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PHARMACEUTICALS AND
MEDICAL DEVICES

Learned-Intermediary Doctrine Bars
Plaintiff Õs FailureToWarn and Strict

Products Liabilit y Claims Against
Pharmaceutical Manufacturer

In A c k erman v.Wyeth Pharm ac e u t i ca l s, -
- F.3d --, 2008 WL  1821379,(5th Cir.
Ap r. 2 4 ,2008) the Fi f th Circuit Court
of Appeals court examined a pro d u c t s
l i a b i l i ty lawsuit against a ph a rm a c e u t i-
cal com p a ny. In November 2001,
M a rtin Ack e rmann (ÒM a rt i nÓ ) ,a 53-
year-old businessman, s u f fe red from
cl i n i cal depre s s i on brought on by
s eve re business and family pro b l e m s .
M a rtin initially sought treatment from
his personal physicians and began tak-
ing the pre s c ri p t i on antidepre s s a n t
d rug Celexa.

Acting on a fr iend's advice, Martin
sought treatment from psychiatrist Dr.
T h omas Sonn on January 4, 2 0 0 2 .
Martin saw Dr. Sonn four times in the
following eight days. During that time,
Dr. Sonn changed Martin's medication
and gave him a sample trial pack of
another antidepre s s a n t ,E f fe xor XR.
Sonn instructed Martin to take one
low-dose 37.5-milligram pill each day
as he monitored him. Martin took one
37.5-milligram pill for three days and
then he took one therapeutic-dose 75-
milligram pill each day from January 9
to January 12.

On January 12, Martin complained to
Dr. Sonn of various side effects he
attributed to Effexor, including anxiety.
Martin announced he would no longer
take the medication and terminated 
his re l a t i onship with Dr. Son n .
Neve rt h e l e s s , Dr. Sonn ch a n g e d
Martin's medication from Effexor to
Celexa because of the side effe c t s .
Martin continued to take Celexa for
five days until January 17, 2002,when
he committed suicide with a revolver.
At the time of his death,Martin had

detectable levels of Celexa, but not
Effexor, in his bloodstream.

R o z lyn Ack e rm a n n ,his widow, s u e d
Wye t h ,the manufacturer of Effe xo r, i n
J u ly 2004, pleading causes of action
under strict liability, negligence (incl u d-
ing failure to warn ) , and implied war-
ra n ty theories under com m on law and
the T EXAS DECEPTIVE T RA D E
P RAC TI C ES - CO N S U M ER PRO-
T E C T ION ACT (ÒD T PAÓ ) .She also
pleaded bre a ch of express warra n ty,
f ra u d ,and misre p re s e n t a t i on .

Wyeth init ially moved for partial 
s u m m a ry judgment, arguing that
Ack e rmann's failure - t o - w a rn cl a i m s
conflicted with and were preempted by
federal law. Dr. Sonn then testified at
deposition that he believed the package
i n s e rt for Effe xor as it  existed in
January 2002 adequately warned him of
the risks of suicide and that he would
c ontinue to pre s c ribe the drug to
depressed patients.

In June 2006, Wyeth filed a separate
motion for summary judgment on all
claims. Regarding the warnings-based
claims,Wyeth asserted a defense based
on the learned-intermediary doctrine
and,alternatively, on the statutory pre-
sumption of non-liability created by
s e c t i on 82.007(a) of the T EXA S
CIVIL PRACTICE & REME DIE S
CO D E . Wyeth argued that sum-
m a ry judgment was appro p riate for
AckermannÕs implied and express war-
ranty claims under common law and
the DTPA because no sale of the prod-
uct had occurred,and because she had
failed to identify an express warranty
that had been breached.Finally, Wyeth
argued that summary judgment was
appropriate regarding her fraud and
misrepresentation claims because she
had failed to identify specific misrepre-
sentations.

The District Court granted defe n -
dantÕs motion for summary judgment.

Ackermann did not challenge the dis-
missal of the fraud,misrepresentation,
or warranty claims, so the only issue
addressed by the Fifth Circuit Court
of Appeals related to whether the
l e a rn e d - i n t e rm e d i a ry doctrine barre d
AckermannÕs strict liability and failure
to warn claims.

