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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT . :
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO :

In re: Asbestos Litigation

Interim Order Authorizing OAL Order No. 164 i

)
)
)
the Clerk of Court to Require )
Electronic Filing for all )
Maritime Asbestos Cases )
Filed January 2, 1996 or later )
)
)
)
)

Introductory Sessions Set for
January 9 at 1 p.m. and
January 10 at 10 a.m. and 1 p.m.

This interim order authorizes the Northern District of Ohio Clerk of Court to establish
procedures requiring that all documents related to the main body of the maritime asbestos
litigation be filed with the Court electronically over the Internet. This extraordinary action is being |
taken to adequately address the overwhelming number of asbestos cases and asbestos pleadings |
filed in this Court. Currently, there are over 17,000 asbestos cases pending in the Northern :
District of Ohio with approximately 500,000 pleadings being filed each year. Utilization of
electronic filing should provide better service to the litigants and substantial savings to the Court.

This order shall pertain only to maritime asbestos cases in which the original complaint is
filed by the Jaques Admiralty Law Firm on or after January 2, 1996. This order is interim in
nature because it is anticipated that superseding orders or local rules may eventually be adopted
governing electronic filing. The Clerk is hereby authorized to implement the experimental
electronic filing system developed by the Technology Enhancement Office of the Administrative
Office of the United States Courts in conjunction with the Clerk’s Office and previously presented
to and currently being tested by counsel in the maritime asbestos litigation.

Members of the Technology Enhancement Office will provide an introduction on the use
of the system on the following dates: January 9, 1996 at 1 p.m. and January 10, 1996 at 10 a.m.
and 1 p.m. The introductory sessions will be conducted in room 301 of the U.S. Courthouse in
Cleveland, Ohio. Individuals may attend whichever session is most convenient. Firms are
encouraged to have the individual primarily responsible for electronic filing (attorney, paralegal or

automation specialist) attend.

J |
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Pursuant to this order: ,
]
1
|

. Documents in cases in which the original complaint is filed by the Jaques Admiralty
Law Firm on or afier January 2, 1996 shall be filed with the Court electronically, rather than on

paper.

|

!

i

2. The user identification number and the user password required to submit :

documents over the system shall serve as a substitute for the attorney’s signature on all electronic |

documents filed with the Court until further notice. !

The maritime asbestos electronic filing system is expected to provide substantial time and

cost savings to both the Court and the litigants. To realize the full benefits of electronic filing, it
is necessary that all parties participate, It is recognized, however, that in extreme cases some
firms may be unable to obtain the automation resources necessary to participate in electronic
filing. Litigants who are unable to file and receive documents electronically must provide the

Clerk of Court with a written statement of the reasons why they are unable to participate for the

Court’s consideration.

To utilize the electronic filing system, firms need hardware, software and an Internet
connection as specified in the October 13, 1995 notice sent by the Clerk of Court to all firms
involved in the maritime asbestos litigation. Those requirements are briefly summarized in

Attachment A.

It is important that, as soon as possible, all firms become familiar with the system and the
way in which documents must be composed and formatted for filing and establish their ability to
connect with the system via the Internet. It is expected that most defendant firms will need to
make their initial electronic filings in the latter part of January, 1996. In order to use the system,
all counsel will also need to complete and return to the Clerk of Court the Interim Attorney
Registration Form provided as Attachment B if they have not already done so. Attachment C
provides a list of events or documents that the current version of the system is now able to accept.

It 1s so ordered.
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George W. White
Chief Judge

AT CLEVELAND, OHIO
December 19, 1995
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I=MARDOC esbestos litigation are relieved from the duty of filing their answers until further

i
'
‘7

}

«
(44
[N
[}
(’-

LY

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
Inre: Ohio Asbestog Litigation )
)
Application of Memorandum Opinion ) OAL Order No. 165

and Order of Judge Charles R. Weiner )
filed on Mey 2, 1996 in Civil Action )
No. 2 MDL 875 Maritime Actions )

