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16.22 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT LE COPY

7 FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT QF PENNSYLVANIA

BONNIE T. HAYDEN and : CIVIL ACTION
JULIUS A. HBAYDEN
NO. B88=5232

VE.
EZPELETON PAPBRS INC.

and
ABRNQLD CORPORATION

PLAINTIFFS® PRE-TRIAL MEMORANDUM

l. NATURE OF ACTION AND BASIS OF JURISDICTION

In September, 1984, Bonnie Bayden was expesad to significant
levels of formaldehyde which were emitted from carbonless copy paper
forms. Defendant Appleten Papers Inc. {(Appleron papers) originally
manufactured the carbonless copy paper. Defendant Arnold Corperation
[Arnold) printed, treated, collated and marketed the forms.

As the result of this significant exposure te formaldehyde,
mes, Hayden developed an allergic sensitization te formaldehyde.
Presently, even minimal =exposutes to formaldehyde will cause an
allecgic reaction. Mrs. Hayden is precluded from all employment and
isolated f£rom social and pscsenal activities. Plaintiffs have £iled a
-¢ivil suit for damages in light of the injuries suffered by xrs.
Hayden. Jurisdiction is based upon diversity pursuant to 28 U.s.C.
Smetfion 1332.

IT. STATEMENT OF FACTS

On _septexmher 10, 1984 the clerical workers at 8 & G
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Manufacturing for the first time used carbonless copy paper forms
geinced by Defendant Arnold Corporation with the carbonless copy papec
manufactured by Defendant appleton Papers Inc. All of the employees
immediately noticed an affensive, overwhelming and irritating sdor
emanating from the Defendants®™ products, Several of the employees
suffered acute physical reactions to the carbonless copy paper.
Handling the carbonless copy paper caused contact dermatitis.
Btsathing the odors, caused drying of the skin around the mouth and
nesa, watering =yes, hoarseness, nausea and headaches.
Unfortunately, th= most: severe symptoms were suffered by
“aonnie Hayden. Although Mrs. Bayden attempted to continue her waork,
her symptoms worsened and persisted. she ha5 been unable to return to
work since October, 1584. As the result of the exposure to Defendants®
preduct, Mrs. Hayden has become allergically sensitized te exposure to
farmaldehyde. Zven relatively minimal levels of exposure will result
in the constriction of£ her larynx, central nervous system depression,
respiratory irritation and headaches.
mrs. Hayden's employer initally attempted to reduce the
exposure by drying the paper at a commecrcial facility. Althaugh some
ef the dampness was remeved, the workers coatinued to suffer symptoms
while handling the Defendants’ product. After a short peried of time,
the employer discarded the forms. From the £all of 1984 to the
-present, the employer has used carbon copy forms as an effective
replacement.
B & G Manufacturing immediately contacted the Arnold
Corporation and was referred to Appleton Papers. Despite being told

that workers were suffering throat irritation, wateziang aye-s, skin
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rashes, hnausea and chest congestion, Appleton Papers took no
affirmative steps to reduce the risk of further injury o the B & G
Manufacturing employees. Rather, Appleton Papers misrepresented ‘chat
the emizsions from the carbonless copy paper were not toxic and that
¢mare were no health risks associated with the use of its preducts 1IN
general, or of this sample in particulac.

The Defendants® response in this case was the same
boiler-plate response it has given to the hundreds of other health
complaints it ha5 received arising from the use of its carbonless copy
paper products. From 1976 through 1986, Appletan Papers received osvar
750 reports of adverse health reactions ftom use of its carbonless copy
paper products. Prior to the fall of 1984, the Defendant: had received
innumerable reports cf persens suffering the exact same type of
injuries suffered by Mrs. Hayden as a result of the use of its product.

The symptoms displayed by the co-employees of Mrs. rayden,
the symptoms displayed by Mrs. Hayden, the medical test results and the
‘Defandants’ tasting of <their products, all corrobezate that the
particularly significant toxic substance emitted 1In this case was

-'f;a-rmaldehyde." By the fall of 1984, the potential health hazards aof

T — The Dack of a sheet of catbonle&s COpy paper 1s coated WILN
microcapsules of solvents. (Referred to as a '"coated hack™ or
"cB"}. The microcapsules ace constructed with either a melamine
farrmaldehyde resin oK a saatural material, such as pig fat. The
microcapsules ace broken when one appliss pressure tu_the tag of
the paper- _The solvents. released from the broken microcapsules
then react with the coated front of the next page of the carbonless
copy paper. (Referred to as a “coated fLront™ or “CF").

