

49 07/08/96
33 o
N/A QGIQQIQQ
N/A tﬁltiftt
8§ weshn 00
3’ i.’tl,ﬁ.
N/A 11721794
76 stpaepan

RESP  CONF  CONF
DAYS DME DAVS

35 o8/08/94 31
nane 08700794 eeve
akne O8/06/04 #ese
ks 08705794 seee
L2111 00!0‘/9‘ L)
sand OR/03/94 sane
158 08/10/94 1117
sens OB/10/94 whwe

PERS
PERS
PERS
PERS
PERS
PERS
PERS
PERS

-

=X 23" 1

NC
INC
1NC

INC
N/A

NC

INC
HC
NC

N/A

WPE A“l? CONS? CONV?

YES
MED VES
MED YES

MED


http:dllcoy.ry
http:dl.cov.ry
http:Ma,l,tr.te

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF HICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT -- PART 2
service, Rule 16 Conference & Consents Statistics -- 08701794 thru 08/31/94

DATE SERVICE SERV  LAST RESP CONF  CONF CONF CONF PRES DISC DISC NUM DEPS NUM INTS ADR I1ST  MAG  GEO
CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION FILED TRACK DATE DAYS RESPONSE DAYS DATE DAYS TYPE BEFORE REQD DAYS VAR DEPS VAR INTS VAR TYPE ART37 CONS? CONV?
Judge Robert Holmes Bell
1:94-cv~-0343 SEC v. Bandyk 05/31/96 NONE Q8727796 2T 06/29/96 29 08/08/94 40 PERS JUDGE NO 0 K/A
1:94-cv-0221 Reich v, Amer Property Mgt 04711796 11 06703794 53 ad st an aand O8/30/94 weae TEL JUDGE NO 175 INC & NC 20 NC
1:94-cv-0333 Albert Trostel & Son v. Lopez 05720/94 11 wagaepe g/ QF706/96 AT 08/10/94 35  PERS JUDGE NO 98 DEC & NC 20 NC
$:94-cv-0340 USA v. Insulation & Env Sve 06/708/96 [ meytezan /) at ek 0e akes (08 30794 asew TEL JUDGE NO 175 INC & HNC 20 NC
2:194-cv-0168 Frankenmuth Mt ns v. Ace Harcware08/28/94 LI  *%/%%/% /K 0F/20/94 22 08/24/94 35 TEL MAG NO 161 INC & HC 20 NKC MED
¥:94-cv-0353 Bowerman v, KFC-L.E.T., Inc, 06703794 111 06730796 27 #o /o vk seat (808794 whve PERS JUDGE WO 203 INC DEC DEC
1:94-cv-0264 Bakhuyzen v, Natl Rellrosd Corp  04/722/96 IV *a/8% 0% i/ aayaa, an anad O8/30/94 *%4%  PERS JUDGE NO 299 INC WAV WAV sJd
$:94-cv-0201 Davis v, Natl RR Passenger 05702794 [V Stgat an g p da b an dank O830/94 arek PERS JUDGE NO 299 INC WAV WAV sJ

1:94-cv-0377 Arbor Properties Ltd v. Sun 0il Co.06/10/96 12/08/96 181 anyha on anad (8/22/94 *ree TEL  JUDGE NO 0 H/A WAV N/ZA WAV N/A

Surmary for Judge Robert Holmes Belt
RULE 16 CONFERENCES:

9 held within 45 days of lest snswer/response

0 held greater than 45 days sfter last answer/response
S in person

4 vis telephone

8 before Article 111 Judge

1 before Nagistrate Judge

0 with parties presence required

9 uith parties presence not required

0 csses whers standard discovery length was foltowed
& cases where standard discovery (ength was incresssd
1 csses where standard discovery (ength wss decressed
4 cases where standard discovery Uimits were followed
0 coses where discovery Limits were incressed

2 cases whers discovary Limits were decreased

ADR SUMMARY: .
+ 0 ENE »
0 Special Mester
1 Nedistion
0 Arbitration
0 Summary Bench
2 Summary Jury
0 Other

CONSENTS:
0 consents to first available Article IIl Judge
0 consents to proceed before s Msgistrate Judge
0 requests for geographic reassignment


http:dl.cov.rv
http:dl.cov.rv
http:dl.cov.ry
http:SoWer.en

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCM STATISYICAL REPORT -- PART 2
Service, Rule 16 Conference & Consents Statistics -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/9%

ODATE SERVICE SERV  LAST RESP CONF  COWF CONF CONF PRES DISC DISC NUM DEPS NUM INIS ADR 1S MAG GEO
CASE WUMBER CASE CAPTION FILEO TRACK OATE DAYS RESPONSE DAYS DATE DAYS TYPE BEFORE REQO DAYS VAR DEPS VAR INTS VAR TYPE ARTI? CONS? CONV?
Judge David W. McKeague
1:94-cv-0431 Moods v. Triant 06/27/9% WNONE 07/13/9% 16 #djhn bn fank R 08794 wahs PERS JUDGE MO 0 w/A
$:94-cv-0091 Malkewitz v. Rite Afd Corporation 07/08/94 1  **/ees/e% /5 OF/25/94 17 08716794 22 JEL  JUWGE WO 153 INC 8 INC 30 INC
1194-cv-0290 Lowery v. Syrewice 05708794 111 05704794 0 an e ae ande (8,08,04 weee PERS JUDGE NO 203 INC 8 NC 30 NC MED
1:94-cv-0347 Fernandez v. Rogers 05731794 AL sopeegpan up 14703794 156 08722794 1177 PERS JUDGE MO 183 uC 10 INC 30 NC HED
1:94-cv-0458 Boersema v. Hsrvest Ins Agey Inc  O7/11794 111 depiagen g p ahsad ah aeas (8704704 wees PERS JUDGE MO 243 INC 10 INC 30 NC MED
2:94-cv-0151 Zerbst v. Houghton, City of 06706794 LRI *eptages yup 11718794 165 08709794 1717 TEL  MAG WO 170 DEC 8 NC 30 NC HMED
2:194-¢cv-0174 Noltfreter v. Menard, Inc. 07705794 111 *apeesss g p 07722794 AT 08724794 33 TEL MAG MO 204 INC 12 INC 90 INC HED
$:94-cv-0004 Wente Mgt of Rl Inc v. Ingham Count07/712/94 111 O7722/9% 10 #e et e aavh (8,200 ,04 sene PERS JUDGE NO 0 OEC DEC DEC
1:94-cv-0241 Whitney National Bk v. Derke 04715796 IV 06722794 LB wayea en date (8704 ]04 whet PERS JUDGE NO 22 DEC 4 DEC 30 DEC HED

