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Motion hearing held.  Plaintiff’s motion for issuance of summonses with modified return date is granted.  The
Clerk is directed to issue summons with the defendant to respond to the Complaint within 30 days.  A status
hearing is set for November 12, 2010 at 9:00 a.m.
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STATEMENT

(Reserved for use by the Court)

ORDER
     This order is being entered shortly after the filing of the Complaint.  Counsel for plaintiff(s) are ordered to cause a copy
of this order to be delivered forthwith to each defendant in the same manner that process has been or is being served on such
defendant.
     There will be a status hearing--a “scheduling conference”, as that term is used in attached  Fed. R. Civ. P. (“Rule”) 16(b),
at 9:00 a.m. on 11/12/10 (the “Status Hearing Date”).  Counsel for plaintiff(s) and for each defendant that has  been served
with process or has appeared at least 28 days before that Status Hearing Date are ordered to meet not later than 14 days
before the Status Hearing Date to comply with the provisions of attached Rules 26(f) and 26(a)( c) and this District Court’s
LR 26.1 (also attached).  Counsel for the parties are urged to undertake serious settlement efforts before the scheduled
Status Hearing when no major investment in counsel’s time (and clients’ money) has yet taken place.  If such efforts are
unsuccessful, counsel should be prepared to attend the scheduled Status Hearing prepared to discuss briefly their proposed
discovery plan and  other subjects appropriate for inclusion in the scheduling order as referred to in Rule 16(b).
     Although this Court will not set a close-of-discovery scheduling order until both sides have a good sense of the time
needed for that purpose, the parties are urged to join in setting their own target dates in that respect at their initial Rule 26(f)
conference and to review those target dates regularly during the discovery process.  Special attention must be given to the
December 1, 2006 amendments to Rules 26(f), 26(a)(1), 34 and 45 that deal with electronically stored information (ESI)
and that establish obligations for both lawyers and clients, and to the impact of the Rule 26 amendments on the scope of
discovery under other provisions of Rule 26 (see Rules 26(a)(1), (b)(2) and (b)(5)).  Counsel should also become familiar
with the helpful Committee Notes dealing with the 2006 amendments.

     If any party is unrepresented by counsel, that party must comply with this order personally.  Counsel’s attention is
specifically called to this Court’s directive attached to LR 26.1. 
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