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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION
MERLE L. ROYCE,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 15 C 259

MICHAEL R.NEEDLE, P.C,, etal.,

~—~ — — N

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM ORDER

For reasons stated in this Court's extended oral ruling of JanudrgsEgprimarily on
the protracted failure of Michael Needle, P.C. to comply with this Court'atexperders to
obtain counsel othehan Michael Needle ("Needlehjmself to act for it in this litigation,
coupled with (ajhe litigationtactics regularly employed by Needtethis action as well as
(b) the false statemenpseviously revealed to have bemiade by Needle ihaving sought and
having obtained pro hac éctatus in the first place

1. Needle's pro hac vice status is revokede again

2. This Court's September 19, 2016 memorandum opinion and(tireler

"Opinion") is reinstated in all respects, with tiisurthaving ruled as
already stated, thabth Needle and Needle, P.C. have failed to comply
with the Opinion'sexpressorder for a prolonged period of time.

3. In conjunction with theeinstatemendf the Opinion in all respects, as

referred tan the preceding paragraph, this CowstisrterOctober 19,
2016 memorandum ordé@he "Order") which memorialized an extended

oral in-courtstatementhat this Court had made on October 18, is vacated,
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onceagain because of the unjustifiable noncompliance by be#dl and
Needle, P.C. with the Order during the nearly three month period that has
elapsed sincis issuance.

Although a persistent course of conduciNmedle's part (referred to earlier by the
euphemistic term "litigation tacticshasnot served as predicate for this or any other order
previously entered by this Court, it may be noted thablbstructionist approach to this litigation
has been manifest@ce again in conjunction with the most recent proceeding. Just a brief
explanation follows.

First, despite the terms of the December 22, 2016 motion hearirigearesulting
minute entrythat seta January 12 status hearing on all matters, with Néxihgjordered to
provide informatiorbefore that hearing that wasissing from his earlier filings as to effotte
had assertedly made to retain counseNeedle P.C., Needle did not deliver a copy of that
response to this Court's chambers until the day before the January 12 hearingtimester,e
together with its 14 exhibits many of thenctoncededly small in paginatienwas somewhat
less than 1/2" thick). Although such timing, which gave no real consideration to the fact that
the resource in shortest supply in the federal litigation system is a judge'sreated some
difficulty, this Court was able to revieivin time for the hearingnd to consider and deal with it
in preparing and reaching its decision to be announced orally during the hearing.

But what is really inexcusable, thougls unfortunately not entirely surprising in having

come from Needle, is his delivery to this Court's chambers, no more than a couple of hours

1 According to Needle's forwarding letter to this Court, that response had notleéen fi
in the Clerk's Office until the evening of January 10. No explanatasnoffered as to that
belated submission remember that Needle had known of the scheduled January 12 hearing
three week earlier, on December 22, 2016.
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before the January 12 hearing, of a plasficatbound filingcaptioned "Michael R. Needle's

Second Supplemental Submission Re Obtaining Counsel Pursuant To the Court's 12/22/16 Order
(Dkt. 468)"-- nearly 2" thick!-- that this Court had no opportunity to examine, let alone

consider, before the heariligWhatever else Needle may have hoped to accomplish by his
thoughtless course of conduct (the use otéhne "thoughtless gives him the benefit of the

doubt), its unintended consequence has been to confirm his unsuitability to act pro hac vice a
counsel for Needle P.C., aridhusprovides a further confirmation tie propriety of revoking

his pro hac vice status so that this action can be carried on in a proper mannerpectt.res

Milton I. Shadur
Senior United States District Judge

Date: January 13, 2017

2 Even though the case docket and the Clerk's Gffitectronic filing record reflect that
Needle had filed that "Second Supplemental Submission” in the Clerk's Qffif#a.m.
January 11, the day before the hearing, Needle never informed this Court or itsrshetafbef
the document's existence before the delivery of a copy to chambers shioryrmon on
Januaryl?2 (this Court had left for lunch just before its delivery@ndNeedke had always
known that the status hearing had been scheduled for (and inthegdnt gt1:45 p.m.
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