Sumary for Judge David W. HcKeague
RULE 16 COMFERENCES:

9 held within 45 days of last answer/responss

0 held grester than 45 days sfter last answer/response
6 In person

3 vis telephone

7 before Article 111 Judge

2 before Nagistrate Judge

0 with parties presence required

9 with partfes presence not required

1 cases where standard discovery length was followed
4 ceses whers stendard discovery length wss Increassd
3 ceses where standard discovery tength wes decrassed
4 ceses vhere standsrd discovery {imits ware followed
& ceses vhere discovery Limits were incressed

3 ceses whers discovery limits were decreased

ADR SUMMARY :
0 ENE
0 Special Master
& Mediation
0 Arbitration
0 Sumnary Bench
0 Sumnary Jury
0 Other

COMSENTS:
0 consents to first available Artfcle 111 Judge
0 consents to proceed before o Magistrate Judge
0 requests for geographic reassignment



UHITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
HONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT -- PART 2
Service, Rule 16 Conference & Consents Statistics -~ 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE SERVICE SERY (AST RESP CONF CONF CONF CONF PRES DISC DISC NUM DEPS NUM  INTS ADR 18T MAG  GEO
CASE MUMBER CASE CM’TION FII.ED ‘IRACK DM’B DAYS RESPONSE OA\'S DME OAYS TYPE BEFORE REQD DAYS VAR BEPS VAR INTS VAR TYPE ART3? CONS? CONV?
Judge Gordon J. Quist
1:93-cv-0986 Love v. Grand Rapids, City 12713793 111 06724796 193 suyenyan anek (15797794 Seae PERS JUDGE HNO 0 DEC 8 HC 30 wNC
1194-cv-0472 Cutler v. Texaco, Inc. OT/715/94 111 Sngeazen 3/ 07/21/9% 4 08/10/94 20 TEL JUOGE NO 178 NC 8 NC 30 NC MED
$:94-cv-0077 John Deare Indus Co v, Distr Corp 006/03/94 111 08/21/94 18 *ayes tn saak OB/2L/04 He0e PERS JUDGE WO 213 INC WN/A A

Sumsary for Jwdge Gordon J. Quist
RULE 16 CONFERENCES:

3 held within 45 days of last answar/response

0 held grester than 45 days sfter last enswer/response
2 in person

1 via telephone

3 before Article 111 Judge

0 before Wagistrate Judge

0 with parties presence required

3 with parties presence not required

1 cases where standerd discovery length was followed
1 cesea swhere standard discovary length wes incressed
1 cases where standard discovery length was decressed
2 cases where stendard discovary limits were followed
0 cases where discovery Limits Nere increased

0 cases where discovery limits were decreased

ADR SUMMARY :

0 ENE

0 Speclel Master

1 Mediation

0 Arbitration

0 Summary Bench

0 Suwary Jury -
0 Other .

CONSENTS:
0 consents to first sveilable Article 111 Judge
0 consents to proceed befors ¢ Magistrate Judge
0 requeste for geographic reassignment


http:decrel.ed
http:dl.cov.ry
http:dl.cov.ry
http:dllCov.ry

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURY -~ WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
NONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT - PART 2
Service, Rule 16 Conference & Consents Statistics -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE SERVICE SERV  LAST RESP  CONF  CONF CONF CONF PRES DISC DISC MM DEPS NUM  INTS ADR 1ST  MAG  GEO
CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION FILED TRACK OAIE DAYS RESPONSE DAYS DATE DAY TYPE BEFORE REQGD DAYS VAR DEPS VAR [INTS VAR TYPE ART3I? CONS? CONV?
Senfor Judge Douglas M. Hillmen
1:94-cv-0356 Hobbs v. Bachelder 08/03/94 NONE 06/21/96 1B whywean ankn (823 /94 Whan TEL MAG MO 45 N/A NJA N/A
1194-cv-0361 Strey v. Anderson 06/08/94 NONE 07/01/96 23 01/05/96 27 OB/22/94 48  PERS MAG MO 0 N/A
1:94-cv-0446 Griffes v. Howmet Corporation 07/08/9% 111 woyenyee N8 OF/14794 8 08/15/96 32 PERS MAQ NO 183 NC 5 DEC DEC

Summary for Senfor Judge Dougtas W. Hitlman
RULE 18 CONFERENCES:

2 hetd within 45 days of lsst answer/response

1 held grester than 45 days after last snswer/response
2 in person

1 via telephone

0 before Article 111 Judge

3 befors Magiatrate Judge

0 with parties presence required

3 with parties presence not required

1 cases where standard discovery length was followed
0 ceses where standard discovery length wes incressed
0 cases where standerd discovery length was decrsesed
0 ceses where standard discovery limits were followed
0 cases where discovery limits were incressed

