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M D O T Gateway Lawsuit 

Actions in Court Court Rulings to construct its dedicated public road portion of the 
Gateway Project as it agreed 

MDOT filed a motion to require DIBC to construct the 
access road detailed in Gateway Agreements and in the 
plans attached to the $34,664,650 Performance Bond. 

Wayne County Circuit Court orders DIBC to remove 
conflicting structures in the path of this access road and 
construct the access road.1 

 

MDOT filed a motion to require DIBC to construct its 
portion of the Gateway Project in accordance with the 
Agreed Design in the plans attached to the $34,664,650 
Performance Bond. 

Court orders DIBC to specifically perform the Gateway 
Agreements and construct its portion of the Gateway 
Project in accordance with the Gateway Agreements and 
plans attached to the Performance Bond.  This includes 
removing all conflicting structures and constructing the 
public roads detailed in these plans.2 

 

no breach of contract. its Gateway Agreement with MDOT.3 
 

DIBC filed a motion to stay the February 1, 2010 Opinion 
and Order claiming the construction would cause massive 
delays, interfere with international traffic and national 
security. 

Court denies DIBC's Motion to Stay.4  

DIBC filed Emergency Appeal of the February 1, 2010 
Order to the Michigan Court of Appeals. 

Court of Appeals denies DIBC's Emergency Appeal.5  

DIBC filed Emergency Appeal of the February 1, 2010 
Opinion and Order to the Michigan Supreme Court. 

Michigan Supreme Court denies DIBC's Emergency 
Appeal.6 

 

DIBC filed a motion to modify, amend and clarify the Court denies DIBC's Motion and found that DIBC's  
                                                 
1  February 1, 2010 Opinion and Order. 
2  February 1, 2010 Opinion and Order. 
3  February 1, 2010 Opinion and Order. 
4  February 19, 2010 Order denying DIBC's Motion for Stay Pending Appeal under MCR 2.614 and MCR 7.209. 
5  March 17, 2010 Order, Court of Appeals Case No. 296567. 
6  May 28, 2010 Order, Michigan Supreme Court Case No. 140991. 
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February 1, 2010 Opinion and Order as DIBC claims it is 
not required to comply with this Order and construct the 
agreed design. 

Motion was frivolous.  The court ordered DIBC to 
reimburse MDOT $2,600 in attorney fees for this 
frivolous motion.7 

DIBC fails to comply with the February 1, 2010 Opinion 
and Order. 

Court issues an Order to Show Cause requiring DIBC to 
show cause why it should not be held in contempt for 
failing to comply with the February 1, 2010 Opinion and 
Order.8 

 

DIBC attempts to evade enforcement of the February 1, 
2010 Order and show cause hearing by removing the case 
to federal court. 

Federal Court rejects DIBC's removal and orders the case 
back to the Wayne County Circuit Court.  The federal 
court further orders DIBC to reimburse MDOT $9,600 
for attorney fees incurred in preparing the motion to have 
the case sent back to state court.9 

 

Wayne County Circuit Court rescheduled the show cause 
contempt hearing for September 2010.  In order to evade 
enforcement of the February 1, 2010 Opinion and Order 
and this show cause contempt hearing, DIBC removes the 
case to federal court for a second time. 

The federal court rejected DIBC's removal and again 
ordered the case back to state court.10  The federal court 
further ordered DIBC to reimburse MDOT $30,630 in 
fees and costs resulting from DIBC's unreasonable 
removal to federal court.11  Federal court acknowledges 
DIBC's schemes to avoid compliance with Judge 
Edwards' February 1, 2010 Order. 

On September 21, 2010, the Detroit International 
DIBC ) removed this action for a 

second time from the Wayne County Circuit Court 
asserting federal question jurisdiction.  On September 
27, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation 

MD ) filed an emergency motion for remand and 
for costs and fees.  That motion has been fully briefed.  
In the meantime, the Court has been flooded with 
motions filed by DIBC and parties scheming with DIBC 

                                                 
7  September 23, 2010 Order denying DIBC's Motion for Revision, Clarification, and/or Amendment of February 1, 2010 Order; and to Strike MDOT's Identification of Proposed 
Monitor and Letter Dated March 18, 2010. 
8  April 27, 2010 Order to Show Cause. 
9  August 17, 2010 Opinion and Order, United States District Court, Eastern District of Michigan Case No. 10-12234. 
10  November 5, 2010 Opinion and order, United States District Court, Eastern District of Michigan Case No. 10-13767. 
11  November 29, 2010 Opinion and Order Awarding Plaintiff Fees and Costs Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c), United States District Court, Eastern District of Michigan Case No. 
10-13767. 
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to keep the action in federal court.  Considering this 

-three years as a judicial officer, 
DIBC may be entitled to its recognition as the party who 
has devised the most creative schemes and maneuvers to 
delay compliance with a court order.  
fail, however, as they lack support in the law of this 
Circuit.  Therefore, DIBC is not entitled to receive this 

MDOT is entitled to an award of the fees and costs it 
12 

Show cause hearing held on December 8, 9, and 13, 2010, 
and January 10, 2011. 

