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2011 WL 10893818 (Or.Cir.) (Trial Motion, Memorandum and Affidavit)
Circuit Court of Oregon.

Multnomah County

Dianne TERPENING, Plaintiff,
v.

AMERICAN MEDICAL RESPONSE NORTHWEST, INC., an Oregon corporation, Defendant.
Michele SHAFTEL, Plaintiff,

v.
AMERICAN MEDICAL RESPONSE NORTHWEST, INC., an Oregon corporation, Defendant.

Violet ASBURY, Plaintiff,
v.

AMERICAN MEDICAL RESPONSE NORTHWEST, INC., an Oregon corporation, Defendant.
Hazel CORNING, Plaintiff,

v.
AMERICAN MEDICAL RESPONSE NORTHWEST, INC., an Oregon corporation, Defendant.

Stacey WEBB, Plaintiff,
v.

AMERICAN MEDICAL RESPONSE NORTHWEST, INC., an Oregon corporation, Defendant.
Natsue AKRE, Plaintiff,

v.
AMERICAN MEDICAL RESPONSE NORTHWEST, INC., an Oregon corporation, Defendant.

Nos. 0910-14750, 0912-16650, 0911-16571, 0911-16570, 0911-16572, 1002-02934.
June 22, 2011.

Defendant's Motions in Limine

Lindsay, Hart, Neil & Weigler, LLP, James L. Dumas, OSB No. 771671, jdumas @lindsayhart.com, Nikola Lyn Jones, OSB
No. 941013, njones@lindsayhart.com, Michael J. Estok, OSB No. 090748, mestok@lindsayhart.com.

Schell Cooley, LLP, Russ Schell, Admitted Pro Hac Vice, rschell @schellcooley.com.

Attorneys for Defendant American Medical Response Northwest, Inc.

Trial Attorney: James L. Dumas.

In advance of trials for the six above-captioned cases, defendant American Medical Response Northwest, Inc. (“AMR”) brings
the following motions in limine:

I. MOTIONS PREVIOUSLY RULED ON IN LUCAS v. AMR NORTHWEST

On November 18, 2010, the court ruled on a number of motions in limine presented by AMR in advance of trial in Lucas v.
American Medical Response Northwest, Inc. et al, No. 0910-14325. The following motions were granted in Lucas; accordingly,
AMR requests that these motions again be granted without the need for briefing or argument.
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(AMR will provide additional briefing on these motions or transcript excerpts of the court's previous rulings at the court's
request.)

MOTION 1: Except for the plaintiff whose case is being tried, exclude all evidence and comment relating to the fact, outcome,
or “results” of plaintiff's counsel's telephoning project to Mr. Haszard's former female patients. [Lucas MIL#2]

Ruling: The court GRANTED this motion with respect to plaintiff's case-in-chief. The court reserved the question of whether
such evidence could become relevant on rebuttal. (See court's January 18, 2011 Order.)

MOTION 2: Exclude all evidence and comment relating to Royshekka Herring's claims, legal proceedings, and any aspect of
her trial, verdict and appeal. [Lucas MIL #4]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 3: Exclude any comment and suggestion of the fact that trial attorney Russ Schell is from Texas or out-of-state.
[Lucas MIL #11]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 4: Exclude all evidence and comment relating to the ongoing insurance coverage litigation filed by AMR relating
to this lawsuit and other related lawsuits. [Lucas MIL #13]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 5: Exclude all evidence and comment relating to Cynthia Steinhauser, Ph.D., L.C.S.W., or her testimony in the
Herring trial. [Lucas MIL #14]

Ruling: GRANTED:

MOTION 6: Exclude all testimony, argument and reference to child abuse or the notion of protecting children. [Lucas MIL #15]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 7: Exclude all testimony, argument and reference to elder abuse, the requirement of reporting elder abuse, or an

alleged failure to report elder abuse. [Lucas MIL #16]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 8: Exclude all evidence and comment relating to the discovery process in this litigation or in any of the preceding
Haszard cases, including but not limited to the letter from Nikola Jones to plaintiff's counsel dated April 30, 2009, which
enclosed supplemental document production and responses to Requests for Production. [Lucas MIL #17]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 9: Exclude all evidence relating to AMR's financial position, market position, rates to customers, etc. [Lucas MIL
#19 and #31]

Ruling: GRANTED.