Formaldehyde can be released If the coated back is made with a

malamine formaldehyde resin and the rezin partially decomposes, for
eza.*gle Decause of poox curiag, INCrease ims humidity, or Increase
im temperature. -
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formaldehyde were well known to the Defandants, bath iIn genecal from
the reports In the medical and ssisazific literature and in specifie
because of the Defendants' testing of the product as well as
information provided to them by their chemical Suppliers. 1In 1983, the
Defendant commissioned a "safety study™ fez 4ts black print carbonless

copy paper, such as was wsed by Mrs. Hayden. Eleven out o the
twenty-four persons tested suffared adverse physical reactions to the
vype oF carbonless copy paper used by Plaintiff. The ®2zfsndant

interpreted this forty five percent (45%} positive response as proof
that its product was '"cafe".

Regulation of exposure ta focmaldehyds, both in occupational
and residential settings, is a subject of tremendous cunzsecn, On
November 22, 1987, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
ardered a two-thirds [eduction in the permissible exposure limit to:
Eormaldehyde. The agsncy rapsrisd that the reduction would be expected
to reduce the number of gaseg of respiratory irritation among workers
by 6,000 a year and =ze reduce dermatitis cases by ever 11,000 annually.
Taig reduction in occupational exposure co formaldehyde was expected ==»
reduce . the medical and associated costs of formaldehyde related
seecupatianal Tllnesses by ug to $35.5 millien a year.

Since 1332, applston Papers has been aware that its product
emitted significant levels of formaldehyde. The Defendant ha5b
autemprad, howsver, TO trivialize the significance of the z2xpssuzs and
the associated health consequences. Appleton Papers has felt compelled
to mount thig vigorous campaign that its product does net emit harmful
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tevels of focmaldehyde. The campaign is in response to loss of its
customers who have Learned that Appleton Papers' product emits
Formaldehyde and is IN response e other civil lawsuits where Appleton
paper has been sued by other individuals 1injured by exposure to
forma ldehyde.

The primacy source for the esmission of formaldehyde is the
melamine faormaldehyde vresin used to make the microcapsules en the
egated back Of the carbenless copy paper. The Defendant can, however,
maka its product out of natural materials which emit nu detectible
levels of focmaldehyde. Appleton Papers Inc. has admitted that the
carbonless copy paper forms used by Mrs. Hayden could have been made
with Che natural materials, thereby reducing the risk of injury.

The befendants marketed a product which posed a significant
ci8k of injury to foreseeable users. In the instant case, the
pefendants’ product emitted significant Jlevels of formaldehyde.
pegpglise their awareness 43 to the petential health risks, the
pefendants provided absolutely ne warnings to foreseable users but
cather Talsely represented that their product was ™"safe". The
pefendants had available an alternate formulation of their product
which would have significantly reduced the risk of injusy. It chose
nat to advise foresesable users of this safer alternative product. As
the result of the Defendants' negligence, defective product and
misrepresentations, ®rs. Hayden will spend the vcest of her life

gtgnificantly isclated and precluded from all regular employment.
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ITL, DAMAGES SQUGHT BY PLAINTIFFS

At the time of her injuries, Bonnig Hayden was Tforty-four
years old and &s a part-time employee for B & G Kanufacturing, #Mzs.
Hayden earned $8,912.00 annually. As & result of the restrictions
tmpesed by her injury, Mrs. Wayden is precluded from all employmant in
the competitive labor market,. Mrs. Hayden has not returned to work
simce the toxic exposure to Defendants®™ product. Mrs. Hayden seeks tha
rair and reascnable campensgatien for her loss e¢f£ earnings and permanent
loss of earning capacity. Robert P. Wolf, a vocational expert, has
evaluated the loss of earning capacity to be in excess of $160,000.00.

