ATTORLKILIYI AT TAW

CONTR ACT LAW

Oral ContractToSellBusinesEnforceake
In Light of PartiesConduct

Raintiffs, Gere Janusch (@eneO)and
Marha Janmusth (Marthead),opeated a
business&estivalFoodswhidservedcon
cessimto the generalpublic at festivalsin
Illinois ard Indiana betweenApril and
October of each year They brought
an adion for breat of oral contract
aganstthe Deendantsl.indsgNaffziger
(QindseyO) and Louanmn Naffziger
(@ouanw) in the Circuit Court of
McL eanCounty.

At trial, Genre testfied that on August 13,
2005 sheenteredinto an oralcontractwith
the Deferdants to sell Festival Foads for
$150,000.00In retum, the Dekndants
weke to receigthe asset of the business,
induding atiu &k, a tailerandall re@ssay
equipment.The Defendarts woud also
haethe oppotunityto work atevet loca
tiorssecredby Gere.

The Defendants paid $10,000.00 immedi
atel, with the balanceto be paid upon
receipt of their loan moneydm the bank.
The Defendants took possesson of
FestivalFoodsthe nextday, and operated
FestivalFoodsfor the remainderof the
2005season.

L ouann aknonedged testfying during a
depositinthat an ora ageemen to pur-

chaseFestval Foodsfor $150,00@0 ex&t-

ed, but later testifed that she could not

recal spedficaly making an oral agree

mert on ary particular date.Lindsey testi

fied that sheard Louam met with Gene
andMartha on August 13,2005,and paid
the $10000.00for theright to cortinue to

purchasethe busiress She also testifed

that the parties had ageeal that Lindsey
and shewould run Festial Foodsasthey
pursted buying the busines.

Accodingto Lindse, Geneswygesedthat
the parties sign sonething but Lindsey
and Louam indicated thathey wee inno
positimto sign anything becase theyhad
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not re c eigdary loanmon e/fromthe bank
ard did not haw an attomey. Lindsg
admited to taking possesian of Festival
Foodsreceiving the ncome fom the bus-
ness, purchasng inventor, replacing
equipmentp ajing taxes on the bushess,
ard paying enployees.

The Defendants opeaited six eents.Gene
attendedthe first two events, and the
Defendantspaid him for his work and
for his lodging Two days after the busk
nessseasorended,L ouannand Lindsey
returned Festival Foods to the storage
facility where Gene had <ored it.
Thereafer, Gene attempted to deffestival
Foods,but wasunsuccessful.

Lindseytestified that one of the reasons
sheand L ouannreturnedFestivalFoods
wasbecausehe income from the events
that they had opelated was lower than
expectedShe statedthat Genespecifiak
ly askedher to run certaineventsfor him
and that sheran the eventswhere Gene
was present.She further testified that
Gene had askedfor the trailer backin
orderto makemoneyon it, andthat Gene
had statedthat he didn©® havemoneyto
buybad the inventory.

The trial cout held that the Uniform
Commecial Code (@ CCO)gow medthe
issesraisal in this @ase.The trial court
then found tha there was a contract
fomed but that the evdene wasinsuffi-

dent to establistthat there was a meetirg
ofthemindsas b whatthe agreementvas.
As such, thetria cout ruledin favor of the
DefendantsGeneard Martha appealed.

The appellatecoutt beganits anaysisby
noting that the UCC did in fact govem
the issuesn this case cancuding that the
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ma be made in any manner
aufficient to show ageement,
including canduct by both pares
which recogniesthe existencef
sucha contract; (2) An agree
ment sufficientto constitute a
contract for salemay be found
ewven though the moment of its
making is undgemined; (3)
Eventhough one or moreterms
areleft opena contractfor sale
doesnot fail for indefinitenessf
the parties haw intended to make
a contractand thereis a reaso-
ably cettain basisfor giving an
appopriate remedy

The Defendantsarguecthat therewasno
enfoceable contract because essential
terms for the sale of a businesswere
absent.Specifially, they pointed to the
absenceof anything about allocating a
price for good willa carenant not to con-
pete a price for the equipment, how to
releasdiens, or what would happenif
there wasno loanappioval.