Wayne County Circuit Court issues an Order finding 
DIBC in contempt for failing to comply with its February 
1, 2010 Opinion and Order requiring DIBC to remove 
conflicting structures and building the public road 
detailed in the Gateway Agreements.13  The court fined 
DIBC $7,500 for this contempt, ordered DIBC to 
complete its portion of the project within one year, and 
ordered Mr. Stamper to jail until DIBC commenced 
construction.   
 

n a separate Order, the 
Court ordered, DIBC to reimburse MDOT $69,797.95 
for the attorney fees and costs MDOT was forced to 
incur as a result of the  contempt proceeding.14 

The tactics used by DIBC have rendered useless any 
efforts to obtain compliance with the February 1, 2010 
Order of this Court.  The actions of DIBC have served 
to hinder and delay the enforcement of the Order of this 
Court.  DIBC has shown a complete disregard for the 
February 1,2010 Order of this Court.  DIBC has chosen 
not to comply with the February 1,2010 Order of this 
Court.  The Court records contain the Order from the 
United States District Court remanding the case to this 
Court for the second time.  That Order is further 
evidence of how the actions of DIBC impede the 
functioning of the Court.  The United State District 
Court stated the following in its Order of November 5, 
2010:   

                                                 
12  November 5, 2010 Opinion and Order at pp 1-2 in Michigan Department of Transportation v Detroit International Bridge Co. and Safeco Insurance Co. of America, USDC ED 
Mich Case No. 10-13767.  
13  January 10, 2011 Opinion and Order 
14  February 4, 2011 Opinion and Order for Attorney Fees and Costs. 
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Considering this Court's more than thirty-three years as 

a judicial officer, DIBC may be entitled to its 
recognition as the party who has devised the most 
creative schemes and maneuvers to delay compliance 
with a court order.  DIBC's schemes fail, however, as 
they lack supp  
 
The conduct that resulted in the noncompliance by 
DIBC occurred outside of the view and presence of the 
Court.  DIBC is presently under a duty to comply with 
the Court Order and it has the ability to comply. 
 
The Court has considered the evidence, as well as the 
arguments of the parties and finds by clear and 
unequivocal evidence that DIBC is presently not 
complying with the February 1, 2010 Order of this 
Court.  This Court further finds by clear and 
unequivocal evidence that DIBC's conduct impairs the 
authority and impedes the functioning of this Court.  
DIBC is in civil contempt of this Court 15 

DIBC filed Appeal of the January 10, 2011 Contempt 
Order to the Michigan Court of Appeals. 

The Michigan Court of Appeals denies DIBC's Appeal.16  

DIBC filed a motion to modify February 1, 2010 Order to 
relieve itself from its contractual obligation to build the 
access road, as ordered by the Court. 

Court denies DIBC's motion to modify the February 1, 
2010 Order to remove requirement to build access road, 
as the motion is without merit.17 

 

                                                 
15  January 10, 2011 Opinion and Order of the Court. 
16  March 18, 2011 Order, Court of Appeals Case No. 302330. 
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DIBC filed another motion to modify the February 1, 2010 
Order requiring DIBC to construct the public roads detailed 
in its Gateway Agreements with MDOT, claiming MDOT 
procured the February 1, 2010 Order by fraud and 
misrepresentations. 

and unsupported by any credible evidence.  The Court 
also found the motion was frivolous and lacked any 
arguable legal merit.18   
 
In a subsequent Order, DIBC was ordered to pay MDOT 
$30,552.50 to reimburse MDOT for the Attorney fees 
and costs MDOT was forced to incur defending against 
this frivolous motion.19 

On February 1, 2010, this Court entered an Order 
granting summary disposition in favor of the Michigan 
Department of Transportation (MDOT). Since that time, 
the Detroit International Bridge Company (DIBC) has 
initiated a series of legal tactics in an attempt to thwart 
the implementation of that Order.  Included in those 
attempts are DIBC's failed petitions to the Michigan 
Court of Appeals and the Michigan Supreme Court for 
relief.  DIBC has twice improperly removed this case to 
the United States District Court for the Eastern District 
of Michigan.  In addition, this Court considered DIBC's 
Motion for Relief from the February 1, 2010 Order filed 
January 21, 2011, pursuant to MCR 2.612(C)(1)(e) 
relating to the maintenance of an easement and the 
construction of a two lane access road. The Court issued 
an Order denying the relief sought in the January 21, 
2011 motion on March 15, 2011. 20 

MDOT filed a motion for contempt proceedings as a result 

February 1, 2010 Specific Performance Order. 

