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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

CROTHALL LAUNDRY SERVICES, INC., )

Raintiff, )
) No.17-cv-8928
V. )
) HonAmy J.St.Eve
OSF HEALTH CARE SYSTEM and )
DENMAN SERVICES|NC., )

Defendants. )

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

AMY J. ST. EVE, District Court Judge:

Plaintiff Crothall Laundry Seiees, Inc. (“Crothall” or “Raintiff”) brought this action
against OSF Health Care System (“OSHKi)l @enman Services, Inc. (“Denman,” and
collectively with OSF, “Defend#&s”) alleging breach of corstct and conversion against OSF
(Counts | and Il, respestly), and conversion against Denm@ount 111). (R. 1, “Compl.”)
Defendants now move to transfer venue fromNbethern District oflllinois to the Central
District of lllinois pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 14@J( (R. 14, 15, 18.) For the following reasons,
the Court grants Defendants’ motion to transfer.

BACKGROUND

Parties

Plaintiff Crothall is a Delawa corporation licensed to do lsss in lllinois, with its
principal office in Wayne, Pennsylvania. (Comgdly 1.) As such, Crothall is a resident of
Pennsylvania. (R. 24 at 5; R. 28 at 3-89e28 U.S.C. § 1391(c)(2) (For venue purposes “an
entity with the capacity to sue and be sueitsicommon name under apgable law, whether or

not incorporated, shall be deemed to reside...iaapff, only in the judical district in which it
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maintains its principal place of business.”). Riidii's local office in Illinois is in Wheeling,

within the Eastern Division of the Northern Distradtlllinois. (R. 24 at 4.) “Plaintiff provides
laundry services to institions, including leasing bed linertiewels, other textiles, and laundry
carts to healthcare facilities[,] and servicing fhcilities by laundering and replacing those items
as necessary.” (Compl. at 1 2.)

Defendant Denman provides services similar to Crothhldl.a § 6.) Denman, doing
business as Denman Laundry Services, is armolflicorporation, with its principal office in
Quincy, lllinois. (d. at 1 5.) Denman performs all cleagiservices in Quincy and all of its
employees are located either in Quincy, Sprindfier Peoria. (R. 18 at 14; 18-1at {6, 9.)
Quincy, Springfield, and Peoria are withthe Central District of lllinois.

Defendant OSF is an lllinois nér-profit corporaton, with its principal office in Peoria,
lllinois, again, within the Centrdbistrict of lllinois. (Compl. afff 3.) OSF operates eleven acute
healthcare facilities throughout the State of Illintisth in the Northernrad Central Districts of
lllinois. (Id. at 7 4; R.15at?2.)

I. Complaint

In Count I, Crothall brings a bach of contract clai against OSF. (Compl. at J117-23.)
In the alternative, Crothall brings aroversion claim against OSF in Countltd.(at 11 1, 18-

24.) and a conversion claimaigst Denman in Count llld. at T 11l 1, 18-25.).

According to the Complaint, Crothalhd OSF entered into a contract in 2014 under
which Crothall leased goods and providedvices to OSF (the “Contract”)ld(at  9-10; R. 1-

1, “Contract.”) Under the Contrg Plaintiff agreed to provallaundry services at seven OSF
facilities throughout lllinoisnamely Peoria, Rockford, Bloomington, Ottawa, Galesburg,

Pontiac, and Monmouth. (R. 152tContract at 7.)As already stated, Bga is within the



Central District of lllinoisas are Bloomington, Galesburg,rfiac and Monmouth. Rockford
and Ottawa are within the Northebustrict of lllinois, but in diffeent divisions. Rockford is in
the Western Division while Ottawa in the Eastern Division.

In 2016, OSF terminated the Coadt with Crothall by lettet. (Compl. at § 10-11; R. 15-
1; R. 15-2.) Under the terms of the Contracajmiff retained ownership of all of the leased
items and OSF was “obligated to return thibsens immediately upon expiration or termination
of the Contract.” (Compl. at § 12€ontract at 7-8.) écording to Plaintiff, the “parties agreed to
a specific schedule for the collectioof Plaintiff's items from OSF facilities. (Compl. at { 13-
14.) Despite the Contract and the partiekestule, “OSF was unprepared to return all of
Plaintiff's linens, other textilegnd laundry carts at each of itsdithcare facilities] and refused
to allow Plaintiff to collect them.” Id. at § 15.) Crothall madepeated demands on OSF and
Denman to return the remaining items—to no a¥/dld. at 1 16, 1 19, 11 20-21, Il 21-22.) The
items at issue are allegedly worth $1,092,839.80. af 1 | 20, 1l 22, IIl 23.)
ll.  Exhibits and Other Evidencé’

Defendant OSF attached six exhibits to itgiomoto dismiss, four of which are letters
between itself and Crothall, and two of which aggistics on lllinois district court dockets. All
of the correspondence is betweentBall in Wayne, Pennsylvania, and OSF in Peoria, lllinois,

according to the addresses writtentloa letters and letterhead.g8ificantly, Exhibit 3 is a letter

L Exhibit 1 is a letter from OSF to Crothall requesting teation of OSF’s Contract with Crothall. (R. 15-1.)
Exhibit 2 is a letter from Crothall to OSF confirming termination. (R. 15-2.)