The learn e d - i n t e rm e d i a ry doctri n e
states that, in some situations,a warn-
ing to an intermediary fulfills a suppli-
er's duty to warn consumers.Under the
doctrine, a patient-purchaser's doctor
stands between the patient and the
manufacturer, professionally evaluating
the patient's needs,assessing the risks
and benefits of available drugs, pre-
scribing one, and supervising its use.If
the doctor is properly warned of the
possibility of a side effect and is advised
of the symptoms normally accompany-
ing the side effect,it is anticipated that
injury to the patient will be avoided.
Ac c o rd i n g ly, the doctrine excuses a
drug manufacturer from warning each
patient who receives the product when
the manufacturer properly warns the
prescribing physician of the productÕs
dangers.

To recover for failure to warn under
this doctrine, a plaintiff must show that
(1) the warning was defective, and (2)
the failure to warn was a producing
cause of the injury. In other words,
under Texas law, a plaintiff who com-
plains that a prescription drug warning
is inadequate must also show that the
alleged inadequacy caused her doctor to
prescribe the drug for her. If , however,
the physician was aware of the possible
risks involved in the use of the product
but decided to use it anyway, the ade-
quacy of the warning is not a producing
cause of the injuryÓand the plaintiff 's
recovery must be denied.

In this instance, the court based its 
ultimate decision on seve ral facts.
Specifically, the January 2002 package
insert warning mentions the risk for
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suicide twice. The first instance states
that suicide risk is Òinherent in depres-
sion and may persist until significant
remission occurs,Óand cautions that
Ò[c]lose superv i s i on of high-ri s k
patients should accompany initial drug
therapy.ÓMore importantly, the second
instance identified the frequencies of
suicidal behavior observed in patients
taking Effe xor and lists Òs u i c i d e
attemptÓas occurring Òinfrequent[ly].Ó
ÒI n f re q u e n tÓ o c c u r rences are defined 
as those Òoccurring in 1/100 to 1/1000
p a t i e n t s Óin Wyeth's pre m a rk e t i n g
a s s e s s m e n t .Suicide ideation or
attempts were not listed as adve r s e
events documented in postmarketing
reports.

The learn e d - i n t e rm e d i a ry doctri n e
b a r red Ack e rmann's claims beca u s e
she could not show that the all e g e dly
inadequate warning was a pro d u c i n g
cause of her husbandÕs death. T h e re
would have needed to be a genuine
issue of material fact whether Dr. Son n
would have pre s c ribed Effe xor had the
w a rning been Òa d e q u a t e . ÓTo ca r ry
p l a i n t i f fÕs burden in defeating summa-
ry judgment, Ack e rmann needed to
d e m on s t rate that Dr. Sonn's testimony
about the cert a i n ty of his decision to
p re s c ribe Effe xor even with a more
c omplete warning was incon s i s t e n t .
Ad d i t i on a lly, Texas does not apply a
Òre a d - a n d - h e e dÓp re s u m p t i on when an
adequate warning is given by a ph a r-
m a c e u t i cal manufacture r. T h e re f o re,
s u m m a ry judgment was proper in favor
of defe n d a n t .

United States Supreme Court Examines
Requirements For Medical Device

Approval In Products Liabilit y Action

In Riegel v. Medtronic,Inc., 128 S.Ct.
999 (2008),the United States Supreme
Court reviewed a Second Circuit ruling
affirming the District CourtÕs awarding
of summary judgment to a medical
device manufacturer named as a defen-
dant in a strict products liability action.
The central issue was whether the pre-
emption clause enacted in the Medical
D evice Amendments of 1976, 2 1
U.S.C. ¤ 360k, barred common-law
claims challenging the safety and effec-
tiveness of a medical device given pre-
market approval by the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA).

The device at issue in this particular
case was an Eve r g reen Ball o on
Catheter marketed by defe n d a n t -
respondent Medtronic, Inc. It was a
Class III device that received premar-

ket approval from the FDA in 1994
and changes to its label received sup-
plemental approvals in 1995 and 1996.
C h a rles Riegel underwent coron a ry
angioplasty in 1996,shortly after suf-
fe ring a myo ca rdial infarc t i on . H i s
right coronary artery was diffusely dis-
eased and heavily ca l c i f i e d . R i e g e l ' s
doctor inserted the Evergreen Balloon
Catheter into his patient's coron a ry
artery in an attempt to dilate the artery,
although the deviceÕs labeling stated
that use was con t ra i n d i cated for
patients with dif fuse or ca l c i f i e d
stenoses.The label also warned that the
catheter should not be inflated beyond
its rated burst pressure of eight atmos-
pheres. RiegelÕs doctor inflated the
catheter five times,to a pressure of 10
atmospheres;on its fif th inflation, the
catheter ruptured. Riegel developed a
heart block, was placed on life support,
and underwent emergency coron a ry
bypass surgery.

