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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
PLYMOUTH COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT 

 
BARBARA RAGAN BENNETT, WALTER 
JOSEPH THIBODEAU, and SANDRA L. 
JACKSON-THIBODEAU individually and 
on behalf of all others similarly situated,  
 

Plaintiffs,  
 

v.  
 

STURDY MEMORIAL HOSPITAL, INC., 
 

Defendants.  
 

SUPERIOR COURT DEPARTMENT 
C.A. No. 2183CV00688 
 
FIRST AMENDED CLASS ACTION 
COMPLAINT 
 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 
Plaintiffs Barbara Ragan Bennett, Walter Joseph Thibodeau, and Sandra L. Jackson-

Thibodeau (“Plaintiffs”), individually and on behalf of all others similarly situated, assert the 

following against Defendant Sturdy Memorial Hospital, Inc. (“Sturdy” or “Defendant”) based 

upon information and belief, except as to their own actions, which are alleged based on their 

personal knowledge. 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This action arises from a data breach at Sturdy that occurred at least on or about 

February 9, 2021 arising from Defendant’s failure to safeguard and protect patients’ highly 

sensitive and personal information stored on its servers.  

2. Sturdy is a local acute care community hospital that has 126 beds at its facility in 

Attleboro, Massachusetts, and together with Sturdy Memorial Associates provides a wide-range 

of medical, specialty, and primary care services in 31 locations. 

3. In letters dated May 26, 2021, Plaintiffs were notified by Sturdy that on February 

9, 2021, Sturdy had “identified a security incident that disrupted the operations of [its] IT systems.”  
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4. An analysis conducted in April 2021 determined that an “unauthorized party” had 

gained access to information including names, contact information, dates of birth, Social Security 

Numbers, Medicare Health Insurance Claim number, Driver’s License number, medical history 

information, treatment or diagnosis information, procedure or diagnosis codes, prescription 

information, provider name, Medical Record Number, Medicare/Medicaid number, health 

insurance information and/or treatment cost information (collectively, the “Personally Identifiable 

Information,” or “PII”). According to Sturdy, its electronic health record system was not affected 

by the incident. 

5. Sturdy claimed that its systems were purportedly “secured later that same day” as 

the data breach and “[i]n exchange for a ransom payment, [Sturdy] obtained assurances that the 

information acquired would not be further distributed and that it had been destroyed.”  However, 

such “assurances” from undisputed cybercriminals cannot and do not cure the breach.  Indeed, 

Sturdy itself recommended that victims “review the statements they receive from their healthcare 

providers and contact the relevant provider immediately if they see services they did not receive.”  

And Sturdy further advised victims that they should “review their financial statements for any 

unauthorized activity, and immediately report any such activity to their financial institution.” 

6. Defendant maintained and secured the PII in negligent manner by failing to 

safeguard against ransomware attacks. Had Sturdy properly monitored its IT systems, it could have 

prevented the data breach. In fact, Sturdy announced that it has “implemented additional 

safeguards and technical security measures to further protect and monitor [its] systems.” 

7. Plaintiffs and the Class have been damaged and continue to be at risk because of 

Defendant’s conduct. Defendant cannot reasonably maintain that the data thieves destroyed the 

information they obtained, or more generally, that the harm to the victims has been cured, simply 
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because Sturdy paid the ransom and obtained purported assurances that the data was destroyed.  

Again, Sturdy itself does not take that position, but rather, advises constant vigilance by victims 

of the breach.  

PARTIES 

8. Plaintiff Barbara Bennett is a resident and citizen of Plymouth County, 

Massachusetts.  

9. Plaintiff Walter Thibodeau is a resident and citizen of Bristol County, 

Massachusetts. 

10. Plaintiff Sandra Jackson-Thibodeau is a resident and citizen of Bristol County, 

Massachusetts. 

11. Defendant Sturdy’s principal place of business is located at 211 Park Street, 

Attleboro, Massachusetts 02703. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Sturdy by virtue of its continuous 

transactions, conducting of trade and business throughout the Commonwealth at all relevant times 

hereto.  

13. This Court has jurisdiction over the claims contained herein as they relate to 

Plaintiffs because the claims for damages for Plaintiffs and the putative class exceed $50,000.00. 