As reasonable and necessary mzdical treatment cf her injury,
mrs. Hayden has received medical treatment frem Dr. Hedrick and pr.
Mansmann. Mre. Bayden seeks reimbursement feor the past, present and
future medical treatment.

as a result of her injucies, Mrs, Hayden cannot be expcsed to
even minimal levels of focmaldehyde, even levels which ara encountered
in normal settings. As a result of het injuries, Mrs. Hayden does now,
and will far the cest af her life, suffer allergic reactions which
include upmer airway irritation, constriction of her larynx, fatigue,
and central nervous system depression. In order to accommodate these
restrictions, Mrs. ®aydenn is 1isolated from most social, family, and
wark activities. Mrs. Hayden seeks damages for the pain, suffering,
emotional distress, and loss of life's ordinagy pleasures which ware
caused Dy the Defendants®™ conduct and defective product.

Julius Hayden seeks damages for the less of the servicss,

society and fellawship of his wife, Bonnie FHayden.
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Iv. PLAINTIFFS®™ WITNESSES
since the issues of liability and damages overlap s

gignlficantly In this case, Plaintiffs will offsz all of the witnesses

ag liability and damage witnesses eaxcept far Robert Walf, whe will

testify as a damage witness only.

1, Elaine 5. Panitz, ®.D.
zast Windsees professional Park
1 ®iles Road Extension
Heightstown. NJ 0852¢

tc. Panitz will testify as bath a fact witness and as an
expect witness on behalf of Plaintiffs. Dr. Panitz graduated Magaa Cum
tavde from vassar College and than attended Harvard Medical $Schosl,
or., rantkz 1S boacd certified in tntzcsnal Medicine and specializes in
the area Of occupational and environmental medicine. ¥¢om 1975 through
¥981, pr. Panitz was the Medical Director for MeGraw-Hill, Iag. During
the cocurse <f£ her work, ©r, Panitz has treated, counseled and examined

several people who have become sensitized to formaldehyde as a result
af acgupational exposure.

z. Dc. Thaddeus J. Godish, Ph.D.
Indoor ai:x ?uallty Services, Inc.
5008 Isabella Lane
Muncie, IN 47304

pr. Godish will testify as bath a fact witness and an expert
witnage an behalf of the Plaintiffs. Dr. Godish 1s a professor of
Ma%ural Rescuceces and the Dirtctor rf the Indeor Air Quality Reseacch
Laboratory. For at least the past six ysacs, Dr. &adish has devoted
his regseaccn and studies to the potential mnealth effects gf
farmaldahyde and the industrial nygiene monitoring and samgling methods
to determine levels of exposure to formaldehyde.

3. Oor. alan Broughton, M.D.
Antibody Assay Lasscatorles
805 West LavYsha Avenue
Suite 241
Qranga, CA 92583

pr. sroughten will testify as both a fact and expert witness
on behalf of Plaintiffs. @ Dr. 8&roughtea 1{§s a beatd certified
pathologist and the medical director of the Antibody Assay
Laboratories. ©0r. Broughton completed testing on a blood sample from
Bonnie Baydarn.
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4. Or. G. Winfield Hedrick, M.D.
20 south sSchoael Lane

Souderton. PA 189564

Dr. Hedrick was and is the Plaintiffs’ family physician. bde.
i1ll testify as a fact witness.

Hedrick w
5. Dr. Norman Loux

Penn Foundation for Mental Eealth
807 Lawn Avenue

Sellersvilie, PA 18960

Dr. Loux 1S and was the Plaintiffs’

consulting psychiatrist
from 1968 to the presant.

pr. Loux will testify as a fact witness.

6. Fritz R. Henschal
English villagse
apartment 26-A5
North wales. PA 19454

Mr. Henschel was the supervisor of Bonnie Bayden at the time
of her occupational expeosurte during 1984.

7. Jaan Finkbinder

8. Loci Souder

9. Linda smallwood
e/c B 6_G Manufacturing
3067 Unionville Fike
HEatbfiald, PA 19440

Ms. Finkbinder, Ms. Souder and Ms.

co~amployees Of Mrs. Hayden at the time of mrs.
‘Ssptembar, 1984.

Smallwoad wele
Hayden“s exposure 1In

18. Richard piNunzig
2B Indian Valley Lane
Telferd, PA 19969

Me. DiNunzio was a sales and furchasing manager
Hayden’s place of employment at the time o
1984.

at xrs.
her exposure im September,

11. Lorraine Edmunds
c/a B & G Manufacturing
3067 Unicnville Pike
Hatfield, PA 19440

Mrs. Edmunds is a senior manager, and spouse of the owner of
B & G Manufacturing, Plaintiff‘s employer.