Dianne TERPENING, Plaintiff, v. AMERICAN MEDICAL..., 2011 WL 10893818...

 © 2016 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 3

MOTION 10: Exclude all use of transcripts or videos from depositions from present or former employees of AMR Defendants
who are not “managing agents. “ [Lucas MIL #21]

Ruling: The court held that the following employees were not “managing agents”: Cynthia Newton, Cheryl Poff, Lindsi
Huff, Tom Florio, Nick Liedtke, Mike Verkest, and Ben Sorenson. However, court held that Paul Priest was a “managing
agent.” (Order dated January 18, 2011.) AMR continues to agree that Rocco Roncarati and Randy Lauer are “managing agents”
for this purpose.

MOTION 11: Require that any redacted exhibit not contain a stamp saying “Redacted. “ [Lucas MIL #22]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 12: Exclude all evidence and comment on any theory, claim or allegation not specifically set forth in Plaintiff's
operative complaint. [Lucas MIL #23]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 13: Exclude all evidence and comment on any economic damage suffered by plaintiff, including but not limited to
any wage loss or inability to work. [Lucas MIL #24]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 14: Order plaintiff to disclose her expert witnesses' complete files. [Lucas MIL #26]

Ruling: Parties to disclose experts and provide corresponding expert file by noon on preceding day.

MOTION 15: Require each party to disclose to the other party which witnesses they will call to the stand on a given day by
noon on the preceding day. [Lucas MIL #27]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 16: Prohibit any contact between plaintiff and any other witness or alleged victim of Mr. Haszard, and any contact
between witnesses in the presence of the jury or in the courthouse hallways. [Lucas MIL #29]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 17: Prohibit counsel from using deposition testimony where any objections made within deposition have not yet been
resolved by the court. [Lucas MIL #30]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 18: Exclude all evidence and comment relating to the existence or nonexistence of insurance of any kind for all
parties. [Lucas MIL #34]

Ruling: GRANTED.

MOTION 19: “Golden Rule” motion; prohibit plaintiff's attorney and witnesses from suggesting to the jury that they should
put themselves in the position of a party or any of plaintiff's family members or friends. [Lucas MIL #35]
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Ruling: GRANTED. II. NEW MOTIONS IN LIMINE

MOTION 20: Exclude all evidence relating to the complaint against Mr. Haszard made by Rabecca Whalen in early 2006.

AUTHORITY: OEC 402 & 403. The issue of the statutory interpretation of the term “permitting” within ORS 124.100(5) is
presently before the court on AMR's summary judgment motion. Of course, if AMR's motion is granted, these cases will be
dismissed. However, if the court denies AMR's motion and applies a “negligence” standard to ORS 124.100(5), then the court
should exclude all evidence relating to Ms. Whalen's complaint in early 2006.

As the court is well aware, Ms. Whalen returned a customer survey form in early 2006 alleging that Mr. Haszard stared rather
than looked away while she was being changed into a gown by a nursing assistant in the hospital Emergency Department.
While there is a dispute of fact over exactly what information Whalen communicated to AMR, it is undisputed that she did not
complain of any form of sexual touching by Mr. Haszard. (Indeed, years later, Whalen filed a lawsuit against AMR based on
an allegation of sexual touching, even though in her deposition she testified that she still cannot remember any sexual touching.
This court dismissed that claim on summary judgment.)

Nevertheless, assuming ORS 124.100(5) provides for essentially a negligence standard, it requires proof that a “reasonable
person should have known of the physical or financial abuse.” Id. (emphasis added). The phrase “physical abuse” is specifically
defined within ORS 124.105, and is limited to conduct that would violate about twenty listed statues from Oregon's criminal
code, including sexual abuse in the first, second and third degree. See ORS 124.105. Notably, the alleged staring by Mr. Haszard
to Ms. Whalen does not constitute “physical abuse” under any of the subsections of ORS 124.105. Thus, AMR's knowledge
of Ms. Whalen's allegations cannot form the basis for liability under ORS 124.100(5). All such testimony and evidence is
therefore irrelevant under OEC 402 and is likely to lead to confusion of the issues, misleading the jury and unfair prejudice
to AMR under OEC 403.