14. Venue is proper as Plaintiff Bennett resides in Plymouth County, Massachusetts.1  

                                                 
1 On November 5, 2021, the parties filed a Joint Motion to Consolidate this case with the earlier-
filed Cathy Shedd v. Sturdy Memorial Hospital, Inc., Bristol County Case No. 2173-CV-00498.  
Defendant’s principal place of business is in Bristol County, and Plaintiffs Thibodeau and Jackson-
Thibodeau are residents of Bristol County. 
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SUBSTANTIVE ALLEGATIONS 

Background 

15. Sturdy has operated since 1913 as a community hospital providing a full range of 

inpatient and outpatient services. It has 126 beds at its facility and “admit[s] over 7,000 individuals 

each year and treat[s] nearly 50,000 patients annually in [its] Emergency Department.”  Together 

with Sturdy Memorial Associates, Sturdy provides a wide-range of medical, specialty, and primary 

care services in 31 locations. 

16. Sturdy was previously partnered with Plaintiff Bennett’s healthcare provider, 

through which Sturdy obtained and stored Plaintiff Bennett’s PII. Sturdy obtained Plaintiffs 

Thibodeau and Jackson-Thibodeau’s PII directly.  

17. Sturdy’s website acknowledges that “the Health Insurance Portability and 

Accountability Act (HIPAA) requires hospitals to maintain the privacy of medical and health 

information about you, called Protected Health Information.” 

Defendant Was Responsible For Reasonable Security Measures Protecting Plaintiffs’ and 
Class Members’ PII 

18. In a “Notice of Privacy Practices,” Sturdy concedes that it has the following 

responsibilities: 

Our Responsibilities 

 We are required by law to maintain the privacy and security of your 
protected health information 

 We will notify you promptly if a breach occurs that may have compromised 
the privacy or security of your information 

 We must follow the duties and privacy practices described in this notice 
and provide you with a copy of it. 

 We will not use or share your information other than as described herein 
unless you inform us in writing that we can do so. Please inform us in 
writing if you change your previous directive. 
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19. Moreover, Defendant had certain obligations under HIPAA to reasonably protect 

Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII, including sensitive patient health information (“PHI”). 

Specifically, Sturdy was required to ensure the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of PHI. 

The Department of Human and Health Services (“HHS”) promulgated regulations pursuant to 

HIPAA to create the standards for handling PHI. See 45 C.F.R. § 164.306; 45 C.F.R. § 164.312; 

45 C.F.R. § 164.308; 45 C.F.R. § 164.530. 

20. The taking of patient data from Sturdy was a breach under HIPAA rules:  

Breach means the acquisition, access, use, or disclosure of protected health 
information in a manner not permitted under [HIPAA Privacy Rule] which 
compromises the security or privacy of the protected health information. 

45 C.F.R. § 164.402. 

21. Ransomware attacks are also “security incidents” under HIPAA: 

The presence of ransomware (or any malware) on a covered entity’s or business 
associate’s computer systems is a security incident under the HIPAA Security Rule. 
A security incident is defined as the attempted or successful unauthorized access, 
use, disclosure, modification, or destruction of information or interference with 
system operations in an information system. See the definition of security incident 
at 45 C.F.R. 164.304. Once the ransomware is detected, the covered entity or 
business associate must initiate its security incident and response and reporting 
procedures. See 45 C.F.R. 164.308(a)(6).2 

22. As a result of Defendant’s failure to comply with the foregoing standards, 

Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII, including PHI, was improperly accessed by a third party. 

The Data Breach 

23. Defendant maintained Plaintiffs’ PII on its IT systems. According to Sturdy’s own 

statements, “a security incident . . . disrupted the operations of [its] IT systems” and “an 

unauthorized party gained access to some of [its] systems during the morning of February 9, 2021.”  

                                                 
2 https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/RansomwareFactSheet.pdf  

https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/RansomwareFactSheet.pdf
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24. Defendant did not have a sufficient process or policies in place to prevent such 

cyberattack. As Sturdy admits, after the incident, it has implemented additional safeguards and 

technical security measures to further protect and monitor [its] systems.” 