.8
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i 12. Jaaes Burns
c/o0 B & G Manufacturing
3067 wnienville Pike
Hatfield, PA 19440

Mr. Burns was a senior manager at B & G Manufaeturing at the
time of Mrs. Hayden’s exposure in September, 1984.

13. Joseph L. Mitchell
93 18th street
Kanasha, WI 54952

mr. Mitchell was a technical service representative for
Defendant Appleton Papers Inc. in September, 1904.

14. Michael Fred Stevens
314 East Glendale Street
Appleton, WI 54910

nr. Stevens was %he health and safe y speclalis far
‘oefendant Appleton Fapers Inc. In September, 1984,

15. David G. Ashley
209 waldo Drive
Chegtertown, HD

o nr. Ashley was the plant manager at the Chestertawn, Maryland
facility for Defendant Arnold Corporation in September, 1984.

16. John Moore i
927 Regina Drive
Baltimore, MD

Mc. Moore was the qualit control manager f£or the

Chestertown, Maryland Tacility for Defendant Arnold Corporation in
September, 1984.

17. Patricia buffield
AD 1, Bgx 168
Wyalusing, PA

Mre. buffield Is the sister of Bonnie Hayden.
18. Johanna #. Fine

4023 wWindser Avenue

Philadelphia, PA 19143

Ms. Fine is-a personal acquaintance of Mrs. Hayden through
Mrs. Hayden’'s church.

-y
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i 19. Jay naydtn
20. Tim Hayden
21. Bradley Hayden
1902 ¥aystene Drive
Hatfield, PA

Jay Hayden, Timoth% Hayden and Bradley Hayden are the
ehildren of Banmie and Julius Bayden.
22. Robert Wolf )
1228 Liberty Ball Drive
Cherry Hill, NJ 08003

Mc. Wolf, a diplemat of the American Ecard Of Vocational
Zxperts, Will testify as an expert witness at the time of trial

ragarding the loss of easnings and earning capacity suffered by ¥Hrs.
rayden as the result of the Injuries she has sustained.

23. Julius A. Hayden_
1902 Keystone Drive
Hatfield, PA

24. Bonnie T. Hayden_
1902 Keystone Drive
Hatfield, PA

Plaintiffs reserve the right to call any witness listed by
withar of the Defendants in their Prc-Trial Msmorandum. Plaintiffs
also reserve the right to supplement their list of witnesses in
ageordance with Local Rules and alse following completion ofF the

cutstanding discovery which include depositions of the corparate
designees of tha Defendants.

V. EXHIBITS

l-l

. Sample of form.
blary of Michael Stevens (Stevens No. 13).°

Notes made by Jeseph Hitchell (Mitchell, Ex. Ko. 1).

s WD

Letter <£xem Joseph Mitchell sent to Dave Ashley
ragarding subject paper (Sept., 1384) (Mitchell No. 4).

5. Technical service Bulletin (Mitchell no. 7) of Appleton
Papers Inc.

-y

] Reterences are t0o the EXhibrt numbers Eor the deposition of the
parson Listed.
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11,

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

13.

1s.

Sharon 607-257-0466 p. 11

Tachnlieal Services Bulletin (Mitehell No. 8) of Appleton
Papers 1ne.

Memorandum to Me. Stevens £frem J. Mitchell regarding
meeting of 12/84 (Mitchell No. 13).

In-house memorandum ef Appletgn Papets Inc. from M.F.
Stevens, Re: Complaints of B & C mManufacturing.
{9/19,/84) (Hitchell 2, Ashley 3).

In-house memorandum of_AEpletgn Papers Ine. from M.F.
Stevens, Re: Complaints o B & C Manufacturing;
(Stevens 151,

Letter from & & ¢ Manufacturing <Company to Joseph
Mitchell, Appleton Paper Xnc. dated September 1%, 1984,
(DiNunzie 2, Mitchell 3, Stevens 16).

In-house memerandum of Appleton Pagers Inc. from M.P.
Stevens, Re: Conversation with Dave Ashley of Arnold
Graphics: (9/28/84) (Stevens 17, Ashley 4).

Letter of October 18, 1984 to Acnold Cerperatien from
Richard DiNunzio of B8 & G Manufacturing. (DiNunziao 2).