MOTION 21: Exclude all evidence relating to complaint(s) against Mr. Haszard received by AMR after the plaintiff's date
of transportation/injury.

AUTHORITY: OEC 402, 403 & 404(3). If a negligence standard is applied, each plaintiff's case must necessarily be limited to
the facts that AMR knew or had reason to know about up through the date of the plaintiffs transport and injury. For example,
plaintiff Akre was transported on April 7, 2006—so the only relevant evidence as to plaintiff Akre is what AMR knew or should
have known about up through and including the date of April 7, 2006. In contrast, plaintiff Corning was transported on August
7, 2007—so the relevant evidence as to plaintiff Corning is what AMR knew or should have known up through and including
the date of August 7, 2007.

It is simply fundamental that a party cannot “know” or have “reason fo know” based on events in the future, i.e., events that
had not yet taken place. Cases confirm that evidence intended to show knowledge or notice to support negligence is strictly
limited to events occurring before plaintiff's injury. See, e.g., Benjamin v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 185 Or App ‘444, 61 P3d
257 (2002) (allowing evidence of complaints regarding a defective product only to the extent defendant had knowledge of
such complaints prior to the sale of the product to plaintiff). Evidence relating to events after that date is plainly irrelevant and
therefore inadmissible. See OEC 402. Further, any probative value from such subsequent event evidence is highly confusing to
the jury and unfairly and severely prejudicial to AMR, and must also be excluded under OEC 403.

This ruling is essential for judicial economy if these six plaintiffs' cases are to be tried. Put simply, some plaintiffs were
transported later in time and so have more potential evidence on AMR's knowledge to present to the jury. Otherwise, these
six plaintiffs will be presenting the same liability case to six juries, even though AMR's knowledge was different at the time
of each of their transport.
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In prior cases, plaintiffs have argued that subsequent evidence can come in to prove the “state of mind of the corporation” in
dealing with earlier events. Plaintiff's only authority for this novel position is the four-judge plurality opinion in Stranahan v.
Fred Meyer, Inc., 153 Or App 442, 958 P2d 854 (1998), which was then reversed on other grounds without mention of this
evidentiary issue, see 331 Or 38, +11 P3d 228 (2000). In Stranahan, the court allowed evidence of Fred Meyer's subsequent
misconduct to support a “pattern of malicious conduct,” but only where (1) such evidence would support a punitive damages
claim, and (2) the subsequent conduct was virtually identical to the earlier conduct at issue in the case. Id. at 464.

Here, there is no punitive damages claim. Moreover, it cannot reasonably be said that any subsequent conduct relating to future
allegations against Haszard is substantially the same as earlier conduct that pre-dated a plaintiff's transport. Notably, each
complaint AMR received about Haszard over 2006 and 2007 (i) involved a different patient, (ii) involved different allegations
as to the type and extent of inappropriate conduct by Haszard, (iii) involved different individuals on AMR's investigation team;
and (iv) involved a stand-alone investigation with case-specific conclusions. Accordingly, the relevant time period for each
plaintiff's claim must be limited to the time up through and including—but not after—her transport.

MOTION 22: Exclude all evidence relating to any alleged abuse of a former patient that was not reported (other than the
plaintiff whose case is being tried).

AUTHORITY: OEC 402, 403 & 404(3). Following the logic of the preceding motion, the court should also exclude any and
all evidence from former patients who claim they were abused prior to the plaintiff's ambulance transport but who admit they
never made any report of their allegations at the time. None of these non-reporting female patients—by definition— could
have provided AMR with “knowledge” about Mr. Haszard based on which AMR “should have known” that Haszard would
commit “physical abuse.” ORS 124.100(5). Indeed, it is undisputed that AMR had no inkling of these allegations at the time
before these plaintiffs' transports.