25. According to Sturdy, Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII was improperly accessed 

by the third party.  As to Plaintiffs Bennett and Thibodeau, Sturdy stated:  

What Information Was Involved? On April 21, 2021 our review and analysis of 
the files involved in the incident determined that they may have contained your 
name, contact information – including address and phone number, date of birth, 
Social Security number, Medicare Health Insurance Claim number, Driver’s 
License number, medical history information, treatment or diagnosis information, 
procedure or diagnosis codes, prescription information, provider name, Medical 
Record Number, Medicare/Medicaid number, health insurance information and/or 
treatment cost information. Note that our electronic health record system was not 
involved in the incident. 

As to Plaintiff Jackson-Thibodeau, Sturdy stated: 

What Information Was Involved? On April 21, 2021 our review and analysis of 
the files involved in the incident determined that they may have contained some of 
your information, including your name, contact information – including address 
and phone number, date of birth, financial account number, routing number and/or 
bank name, credit card number and/or medical history information.  Note that our 
electronic health record system was not involved in the incident. 

26. Defendant cannot reasonably rely on the purported assurances of the unauthorized 

party that the accessed data was destroyed, and indeed, has advised victims to carefully monitor 

their medical and financial statements for fraud flowing from the breach.  

27. In response to the Data Breach, Sturdy offered two years of credit monitoring (only 

six months more than the legal minimum) to Plaintiffs Bennett and Thibodeau and, on information 

and belief, the Class members for whom Sturdy had determined that a Social Security Number had 

been taken. Specifically, Sturdy stated: 

What You Can Do: Though we have no indication at this time that your 
information has been or will be misused, we are offering you a two-year 
membership to Experian’s IdentityWorks Credit 3B at no cost to you. This product 
helps detect possible misuse of your information and provides you with identity 
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protection support focused on immediate identification and resolution of identity 
theft. Enrolling in this program will not hurt your credit score. We also recommend 
you receive the statements you receive from your healthcare providers. If you see 
services you did not receive, please contact the provider that issued the statement 
immediately. For more information on identity theft prevention and 
IdentityWorks Credit 3B, including instructions on how to activate your 
membership, as well as some additional steps you can take, please see the pages 
that follow this letter. 

28. However, such credit monitoring is insufficient because misuse of the information 

taken in the breach is likely to last longer than two years, and further, credit monitoring alone does 

not compensate victims for the consequences of the breach.   

29. For Plaintiff Jackson-Thibodeau and, on information and belief, Class members for 

whom Sturdy did not determine that a Social Security Number had been taken, Sturdy did not offer 

credit monitoring.  In response to Sturdy’s letter, Plaintiff Jackson-Thibodeau arranged for her 

own credit monitoring. 

CLASS ALLEGATIONS 

30. Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and all others similarly situated, bring this action 

as a class action in accordance with Massachusetts Rule of Civil Procedure 23.  

31. The Class is defined as:  

All citizens of Massachusetts whose PII was accessed, obtained, or distributed by 
unauthorized parties during the Data Breach. 

32. The members of the Class are so numerous that joinder of all members would be 

impracticable. According to Sturdy’s report of the Data Breach to the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts, approximately 35,271 Massachusetts residents were affected by the Data Breach. 

33. The members of the Class are easily ascertainable through Sturdy’s records.  

34. Plaintiffs’ claims are typical of the claims of other members of the Class, as all 

members of the Class have been similarly affected by Sturdy’s unlawful acts and omissions.  
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35. Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the Class and are 

represented by counsel experienced in complex class action litigation.  

36. Common questions of law and fact exist and predominate over any questions of law 

or fact which may affect only individual Class Members. Common questions of law and fact 

include:  

(a) whether the acts and omissions of Sturdy constitute negligence;  

(b) whether Sturdy has been unjustly enriched through its failure to provide for 

adequate security of the Class’s information.  

37. A class action will cause an orderly and expeditious administration of the claims of 

Class Members.  

38. A class action will foster economies of time, effort and expense to ensure 

uniformity of decisions, presenting the most efficient manner of adjudicating the claims set forth 

herein.  

CAUSES OF ACTION 

COUNT I 

Violation of Mass. G. L. c. 214, §1B 

39. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference all preceding allegations as if fully 

set forth herein.  