The appellatecourt rejectedthis argu
ment,finding that the essential ters wee
ageedupon. It noted that the purchase
price of $150,000.0(and the itemsto be
transferred wer specifiedt further noted
that no essentiaterms remainedto be
ageedupon, statingthat the only action
remaining was the performanceof the
contect and that the Defendants had
takenpossessioof the itemsto betrans
ferredandusedthem astheir own.

The appellatecourt detemined that the
parties caduct was indicative of an agree
ment to terms of a contract, noting that
partiesmerel discussinghe saleof goods
do not transferthose goodsand allow

evidence pesented at trial was sufficient tothem to be retained for a substantial

supportthe condusion that the proposed
ageementwaspredaminantly onefor the
saleof goods.

With respectto the formation of a con-
tract,the UCC statesjn pettinent part:

(1) A contract for saleof goods

peiod before reating ageement.
Additionaly, the appelate court noted
that the Defendantsreplacedequipment,
repoted income pad taxes, and paid

Gene for his time and expensesall of

which areactivitiesinconsistentwith the

ideathat the Defendantsvereonly pursu

ing buyingthe business.
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The appellatecoutt held that the factthat

Lindseytold Gene that the Defendants
wee in no position to sign anything

beausethey had not receivedary loan

moneyfrom the bankanddid not have an

attomeywasinsignificant,noting that the

fact that a formal written documentis

anticipated does not priecle enfocement
of a specificpreliminaty promise.

In addition,the court noted that an agree
mentsufficientto constitutea contractfor
sale may be found even though the
moment of its making is undetermined.
As sud, the fact that L ouanncould not
reall specificdly makinganagreemenbn
a specificdatewasinsignificantin light of
her admissionthat there was an agree-
ment to purchase Festivd Foods for
$150,000.00Therefor the appellate
cout revered and remande the tial
coutt®ruling with directions.Jannugtv.
Naffziger, 379 Ill.App.3d 381,883 N.E.2d
711 (4th Dist. 2008)

CONSUMER LAW

Pennglvania Resident acksStandingto
Bring Actionlin Illinois Againstlllinois
Insurer for ViolationsOf Illinois
ConsumeFraudandDeceptve Business
PracticesActBeauseCircumsance©f
DisputedTransadbn Do Not Occur
Primarily andSubsantially In Illinois

In Novenper of 1996, Phyllis Landau
(QandauOy Pennsyana residentmet
with repesentategof CNA in her home
andlater enteredinto acan trag with CNA

for long term care insurane (LTCI). The
policy provided cowe fage for long-tem
catre for afixed premium for the life of the
policy. Marketing materials provided to

Landau stresed the urgencyto buy the
policy eaty in life to ersure a lower fixed
p remum andlong-temcoerage.

On September4, 2003, after the policy

hadbeenin effectfor almostseven years,
CNA® Tennesseeffice notified Landau
by letter that shewould haveto paya sig

nificant increasein premiumto continue
herinsurancecoverageat the currentben

efits level. Landauwasgiventhe option

of cancelingher coverage. Additionally,

the letter informed Landau that the
Pennslyania Depatment of Insuance
wasnotified of the change.

In September2004, Landaufiled this
actio in the Circuit Court of Cook
County againstCNA on behalfof herself
and a nationwide classallegingviolations
of the Illinois Consumer Fraud and
Deceptie Busness Practices Act (the
@.ctO). Landauallegedthat most of the

circumstances related to this alleged fraudate administiative activitiessud asthe

ulent transactim occurred in Illinais.
Importantly, L andauclaimedthat decep

adoptian of actuaial assumptionglissera
ination of marketing materials the train-

tive sales and marketinggmtices designed ing of agentsand the decision tcaise pe-

andimplementedfrom CNA®headquar
tersin_lllinois, misledherinto purchasing
CNAGLTCI.

CNA filed a motion to dismissLandau®
complaint, arguing that Landaulacked
standingto bring the complaintin Illinois
cdaiming the majority of circumstances
relatedto the transactioroccurredoutside
of lllinois. The trial coutt grantedCNA®
Motion andLandauappealed.

The ConsumerFraud Act is a statute
without extateritorial effect, and the
Illinois GeneralAssemby did not intend
the Act to appy to fraudulent tansactios
that take place outside of lllinois.
However, the appelate court noted that
the ConsumerFraud Act is applicableif

the citumstances that relate to the disput

ed transaction occurrediprarily and sub
stantialy in Illinois.