Riegel and his wife Donna brought a
lawsuit in April 1999, in the United
States District Court for the Northern
District of New York. Their complaint
alleged that MedtronicÕs catheter was
designed,labeled,and manufactured in
a manner that violated NewYork com-
mon law, and that these defects caused
Riegel to suffer severe and permanent
injuries. The complaint raised a num-
ber of common-law claims.

The District Court held that the MDA
pre-empted RiegelÕs claims of strict lia-
bilit y; breach of implied warranty; and
negligence in the design, t e s t i n g,
inspection,distribution, labeling, mar-
keting, and sale of the catheter. It also
held that the MD A pre-empted a neg-
ligent manufacturing claim insofar as it
was not premised on the theory that
Medtronic violated federal law. Finally,
the court concluded that the MD A
pre-empted Donna RiegelÕs claim for
loss of consortium to the extent it was
derivative of the pre-empted claims. In
2 0 0 6 , the United States Court of
Appeals for the Se c ond Circ u i t
affirmed these dismissals.

Premarket approval,in contrast,impos-
es ÒrequirementsÓunder the Medical
Device Act (ÒMDAÓ). Unlike general
labeling duties,premarket approval is
specific to individual devices,and it is
in no sense an exemption from federal
safety review-it is federal safety review.
The FDAÕs review of devices for sub-
stantial equivalence is known as the ¤
510(k) process,named after the section
of the MD A describing the review.

Most new Class III devices enter the
market through ¤ 510(k).

While devices that enter the market
through ¤ 510(k) have never been for-
mally reviewed under the MD A for
safety or efficacy, the FDA may grant
premarket approval only after it deter-
mines that a device offers a reasonable
assurance of safety and effectiveness.
Thus, the FDAÕs premarket approval
p rocess creates assurances that the
approval process will be device specific
and eliminates the problems of generic
approval that are present with the ¤
510(k) process.The FDA requires a
d evice that has re c e i ved pre m a rk e t
approval to be made with almost no
deviations from the specifications in its
approval application. Because the FDA
has determined that the approved form
provides a reasonable assurance of safe-
ty and effectiveness,the United States
Supreme Court found that premarket
approval will pre-empt state law based
common law claims.

Eight Circuit Court Of Appeals
Reverses Certification Of Class

Consisting Of Plaintiff sWho Were
Implanted With Recalled Prosthetic

Heart Valve

In In Re St.Jude Medical,Inc., 522 F.3d
836 (8th Cir. 2008),the Eighth Circuit
examined an issue of whether a group
of plaintiffs who all claim injuries relat-
ed to a recalled heart valve should be
certified into a class pursuant to Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 23.

St. Jude Medical, Inc., produced the
Silzone prosthetic heart valve, a prod-
uct with a unique silver coating. Af ter
a clinical study showed that patients
implanted with the valve experienced
an increased risk of paravalvular leak-
age, St. Jude recalled all Silzone valves
that had not yet been implanted. The
plaintiffs in this action are patients who
were implanted with the valve. They
brought suit across the country under
various theories,including products lia-
bilit y, violations of consumer protection
statutes,and negligent misrepresenta-
tion, and the cases were consolidated in
Minnesota for pretrial proceedings.

The District Court certified the plain-
t i f fs as a cl a s s . St . Jude M edica l
appealed the decision arguing that the
D i s t rict Court abused its discre t i on
and erred by not conducting a pro p e r
c onfl icts-of-law analys i s , and re s u l t-
i n g, violated St . J u d eÕs D ue Pro c e s s
ri g h t s . Sp e c i f i ca lly, St . Jude argued
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that the ruling was an abuse of discre-
t i on because adjudicating claims of
l i a b i l i ty for violat ing the subject
statutes would re q u i re an inquiry into
the causal re l a t i onship between any
re p re s e n t a t i on made by St . Jude and
e a ch plaintiff Õs injury.