2 For example, Exhibit 4 is a letter from Crothall to OSKiragsfor payment for the linen and laundry carts that OSF
allegedly prohibited Crothall from retrieving. (R. 15-4.)

3 Defendants attached some exhibits, including their sattists, to their reply briefs rather than the motions to
transfer. The Court provided Plaintiff Crothall an opportutetfile a sur-reply to Denman’s witness list and a sur-
reply to OSF’s witness list.



from Crothall to OSF regardingsues with collecting linen at OSF’s St. Francis facility in
Peoria. (R. 15-3.) Crothall wrge“St. Francis is approximajeb4% of the OSF system linen
volume.” (d. at 1.) While Plaintiff does note thaege documents are not authenticated, it does
not actually dispute their accuragycontent, arguing instead thheir text proves a different

point than Defendants makeSdge, e.g R. 24 at 4 (“OSF’s factually unsupported argument
using limited unauthenticated documents doesupport its position. The referenced exhibits
indicate that linens were lostrtughout the OSF system, including tiacilities in this District,

not simply those in OSF’s Peoria location.”).)

Defendant Denman attached the sward aotarized affidavit of Greg Hamilton,
Denman’s Vice President of Operations, sontotion to join OSF’s motion for transfer(R. 18-
1.) Hamilton, who is “familiar with the recordsathDenman keeps in the ordinary course of
business and [with] Denman’s business activitidflimois,” attests thatDenman’s employees
involved in this case” and “[a]ll inesses” are located in Quin@pringfield or Peoria, and that
“Denman does not have amggistered office, office, employeeas, other facility located in the
Northern District of lllinois.” (d. at { 3, 6-7, 10.) “The onlyontact Denman has in the
Northern District,” according tblamilton, “is when a Denman employee, who lives in Quincy,
drives to Rockford, lllinois[,] tick up and deliver linen.”Id. at  8.) “Denman performs all
cleaning services in Quincy, lllinois.Id; at 1 9.) Further, Hamidh maintains that “[a]Jny and
all evidence produced in this case will come froftheir] headquarters iQuincy, lllinois[,] or

Denman’s warehouse facilities in Spfield and Peoria, lllinois.” I4. at T 11.)

4 With regard to Plaintiff's argument in its sur-reply to Denman’s witness list (R. 35.) that Denman failed to include,
provide, or file the affidavit, the @t directs Plaintiff to record 18-1.
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Denman also submitted a witness list, which includes the names, addresses, and likely
testimony of a total of 39 witnesses: 19 Denwanesses, 16 OSF witnesses, and four Crothall
witnesses. (R. 28-1.) Denman lists whapear to be the home addresses of 17 Denman
witnesses, of which 15 are in cities within then@al District of lllinoisand 2 are in Missouri.

In addition, all 13 of the OSF wiéisses with listed addresses wuorkities within the Central
District of lllinois. Denman does notlithe address of anyrothall employee.

OSF attached its mandatory initial discovezguest responses (R. 34-2.) and Plaintiff's

initial discovery disclosures (R. 34-1.) to its repliebr Plaintiff Crothallalso attached its initial
discovery disclosure to its sur-reply. (R. 35-OFF’s disclosure listfive employees, four
working for OSF and one for Crothall, and alsiaeites a “persons with knowledge” schedule.
OSF breaks down its extensive persons with kadge list by the seven relevant healthcare
centers it runs in lllinois and ts employees in each hospitdlwenty-six witnesses are within
the Central District of lllinois11 witnesses work in Peoright work in Bloomington, four
work in Pontiac, one works in Galesburg, &wd work in Monmouth. Twelve witnesses work
in Rockford and are thus are within the Westivision of the Northermistrict of lllinois.
Only three witnesses work in Ottawa, here m Bastern Division of the Northern District of
lllinois. It appears that all 4ditnesses (different individuatBan the five employees already
listed) are OSF employees. OSF states eagtioyee’s position but does not include what
testimony that individual wouldive or provide their addss beyond listing #ir facility
affiliation.

As for Plaintiff's disclosurePlaintiff lists 19 witnesses)laf them Crothall employees.

Of the 16 witnesses with listed vkoaddresses, eight are in Wheeling, lllinois; one is in Chicago,



lllinois; two are in Peoria, Illing; two are in Pennsylvania; two are in Wisconsin; and one is in
North Carolina. Plaintiff details the discovemlntformation each witness is likely to provide.