40. Defendant had a legal duty to protect Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII. Defendant 

had a legal duty to diligently protect against and monitor and detect potential or actual breaches of 

Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII. Moreover, Defendant had a legal duty to ensure that Plaintiffs’ 

and Class members’ PII was not stolen or distributed to third parties.  
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41. As alleged herein, Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII was stolen while under the 

protection of Defendant. The PII was also distributed to third parties while under the protection of 

Defendant.  

42. Thus, Defendant did not adequately protect Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII. 

Defendant’s failure led to an unreasonable, substantial and serious interference of their privacy.  

43. The foregoing acts and omissions constitute a violation of M.G.L. c. 214, §1B. Such 

violation exposed Plaintiffs and Class members to the heightened risk of personal identity theft 

and of serious financial detriment.  

44. Defendant’s acts and omissions require Plaintiffs and Class members to incur costly 

identity monitoring, over and above what Defendant is providing, to ensure they are not victims 

of identity theft.  

45. As a result of Defendant’s acts and omissions, Plaintiffs and Class members have 

suffered significant harm, including but not limited to, a breach in their interest in privacy, costs 

of credit monitoring, and loss of time.  

COUNT II 

Negligence 

46. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference all preceding allegations as if fully 

set forth herein.  

47. Sturdy obtained Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII through its provision of 

healthcare services and/or its partnership with Plaintiff’s and Class members’ healthcare providers, 

including but not limited to Harbor Medical Associates, South Shore Medical Center, and affiliates 

of South Shore Physician Hospital Organization.  

48. By collecting and maintaining sensitive personal information, Sturdy had a duty of 

care to use reasonable means to secure and safeguard the data, including protected health 
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information, and to prevent disclosure of the information to unauthorized individuals. Sturdy’s 

duty included a responsibility to implement processes by which it could detect a data breach of 

this type and magnitude in a timely manner.  

49. Sturdy breached its duties, and thus was negligent, by failing to use reasonable 

measures to protect PII. Sturdy’s negligent acts and omissions include, but are not limited to, the 

following:  

(a) Failing to adopt, implement, and maintain adequate security measures to safeguard 

class members’ private information;  

(b) Failing to adequately monitor the security of their networks and systems;  

(c) Allowing unauthorized access to Class Members’ PII;  

(d) Failing to timely notify Class Members about the Data Breach so those put at risk 

could take timely and appropriate steps to mitigate the potential for identity theft 

and other damages.  

50.  It was foreseeable that Defendant’s failure to use reasonable measures to protect 

Class Members’ PII would result in injury to Class Members. Further, the breach of security was 

reasonably foreseeable given the known high frequency of ransomware attacks and data breaches.  

51. It was therefore foreseeable that the failure to adequately safeguard Class Members’ 

PII would result in injury to Class Members.  

52. Plaintiffs and Class Members are entitled to compensatory and consequential 

damages suffered as a result of the Data Breach.  

COUNT III 

Unjust Enrichment 

53. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference all preceding allegations as if fully 

set forth herein. 
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54. Plaintiffs and the Class members conferred a monetary benefit on Defendant, either 

by paying Defendant money, or by the advantages that accrued to Defendant through having 

Plaintiffs and the Class’s PII or Defendant’s participation in a group of health care providers for 

purposes of coordinating patient care, including Harbor Medical Associates, South Shore Medical 

Center, and providers affiliated with South Shore Physician Hospital Organization. 

55. In return for the foregoing advantages, Defendant had a duty to safeguard Plaintiffs 

and the Class’s PII, and instead unjustly enriched itself by failing to make the expenditures 

necessary to do so.  Defendant should not be allowed to retain the benefits it unjustly obtained.   

56. Plaintiffs and Class members have no adequate remedy at law for Defendant’s 

unjust retention of those benefits.  

57. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s conduct, Plaintiffs and Class 

members have suffered and will suffer injury.  

58. Defendant should be compelled to disgorge into a common fund or constructive 

trust, for the benefit of Plaintiffs and Class members, monies that it obtained through its violation 

of its duties to secure the PII of Plaintiffs and the Class.  

