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United States District Court 
for-the Northern District of OkJahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. Years in Practice: 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-25 over 25 

B. 

C. 

With whom do you practice law? 
Law firm 

SiZe: 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-25 26-50 over 50 
_ Corporate legal department 
size: 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-25 26-50 over 50 

What ·1. of your practice is as: 
__ Defense 
__ Plaintiff 
__ Litigant 
__ Other 

D. What % of your practice is in Federal Court? 
less than 25% 25·1. 50·1. 75% over 75% 

E. What % of your practice is in these courts? 
State Northern Dist. Other Dist. - - -

F. Describe your practice in Federal Court: 
(e.g., personal injury, products liability, employment 
discrimination, labor, securities, debtor/creditor, entitlements) 

G. What % of your cases since Jan I, 1989, can be classified as: 
_Contract 
_Torts 
_Equal Rights 
_Property Rights 
_Securities 
_Other 

_Real Property 
_Asbestos 
_Labor 
_Banks,Banking 
_Environmental 

H. How many complaints have you flied in Federal Court since January t, 
1989? __ 

I. How many cases have you tried in Federal Court as lead or participating 
counsel since January I, 1989? __ 

J. How many days have you spent in DISCOVERY for this case? __ _ 

K. How many days have you spent in TRIAL for this case? ___ _ 

L. How many days have you spent in SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS for 
tbis case? __ _ 
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United States District Court 
for "the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

M. What type was this case? 
Contract 
Torts = Equal Rights 

_ Property Rights 
_ Banks,Banking 

Environmental 

_ Real Property 
Asbestos 
Labor 
Securities 
Other 

N. What % of your civil cases tiled in Northern District Court since Jan I, 
1989 go to: 

__ Summary Judgement 
__ Full Trial to Decision 
__ Settlement Prior to Trial 
__ Settlement During Trial 
__ Appeal 

O. The facilities of the Northern District Court compared to other U.S. District 
Courts are: 

(0 - much worse,5 - much better) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

P. The time from Filing to Disposition in tbe Nortbern District Court com-
pared to otber U.S. District Courts is: 

< _____ • Ponger -------------- morter ............ > 
over 20-Y. 10-20% 0-10% the same 0-10% 10-20% over 20·/. 

Q. How is the clerk's office in tbe Northern District staffed? 
(O-poorly,5-weD) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

R. How is tbe clerk's office in tbe Nortbern District trained? 
(O-poorly,5-weD) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

S. How Is the clerk's office in the Northern District equipped? 
(0 = poorly,5 - weD) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

II. GENERAL 

A. The COST of litigation in tbe Northern District is: 
(0 .. too cbeap,5" too costly) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

B. The SPEED of litigation in the Northern District is: 
(0 .. too fast,5 - too slow) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

C. Tbe RESULT of litigation in the Nortbern District is: 
(0 .. just,5 .. Unjust) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

• 2 . 
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United States District. Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

D. Should a lawyer be required to advise the client, before filing a lawsuit, of 
the potential risks and costs of litigation and potential alternatives? 

(0'" never,5 ... always) 0 I 1 3 4 5 

E. Should the defense be required to advise the client, before filing a motion, 
of the potential risks and costs of litigation and potential alternatives? 

(O-never~-a1ways) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

F. Should the court appoint '1ndependentH expert witnesses? 
(O-never~-a1ways) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

G. If both parties wish no action be tak.en in a case, the judge should hold the 
matter in abeyance for: days. 

H. Federal Courts should be allowed to alter the fee agreement between a law .. 
yer and his client: 

(O-never~-always) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

I. How many Magistrate Judges does the Northern District need? 

J. The Northern District currently has 3 District Judges and 7 Law Oerks. 
How many Law Oerks does the Northern District need (per judge)? 

K. In the Northern District, the counsel for the parties have adequate access to 
the judge who has the case. 

(O-never~-always) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

L. In the Northern District, the judges are sufficiently informed about the in
dividual cases assigned to them. 

(O-never~-a1ways) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

M. In the Northern District, a concern for Hstatisticsl' by the judges interferes 
with a just resolution of the cases. 

(O-never~-a1ways) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

N. In the Northern District, lawyers are to blame for excessive costs and/or 
delays in litigation. 

(O=never~-a1ways) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

O. Should the court establish guidelines for limits to the number and length of 
depositions? 

(0 == never ~ == always) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

P. Should the court establish limits for the number of witnesses at trial? 
(O-never~-a1ways) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

Q. Should the court establish time limits for testimony of witnesses at trial? 
(0 = never~'" always) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

- 3 • 
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United States District Court 
for -the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

III. PRIVATE ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION 

A. Since January I, 1989, how often have you used these PRIVATE alternative 
methods of dispute resolution? 

Arbitration 
_Mediation 
_Med/Arb 
_ Rent-a-Judge 

Mini-Trial 
_Ombudsman 
_Other 

B. If private alternative methods of dispute resolution were more readily 
available, you would use them: 

(O-never,5-always) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

C. The Northern District Court should encourage disputants to consider 
private alternative methods of dispute resolution. 

(O-never,5-always) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

IV. CASE FILINGS 

A. . In the Northern District, the number of cases filed are: 
(0 - not enough,5 - too many) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

B. In the Northern District, cases are filed just to get a settlement: 
(0 = never,5 - often) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

C. In the Northern District, cases are filed prematurely: 
(0 ==never,5 -often) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

D. In the Northern District, Rule 11 sanctions should be used: 
(0 == much 1ess,5 .. much more) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

E. In the Northern District, Rule 68 offers should be used: 
(0 - much 1ess,5 - more more) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

V. COURT ORDERED SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES 

A. In the Northern District, since Jan I, 1989, in how many cases of these case 
types did you participate in a settlement conference? 

_Contract _Real Property 
Torts Asbestos 

=Equal Rights =Labor 
_Property Rights _Banks,Banking 

Securities Environmental - -_Other 

- 4 . 
Form 1991·S001 



United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

B. How many of the settlement conferences were conducted by: 
_ Federal Dist. Court Judge 
_ Federal Magistrate Judge 
_ Adjunct Settlement Judge 

C. Were the settlement conferences productive? (0 = never,5 - always) 
With: Fed. Dist. Court Judge 0 I 2 3 4 5 
With: Fed. Magistrate Judge 0 I 2 3 4 5 
With: Adj. Settlement Judge 0 I 2 3 4 5 

D. Of those cases which settled after a settlement conference, did they settle as 
a result of that settlement conference? 

(0 - never,5 - always) 0 I 2 3 4 5 

E. The Adjunct Settlement Judge program in the Northern District should be: 
(0 - eliminated,5 - greatly expanddl) 1 2 3 4 5 

F. In the Northern District, settlement conferences should be required by the 
judge: 

(O-never,5-a1ways) 0 I 2 3 4 5 

G. The emphasis in the Northern District on required settlement discussions is: 
(0 - too Iittle,5 - too much) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

H. Suggesting settlement discussions by a party is perceived by the other party 
as: 

(0 - weakness,5 .. strength) o 1 2 345 

I. Settlement conferences are being set: 
(O ... too early,5-too late) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

J. Settlement conferences should be set: 
_before discovery 
_during discovery 
_after discovery 

VI .. COURT ORDERED ARBITRATION (Court Annexed Arbitration) 

A. In another District Court, since Jan 1, 1989, in how many cases did you 
participate in court ordered arbitration? 

B. Were the court ordered arbitrations productive? 
(0 = never,5 = always) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

C. Should the Northern District add Court Ordered Arbitration? 

Form 1991-S001 



United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

VII. PRE·TRIAL CONFERENCE 

A. Were the pre-trial conferences in which you were involved since Jan I, 1989, 
effective? 

(0 = never,5 - always) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

VIII. DISCOVERY 

A. In the Northern District, the following case types are subject to excessive 
discovery. (0 - never,5 - always) 

Contract 
Real Property 
Torts 
Asbestos 
Equal Rights 
Labor 
Property Rights 
Banks,Banking 
Securities 
Environmental 
Other 

o 1 
o 1 
o 1 
o 1 
o 1 
o 1 
o I 
o 1 
o I 
o 1 
o 1 

1 3 4 5 
1 345 
1 3 4 5 
1 345 
1 345 
1 345 
1 3 4 5 
1 3 4 5 
1 345 
1 345 
1 3 4 5 

B.. In the Northern District, since Jan 1, 1989, what ./. of your cases been 
subject to excessive discovery? __ 

C. In the Northern District, District Judges make timely rulings on pre-trial 
discovery: 

(O-never,5-always) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

D. In the Northern District, Magistrate Judges make timely rulings on pre-trial 
discovery: 

(0 = never,5 - always) 0 1 1 3 4 5 

- 6 -
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

IX. MOTIONS 

A. Motions are tiled in the Northern District for the purpose of delaying pro-
ceedings in these case types: (0 - seldom,S - often) 

Contract 0 1 2 3 4 S 
Real Property 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Th~ 012345 
Asbestos 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Equal Rights 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Labor 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Property Rights 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Bank~B~g 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Securities 0 1 2 3 4 S 
Environmental 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Other 012345 

B. In the Northern District, motions for summary judgement should be granted: 
(0 -less often,! - more often) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

C. In the Northern District, judges make timely rulings on motions for sum
mary judgment: 

(0 -never,! -always) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

X. TRIAL 

A. In the Northern District, the time between the rlling of a complaint and trial 
is: 

(0 - too short,! - too long) o 1 2 345 

B. In the Northern District, the length of trial is: 
(0 - too short,! - too lonl) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

XI. APPEAlS 

A. In the Northern District, issues should be decided on interlocutory appeal: 
(0 -less often,! - more often) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

B. In the Northern District, does speeding up the Htigation process lead to un
fairness: 

(0 = less often,! .. more often) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

C. In the Northern District, does speeding up the Htigation process lead to ex
cessive expense: 

(0 == less often,! .. more often) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

- 7 -
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U oited States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

XII. RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS 

1. List, in order of priority, improvements you believe would successfully re-
duce the cost of litigation. 

2. List, in order of priority, improvements you believe would effectively shorten 
the duration of litigation from ming to resolution. 

3. List, in order of priority, ways that the number of cases being med can be 
reduced so that only NappropriateH and NtimelyN cases are med in the Northern 
District. 

4. List, in order of priority, ways to improve pre-trial DISCOVERY in the 
Northern District. 

5. List ways to Improve Status and Scheduling conferences. 

6. List, in order of priority, ways to improve pre-trial CONFERENCES in the 
Northern District. 

7. List, in order of priority, ways to Improve SETTLEMENT CONFER-
ENCES in the Northern District. 

·8· 
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 

8. List ways to improve the facilities of the U.S. Courthouse or courtrooms. 

9. How would you allow the judge to adjust the fee agreement between lawyer 
and client in the Northern District? 

10. List,in order, the types of civil lidgadon that are most prone to problems in 
the Northern District. 

11. List changes to the rules to prevent lawyers from causing excessive costs and 
delays. 

12. List, in order of priority, changes to improve motion practice in the Northern 
District. 

13. List ways in wblch trials before a jury could be improved. 

14. List ways in wblch trials before a judge could be improved. 

IS. List, in order of priority, changes wblch should be made in the clerk's office 
in the Northern District. 

- 9 -
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Litigants 

I. Were you the plaintiff or defendant in the case noted on the cover letter? (circle 
one) 

A. plaintiff 
B. defendant 

II. Please indicate the total costs you spent on this case for each of the categories 
listed below. If you are unable to categorize your costs, please indicate the TOTAL cost 
only. 

A. Attorney's Fees and Expenses 
B. Experts 
C. Other (please describe 

D. Total Cost of Litigation 

III. Please estimate the amount of money which was at stake in this case. 

IV. What type of fee arrangement did you have with your attorney? (circle one) 

A •. hourly rate 
B. set fee 
C. contingency 
D. Other· please describe: 

V. Did this arrangement in your opinion result in reasonable fees being paid to your 
attorney? (circle one) . 

A. yes 
B. no 
C. do not know 

Comments: 

VI. Were the costs incurred by you on this matter (circle one) 

(0 -= much too low,5 - much too high) o 1 2 3 4 5 

• 1 • 
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Litigants 

VII. If you believe the cost of litigation was too high, what actions should your at-
torney or the court have taken to reduce the cost of this matter? 

VIII. Do you believe a delay or postponement should always be granted upon written 
request of all parties? 

IX. Was the time that it took to resolve this matter (circle one) 

(0 = much too short,S = much too long) 0 1 2 3 4 S 

X. If you believe that it took too long to resolve your case, what actions should your 
attorney or the court have taken to resolve your case more quickly? 

XI. Did you attend a settlement conference? 

XII. Was your settlement conference conducted by: 

__ District Judge 
__ Magistrate Judge 
__ Adjunct Settlement Judge 

XIII. Did your case settle at the settlement conference? 

XIV. If your case did not settle at the settlement conference, did it settle later? 

XV. What is your opinion of the settlement conference? 

- 2 -
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Litigants 

XVI. Was arbitration or mediation used in your case? (circle one) 

A. No 
B. Yes 

XVII. Do you feel the suit, as originally fIled, had a reasonable basis requiring a court 
trial? Please explain. 

XVIII. Please add any comments or suggestions regarding the time and cost of litigation 
in the federal courts. 

- 3 -
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

There were 100 responses included in the statistical analysis of the questions for lawyers. 'Th..is level of re
sponse is quite good for this type of survey. Responses were grouped and analyzed in a variety of ways, 
but the only groupings that were found to be significant were by I) type of practice (defense vs plaintiff) 
and 2) amount of federal court practice. The differences are highlighted with notes. 

I. BACKGROUND 
Questions A - N were designed to guage the backgrounds of the respondents, and the answers 

shown for questions C, E and G-N are the averages of all of the responses. Questions O-S concern general 
conditions in the Northern District Court. 

A. Years in Practice: 
# responding 

0-5 
8 

6-10 II-15 16·25 over 25 
2i) ~ ~ 14 

B. With whom do you practice law? 
91 Law fum 
3 Corporate legal department 
5 Other (Government, pro se) 
s~e: 1-5 
# Rcsp. 32 

C. What % of your practice is as: 
50% Defense 
40% Plaintiff 
3% Litigant 
5% Other 

6-10 
-W-

D. \Vbat % of your practice is in Federal Court? 

11·15 16·25 26-50 over 50 
-1I-~~5 

less than 25% 25% 50% 75% over 75% 
22 W- ~ ~ II 

E. \Vbat % of your practice is in these courts? 
48% State 39% Northern Dist. I I % Other Dist. 

F. Describe your practice in Federal Court: 
(e.g., personal injury, products liability, employment 
discrimination. labor, securities, debtor/creditor, entitlements) 

Note: response nricd by respondent. 

G. \Vbat % of your cases since Jan I, 1989, can be classified as: 
22% Contract 3% Real Property 
38% Torts 0% Asbestos 
5% Equal Rights 2% Labor 
2% Property Rights 3% Banks,Banking 
6% Securities 4% Environmental 
7% Other 

H. How many complaints have j'OU ftled in Federal Court since January I, 1989? 17 
:;\ote: This answer is skewed by the answer of a federal attorney. Thc more correct answer is that 
58% of respondents claim two or less complaints in this time period. 

I. How many cases have you tried in Federal Court as lead or participating counsel since 
January I, 1989? 2 
Note: 41 % of respondents answered 0 days . 

. I -



United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

J. How many days have you spent in DISCOVERY for this case? 36 
Xotc: 60% of respondcnts answcred with 5 or less days. 

K. How many days have you spent in TRIAL for this case? 6 
Xotc: 88% of respondcnts answcred 0 days. 

L How many days have you spent in SETTLEME:-':T KEGOTIATIONS for this case: 5 
Xotc: 78% of respondcnts answered 2 or less days. 

M. What type was this case? 
34 Contract 
36 Torts 
8 Equal Rights 
7 Property Rights 
1 Banks,Banking 
3 Envirorunental 

6 Real Property 
o Asbestos 
4 Labor 
6 Securities 

17 Other 

:-.:. What % of your civil cases med in ~orthern District Court since Jan 1, 1989 go to: 
15% Summary Judgment (49% said 0) 
13% Full Trial to Decision (53% said 0) 
52% Settlement Prior to Trial 
2% Settlement During Trial (91 % said 0) 
4% Appeal (79% said 0) 

O. The facilities of the ~orthern District Court compared to other V.S. District Courts are: 
(0 = much worse,5 = much better) L _1 L L ~ ~ 
# Rcsp. 1 29 32 34 

P. The time from Filing to Disposition in the Northern District Court compared to other U.S. 
District Courts is: 

< ------- longer -------------------------------------- shorter ----------- > 
over 20% 10-20% 0- 10% the same 0- 10% 10-20% over 20% 
II 10 10 20 II 14 9 

Comment: 
OVER 20% LO:-':GER IS I'OT BAD. TOTAL TIME ALWAYS LESS THAN 1 YEAR. 