The Memorandum Opinion and Order issued on May 2, 1996 by Judge Chesies R_ Weinerin
In Re: Asbestos Products Liability Litigation (No. VI), Civil Action No. 2 MDL 875 (Maritime °
Actions), administratively dismissed without prejudice and with all statutes of iimitation tofled the
cases filed in the Northern District of Ohio by the plaintiffs assigned to the MARDOC portion of |
MDL 875. Judge Weiner also concluded that it is inappropriate to continue to allow markime |
asbestos cases to be filed without filing fees unless the case contains Jones Act claims only. |

Therefore, from this date onward, no new maritime asbestos litigation complaint shell be
accepted for filing by the clerk’s offics unless the compleint is eccompanied with the peyment of the
appropriate filing fee or an affidavit stating that the complaint contains Jones Azt cleims only.

Furthermore, since it is clear that all additional maritime asbestos cases transferred to Judge

dismissed, and in order to avoid incurring unnecessary expenses for the pardes, parties in the

notification.
It is 30 ordered. |
George W. White ]
Chief Judge
AT CLEVELAND, OHIO
Dated: 5‘//3/79 ‘
‘ -
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
In re: Ohio Asbestos Litigation )
)
Amending OAL Order No, 165 ) OAL Order No. 166
)

OAL Order No. 165 addressed the application of the Memorandum Opinion and Order issued
on Mey 2, 1996 by Judge Charles R. Weiner in In Re: Asbestos Products Liability Litigation (No.
VI), Civil Action No. 2 MDL 875 (Maritime Actions), which edministratively dismissed without
prejudice and with all stetutes of limitation tolled the cases filed in the Northern District of Ohio by

the plaintiffs essigned to the MARDOC portion of MDL 875.

OAL Order No. 165 stated in part that:

... IO new maritime asbestos litigation complaint shall be accepted for filing by the
dezk’s office unless the complaint is accompanied with the pzyment of the appropriate
filing fes or an affidavit stating that the complzint contains Jones Act claims only.

In order to fadilitate the continued use of electronic filing for these cases, QAL Order No. 1€5
is hereby amended to the extent that the clerk’s office may also accept a complaint for fiiing without
peyment of a filing fee if the complaint is accompanied by a certification by lead counssl s:zsing that
the compleint contzins Jones Act claims only.

g 5 T

George W. White
Chief Judge

It is so ordered.

AT CLEVELAND, OHIO

/ .
Dated: S / Z,_S/ /Z.—/,-
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRIC’I_‘ COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT oF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: ASBESTOS PRODUCTS : . HB . ¥
LIABILITY LITIGATION {No. VI) : R n ) 2 55
: X
This Document Relates To: : CIVIL ACTION NQ. 2 Mp1, 573
) : (Maritime Actions)
ALL ACTIONS :
-------------------------------- x
Weiner, 7. May 1, 1996
(@) 137 8 e) OoN ORD

and after Several telephone conferences, 'this Court, on July 1s,
1985, entereg Pretrial Order No. ¢ (MARDOC) directing Plaintiffsg:
Counsel to produce materials in 262 Mardoc cases, Despite being
grénted several extensions of time to cComply ;»'ith the directives of
the July 18, 1995 order, plaintifés' counsel faileg to do so.A As
a result, defendants moved to dismigg Plaintiffg: Cases, Following
the entry of Show cCause Orders, the- Court helg a hearing on
February 28,° 1995 and heard argumént ang statementg ofall Counsel.
The partjes have further Supplemented their Positions with
additionaj written Statements, The Court, having considereg ail of
the materjaz Presented, wiij Srant the motion cf the deféndants as
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Background or Action

On July 29, 1951, the Judicial Panej On Multidiserjcr

Litigation entered an order establishing MDL 875 ang consolidating
before this Court 26,639 civil asbestosg personal—inﬁufy lawsuits,
pending in g7 federal districts. at that time 4,022 of the actions
trans¥ferreg were in the Northern District of Ohio. The ;anel Order

brovided for the transfer of overlooked cases and newly fileg Cases

©f Ohio has risen from 4,022 to 23,154, or an increase of 475.7%.
At the sanme time, this Court has Supervised the termination of
4,223 cases in the Northern District of Ohio jurisdiction,