LEGAL STANDARD

A change of venue in federal courfiermitted under 28 U.S.C. § 1404. “Congress
enacted the federal change of venue statute...tev alldistrict court to trasfer an action filed in
a proper, though not necessagbnvenient, venue to a meoconvenient district.’Research
Automation, Inc. v. Schder-Bridgeport Int'l Inc, 626 F.3d 973, 977 (7th Cir. 2010). Section
1404(a) provides in part that “[flor the convenient@arties and withessas, the interest of
justice, a district court may transfer any cadition to any other disti or division where it
might have been brought.” 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a).

Under Section 1404(a), the moving party beagsailrden of establishing that (1) venue
is proper in the transferor district, (2) venue and jurisdictionld/be proper in the transferee
district, and (3) the transfer wakerve the convenience of the patad withesses, and is in the
interest of justice SeeAtl. Marine Const. Co. v. U.Bist. Court for W. Dist. of Tex571 U.S.

49, n. 6 (2013)Research Automation, InG26 F.3d at 9785rossman v. Smart3 F.3d 364

(7th Cir. 1995)Coffey v. Van Dorn Iron Work396 F.2d 217, 219-20 (7th Cir. 1986). “The
weighing of factors for and against transfer necessarily involves a large degree of subtlety and
latitude, and, therefore, is committedthe sound discretion of the trial judgeCoffey 796 F.2d

at 219;see also DeKeyser v. Thyssenkrupp Waupacg,866 F.3d 918, 923 (7th Cir. 2017)

(“28 U.S.C. 8§ 1404(a) gives a district codiscretion to transfea civil action.”).

District courts may make any necessarydatfindings when determining venue issues.
Seeln re LimitNone LLC, 551 F.3d 572, 577 (7th Cir. 2008AH Color Techs., LLC v.

Quad/Graphics, In¢ 2018 WL 439210, *3 (N.D. lll. Jan. 16, 2018)pdy Sci. LLC v. Boston



Sci. Corp, 846 F. Supp. 2d 980, 991 (N.D. Ill. 2012k ruling upon a motiorto transfer under
28 U.S.C. § 1404(a), the Court may consider amlglisputed facts presented to the Court by
affidavit, deposition, stipulation ather relevant documentsMoore v. AT & T Latin Am.
Corp., 177 F. Supp. 2d 785, 790 (N.D. Ill. 2001) (quothiigiwest Precision Servs., Inc. v. PTM
Indus. Corp, 574 F. Supp. 657, 659 (N.D. Ill. 1983)) (gigiless weight to evidence without an
affidavit, but not disregarding it altogetheih other words, “[w]hen deciding a motion to
transfer venue, the court must accept as true allaotiff's well-pleaded facts in the complaint,
unless contradicted by affidiés or other appropriate evadce from the defendantHowze v.
United States2015 WL 9315542, *1 (N.D. lll. Dec. 23, 2015) (citiRgndon v. Wexford Health
Services, In¢.2010 WL 5129818, *1 (N.D. Ill. Dec. 10, 2010), quothgdrade v. Chase Home
Fin., LLC, 2005 WL 3436400, *2 (N.D. Ill. Dec. 12, 20053ge Simonian WMonster Cable
Prod., Inc, 821 F. Supp. 2d 996, 998 (N.D. Ill. 2010) (“I et limited to the allegations in the
complaint and may consider affidavitsaddressing the motion to transfer.”) (citiBgnes v.
Jackson Nat'l Life Ins. Cp2005 WL 2371969, *2 (N.D. Ill. Sept. 22, 2005)).
ANALYSIS

Both Defendants seek to litigate this casthanCentral District ofllinois. Now pending
before the Court is Defendants’ motionttansfer venue, which Plaintiff opposes.
l. Venue is Proper in the Transferor District (Northern District of lllinois)

The parties do not dispute that venue is prapéne transferor district of the Northern
District of lllinois. Indeed;OSF acknowledges that it is subjéstvenue and jurisdiction in the
Northern District of lllinois...by virie of its operations in this digit.” (R. 15 at5.) Likewise,

Denman concedes that “venue may technicallgroeer in the Northern Birict of lllinois.”



(R. 18 at 2.) Plaintiff Gsthall also agrees thaenue properly lies in the Northern District of
lllinois. (R. 24 at 2-3.)

Il. Venue and Jurisdiction are Proper in theTransferee District (Central District of
lllinois)

Defendants OSF and Denman argue that vandgurisdiction are jper in the Central
District of lllinois under 28 U.&. 8§ 1391(b)(2). (R. 15 at 5-R, 28 at 2.) Section 1391(b)(2)
provides that venue is proper injtadicial district in which awbstantial part of the events or
omissions giving rise to the claiotcurred, or a substantial partpybperty that is the subject of
the action is situated.” 28 U.S.C. § 1391(h)(Refendants claim th&all of the incidents
giving rise to Plaintiff's breach afontract action occurred” inghCentral District of Illinois,
namely at OSF’s St. Francis facility in Peor{®. 15 at 5.) Further, Defendants are “based in”
the Central District of lllinois. I¢l. at 5-6.) While the Court does ragree that the allegations in
the Complaint only involve actions and propertyhia Central District of lllinois, Defendants
have met their burden of establishing that weand jurisdiction are proper in the transferee
district. SeeGrossman73 F.3d 364. Further, Plaintiff Chatll does not address and therefore
does not dispute that venue is proper in the Central District of lllinois.