Q. How is the clerk's office in the Northern District staffed? 
(0= poorly ,5 = well) Q. 1. £. 
# Resp. 0 1 I 

Comment: 
EXTRE\lELL Y WELL STAFFED. 

R. How is the clerk's office in the l'orthern District trained? 
(O=poorlv.5=well) Q. 1. £. 
# Rcsp. 0 1 I 

S. How is the clerk's office in the Northern District equipped? 
(0 = poorly,S = well) 0 
# Rcsp. if 

Comment: 
:"EED CO:\lPCTER I:"DEX FOR PUBLIC. 

- 2 -
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II. GENERAL 

United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

A. The COST of litigation in the ,Korthern District is: 
(0 = too cheap,5 = too costly) !L L 2 3 4 5 
# Rcsp. 1 3 "5 56 17 II 

Comments: 
DISCOVERY CO~DUCTED BY MAGISTRATES MAKES COSTS HIGHER. 
I~JURED P'S W/l ATTY SWAMPED WITH EXPE~SES BY LARGE FIR:\1S. 

B. The SPEED of litigation in the Northern District is: 
(0 = too fast,5 = too slow) !L 1.. 2 3 
# Resp. I 3 "5 56 

Comment: 
MORE MATTERS SHOULD BE HANDLED BY DISTRICT JUDGES. 

C. The RES UL T of litigation in the Northern District is: 

4 
i7 

5 
II 

(0 = just,5 = Unjust) !L L 2 3 4 5 
# Resp. 20 27 10 22 6" 7 

Comments: 
MAGISTRATES SHOULD BE :\fORE EXPERIE~CED AS LAWYERS. 
TITLE VII A';-':D ERISA CASES ,KOT LARGE CLAI:\fS CO:\fPARED TO LEGAL EF
FORT. 
o WITH RESPECT TO DECISIONS. 5 W/RESPECT TO PREVAILI~G P'S A TTY FEE. 

D. Should a lawyer be required to advise the client, before filing a lawsuit, of the potential risks 
and costs of litigation and potential alternatives? 

(0 = never,5= always) !L I 2 3 4 5 
# Resp. I 0- T 2" 8" 84 

Comments: 
IF BY LAW - ~O. IF BY PROF. RESP - YES. 
ATTYS WHO FAIL THIS ARE PUTTING THEIR Il"TERESTS AHEAD OF CLIE~TS. 

E. Should the defense be required to advise the client, before filing a motion, of the potential 
risks and costs of litigation and potential alternatives? 

(0 = never, 5 = always) !L 1 2 3 4 5 
# Rcsp. I 0- 4 8" 13 70 

Comments: 
WHAT KIl"D OF MOTION? 
:\10ST CLIE;-\TS ARE SOPHISTICATED AS TO LITIGATION. 

F. Should the court appoint Hindependent* expert witnesses? 
(0=never,5=always) !L L ~ 3 4 5 
# Rcsp. 16 22 19 25 9" 3 

Comments: 
I~TERESTI~G IDEA, WOULD IIAVE TO HAVE MORE I~FO TO CO:\I:\fE~T. 
IF YOU :\fEA~ 1:-': ADDITION' TO THOSE PRESE~TED BY THE PARTIES. 
WHO PAYS FOR I~DEPEK'DE~T EXPERT? 
DEPE~DS 0:'\ WIIO SELECT, WilO PAYS, ETC. 

G. If both parties wish no action be taken in a case, the judge should hold the matter in 
abeyance for: 110 days. 
Comments: 
AS LO~G AS DOTH PARTIES AGREE, :-':0 TI:\fE LI:\flT. 
AS LO~G AS REQUESTED BY THE PARTIES. 
AS LO~G AS THE PARTIES WISH. 
AS LO~G AS ~ECESSAR Y, IF PRUDE;''T. 

. 3 . 



United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

H. Federal Courts should be allowed to alter the fee agreement between a lawyer and his client: 
(0 = never,5 = always) Q. L ~ 1. 1.. 2 
# Resp. 36 29 12 1J 6 3 

I. How many Magistrate Judges does the Korthern District need? 3 

J. The r-:orthern District currently has 3 District Judges and 7 Law Clerks. How many Law 
Clerks does the :'\orthem District need (per judge)? 3 
Comment: 
2, PLUS ACCESS TO O:,\E OR MORE ROVIi'\G CLERKS, WITH ASSIG~ED IKTER~S. 

K. In the Northern District, the counsel for the parties have adequate access to the judge who 
has the case. . 

(0 = never,5 = always) Q. L ~ 1. 1.. .2 
# Resp. 9 26 IS 21 17 7 

:\"ote: Those with less rederal practice and those with less derense practice were more likcly to reel 
thai the access to the judge ~'as adequate. 

L. In the Xorthern District, the judges are sufficiently informed about the individual cases 
assigned to them. 

(O=never,5=always) 0 I 2 3 4 5 
# Resp. T "2 14 16 48 14 

Comment: 
DEPE:"\DS O~ THE JUDGE. 

M. In the i'\orthern District, a concern for "statistics* by the judges interl'eres with a just re-
solution of the cases. 

(0 = never,5 = always) 0 I 2 3 4 5 
# Resp. 19 3J 14 Th 14 1 

Comment: 
I CER T AI XL Y HOPE ~OT. 

K In the Northern District, lawyers are to blame for excessive costs and/or delays in litigation. 
(0 = never,5 = always) !L L 1.. 1. 1.. .2 
# Resp. 1 7 17 40 26 4 

Comments: 
LAWYERS, Ai'\D .\1AGISTRATES WHO ARE RELL'CTANTTO 1:\IPOSE SA~CTIO"S. 
DeE PROCESS A~D FED RULES OF CIVIL PROC & EVIDENCE ADD :\10RE COST. 

O. Should the court establish guidelines for limits to the number and length of depositions? 
(0 = never,5 = always) Q..L ~ 1. 1.. .2 
# Resp. 18 29 13 21 7 7 

Comments: 
I~TERESTI~G IDEA. HOW? 
DEPOSITIO~ COSTS ARE SI~GLE GREATEST DETERREl'\T TO BEI:\G HEARD. 
THIS IS A VERY BAD IDEA THAT, UKFORTUNATLEY, *SOVI\DS GOOD", 
THE FEDERAL R 'CLES PROVIDE FOR PROBLE:\IS. 
O~L Y IF ASKED VIA PROTECTIVE ORDER REQUEST. 

P. Should the court establish limits for the number of witnesses at trial? 
(O=never,5=always) Q. L ~ 
# Rcsp. 20 25 13 

~ote: Lawyers ror plaintiffs wcre more negalh'c than defense la~)'ers. 
Comments: 
THERE ARE OFTEN SO'C~D REASO:"S FOR DOING SO. 
eSE DISCRETION. 

4 
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

Q. Should the court establish time limits for testimony of witnesses at trial? 
(0 = never,S = always) ~.L'£ 
# Resp. 20 28 14 

~otc: Lawyers ror plaintiffs werc more negative than derense lawyers. 
Comments: 
YES, BUT EXTREME CARE SHOULD BE TAKEN. 
USE DISCRETlON. 

3 
23 

III. PRIVATE ALTERNATIVE l\tIETHODS OF DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION 

4 
if 

S 
3 

A. Since January I, 1989, how often have you used these PRIVATE alternative methods of 
dispute resolution? 

1 Arbitration 
2 Mediation 
] Med/Arb 
o Rent-a-Judge 

o Mini-Trial 
o Ombudsman 
o Other 

~ote: Avcrage number is shown. The majority or respondents had not used any private alternative 
methods. 
Comment: 
I AVOID FILIi\G SUIT Ui\LESS NO OTHER ALTERNATIVE/STATt:TE OF U:\IIT. 

B. If private alternative methods of dispute resolution were more readily available, you would 
use them: 

(0 = never,S = always) 0 1 2 3 4 S 
# Resp. :2 17 15 40 to 6 

Comments: 
O:"L Y IF FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDEi\CE APPLIED. 
SETTLEMENT COi\F PROCEDURE IS EXTRE:\fEL Y EFFECTIVE. 
THESE ~lETHODS ARE ~OW SUFFICIE~TLY AVAILABLE. 
THERE t:SUALLY i\0 :\-UDDLE GROU:-':D, COURT PROCESS IS i\EEDED. 
IF ~OT COST PROHIBITIVE. 
IF CLIE:-':T A~D OTHER SIDE WILLI~G. 

C. The ~orthern District Court should encourage disputants to consider private alternative 
methods of dispute resolution. 

(0 = never,S = always) 0 1 2 3 4 5 
#~ ~ 17 n n n b 

~otc: Lawycrs ror plaintiffs were somewhat more cnthusiastie about these methods than were de
rense lawyers. 
Comment: 
LAWYERS SHOULD ADVISE CLIE~TS, JUDGES SHOULD TRY LAWSCITS. 

IV. CASE FILINGS 

A. In the :"orthern District, the number of cases flled are: 
(0 = not enough,S = too many) ~.L 2 3 4 S 
# Resp. 2 0 :2 . 48 n T 6 

Comments: 
A FAIR i\U:\-1BER OF FRIVILOUS CASES ARE FILED. 
ALL CASES WITH REAL CO:-':TROVERSY THAT CANT SETTLE SHOt.:LD BE FILED. 
'TOO :\lA~Y" 1:--.' THAT THE COURTS SEE'.! BACKLOGGED. 
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B. In the N'orthern District, cases are fIled just to get a settlement: 
(0 = never,S = often) Q...L I. 3 4 2 
II Rcsp. 2 12 14 31 17 10 

:'Ioiote: Lawyers with more federal practice reported less of this technique than lawyers with les,: 
federal practice. 
Comments: 
FlLI~G FOR SETTLEMEN'T IS NOT NECESSARILY A BAD THI~G. 

c. In the Northern District, cases are fIled prematurely: 
(0= never,S = often) Q...L 
# Rcsp. 4 ]8 

2 
13 

D. In the 1':orthem District, Rule II sanctions should be used: 

4 
Ii 

S 
"3 

(0: much less,5=much more) Q...L I. 3 4 S 
# Resp. 6 16 IS 38 Ii "6 

Comments: 
THE JUDGES TALK THIS TO DEATH, THEN 1':0 ACTION. 
SHOULDN'T BE USED TO SCARE ATfYS FRO:\1 ZEALOUSLY REPRESEN'TI:"G CLI
EN'T. 

E. In the Northern District, Rule 68 offers should be used: 
(0= much less,S: more more) Q...L 2 3 4 2 
II Rcsp. I 7 6 41 27 8 

:'Ioiote: Lawyers for plaintiffs were somewhat more enthusiastic about increased use of Rule 68 than 
were lawyers for defendants. 
Comments: 
IF THE FEES PROVISION'S WOULD BE E~FORCED. 
THIS CAN' BE A VERY EFFECTIVE SETTLE:\lE:"T TOOL. 

V. COURT ORDERED SETTLElVIENT CONFERENCES 

A. In the l'orthern District, since Jan 1, 1989, in how many cases of these case types did you 
participate in a settlement conference? 

I Contrac~ 
3 Torts 
o Equal Rights 
o Property Rights 
o Securities 
o Other 

o Real Property 
o Asbestos 
o Labor 
o Banks,Banking 
o Environmental 

B. How many of the settlement conferences were conducted by: 
o Federal Dist. Court Judge 
4 Federal :\lagistrate Judge 
1 Adjunct Settlement Judge 
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C. Were the settlement conferences productive? (0=never,5=always) 
With: Fed. Dist. Court Judge Q.. 1.. £. 1. 4 5 
# Rcsp. 2 I 2 2 ,. 5 

:"ote: Lawyers with more federal practice were less enthusiastic about fed. Dist. Court Judges 
conducting settlement conferences. 

With: Fed. Magistrate Judge 0 I 2 3 4 5 
# Rcsp. 4" 2" 4" 16 34 19 

With: Adj. Settlement Judge 0 I 2 3 4 5 
# Rcsp. 5" 4" ,. 4" 19 14 

Comment: 
STRO~GER SA~CTIONS SHOULD EXIST IF ATTY NOT PREPARED. 

D. Of those cases which settled after a settlement conference, did they settle as a result of that 
settlement conference? 

(0 = never, 5 = always) 0 1 2 3 4 5 
# Rcsp. ,. 5" "3 17 31 21 

E. The Adjunct Settlement Judge program in the Northern District should be: 
(0 = eliminated,5 = expanded) Q.. 1.. £. 1. i. 5 
# Resp. 3 6 4 26 18 30 

:"ote: Lawyers for plaintiffs were the most enthusiastic about expanding the program. 
Comments; 
YOU HAVE A VOLC~TEER. 
DEPE:\"DS O:\" WHO IS ADDED AS ADJU~CT. 

F. In the ~orthern District. settlement conferences should be required by the judge: 
(0 = never,S = always) Q.. 1.. £. 1. i. 5 
# Resp. 3 4 4 16 27 41 

:"ote: Lawyers for plaintiffs were the most eager to require settlement conferences. 
Comments: 
SHOULD BE E~COURAGED, I'OT REQVIRED. 
I'OT EVERY CASE SHOULD SETTLE A~D :\"O~E BE TRIED. 

G. The emphasis in the Northern District on required settlement discussions is: 
(O=too little,5=too much) Q.. 1.. £. 1. i. 
# Resp. 7 8 15 50 10 

H. Suggesting settlement discussions by a party is perceived by the other party as: 

5 
5 

(0 = weakness,S = strength) Q.. 1.. £. 1. i. 5 
# Resp. 13 18 18 40 2 :2 

:"ote: :\Iore defense lawyers and lawyers "-ith more federaJ practice tended to see the offer as a sign 
of weakness. 
Comment: 
SOPHISTICATED PARTY SEES AS SIG~ OF STRE.t\GTH, RAl\1BOS SEE WEAK~ESS. 

I. Settlement conferences are being set: 
(O=too early, 5 = too late) 0 
# Resp. "3 

Comment: 
TOO LATE A:\"D TOO I~FREQUE~TLY . 
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J. Settlemcnt conferences should be set: 
26 - before discovery 
49 - during discovery 
56 . after discovery 

Comments: 
AT I~IT SCHEDULING COl'FERE~CE SHOULD EXPLORE EARLIER SEITLE:\IE~T 
CO~F. 
IT SHOULD BE O~-GOING. 
DURI~G DISCOVERY, U~LESS CRITICAL WIT~ESSES HAVE BEE~ Ul"AVAILABLE 
~EEDS TO BE ;\10RE I~DIVIDUALIZED AS TO TI:\lING. 
BEFORE DISCOVERY, U~LESS PARTIES DESIGNATE OTHERWISE. 
DEPE~DS ON THE CASE, L'SL'ALLY AFTER DISCOVERY. 
DEPENDS ON' CO,:\1PLEXITY OF CASE. 
WAIT UNTIL AFTER DISCOVERY AND DISPOSITIVE MOTIONS RULED UPO~. 
DEPE~DS ON CASE--:\fAGISTRATE SHOULD MAKE DECISION' EARLY. 
AS MA~Y TI:\1ES AS PARTIES AGREE TO TRY. 
DEPENDS ON CASE AKD WILLIKGNESS OF PARTIES. 

VI. COURT ORDERED ARBITRATION (Court Annexed Arbitration) 

A. In another District Court, since Jan 1, 1989, in how many cases did you participate in court 
ordered arbitration? 0 
Xotc: Only)O persons reported ha\'ing participated. 

B. Were the court ordered arbitrations productive? 
(0 = never,S = always) Q.. I 2 3 4 5 
# Resp. ) T T T T 4 

Comment: 
ALWAYS RESULTED IN A DECISION, 1 APPEALED TO SUPREME COURT. 

C. Should the ~orthem District add Court Ordered Arbitration? 
:'\0 - 69%, YES - 31 % 

Comments: 
GE~ERALL Y NOT NEEDED WITH TULSA LAWYERS. 
YES, I:" APPROPRIATE CASES. 
~O, C:"LESS :"ON-BINDING. 
YES, NO~-BI:"DING. 
YES, BL'T NOT FOR CASES WITH EXTENSIVE FACTS AT ISSUE. 
O:"LY CPO:" PARTIES CONSENT. 