2 cosas shere discovery {imits were decreased

ADR SUMMARY:
0 ENE
0 Specinl Master
0 Medistion
0 Arbitration
G Summary Bench
0 Summary Jury
0 Other

CONSENTS:
0 consents to first available Article 111 Judge
0 consenta to proceed before a Magistrate Judge
0 requeste for geographic reassignment



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORY -- PARY 2

Service, Rule 16 Conference & Consents Statistics -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE SERVICE SERV  LAST RESP CONF  CONF CONF CONF PRES DISC DISC NUM DEPS NUM INTS ADR  1ST MAG  GEC
CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION FILED TRACK DATE  DAYS RESPONSE DAYS DATE DAYS TYPE BEFORE REQOD DAYS VAR DEPS VAR INTS VAR TYPE ARTI? CONS? CONV?

R R T R L L L e R L wammo .o P R R R R L L L L L T T T T Y T O . e me e, T T R

DISTRICT SUMMARY
RULE 16 CONFERENCES:

42 held within 45 days of last snswer/response

3 held greater than 45 days after last snswer/response
34 in person

11 via telephone

18 before Article 11! Judge
27 before Magistrate Judge

3 with parties presence required

42 with parties presence not required

4 cases where standard discovery length was followed
13 cases where stendard discovery length was increased
18 cases where starndard discovery length was decressed
24 cases where stardsrd discovery (imits were followed
8 cases vhere discovery {imits were increased

7 cases shere discovery timits were decreased

4 Special Mester
15 Mediation

0 Arbitration

0 Summary Bench
2 Summary Jury
0 Other

CONSENYS:
0 consents to first available Article Il Judge
3 conzents to proceed before a Magistrete Judge
0 requests for geographic reassignment



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN —~ MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT

JUDGE NAME or VoL EXP STAND COMPLEX H COMP TOTAL  NON-DCM NC TOTAL ADMIN®
INFO TYPE TRACK  TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK DCMCASES TRACK  TRACK ALL CASES TRACK
Chief Judge Gibson

Changes in Discovery Limits 0 4] 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Changes in Track Assignment 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Suspension of Discavery o o 0 1 0 1 o 0 1 0
Changes in Trial Date o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days after filing 0 0 § 1 0 6 0 § 11 5
Parcentage of Dispositive Motions Declded within 120 days 0% 0% 100% 100% 0% 55% 0% 100% 69% 1%
Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days afler filing 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 2
Percentage of Dispositive Motions NOT Declded within 120 days 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 45% 0% 0% 31% 29%

* For the Administrative Track, a cutoff of 240 days is used inslead of the usual 120 days for deciding dispositive motions.

Case Management & Dispositive Motion info — 06/01/94 thru 08/31/84



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN - MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT

JUDGE NAME or VOL EXP STAND COMPLEX HCOMP  TOTAL NON-DCM NO TOTAL ADMIN®
INFO TYPE TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK DCMCASES TRACK  TRACK ALLCASES TRACK
Judge Enslen

Changes in Discovery Limits 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Changes In Track Assignmant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1] 0
Suspension of Discovery 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Changes in Trial Date 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 (V] 0 0
Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days after filing 0 2 2 0 1 5 1] 3 8 5
Percentage of Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days 0% 67% 100% 0% 100% B3% 0% 100% 89% 1%
Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days after filing 0 1 1] 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
Percentage of Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 1% 29%

* For the Administrative Track, a cutoff of 240 days is used instead of the usual 120 days for deciding dispositive motions.

Case Management 8 Dispositive Motion Info — 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN - MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT

JUDGE NAME or vOL EXP STAND COMPLEX HCOMP TOTAL  NON-DCM NO TOTAL ADMIN®
INFO TYPE TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK DCM CASES TRACK TRACK ALLCASES TRACK
Judge Bell

Changes in Discovery Limits 0 1 0 0 V] 1 0 (] 1 0
Changes in Track Assignment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 1]
Suspension of Discovery 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 0
Changes in Trial Date [} 1 1 0 1] 2 0 0 2 0
Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days after filing 0 2 1 0 0 3 0 5 8 7
Percentage of Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days 0% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100% 100% 50%
Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days after filing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Parcentage of Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%

* For the Administrative Track, a cutoff of 240 days is used instead of the usual 120 days for deciding dispositive motions.

Case Management & Dispositive Motion info — 08/01/84 thru 08/31/94
. i {



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN — MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT

JUDGE NAME or vOL EXP STAND COMPLEX HCOMP  TOTAL NON-DCM NO TOTAL ADMIN®
INFO TYPE TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK DCMCASES TRACK TRACK ALL CASES TRACK
Judge McKeague
Changes in Discovery Limits 0 0 0 0 0 (4] 0 0 0 0
Changes in Track Assignment 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Suspension of Discovery 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Changes in Trial Date 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days after filing 0 [\] 3 3 0 ) 0 2 8 8
Percentage of Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days 0% 0% 75% 100% 0% 86% 0% 100% 67% 80%
Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days after filing 0 o 1 0 0 1 3 0 4 2
Percentage of Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days 0% 0% 25% 0% 0% 14% 100% 0% 33% 20%

* For the Administrative Track, a cutoff of 240 days is used instead of the usual 120 days for deciding dispositive molions.