1. Transfer will Serve the Convenence of the Parties and Witnesses, and Promote the
Interests of Justice

In deciding whether a transfer will serve tt@venience of the parties and witnesses,
and promote the interests of justice, the Ctmoks to both privaterad public interestsSeeAtl.
Marine Const. Cq.571 U.S. at n. BResearch Automatio$26 F.3d at 978 offey 796 F.2d at
219-20;Nalco Co v. Envt'| Mgmt., Inc694 F. Supp. 2d 994, 998 (N.D. Ill. 2010). Private
interests include the plaintiff's choice of forumetsitus of the material events, the relative ease

of access to sources of proof, and the coieree to the parties and withess8geAtl. Marine



Const. Ca.571 U.S. at n. RResearch Automatio26 F.3d at 978yalco, 694 F. Supp. 2d at
998; see alsdNicks v. Koch Meat Cp260 F. Supp. 3d 942, 955 (N.D. Ill. 2013hwarz 317
F. Supp. 2d at 835. Factors traditionally considerdde public interesanalysis, also known as
the “interest of justice” factors, include thengestion of the respectigeurt dockets, prospects
for a speedy trial, the courts’ familiarity withetlapplicable law, the desirability of resolving
controversies in each locakmd the relationship of eachmmunity to the controversySee Atl.
Marine Const. Cq.571 U.S. at n. @Research AutomatiQ®26 F.3d at 978 offey 796 F.2d at
219-20. Again, the moving party “has the burdeshaiwing that ‘the trasferee forum is clearly
more convenient.’ "Heller Fin., Inc. v. Midwhey Powder C@883 F.2d 1286, 1293 (7th Cir.
1989) (quotingCoffey 796 F.2d at 219-20).

A. Private Interest Factors

Private interest factors include: (1) the ptdits choice of forum, (2) the situs of the
material events, (3) the relative ease of actessurces of proof, (4) the convenience to the
parties, and (5) the convience to the withessesee Atl. Marine Const. Cd71 U.S. at n. 6;
Research Automatio26 F.3d at 978\alco, 694 F. Supp. 2d at 998. On balance and as
detailed below, the private interest factors ptrtransfer to the CentrBistrict of lllinois.

1. Plaintiff's Choice of Forum

In general, courts giveoasiderable deference to apitiff’'s choice of forum.See Piper
Aircraft Co. v. Reyno454 U.S. 235, 255 (1981) (“[T]hereasdinarily a strong presumption in
favor of the plaintiff's choice of forum, vith may be overcome only when the private and
public interest factors clearly point towds trial in the alternative forum.”)n re Nat'l Presto
Indus., Inc, 347 F.3d 662, 663-64 (7th Cir. 2003) (“[U]nleke balance is strongly in favor of

the defendant, the plaintiff's choice fokum should rarelype disturbed.”)AAR Int'l, Inc. v.



Nimelias Enters. S.A250 F.3d 510, 524 (7th Cir. 2001) (“[T]here is a strong presumption in
favor of the plaintiff's choice of forum, with may be overcome only when the private and
public interest factors clearly pa towards trial in the alteative forum.”) (quotations and
citations omitted). Defendants are correct thitfdctor “has minimal value where none of the
conduct complained of occurred iretforum selected by the plaintiffA & R Logistics
Holdings, Inc. v. Cutl2015 WL 5561179, *4 (N.DIll Sept. 21, 2015) (quotinGhicago, Rock
Island & Pac. R.R. Co. v. Igp220 F.2d 299, 304 (7th Cir. 1955)). Contrary to Defendants’
contention, howevesomeconduct did occur in this Distrieb Plaintiff's choice is afforded
some deference.

Deference to Plaintiff’'s choice of forumlesssened, however, when “the plaintiff's
chosen forum is not the plaifitts home forum or has relatilyeweak connections with the
operative facts giving rise to the litigationBody Sci. LLC846 F. Supp. 2d at 99&ee Piper
Aircraft Co, 454 U.S. at 255 (“[A] plaintiff's choice dbrum is entitled to greater deference
when the plaintiff has chosen the home foruniNipks 260 F. Supp. 3d at 955. Here, Crothall’s
choice of forum is not its honferum. Plaintiff is a Delaware corporation with its principal
place of business in Wayne, Pennsylvania. Whitagtan office within th&lorthern District of
lllinois, it is not a residet of lllinois. As sub, Plaintiff's choice of forum is entitled to less
deference.See RAH Color Techs., LL.2018 WL 439210 at *3 (“[DJerence is lessened,
however, when the plaintiff’'s chosen forum is ttwe plaintiff's homdorum.” (quotations and
citations omitted))Body Sci. LLC846 F. Supp. 2d at 993 (“[Blecause Plaintiff's chosen forum
is not its home forum and thiistrict has relatively weak coerntions with the operative facts
giving rise to the litigation, Plaintiff's choé of forum is entitledo little weight.”); Biomet, Inc.

v. Stryker Howmedica Osteonics Corp004 WL 769358, *4 (N.D. Ill. Apr. 9, 2004) (“Plaintiff
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is an Indiana corporation with its principal pladféusiness in Warsaw, Indiana. The Northern
District of lllinois istherefore not its home forum, aB@bmet'’s choice is entitled to less
deference than it normally would be due.”).