VII. PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE 

. A. Were the pre-trial conferences in which you were involved since Jan I, 1989, effective? 
(0= nevcr,5= always) Q.. 1. ~ 1. ~ ~ 
# Rcsp. 2 6 ]4 26 27 14 

:'\otc: Defense lawyers and those with more rederal practice were the most enthusiastic about the 
pre-trial conrerence. 
Comments: 
CSL'ALLY HELD TOO EARLY & JUDGES ~OT FA,:\IILIAR WITH PARTIES POSITION. 
I:"EFFECTIVE:"ESS TIED TO DISPOSITIVE :\10TIO~S AT ISSUE. 
SHOULD BE HELD CLOSER TO ACTUAL TRIAL. 
WHEN PARTIES AGREE ON PTO THEN PT CO~F UNNECESSARY. 
BECO:\UNG LESS EFFECTIVE AS ARE FARTHER RE:\IOVED FRO:\l TRIAL JUDGE. 
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VIII. DISCOVERY 

United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

A. In the Northern District, the following case types are subject to excessive discovery. 
(0 = ncver,5= always) 

Casc type 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Contract '6 4" '9 21 20 6 

~ote: Lawyers with less federal practice felt that contract cases were less subject to excessil'e dis
covery than lawyers with more federal practice. 

Real Property 3 6 4 14 2 2 
Torts 4 9 8 30 11 6 
Asbestos 3 3 2 13 3 4 
Equal Rights 6 4 4 16 4 3 
Labor 5 3 5 12 2 3 
Property Rights 4 4 4 11 0 2 
Banks , Banking 3 4 4 9 8 2 
Securities 3 3 3 10 9 9 
Envirorunental 4 3 4 13 3 4 
Other 3 3 2 17 1 1 

~ote: Defense lawyers and lawyers with more federal practice answered this question more often 
than other lawyers. 
Corrunent: 
FEW CASES HAVE EXCESSIVE DISCOVERY. COURTS SHOULD~'T OVERREACT. 

B. In the Korthern District, since Jan I, 1989, what % of your cases been subject to excessive 
discovery? 18% 
~ote: 44% of the respondents answered 0%. Defense lawyers and lawyers with more federal practice 
reported higher percentages. 
Corrunent: 
ITS ;-';OT SO MUCH THE i-\UMBER OF DEPOSITIOI'S, Bt.;T THE LEKGTH. 

C. In the Northern District, District Judges make timely rulings on pre-trial discovery: 
(0= never,5= always) ~ 1.. L 1. 1.. ~ 
II Resp. 2 15 17 22 29 5 

~ote: Lawyers for plaintiffs and lawyers "'ith less federal practice gave higher marks to District 
Judges than did defense lawyers and la"1'ers with more federal practice. 
Corrunent: 
:\IAGISTRATES DO A GOOD JOB BEI~G TIMELY, & THE JUDGES AS WELL. 
DEPE~DS O~ THE JCDGE. 

D. In the ~orthem District, :\Iagistrate Judges make timely rulings on pre-trial discovery: 
(0=never,5=alwavs) ~ 1.. L 1. 1.. ~ 
II Resp. 0 6 10 21 42 12 

Corrunents: 
DEPE~DS O~ THE JCDGE. 
DEPE~DS SIG~IFICA~TLY O~ WHICH :\lAGISTRATE HA~DLES THE MATTER. 
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Civil Justice Reform Act 
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IX. .l\'IOTIONS 

A. Motions are fded in the 1\orthern District for the purpose of delaying proceedings in these 
case types: (0= seldom ,5 = often) 

Case type 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Contract 18 15 10 9" '5 5 
Real Property 13 7 3 7 1 I 
Torts 21 20 8 12 6 4 
Asbestos 10 3 I 5 2 3 
Equal Rights 13 3 3 8 1 4 
Labor J J 4 4 5 0 1 
Property Rights J J 5 3 4 1 2 
Banks, Banking II 5 6 6 0 2 
Securities 10 5 4 6 6 2 
Environmental 10 6 4 6 0 2 
Other 1 J 7 2 3 1 0 

Comments: 
RESPO~SES TO MOTIO~S FILED OFTEN FOR DELAY (OPE~LY AD~lITTED). 
DEFE~DENTS FILE MOTIO:\'S ~OT FOR DELAY, BUT TO HARRASS. 

B. In the ~orthern District, motions for summary judgment should be granted: 
(0 = less often,5 = more often) Q.. 1.. £. .! 1.. ~ 
# Resp. 2 1 2 36 24 26 

:Sote: Lawyers for plaintiffs arc less enthusiastic about the need for more summary judgements than 
defense lawyers. 
Comments: 
PROBLE~1 IS TI).lELY DISPOSITIO~, WHETHER GRA~TED OR DE~IED. 

C. In the Northern District, judges make timely rulings on motions for summary judgment: 
(0= never,5= always) Q.. 1.. £. .! 1.. ~ 
# Resp. 3 26 19 25 16 3 

:'\ote: Defense lawyers and lawyers with more federal practice ghoe lower marks to judges for making 
timely rulings. 
Comments: 
leDGES RULI~G AT PT CO:"F, OR DAY OF TRIAL, ABUSE LITIGA1\iS. 

X. TRIAL 

A. In the ~orthern District, the time between the filing of a complaint and trial is: 
(0 = too short,5 = too long) Q.. 1. £. .! 1.. 5 
# Rcsp. 2 4 10 50 18 9 

B. In the ~orthcrn District, the length of trial is: 
(0=tooshort,5=toolong) Q.. I 
#Rcs~ I ~ 
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XI. APPEALS 

United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

A. In the ~orthern District, issues should be decided on interlocutory appeal: 
(0 = less often,S = more often) 
# Resp. 

o 
3' 

1 
4 

2 
8" 

3 
55 

4 
9 

5 
3 

B. In the Northern District, does speeding up the litigation process lead to unfairness: 
(0= less often,S = more often) Q.. 1. £ ;t ~ ~ 
# Resp. II 11 6 36 20 7 

Conunents: 
THE PROCESS IS NOW ABOUT RIGHT. 
YES, WITH RESPECT TO DEFENDA~TS. 

C. In the Northern District, does speeding up the litigation process lead to excessive expense: 
(0 = less often,5 = more often) Q.. 1. £ ;t ~ ~ 
# Resp. 9 16 16 31 14 4 

Conunent: 
IT CA~, BY FORCI:\G IN TOO l'vlAl'\Y ATTYS PER CASE . 

. II . 



United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
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XII. RECOl\'Il\'IENDATIONS AND COl\'IMENTS 