Landauwas a residentof Pennsyvania
and bought her policy in Pennsyvania.
She contactel CNA representatw in
Pennsyvaniaand never spokewith repre-
sentativesn lllinois. Additionally, when
CNA changed its policy, it notified
Landau from its Tenneses office and
notified the PennsyvaniaDepartmentof

mium rates are the vely circumstances
upan which Landaubasecdher argument.
Newerthelessthe appellatecoutt heldthat
theseactivitiesdid not createadditional
circumstanceshat relateto the alleged
misrepesentation As such, the court
opinedthat the majoiity of the circum
stanceselatingto the allegedviolation of
the ConsumerfFraudAct occurredbutside
of Illinois, and held that Landai did
not havea cognizableclaim under the
Consumer Faud Act.The trial cout®ul-
ing on CNA® Motion to Dismiss was thus
affirmed. Landauv. CNA FinancialCorp.,
2008 WL 899247 (Ill.App 1¢ Dist.
March 26,2008).

CONSTRUCT ION LAW

HomeRepairAnd Remoding Act
Not ApplicableTo Subcomactors

B etveendne6,2004and Octoberl,2004,
Plaintiff MD Electricad Caontractors
(D O)was a stbocon trator that provided
labor electrid equipment, and matials
towad the renodeling of the Defendant,
Fred Abrams@®@ bransO) resdenc in
Napevillg lllinois. MD wasnot canpen
saed for its seviceswhid had avale of

Insurance of the change and in complianc#14,984.00No contract exstel betveen

with Pennsjvania law. Therefog the
appellatecourt condudedthat the alleged
deceptie canmunicatio occured pri-
marily in Pennsyvania.

Landau argued thatlinois had the neces
saly connectionsto the disputedtransae
tion to allow her to bring the lawsuitin
Illinois. She claimedthat the following in
occured in lllinois: (a) the creatim and
design of the CM LTCI product in ques
tion; (b) adoption of improper actuarial
assumptions{c) creation of a falseand
misleadingsalesand marketingprogram;
(d) disseminatiorof falseand misleading
marketingmaterialsyie) training of agents
on CNA-designedsalesnateials;(f) the
decisionto raisepremiumratesyg) review
of the CNA appliation form that she
completed;(h) consummatio of the
transactionin which she purchasedthe
LTCI policy upon acceptancand signa
ture of CNA® chief executiveofficer, (i)
acceptancef the initial premium pay-
ment; (j) issuancef the LT CI policy; and
(k) instruction to Landauto sendfuture
premiumpaymentsto CNA in lllinois.

The appelate court noted that most of
these circumgances are activities that
ocaur routiney in corporate head-
quaters. However, thesecomman corpc

MD ard Abrams to gove m the method of
payment for MD ©sericesMD washired
by ard hada contrad with ApexBuilders,
Inc.,the gereralcontrador on the project.

MD filed suit againstAbramsunderthe
theoty of quanummeuit to recover pay-
mentfor the sewvicesit rendeed. Abrams
filed amotion to dismissallegingthat the
sewvicedperformedby MD fell within the
Home Repairand RemodelingAct (Othe
ActO)andthat MD hadfailedto comply
with the Act by not enteng into a witten
cantract with AbramsEssentidly, Abrams
argued that MD could not recer because
the court could not impl a contract wher
the Act would prohibit doing sa

The trial court ganted Abrams@otion to
dismiss,finding that the relief requested
by MD would be in derogation of the Act.
On appealMD arguedthat (1) the Act
doesnot applyto subcontactors,and (2)
ewen if it does,MD wasnot preduded
from recorering in quantummeuit. The
appellatecourt agreedwith MD@ first
contention, finding that the Act doesnot
appy to stbontractors. As such, the
appellate courtaversed and remanded the
case without reaching the issue of whether
reco/ery wasavailablén quantummeuit.