Primarily traditional, land-baseqd cases. The Temaining 18,209

cases?., witp only 37,000 cases remaining, a8Pproximately 50% are

the Mardoc actions.
This court has, in the conduct of its Proceedings, taken

1. Rule 12, Rules of Judicial Panel On Multidistrjce Litigation.

2. Although the Panel statistics show 20,560, this Court is aware
of substantially more cases that are settled among the parties
without the completion of terminating Paperwork. Excluding Mardoc
actions, this Court believes that the number of remaining cases is

between 10,000 and 15,000.



very seriously all of the objectives of the Panej’ while enjaging
in its pretrial activities. Where the Parties and their counsel

e tdo

-

have been cooperative and reasonable, the Court has been as

effectuate settlements. A major obstacle occurs, however, when
either side displays a lack of trust or credibiliﬁy, or. becomes
entreﬁched and confrontational, such as when the parties refuse to
Cooperate in the disclosure of basic information which Enforms all

parties of the nature of the claims.

Eac;g

In the Mardoc cases, there is routinely fileg with each
action an IDF (Initial pata Form) as required by the standing
asbestos orders for the Northern District of Ohio. The information
contained on this form is not authenticated, and, except for naming
ships that the plaintiff may have sailed on, it provides no real
medical or exposure history for the Plaintiff. Until recént;y the
parties have been at a2 standoff; Plaintiffs seek settleménts aq?
defendants have demanded proof of an asbestos-related medical

condition and eéxXposure to their product. The defendants complain

3. Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation, Docket No. 875,
Order dated July 29, 1991, pages 9-12.

4. This has always been the starting position of the parties;
however, in the land cases, the Plaintiffs have learned to supply
defendants with medical records, test results, and at least one
éxpert report, together with an affidavit of exposure. In most

of the plaintiff has been subject to therough discovery and the
credibility gap has been narrowed. fThe defendants then treat the
action in the form of a claim and make an offer based upon the
historical averages achieved between the plaintifs'g attorney and

the defendant for +the location.



that Plaintifes have not rovided thenm with the zaterijialg they neegq
to make a settlement offer or pProceed to trijaj. Both sides See)k
assistance of the Court. After several conferences wWith ¢he
parties, the court entered, on July 1s, 1995, Pretria) Order No. ¢
(MARDOC) , Tequiring Plaintiffs: counsel to provide to defense
counsgl the hecessary materials’® in 262 randomly Selected Cases in
order +hat they could pe evaluated for medical ang exXposure
Criteria and for Settlement. At this Court:'g scheduled conference

on August 1g, 1995, Plaintiffg!® counsel advised the Court that he

deadline, and after Several more telephone conferences, defense

Counsel moved to dismiss the 2616 cases. This Court issueq Show

6. After the brocess began, it was discovered that one of the 262
numbers was in error and the partijes bProceeded with the remaining

261.



Cause orders on November 15, 1995, and a Subsequent Notice of
Hearing on February 1, 199¢.

More than 7 months have Passed since the Court issyegq its
order of July 18, 1995, and by aiil rational standards Plaintiffg:
counsel has hadg adegquate time and opportunit;y té comply with
discdvery in these matters. 1In fact, Plaintifss have advigeg the
Court, that they have bProduced all of the discovery— materiaig
required. At the hearing on February 28, 199s, defendantg Produced
two legal record boxes (approximately 12"H x 14"y x 24"L) which
they identified as the total discovery received. Included ip th’e
boxes was 263 file folders, many with IDF forms, ang zﬁany with
recent letters from a ngn reader radiologist. It has been this
Court's experience that one medicaj case could easily fj13 two

legal recorg boxes. The bParties agreed that the discovery broduced

included no documentation or evidence relating to Plaintiffg:

eéXposure to specific Products. The Court also Tepeatedly asked

Plaintiffs if they hag any malignancy cases ready for triaj and

Plaintiffs dig not identify any such cases.