Further, this District has\weak connection to “the opén&e facts giving rise to the
litigation,” especially relative tthe Central District of lllinois.Body Sci. LLC846 F. Supp. 2d
at 992. While the OSF facilities where Defenisdaallegedly converte@rothall’s items are
located throughout lllinoidjve are within the Cemnal District of lllinois, one is in the Western
Division of the Northern Distriodf Illinois, and only one is herén the Eastern Division of the
Northern District of lllinois. Additionally, two of the three paes’ headquarters are in the
Central District of Illinois. In factDenman’s uncontested—and in fact unacknowledged
affidavit states that it has virtually no connectiortite Northern District of lllinois, save for one
Quincy employee traveling to Rockford. Further, the allegedly conviangt, if they were
“taken by either Defendant, areckied in Peoria or Quincy.(R. 28 at 3.) This District, no
parties’ home forum, has a significantly weakennection to the case than the Central District
of Illinois and, as such, this factor favors transfer.

2. Situs of Material Events

Defendants contend that “Plaintiff’'s chodenum has no significant connection to the
events set forth in the Complaint.” (R. 15 at B/hile OSF concedesahit has operations in
the Northern District of lllinois, it claims thahbneof these operations\g rise to Plaintiff's
breach of contract or conversion claimsld. @t 7 (emphasis added).) OSF points to several

letters between itself and Crotharguing that “Plaintiff’s clain of allegedly unreturned linen

51n its sur-reply to Denman’s witness list (R. 35.), Pl&fimiaintains that Denman failed to include, provide, or file
the affidavit—part of thelocket at record 18-1.
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relates to conduct at one OSF facility in the Cemrstrict of lllinois, which linen Plaintiff[]
claims was converted in Peoria, #gompany based in Quincy.ld() Denman attests that
“[t]he only contact Denman has in the North@&nstrict is when a Denman employee, who lives
in Quincy, drives to Rockford, lllinois[,] to pickp and deliver linen.” (R. 18-1 at  8.) Under
Defendants’ theory, “the claina issue in this case arisatirely outsideof this District and
ariseexclusively withirthe Central District of lllinois.” (R. 15 at 7 (emphasis added).)

Plaintiff's Complaint, howeveidoes not isolate any facility #se heart of the events at
issue. “To be sure, the Contract at issue here concerned linens and other items at multiple OSF
locations, including two locateditlin this District: OSF St. Anthony in Rockford and OSF St.
Elizabeth in Ottawa.” (R. 24 at 4.) Defendamwerstate their position when they claim that the
Northern District of lllinois hasio connection to the facts atrih The Complaint alleges that
conversion occurred throughout the OSF healthcarersyahd not just at facilities located in the
Central District of lllinois. Irfact, the letters attached bys®© as exhibits to its motion to
dismiss list the seven OSF facilgiat issue, making it clear thattleast someactivity occurred
in Ottawa and Rockford—in the Eastern and \WasDivisions, respectively, of the Northern
District of lllinois.

Defendants are correct, howewvdiat on balance the situs of material events points to a
significantly stronger coraction to the Central District dllinois. Denman’s uncontested
affidavit explains that it has welimited contact with this Ritrict—one employee who lives in
Quincy travels to Rockford to pick up linen. Acdimg to Crothall’'s statement in a letter to OSF
regarding issues with Crothallcollection of linen and laumd carts, over half of the OSF
system’s linen volume is at OSF’s St. Francis facitityPeoria. (R. 15-3 at 1.) Further, of the

six remaining facilities, four are in the Centiastrict of lllinois andone is in the Western
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Division of the Northern Districof Illinois. Additionally, if Defendants converted any linens,
these items are likely located in Quincy ooR& now. Further, both Defendants’ principal
places of business are in the Central Distridtlimiois while Plaintff is headquartered in
Pennsylvania. Denman’s warehouse and cleaninigitscare also within the Central District of
lllinois. (R. 28 at 4.) As such, the situs ofteraal events factor wghs heavily in favor of
transfer to the Central District of lllinois.
3. Relative Ease of Access to Sources of Proof

Defendants OSF and Denman argue theit theadquarters in Peoria and Quincy,
respectively, contain all documentary evidencetiregato Crothall’s claim. (R. 15 at7.) OSF
states that “[w]hatever documents Plaintiff hastnmegato the claims at issue in this case are not
in the Northern District of lllinois.” 1fl.) Further, OSF argues th@tothall’s correspondence,
all from Pennsylvania, reveals that Crothall’s melscare at its headquargan Pennsylvania. (R.
34 at 4.) OSF also points out thiae allegedly missing linen is eky within the Central District
of lllinois, where Defendants areld(at 4-5.)