Prior to the Lucas trial, this court heard and ruled in part on a similar motion. See Order dated January 18, 2011. The court held
that it was “concerned about the reliability of this testimony” as well as the potential for unfair prejudice to AMR from such
evidence. Id. Accordingly, the court held that it “will need to conduct 104 hearings for each of the women Plaintiff seeks to have
testify.” Id. The court added that it “may allow only limited testimony if the witness otherwise meets the Court's concern when
balancing the relevancy of testimony against the danger of unfair prejudice to the Defendants.” Id. Finally, the court stated that
this balancing would be done in light of the fact that plaintiff already had testimony from multiple women who actually made
reports to AMR regarding Haszard's misconduct. Id.

At a minimum, AMR requests that the court follow this earlier ruling and conduct the balancing test described above with
respect to each proposed witness within an OEC 104(1) hearing. Cf. Rugemer v. Rhea, 153 Or App 400, 408-09, 957 P2d 184
(1998) (noting that where a plaintiff seeks to admit “other bad act” testimony under OEC 404(3), the court must first resolve
by a “preponderance of the evidence” whether such other bad act in fact occurred).

However, AMR further requests that the court reconsider its conclusion from Lucas in light of the fact these cases fall under
ORS 124.100 and, unlike Lucas, do not involve claims for punitive damages. Critically, plaintiffs' proposed testimony is a back-
door attempt to introduce improper “prior bad acts” evidence under OEC 404(3). See, e.g., State v. Gibson, 144 Or App 523,
531-32, 928 P2d 344 (1996) (rejecting prior bad acts evidence because it tended only to prove that “once a child abuser always
a child abuser” and thus was not relevant for any non-character purpose); State v. Sicks, 33 Or App 435, 438, 576 P2d 834
(1978) (rejecting similar acts of sodomy to show intent; noting that prior bad act rule “has been strictly applied in sex crime
cases, even those involving deviate sexual behavior, insofar as conduct with persons other than the victim is concerned”).

Despite these obstacles, plaintiffs counsel in the past has endeavored to justify such inadmissible evidence on a novel and
unsupported theory that such evidence could be admitted on a claim of negligent investigation, arguing as follows: “Had AMR
directly telephoned this patient to ask her about her transport, she would have reported to them that she was sexually touched by
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Mr. Haszard.” This novel assertion is contrary to the Evidence Code and the law. If accepted, it would significantly compromise
the fairness of the proceedings. This position must be soundly rejected, for several reasons.

First, this assertion glosses over and ignores the fact that the testimony remains “other bad act” evidence under OEC 404(3),
discussed above. Even if the sexual touching is not described in any specific detail by the witness, the allegation of “sexual
touching” or “inappropriate touching” by Mr. Haszard remains the keystone of this testimony. It is impossible for plaintiff to
bleach the testimony of this central fact, or to present it only for more innocuous purposes relating to AMR's investigative
efforts. And as with other OEC 404(3) “other bad act” testimony, it remains the “most prejudicial evidence imaginable” and
improperly suggests to the jury that Mr. Haszard “acted in conformity therewith” with respect to Ms. Lucas. Id.; State v. Pinnell,
311 Or 98, 106, 806 P2d 110 (1991). Such testimony is inherently confusing and misleading to the jury, unfairly prejudicial
to AMR Defendants, and inadmissible under OEC 404(3).

Second, plaintiffs have never been able to present a single case authority from any jurisdiction allowing a jury to consider
complaints that were never made with respect to whether a company negligently investigated the complaints that were made.
The jury must focus on the actual events, not on hypothetical or speculative events that never happened. Plaintiffs' proposal
is extreme and would dramatically disrupt negligence standards in Oregon, and place substantial administrative burdens on
Oregon businesses.

Third, the proposed testimony is nothing but mere speculation, opinion, and artifice. Numerous courts have found error in
admitting such speculative “what I would have done in different circumstances” evidence. See, e.g., Washington v. Dep't of
Transp., 8 F3d 296, 299-300 (5th Cir 1993); Kloepfer v. Honda Motor Co., 898 F2d 1452, 1459 (10th Cir 1990); Athridge v.
Aetna Cas. & Sur. Co., 474 F Supp 2d 102, 104-06 (DDC 2007). Is it reasonable to conclude that these witnesses' answers to
this question have not been affected by what they have more recently learned about Haszard's criminal sentence and the volume
of civil lawsuits filed against AMR?