Case Management & Dispositive Motion Info - 08/01/94 thru 08/31/84



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN — MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT

JUDGE NAME or vOL EXP STAND COMPLEX HCOMP TOTAL  NON-DCM NO TOTAL ADMIN®
INFO TYPE TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK YRACK DCMCASES TRACK TRACK ALLCASES TRACK
Judge Quist

Changes in Discovery Limits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
Changes in Track Assignment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Suspension of Discovery 1] 0 0 0 1] 0 ] 0 0 0
Changes in Trial Date 0 o 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0
Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days after filing 0 1] 1 1 0 2 0 3 5 6
Percentage of Dispositive Motions Declded within 120 days 0% - 0% 14% 100% 0% 20% 0% 75% 36% 75%
Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days after filing 0 2 6 0 0 8 0 1 9 2
Percentage of Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days 0% 100% 86% 0% 0% 80% 0% 25% 64% 25%

* For the Administrative Track, a cutoff of 240 days is used instead of the usual 120 days for deciding dispositive motions.

Case Management & Dispositive Motion Info — 08/01/94 thru 08/31/64
i .



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN ~ MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT

JUDGE NAME or VOL EXP STAND COMPLEX HCOMP  TOTAL NON-DCM NO TOTAL ADMIN*
INFO TYPE TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK DCMCASES TRACK TRACK ALLCASES TRACK
Senior Judge Miles

Changes In Discovery Limits o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Changes In Track Assignment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (V] 0 0
Suspension of Discovery 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Changes in Trial Date 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days afier filing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Perceniage of Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 60%
Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days after filing 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 2
Percentage of Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 40%

* For the Administrative Track, a cutoff of 240 days is used instead of the usual 120 days for deciding dispositive motions.

Case Management & Disposilive Motion Info — 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN — MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT

JUDGE NAME or
INFO TYPE

Senior Judge Hiliman

Changes in Discovery Limits
Changes in Track Assignment

Suspension of Discovery
Changes in Trial Date

Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days after filing
Percentage of Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days

Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days after filing
Percentage of Dispositive Motions NOT Dacided within 120 days

vOL
TRACK

QoL

0

0%

0

0%

EXP
TRACK

RO

100%

0
0%

STAND COMPLEX HCOMP  TOTAL NON-DCM
TRACK TRACK TRACK DCMCASES TRACK

0 0 4] 0 4]

0 0 0 0 1

1 0 0 2 0

0 4] 1) 2 0

0 0 0 2 0

0% 0% 0% 100% 0%

0 0 Q 0 1}

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

* For the Administrative Track, a cutoff of 240 days is used instead of the usual 120 days for deciding dispositive motions.

Case Management & Dispositive Motion info — 0B/01/94 thru 08/31/94

NO

TOTAL ADMIN®
TRACK ALLCASES TRACK
0 0 0
0 1 0
0 2 0
0 2 0
0 2 6
0% 100% 100%
0 ] 0
0% 0% C%



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN — MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT

JUDGE NAME or VoL EXP STAND COMPLEX HCOMP  TOTAL NON-DCM NO TOTAL
INFO TYPE TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK TRACK DCMCASES TRACK  TRACK ALL CASES
DISTRICT TOTALS

Changes in Discovery Limils 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Changes In Track Assignment 1] 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Suspension of Discovery 0 3 3 2 0 8 0 0 8
Changes In Trial Date 0 3 3 0 0 6 1 0 7
Dispositive Motions Decided within 120 days after filing 0 6 12 5 1 24 0 18 42
Percentage of Dispositive Motions Declded within 120 days 0% 43% 63% 100% 100% 62% 0% 95% 69%
Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days afier filing 0 8 7 0 0 15 3 1 19
Percentage of Dispositive Motions NOT Decided within 120 days 0% 57% 37% 0% 0% 38% 100% 5% 31%

* For the Administrative Track, a cutoff of 240 days is used instead of the usual 120 days for deciding dispositive motions.

Case Management & Dispositive Motion Info - 08/01/84 thru 08/31/94

ADMIN®
TRACK

oo

0%

17
30%



CASE WUMBER CASE CAPTION

Chiet Judge Benjemin Gibson
No Track:

1:93-cv-0549 Paredise Creations vs Meijer, Inc.
1:94-cv-0198 Bugbee vs Crisken Group

1:94-cv-0229 Foreverendeavor Mus vs Large

1:94-cv-0327 Carney vs UAW

1:94-cv~-0336 Battle Creck Health vs Peradigm Med Teams
1:194-cv-0415 Nallece vs Metro Life Ins Co

4:94-cv-0030 THCCHWF vs Carpentry Contr Inc
4394-cv-0128 Flatt vs Schwe

$:94-cv-0089 HI Consolidated Gas vs NGC Energy Resources

Expedited Treck:

1:93-cv-0517 Snyder vs Boston Whaler Inc
1:93-cv-0856 Central States vs Gelock Trensfer Line
5:93-cv-0052 Leek vs Verson Allstest Corp

Standard Track:

1:93-cv-0111 Datema vs Ingersoll-Rend Co
1:93-cv-0311 Strait vs Freedom Chevrolet
1:93-¢v-0384 Comerice Bank vs “Trouble® The Vessel
1:93-¢v~-0800 Tebeau vs Moore Business Forms
$:04-2v-0223 Bakhuyzen vs Homestead Ins Co
5:93-cv-0104 Gideons vs MR, Inc.