The Judicial Panel on Multigistrict Litigation, convinced
that the administration of justice in the federal court System was
threatenedq by burgeoning numbers nationally of asbestos related

personal-injury lawsuits, Sought to relieve the burden, to provide



in the Panel order of July 29, 1991, and has initiateq case

management policies in conjunction with Counsel representing a1}

parties to achieve these goals.

Plaintiffs: Counsel has taken the position that these 263

Tepresentative of the whole. Defense counsel urge the Court to
dismiss with prejudice the 261 cases due to plaintiffeg! counselts

lack of compliance with this court's orders. Defense counsel also

bersonal injury, asbestos cases for more than twenty years.
Plaintiffs have Sought damages against a multitude ©f defendants.

The courts have found that asbestos fibers are botentially .

7. Counsel in the asbestos litigation are Prone to describe a
gTroup of cases, whether it is 5 or 5,000 in number, as a "package!.

6



hazardous to ocne's health, Sufficiency of exposure remains apn
unknown, however, and many plaintiffs initiated litigation without

injury, but rather with knowledge of exposure. The Teasoning

Ginsberg in e e i s Dis ol September 1 ,
829 F.2d 1171 (D.C.Cir. 1987). She concludes that a tfansferee
court's responsibility in the context of a 23 U.S.c. $1407 transfer
is to follow the law of the transferee circuit, although the jaw of
the transferor jurisdiction merits consideration. In the matter
before us, the Court feels that the law of the United States Court
©f 2Appeals for the Third circuit is clear.and that the Uniteg
States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit would draw a similar'

analysis to this problem.
Pennsylvania has recently joined a growing number of
states which have analyzed this problem.
Fogr Years ago éeﬁnsylyania was a "one-iqlgry" state. "
That is, if an eXposed party sought damages as a result of his or
her pleural disease which was causing some restriction in lung
the party would also seek damages for fear of contracting

Capacity,

other asbestos-related cancers, and for the increaseqd risk in



contracting such malignancies which have longer latency bPeriods,

The combination of longer latency periods and Separate byt multiple

diseases flowing from the same éxposure caused the Pennsylvania

courts to review the course of the products liability law. 1p

1992, Pennsylvania became a "two injury" state ang joined a growing
number of states by holding that in asbestos cases, the Plaintifs
is entitled to bring a second action for a subsequently diagnosed

malignancy, thereby eliminating claims for risk ang fear, ang

1 v, stos Co oration, Ltd.,

417 Pa. super. 440, 612 A.24 1021 (1992)8
Ohio is alse among the many states which has adopted thig

rule. In Qujck wv. Sun_0il Co., et al., (No. 82-02%2, ct. comm.

Pleas, Lucasg Co., Ohio, l1o/84), Judge Sumner E. Walters foung that

V. Johgs-ﬁagvi;le go;go;atiog, et aj., (No.J—157-1995, Pa,., April
4, 1996) The Giffear Court focpsed on the distinqg;on between
"injury" ang "harm", ang determined that a Physical injury

8. New York, New Jersey, Maryland, Delaware, Indiana, Illinois,
California apg Hawaii alge follow the two-disease rule.

8



sufficient to maintain a tort action must bpe accompanied by harp.
The Court concluded that asymptomatic pleural thickening or
scarring is not a compensable injury which gives rise to a Cause of
action for damages for a physical injury or for emotional distress.
(Subpra, pg 10,11,14) ‘
' 1f the action is brought under the Jones Act or the

F.E.L,A. statutes, the plaintiff is not relieved from his burden of
Proof relating to injury. These laws Protect the railrocad workers

and mariners who might otherwise have a pProblem in proving

distributors. While the plaintiff's burden to establish liability
may be eased, a Compensable injury remains a requirement for
Tecovery. In holding that an action for an asbestos-relateqd injury
does not exist in a F.E.L.A. case, Circuit Judge Seitz of the
United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit court stated:
"We believe, however, <that subclinical injury resulting from
€xXposure to asbestos is insufficient to constitute the actual loss
or damage to a Plaintiff's interest required to sustain a cause of
action under generally applicable Principles of tort law....Requir-
ing manifest injury as a necessary element of an asbestos-related
tort action avoids these problems ang best serves the underlying