COUNT IV 

Violation of the Massachusetts Consumer Protection Law (Mass. Gen. Laws, Ch. 93A) 

59. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference all preceding allegations as if fully 

set forth herein. 

60. On August 25, 2021, more than thirty days prior to asserting this Count IV in this 

Amended Complaint, Plaintiff Bennett issued a written demand on Defendant for relief pursuant 

to Mass. Gen. Laws, Ch. 93A § 9(3). Defendant received Plaintiff Bennett’s 93A demand letter on 

or about August 30, 2021. Defendant did not respond with a reasonable offer of relief to Plaintiff 

and the Class. 
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61. Plaintiffs and the Class were, at all relevant times, “persons” as defined in Mass. 

Gen. Laws, Ch. 93A. 

62. Defendant was at all relevant times engaged in “trade” or “commerce” through its 

sale of healthcare services, as defined in Mass. Gen. Laws, Ch. 93A. 

63. The PII constitutes tangible property under Mass. Gen. Laws, Ch. 93A. 

64. Mass. Gen. Laws, Ch. 111, § 70E, colloquially known as the “Massachusetts 

Patients’ Bill of Rights,” provides for, inter alia, confidentiality of patient records. 

65. Massachusetts courts have noted that a violation of Mass. Gen. Laws, Ch. 111, § 

70E may also be a violation of Chapter 93A. See, e.g., Daviris v. Petros, 59 Mass. App. Ct. 323, 

330 (2003); Daviris v. Petros, 442 Mass. 274, 284 (2004). 

66. While involved in trade or commerce, Defendant violated Chapter 93A, § 2, by 

engaging in unfair, deceptive, and unconscionable business practices including, inter alia: 

a. Failing to implement and maintain appropriate and reasonable security 

procedure and practices to safeguard and protect the PII of Defendant’s 

client patients from unauthorized access and disclosure; 

b. Failing to disclose and omitting the material fact that its computer systems 

and data security practices were inadequate to safeguard and protect the PII 

of Defendant’s client patients from being compromised stolen, lost, and/or 

misused; and 

c. Failing to protect the confidentiality of patient records in violation of Mass. 

Gen. Laws, Ch. 111, § 70E. 
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67. Defendant’s foregoing unfair or deceptive acts or practices, including its omissions, 

were and are committed in its course of trade or commerce, directed at consumers, and injured 

Plaintiffs and members of the Class. 

68. Defendant’s foregoing unfair or deceptive acts or practices, including its omissions, 

were material, in part, because they concerned an essential reason why Defendant came into 

possession of Plaintiffs’ and the Class’s PII. 

69. As alleged herein, Defendant did not adequately safeguard Plaintiffs’ and Class 

members’ PII, despite knowing that its failure to do so posed an unreasonable risk to the safety of 

the data. 

70. Defendant did not disclose this information to consumers. 

71. Defendant’s foregoing unfair or deceptive acts or practices, including its omissions, 

were and are violations of Chapter 93A of the Mass. Gen. Laws, and regulations promulgated 

thereunder. 

72. Plaintiffs and members of the Class suffered injury by purchasing healthcare 

services from Defendant or from providers who shared data with Defendant. Defendant’s unfair 

or deceptive acts or practices, including its omissions, caused injury and resulting damages to 

Plaintiffs and members of the Class, as alleged herein, who were unaware that Defendant’s data 

security practices were woefully inadequate, failed to comply with Commonwealth and federal 

laws and industry guidelines. 

73. Defendant’s unfair or deceptive acts or practices, including its omissions, were 

likely deceive, and did deceive, consumers acting reasonably under the circumstances. 
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74. Consumers, including Plaintiffs and members of the Class, would not have 

purchased the healthcare services and provided their PII to Defendant had they known about the 

unreasonable risk to the safety of their data. 

75. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s unfair methods of competition and 

unfair or deceptive acts or practices, including its omissions, Plaintiffs and members of the Class 

have been injured as alleged herein, and are entitled to recover actual damages to the extent 

permitted by law in an amount to be proven at trial. 

76. Defendant had actual and/or constructive notice of its unfair methods of 

competition and unfair or deceptive acts or practices, including its omissions, through the warnings 

the healthcare industry received as being a high-profile target for cybersecurity incidents. 