An affidavit from Greg Hamilton, Denmamntéce President of Operations, provides that
“[a]ll witnesses are located in Quincy, SpringfieidPeoria” and further “[a]ny and all evidence
produced in this case will come from our [Desn’s] headquarters in Quincy, lllinois|,] or
Denman’s warehouse facilities in Smpfield and Peoria, lllinois.” (RL8-1 at § 10-11.) Further,
Denman argues that all records, spreadshieeentories, the “actual physical linens,”
employees, communications, and other relevantnatgere all within the Central District of
lllinois. (R. 28 at 4-5.)

Plaintiff does not contest the facts prdaserby OSF and Denman. Instead, Plaintiff

asserts that the ease of access to sourqgeeaffactor is irreleant given the ease of
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transferring and transporting documentary amytali evidence. With regard to documents,
Plaintiff is correct that this is a lesgsificant factor given technological advanc&ee Cent.
States, S.E. and S.W. Areas Pension Fund v. Bergg0is® WL 1014511, *3 (N.D. Ill. Feb. 22,
2018) (“The relative easad access to sources of proof iseutral factor gien the ease of
transferring electronic documents.Binhaus v. Textmunication Holdings, In2018 WL

398258, *2 (N.D. Ill. Jan. 12, 2018) (“To thetert the other sources of proof are
documents...they are presumed to be easily tratedger so the access to proof factor does not
weigh heavily in favor of either district.”).

Sources of proof, however, are not limitedlteuments. As Plaintiff points out, there
will likely be documents—and witnesses—throughidiiriois and also in Pennsylvania. The
headquarters of two of the three parties areanéntral District of linois, where many of the
document storage facilities, employee-witnesand,the allegedly converted linens are located.
Indeed, the correspondence revéiadg Crothall operates out Bennsylvania, not its Wheeling
outpost. Moreover, five of theeven facilities at issue, includj one which accounts for half of
the volume of OSF'’s linens, are located in that@d District of Illinois and another is in a
different Division of the Northern District. Whil§tlhe Court will notspeculate as to which
party will have a higher voluenof relevant evidenceBiomet, Inc. 2004 WL 769358, *5 (N.D.

lIl. Apr. 9, 2004), the Court makes the reasole assumption that the sources of proof,
documentary and otherwise, will track the situsiematerial events. On balance, the ease of

access to sources of proof factorighes in favor of transfer to éhCentral District of Illinois.
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4, Convenience to the Parties

When analyzing the convenience to the part®urts assess the parties’ “respective
residences and abilities bear the expense of trial a particular forum.”Biomet, Inc, 2004
WL 769358 at *5 (quotinyon Holdt v. Husky Injection Molding Sys., L.®@87 F. Supp. 185,
188 (N.D. Ill. 1995))see Teich v. US Foods, In2018 WL 497368, *4 (N.D. Ill. Jan. 22, 2018)
(“The Court considers theonvenience of the parties, particlyahe residences and resources of
the parties—in essence, their alilib bear the expense of trialanparticular forum.” (citations
and corrections omitted)). The Northern Dista€tllinois is no party’s home forum. While
Crothall has an office within the NortherndDict of Illinois, its headquarters are in
Pennsylvania while both Defendants’ headquartersvethin the Central Bitrict of lllinois.
Transfer to the Central District of Illinois walllow Defendants, two of the three parties, to
litigate from their home forumSee Biomet, Inc2004 WL 769358 at *5 (“lithis case, neither
corporation’s home forum is the Nbérn District of lllnois. Transfer tohe District of New
Jersey would allow at least Ster to litigate from its home form, while also allowing Biomet
to litigate in a district where it maintaincarporate office.”). Adiionally, all parties are
corporate entities that the Court assumes are ecalalyto bear litigatin costs. Crothall,
headquartered in Pennsylvania, will have to téginer costs to litigate outside of its home
forum regardless of which lllinois district courdrs its case. On the whole, the convenience to
the parties factor favotsansfer to the Central District of lllinois.

5. Convenience to the Witnesses
“Convenience to the witnesses is the factterof/iewed as having the most weight in

determining whether to transfer venudNicks 260 F. Supp. 3d at 957 (quotiSty Paul Fire &