The Court issued a second Order to Show Cause to DIBC 
requiring DIBC to show cause why it should not be held 
in contempt.21 

Bridge Company 
 
YOU ARE ORDERED to personally appear before this 
Court in the Wayne County Circuit Court, Coleman A. 
Young Building, Detroit, Michigan on Thursday, July 7, 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
17  March 15, 2011 Opinion and Order of the Court. 
18  June 17, 2011 Opinion and Order of the Court. 
19  July 22, 2011 Opinion and Order for Attorney Fees and Costs. 
20  June 17, 2011 Opinion and Order of the Court. 
21  June 13, 2011 Order to Show Cause. 
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2011 at 9:00 a.m. and show cause why the Detroit 
International Bridge Company should not be held in 
civil contempt for failure to comply with the terms and 

22 
At the July 7, 2011 contempt hearing, the Court heard 

ormance 
Order. 

Safeco Insurance Company of America  which had 
issued a $34,664,650 Performance Bond to secure and 

to connect the Ambassador Bridge to the interstate 
highways  to submit a detailed plan for completing 

-ordered deadline of January 
10, 2012.23 

 

DIBC filed motion to force MDOT to prematurely open 
freeway ramps. 

24  The Court further 
ordered DIBC to submit comprehensive construction 
plans to MDOT to construct the Agreed Design by 
August 30, 2011. 

 

Show Cause Contempt Evidentiary Hearing continued on 
September 1, 2011. 

The Court issued and Order confirming DIBC is to 
construct all of the components detailed in the Exhibit E 
Performance Bond plans in the configuration shown in 
these plans.25 

 

Show Cause Contempt Evidentiary Hearing continued on The Court found DIBC in contempt for failing to comply ence shows that DIBC is not presently 

                                                 
22  June 13, 2011 Order to Show Cause. 
23  July 8, 2011 Order. 
24  August 11, 2011 Opinion and Order. 
25  September 1, 2011 Order. 
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October 3, 4 and 5, 2011. with the February 1, 2010 Opinion and Order to 
construct the Agreed Design.26  The Court ordered 
Manuel roun, owner of DIBC, and Dan 
Stamper, President of DIBC, to appear on January 12, 
2012 at which time the court will announce contempt 
sanctions.  

complying and does not intend to comply with the 
Orders of this Court.  DIBC has not constructed S01 in 
conformity with C-1 which is part of the plans attached 
to the Performance Bond.  DIBC has not constructed the 
4 lane road under S01, the truck road and the access 
road as required by the February 1, 2010 Order of this 
Court.  Further DIBC has not submitted construction 
plans to bring the nonconforming construction into 
compliance with the Order of this Court.  The conduct 
of DIBC outside of the view and presence of the Court 
has made ineffectual efforts to obtain compliance with 
this C
conduct ahs served to impede the implementation of the 
Order of this Court and impair the authority of the 
Court.  DIBC has chosen to build nonconforming 
construction and prepared nonconforming construction 
plans instead of complying with the plans attached to 
the Performance Bond and the Maintenance 

 
                                       . . . 

arguments of the parties and finds by clear and 
unequivocal evidence that DIBC is presently in 
violation of the February 1, 2010 Order of this Court.  
This Court further finds by clear and unequivocal 

                                                 
26  November 3, 2011 Opinion and Order. 
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impedes the functioning of this Court.  DIBC is in civil 

27 
 

Total amounts DIBC ordered by Court to pay: 
 

 Contempt fine payable to the court                          $7,500.00     
 Reimburse MDOT for attorney fees and costs  

for frivolous motions, removals and contempt 
                                                                       $143,180.45 

 

 DIBC motions filed as of December 15, 2011: 
      24 motions filed 

 19 denied 
 3 granted (1 adjournment and 2 to file additional 

briefs) 
 1 pending  Court will issue opinion 
 1 withdrawn 

 
MDOT motions filed as of December 15, 2011 
      12 motions filed 

 8 granted (including 2 for summary disposition) 
 1 denied (to consolidate cases) 
 3 pending  Court took under advisement and is 

considering 
 

                                                 
27  November 3, 2011 Opinion and Order. 