Fourth, plaintiffs cannot lay the necessary foundation to support their theory that AMR had a duty to call these former female
patients, or that such calls would have actually led to reports of sexual touching. At a minimum, expert testimony is required to
establish the existence of such a duty, so plaintiff cannot introduce any of this evidence without first laying such a foundation.

But more importantly, AMR disagrees that even expert testimony could lay the necessary foundation here. It cannot be disputed
that nothing prevented any of these women from making a complaint about Haszard to AMR then and there. They could have
looked up AMR's telephone number in the Yellow Pages or online. They could have obtained AMR's telephone number from
the very invoice that was sent to them for their ambulance services. They could have called the police or the state DHS office.
They could have walked into AMR's office in SE Portland and made a report. They could have gone to AMR's website and sent
in an email about it. Or, they could have returned a complaint on the very customer survey that roughly half of AMR patients
received directly from AMR in the mail within a few weeks of their ambulance transports. (Whalen's complaint was returned
on such a survey.) In sum, all of these women had ample opportunities to report their allegations to AMR. Had they made such
allegations then and there, then perhaps their testimony would appropriately be introduced in this case. But they did not, and
they must not be allowed now to talk about what, hypothetically-speaking, they wished they would have done.

Similarly, plaintiffs cannot lay the necessary foundation that AMR would have reached any of these patients and heard any
of their present allegations, back then and there. While plaintiff's counsel has identified a number of potential witnesses, it
remains true that Haszard transported hundreds of female patients just in 2006 and 2007 alone. AMR could have called 100
female patients and not heard a single complaint. Moreover, plaintiffs simply assume that each of them truly would have made
allegations against Haszard then and there. This assumption is unknowable and far from certain, especially given that they did
not return survey forms or otherwise seek to register a complaint about Haszard at the time.

Finally, the court must return to OEC 403. Even if plaintiffs' novel theory supports some marginal relevance to her claims (which
itself is disputed by AMR), such relevance is vastly outweighed by the risks of unfair prejudice, confusion, and misinformation
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to the jury. At its core, plaintiffs' position improperly seeks to introduce “other bad acts” and to inflame the jury's passions
against AMR. AMR respectfully submits that such evidence is so far outside the scope of admissible and proper evidence that
it would be reversible error to admit it. All evidence relating to these non-reporting women must be excluded.

MOTION 23: Exclude all evidence or comment relating to Mr. Haszard's criminal proceedings, pleas, etc., except for a brief
summary to be read to the jury by the court.

AUTHORITY: OEC 402, 403 & 404(3). Well after any of these plaintiffs were transported by AMR, Haszard was arrested
and charged with criminal sexual abuse in December 2007. He has since pled guilty to attempted sexual abuse on four women
(Royshekka Herring, Betty Rotting, Nancy Robbins, and Caroyn Hines), and received a 5-year prison sentence.

Mr. Haszard has more recently been indicted for criminal sexual abuse relating to three additional women: Charlesetta Lucas,
plaintiff Stacey Webb, and plaintiff Violet Asbury. These charges remain pending.

The facts and details surrounding charges against and pleas by Mr. Haszard are not relevant to any issue in these plaintiffs. OEC
402. Additionally, any probative value is greatly outweighed by the fact that such evidence would be extremely prejudicial and
misleading—it is almost certain to cause the jury to assume that Haszard is guilty because he pled to criminal charges, even
though he has never pled or been convicted of any crime relating to the six above-captioned plaintiffs.

Accordingly, all such evidence should be excluded. AMR asks that court to briefly inform the jurors during trial that Mr.
Haszard has received a 5-year criminal sentence based on his guilty pleas for “attempted sexual abuse” on four women, as well
as a clarification that he has not pled or been convicted for any crimes relating to the plaintiff whose case is at issue.

MOTION 24: Exclude all use of Haszard's 2007 criminal mug shot. If plaintiff may have some use of mug shot, limit it to
Haszard's more-recent mug shot.

AUTHORITY: OEC 402 & 403. Prior to the Lucas trial, AMR moved to exclude all use of Mr. Haszard's 2007 mug shot, which
was taken upon his initial arrest. The court denied. AMR's motion but indicated to plaintiff's counsel that they would be limited
to using the mug shot “sparingly” and possibly only a single time during trial.