6 The convenience of counsglnot a factor courts must take irocount when ruling on a motion to transfer.
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Marine Ins. Co. v. Brother Int’l Corp2006 WL 1543275, *4 (N.D. llJune 1, 2006) (citations
omitted)). When evaluating the convenience efilitnesses, “the Court must examine ‘the
nature and quality’ of eachqposed witness’s testimony...[and] @ther the witnesses are likely
to appear voluntarily, whether they will be subjgEccompulsory process, and whether they are
experts, whose attendance is controlled by the party who hired ti@mumi v. Ritz—Carlton
Hotel Co., LLG 2006 WL 3095753, *2 (N.D. Ill. Oct. 27, 2006) (citations omitted).
Specifically, “the court may consider the fallmg factors: the numbeaf potential witnesses
located in the transferor andutisferee districts; the expensdrahsportation and the length of
time the witnesses will be absent from their jahe nature, quality, and indispensability of the
witnesses testimony; and whet the witnesses can bempelled to testify.”Lewis v. Grote
Indus., Inc, 841 F. Supp. 2d 1049, 1054 (N.D. Ill. 2012) (citation omitted). “Vague
generalizations concerning potetiitnesses are insufficient..rfd] the party seeking transfer
on the grounds of witness convenience must clearly specify yheikeesses to be called and
include a generalized statement abshat their testimony will include.’St. Paul Fire 2006

WL 1543275 at *4.

Further, courts “generally assign little ikt to the location of employee-witnesses
because they are usually withiretbontrol of the parties and arkdly to appear voluntarily in
either forum.” Commissioning Agents, Inc. v. LoAd@g7 F. Supp. 3d 980, 988 (S.D. Ind. 2016);
see Rosen v. Spirit Airlines, Ind52 F. Supp. 3d 1055, 1061 (N.D. Ill. 2015) (“[The]
convenience of non-party witnesses should bengmere consideration than party witnesses
(and their employees) under this factor, sinagypaitnesses normally must appear voluntarily
as part of their employment.”Rorah v. Petersen Health Car2013 WL 3389063, *4 (N.D. Il

July 8, 2013) (“[T]he convenience of employeinesses is given $s weight than the
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convenience of non-party witnesses.”). In otlerds, the Court must give the convenience of
non-party witnesses more consideration tparty withesses anddhr employees. Here,
however, the parties do nidentify any non-party or third-partyitnesses. All the witnesses are
employees of the parties.

Defendants argue that all party witnesses “ikekide in either # Central District of
lllinois or [in] Pennsylvania” and that “[t]hirdarty witnesses will not reside in the Northern
District of lllinois.” (R. 15 at 8.) Denman’s employee’s affiitaaffirmatively states that all of
its witnesses are located in Quincy, SpringfieldPeoria. (R. 18-1 atI0.) Further, Denman
submitted a witness list, which a court may review in its discretion on a motion to tredeséer.
Kjaer Weis 2017 WL 4882336, n. chwarz317 F. Supp. 2d 829, n. 3-4. Of a total 39 listed
witnesses or 30 witnesses with addresses, 28 withkn the Central Distat of Illinois. These
include both Denman’s and OSF’s employees whee involved with OSF’s change in laundry
service providers and will have infoation relevant to the controversy.

OSF attached its mandatory initial discovesguests to its reply brief, describing the
testimony of four OSF employees and one Cibdraployee. OSF also attached a 41-witness
“persons with knowledge” list of OSF's empkss. Of those 41 employee witnesses, 26 are
within the Central District ofilinois, 11 of them in Peoriapecifically. Of the remaining
witnesses, 12 are in Rockford, within the Western Division of the Northern District of lllinois,
and only three are in Ottawa, within this Biin of the Northeristrict of lllinois.

Plaintiff claims that “witnesses are likelycated throughout the Ségt and that it will
seek information and call witnesses from alO8F's facilities, including those outside of the
Central District of lllinois. (R. 24 at 6.) Crothall's “empl@es who were on site during the

transfers [of leased items] aresled out of this District.” I(l.) Plaintiff submitted its initial
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discovery disclosures, which lists 19 witnessdisof them Crothall employees. Of the 16
witnesses with listed contact information, nine\aithin the Northern Distct of lllinois, two
are in the Central District of lllinois, and five are outside of Illinois.

As the moving party, Defendants must sgtiseir burden under 8 1404(a) and establish
that the transfer will serve tle®nvenience of the parties—and hspecifically, the witnesses.
SeeGrossman73 F.3d 364Coffey 796 F.2d 217. Both Denman and OSF have provided
witness lists. Plaintiff does not challenge Denmman OSF’s withesses, but only argues that the
numberof witnesses alone should rmaErsuade the Court. Comingiall three parties’ witness
lists and removing overlap, there are 24 witnessése Northern District of Illinois (both
Divisions), 46 witnesses in the CeadtDistrict of lllinois, and 14 witnesses out of state. Even
discounting the number of witnesses (84 aftenloing all three part# witness lists and
removing repeated names) and assuming thagvesy supply chain manager, housekeeper, or
distribution associate will provide vital informatitmthe case, the bulk of the witnesses will still
likely be from the Central Distridaf Illinois. The Courrecognizes that thisansfer factor is not
just a “number’s game” and further that nibtod the withesses on Crothall’'s, Denman’s, or
OSF's lists will be deposed or called. Itéasonable, however, for the Court to note that over
half of the witnesses work withihe Central Distdt of Illinois.