Letter from David G. Ashley of Arneld Cortperation dated

October 23, 1984 to mike Stevens of Appleton Papers inc.
with attachments. (Stevens 18}).

In-house memorandum of Appleton Papers Ins. dated
October 30, 1984 from J.T. Ashman. Re: "Head Analysis"

of NCR cacboanless paper Prom B & G Manufacturying.
(Ashman 21.

Letter from Appleton Papers Inc., by Michael F. Stevens
dated October 31, 1984 directed to David G Ashley,
Arnold Corporation. [Stevens 18).

In—house memorandum of Apgleton Papers Inc. from m.r.

Stevens regarding telephone conversation with Leonard F.
Girsh. (Stevens 19).

In-house memorandum of Appleton Papers Inc. per M.F.

Stevens, Re: Telephone conversation with Dwight Staubs
of Acnold Corpecation. (Stevens 21).

Material Safety Data Sheet of A

gopleton Papers Ine,., Re:
Carbonless paper. (Mitehell 5,8; Stevens 231.

Material safety Data Sheet £rom SICPA New Jecsey, Re:

Lifo Desensitizing Printing Ink, Ink formula 84% 176G,
(Ashley &1,

-11-



Oct 29 05 02:58p

20.

2%,

22.
23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

20.
29.

30.

31.
3z2.
33.
34.

35.
36.
7.

Sharon 607-257-0466

Complaint rgport dated September 17, 1984 by Arnold

Graphics Industries, Re: B & G Manufacturing Company.
[Moore 1, Ashley 21.

Memo from L. Agriss, sales representative for Arnold
Corporation with attachments dated October 16, 1904,
Novembet 7, 1984 and October 19, 1984. (Ashley 8).

In-house menorandun of Arnold Corporation
Morris to Leon Agriss.

from Becky

Tn-house  memorandum  from owight  Staubs,
Corporation to Paul Recese, Re: 8 & G complaint.

Letter £eem Joseph L. Hitchell of appleton Papers Inc.

to Dave Ashley of Arnald Corgoration dated September 13,
1984 with attachment ®material Safety Data Sheet.

In-house memorandum o0f the Arnold <ocrporation dated
September 21, 1904. (Ashley 7J.

Arnold

Memorandum of Laen Agriss to Dave

Ashley of Arnold
corporation dated October 16, 1984.

Letter from SICPA North America bx sames F. Shaw dated
November 27, 1984 to pan Cole of the Arnold Corporation.
(Ashley 51.

Pamphlet : "Plain Talk About Safety of <Cacrbonless

rapec”. (Stevens 24}.

Results O0of acute toxicity studies of NCR paper Re:
formaldehyde emanation.

Final report: a study to determine the potential
emanatioen ¢f Tformaldehyde vapor from carbonless

copy

ia er far Appleten Papers Imnc.; conducted by Hazelton

aboratories America, Inc., March 11, 1985. (Stevens
71.

Protocol to determine emanation {5/10,83).
Draft of interim report {8/29/83].
Draft final repore (8/29/B3).

In—house evaluation by Appleton.

In-house evaluation by Appleton (%/22/83}.
Cost.

Executive summacy.
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38.

39.

40.
41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47 .

4B.

6%,

50.

ol.

52.
53.

54
85.

Sharon 607-257-0466

Memo: M.F, Stevens to R.C. Jezerc: Re: Latest "Gockel
rast® OF results frem Hazelton Raltech.

Peeumant 194, Results of formaldehyde emissiens from
NCR paper. (Stevens 41.

Document 194: Formaldehyde emissions (Stevens 5).

investigatien Into formaldehyde emissient from NCR paper,
memo: M.F. Stevens to R.C., Jezere (1l/9/81).

Report Mo. 83-023-70 safety study of Raper samples for
Appleton Papers Imc.; Bill Top BRasearch, Inc.; June 23,
1983. (Stevens 1l0a).

Report No. 83-06-3635-70 safety study of paper samples
far Appleton Papers Inc.: Hill Tog Research. 1Inec.;
October 17, 1983. (Stevens itb).

Summary of Will Top studies (11/22/83) (Stevensiij,.

Appleton Papers_Inc.: in-house rmquest for Analytical
Services Analysis and Complaint Test record regarding a
4 G Manufacturing Paper (Ashman 1).