Abrams then appealed to the Illinois
SupremeCourt. In a caseof first impres
sion,the supeme couraddressed whether
the Act appliesto subcontractorsThe
coutt begarnits analsisby noting that the
hallmark of a subcontractoris that he
worksfor the generalcontractor and not
for the homeownerlt then proceededo
examineand interpret the Act®statutory
languagenoting that it requires that a per

COMME RCIAL LAW

Contractorwasnotlikely to succeesh
claimthat biddinginformation
projectmanagr copiedjualifiedas
atradesecet

A petroleum indudry contractor (the
OContract@)broughtan actionagainsta
former emploee of the Contractor (the

sm engaged in the business of home repadPoject Manage)alleging the Project

or remodelingshal furnish to the cus

tomer for signaturea written contract.
The Act specifieghat it is @Qinlawful for
any personengagedin the businessof
home repairsand remodelingto remodel
or make epairs before obtaining a coamtt
or work orderfor over $1,000.00.0

The court noted tha@erseGs defined in
the Act as @ny individual, patnership
corporation,businessirust, or other legal
entity. O®Home repairand remodelin@is
definedasOthdixing, replacing alteiing,
camerting modemizingimpmoving or
making of an addition to any real proper
primarily designedor usedasa residence
otherthan maintenancgsewice or repairs
under$500.00.Blome repairand remod
elingdncludeselectricawiring.O

MD did not dispute that it was engaged in
homerepairand remodelingon AbramsO
residenceln addition,MD did not claim
that it attemptedto complywith the Act.
Rather MD contended that the Act
wasdesignedto regulatethe communi-
cationsbetweencontractorsand the con-
sumer/homeowneandthus,beausesub
contractorgypically do not hawe signifi-
cant direct communicatios with home-
owners,the Act did not apply to them.
Abramsarguedthat the Act unambigu
ously appliedto MD becauseviD is a

Managerviolatedthe Trade SecretsAct
when he copiedinformation within the
Contracto® bid spreadsheetspnamey
the Contracto® pricing policy. The
Contractor soughta preliminary injunc-
tion to prevent the ProjectManagerfrom
disseminatingwhat it consideredto be
tradesecrets.

A preliminaly injunction is a provisional

remedygrantedto preseve the statusquo

pendinga hearingon the meritsof acase.
It is an extraodinary legalremedythat is

only available in stuations where an

exteme emergency exists and serious
ham would result if the preliminay

injunction was not issued’he dissemina
tion of canfidentialinformation, suchasa

tradesecet, is onesud situationwherea

preliminary injunction would beissued.

In orderto showthatinfomatiaisatrade
secet under the Trade Seces Act, the
Contrator nust: (1) shav that the infor-

matio was sufficiertly secet to give it a
campetitiveadwantage,ard (2) showthatit

todk affrmatiemeasuesto preven others
fram acaiiring or using the information.

The protectio afforded trade secrets
under the Trade SecretsAct reflectsa
balancingof canflicting socialand ece
nomic interests.W here an employer has

(@ersm engaged in the business of remodi nvested substantial time, money, and

elingGand wastherefore,bound to compl
with the Act.

The cout exanined the langiage of the
Adt initsentire t anddeterminedthatsib-
contadors are not @ersonsander the ad.
It deermined that the Act unambguoudy
apliesonly to thosewho directy contract
with a homeownernoting that the Act is
foausedon regulating the communictians
ard businesspracicesof thosepegle who
dire ctysdicit ard antractwith the lome
owner The court affirmedthe judgment of
the appdlate court, ard refusedto addess
Abrams@mgument relatieto M DGO abiity
to receer under the theory of quantum
meiut. MD Electical Subontradors v.
Abrams2008 WL 879042(lll. Sup. Ct.
April 3,2008).

effort to obtain a secet advantagethe
secret should be protected under Tnade
Secets Act. However, in a competitive
market, an emplog/ee must be entitled to

utilize the generalknowledgeand skills
acquied through experiencen pursuing
his or her chosenoccupation.Therefoe,
whete information an readily be duplat-

ed without consideabletime, effort or
expenseit is not a trade secet protected
by the TradeSecetsAct.

In the presert casein orderto prove that
the speadsheetmstituted a trade secaet,
the Con tractor must estatish that the
value ofthe speadsheet lies the factthat
it is not genera ly known to others who
couldberefit byushgit orthatit coud not
be acqiired throuch general skills ard
knowledge.