Turning to the substance of the testimorgyrporate witnesses with decision-making
authority at the three headquarters in QuijriReoria, and Wayne will likely have important
information, although employees from Crothalkéheeling outpost may also provide relevant
testimony. The alleged conversion, however, oeclmostly, although not exclusively, in the
Central District of Illinois, where five of theeven OSF healthcare fatiés are located. The

housekeepers, distribution associates, and ks on the witness listain attest to and
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describe how Crothall was allegedly deprivédollecting the leased items from OSF’s
hospitals and how Denman later took these itenis asvn. Both the number of witnesses and
the content of their testimony points to the CalnDistrict of lllinois. Accordingly, the
convenience of witnesses factor favors transfer.

B. Public Interest Factors

Public interest factors inatle: (1) the congestion of thespective court dockets and
prospects for a speedy trial; (Be courts’ familiarity with tle applicable law; and (3) the
desirability of resolving contiversies in each locale and th&at®nship of each community to
the controversySeeAtl. Marine Const. Ce.571 U.S. at n. BResearch Automatio26 F.3d at
978 (citations omitted). The interadtjustice “may be determitige, warranting transfer or its
denial even where the convenience of theigmend withesses postoward the opposite
result.” Research Automatio26 F.3d at 978 (citinGoffey 796 F.2d at 220-21). On balance
and as detailed below, the public interest faxcttwerwhelmingly point teransfer to the Central
District of lllinois.

1. Relative Congestion and Speedy Trial

Speed to resolution “is indicative of judatieconomy, which may be measured by the
median length of time from filing to disposition trte merits or the median time from filing to
trial.” Craik v. Boeing Cq 37 F. Supp. 3d 954, 963 (N.D. Ill. 2013). According to the most
recent federal court management statistics dated Septembert@@1Central District of Illinois
is relatively better positioned to quickly dispadehis matter than the Northern District of

lllinois. To clarify, although the median tinfiwm filing a civil caseo disposition in the

7 12-month period ending September 30, 2017. Report available at
http://www.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/dat@bles/fcms_na_distcomparison0930.2017.pdf.
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Northern District of Illinois is 8.5 months andtime Central District of lllinois is 9.5 months, the
median time from filing to trial in the NortheBistrict of Illinois is36.8 months and in the
Central District of lllinois is 34.0 months. déitionally, the reported number of cases per judge
in the Central District of lllina is significantly lower (at 486 cagdakan the reported number of
cases per judge in the Northern District ohidlis (at 784 cases). Based on these statistics, the
parties have a slightlyetter prospect for a spegettial in the less-congesti Central District of
lllinois. As such, this public intest factor weighs in favor ofansfer to the Cerdl District of
lllinois.
2. Familiarity with Applicable Law

Both this Court and the Central Districtlinois are presumably equally familiar with

the law at issue. The Court—and the iggr—agree that this factor is neutral.

3. Desirability of Resolving Controverses in Locale and Relationship of
Community to Controversy

Defendants maintain that this District Kasle, if any, connecti” to the material
events of the case. (R. 15 at9.) Defendanfshesize that their headquarters are located within
the Central District of lllinoiand further that “the allegeddach and conversion supposedly
occurred at St. Francis, a healtlectacility in Peoria, lllinois.” id.) Denman’s Vice President
of Operations Hamilton attests in his affidavitienman has limited contact with this District
and that all of its operations, from its officexdacleaning facilities to stemployees, are within
the Central District of lllinois.Lastly, Defendants argue that @entral District of Illinois “has
the greatest interest in resolving controversiesahaé within its distrigtparticularly where the
controversies relate [to] a foa healthcare provider headquaetiin Peoria, lllinois.” If. at 9-
10.) Denman emphasizes that “Defendants ajerreanployers in Central lllinois[,] and their

existence and well-being are of major importance to the community.” (R. 28 at 8.)
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Based on the allegations, the controversy Ive®facilities in both the Northern and
Central Districts of lllinois, andot just the Central District &3efendants posit. The St. Francis
healthcare center in the Centrakiict of lllinois, however, appesato be more significant to the
case than the other facilities—at this stagthefproceedings and in light of the parties’
briefings, including evidence that meothan half of the allegedgonverted linen volume was at
that facility. Further, as already discussedhefremaining six OSF facilities at issue in this
case, four are within the Centfistrict of Illinois and one isn the Western Division of the
Northern District of Illinois. Only one of the facilities is heren the Eastern Division of the
Northern District of lllinois. The balance of the controversy {sia a greater connection to the
Central District of lllinois. Additionally, while OSF influences many communities, it is likely a
large player in Peoria and the CahDistrict of lllinois has a great interest than this Court in
resolving a controversy involving two local compes) OSF and Denman. As such, this factor
weighs in favor of transfer to the Central District of lllinois.

CONCLUSION
Weighing the private and public factors, tbeurt in its discretion grants Defendants’

motion to transfer to the Central Distradtlllinois and hereby transfers this case.

Dated: April 6,2018 ENTERED:

o | A E
AMY J. ST(E

UnitedStateDistrict CourtJudge
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