Ultimately, the Eighth Circuit found
that the record showed that individual
issues would predominate the remedial
phase of the proposed class action.The
plaintiffs request the highly individual-
ized remedy of medical monitoring.
Prior decisions in rejected a medical
monitoring class certified under Rule
23(b)(2),precisely because it presented
too many individual factual and legal
issues. Therefore, the Eighth Circuit
found that the individual issues pre-
cluded the plaintiffs from litigating as a
certified class.

AUTOMOBILE AND AIRCRAFT
PRODUCTS LIABILITY

ACTIONS

Evidence Of Previous Incidents Will
Only Be Admissible As Evidence 

If Plaintiff Meets Burden To
Demonstrate Substantial Similarity

Between Previous Incidents And
Incident At Issue

In A ch tar v. Toy o ta Motor Corp., 2 0 0 8
WL 1919573 (Ky. Ap p. M ay 2, 2 0 0 8 ) ,
the Court of Appeals in Kentuck y
examined a product defect lawsuit
against Toyota Motor Corp o ra t i on . T h e
c e n t ral issue was whether the trial court
e r red excluding evidence of prev i o u s
incidents inv o lving Toyota autom o b i l e s .

On December 12, 1999, Achtar was
involved in a one vehicle automobile
accident.He was driving a 1998 Toyota
4Runner. The exact cause of the acci-
dent was disputed.Achtar claimed that
the right rear axle broke allowing the
right wheel to separate from the vehi-
cle. As a result,he lost control of the
ve h i cl e . C onve r s e ly, Toyota cl a i m e d
that Achtar initial ly lost control of his
vehicle causing it to roll over and,caus-
ing the right rear axle to break. In any
event, Achtar suffered severe injuries
from the accident and lost all memory
of the accident.

Achtar filed a products liability action
against Toyota. Achtar alleged that the
rear axle of his Toyota 4Runner was
defective,unreasonably dangerous,and
caused the accident on December 12,
1999. He sought various items of dam-

ages during the jury trial that ensued.
The jury found that the right rear axle
of the Toyota 4Runner was not defec-
tive and was not a substantial factor in
causing the accident.Consequently, the
circuit court dismissed AchtarÕs claims
against Toyota.

Achtar appealed the decision claiming
the trial court erred when it excluded
responses to discovery and requests for
admissions related to previous incid-
ents inv o lving Toyota autom o b i l e s .
Specifically, Achtar sought to specifi-
cally introduce at trial twelve prior inci-
dents,all alleging that an individual lost
control while operating a 1996-2002
Toyota 4Runner under normal condi-
tions when a rear axle broke without
warning allowing a wheel to separate
from the vehicle.

G e n e ra lly, in Kentuck y, ev i d e n c e
s h owing similar product failures under
similar con d i t i ons is re l evant and
admissible in a products liability
a c t i on . To be re l evant and admissible,
the incidents of prior product failure s
must be Òs u b s t a n t i a lly similarÓto the
p roduct failure at issue. The burden is
on the offe ring party to pre l i m i n a ri ly
p rove substantial similari ty.

The court found that Achtar failed to
d e m on s t rate that the prior tw e lve
instances of alleged failures of 1996-
2002 Toyota 4Runner axles were sub-
stantially similar to the alleged failure
of the axle on Achtar's Toyo t a
4Runner. Af ter reviewing the video-
taped trial proceedings upon this issue,
the appellate court found it evident that
Achtar failed to offer any facts showing
that the prior tw e lve instances of
alleged failures occurred under similar
c i rcumstances or con d i t i ons as the
a lleged axle failure on his Toyo t a
4Runner.

Instead,Achtar offered general state-
ments alleging substantial similari ty
without offering specific factual sup-
port thereof. Consequently, the appel-
late court concluded that Achtar failed
to prove that the prior twelve instances
of alleged axle failures on 1996-2002
Toyota 4Runners were substantially
similar to the alleged axle failure at
issue.Therefore, the trial court proper-
ly excluded evidence concerning the
prior twelve alleged axle failures on
1996-2002 Toyota 4Runners.