Comptex Track:
1:93-cv-0088 IL Envelope Company vs Continentsl Casualty
Adninistrative Track:

1:93-cv-0028 Selinski vs Johnson
1:93-cv-0591 Mirick vs McGimnts
1:93-cv-0659 Banks vs McGinnis
1:93-cv-0850 Hoblit vs Secy of HHS
1:93-cv-0853 Bean vs Shalala
1:94-cv-0103 Kroll vs IRS
1:94-cv-0219 Steele vs Abramajtys
1:94-¢cv-0234 Belanger vs MeGinnis
1:94-cv-0294 Gallardo-Hernandez vs USA
1:94-cv-0318 Johnson vs Cory
1:94-¢cv-0540 Troyer vs Underwood
4:94-cv-0113 Burt vs Abramajtys
4:94-cv-0120 Moore vs Jabe
$:94-¢cv-0050 Chapman ve Owens

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURY -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

DATE

CLOSED DISPOSIYION SETVLED

- - D W e Cammmm

08702794
08/11/794
08/12/96
08712794
08/03/94
08/30/94
08701794
08/25/94
08/01/94

08/02/94
08/30/94
08/30/94

08/01/94
08715794
08702794
08/31/94
08/15/94
08/30/94

08/30794

08/11/94
08/31/94
08/31/94
08702794
- 08731794
08/11/94
08/30/94
08/30/94
08/30/94
08730794
08/31/94
08701794
08/30/94
08/30/94

MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORYT -- PART &

Case Terminations -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DAYS TO

574

NO
YES
YES

NO

YES
YES
YES

NO

YES

DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER
HELD HC RULE 4

MOTIOM

NO
NO
NO
NO

NO

KO

NO
YES
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO

DISPOSIYION

NO
NO
NO

YES
NO
NO

NC
YES

NO

TYPE OF
OTHER DISPOSITION

Defaul t
pefault

Default
Other Dismissal
Voluntarily

Voluntarily

Other Dismissal

Other Dismissal
Other Judgment

Other Judgment

Appeal Affirmed
Appeal Affirmed
Appeal Affirmed
Other Dismissal
Other Dismissal
Other Dismissal
Other Dismissal
Other Dismissal
Other Judgment

Other Dismissal
Other Dismissal

D1SPOSED
IN TIME

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
H/A
N/A
/A
H/A

HNO
YES
NO

NG
NO
YES
YES
YES
YES

H/A
N/A
H/A
N/A
/A
N/A
N/A
H/A
H/A
N/A
N/A
H/A
N/A
H/A



CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTYON

[pp—— D -

Summary for Chief Judge Benjamin Gibson

10 settied

1 dismissed by grenting a dispositive
1 trials held

4 dismissed as frivolous or as habeas
17 other dispositions

6 cases disposed within track (imits

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURY -~ WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT -- PARY &
Case Terminations -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE DAYS 710 DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF
CLOSED DISPOSITION SETTLED  MOTION HELD HC RULE & DISPOSITION OTHER DISPOSITION

....... O T LR R N L L L L R L R L L LR T e LT

motion

rule 4

4 csses NOT disposed within track limits

240 days on average to disposition

DISPOSED
I TIME



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICY OF MICHIGAN
MORTHLY BCM STATISTICAL REPORT -- PART 4
case Terminatfons -- 08/01/94 thru DB/31/94

DATE DAYS T0 DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF D1SPOSED
CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION CLOSED DISPOSITION SETTLED  MOTION HELD HC RULE & DISPOSITION OTHER DISPOSITION IN TIME
Judge Richard Enslen
No Track:
1:94-cv-0149 R & § Trans & Logist va Coastal Container 08708794 147 NO NO NO NO YES Other Dismissal H/A
1:94-cv-0330 Ranir/0CP Corp ve Procter & Gambla Co. 08/17/9¢4 90 No NO NO NO YES Volunterily N/A
1:94-cv-0350 Hunt vs USA 08/31/94 90 YES NO NO HO NO N/A
1:94-cv-0412 USA ve Heyes 0B/24/94 64 NO NO NO NO YES voluntarily N/A
1:94-cv-0447 Westshore Engineer vs Schmeling 08/22/94 47 NO HO NO NO YES Remanded to State Court H/A
1:94-cv-0515 Mitan Properties Lo vs Frandorson Prop 08/04/94 3 NO NO NO NO YES Remarxled to State Court N/A
4:93-cv-0110 Little vs Kalemazoo Pub School 08/11/94 406 NO NO NO NO YES Other Judgment N/A
4:94-cv-0055 USA vs Curtin 08/30/94 141 NO NO NO NO YES Votuntarily H/A
4194 -cv-0088 Mosher vs United Kennet Club 08/23/94 a1 YES NO NO NO NO N/A
$:04-cv-0087 Cisrkowski vs McLachlan Drilling 08/04/%4 ” YES HO HO NO NG N/A
5:94-cv-0112 Frandorson Prop vs Mitan 08/04/94 2 NO NO NO NG YES Remanded to State Court N/A
Expedited Track:
1:93-cv-0535 §-2 Yachts, Inc. vs WMJB Marine, Inc. 08/31/94 418 N0 HO NO RO YES Other Judgment HO
1:93-cv-0695 Johnson vs Bd of Educ Nrthview 08/08/94 342 NO NC NO NO YES voluntarily YES
1:93-cv-0810 Westphal vs Simplex Time Co 08/23/9% 319 YES NO NO NO NO YES
1:93-cv-0874 tnited Steelworkers vs Amer Logging Toot 08/16/94 29 YES NO NO [ 1¢] NO YES
4:94-cv-0038 Grulke vs Stryker Instruments 08/29/94 175 YES NO NO NO NO YES
§:94-cv-0063 Berry vs Nhitley 08722794 118 YES HO NO NO NO YES
Starxlard Track:
1:92-cv-0772 Larsen Leasing Inc vs U.S. Cement Inc. 08/24794 653 YES NO NO NO NO NO
1:93-cv-0465 Lanrence vs Holland Group inc 08/31/94 440 YES NO NO No HO YES
5:93-cv-0070 Austin vs St. Joseph, City of 08/31/94 453 YES NO KO NO HO NO
Administrative Track:
1:93-cv-0707 McVeigh vs Rickert 08723/94 354 NO YES HO HO NO N/A
1:93-cw- 0854 Hinds vs DeRose 08/24/94 303 NO YES WO O NO N/A
1:94-cv-0365 Matson vs U.S, Atty General 08715794 &7 NO NO NO NO YES Other Dismissal N/A
1:94-cv-0411 Coleman vs Guss Hearrison Region . 08724794 664 NO NO NO YES NO Other Dismissal N/A