I. List, in order of priority, improvements you believe would successfully reduce the cost of 
litigation. 
RULE I I SA~CTIO~S O~ FRIVOLOVS MOTIO~S, DISCOVERY ABUSE, ETC. 
STRESS ADR. 
RESTRICTIO~S 0:" DISCOVERY. 
TI:\lEL Y RULI:"GS O~ DISCOVERY A~D SUMMARY JVDGME~T MOTIO:"S. 
ADIIEREANCE TO COURT I\tPOSED SCHEDULI~G ORDERS. 
O~E MAGISTRATE IS OVERLY E:vtOTIO~AL, IRRATIO~AL, A~D EGOTISTICAL. 
RVLI:"GS O~ :vtOTIO:"S FOR SCM:VIARY JUDGEMENT PROMPT, BASED 0:" RECORD. 
DISCRETIO~ARY SA:"CTIO~ FOR SUPERFICIAL PLEADINGS/FAILURE TO SETTLE. 
HAVE SEPARATE COURTS FOR CIVIL A~D CRIMI:-':AL CASES. 
HAVE SEPARATE COURTS FOR TYPES OF CIVIL CASES. 
SPEED UP PROCESS OF DICSOVERY, MOTIONS A::,\D TRIAL. 
REQUIRE MORE CASES TO BE TRIED. 
REQVIRE LOSI:-':G PARTY TO PAY AT LEASE PART OF WI~:"ER'S EXPE:-':SES. 
MA:"DA TOR Y SETTLE:VIE:-':T CO:-':FERE::,\CES. 
EARLY MA:"DATORY SETTLEytE~T CO:"FERE::'\CES. 
EARLY MA:"DATORY DISCOVERY CO:-':FERENCES. 
TI:vtEL Y DECISIO::'\S BY COURT O~ DISPOSITIVE MOTIO:"S. 
DISTRICT JUDGES HOLD PRE-TRIAL CO:"FERE:"CES. 
DISTRICT JUDGES HA:-':DLE \10ST OF THE MOTIO~ DOCKET. 
AWARD COSTS + ATTY FEES TO THE PREVAILI~G PARTY. 
BETTER EVALUATIO~ OF CLAIMS BEFORE SUIT IS FILED. 
BETTER EVALUATIO~ OF DEFENSES BEFORE DISCOVERY. 
I:"CREASED RELlA:"CE O~ ATTYS TO MA~AGE TI:\IE WjOVERSIGHT BY COCRT. 
REDUCE DISCOVERY. 
REDCCE ~V:vtBER OF DEADLI~ES. 
REDVCES EXCESSIVE WORK DEMANDED OF A TTYS A:"D L1TIGA:"TS. 
MORE REASO:-':ABLE CLlE~TS. 
SET STRICT LIMITS 0:-': THE SCOPE OF DOCU\tENT PRODUCTIO~. 
:VI0RE FREQUENT USE OF RULE II A~D RliLE 37 SANCTIONS. 
L1\IIT CSELESS DISCOVERY. 
SA:"CTION CLlE:-':TS A:-':D COUNSEL FOR ABUSES WHICH INCREASE COSTS. 
MORE TI:vtELY RULINGS O~ PRELI:vtINARY A:"D DISPOSITIVE MOTIONS. 
SPEEDIER TRIALS. 
EARLY DISCOVERY CO:"FERENCES WITH LI\UTATIO:"S O~ DISCOVERY. 
SA:"CTIO~S AGAI::'\ST PARTIES A~D ATTORNEYS FOR BLOCKI:"G DISCOVERY. 
A PROPER RULING BY THE COCRT WOULD EFFECT STATE CASES A:"D APPEALS. 
ELI\II~ATE DIVERSITY JCRISDICTION. 
ELI\II:"ATE DIVERSITY JCRISDICTION. 
:\10RE PRO\lPT RCLI:"GS ON MOTIO:"S. 
FASTER ACCESS TO SETTLE\IE:"T CO~FERE:"CES. 
SETTLE\lE:-':T CO:"FERE~CES WITH REQCIRED BRIEFS. 
SETTLE\lEi\T CO:"FERE~CES WITH CO:"FIDENTIAL STATEME:"TS OF WEAK:"ESSES. 
ARBITRATIO:". 
STREAMLI:"I:"G DISCOVERY. 
:VI0RE I:":-':OVATIVE SCHEDCLING (2 PHASE DISCOVERy). 
\10RE E\IPIlASIS 0:" ALTER~ATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION. 
COURT ORDERED EXPERTS. 
HAVE PARTIES SUB\1JT DISCOVERY OUTLI:"E AT SCHEDULI~G COi\FERE:"CE. 
IIAVE PARTIES SUB\UT PROPOSED ORDERS BEFORE CO~FERE:"CES. 
E\tPHASIS O~ SETTLE\1ENT. 
PRO\lPT DISPOSITION OF DISPOSITIVE \lOTIO~S. 
ENFORCE\lE:"T OF DISCOVERY DEADLINES. 
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APPOINT SPECIAL DISCOVERY MASTERS IN ALL LARGE CASES. 
MORE TI;\IELY RULIJ'GS O~ SUBSTA~TIVE DISPOSITIVE MOTIO:-.lS. 
MAGISTRATE JlJDGES WHOSE RULI~GS COl'SISTE:-.IT WITH DIST JUDGES RlJLI~G. 
RULE EARLY ON MOTIO;\;S FOR SUM;\1ARY JUDG;\1ENT. 
EARLY SETTLEMENT CO~FEREJ'CE (MAJ'DATORY). 
ENTRY OF STIPULATED FACTS/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED AT CO~FERENCES. 
REQt:IRE ATTENDANCE OF PARTIES AT HEARI;\;GS U:-.ILESS NOT FEASIBLE. 
LI;\1ITS 0::-': SCOPE OF DOCU;\1Ei\"T PRODUCTION. 
IF DEPOSITION NOT USED AT TRIAL. SHOULD REI:\lBlJRSE RESPO~DI~G PARTY. 
PARTY CHOOSING FORUM SHOULD BRING DISCOVERY WITNESSES TO FORt::vt. 
BRIEFS I~ RESPO~SE TO MOTIONS SHOULD BE CALLED FOR IF NECESSARY . 
. MANDITORY JURISDICTION OF MAGISTRATES IN LOW VALlJE CASES. 
I;\IPOSING COSTS ON LOSING PARTY. 
LlMIT DEPOSITION NU:\I1BERS AND LEr\GTH. EXCEPT FOR EXTRE;\IE HARDSHIP. 
QCICK DETER:vtINATION ON MOTIONS FOR SUM;\IARY JlJDG;\lENT. 
GIVE TRIAL DATE THAT IS CERTAIN. 
EARLY SETTLE;\IENT ;\IEETINGS, REQUIRED BY THE COURT. 
SANCTIONS FOR FRIVILOUS CASES AND FRIVILOUS PROCEDt:RAL MA~CEVERS. 
;\IORE EFFECTIVE USE OF ARBITRATION OR SETTLE;\IEr\T BY COUNSEL. 
ENCOURAGE MORE STIPULATIONS, EXPECIALLY FOR EXPERT TESTI;\IO~Y. 
I;\IPOSI~G COSTS ON LOSING PARTY. 
SETTLE;\IENT CO~FS AT THE OUTSET. 
SETTLE,;\IE;,\T CONFS AFTER THE CASE IS AT ISSUE. 
SETTLE;\lEl"T CONFS AFTER DISCOVERY. 
JCRY TRIAL WOlJLD REDUCE THE COST OF LITIGATION. 
PRO;\IPTLY DISPOSI:"G OF ;\IOTIONS FOR SUM;\IARY JUDG;\lENT. 
ALLOW Ul"LI;\IITED NU,;\1BER OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQCESTS FOR AD;\IISSION. 
PRO;\IPT DISPOSITION OF MOTIO~S FOR SU;\I,;\IARY JUDG,;\IENT. 
EXPAND SU:\IMARY JUDG,;\IENT TO ELI;\II:"ATE FRIVOLOCS CASES. 
REQCIRE LOSING PARTY TO PAY ATTY FEES OF WI~:"ING PARTY. 
SETTLE;\IEi\"T CONF, ARBITRATION OR ;\IEDIATION. 
;vlAGISTRA TES AND SETTLE;\IENT JUDGES WHO HAVE TRIAL EXPERIE~CE. 
I,;\IPROVE QUALITY OF I MAGISTRATE AND ADD ANOTHER ;\IAGISTRATE. 
GRA:t\T DISPOSITIVE YIOTIONS. 
COURT SHOULD ENFORCE REQUIRE;\IE}.IT FOR FULL DISCLOSURE. 
REQt:IRE SPECIFICS, NOT GENERALIZATIONS, IN DISCOVERY RESPOl'SES. 
DO NOT SET TRIAL SCHEDCLE UNTIL AFTER DISPOSITIVE MOTIO~S HEARD. 
EARLY STATUS/SETTLE,;\IENT CONF. 
:\I1ANDATORY SETTLE;\IENT CONF AND/OR ARB/;\1ED. 
ENCOCRAGE RULE 68 OFFERS AND PENALTY FO REJECTION. 
ATTYS FEES TO PREVAILING PARTY Ii\" ALL CASES. 
SHORTEN DISCOVERY. 
EARLIER TRIAL DATE. 
COURT ORDERED SETTLE:\I1ENT CONFERENCE. 
EARLIER TRIAL SETTINGS. 
EARLIER SETTLE;\IEl"T CONFERENCES. 
EARLIER RULINGS ON SU;\I;\IARY JUDG,;\IENT MOTIONS. 
LIytITATION ON FEES CHARGED EY EXPERT WITl'ESSES FOR DISCOVERY. 
STATUS CONFERE~CE AGREEING ON DEPOSITIONS LI;\IITS. 
;\IORE DETAILED PRE TRIAL CONFERENCES. 
EARLIER SETTLE\IENT CONFERE:"CES. 
EARLIER RULINGS O~ SU;\I;\IARY JUDG;\IEl"T ;\IOTIONS. 
LI\IIT A TION ON FEES CHARGED BY EXPERT WITNESSES. 
LI;\lIT t:SE AND ;,\U:\tBER OF "EXPERT" WIT:"ESSES. 
;\IAKE POST DISCOVERY CLOSI~G/POST-SUNI';\IARY JUDGMENT CONF MA:t\DATORY. 
PRO;\IPT RESOLUTION OF DISPOSITIVE PRE· TRIAL MOTIONS. 
SCHEDULE HEARI:'\GS O~LY WHEN COURT NEEDS MORE INFO TO RULE. 
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1\0 SCHEDULING ORDERS BEYOND DATE FOR DISPOSITIVE MOTIO~S/RESPO;\SES. 
MORE TIMELY RULINGS ON MOTIOKS OF ALL TYPES. 
MORE ALTERNATIVE ADR METHODS. 
EARLIER SETTLE~IENT CONFEREKCES. 
EARLIER RULI;\GS 0:" SUM\IARY JUDGMENT MOTIO;\S. 
LIMITATIO~ ON FEES CHARGED BY EXPERT WIT;\ESSES FOR DISCOVERY. 
PROMPT RULING ON MOTIONS TO DISMISS, SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND PARTIAL SJ. 
LI\f1TIl'\G DOCU~IENT REQUESTS. 
REFINI;\G THE ROLE OF EXPERTS. 
EARLIER SETTLE\IENT CONFERENCES. 
MORE PRO~IPT RULIl"G ON SUBSTANTIVE MOTIO;\S. 
MORE PRO\IPT RULING Oi' DISCOVERY MOTIONS. 
PRO~IPT CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS. 
JeDGE CONTROLS LITIGATION. 
STRONGER SANCTIONS. 
AGRESSIVE USE OF CASE MAl"AGEMENT ORDERS._ 
EXPEDITE DISCOVERY. 
SEPARATE ISSUES REQUIRI:"G TRIAL FRO\IISSUES WHERE NO COi'TROVERSY. 
ADOPT AS LOCAL RULES PROPOSED FED RULES ON DISCOVERY. 
ADD CAREER LAW CLERKS. 
MANDATOR Y MEDIATIO~iARBITRA TION. 
GRA;\T SUMMARY JUDG~IE;\TS ~IORE OFTEN, SERIOUSLY CO:"SIDER THE\!. 
PROBE THE BASIS OF THE CASES/DEFENSES. 
CRACK DOWl" HARD ON I:\CO\IPLETE DISCOVERY/FAILURES TO RESPO;\D. 
t.:SE ~IOTIO~ TO COMPEL WITH FEE ASSESS\IE:\TS FOR PREVAILI;\G PARTY. 
JUDGE PARTICIPATE IN SCHEDULING ORDERS, PRE-TRIAL/SETTLE\IENT CO;\F. 
LI\UTATIO;\S ON DISCOVERY. 
EARLY SETTLE\IENT CO;\FERENCES. 
MORE PROFESSIO;\AL ATTITUDE 0;\ PART OF COt.:l"SEL WOULD HELP MOST. 
TI\IEL Y Rt.:LI!\G ON ~10TIONS BY DISTRICT JUDGES, :\OT REFERRED TO \IAG. 
EARLY SETTLE\IEl"T CONFERENCES AND MULTIPLE SETTLE\IENT CO;\FERENCES. 
DONT REQt.:IRE BRIEF AS TO CERTAIN \IATTERS. 
TI\IELY RULING BY COURT ON ~10TIONS. 
SETTLE:\IEl':T CONFERE;\CES HELD SOONER AFTER FILIl':G. 
MULTIPLE SETTLEMEKT COI"FERE~CES IF PARTIES AGREE. 
MORE CONTROL BY DIST JUDGE OR MAGISTRATE OVER DISCOVERY DEPOSITIO~ 
SELDOM HOLD SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE BEFORE JL'DGE l"OT ON CASE. 
STATUTORY COOLI;\G OFF PERIOD WHEN NO LITIGATIOl" COt.:LD BE FILED. 
PARTIES SHOULD PROMOTE SETTLEMENT DISCUSSIONS. 
STATUTORY SETTLE\1E!\T CONFEREI"CES BEFORE, Dt.:RING Al'\D AFTER DISCOVERY. 
GRA::,\TING OF SU\I\IAR Y JUDG\IE!\TS ON LEGAL ISSt.:ES. 
DE::,\IAL OF St.:~I\IARY JUDG\IE;\TS ON FACTL'AL ISSUES. 
\10RE TI\IELY Rt.:LI::'\G O~ MOTIO::'\S TO DIS~lISS. 
MEDIATION A!\D SETTLE\IE;\T CONFERE~CES. 
;\IORE AGGRESSIVE t.:SE OF DISPOSITIVE MOTIONS. 
MORE AGGRESSIVE \IO~ITORI::'\G OF SUITS AT STATUSjSCHEDt.:LE CO::,\F. 
RULING ON \IOTIONS TO DIS\USS MORE QUICKLY. 
SUSTAI::,\ \10TION TO DIS\lISS IF P DOES~T ALLEGE FACTS IN SUPPORT. 
REDt.:CE TECHNICAL REQCIRE\IENTS (FILI;\G OF \IOTIONS). 
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2. List, in order of priority, improvements you believe would effectively shorten the duration 
of litigation from filing to resolution. 
PRO\lPT RESOLUTIO:,\ OF DISPOSITIVE ;\tOTIONS. 
LI\lIT DISCOVERY, LET"GTH OF DEPOSITIOT"S, A:\,D DOCU:\1E~T PRODUCTIO~S. 
;\lAKE PARTY ;\lAKI:'\G A :\tOTIO:\, PAY ALL COSTS I~CLUDI;\,G OTHER'S FEES. 
REQCIRE TI\IEL Y COMPLlA;\'CE WITH REASO:\,ABLE DISCOVERY REQCESTS. 
SEE Ai\SWER TO # 1. 
DISTRICT JUDGES RULE O~ DISCOVERY DISPUTES. 
:\lORE RULI~GS O:\' LEGAL ISSUES PRIOR TO DISCOVERY. 
POSTPONE RULI;\,G ON SA:\'CTIO~ MOTIO:'\S UNTIL AFTER TRIAL. 
\lORE REASO:\,ABLE CLlE:'\TS. 
:'\EEDS :'\0 l\lPROVEME;\,T. 
QCICKET" DISPOSITIO~ OF DISCOVERY DISPUTES. 
BROAD LOCAL RULES FOR I:,\ITIAL DISCOVERY. 
LI\lIT RIGHT TO TRIAL BY JURY IN COMPLEX CIVIL CASES. 
:\tORE TI:\lEL Y R ULINGS O~ PRELI\lI:\,AR Y AT"D DISPOSITIVE \tOTIO~S. 
EARLY DISCOVERY CO;\,FERE~CES WITH LlMITATIO:'\S 0:'11 DISCOVERY. 
A JlJST R ULI;\,G. 
ELI\lI;\A TE HALL, ESTILL. 
GET JCDGES AWARE OF CASES MORE QUICKLY. 
\10RE PRO\IPT RCLINGS O~ MOTIO;\S. 
F ASTER ACCESS TO SETTLE\lE~T CO~FERE:\'CES. 
EFFECTIVE At THIS TI:\1E I;\' MAJORITY OF CASES. 
CO;\SIDER LI\lITI:\'G EXCESSIVE ;\'lJMBER OF A TTOR:,\EYS. 
ARBITRATIO~. 
STREA\lLI;\I:\,G DISCOVERY. 
:\10RE I;\,~OV A TIVE SCHEDlJLlNG. 
LI\lIT ATIO;\' O;\' ;\U\lBER OF EXPERT WITl'ESSES. 
COURT APPOl~T\IENT OF EXPERTS. 
LI\lIT LENGTH OF DEPOSITIONS. 
LI\lIT LET"GTH OF TRIALS. . 
HAVE PARTIES SUB\lIT DISCOVERY OUTLINE AT SCHEDULI~G CO~FERE~CE. 
HAVE PARTIES SUB\lIT PROPOSED ORDERS BEFORE CO~FERET"CES. 