The Contrator asertedthat the spead
sheet gdlified & a trade sestrbecause ¢

informatio contained within the spead

sheethamey the pricing policy wasnot

disdosedto custanersjt secuedits com

puters wih passiordsand authentiations,
ard if the informatim was disdosed,it

would allow compeditors to determine
future bids of the Gmntractor Howeer,

the pricing policy, whidh included ecuip-

ment cogs, labor costs mateil costs,
markupsdiscountsard the desied profit

marginswasdatathatwas vell known ard

readiy avalable among contractors.
Additionall, the ProjectManager demon
strated thathe ouldrepioducethe spead

sheetin two or three dayswithout any

informatiofromthe Gmtractor

As aresult,the appellatecoutt held that
the circuit coutt did not abuséits disce-
tion when it denied the Cantracto®
requestfor a preliminaly injunction to
prevent the Roject Manager fim dissem
inating its bid spreadsheetbeausethe
Contractor was not likglto succeed on its
claim that information within the spread
sheets qualified as a trade secbtensiom
Petroleum Seices ®upInc.v. Mesh, 375
I1.App.3d 1077, 874 N.E.2d 959 (2nd
Dist. 2007).

Representate did notforfeit commissions
onsaleso distributor despitets failure to
provideseviceso manufactirer.

In eaty 1995,a representatie and manu
factuer enteredinto a contractpursuant
to which the representatie would assist
the manufacturer as its salepresentatiy
andfind adistributor for the manufactur
er®products. In return,the manufacturer
ageedto pay the representativer 10%
canmissionon its salego the distributor
for afive-yearperiod.

The representatie found a distributor for
the manufactuer® products. The manu
factuer andthe distributor enteredinto a
contract for the manufacture® products
on July5, 2005. Sometimein 1995, the
representativesecretlytapeda conversa
tion he had with an officer of the distrib-
utor. Thereater, he was no longer ailed
on the distributo® propety. The distribu
tor suedthe representatie for tortuous
interferenceof its contractuakelationship
with the manufacturer

Additionall, the distributor hadapolicyin
place that it conmuniate directy with
manufactuars rather than through sales
repesentative$he distribuor relaed its
poliy to the manufadure who in turn
infomed the repesentatiathat it woud
canmuni@tedire ctywith the distibutor
As aresultthe repesentatedid not pro-
vide the custanalty sewicesof asalsrep
resentatevfor the manufacturer Partly
b e aseoftherepesentata®reduedrole



manufactuar renegtiated its contract
with the repesentativin August 1995.

In 1998 the marnufacurer ser the repe
sentati®a faxaskng the representagto
recomend a marufadurer of soup tureens
the distibutor sowht. The representagv
refusedto recomend a manuadurer of
soup tureens unless the manufacturer
signed a newagieemert with the repesen
tative.The manuadurer refuseddaiming
the exsting contrect providedthatthe rep
resentatamust provide those sewices.

W hen the representatie refusedto rec

ommenda manufactureof souptureens,
the manufacturer stoppedyiag commis

sionsto the representativand filed suit
for breachof contractin July1998.The

representati@ countersuedor the com-

missionsdueon all productsthe distribu-

tor agreedo purchasefrom the manufae

turer during the five-yearperiod pursuant
to the termsof the contract.

The manufacturerarguedthat the repre-
sentativavasnot entitled to anycommis
sionsbe@useit did not provide the cus
tomaly sewricesof a salesrepresentative.
Additionaly, the manufacturer argued
that the representatév breaded the
August1995 amendedcontract when it
illegaly tapeda conversationwith an offi-
cerof the distributor and suedthe distrib-
utor, and breaded the contract again
whenit failedto providethe manufacturer
with a manufactuer for soup tureens.
Nonethelessthe trial court awardedthe
representati@ canmissioms promisedon
all productsthe distributor orderedfrom
the manufactureduring the agreedfive-
yearperiod.

On appeal,the appellatecoutt affirmed
the decision. It statedthat whenanagent
willfully or delibetely breatesits fidu-

ciary duty of loyalty to the principal, the

agent could not expect compensatio

while it wasdisloyal. Moreover, in deter

mining whether an agent willfully or

delibertely breachedts fiduciary duties
to the principal, the court must consider
the following: (1) seriousness of the
breach(2) timing of the bread, (3) will-

fulnessof the breach,(4) potentialfor or

actual ham to the pincipal, and (5)

whetherthe agentcompleteda divisible
portion of his contactual duties beferthe
breachoccurredfor which compensatio

canbedetermined.

In comingto its condusion,the appellate
coutt statedthat while the representatis
essentidy providedno sewvicesafter July
1995, the reasa it provided no sewices
waslargel/ becausé¢he distributordid not
want those services and not due to

the didoyalties of the representative.