4194-cv-0004 Stafford vs Day 08/15/94 223 NO YES NO NO HO N/A


http:Herr'.on
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -~ WESTERM DISTRICY OF MICHIGAM
HMONTHLY OCM STATISTICAL REPORT -~ PART 4
Case Terminations -- 0B/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE DAYS 10 DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF DISPOSED
CASE NUMBER CASE CM’TION CLOSED DlSPOSl"Oﬂ SETTLED ﬂOl’lDll HELD HC RULE 4 OISPOSITION OTHER D!SPOSIHON 4] 'I’!HE

J T T T T g U S P R T T L R T R wrmmsena-.. reemmma . P L T T B

Sumary for Judge Richard Enslen

10 settied

3 dismissed by granting a dispositive motion
0 trials held

{ dismissed as frivolous or as habeas rule 4
11 other dispositions

& ceses disposed within track {imits

3 cases NOT disposed within track limits

213 days on average to disposition



CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION

Judge Robert Holmes Bell
Ho Track:s

1:94~cv-0170 1PK Group, Ltd. vs ADCO Die-Cast Corp
1:94-cv-0292 USA vs Hausmann

1:94-cv-0339 Potter va General Motors Corp
1:94-cv-0343 SEC vs Bandyk

1:94-cv-0388 USA vs Mercedes VINABDAZS
1:94-cv-0508 Matthews vs Morningater

1:96-cv-0579 Cempbeil vs Srusster

4:93-¢cv-0177 Auto Diagnostics vs Auto Test Products

4:94-cv-0060 Morren vs Petersen

4294-cv-0119 DelLozzer vs Grant

S:94-cv-0115 Frandorson Prop vs Mitan

$:94-cv-0118 Mitan Properties Co vs Frandorson Prop

Expedited Yrack:

2:93-cv-0251 Hiltunen vs USA
2:94-¢cv-0079 Yackman vs UNUM Life Insurance

Standard Track:

1:93-cv- 1012 Breuer vs Johnson & Johnson VA
104 -cv-004T Jolifffe vs Enterprse Rent-A-Car

Adninistrative Yrack:

1:93-¢v-0123 Johnson vs Johnson
1:93-cv-0332 Nash vs Pitcher
1:94-cv-0041 Mackey vs Edmonds
1:94-cv-0301 Sarlund vs Varnum Riddering
1:94-cv-0403 Boaturight vs Koenfgsknecht
1:94-cv-0507 Mewk vs Toombs

1194-cv-0352 Jihed vs Gabry
2:93-cv-0185 Muhammad vs Hewley
2:9%-cv-0189 Nuhsmmad vs Wood
2:9%-cv-0241 Atmad vs Ordiway
2:94-cv-0115 Bradford vs Shie
2:94-cv-0153 Griffin vs Hamley

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -~ WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

DATE

CLOSED DISPOSIIION SETTLED

P S T B T T Y T ey P

08/15/94
08/09/94
08/10/94
08/01/94
08/19/9%
08/09/94
08/31/94
08/31/94
08/23/94
08/31/94
08/24/94
08/24/94

08/31794

08/12/94

08/01/94
08/10/94

08/01/94
08/01/94
08/15/94
08/08/94
08/22/94
08/09/94
08/31/94
08/01/94
08/01/94
08/23/94

. 08701794

08/19/94

MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORY -- PART 4
Case Terminations -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DAYS 1O

DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/
ﬂELD HC RULE 4 DISPOSITION

MOTION

NO
YES

NO
HO

24
N0

NO
NO

NO
NO

NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO

YES
YES
NO
NO

YES
YES

GTHER

O
NO
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
YES
YES
NO
YES
YES

YES
NO

NO
YES

TYPE OF
OTHER DISPOSITION

Remarcied to State Court
Other Judgment

Default

Other Dismissal

Other Dismissal

pefault

Other Dismissal
Remanded to State Court
Remanded to State Court

Other Judgment

Remanded to State Court

Other Dismissal

Voluntarily

Other Dismissal
Other Dismissal
other Dismissal

Other Judgment
Other Judgment

D ISPOSED
IN TINE

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
H/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

YES
YES

YES
YES

N/A
N/A
R/A
N/A
/A
N7A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/7A
H/A
N/A



CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -~ WESTERN DISYRICT OF MICHIGAN
MOHTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORY -- PART &
Cese Terminations -~ 0B/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE DAYS T0 DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF
CLOSED OISPOSITION SETTLED  MOTION HELD HC RULE 4 DISPOSITION OTHER DISPOSITION

DISPOSED
IR TIME
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Sunmary for Judge Robert Holmes Bell

2 settled

7 dismissed by granting a dispositive motion
0 trials heid

7 dismissed as frivolous or as habeas rule &
12 other dispositions

4 csses disposed ulthin track limits

0 cases NOT disposed within track limits

150 deys on average to disposition



CASE MUMBER CASE CAPTION

Judge David McKeague
No Track:

1:94-¢v-0120 USA va Kiahn

1:94-cv-02T4 USA ve 315,049 US Currency
1:94-cv-0431 toods va Triant

1394 -cv-0557 Moore vs Muskegon, County of
2:94-cv-0111 Peterson vs Kenard, Inc,

Expedited Track:
1:93-cv-0756 Meldrum vs RPM, Inc.
Standard Treack:

1193-cv-0427 Premier Indust Corp vs Hes
§:93-cv-0459 Marose va Fowler

1:93-cv-0507 Nobilfo vs Fouler

1:93-cv-1029 Crotesu vs Amoco Oil Company
1:94-cv-0113 Borisch vs Technical Sys |
$:93-cv-0088 Central States vs Crandell lrothets

Complex Track:
1:9%-cv-08B4 Rutcoskey vs U-Haul, Inc.
Adninistrative Yrack:

1:93-cv-0367 Willfams vs Johnson
1:93-cv-0731 Baldus vs Secy of HHS
1:94-cv-0124 Pew, ot 8l vs Ml River Outfitters
1:94-cv-0473 Nawk vs Kifenhardt
1194-cv-0518 Brim vs Jackson

1194 -cv-0576 Coreetti vs Elo
2:194-cv-0002 Glenn vs Baker
2:94-cv-0019 Cromsr vs McVannel
2:94-cv-0148 Colewman vs MacMeekin
2:98-cv-0152 Witiiams vs McCarroll
4:93-cv-0111 Hayes vs Secy of HHS

NON-DCM Track:
1:93-cv-03&1 EEOC vs Regency Windsor Mgt

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

DATE

08/19/94
08/22/94
08/30/94
08/30/94
08/09/94

08/29/94

08/22/94
08/19/%94
08/19/94
08/25/94
08/12/94
08/19/94

08/02/94

08/12/94
08/15/94
08/09/94
08/12/94
08/08/94
08/30/94
08/02/94
0B/26/94
08/22/94

- 08/22/94
. 0B/09/94

08/30/94

MOHTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT -- PART 4

Case Terminations -- 087/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DAYS 10
CLOSED DISPOSIYION SETTLED

F R LT L L T R L L L L R R R T TR Y PR T T Ry

341

274

477

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

NO

NO

DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/

HOT!ON HELO HC RULE 4 DISPOSHION

NO

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

OTHER

YES
1€S

NO
NO

NO

NO

NO

TYPE OF
OYHER DISPOSITION

Default
Other Dismissal

Other Dismissal

Default

Appeal Affirmed
Appeal Affirmed
Appeal Reversed
Other Dismissal
Transfer to Other District
Transfer to Other District
Other Judgment
Other Judgment
Other Judgment
Other Juxigment
Appeal Affirmed

DISPOSED
IN VTIME

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/R
N/A

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

N/A
N/A
N/A
H/A
N/A
H/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

H/A



CASE NUMBER CASE CSP'I'IOH

Sumary for Judge David McKeague

8 settied

2 dississed by grenting » dispositive motion
0 trisls held

4 diamissed as frivolous or as hebeas rule &
11 other dispozitions

8 ceses disposed within track timits

0 cases NOT disposed within track limits

226 deys on average to disposition

UMITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -~ WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCH STATISTICAL REPORT -- PART 4
Case Terminations -- 08701794 thru 08/31/94

DATE DAYS TO DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF
CLOSED DISPOSll!Oﬁ SETTLED HOTIOU HELD HC RULE 4 DISPOSI‘UOH OTHER DISPOS!‘HO“

DISPOSED

IN TINE



UNITED STATES DISTRICY COURY -- WESTERN DISTRICTY OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT -- PARY 4
Case Terminations -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/96

OATE DAYS 10 DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF D ESPOSED

CASE WUMBER CASE CAPTION CLOSED DISPOSITION SETTLED  MOTION HELD HC RULE 4 DISPOSITION OYHER DISPOSITION I8 TIME
Judge Gordon Quist

No Track:

1:94-cv-0331 USA vs 11058 Garffeld Road 08722794 94 YES NO HO NO RO H/A

2394-cv-0109 Northrup vs lronworkers 08716794 120 YES L) NO NO NO N/A
Expedited Yrack:

1:93-cv-0832 Countrywide Funding ve Cntrywide Financisl  087/11/94 300 NO YES NG HO NO YES
Standard Track:

1:94-cv-0027 Baddour vs Boyne USA, Inc. 08/23/9 217 YES NO NO MO : NO YES

2:93-cv-0049 Campbetl vs Yextron, Inc. 08/09/94 545 YES NO NO NO NO NO
Administrative Track:

2:93-ev-0214 Harpe vs Hoawley 0B/24 /94 316 NO HO NO NO YES Other Judgment H/A

2:93-¢cv-0224 Honeycutt va Ceriyon 08/15/94 305 No NO NO NO YES Other Judgment N/A

2:94-£v-0207 USA vs Anthony 08/24/94 7 L] NO ] NO YES Other Dismissal N/A
NON-DCM Track:

1:94~cv-0519 USA vs Smalley 08/19/94 16 YES NO KO NO NO N/A

4:93-¢v-0030 Cronk vs Leto 08/09/94 484 YES NO NO No NO K/A



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURY -- WESTERN OISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY OCM STATISTICAL RéPORI’ - PART 4
Case Terminations -- 08/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE BAYS TO DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF DISPOSED
CASE NUMBER CASE CQPHON CLOSED ODISPOSITION SEYTLED NO"DN HELO HC RULE ‘ DISPOSITION OTHER DISPOSITION IN TIME

............................. B L L L R R T L R

Summary for Judge Gordon Quist

6 settled

1 dismissed by granting a dispositive motion
0 trials hald

0 dismissed as frivolous or as hebeas rule 4
3 other dispositions

2 ceses disposed within track limits

1 cases NOT disposed within track Limits

240 davs on average to disposition



UNITED STATES DISTRICY COURT -~ WESTERN DISTRICT OF HMICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCH STATISTICAL REPORT -- PART 4
Case Terminations -- 08/01/%& thru 08/31/94