SHORTER DISCOVERY PERIOD (WIO LI\lITNG METHODS OF DISCOVERY). 
ORDER ;\10RE SETTLE\lENT CO~FERET"CES. 
RCLE EARLY ON ;\10TIO~S FOR SUMMARY JUDG\IE:\,T. 
EARLY SETTLE\lE~T CO~FERENCES (\IANDATORY). 
SPEED UP RESOLUTION OF \tOTIOl'S. 
\lAGISTRA TES TO BE O~ TI\lE FOR SCHEDULED HEARINGS. 
EARLIER SETTLE\lENT CO~FERE~CES. 
EXPA:\SIO~ OF ADJCNCT SETTLE\lENT JUDGE PROGRA\1. 
\lA:\DATORY SETTLE\lE~T CO~FERENCES. 
\lAGISTRATE JCRISDICTIO:\' I~ SOME CASES. 
\tORE JCDGES A:\D ;\'lAGISTRATES. 
TOTAL TI:\-lE FRO\l FILI~G TO TRIAL IS O.K. 
TI\lELY RCLI~GS 0;\ MOTIO~S FOR SlJ\l\lARY JCDG\lEi\T. 
EARLIER SETTLE\lE:'IIT CO:\FERENCES. 
ADDITIO~AL FEDERAL JCDGE A:\,D \lAGISTRATE. 
SCHEDlJLlNG CO~FERE~CE SET ASAP. 
\tORE JCDGES A~D :\1AGISTRATES. 
SETTLE\lE:\T CO~FS AT THE OLTSET. 
SETTLE\lE~T CO;\FS AFTER THE CASE IS AT ISSUE. 
SETTLE\lEi\T CO~FS AFTER DISCOVERY. 
JURY TRIAL WOULD SHORTE~ DCRATIOT" OF LITIGATIO~. 
SO\lE CO\IPLEX LlTIGATIO~ CA~T BE SHORTE~ED WITHOUT I~JUSTICE. 
LAWYERS RESPOl\'SIBLE TO THEIR CLlE~TS, ]\OT TO THE\ISELVES. 
REQCIRE MORE PREPARATIO;\ OF LAWYERS. 
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DO:S'T BELIEVE IT l'EEDS TO BE SHORTENED. 
SA\IE AS # 1. 
\10RE Jt:DGES A~D \lAGISTRA TES. 
STATt:S CO:"FEREl'CE AGREEI:SG ON DEPOSITIOl'S LIMITS. 
SPEEDIER RESOLUTIO:S OF DISPOSITIVE MOTIO~S (MSJ MD). 
SI\IPLIFICA TIO:S OF ISSUES. 
SIMPLIFICATIO:S OF TESTI\10NY. 
LI\lITATION OF CU\IULATIVE TESTIMONY. 
MORE JUDGES A:SD MAGISTRATES. 
:\10RE JUDGES A:SD SPACE. 
PRO\1PT RESOLUTION OF DISPOSITIVE AND DISCOVERY PRE-TRIAL MOTIO~S. 
I:SCREASED AVAILABILITY OF SETTLEMENT JUDGES. 
:\IORE TIMELY RULIl'GS O~ MOTIONS OF ALL TYPES. 
\IORE ALTER:".'ATIVE ADR \IETHODS RELATIVELY EARLY I:".' LITIGATION. 
EARLIER SETTLE\IENT CONFERENCES. 
\IORE PROMPT RULI:"GS 0:" SUBSTANTIVE MOTIONS. 
\10RE PRO:\IPT RULI:".'GS Ol' DISCOVERY MOTIONS. 
SEE # l. 
SA\IE AS I. 
AWARD FEES AND COSTS TO PREVAILI:SG PARTY. 
\10RE ADJUNCT JUDGES 
LI\llTS 0:".' DISCOVERY. 
EARLY SETTLE\IE:".'T CONFERENCES. 
\IORE PROFESSIONAL ATTITUDE o'N PART OF COUNSEL. 
:\10RE EFFECTIVE t:SE OF SCHEDULING AND STATt:S CONFERENCE. 
\IANDATORY ARBITRATION. 
ADDlTIO:".'AL JUDGES AND \lAGISTRATES. 
\fORE JUDGES. 
TI\IELY RULI:".'G BY COURT ON \10TIO~S. 
SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES HELD SOONER AFTER FILI~G. 
:\IULTIPLE SETTLE\IENT CO:".'FERENCES IF PARTIES AGREE. 
:\lROE CONTROL BY DIST JUDGE OR MAGISTRATE OVER DISCOVERY DEPOSITION 
SELDO\1 HOLD SETTLE:\IE:".'T CONFERENCE BEFORE JUDGE NOT ON CASE. 
STATUTORY COOLIN OFF PERIOD WHEN NO LITIGATION COULD BE FILED. 
PARTIES SHOULD PRO\10TE SETTLE\IENT DISCUSSIO:".'S. 
STATUTORY SETTLE\IENT CONFERENCES BEFORE, DURING AND AFTER DISCOVERY. 
GRANTING OF Sl,;\I\IARY JUDGMElXTS ON LEGAL ISSUES. 
DENIAL OF SU\I\IARY JUDGEMENTS ON FACTUAL ISSUES. 
\10RE TI\lELY RCLING ON \10TIONS TO DIS:\lISS. 
DOES NOT i'EED TO BE SHORTENED. 
\10RE AGGRESSIVE SUPERVISIO:S OF DISCOVERY DISPUTES. 
\10RE AGGRESSIVE CONSIDERATION OF DISPOSITIVE \toTIONS. 
HAVE RCLE REGARDING CO\IPLETION OF DISCOVERY. 
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3. List, in order of priority, ways that the number of cases being flled can be reduced so that 
only "appropriate" and "timc1yw cases are ftled in the 'Korthem District. 
THERE IS NO EFFECTIVE WAY. 
REQUIRE DATE ACTION ACCRUED TO BE PLACED ON DOCKET SHEET. 
I\lPOSITIO:,\ OF RULE 11 SA!'\CTIONS. 
CASES FILED SHOVLD HAVE REASONALBE CHANCE OF BEI:\G TRIED. 
SHORTENI'KG THE TI:'It1E TO TRIAL. 
EXPEDITIOUS RULli'GS ON DISPOSITIVE RULINGS. 
:\10RE EFFECTIVE USE OF RULE 11 FOR FRIVILOL'S PLEADI:'\GS AND ~10TIO:\S. 
AWARD COSTS + ATTY FEES TO THE PREVAILING PARTY. 
AWARD ATTOR'KEYS' FEES TO PREVAILING PARTY IN ALL CIVIL CASES. 
GRANT DIVERSITY JURISDICTION O:\L Y WHEN LITIGANTS TRULY DIVERSE. 
ELI\lI:,\A TE PRIVATE CLAIM FOR RELIEF - COBRA STA TL'TE. 
GRANTI'KG MOTIONS TO DIS:'It1ISS/MOTIONS FOR SUM:\IAR Y JUDG:\IENT. 
ASSESSING SANCTIONS FOR I:\IPROPER FILI:'\GS. 
A JUST A!\"D PROPER RULING. 
I\lPOSSIBLE. 
WHAT THE HELL DOES THAT MEAN. 
ELI:\IINATE DIVERSITY. 
EXERCISE ABSTENTIA \10RE OFTEN. 
PUBLISH :\toRE CASES-ATTORNEYS CAN EVALUATE THE DISTRICTS CASE LAW. 
STRICT REQL'IREMENT OF ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RES. PRIOR TO FILI:'\G. 
DO :'\OT Ul\'DERSTA'KD WHAT CASES ARE CO:'\SIDERED INAPPROPRIATE/L':,\TI.\.IELY. 
NOT POSSIBLE. 
I.\.lPOSE SANCTIOl\'S FOR FILING FRIVOLOUS LAWSUITS. 
PRO\lPT RVLlNGS ON DISPOSITIVE MOTIO'KS. 
PRE-FILI:'\G SETTLE;\lE:,\T .\.tEETINGS. 
PRE-FILING SETTLE:\lENT CONFEREl'CES. 
ASSESS COSTS OF DEFENSE IN CASES DEEMED SUBJECT TO DIS:\t1SSAL. 
PROVIDE A TTY FEES TO PREVAILING PARTY. 
L':,\A:,\I'\'IITY OF DECISIONS BY JVDGES. 
:\lAKING COCRT DECISIONS FROM PRIOR LITIGATION ACCESSIBLE. 
CLOSE JUDICIAL SCRUTINY OF BASIS FOR FILINGS. 
SANCTIO:'\S WHERE APPROPRIATE. 
THE COURT I'OW TALKS A MUCH BETTER GA.\.IE THAI' IT PLAYS. 
WHAT DO "APPROPRIATE" AND "TI:'It1EL Y" MEAN? 
DOl\'T UNDERSTAND. 
SET UP PANEL OF VOLUNTEERS TO SCREE'K CASES BEFORE FILI:'\G. 
WHATEVER CO.\.lES TO THE JCDGE'S ATTENTION FIRST. 
Tl\lELY HEARING FOR \10TIO:,\S FOR SUM:VIARY JCDGMENT OR DIS\USSAL. 
I:'\CREASE FILI:'\G FEE. 
EXPA:,\D SC.\.1:\IARY JCDG'\'IEI'T. 
I:'\CREASED USE OF SU.\.l.\.IARY JUDG:VIENT. 
NOTHI:'\GS SHORT OF AMENDI:'\G STATCTORY BASES/STATUTE OF L1.\.UTATIONS . 
.\.IORE USE OF RULE 11 SANCTIONS ON P'S IN PERSONAL INJURY SUITS. 
DO NOT TOCCH CCRRE'KT PRACTICE 
NOT 'KEEDED. 
SEE # 1. 
WHAT DOES THIS MEA:\? 
I.\.IPOSITION OF SA:\CTIO:\S V:\DER RULE 11 AND 28 U.S.C. SEC 1927. 
REQL'IRE PRE-FILING NOTICE OF CLAIM BY PLAI:\TIFF TO DEFE:\DENTS. 
SAl'CTION PARTY FOR CLAI.\.I ALLEGED> $50,000 IF RECOVERY < $50,000. 
ATTORNEY FEES \lL'ST BE SCCH TO INCREASE NU.\.tBER OF ATTORNEYS. 
SCREEN CO.\.lPLAINTS. 
THIS COULD BE A TOL'CHY AREA. 
TAX COSTS AND ATTY FEES ON NON-.\.lERITORIOUS CLAI.\.lS. 
MANDATORY yIEDIATIO:,\/ARBITRA TION. 
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EXPEDITE RVLI:\fGS O~ PRE-TRIAL MOTIONS. 
LOSI~G PARTY TO PAY ATTOR~EY FEES. 
DO ~OT SCREE~ BY DOLLAR FIGURE I~VOLVED, U:\fFAIR TO THE POOR. 
EFFECTIVE D1SCUSSIO~S PRIOR TO FILING. 
~O~E-YOU RUN THE RISK OF VIOLATI~G CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS. 
CO~GRESS WILL HAVE TO REPEAL STATUTES. 
GREATER WILLINGNESS TO USE RULE 11. 
REVIEW CO:\lPLAINTS PRIOR TO FILI~G. ESP PRO SE . 
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4. List, in order of priority, ways to improve pre-trial DISCOVERY in the Northern District. 
HAVE EACH PARTY FILE A DISCOVERY PROGRAM AT THE SCHEDULING CO!'F. 
HAVE ;\IAGISTRATE SCPERVISE THE PROGRESS. 
TI\lELY RULINGS ON DISCOVERY MOTIONS. 
REQCIRE PLAINTIFF TO LIST EXPERT WITNESSES AT TI\1E OF FILI!'G. 
QCICK SCHEDULING CONFERENCE. 
STRICTER APPLICATION OF F.R.CIV.P.-OBSTRUCTIVE DISCOVERY PRACTICE. 
\IANDATORY DISCOVERY CONFEREl'CES. 
RED1;CE ASSIGNMENTS TO MAGISTRATE JUDGES. 
ONLY RARELY EXTEND DISCOVERY CUTOFF. 
PROTECT AGAINST IRRELEVANT DISCOVERY. 
OJ\" BALANCE, I'M SATISFIED. 
L[\IIT NU:\1BER OF INTERROGATORIES TO 15, INCLUDING S1;B-PARTS. 
LI:\IIT LENGTH OF DEPOSITION TO 6 HOURS, ABSENT AGREEMENT OTHERWISE. 
STRENGTHEN SANCTIONS UNDER RULEll AND RULE 37. 
IMPOSE CPON PARTY SEEKING DOCU:\lENTS THE COST OF RESPONDING. 
LOCAL RCLE TO REQUIRE BROAD INITIAL DISCOVERY OF ALL PARTIES, 
LI:\lIT DEPOSITIONS. 
EARLY DISCOVERY CONFERE1'CE WITH LIMITS ON DISCOVERY. 
SPEED CP RULINGS ON DISCOVERY :\10TIONS. 
SET TRIALS ON DOCKETS AND \lAINTAIN THE SETTINGS. 
APPOINT:\lENT OF COUNSEL. 
TWO PHASE DISCOVERY (SU;\IMARY JUDG:\IENT PHASE AI'D CLEAN-UP PHASE). 
GREATER USE OF SANCTIONS WHERE NON-CO:\IPLIANCE EXISTS. 
HAVE PARTIES SCB\UT DISCOVERY OUTLI?\E AT SCHEDULING CONFERENCE. 
LI:\UTATION ON A:\IOUNT OF TI:\IE AVAILABLE TO CO\IPLETE DISCOVERY. 
APPOINT SPECIAL ;\lASTERS. 
DISCOVERY CONFERENCE WITH JCDGE, NOT :\IAGISTRATE. 
REQUIRE PARTIES TO ENTER INTO A DISCOVERY SCHEDULE. 
:\IAGISTRATES TO REVIEW FILE BEFORE HEARING ON DISCOVERY DISPUTE. 
CUT RESPONSE TI\lES FOR INTERROGATORIES AI'D REQUESTS. 
ATTY FEES TO PREVAILING PARTY IN THE CASE. 
NONE. 
DEPOSITION LIMITS. 
PERMIT \lAGISTRATES TO RESOLVE DISPUTES BY TELEPHONE. 
SPEEDY RESOLUTION OF DISCOVERY DISPUTES. 
DO NOT PLACE LI\IITS ON NlJMBER OR LENGTH OF DEPOSITIONS. 
CO\IE DOWN ON THE S.O.B. LlTiGATORS. WE ALL Kl'OW WHO THEY ARE. 
WHATEVER CO;\lES TO THE lCDGE'S ATTENTION FIRST. 
ALLOW UNLIMITED INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR AD\USSIONS. 
ESTABLISH WAVE DISCOVERY W/DEADLINES EARLY ON. 
\IORE SEVERE SANCTIONS FOR CLEARLY IMPROPER BEHAVIOR. 
INCREASE NCMBER OF INTERROGATORIES BUT REQCIRE PROPER AND SPECIFIC 
C01;RT ORDERED EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION AND DOCU:\IENTS. 
DEFENDANTS OFTEN GET TOO \ICCH TI\IE FOR DISCOVERY. 
LET ADJUNCT lCDGES RESOLVE CONTESTED DISCOVERY MOTIONS. 
CHARGE FOR THE COST OF EXTENSIVE DOCU\IENT SEARCHES AND PRODUCTION. 
GRANT BLANKET \lEDICAL PRIV. WAIVER FOR n··;JURY SUIT. 
PRO\IPT DISPOSITION OF DISPUTES. 
SANCTION PARTY WIO *REASONABLE BASISR l'OT ENTERING INTO AGREE\IENT. 
PRO\IPT RCLINGS ON DISCOVERY DISPUTES. 
ACCESS TO \IAG. JUDGES VIA PHONE CALL. 
\IORE PRO\lPT RULINGS ON DISCOVERY \IOTI01'S. 
GREATER RESTRICTIONS ON SCOPE OF DISCOVERY. 
COOPERATION OF COUNSEL. 
RULE ON DISCOVERY MOTIONS AND LEGAL ISSUES PRO\tPTLY 
ADOPT AS LOCAL RULES PROPOSED FED R1;LES ON DISCOVERY. 
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AWARD FEES TO PREVAILII"G PARTY .. 
DO~T PUT SIMPLISTIC ARBITRARY LIMITS O:"-J DISCOVERY. 
LI:\lIT LE:'\GTH OF DEPOSITIO~S. 
BETTER CO~DUCT BY COU:'\SEL (REPETATIVE QUESTIO~S/DISRUPTIVE OBJ~). 
AWARD FEES I:S DISCOVERY DISPUTES MORE FREQCE:STLY. 
DO:ST REQUIRE EXCHAGE OF EXHIBIT AND WIT:"-JESS LISTS BEFORE DISCOVERY. 
:\10RE CONTROL BY DlST JUDGE OR MAGISTRATE OVER DISCOVERY DEPOSITIO:S. 
SELDO:\l HOLD SETTLEMENT CO:SF BEFORE JUDGE KOT 01\ CASE. 
:\10RE LIBERAL ATTITUDE AMONG ATTYS REGARDI~G DISCOVERY. 
LEAVE WELL ENOUGH ALO:SE. 
:\IO~ITOR DISCOVERY REQUESTS/COMPLIANCE MORE CLOSELY (SHARE COSTS). 
SERIOl:SLY CO:SSIDER ;\IOTIONS TO DIS:\USSjSUM:\lARY JUDGME~T. 
PLAI:STIFF BE REQUIRED TO HAVE FACTUAL ALLEGATIO:SS. 