Purpose of tort law: the compensation of victims who have suf-



fered." Schweitzer v, consolidated Rail corp. (Conrail), 7sa F.24

936, 942 (3d Cir.198s5)

Many states have created administrative vehicles to hola

in abeyance these asymptomatic cases unti) counsel finds that the
plaintiff is actually suffering from an impairment. Before an
action is activated, certain criteria must be meé. This Court has
found,that the use such an administrative device can }educe the
Clerk's burden and still provide an atmosphere for settlement
between the parties. Illinois, Maryland, Connecticut, A;izona and
Hawaii utilize this procedure. _

This is.the atmosphere that exists today whére every
plaintiff's counsel has a working_agreement with all or most of the
principal defendants and the cases are submitted as claims.
Criteria has been established and agreed to and this has resulted

in large block settlements of cases or trials where there has been

- @ good faith difference of opinion.

cases as claims resulted. This procedure has proved effective in
many places in the nation and, as a result, there are no real

blocks of cases unsettled® except for these Mardoc actions. 1In the

9. In several instances, Plaintiffs may still have remaining in
their cases some of the peripheral defendants whose presence
represents a very small bercentage of the value of the case. 1In
other Circumstances, pPlaintiffs may have settled with all but one
pPrimary defendant and these situations are being addressed.

10



Mardoc actions, none of the defendants have settled and plaintjreg

have claims against an average of more than 80 defendants.

Although this Court retains a vigilant concern sr all

parties to the litigation, the Court has prioritized fropm the onset
the victims of asbestos related disease, and in pa:ticular, “hose
who suffer with malignant conditions as well as their fémilies.
The Cpurt's focus is to administer these cases as it has a13 the

cthers by seeing that they are resolved in an eguitable ang
expeditious manner either by settlement or by trial while making

Certain there will be sufficient resources available to Compensate

those who are deserving.

Eindings

The Court, having'spent.many'hours in conference with all
counsel and after a hearing makes the following determinations:

Plaintiffs: counsél has failed to comply with +this
Court's order of July 18, 199s. Plaintiffs' counsel has admitted’
that no details relating to exposure have been supplied ang most of
the documentation is described as new radiologist's reports and
IDFs. The defendants claim that 21l medical records, work reccerds,

social security records, answers to interrogatories, ete., as

—

S. (...continued)
represents a very small percentage of the value of the case. zIn

other Circumstances, Plaintiffs may have settled with all but one
Primary defendant and these situations are being addressed.



required by the court order, have not been received by then.
Plaintiffs' counsel has supplemented his argument presented a+ the
hearing by submitting a copy of the "medicals" frop one of the 2¢6)
cases™. 1t contains nine pages, none of which are dated earljer
than September, 1995, ' .

The second determination of the Court is that Plaintiffeg:
counsel has not provided critical material necessary for_defendants
either to evaluate the cases so that a meaningful dialogue can take
Place or for the cases to be prepared for trial if that fails.
Plaintiffs' counsel categorizes his proof of éxposure as follows'l:

1) Everyone knows that the products of this manufacturer

were all over the ships and could be found upon almost

every ship;

-—

2) This manufacturér advertised asbestos Products in a
marine catalogue and therefore it must have made and solq
products to which the Plaintiff was e#posed, and;

3) Counsel has assured the Court that he can ang wili
obtain statements from numerous Chief Engineers that

these products were in use all over thae ships.

10. Pablo E, Hernandez v. American Ship, et al., Civil Action No.
90-0000, Northern District of ohio

11. In this instance the Court is discussing the "manufacturer"
defendants, as each plaintiff'g sailing record will disclose the

~ Vessels upon which he sajiled.

12



Plaintiffs' counsel takes the position that this specific evidence
and discovery can await trial preparation and is not necessary for
the filing of a case or for the settlement process.