Head space analysis on_Subject paper perfarmed by the
rnstitate OF Pager Chemistry. (Ashman 3. &)

Investigation into tha Nature and Degree of Farmaldehyde
Emissions Prom Carbonless Paper (Stevens 6).

Lists of majoc, Minor and Trace Ingredients of

Carbonless copy Paper with Material Safety Data Sheets
(Stevens No. 3J.

Lettec from M. Stevens to Walter Chcestak (Stevens 8},
Cover letter from Appleton Papers Inc¢. t6 NIOSE with
attached bibliography and record regarding summary of
health incident complaints. ({Stevens 9).

demo: Propesed statement about formaldehyde (Stevens
12}).

nema: Formaldehyde statement 3/24/82 with cendensation,

Memo: Sources of Statement Positions on Formaldehyde
(3/23/82).

demo: Formaldehyde statement {3/31,/82) (Stevens 22}.
Memc: Formaldehyde statement (12,/20/82).

-
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56.

&87T.

58.

59.
60.
61.
62.

63.
64.

65,

66.
67.
&8 .
70.

T1.
72.
13.
74.

15
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appleten Papers aAffirms Safety of

Its Brand of
carbonless Papar.

shipmant and purchase order and records from Appleton
Papers Inc. to Arnold Corporation (Ex. A. to Defendant

Appleton Papers Inc., Answers to Interrogatocles).

Patents re: products manufactured by Defendant Appleton
Papers Inc.

{Ex. € to Defendant"s Answers to
Interrogatories).

Harks, et al., "Contact Urticria and Airway Obstruction
£zam Carbonless Copy Paper™ (Stevens 14).

Memo: M.F, Stevens to E.F. Bush {12/7/82)
1982 Artiecle in Trenton Times).

memo R.C.

Formaldehyde.

re: June 17,
Jezere tOo J.W. Turner [3/24/82) CE:

Memo: M.F. Stevens to R.C. Jezere, Re:

. Final Results
of occupational Formaldehyde Measurements. (11,/2/82).

medical cecords of pr. Hedrick,

Medical records of br. Dulcey.

Report from Dr.

Broughten Analytical Assaye Laboratory
re: B. Hayden.

Report OF Dc. surton Cohen, dated November, 1987.
Witness statement of Fritz Herschel.

Employer®s Repoct 2 Inquiry re: Fritz Henschel.

Bonnie Bayden's attendance records, B & G Mfq.

Letter from pr. Girsh to Joseph nitchell of Appletcn
Papecs dated November 1. 1984. (Mitchell No. 101.

Letter of November 2, 1984 from MKichael P.

1 Stevens,
Appletan Papers, Ine., to Dr. Girsh.

[Stevens 203.

Letter of MNovember 12, 13984

from Leonard Girsh ko
Appleton Papers Inc.

Letter of December 14, 1384 from HMichael Stevens of
Appleton Papers In¢. to Dr. Girsh.

Letter o€ Or. Girsh dated January 2, 1985 to Michael
Stevens of Appleton Papers Inc. with attachment.

—14~

far ‘liability and damages within four (4) days.

VIT. SPECIAL COMMENTS

¢ne of the disputed 1issues
expesure suffered by Mrs.

.chemizales from the Defendants”

in this matter is the extent gf

Hayden as the result of the emission orf

produckts. Plaintiffs intend ¥s prove

-15~
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thre extent of this exposure both threough lay and expert testimeny,
including the expert testimony of Dr. Panitz, who examined #rs. Hayden,
Becausa OT the significant everlap of liability and damage witnesses
Plaintiffs request that this matter not be bifurcated.

The Defendant Appleton Papers 1Imc. has designated as
-Cormfidential certain documents and tastimeny which have been produced
and taken during this litigatien. Disclosure of this informatien te
the jury is essential ke the presentation of the Plaintiffs' case. The
Defendant has waived any claim te confidentiality by the disclosurs of
-some of these documents te third parties. Plaintiffs desire and intend
to present these dacuments te the Juty within the limits prescribed by

the Confidentiality Order.

Respectfully Submitted,

GALFAND, BERGER, SENESKY, LURIE & MARCH

/,,.";‘-; /’/

MARTIN K. BERIGHAM
Attorney for Plaintiffs

By:
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