- 20 -



United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

5. List ways to improve Status and Scheduling conferences. 
HAVE O~E 1:,\ EACH CASE A~D SET MEANI:"'GFULL SCHEDULE. 
HAVE STATUS REPORTS FILED EACH 30 DAYS. 
REQUEST COUXSEL TO PREPARE PROPOSED SCHEDULE BEFORE COi\FEREi\CE. 
REQUIRE PREPARATION BY LAWYERS. 
HAVE THE:\I HELD BY JUDGE. 
DO NOT GRAXT POSTPO~E;\1E:"'TS EXCEPT FOR INJURY, ILLNESS OR DEATH. 
STATUS CO~FERENCES NOT PARTICULARLY VALUABLE. 
SCHEDULING COi\FERE:-':CE SHOULD REFLECT COMPLEXITY OF CASE. 
SCHEDULE FRO;\I SCHEDULIi\G CO:'\FERENCE SHOULD BE ADHERED TO. 
ALLOW LITIGANTS MORE FREEDOM TO SCHEDULE DATES. 
HAVE COXFERE:,\CES CO~Dl:CTED BY THE COURT THAT WILL TRY CASE. 
REQUIRES i\0 L\IPROVEMENT. 
REQUIRE EARLY DEFINITION OF ISSUES. 
REQUIRE MEAXI:-':GFl:L OUTLINES OF PROPOSED DISCOVERY. 
SET TI:\IES FOR RESOLVING DISPUTES ON DISCOVERY ISSUES. 
REQUIRE ALL PRELI:\IINARY DISPUTES BE ADDRESSED AT THE CO:-':FEREXCE. 
AT LEAST O:-':E MORE :\IAGISTRA TE. 
HAVE PARTIES Sl:B:\nT PROPOSED ORDERS BEFORE COi\FERE:-':CES. 
CO:\IPEL ATTOR:-':EYS TO OFFER REASONABLE DISCOVERY SCHEDULES. 
HOLD ATTOR:-':EYS TO THEIR DISCOVERY SCHEDl:LES. 
TAKE I:-':TO ACCOU:-':T THE SCHEDULES Ai\D COi\FLICTS OF ATTYS Ii\VOLVED. 
SEi\D OUT ORDERS, DO NOT REQUEST A:l\D THE:l\ WAIT. 
SPEED UP SETTI:-':G BY 30 DAYS OR SO. 
NOI~PROVEME:-':Ti\EEDEn 
AS EFFICIENT AS THEY CAN BE. 
NONE. 
REQl:EST ORAL ST:\IT OF CASE FRO:.\1 EACH SIDE TO ASSIST :\IAGISTRATE. 
CONFERENCES SHOULD BE CONDUCTED BY TRIAL JUDGE, NOT MAGISTRATES. 
BETTER PREPARED Jl:DGES WHO REQUIRE BETTER PREPARED COl:NSEL. 
GREATER FLEXIBILITY IN SETTING DATES. 
DO i\OT HAVE UNTIL PARTY MOVES TO HAVE CASE SET FOR TRIAL/PRE-TRIAL. 
HAVE DISTRICT Jl:DGES COi\DUCT CO~FEREi\CES. 
ABOLISH COi\FERE~CE AND HAVE COURT ISSUE SCHEDULI~G ORDER. 
:\IAKE THE:'\I RESPO:,\SIVE TO THE i\EEDS OF INDIVIDUAL CASES. 
OMIT DISCUSSION OF MERITS U:,\LESS ESSE:l\TIAL TO SCHEDULI:l\G. 
PRE·CONF :\IE:'\1O RE: FACTS A:l\D ISSUES FROM PARTIES. 
;\IA~DATORY SETTLE:\fENT DISCVSSIO:,\S BEFORE CO:l\F. W/REPORT ON SA:\tE. 
HA VE THE;\I CO~DUCTED BY THE JUDGE. 
EXCELLE~T AS IS. 
REQURE A CHECK LIST CO:\IPLETION BEFORE COl'FERE:l\CE. 
NONE. 
ASSVRE ALL ;\IOTIONS DISPOSED OF BY CT BEFORE CONF. 
REQl:IRE PARTIES TO PREPARE BEFORE CONFERENCE. 
QVICKER RULINGS ON RULE 12 :YIOTIO:'\S TO K:l\OW WHAT CLAI:\IS ARE. 
REQURE DETAILED FACT AND LEGAL CO:,\TENTIO:'\S. 
REQl:IRE WRITTEN EXPERT OPI:'\ION REPORTS BY PLAINTIFF. 
CONDl:CTED IN CONFERENCE ROOM, NOT DICTATED I:l\ OPEN COCRT. 
THE Jl:DGE SIIOVLD CONDUCT THEM. 
l:SE CONFERE:l\CE FOR ARGU:\lENT 0:-': PE:'\DING ;\IOTIO:l\S. 
REQURE COUNSEL TO BE FULLY PREPARED TO DISCUSS :'>.IERITS. 
INTEREST OF Jl:DGE. 
:\lORE EFFECTIVE l:SE OF SCHEDULING AND STATUS CONFERENCE. 
:'>.lANDATORY ARBITRATIO~. 
SE:,\D COUNSEL SCHEDULING DATES ASSIG:'\ED, CHAi'GE IF AGREED. 
:\10RE FREQUENT STATUS CONFERENCES. 
HAVE THE:\l HELD BY Jl:DGE. 
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HAVE THE;\t HELD BY JCDGE. 
SCHEDULE THE~l 120 DAYS AFTER SUIT IS FILED. 
LET ATTYS SUB~t1T BY AGREE:vtE~T. IF ~OT POSSIBLE, THE:\ SCHEDULE CO:\F. 
DO:\'T HAVE LAW CLERKS CO:\DCCT CO:"FEREr\CES. 
DO:,\'T ASSIG:\ DEADLI;\ES FOR EVERY EVE~T/TASK, ONLY ESSEl'TIAL O:,\ES. 
SHOULD START 0:'\ TIME. 
JCDGES I:,\VOLVED EARLIER 1:,\ PROCESS . 
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6. List, in order of priority, ways to improve pre-trial CO~FERENCES in the l'\orthern 
District. 
RULE O~ DISPOSITIVE MOTIOI"S PRIOR TO COl'\FERENCE. 
REQUIRE PREPARATIO:"J BY LAWYERS. 
HAVE THE TRIAL JUDGE CONDVCT THE CONFEREl'\CE. 
RESOLVE ALL DISPOSITIVE ~IOTIONS BEFORE PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE. 
ALL EVIDEl'\TIARY MOTIONS SHOULD BE PRESEl'\TED. 
REQUIRE PARTIES TO PROVIDE ORDER OF WITNESSES. 
DISTRICT JUDGES SHOULD CONDUCT THE PRE·TRIAL CONFERENCE. 
ON BALAI"CE, I'M SATISFIED. 
REQUIRES NO I~IPROVEMENT. 
REQUIRE LISTING OF LITIGATIO:"J ISSUES EARLY. 
HAVE A PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE WITHIN A WEEK OF THE TRIAL. 
GIVE TI~fE BETWEEN DISCOVERY A'KD CONFERENCE TO HANDLE ~IOTIONS. 
VSE DOCKET COl'\TROL TO ALLOW FIRM DATES FOR TRIALS. 
APPOINT~tENT OF COUNSEL. 
HAVE THEM IN ALL CASES. 
ESTABLISH SO~1E TYPE OF CONSISTENTCY FOR THE CONFERENCES. 
HAVE THE DISTRICT JVDGE CONDUCT HIS OWN PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE. 
REQUIRE ATTENDANCE OF PARTIES AND POSSIBLY INSURAI"CE REPRESENTATIVE. 
NEED i'0 I~1PROVEME;...'T. 
ACCEPT FAX SIGNATURES W/CHALLENGE PROCEDURE. 
COVRT BECO~IE FAMILIAR WITH THE ISSUES IN ADVANCE. 
DISPENSE WITH DISPOSITIVE MOTIONS AND !\tOTIONS IN LIl\U~E AT CO~F. 
BETTER PREPARED JUDGES WHO REQUIRE BETTER PREPARED COU~SEL. 
THOROVGH PREPARATION BY ALL ATTYS. 
DO NOT HOLD VNTIL to DAYS BEFORE TRIAL. 
LET JUDGE HAVE TI:\1E TO PREPARE AND RESOLVE ISSUES. 
REQUIRE THE LAWYERS TO LAY OUT THE CASE WITH SPECIFICITY. 
ADDRESS SVBST ANTIVE, EVIDENTIARY ISSVES, DISAGREEMENTS IN DETAIL. 
MAKE LAWYERS BETTER PREPARED. 
I DO~T HAVE ANY PROBLEM. 
HAVE LAW CLERKS ;\IEET WiATTYS 2 WEEKS BEFORE JUDGE DOES. 
i'0 DISPOSITIVE MOTIOi'S SHOULD BE PENDING AT PRE-TRIAL. 
JUDGE ASSIGNED TO CASE SHOULD CONDUCT PRE-TRIAL. 
MOTIO~S I;...' LI~tINE SHOULD BE RULED ON AT PRE-TRIAL. 
RESOLVE PEi'DI~G MOTIOi'S BEFORE OR AT PRE-TRIAL CO~FERE~CE. 
HAVE PARTIES SUB;\UT SHORT STATE:\fENTS TO THE COURT (I.E. SETT CONF). 
SHOULD BE IN CONFERENCE ROO~1 HELD BY JUDGE TRYI~G CASE. 
JUDGE SHOULD RVLE ON ~tOTIOi'S FIRST. 
SANCTION DILATORY PARTIES. 
E~IPHASIZE RESOLUTION OF PENDING MOTIONS. 
HOLD CLOSER TO TRiAL. 
REQUIRE COUNSEL TO LAY OUT PROOF. 
LIBERALIZE RULES ON AD;..tISSION OF REBUTTAL EVIDE~CE. 
~10RE IN-DEPTH DISCVSSION WITH JVDGE. 
INTEREST OF JUDGE. 
~10RE ACTIVE PARTICIPATION BY TRIAL JUDGE. 
CONDVCT THE~I BEFORE TRIAL JUDGE, NOT THE :\1AGISTRATE. 
DON'T STAY PRE-TRIAL CONFERE~CES, CO~DUCT THEM. 
HAVE JCDGES ~mET THE DEADLINES, SAl\lE AS ATTORNEYS. 
VER Y LITTLE ROO~l FOR IMPROVE~IENT. 
BRIEFS SUB~tITTED AND ALL ISSUES RULED ON BEFORE PRE-TRIAL. 
SCGGESTED PRELI~1 JCRY I~STRUCTIONS SUB~nTTED A:"JD READ BEFORE CONF. 
DISPOSITIVE l\10TIONS RULED O:"J BEFORE PT CO~FERENCE. 
HAVE FOR~l PRE-TRIAL ORDERS. 
COCRT RCLE ON ITEMS AT CONFEREl\CE. 
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7. List, in order of priority, ways to improve SETTLEME~T CO~FEREi\CES in the 
;\orthem District. 
VERY EFFECTIVE AS IS. 
Rt:LE O~ DISPOSITIVE :\-10TIO~S PRIOR TO CO~FERENCE. 
BETTER PREPARATION ON PART OF ALL PARTICIPANTS. 
LESS ARGUMENT, MORE EVIDE~CE. 
SETTLE:\IENT Jt:DGE MUST;\. CRITICISE PARTY IN FRONT OF OPPOSITIO~. 
SETTLEMENT JUDGE MUST NOT ONLY APPEAR BUT BE 1\'EUTRAL 
COt:RT ORDERED CONF. IS A WASTE IF A PARTY HAS I~TE~T TO NOT SETTLE 
PARTY SHOULD BE EXCUSED IF SHOWS IN WRITING REASONABLE CAUSE. 
THREATS, INTI:MIDATION AND ABt:SE BY MAGISTRATE IS 1\'OT PRODUCTIVE. 
HAVE THE MAGISTRATE BE MORE INFOR:\IED. 
WETTLE:\IENT CONFERE1\'CES GE;\ERALLY WELL RUN. 
HAVE THEM MORE READILY AVAILABLE ON REQUEST. 
CREATE MORE FEDERAL DISTRICT JUDGES . 
.\IORE FLIXIBLE SCHEDULING, INDIVIDUALIZE CASES. 
:\-IA YBE SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE PER ISSUE. 
VERY GOOD ALREADY IN MY EXPERIENCE. 
HOLD CONFERENCES SHORTLY AFTER FILING AND AFTER DISCOVERY. 
SETTLE:\IENT CONFERENCES ARE VERY EFFECTIVE. 
HAVE MANDATORY SETTLE'\IEl'T CONFERE1\'CES EARLY. 
;\0 I.\IPROVEMENT NEEDED. 
CO;\FERENCES CONDUCTED BY ADJ. SETTLE.\IENT JUDGE .\10RE FOR.\IAL. 
PROVIDE ATTY FEES TO PREVAILING PARTY IN CASES GOI;\G TO TRIAL. 
DO;\. LET WOLFE DO THE.\t. 
DE'\IAl\'D GREATER PREPARATION OF ATTORNEYS. 
SANCTIO;\S IF ATTOR;\EY HAS NOT FA:\t1LIARIZED HIMSELF WjCASE. 
HOLD THE'\I EARLIER. 
E;\FORCE REQlJIRE.\1ENT THAT PERSON WITH AUTHORITY TO SETTLE ATTE;\D. 
EARLIER SETTINGS OF CONFERENCES IN CONTEXT OF THE CASE . 
.\IAGISTRATES NEED SOME IN·DEPTH KNOWLEDGE OF CASE. 
DON. LET WOLFE DO THE.\f. 
EARLY AND OFTEN. 
Jt:R Y TRIAL. LET THE JURY DECIDE. 
HAVE BEEN SATISFACTORY. 
HAVE Jt:DGE HAVE TIME AND Ki\OWLEDGE TO RESOLVE ISSUES. 
AVOID ARM TWISTING. 
HAVE Jt:DGES FA'\IILIAR WITH FACTS AND BASE RECO.\-I.\IENDATION ON '\fERIT. 
ONE MAGISTRATE COlJLD BE MORE CONSISTENT AND .\10RE REALISTIC. 
I;\ITIATE THE:\1 ONLY 0;\ REQUEST OF O;\E OR THE OTHER PARTY. 
CUT DOWN O~ INTRODUCTORY STATE.MENTS . 
.\lORE .\IAGISTRATES, FEWER ADJUNCT· YOU NEED THE POWER OF THE ROBE. 
REQt:IRE MORE PREP BY ATTYS·CONFER ON NEEDED 1TE.\IS BEFORE CONF. 
ASSURE ALL CASES HAVE ACCESS . 
.\IAKE THE'\I VOLUNTARY. 
SET CO;\FERENCES AFTER CLOSE OF DISCOVERY AND DISP. MOTIONS. 
I.\IPROVE ACCESS TO SETTLE.\IENT JUDGES. 
SETTLE:\-IE;\T Jt:DGES SHOULD G!VE THEIR OPINIO;\S. IF REQVESTED. 
REQt:IRE PARTIES TO SPECIFY ISSUES OF FACT 1'0T COl'TROVERTED. 
REQUIRE PARTIES TO SPECIFY DEFENSE TO BE RELIED UPON. 
EARLIER SETTLE:\tEKT CO;\FERE1\'CES. 
EXPLORE MORE CREATIVE RESOLUTION METHODS (BINDING SUM.\-lARY TRIAL). 
HA VE EARLIER IN THE DAY. 
DO;\'T CO.\IPEL J\O;\-PARTIES TO ATTEND. 
GIVE HISTORY OF SI:\-tILAR CASES Ai\D RESULTS. 
PERSOi\ CO;\DCCTING CASE MUST BE BETTER Ii\FOR.\IED. 
HAVE CO;\FERENCE AFTER DISCOVERY . 
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MEET MORE FREQUENTLY WITH CLIE~TS WITHOUT COU7'SEL TO PROBE BASIS. 
:vtDRE E7'COURAG:\tE!,\T TO USE PROCESS. 
SETTLEME::--lT JCDGE MORE FA;\1ILIAR W/CASE A~D PREPARED TO DISCUSS. 
ADDITIO~AL MAGISTRATES. 
EXPA7'D ADJU7'CT PROGRA:\t. 
PAY ADJU7'CTS. 
SETTLE:\tE~T C07'FERE~CES BEFORE DISCOVERY. 
RULE O~ PENDI~G :\tOTIO~S AT PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE. 
JUDGE SPEl"D TIME TO RESOLVE ALL MA TIERS. 
ASSIGN TO MAGISTRATE WAGKER OR HAVE OTHERS LEAR:-': FROM HIM. 
SELDOM HOLD SETILE:\IEl':T CONF BEFORE JCDGE 7'OT ASSIG~ED TO CASE. 
REQURE THE:\t I::--l ALL CASES WITH ALL PARTIES PRESE7'T. 
GREATER EFFORT TO I7'DICATE STRENGTHSiWEAK~ESS OF EACH SIDE'S CASE. 
REVEAL RESULTS OF DISCOVERY TO SETILEMEl"T JUDGE TO INFORM HI:\t . 