77. The violations of Chapter 93A by Defendant were done willfully, knowingly, and 

in bad faith. 

78. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s conduct, Plaintiffs and members of 

the Class were harmed. 

79. Plaintiffs and the Class have suffered ascertainable losses as alleged herein. 

Accordingly, Plaintiffs and the Class were injured by, and Defendant is liable for, Defendant’s 

actions in violation of Chapter 93A. 

80. As a result of the conduct described herein, Defendant violated Chapter 93A and is 

liable to Plaintiffs and the Class for at least two times and up to three times the actual damages 

that Plaintiffs and the Class incurred, or at the very least, the statutory minimum award of $25, 

whichever is greater, together will all related court costs, attorneys’ fees, and interest. 
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81. In addition, Plaintiffs and members of the Class seek equitable and injunctive relief 

against Defendant on terms that the Court considers reasonable, and reasonable attorneys’ fees and 

costs. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment as follows:  

(a) For an Order certifying this action as a class action and appointing Plaintiffs and 

their counsel to represent the Class;  

(b) For equitable relief enjoining Defendant from engaging in the wrongful conduct 

complained of herein pertaining to the misuse and/or disclosure of Plaintiffs’ and 

Class members’ PII, and from refusing to issue prompt, complete, and accurate 

disclosures to Plaintiffs and Class Members or to mitigate further harm;  

(c) For equitable relief compelling Defendant to utilize appropriate methods and 

policies with respect to consumer data collection, storage, and safety, and to 

disclose with specificity the PII compromised during the Data Breach; 

(d) Ordering Defendant to pay for extended credit monitoring services for Plaintiffs 

and the Class;  

(e) For an award of actual damages, compensatory damages, statutory damages, and 

statutory penalties, in an amount to be determined, as allowable by law;  

(f) For an award of punitive damages, as allowable by law; 

(g) For an award of attorneys’ fees and costs, and any other expense, including 

reasonable expert witness fees;  

(h) Pre- and post-judgement interest on any amounts awarded; and  

(i) Such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and proper.  
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JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

Plaintiffs hereby demand a jury trial on all issues so triable.  

Dated: December 9, 2021 /s/ Stephen J. Teti   
Stephen J. Teti (BBO # 569332) 
Karen Hanson Riebel (admission pro hac 
vice forthcoming) 
Kate M. Baxter-Kauf (admission pro hac vice 
forthcoming) 
LOCKRIDGE GRINDAL NAUEN 
P.L.L.P. 
100 Washington Ave. South, Suite 2200 
Minneapolis, MN 55401-2159 
Telephone: (612) 339-6900 
Facsimile: (612) 339-0981 
Email: sjteti@locklaw.com 
 khriebel@locklaw.com 
 kmbaxter-kauf@locklaw.com 
 
Jonathan M. Rotter (admission pro hac vice 
forthcoming) 
Pavithra Rajesh (admission pro hac vice 
forthcoming) 
GLANCY PRONGAY & MURRAY LLP 
1925 Century Park East, Suite 2100 
Los Angeles, California 90067-2561 
Telephone: (310) 201-9150 
Facsimile: (310) 201-9160 
Email: info@glancylaw.com 
 
Sean K. Collins (BBO # 687158) 
LAW OFFICE OF SEAN K. COLLINS 
184 High Street, Suite 503 
Boston, MA 02110 
Telephone: (855) 693-9256 
 
Counsel for Plaintiffs and the Proposed 
Class 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I hereby certify, under penalty of perjury, that on December 9, 2021, I caused a copy of the 
foregoing First Amended Class Action Complaint to Defendant Sturdy Memorial Hospital, Inc., 
to be served via email upon counsel for Defendant as follows: 
 
James H. Rollinson (BBO # 649407) 
jrollinson@bakerlaw.com 
David A. Carney (pro hac vice) 
dcarney@bakerlaw.com 
Melissa M. Bilancini (pro hac vice) 
mbilancini@bakerlaw.com 
BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP 
127 Public Square, Suite 2000 
Cleveland, OH 441124-1214 
Tel.: (216) 621-0200 
Fax: (216) 696-0740 
 
 
       /s/ Stephen J. Teti   
       Stephen J. Teti 