Additionaly, while suing the distributor
and taping the conersatio probaby
offendedthe distributor, the distributor
did not hold this offenseagainsthe man
ufacturerwhosesaleswith the distributor
roseshaply afterthe incident.

Furthermote, the actionsof the represen
tative were not motivatedby disloyaly to
the manufacturer Moreover, the repre-
sentatie aready performed the most
essentidy part of its dutiesby forging the
relatioship between the manufacture r
and the distributor and its actionswere

(4) actualdamageo the plaintiff; that is
(5) proximately causedy the deception.
Notaby, individuals seeking damages
from deceptive adwertising mugt prove
actualdeceptionthrough actualreliance
on aparticulardeception.

The supreme court elatsted on the ten
Quffery.O Accoding the supemecout,
puffery is a reasonablexaggeratio asto
the degee of quality of a product. It is
meaninglessupefativesthat no reaso-
ablepersonwould take serious}. Puffery
includes such phrasesas Qigh-quality,O

not in derogation of any of its duties to the@xpet workmanshipO@uston quality,O

manufacturerTherefore,it wasentitledto

the agentcommissiongpromisedon all

products the distributor ordered from

manufactureduring the agreedfive-year
period. Clinton Impefal China, Inc.v.

Lippet Marketing, Ltd., 377 I1l.App.3d
474,878N.E.2d 730 (1stDist. 2007).

Manufacturer€implicit representabn
thatits chipwasthebestandfastestvas
notadecepte businespractceunde
theConsumeFraudandDeceritve
BusinesPracticesAct.

Intel Corporatia (Intel) conducted a
world-wide billion dollar adveising cam

paign that touted the high speedand
high performancef its Pentium 4 micro-

processorAccordingto the plaintiff, and
the depositios of vaious Intel emplgees,
Intel wantedto teachconsumershat four
wasbetter than three (a referenceo its

Pentium 1l microprocessor).

Swbseayuert to itsreleasgerfomarce tess
(known as berthmaks) stowed that the
Pertium 4 wasslaver than a rival AMD
micropicessorand ewen its predecessor
thePertium 1. Additionalj, otherpefor-
marcetestnotedthe Pertium 48excessi/
heatdissigtion and power usa@, ard was
slaverat sorre conma officeapplicatians
using olde operatng sofivae.

The disappointment of a natiorwide
group of conaimersin owral pefor-

mance and product satisaction led to
this classaction. The complaint alleged
that Intel violatedthe ConsumerFraud
andDeceptiveBusines®racticesAct (the
G\ctO)thh afalserepresentatio implicit

in the name Pentium 4, that the micro-

processowasthe bestand fastestproces

soron the market.

On appealthe supremecoutt statedthat
in orderto pleada privatecauseof action
for adeceptivebusinespracticeunderthe
Act, the plaintiff must alege:(1) deceptie
actor practice;(2) the defendan®intent
that the plaintiff rely on the deceptia; (3)
occurenceof deceptionin the courseof
conductinvolved tradeor commerce;and

Qerfect,Odnagnificent,@omfotable®
@icture perfect,Gand est.dt wasnot a
deceptivepracticeunderthe Act.

Only one statement,ORntium 4,0was
cammunicatedto the entire class. The

coutt analogied the term ORntium 4o

the word esD. One can sa almostany-

thing is the est.('he word esOis a
metre suggestiona beliefor anopinion. It

is not, standingalone, a representatio of

fact. Moreover, therewasnothing specific
or explicitaboutthe nameOntium 4,Cor

ewen its allegedimplicit meaningof O4is
betterthan 3.0

Accordingy, no reasaable cosumer
woud simply re yon sichanimplicit asser

tion that samething is the ®esCas tte sde

bass for making apurchase Therefog the

repesentatias idertified by the plaintiffs,

notaby the term @entium 4,0we emere

puffery and did not form the bass for an

actioable clam under the Act. Barbaa

Slesincwv. IntelCap., 227 111.2d 45, 879
N.E.2d 910(2007).

Client Newslettersare considered
advertisementinderthe lllinois Rulesof
ProfessionaConduct.

For additionalinformation concerning
relatedtopics,pleasemtact
JohnP. Lynch, Jr
Cremer Kopon, Shaughness§ Spinaat:
180N. LaSalleStreet,Suite 3300
Chicagp, Illinois 60601
Telephone(312) 726-3800