Plaintiffs' counsel has presented, as part of the
discovery package, doctor's reports that state that‘a significant
number of the plaintiffs have no asbestos relatea injury. Defense
counsgl have advised the Court that the medicals received pursuant
to this Court's order of July 18, 1995, infra, consist of a scant
number of documents and only recent "medical" reports prepared in
November, 1995, after this Court's order of_July 18, 1995. The
statements made to the Court disclose that only a fractibn of the
recently diagnosed plaintiffs have an asbestos-related condition,
and many of these may be open to question. Numerous cases have
either no.diagnosis of an asbestos-related condition, or there is
scant credible medical evidence. Further, the Court is informed
that few, if any, of these plaintiffs have provided any evidence of
a compensable injury sufficient to sustain a.cause of action.

The Court believes that it is the responsibility nf

counsel to only file those cases which are ripe and ready *“o

proceed. To file cases by the thousands and expect the Court to

sort out the actionable claims is improper and- a waste of the

Court's time. Other victims suffer while the Court is clogged with -

such filings. e

The Court enters its orders accordingly.

13



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ; : //3

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: ASBESTOS PRODUCTS H ) M w 2 5%
LIABILITY LITIGATION (No. VI) :
X

A
This Document Relates To: : CIVIL ACTION NO. 2 MDL 875
: (Maritime Actions)
ALL ACTIONS :
................................ X
Order

THE COURT HER}E:BY ORDERS that the cases filed in the
Northern District of Ohio by the Plaintiffs assigned to the Mardoc
Dortion of MDL 875 + ARE ADMINISTRATIVELY DISMISSED WE_TL?UT
PREJUDICE AND WITH ALL sm@n. The Court is

N
spec:.fica.lly preserving the rights of the named plaintiffs to

Y

maintain an action should their circumstances warrant _the further-

ance of their case. Counsel is advised that this Court shall

reinstated upon application to the cCourt with the following

showing:

14



1. Each plaintiff requesting reinstatement must pro-
vide to this cCourt satisfactory evidence that the
plaintiff has an asbestos-related personal injury
compensable under the law.

2. For each defendant which the plaintiff desires to
pursue, the plaintiff must provide probative evi-
dence of exposure to products connect_ed to, or
supplied, manufactured or installed by said defen;
dant, or, if the defendant is a shipowner, evidence
of service upon the defendant's ship(s).

THE COURT FURTHER ORDERS that each case to be reinstated

shall be accompanied with the payment of a filing fee, unless such

case, both in its present form and in its earlier submissions,
contained Jones Act claims ONLY'. counsel shall further be
entitled to amend his Pleadings as nhecessary to set forth proper
claims; substitute parties and name defendants at the time of
reinstatement; PROVIDING HOWEVER, defendants may insert any and all'
defenses to which they may be entitled. The Court will issue

shortly hereafter a list of the affected actions in the Northern

12. The Court has examined the prior policy of allowing these
cases to be filed en mass without filing fees and finds that it is

inappropriate to continue. This policy issuemhas—beenuassigned by - -

Chief Judge George W. White of the Northern District of Ohio to the
MDL. Specifically, the Court notes that 28, U.s.C. §1916 provides
that certain seamen's suits may proceed without Prepayment of
costs, but that common law tort actions are not included therein.
Plaintiffs' counsel, without bpayment of any fees, has filed more
than 17,000 cases. The costs applicable to these filings are great
and the burden and cost to the court system has been considerable.

15



District of Ohio. All pending motions in these cases are hereby
denied without prejudice and with leave to resubmit with the
original filing date remaining in effect should the case be

reinstated.
For the purposes of appeal, THIS IS NOT A FINAL ORDER.

BY THE COURT

/%7 [ Jynti

Charles R. Weiner, Judge
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HAYOQW% IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
,t ) FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA
A O'clock

—_— M
\CLH¥<OFCOURn§'

u.s. Diffick@ourt A8RESTOS PRODUCTS : .

LIABILITY LITIGATION (No. VI) : mm MY 8 1%

% :
This Document Relates To: : CIVIL ACTION NO. 2 MDL 875
: (Maritime Actions)
ALL ACTIONS :
———————————————————————————————— x
ORDER

THE COURT recently entered an Opinion and Order dated May
l, 1996, and filed May 2, 1996 on the 2 MDL 875 docket, no. 113.
This order stated that the Court would issue a list of the cases to
be dismissed without prejudice in accordance therewith. Attached
hereto is a list of Mardoc cases filed in the Northern District of
Ohio, this list now being incorporated into this Court's Order oz
of May 2, 1996, and hereby representing the cases dismissed without

Prejudice in accordance with the terms thereof.