DATE DAYS TO DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF D SPOSED
CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION CLOSED DISPOSITION SETTLED ﬂO’ﬂOﬁ HELD NC RULE ‘ DISPOS!HON GTHER MSPOSIT!ON IN TIME
Senfor Judge Wendell Mites
No Track:
1:94-cv-0389 Carpentier vs Mei Jor, Inc. 08/05/94 50 YES NO NO NO NO N/A
Stendard Track:
1192-cv-0907 HI Dept of Transport vs Grable & Sons Mti 08/08/94 585 YES NO NO NO NO NO
1:93-cv-1007 USA vs One Certificate 08/05/94 231 YES MO NO L1s] NO YES
Administroative Track:
1:93-cv-05603 punhem vs Dyke 08/05/94 366 NO (1] NO NO YES Other Dismissal H/A
$:194-cv-0231 Young-EL vs M] Dept of Correc 08/05/94 112 NO [ {+] NO NO YES Other Judgment N/A
1194-ev-0566 Watson vs Reidiy 08/29/9% 10 NO No L NO YES Transfer to Other District N/A
4194-cv-0021 Long vs Lori 08/26/9% 207 NO NO NO YES NO Other Judgment N/A
4194-cv-0084 Giliespie vs Lori 08/26/94 122 NO NO NO YES NO Other Dismissat LT

5:93-cv-0151 Barrow ve Wilson 08/26/94 266 NO YES NO NO NO N/A



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ~~ WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MORTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT -~ PART 4
Case Terminations -- 08/01/94 thru OB/31/94

DATE DAYS 10 DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF DISPOSED
ChSE NUMBER CASE CAPTION CLOSED DISPOSITION SE"LEO MOTION HELD "C RULE ‘ DISPOSITION OTHER DISPOSITION IN TIME

......... B L R L L L L L L L T T T TP Sy R

Summery for Senifor Judge Wendell Miles

3 settled

1 dismissed by granting a dispositive motion
0 trials held

2 dismissed as frivolous or as habeas rule 4
3 other dispositions

1 ceses disposed within track limits

1 cagses NOT disposed within track limits

216 days on average to disposition



CASE NUMBER CASE CAPYION

- L L L T T T T T P T R o R R R R L LT T O P P T T B L L L L LT Y TS PR T R L L L E T T T T R O,

Senlor Judge Douglas Hiliman
A ] .
Ko Track:

1:94-cv-0361 Strey vs Anderson
1194-cv-0484 Beck vs Veed
£3194-cv-0024 Kalaec, Inc. vs Jeystar Intl inc

Standard Track:
1:93-cv-0132 Bartz vs Hoskins Mfg Co
Adninistrative rnck:

1:93-cv-0518 Kolbe vs Secy of HHS
1193-cv-0856 Pickena vs Secy of NHS
{194 -cv-0402 r vs NcGinnis
1194-cv-0505 Pippen-Et vs Palus
194-cv-0348 Landis vs NI Dept of Correc
4:94-cv-0131 Jabaar vs Uilliams

UNITED STAYES DISTRICTY COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAM
MONTHLY OCM STATISTICAL REPORY -- PART 4
Case Terminations -- 0B/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE DAYS 10 DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OVHER TYPE OF
CLOSEQ DISPOSITION SETTLED  NOTION KELD KC RULE & DISPOSITION OTHER DISPOSH'ION

08/26/94 79 NO NO NO NO YES voluntarily
08/10/94 20 1] ] Ne YES NO Other Dismissal
08/04/94 175 1] ] o NO YES Statistical Closing
08/10/94 538 NO NO NO NO YES Want of Prosecution
08/02/94 392 NO NO NO NO YES Appeal Affirmed
08/26/94 375 HO ] NO N0 YES Appeal Affirmed
08/30/94 40 NO NO N0 NO YES voluntarily
08/26/94 30 NO NO NO YES HO Other Dismissal
08726794 10 HO NO NO YES NO Other Dismissal

08726794 [4 NO NO NO YES NO other Dismissstl

DISPOSED
IN TIME

N/A
H/A
N/A

NO

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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UNLITED STATES DISTRICY COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT -- PART &
Case Terminations -- 0B8/01/94 thru 08/31/94

DATE DAYS 10 DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF DISPOSED
CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION CLOSED DISPOSITION SETTLED  MOTEION MELD HC RULE & DISPOSITION OTHER DISPOSITION N TINE

g
Summary for Senior Judge Douglas Hillman
.

0 settled

0 dismissed by granting a dispositive motion
0 trials held

& dismissed as frivolous or as habeas rule &
& other dispositions

0 cases disposed within track timits

1 cases NOVU disposed within track limits

166 days on average to disposition



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -- WESTERN DISTRICY OF MICHIGAN
MONTHLY DCM STATISTICAL REPORT -- PART 4
ctase Terminatfons -- 08/01/94 thru 0B/31/94

DATE DAYS TO DISPOSITIVE TRIAL FRIVOLOUS/ OTHER TYPE OF DISPOSED
CASE NUMBER CASE CAPTION ClOSED DISPOSITION SETTLED  MOTION RELD BC RULE 4 DISPOSITION OTHER DISPOSITION IN TIME

P L L L T T T Y e A L R T R R L L R R L L L T N R R L N L R R TR R

District Summary
i)

30 settied

15 dismissed by grenting o dlapoﬂﬁve motfon
1 trists hetd

22 disaissed as frivolous or as habeas rute 4

83 other dispositions

27 cases disposed within track timits

10 cases NOT disposed within track timits

208 days on average to disposition