. 25· 



United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Lawyers 

8. List ways to improve the facilities of the U.S. Courthouse or courtrooms. 
BEITER ACCESS TO TELEPHO~ES. 
'\1AKE DOCKETI~G I~FO AVAILABLE BY CO.\IPUTER. 
WITH GREAT RELUCTA~CE. 
THAT COURT }'"OT HEAR CASES RULED O~ BY RELATIVE I~ STATE COURTS . 
.\lOVE BA~KRUPTCY TO CO.\1PLETELY SEPERATE FACILITY . 
.\IOVE CLERKS OFFICE OUTSIDE OF RESTRICTED AREA. 
SOFTER PEWS I:"J THE AUDIE~CE SEATS. 
CO~FERE::\CE ROO.\lS FOR COUNSEL TO MEET WITH PARTIES/WIT~ESSES. 
BEITER DIRECTIO:-.lAL SIG}'"S. 
POST DOCKETS. 
FACILITIES ARE }'"OW EXCELLE~T. 
KEEP THE PUBLIC OUT A::\D LET THE WITKESSES I~. 
ITS FI~E. 
GIVE ACCESS TO AITYS WIO HASSLE OF SECURITY. 
Bt:IL T I~ VIDEO EQUIPi\tE~T IN CT ROOMS. 
CHAIRS REPAIRED TO STOP ·CREAKS'. 
LARGER COFFEE SHOP, I::\CLUDI}."G LARGER LUNCH FACILITY. 
:\IORE DIRECTIO::\ SIG~S. 
ADD FACILITIES FOR PLACE'\IE~T OF OVERCOATS. RAI~COATS, ETC. 
~EED LOU~GE OR CO}'"FERE~CE ROO~l FOR A TTYS. 
~EED ACCESS TO LIBRARY FACILITIES. 
FACILITIES ARE VERY GOOD. 
ISSCE CARD OR BADGE TO A ITYS TO GET AROU~D :\lET AL DETECTORS. 
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9. How would you allow the judge to adjust the fee agreement between lawyer and client in 
the :"orthem District? 
~OT AT ALL. 
I WOULD~'T. 
YES. 
:\10DIFY O~LY I:'J EXTRAORDI~ARY CIRCU:\ISTA:"CES. 
~OT AT ALL, EXCEPT I~ SEPARATE SUIT BY CLIENT. 
I WOuLD NOT. 
NO. 
1:\ ~IOST CIRCU:\1STA~CES, I WOULD NOT. 
I WOULD NOT ALLOW. 
0:" SO:\IE CASES, A VALUE OF THE SERVICES MAY BE APPROPRIATE. 
I WOVLD~'T, EXCEPT IN EXTREME CIRCUMST A:"CES. 
IT SHOULD l"OT BE ALLOWED. 
:"EVER. 
I DO NOT THINK IT SHOULD BE DONE. 
CLASS ACTIO:"S 
VERYI:"FREQ~E:\TLY. 
VARY RARELY. 
REQuiRE REVIEW TO ASCERTAI~ IF MEETS STA~DARDS OF LEGAL CO:\l:\IUNITY. 
IF UNREASO~ABLE, THE~ PURSUANT TO RAMOS, ETC. 
NEVER. IT IS ETHICALLY A:"D ~10RALL Y WRONG TO INTERFER WITH CO:"TRACTS. 
IF JUDGE DETER~U:"ES FEE WAS Ul'\CONSCIO:"ABLE. 
RARELY. 
AFTER REVIEW BY I~lPARTIAL PANEL W/RECO:\l:\lE~DATIO:" TO COURT. 
I WOULD~'T. 
REVIEW TnlE SPENT VS WI:"DFALL TO ATTY. 
NOT A PROPER SUBJECT FOR THE COURT. 
NEVER. 
WOCLD NOT. 
:\1ANY A TTYS ADJUST FEE EOWN TO MAKE SETTLE:\lENT EASIER. 
NOT A GOOD IDEA. 
WOULD l'\OT. 
ONLY 1:\ EGREGIOUS CASES (50% FEE Il'\ CASE OF LIABILITY W/ASSETS). 
AT THE END OF EACH CASE. 
ONLY O~ RARE OCCASIONS TO PREVE1'-'T A~ ABUSE AGAI~ST A CLIE:\T. 
YES. 
CONTINGENT FEES SHOULD BE REVIEWED FOR PROPRIETY. 
I WOULDN'T. 
OVER :VIY DEAD BODY. 
JUDGE ONLY REFER CLAI:\lS TO ATTY PANEL FOR ARBITRATION. 
I WOeLD l'\OT, EXCEPT IN EXTRE:\lE CASE (PRO SE BEI:\G OVERREACHED). 
NO. 
I WOULDN'T. 
ONLY ON UNSOLICITED CO:\1PLAINT FROM CLIENT. 
NOT AT ALL. 
I WOULD NOT. 
J WOULD NOT, EXCEPT CLASS OR DERIVATIVE ACTIONS. 
I WOULDN'T. 
1 WOULD NOT. 
IN CONTINGE:\T CASES - REVIEW. 
ONLY IF IT VIOLATES LAW OR PROF. RESP. CODE. 
NEVER WOLLD AGREE TO JUDGE I?\TERFERI:\G IN CO?\TRACT. 
ONLY IF REQLESTED BY ATTORNEY OR CLIENT. 
I WOULD NOT LEAVE IT TO THE COURT, REFER TO GRIEVANCE CO:\l:\llTTEE. 
WOCLD NOT. 
I WOLLD NOT ALLOW THE JUDGE TO INTERFERE. 
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I DON'T BELIEVE THAT IS A ROLE FOR THE JUDGE. 
JUDGE HASt-;T A~Y BASINESS IN DOl!\G IT. 
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10. List,in order, the types of civil litigation that are most prone to problems in the Northern 
District. 
ERISA CLAD,IS, CLASS ACTIO~S/PRODUCTS LIABILITY, I~S. BAD FAITH. 
CO:'.lPLEX LIT. WITH SlG~IFICA~T MOTI01\S Al'\D HARDBALL DISCOVERY. 
~tEDICAL MALPRACTICE. 
CO:'.lPLEX CO~TRACTS. 
CO~tPLEX CASES WITH MULTIPLE PARTIES, HIGHLY C01\TESTED CASES. 
SECTIO~ 2254. 
BUSI~ESS RELATED. 
PRODUCT LIABILITY, TORTS 
~ULTIPARTY MULTICAUSE CO)..lPLEX FEDERAL QUESTIO~ LITIGATIOX. 
:'.tCLTIPARTY STATE CLASS ACTION WHERE CASE ALSO IN STATE COURT. 
PRODUCTS LIABILITY, PERSO~AL I~JURY. 
TYPE OF CASE DOES1\1 AFFECT CIVILITY/REASO~ABLENESS OF LAWYERS. 
TORTS. 
BUSI:SESS LITIGATION W/REA~IS OF DOCUMENTS. 
CASES WHERE O:SLY EVIDENCE IS ORAL TESTIMONY. 
CASES AGAI~ST CO~lPAKY WHERE WITJl.:ESSES FEAR JOB LOSS IF TESTIFY. 
CO:STRACT DISPUTES BETWEEN LARGE COMPANIES. 
THE ;\10RE CO:'.lPLEX THE CASE, THE GREATER THE PROBLE~S. 
SECURITIES, RICO 
PRODUCT DISPUTES A~D I~NOVATIOKS .. 
ASBESTOS, WRO~GFCL DISCHARGE. 
LAWYERS, 1'OT TYPES OF LITIGATION, MAKE PROBLE~IS. 
EEOC. 
PERSO:SAL I~JUR Y 
ASBESTOS. 
ASBESTOS CASES. 
~ICLTIPLE PARTY, SECCRITIES LITIGATION. 
PRO SE ;\IA TIERS. 
BA:SKRUPTCY, TORTS, CIVIL RIGHTS, BAD· FAITH INSCRAl\CE CLAI~lS. 
CO~tPLEX CO~TRACT CASES. 
CASES IN WHICH IKSURA:SCE DEFE1'SE IS PROVIDED. 
CASES WHERE I:'.tBALA:SCE I~ A TIORKEY CO;\1PETEl'\CY. 
EQCAL RIGHTS FOR POOR. 
THE ~tORE EXTE~SIVE THE DISCOVERY, THE MORE PROXE TO PROBLE~tS. 
ASBESTOS, CO:STRACT, SECURITIES. 
A:STI·TRCST, CIVIL RIGHTS, ANYTHING WITH OUT OF COKTROL ATIYS. 
DEPEJl.:DS O~ THE ATIYS. 
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II. List changes to the rules to prevent lawyers from causing excessive costs and delays. 
E;':FORCE THE RULES WE HAVE. 
DO l\OT ACCEPT FILI;':GS OUT OF TIME, EXCEPT WITH LEAVE OF COURT. 
DO KOT ACCEPT FILI;':GS WHICH DO :i\OT CO;':FOR:\1 TO COURT RULES. 
RULES ARE ADEQUATE, IF E~FORCED. 
E:"FORCEME~T OF RULE 11 SAl\CTIONS. 
ATTOR;':EY KOT PAID FOR DISCOVERY IF l':OT CO:\1PLETED TI:\1ELY. 
RCLES ARE ADEQUATE IF ~tORE STRINGENTLY AND UNIFOR:\IL Y Ei'FORCED. 
EARLY Al\D MAi'DATORY DISCOVERY CO:i\FERE:i\CES. 
REDCCE DISCOVERY. 
:\10RE FREQCENT CSE OF RULE 11 AND 37 SANCTIONS A;':D CO:"TEMPT POWERS. 
E~FORCE RCLE 1 I SA:"CTIONS, PARTICCLARLY AS TO COSTS A;':D FEES. 
HAVE :\10RE DIRECTIONS GIVEN AT SCHEDULING CO;':FEREl\CE. 
SANCTION LAWYERS FOR OBSTRUCTING DISCOVERY. 
LI:\IIT DEPOSITIONS IN NUMBER AND LENGTH. 
SET TRIAL DATES MONTHS I;': ADVANCE/:1'\OT SUBJECT TO CO:1'\TINUANCE. 
ENFORCE RULE 11. 
E:"FORCE COST-SHIFTING. 
GREATER USE OF SANCTIONS. 
HAVE PARTIES SCB:\lIT DISCOVERY OCTLINE AT SCHEDULING CONFERENCE. 
HAVE PARTIES SCBMIT PROPOSED ORDERS BEFORE CONFERENCES. 
NOT POSSIBLE. 
ALLOW SHORT REPLY BRIEFS. 
DO NOT ALLOW BRIEFS ATTACHED TO APPLICATIO;': TO FILE REPLY BRIEF. 
DO NOT ALLOW BRIEFS ATTACHED TO APPLICATION TO EXCEED PAGE LI:\tIT. 
SPEEDY RESOLUTION OF MOTIONS. 
NO CHANGES NECESSARY. 
PROVIDE FREE COPY OF DEPOSITIONS TO BE SHARED BY OPPOSING PARTIES. 
DEPOSITIO~S SHOULD BE TAKEN IN THE FORCM DISTRICT. 
PROVIDE A TTY FEES TO PREVAILING PARTY. 
TI:\lE LI:\IITS 0:" DEPOSITIO;':S. 
# OF QUESTION LI:\lITS ON DEPOSITIO;':S. 
ATTY TAKING DEPO RESPONSIBLE FOR FURNISHING COpy TO OTHER PARTY. 
DON'T CHANGE THE RCLES, ENFORCE THE RCLES; -
RCLES ARE O.K., ENFORCE:\lENT IS THE KEY. 
SET TI:\IE LI~IIT 0:1'\ EACH CASE. 
ALLOW CSE OF :\10RE INTERROGATORIES. 
STRICTER CONTROL OVER LAWYERS. 
SANCTIONS. 
SANCTION REPEATED FAILURE TO CO:\lPLY WITH THE RULES. 
EARLYiCO:\IPLETE EXCHANGE OF DOCUMEi'TARY EVIDEl\CE. 
LI:\IIT AND CONTROL DISCOVERY - COCRT ORDERED EXCHANGE AT DISC. CONF. 
CASES MOVING ALONG, EXCEPT FOR TOO LONG FOR DISCOVERY. 
ITS NOT THE LAWYERS, ITS THE SYSTE:\I (EXCEPT FOR DEPOSITIONS). 
CHARGE FOR EXCESSIVE DISCOVERY/EXTENSIVE DOCU:\IENT SEARCHES. 
LI:\IIT CU:\lULATIVE TESTI:\10NY. 
PRO:\IPT DISPOSITION OF DISPOSITIVE MOTIO;':S. 
PRO:\lPT RCLING ON :\10TIONS. 
Ll:\lITING DOCC:\IENT REQCESTS. 
REFINING THE ROLE OF EXPERTS. 
ENFORCE RCLE 11. 
ALWAYS AWARD FEES AND COSTS TO PARTY RESPONSIBLE FOR EXCESS AND DELAY. 
JCDGE PARTICIPATE I;': SCHEDULING ORDERS, PRE-TRIAL!SETTLE~IENT CONF. 
LI:\IITS 0;': CONDCCT OF COVSEL I;': TAKe,IG DEPOSITIONS. 
AWARDING FEES AND COSTS. 
CSE OF RULE 11. 
DEFENSE COCNSEL FILES FRIVOLOUS :'vIOTIONS, BUT DOl'\T LI~nT THE:\1. 
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RL'LES NOT THE PROBLEM. 
COL'RT DOES ~OT NEED ~10RE Rl1LES. -
STA:--:DARD $50 SANCTIO:--: FOR 1ST ABL'SE OF SYSTEM. 
AWARD A TTY FEES AGAINST P IF D WINS. 
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12. List. in order of priority, changes to improve motion practice in the Northern District. 
~OTIFY BOTH COlJ~SEL WHE~ STRIKE MOTIO~ HEARI~GS. 
SET :\IOTIO:" HEARIl'\GS I:" A TIMELY MAN1'\ER. 
RULE :\IORE WITHOlJT HEARI1'\G OR ARGCMENT. 
RULE 0:" ;\lOTIO:"S PRO:\IPTLY, EVEN WjO RESPOl'\SE FRO:VI OPPOSI:":G ATTY. 
RVLES ARE ADEQUATE, IF E~FORCED. 
REQUIRE THAT A:":Y :\IOTION AT ISSUE MUST BE RULED ON WITHI1'\ 60 DAYS. 
HEARI:"GS 0:'\ MOTIO:":S SHOULD BE MORE TI:VIELY. 
DEFI:":ITE TI:VIES FOR HEARI:"GS SHOlJLD BE SET A~D ADHERED TO. 
EXPEDITE THE RCLI~GS 07\ DISPOSITIVE ;\10TI0~S. 
DISCOlJRAGE MOTI01'\S TO RECO~SIDER. 
SA:'\CTIO~ FRIVOLOVS :\10TI01'\S. 
EARLY RULI:"GS BY COURT O~ PENDING MOTIO~S. 
HAVE THE ;\IAGISTRATES TREAT LAWYERS WITH RESPECT. 
MORE RCLI:":GS, FEWER THREATS. 
HAVE REPLY BRIEFS/ORAL ARGUME~T BEFORE COURT WHERE CASE ASSIG:"ED. 
THIS DISTRICT :"EEDS FOUR ;\IAGISTRATES, NOT nvo. 
MORE CLERKS. 
FEWER ORAL ARGC;\IE:,\TS. 
HAVE SPEEDIER RCLINGS O~ ;\IOTIO~S 
ALLOW TI:\IE AFTER DISCOVERY FOR MOTIO~S FOR SU:\IYfARY JUDG:\IE:"T. 
SET ORAL ARGtJMENTS AND FIVE RtJLl1'\GS AT THE HEARI1'\G. 
A JCST AND PROPER RCLI:":G. 
FASTER RULI:"GS. 
PER:\IIT REPLY BRIEFS IN SJ. CASES. 
EASIER ACCESS TO JCDGES. 
GREATER CSE OF SA:'\CTIO~S. 
DECISIO:"S :\10RE PRO:\IPTL Y. 
REWARD BRIEF BRIEFS BY READI:":G AND A:":AL YZI:,\G THE CASES CITED. 
REQCIRE PRIOR EXCHAl'\GE OF LEADING CASES BEFORE MOTION IS FILED. 
RULE 0:'\ ALL :\IOTIONS WITHI:,\ CERTAIN :"C:\IBER OF DAYS (60 DAYS). 
RtJLE SOO:"ER 0:'\ DISPOSITIVE MOTIO~S. 
SPEED CP RCLI:"G ON :\IOTIO:'\S. 
MAGISTRATES TO REVIEW FILE/BE FA:\ULlAR WITH CASE BEFORE HEARING. 
HAVE A MAGISTRATE ASSIG:'\ED TO ALL MOTIONS. 
SPEED OF DECISION. 
TI:\IELY RULI:,\GS ON :\10TIONS FOR SU;\IMARY JVDGE:\IENT BY TRAIL JCDGE. 
JCDGE SPEND TI:\IE TO REVIEW A7\D l!l'\DERSTAND CASE A:"D :\IOTION. 
BETTER, MORE THOCGHTFCL, LEGALLY WELL-GROtJ:"DED MAGISTRATE REVIEW. 
ORAL ARGC:\IE:,\T PLVS RCLINGS FRO:\l THE BEi'-TH. 
ALLOW NO :\IORE THA:" THREE ;\IOTIO:"S. 
EACH :\IOTIO:" :"EEDS HEARING WITH FACE-TO-FACE BETWEEN ATTYS AND JCDGE. 
ELI:\lI:,\ATE ORAL ARGC:\IE~T. 
HAVE DISTRICT JUDGES HEAR THE ;\10TION AND DECIDE WITHI:" 10 DAYS. 
RCLINGS ON :\IOTIO:"S WITHIN 2 WEEKS OF FI:"AL BRIEF/OBJECTION. 
:\lORE ORAL ARGC:\IEl'\TS, LESS BRIEFS. 
LI:\UT ;\IOTION BRIEFS TO FEWER PAGES. 
ARGC:\IE:"T ALLOWED O:,\LY RARELY BEFORE YfAGISTRATE. 
REQCIRE APPE:"DIX OF ALL CASES CITED, I:" FCLL. 
RCLE ON ;\IOTION FOR SC:\I:\IARY JCDGMENT MORE PRO:\IPTLY. 
PRO:\IPT DISPOSITIO:" 
STRIKE RESPONSES TO :\IOTIO:,\S FOR SJ. THAT DONT CO)"lPLY WITH RtJLES. 
GIVE ONE FREE EXTENSION FOR RESPONSE TO FILED BRIEF OF 7 DAYS. 
I IEARI~G BEFORE MAG. JCDGE WITIlI:'\ 5 DAYS OF MOTI01'\ FILI?\G. 
MOTION DECIDED AT HEARING OR WITHIN 48 HOlJRS. 
PRO:\IPT HEARING A:,\D FASTER RESOLUTION. 
FASTER RULINGS ON )"IOTIO:"S. 
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\lORE DECISIVE RCLI~GS. 
REI~STITUTE ;\10TI01\ DOCKETS. 
JCDGES SHOULD 1\OT REFER TO MAGISTRATES. 
JeDGES SHOULD RULE PRO\lPTLY. 
\10RE LAW CLERKS. 
\10RE EXPERIE~CED LAW CLERKS. 
:\10TIO~S TO CO:\lPEL DISCOVERY W/FEES TO PREVAILI1\G PARTY. 
TI:\tELY RESPO~SE BY COURT. 
DISPOSITIO~ OF ALL PENDING MOTIONS ON SPECIFIC TENETS. 
EXPEDITE R ULI:'\GS. 
DEFE1\SE COU:'\SEL FILES FRIVOLOUS MOTIONS, BUT DON'T LI\UT THE~. 
LEA VE WELL ENOUGH ALONE. 
JUDGES 1\EED TO RL'LE 01\ ~OTIONS AS THEY COME IN . 
. MAKE JeDGES A;>\D MAGISTRATES MORE ACCESSIBLE TO ATTYS. 
GREATER USE OF ORAL ARGU~ENT. 
QL'ICKER RULINGS ONCE MOTION HAS BEEN FILED. 
i\OT SO :\lA;>\Y TECH~ICAL REQUIREMENTS. 
REQCIRE CITATI01\ OF AUTHORITIES I~ :\10TIOi\, 11\STEAD OF BRIEFS . 
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13. List ways in which trials before a jury could be improved. 
ALLOW ATTYS TO PARTICIPATE II': VOIR DIRE. 
GIVE ATTYS MORE LATITCDE 1:'-: THE COURTROOM. 
TRIALS SHOULD BE REDUCE TO THEIR ESSENCE. 
FIRM DATE FOR TRIAL. 
JUDGE Ai'\D A TTORl"EY VOIR DIRE. 
ALLOW ATTYS TO VOIR DIRE. 
I~STRUCT JURY BEFORE ARGUMENT. 
ALLOW A TTYS MORE FREEDO:\I IN TRIAL. 
PERMIT VOIR DIRE BY A TTOR:KEYS. 
REQUIRE PARTIES TO LAY OUT CASES AT PRETRIAL CO~F. A~D STICK TO IT. 
CHA~GE DOCKETI~G PROCEDURES TO :\fAKE Jt.;RY TRIALS :\IORE AVAILABLE. 
A JUST U.S. JUDGE. 
ALLOW ATTOR:1\EYS TO CONDUCT FOLLOW-UP VOIR DIRE WITH JURORS. 
LI:\IIT ATIO~ IN USE OF EXPERT WITNESSES. 
LI:\lIT A nON 0::" LENGTH OF TRIAL. 
PER:\UT EACH SIDE 30 MI~VTES TO VOIR DIRE JURY. 
ALLOW VOIR DIRE. 
LI;\UT EXCUSES FRO;\f JURY SERVICE. 
PER:\UT VOIR DIRE BY ATTYS FOR 20 MI~t.;TES EACH. 
Jt.;DGES ARE DOI~G A~ EXCELLE;\T JOB. DO:1\1 TI:1\KER WITH RCLES. 
LET A TTYS DO VOIR DIRE Bt.;T LI:\UT THE TIME. 
BRING WITl"ESSES A~D EVIDE'i'\CES TO COt.;RT, RIGHT AWAY. 
ELIMI~ATE TRAII::"G DOCKET 
FI~E AS IS. 
10 MI;\t.;TES OF ATTY VOIR DIRE AFTER JlJDGE. 
MOVE LAWYERS ALO~G. 
PRE SUB:\lIT EXHIBITS. 
MAKE WITNESS BE RESPONSIVE TO Qt.;ESTIO::"S. 
HAVE LIST OF JURORS, WjADDRESS A~D OCCUPATIO;\S, Il" ADVA~CE. 
JUDGES MUST CO:\IPLY WITH LOCAL RULES (COOK 0;\ OBJECTIO;\S). 
COURTESY A~D :\IORE ACCO:\IODATIO~ OF SCHEDULES. 
RE-ESTABLISH THE 12 PERSO~S CIVIL JURIES. 
DO~'T SEARCH DEFE;\SE LAWYER I~ FRONT OF JURY IF PROSECUTOR IS:S'T. 
DO A WA Y WITH RIGIDITY I:K COURTROOM (REQt.;IRI~G A TTYS TO ST A 'i'\ D). 
ALLOW A rryS TO CO~DUCT A:S OPEN VOIR DIRE. 
GREATER USE OF STIPt.;LATIO::"S. 
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14. List ways in which trials before a judge could be improved. 
FIR\l DATE FOR CO\t\tE~CE\IENT OF TRIAL. 
A FAIR REPRESE!\TATION OF ALL OKLAHO;\lA'S PEOPLE. 
L1\lITATIO:\ I~ VSE OF EXPERT WITNESSES. 
L1\lITATIO:" 0:" LE:\GTH OF TRIAL. 
TESTI\10:\Y OF WITNESSES NOT IN DISPUTE BY DEPOSITION OR VIDEO. 
THE JVDGE SHOVLDN'T HAVE TOO \lANY CASES IN O:"E COURT DAY. 
BEITER LAWYER PREP. 
SUB\UT TRIAL DEPOSITIONS PRIOR TO TRIAL SO Jt.:DGE CAN PREPARE. 
FINE AS IS. 
SCHEDVLE SCFFICIENT TI\tE, NOT TRUNCATED. 
PRO\lPT FI:"DI:"GSICONCLVSIONS. 
PRO\IPT RULI:"GS AT CLOSE OF TRIAL. 
NONE. 
PA ITER:" OTHER DISTRICTS AFTER THE NORTHERN DlST OF OKLAHO\lA. 
NONE. 
GREATER VSE OF STIPULATIONS. 
GIVE COCNSEL MORE ACCESS TO JUDGES. 
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15. List, in order of priority, changes which should be made in the clerk's office in the Northern 
District. 
BETTER FOLLOW-UP SYSTEM TO MAKE SURE RESP. ARE ACCO:\IPLISHED. 
ALLOW OFFICIAL CO:\I:\tUKCATION BY FAX, 24 HOURS/DAY. 
KORTHER:'\ DISTRICT CLERKS ARE MOST HELPFUL. 
THIS FOR:\l A~D THE REQlJEST TO AXSWER SO QCICKLY ARE TRULY OFFEKSIVE. 
KEEP THEM OPEN LO:'\GER. 
ACCEPTA~CE OF PLEADI:'\GS BY FAX. 
CO:\IPUTERIZE THE SYSTEM SO THAT AITYS HAVE ACCESS. 
STA Y OPE:'\ U:,\TIL 5:00 P.M. 
ITS O.K. LIKE IT IS KOW. 
LO~GER HOCRS. 
E;\SCRE COPIES OF F1L1~GS SEXT TI:\IELY TO ALL PARTIES. 
WE HAVE A WO:"DERFUL CLERK'S OFFICE. 
:"0 CHA:'\GE. 
CO:\IPlJTER ACCESS TO DOCKET. 
CO:\lPCTER ACCESS TO DOCKETS. 
OPE~ LATER I~ AFTER~OOX 
TOUCHTO~E PHO:"E 0:'\ LAWYERS' TABLE - KOT DIAL. 
CO:\lPCTER MODE:\l ACCESS TO DOCKET SHEET I;\FORMATION. 
ACCEPT AKCE OF FAX TRAKS:\UIT ALS FOR FILi::'\G. 
HAVE CO:'\TACT PERSON TO INFORM COUNSEL OF DOCKET. 
LEAVE WELL E~OUGH ALONE. 
:SO~E, EXCEPT TO GIVE THE:\1 COMPCTERS. 
OFFICE IS VERY WELL RU:'\ . 
.\10RE HELP AT PEAK FILI:SG TI:\tES. 
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Litigants 

There were 37 responses from 300 questionnaires sent to litigants included in the statistical analysis. This 
level of response is low but not surprising. The level of response means that the results of the analysis are 
not statistically significant for the class "Litigants", but the results are of interest, none the less. 