BY THE. COUR

219 - /- /K/w& QAP

Charles’R. Weiner, Judge

. /{/9@
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT H E C E IV E D

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

JUN 26 2000
IN RE: ASBESTOS PRODUCTS at
LIABILITY LITIGATION (No. VI) °°'W'"—~M
CLERK OF CQURTS
U.S. DISTRICT COURT, N.D.O.
This Document Relates To: : CIVIL ACTION NO. 2 MDL 875
Attached Schedule of Cases (Maritime Actions)
ORDER

Pursuant to the Memorandum Opinion and Order dated 5/1/96 and
further amplified by Order dated 3/14/97 (copies attached), the attached
schedule 1list of <cases in the Northern District of Ohio be
administratively transferred to the Court's inactive docket of cases

administratively dismissed without prejudice.

- BY THE COURT

pate:_&~R0- 00 4\)’_\ &/QM& KUM

Charles R. Weiner, Judge

A TRUE COPY CERTIFIED TO FROM. THE RECGAD.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: ASBESTOS PRODUCTS
LIABILITY LITIGATION (No. VIt ‘ XL E D

LINT]

This Document Relates To: el 8 1995 CIVIL ACTION NoO. 2 MDL 875
FEB (Maritime Actions)

__________ AL E-ﬁf?f?tjf-;--mg/\gg;a UNZ, Clerk
By Dep. Clerk

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER NO. 5 (Mardoe)

THE COURT, in order to better achieve administrative

order in the Mardoc litigation, and to Teduce paperwork and
associated costs and exXpenses being borne by the court and by
parties, hereby ORDERS the following:

a. All pending motions to dismj.ss and motions

summary Jjudgment in the Mardoc litigation,

the
the

for

not

heretofore ruled upon, are hereby denieda without

Prejudice and with leave to renew at the time of

trial.

"b.  The filing of all motions for Summary Jjudgment,

motions to dismiss and motions for Change of venue

is hereby suspended in each action until the time

of trial, or as more specifically set forth at =2

later date by this Court or any subsequent Court

obtaining jurisdiction over the action.
AX TRANSMITTAL sone B
—;P‘ 2 Fraem <
_f@, le H Sﬁe//a.,
8 Dokt Chll S 577 S99
UE S22 /40 [T 6390
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c. No discovery shall be filed in any action unless

requestied by the Court.

d. No reguest, stipulation, Or order for leave ¢tp

Plead shall be nNecessary for late responses if the
opponent has not Previously requested g5 defaul+
against the late party.

The Court will.continue to hear and act upon motions to
amend, requests for remand, and other matters, including those
motions affecting the Mardoc docket and/or the flow of the
litigation.

BY THE COURT

P

Charles R, Weiner, Judge
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PEPUTY STRICT CBUNT
LERK, UNITED STATES O

.~ w!wcmsmct OF PEMNSYLVANIA

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

DATE
ATT

IN RE: ASBESTOS PRODUCTS :
LIABILITY LITIGATION (No. VI) :
X

This Document Relates To: CIVIL ACTION NO. MDL 875

ALL ACTIONS

-------------------------------- x EILED MAR 1 o200 (O

ADMINISTRATIVE_ ORDER NO.6

The Court is advised that counsel are still unaware of
several of the nuances required on pleadings which are to be filed
with the Transferee Court or with the Judicial Panel. Many
pleadings continue to be improperly forwarded to the Transferee
Court or prepared with incorrect and/or inadequate information in
the headings. Substantial amounts of pPaper are being unnecessarily
wasted by the sending of documents (both originals and copies) to
the wrong court. All counsel shall adhere to the following
requirements:

1. Knowing that all asbestos-related personal injury
actions are to be transferred to the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania for inclusion in MDL 875, plaintiffs’
counsel shall refrain from filing multiple plaintiff
actions. The administrative burden upon the Transferor
Court clerks and wupon the Judicial Panel clerks
overshadows any efficiencies created.