Ninth Circuit Finds That Statute Of
Repose Bars Products Liabilit y Action

Against Air plane Manufacturer
Following Crash In Bosnia

In Blazevska v. Raytheon Aircraft Co.,
522 F.3d 948 (9th Cir. 2 0 0 8 ) , t h e
Ninth Circuit examined the 18-year
statute of repose of the Genera l
Aviation Revitalization Act (ÒGARAÓ).
In early 1980, a p p e llee Rayt h e on
Aircraft Company (ÒRaytheonÓ) manu-
factured a Beech Super King Air 200
Aircraft in Wichita, Kansas.Around
April 4, 1980,Raytheon sold the air-
craft to The Beechcraft Organization
for Central Europe. Later that month,
the airc ra ft was delive red to the
Republic of Macedonia,which retained
ownership of the plane until its eventu-
al destruction.

On Fe b ru a ry 26, 2 0 0 4 , the airc ra ft
departed Skopje, Macedonia,bound for
Mostar, Bosnia,with the President of
M a c e d onia and his senior advisors
aboard. In a thicket of rain and fog, the
plane struck a tree while attempting to
land.The accident killed all nine pas-
sengers,including the two co-pilots.
The Airc ra ft Accident Report , p re-
pared by the Bosnia and Herzegovina
Directorate of Civil Aviation,ultimate-
ly attributed the crash to pilot error.

Slobodanka Blazevska and her co-
appellants are the family members of
eight Macedonian residents who died
in the February 26, 2004 plane acci-
d e n t . The decedents, i n cluding the
M a c e d onian pre s i d e n t ,w e re kill e d
when their Beechcraft Super King Air
200 crashed into a hilltop. The plain-
tiffs brought a wrongful death action
against Raytheon,the manufacturer of
the plane. The district court granted
summary judgment for the defendants,
holding that plaintif fs' action was
barred by the eighteen-year statute of
repose in the General Av i a t i on
Revitalization Act of 1994 (ÒGARAÓ).

GARA is a statute of repose that limits
aircraft manufacturersÕliability to eigh-
teen years after an aircraft is delivered.
In 1994,Congress enacted this measure
to limit the Òl ong tail of liabil it y Ó
imposed upon the manufacturers of
general aviation aircraft. Congress was
Òdeeply concerned about the enormous
p roduct liabilit y costsÓ s u f fe red by
manufacturers.The statute bars suits
stemming from accidents that occurred
more than eighteen years after the ini-
tial transfer of an aircraft.



The accident at issue in this ca s e
o c c u r red in 2004, m o re than eighteen
years after Rayt h e on delive red the
plane to the M acedonian gove rn m e n t
in 1980. Ac c o rd i n g ly, Rayt h e on
argues that GARA bars appell a n t s Õ
cl a i m s . Ap p e llants counter that, i n
a c c o rd with the pre s u m p t i on against
e x t ra t e r ri t o ri a l i ty, G A RAÕs time bar
should not apply under the circ u m-
stances of this ca s e .

The Supreme Court and this court
have adhered to the longstanding prin-
ciple of American law that legislation is
presumed to apply only within the ter-
ritorial jurisdiction of the United States
unless the contrary affirmative inten-
tion of Congress is clearly expressed.
The pre s u m p t i on serves to pro t e c t
against unintended clashes between our
laws and those of other nations,which
could result in international discord.In
order to overcome the presumption,a
party must show a clear expression of
congressional intent to apply a statute
beyond American soil.

The Ninth Circuit noted that simply
b e cause a ca s eÕs factual back g ro u n d
i nv o lves some conduct occurri n g
a b road does not mean that eve ry
statute gove rning the matter is subject
to the pre s u m p t i on against extra t e r ri-
t o ri a l i ty. The court , t h e re f o re, i n q u i re d
into whether applying the statute
i m p l i cated any issue of extra t e r ri t o ri a l-
i ty. The court ultimately determ i n e d
that Ap p e llants failed to show that an
a p p l i ca t i on of GARA would imper-
m i s s i b ly regulate conduct that has
o c c u r red abro a d .

T h e re f o re, the Ninth Circuit found
that application of the statute of repose
was consistent with its state purpose to
limit liability of aircraft manufacturers
in products liability lawsuits brought in
the United States more than eighteen
years after the transfer of the airplane.