I. Were you the plaintiff or defendant in the case noted on the cover letter? (circle one) 

A. plaintiff - 22 (61.1%) 

B. defendant - 14 (38.90/0) 

11. Please indicate the total costs you spent on this case for each of the categories listed below. If you 
are unable to categorize your costs, please indicate the TOTAL cost only. 

Total cost of litigation ranged from $9.00 to $2,250,000. The range for plaintiffs was $9.00 to 
$2,250,000, while the range for defendants was $1123.48 to $775,000. The average cost was $172,018 
overall, $218,400 for plaintiffs and $119,009 for defendants. Attorney fees were the major portion 
of the cost in all cases. Seven respondents did not give any estimate of costs. 

A. 

B. 

Attorney's Fees and Expenses 

Experts 

Average Response in Category 

$181,356.22 

$ 27,117.65 

C. Other (please describe $ 3,424.18 
(DEPOSITIO~S, EXHIBITS, TRAVEL, PHONE, COPYI:"G, LIBRARY, PRI:"TI~G) 

D. Total Cost of Litigation $172,018.08 

III. Please estimate the amount of money which was at stake in this case. 

The amount of money at stake ranged from $9.00 to $100,000,000 for plaintiffs and from $15,000 
to $98,000,000 for defendants. The averages were $11,857,241 overall, $11,900,868 for plaintiffs and 
$11,774,350 for defendants. Eleven respondants put the "at stake amount" at more than $1,000,000, 
while the other eighteen put the amount at less than $500,000. 

IV. What type of fee arrangement did you have with your attorney? (circle one) 

An hourly rate fee arrangement was most common with 22 responses (65%), but 100% (14) of the 
defendants had such an arrangement, while only 40% (8) of the plaintiffs did. The 8 reporting 
contingency arrangements and the 4 reporting "'other" (pro se & court awarded fees) were all 
plaintiffs. 
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Litigants 

V. Did this arrangement in your opinion result in reasonable fees being paid to your attorney? (circle 
one) 

Most respondents reported that the fees paid to their attorneys were reasonable: 65% of the plaintiffs 
and 71 % of the defendants. 

Comments: 
TOO HIGH, DUE TO DEFENDANT'S DISCOVERY TACTICS. 
PERSONAL ATTORNEY REASOi'\ABLE. DEF.ENDANT LEAD GROUP Ui'\REASOS
ABLE. 
REASONABLE CO:\IPARED TO OTHER ATTORNEYS' FEES. 
VERY REASO~ABLE RATE AND 1'\0 EXCESSIVE OR UN-NEEDED BILLING. 
COt;RT AWARDED FEES NEED TO INCLUDE COMPESSATIO~ FOR TIME AND 
RISK. 
IT DOESN'T SEEM REASONABLE TO PAY TO RECOVER SOMETHING OF YOURS. 

VI. Were the costs inculTed by you on this matter (circle one) 
(O=much too low,5=much too high) 

Overall, a majority (64.6%) felt that the costs were about right, while 22.6% felt the costs were too 
high and 12~9% felt the costs were low. Defendants were more apt to feel the costs were too high 
(30.8%) than plaintiffs (16.7%). 

Group 

Overall 
Defendants 
Plaintiffs 

Comment: 

o 

3 
I 
2 

2 

6 
I 
5 

3 

14 
7 
7 

4 

5 
3 
2 

5 

2 
1 
I 

ANY COST WAS FAR TOO MUCH SISCE LAWSUIT WAS FRIVOLOUS. 

VII. If you believe the cost of litigation was too high, what actions should your attorney or the court have 
taken to reduce the cost of this matter? 

IT W AS ACCEPTABLE. 
COSTS HAVE BEEN IN YEARS, A TOTAL OF 8 1/2 YEARS. 
COt;RT SHOULD SCRUTISIZE COSTS WITH INTERCESSION BETIVEEN CLIESTS 
SHOULD HAVE GONE STRAIGHT TO JURY TRIAL. 
RESPOSSIBILITY IS THE LAWYERS, NOT THE COURT. 
SHORTER DISCOVERY DATES. 
COSTS ARE RUN UP BY THE OPPOSING A TTORi'\EY. 
PREVENT ABt;SES OF DISCOVERY BY IMPOSII'G SANCTIONS. 
COt;RT SHOULD I:\lPOSE SANCTIONS FOR FRIVOLOUS LAWSUITS. 
MAKE BETTER AND Qt;ICKER DECISIONS BY JUDGES. 
l\lAKE DECISIONS TI-IE FIRST TIME REQUESTED. 
COSTS EXPENDED WERE NECESSARY BECAUSE i'\EEDED TO PREPARE FOR 
TRIAL. 
SI:\lPLIFY THE DISCOVERY AND SETTLEME0:T PROCESS. 
l\lOTION FOR SUl\.ll\IARY JUDG:\tE0:T STILL PE0:DING. 
HEARD THE MATTER AND GRAl"TED OUR MOTIOK 
ACT l\10RE PROl\IPTLY ON SUM::VIARY JUDGMENT MOTIONS. 
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

CIvil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Litigants 

VIII. Do you believe a delay or postponement should always be granted upon written request of all par
ties? 

Overall, 58% said ?\O, while 53% of plaintiffs said ~o and 64% of defendants said NO. 

IX. Was the time that it took to resolve this matter (circle one) 
(0 = much too short, 5 = much too long) 

Overall, 41 % of the respondents felt that the time to resolve the matter was too long. 

Group 0 2 3 4 5 

Overall 2 4 12 8 5 
Defendants 2 6 4 
Plaintiffs 4 6 4 5 

X. If you believe that it took too long to resolve your case, what actions should your attorney or the 
court have taken to resolve your case more quickly? 

THIS WAS NOT A CASE OF LIABILITY, A:SD THERE WAS ~OTHI~G ELSE TO DO. 
CASE STILL HAS ~OT BEEN RESOLVED. CONVICTION SHOt.;LD BE OVERTt.;RNED. 
THE SETTLE:\tENT CO~FERENCE SHOULDN'T BE POSTPO~ED, EXCEPT BY THE 
COt.;RT. 
BANKRUPTCY WAS INVOLVED. 
THE COURT SHOULD HAVE LET A JURY DECIDE. 
NORTHER~ DISTRICT IS BEST OF ALL FEDERAL DISTRICTS K:SOW:S TO t..:S. 
:\lAYBE :SONE. 
QlJICKER DECISIO:SS BY JUDGES. 
A TTOR:SEY SHOULD GET WORK FI~:rSHED BEFORE THE 11TH HOUR. 
MORE TIMELY DECISIONS REGARDI~G MOTION FOR SUM:\1ARY Jl,;DGE:\lENT. 
COl:RT COt.;LD HAVE MOVED CASE TO TRIAL MORE QUICKLY. 
PROBLEM WITH COURTS NEED TO RESOLVE CRI:\lINAL TRIALS FIRST. 
HAVE SEPARATE COURTS FOR CRI:\UNAL AND CIVIL MATTERS. 
GIVE AN EARLY COt.;RT DATE. 
:\10VE THRU THE SYSTE:\1 :\fORE QUICKLY. 
ARRANGE/ESTABLISH A SETTLE:\lENT CONFERENCE. 
QUCKER ACTION O~ SU:\l:\lARY JUDG:\1ENT MOTIONS. 
PER:\lITTED DISCOVERY TOO EXPA:SSIVE. 

XI. Did you attend a settlement conference? 

Overall, 51 % did not attend, while 57% of defendants did not attend and only 48% of plaintiffs did 
not attend. 
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Litigants 

XII. Was your settlement conference conducted by: 

District Judge 
Magistrate Judge 
Adjunct Settlement Judge 

Overall 

o 
9 
8 

XIII. Did your case settle at the settlement conference? 

Defendant 

o 
2 
5 

Plaintiff 

o 
7 
3 

Overall, only 20% settled at the conference. The three cases that did settle at conference were re
ported by plaintiffs. 

XIV. If your case did not settle at the settlement conference, did it settle later? 

Overall, 62% (10 of 16) ofthe matters settled later. 

XV. What is your opinion of the settlement conference? 

GREAT. BOTH PARTIES GET AN V~BIASED OPI1'\ION OF THEIR CASE. 
SETTLEMENT CO:SFERE:SCES ARE BENEFICIAL IF DA:\1AGES ARE THE ISSUE. 
SETTLEMENT CO:SFERENCES ARE ~OT t:SEFUL IF ~EGLIGENCE IS ISSUE. 
VERY GOOD IDEA. 
VERY GOOD. 
FELT LIKE SETTLEMENT CO!'FERE:SCE PRESSURED TO SETTLE THE CASE. 
MAGISTRATE JUDGE SUGGESTED SETTLEME~T MVCH BELOW ASKING PRICE. 
PRODUCTIVE. 
DEPE~DS ON THE JUDGE; WITH MOST, JUDGE IS GREATEST RESOLUTION FAC
TOR. 
1'\OT ENOVGH DISCUSSION BY THE LITIGA~'TS. 
MAGISTRATE DID NOT APPEAR IMPARTIAL. 
THEY WOVLD BE GOOD IF THEY SAVE THE TAXPAYER MONEY. 
GOOD JOB. 
IN GENERAL THEY CAN BE VERY HELPFUL. 
A NECESSARY EVIL, U~PLEASANT, BUT STARTED THE COM:\lUNICATION. 
VERY HELPFUL. 
SETTLEME~T Jt:DGE WAS EXCELLE1'\T. 
GOOD. 
GOOD IDEA, WE MADE PROGRESS. 
SETTLEMENT Jt:DGE HAD I!'SIGHT THAT PARTIES WERE STALEMATED. 
VERY GOOD EXPERIE!'CES WITH SETTLE:\lENT CONFERENCE PROGRA:\1. 
1'\0 VALt:E. 

XVI. Was arbitration or mediation used in your case? (circle one) 

Overall, 88.5% (31 of 35) said that neither arbitration nor mediation were used in their case. 
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United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma 

Civil Justice Reform Act 
Questions for Litigants 

XVII. Do you feel the suit, as originally ftled, had a reasonable basis requiring a court trial? Please explain. 

Overall, 69% felt that there was a reasonable basis for the suit. Defendants, however, only 50% of 
defendants felt that way. 

DISCRI\llNATION CASE COULD NOT HAVE SETTLED WITHOUT COVRT. 
BREACH OF A CO\1PLEX CO~TRACT. 
YES, FOR THOSE WHO WERE PROVEN TO BE GUILTY. 
THERE HAS BEEN A DELAY IN APPEAL PROCESS THAT HAS PREJUDICED ;\IE. 
DELAY IN APPEAL PROCESS HAS CAUSED LONG TI\1E IN CONFIKEMENT. . 
YES, MEDICAL MALPRACTICE ACTION. DEFE!\,DANT REFUSES RESPO:,\SIBILITY. 
t\'0, IT IS A SHA\IE THAT SOMEONE CAt\' SUE FOR NO GOOD REASON. 
YES, THE DEFENDANTS DID NOT THINK THE CASE WAS IMPORTANT. 
YES, SEXUAL HARASSMENT IS SERIOVS OFFENSE, TRIAL BRI:"I1GS NOTICE. 
YES, PLAINTIFF I:"I1CURRED DA\1AGES THAT DEFENDA!"TS DENIED. 
YES, RULI!"GS IN DEFEt\'DANTS FAVOR WERE UNJUST. 
YES, BUT THERE WASt\''T ;\IUCH QUESTION OF t\'EGLIGENCE OR DA\1AGES. 
t\'0, SI~CE SUIT WAS FOR PROPERTY DAMAGE, SHOULD HAVE BEE!" SETTLED. 
i'0, WAS DECIDED ON MOTION FOR SU;\I\1AR Y JCDGYlEt\'T. 
i'0, i'0 FACTUAL BASIS TO CLAIM PAY DISCRI:VIINATION. 
YES, FELT WAS E:"I1TITLED TO THE MONEY, BECAUSE OF INSURANCE ON HOUSE. 
YES, THERE WERE AGREEMENTS AT ISSUE THAT WERE i'OT CLEAR. 
YES, BUT THE CASE BECA\tE TOO CO\1PLEX FOR ;\lOST JVRORS. 
YES, THERE WAS A LEGITIMATE DISPUTE. 
YES, G:\1 REFCSED TO SETTLE:\IENT. 
NO, ISSUE WAS OVER A QUESTIONABLE COPYRIGHT DESIGN. 
i'0, :\IOST OF THE LITIGATION WAS TRYING TO CREATE BAD FAITH ACTION. 
YES, THIS WAS A LEGITI:\1ATE DISPUTE. 
YES, WE CORRECTLY BELIEVED THAT WE WERE OWED MO:"l1EY & COLLECTED. 
YES, WAS A DISPUTE OVER VERY SI:\IPLE CO~TRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS. 
1\"0, SUIT HAD SEVERAL REASONABLE ISSUES FOR SUM:\1ARY JUDG:\IENT. 

XVIII. Please add any comments or suggestions regarding the time and cost of litigation in the federal 
courts. 

WE HAVE THREE SUPERIOR JUDGES A!"D TWO SCPERIOR YlAGISTRATES. 
THE CLERKS OFFICE RCNS GREAT. 
NEED RESTRICTIONS ON PLAI1\"TIFF A TTORi'EY FILING, 1'0T KNOWING MERIT. 
ISSUE HAS :'\OT BEE:,\ DECIDED ON ITS ;\IERITS. 
BETTER THAl' EXPECTED. 
REDUCE CONTINGE;";CY COl'TRACTS BY JUDICIAL REVIEW. 
ADR IN SO\IE FOR\1 IS NEEDED. 
FOR EXA\IPLE ON HOW MEDIATION SHOCLD BE, SEE JVDGE IRWIN Ii' OKC. 
FORM A CO\I\tITTEE OF ATTORNEYS TO FIND WAYS. 
\IAKE LOSING PARTY PAY ALL COSTS. 
PROBABLY MORE CASES OVGHT TO BE TRIED. 
LA WSCITS ARE FILED TO FORCE SETTLE\tENTS THAT SHOULD NOT BE FILED. 
FEDERAL COVRTS ARE CONSISTE!"T IN DIS\USSING WHEN APPROPRIATE. 
CASE WAS VERY WELL HANDLED & PRODUCED FAIR/EXPEDITIOUS RESULT. 
TOO \IVCH E;\IPIIASIS IS GIVEN TO DEFE!"DANTS RIGHTS. 
COST WAS TOO HIGH FOR A\IOUNT OF ;\lONEY AT RISK. 
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