2. All counsel are reminded that this Court does not

ENTERED
MAR i1: 0 2000

have jurisdiction of any case until transfer has been



Clerk of the Panel
Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation
One Columbus Circle, NE

Thurgood Marshalil Federal Judiciary Building
Room G-255, North Lobby

Washington, p.c. 20002-8004

3. a1l Pleadings for cases ipn MDL 875 shall Properly
identify the plaintjfs by ful) nName. (sSsN optional) 1p

divisiona} code, Year, ang Sequence Number) , (District
Court abbreviations and divisiona) codes are get forth on

Appendiyx A)

4. The clerks of the Transferor Courts are responéible

assigned to MDL 375, Originaj) filings should pe fileq

with the Transferor Court. Tpe Clerk of the Judicia)



amended complaint adding new parties, third-party
complaint, new appearance, or change of counse},
Original motions are filed with the Transferor Court and
a copy together with an original Proposed order is to be
sant to the Transferee Judge. Motions for remand or
Suggestion of femand are to be handled in accordance with
the Mutidistrict Panel Rules.

5. In submitting orders for approval of dismissals,
settlements, change of counsel, and other matters where
many cases in the same district anqg division are impacted
identically, counsel shall combine such relief into a

single order naming the individual Plaintiffs in the

heading or by attachment. ALL ORDERS MUST CONTAIN THE
PROPER IDENTIFICATION OF EACH PLAINTIFF, THE TRANSFEROR
=== 22oN1IFICATION OF ROR

COURT, AND THE CORRECT CASE NUMBER AS AsS IDENTIFIED IN #3
ABOVE

.  Once the order is executed andg returned to the

Transferor Court, it shall be appropriately duplicated

for insertion into the file of each involved case.

IT Is so ORDERED.

BY THE CoOuRT:

»
!

. ' f
Date: a0~ /9, Rooo IJJL'L[M ,e /'//"MA

CHARLES R. WEINER, J.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ‘CRIHLij Disi.: i Giflo
CLEVELARS
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
In Re: )
)  OAL ORDER NO. 163

OHIO ASBESTOS LITIGATION )

In order to facilitate service, plaintiffs in the
maritime asbestos litigation (MARDOC) may utilize
a Master Summons in the form attached to this order. The
Clerk of Court is authorized to execute such summons, and
plaintiffs may thereafter duplicate the summons, adding on
each duplicate the name of the defendant to be served, solely

and exclusively for the purpose of effecting service in

7/

George W. White
Chief Judge

MARDOC cases.

IT I8 8O ORDERED.

//

DATED:/ﬁ//?—/?\S/
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- Hnited Btates Bistrict Court

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO

SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION

v | CASE NUMBER:

MASTER SUMMONS

TO: tieme ana aadaress of Detendany

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to file with the Clerk of this Court and serve upon

PLAINTIFF'S ATTORNEY ingme sra agdress)

an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within days after service of

this summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If you fail to do so, judgrnent by defauit will be taken
against you for the relief demanded in the complaint.

DATE




AQD 443 1Rgv. 1/30) Surnmons n ¢ Canl Acoon

P

RETURN OF SERVICE

Service of the Summons and Complaint was made by me?!

OATE

NAME OF SERVER (PRINT)

TITLF e ees. " D s Sm—

Check one box below to indicate apcropriets method of service

QO Served personally upon the defendant. Place where served

discretion then residing thersin,

O Returned unexecuted:

O Left copies thereof at the defendant’s dwelling house or usual

Name of person with whom the summons and complaint were left:

place of abode with a person of suitable age and

O Other (specify):

STATEMENT OF SERVICE FEES

TRAVEL

SERvVICES

TOTAL

DECLARATION OF SERVER

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of Amaerica that the foregoing information
contained in the Return of Service and Statement of Service Fees is true and correct.

Executed on

Signature of Server

Address of Server

) As 10 who may serve 3 summons ses Rule & of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedurs,