ECONOMIC LOSS DOCTRINE

Fifth Circuit Court Of Appeals Finds
Economic Loss Doctrine Precludes

RecoveryTo Helicopter Owner
Following Incident Causing Damage

Only To Helicopter

In M e m o rial Hermann He a l t h ca re
S y s te m ,I n c . v. E u ro c o p ter Deutsch l a n d,
G m b H, 524 F.3d 676 (5th Cir. 2 0 0 8 ) ,
the Fi fth Circuit examined the eco-
n omic loss doctrine in the context of a
p roducts liability action foll owing an

incident causing damage to a helicopter.

M e m o rial Hermann owned and opera t-
ed a Eurocopter BK 117 helicopter that
it  bought from the manufacture r,
E u ro c o p t e r. On July 14, 2 0 0 5 ,the heli-
c o p t e rÕs left door separated from the
helicopter and stru ck its rotor blades.
The impact seve re ly damaged the heli-
copter but caused no additional harm or
i n j u ri e s . U S AU, M e m o rial Herm a n n ' s
i n s u re r, p u rp o rt e dly paid Memori a l
H e rmann more than $100,000 under its
p o l i cy. In addition ,M e m o rial Herm a n n
claimed that it suffe red uninsured losses
in excess of $100,000.

On July 5, 2006,Appellants,Memorial
H e rmann and USAU (coll e c t i ve ly
ÒAp p e ll a n t s Ó ) ,b rought suit  against
E u rocopter for post-sale negligence.
Appellants claimed that, by voluntarily
issuing safety warnings and updates to
its customers,Eurocopter assumed a
duty to warn its customers of defects to
its products.According to Appellants,
Eurocopter breached this duty when it
negligently failed to warn Memorial
Hermann of a potential door defect
even though it had prior knowledge of
a similar accident involving another BK
117 helicopter.

Eurocopter subsequently moved to dis-
miss on two grounds:(1) Eurocopter
contended that it did not have a duty to
warn its customers of defects discov-
ered after the helicopter was manufac-
tured;and (2) Eurocopter claimed that,
even if it had this duty,TexasÕs econom-
ic loss rule barred Ap p e llants from
recovering only economic losses.On
August 23, 2 0 0 7 , the district court
agreed with Eurocopter that TexasÕs
economic loss rule precluded recovery
and dismissed Appellants' claim.

Under Te x a s Õs econ omic loss ru l e, h ow-
eve r, no duty in tort exists when plain-
t i f fs have suffe red on ly econ omic losses.
In Te x a s ,the econ omic loss rule bars
p l a i n t i f fs from re c ove ring econ om i c
losses resulting from a defe c t i ve pro d u c t
based on a negligence theory.

The Texas Su p reme Court has unequiv-
o ca lly adopted a broad interp re t a t i on of
the econ omic loss ru l e . Ac c o rding to
the Texas Su p reme Court , Òthe nature
of the injury Óm ay pre clude plainti ffs
f rom seeking relief in tort , and Ò [ w ] h e n
the injury is on ly the econ omic loss to
the subject of a con t ract itself, the 
a c t i on sounds in con t ract alon e . Ó
No twithstanding this ca t e go ri cal lan-
g u a g e, Ap p e llants contended that the

Fi fth Circuit court could ca rve out an
e xc e p t i on to Te x a s Õs econ omic loss ru l e
for post-sale negligence cl a i m s . T h e
g ravamen of Ap p e ll a n t s Õargument was
that the Texas Su p reme Court had not
e x p l i c i t ly rejected an exc e p t i on to the
e c on omic loss rule for post-sale negli-
gence cl a i m s .

Appellants readily acknowledged that
no Texas court has ever recognized an
exception to the economic loss rule for
post-sale negligence claims.To support
their proposed exception, Appellants
marshaled dicta and cases addressing
the application of the economic loss
rule in federal maritime cases. This
Òd a t a , Óh ow eve r, was unpersuasive
because, as Appellants admitted,many
courts explicitly refused to recognize an
exception to the economic loss rule for
post-sale negligence cl a i m s .
Ultimately, the Fif th Circuit found that
TexasÕs existing economic loss rule pre-
cluded the claim and the Fif th Circuit
was not free to create new Texas law
that contradicted existing Texas law.

4

Client Newsletters are considered 
advertisement under the I llinois Rules of

Professional Conduct.
For additional information concerning 

related topics,please contact 
Andrew Kopon,Jr.

Cremer, Kopon,Shaughnessy & Spina at:
180 N. LaSalle Street,Suite 3300

Chicago, Il linois 60601
Telephone (312) 726-3800