While AMR will not re-argue that ruling, AMR requests that the court order plaintiffs to use the more recent 2010 mug shot
taken of Haszard in connection with the recent criminal charges, rather than the 2007 mug shot of Haszard taken immediately
after his arrest. The 2010 photograph is the more appropriate one to use as (i) it was not taken at a time of immense personal
stress for Haszard (unlike the December 2007 mug shot immediately following his arrest); and (ii) it equally displays Haszard's
face to the jury for purposes of identification.

MOTION 25: Exclude all evidence and comment relating to non-party entitles related to AMR Northwest, including but not
limited to AMR, Inc., EMSC, etc.

AUTHORITY: OEC 402 & 403. These parent or related companies of AMR Northwest are not parties to this suit. AMR further
notes that unlike Lucas and other past cases, AMR Northwest's direct parent company, American Medical Response, Inc.,
is not a party to these cases. Thus, any such evidence or argument would be irrelevant and outside the scope of the pleadings,
and confusing and misleading under OEC 403.

MOTION 26: Exclude all video-cameras from news media in the courtroom.

AUTHORITY: OEC 611; UTCR 3.180. Under UTCR 3.180(3) and (9), the court has full discretion to prohibit public access
coverage of the trial “to preserve the solemnity, decorum, and dignity of the court and to protect the parties, witnesses, and
jurors.” Id. AMR submits that such an order here is appropriate given the highly-sensitive nature of these cases, as well as the
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virtual certainty that such public access coverage will delay the trial and lead to collateral disputes. By way of example, public
access coverage after the first day of trial in the Herring case in August 2009 led to a television news clip with Mr. Kafoury
providing a commentary on the evidence. That clip led to Judge Matarazzo imposing a “gag order” on plaintiff and her counsel,
preventing them with speaking with the media. But nevertheless, the news media continued to run stories showing presentations
of testimony and documentary evidence throughout the Herring trial that were at best one-side and at worst wholly misleading.

This concern here is dramatically increased by the fact that the court has essentially ordered six back-to-back jury trials for
each of these plaintiffs in July and November 2011. There is thus a substantial risk that any news clip stories will be seen by
potential jurors for the next-scheduled trials. The effect of visual media in particular will compromise AMR's right to fair trials
in all future cases. Indeed, for this reason the court has already set in place a gag order on plaintiffs and their attorneys from
“communicating with or providing any information in any form to the press or media concerning the above-referenced cases.”
See Order Granting AMR's Motion for Gag Order, dated August 12, 2010. In sum, all video-recording of the proceedings by
the news media (or others) should be precluded prior to trial.

MOTION 27: Appoint a court-approved interpreter in American Sign Language for all testimony relating to plaintiff Dianne
Terpening.

AUTHORITY: UTCR 7.060 & SLR 7.071. Plaintiff Terpening is partially mute and communicates primarily through American
Sign Language. Under the local rules, it is plaintiff's duty to request and arrange for a court-approved interpreter in advance
of trial.

If plaintiff fails to make such arrangements, or if plaintiff proposes to use her own interpreter (including a private interpreter,
family member, etc.), then AMR moves to exclude all testimony by plaintiff Terpening.

MOTION 28: Exclude all retained expert testimony relating to Ms. Terpening's mental condition or emotional damages.

AUTHORITY: ORCP 45. If plaintiff seeks to offer such testimony, then it must be excluded based on her prior admissions and
representations made in this case. In her responses to AMR Northwest's Requests for Admission, Ms. Terpening has admitted
that since February 23, 2007 (the date of her transport), she has never sought or obtained any medical treatment, mental health
treatment or counseling relating to Mr. Haszard's unwanted touching, and that she has never been diagnosed with any conditions
in the DSM-IV, including PTSD or Adjustment Disorder. See Responses to Requests for Admission Nos. 1, 2, 3, 12 & 13. In
light of these admissions, Ms. Lucas must be precluded from presenting testimony from a retained expert to the contrary.

The court granted an equivalent motion in the Lucas matter. [Lucas MIL #9]

Dated this 22 nd  day of June, 2011.

LINDSAY, HART, NEIL & WEIGLER, LLP

By: <<signature>>

Prepared by: James L. Dumas, OSB No. 771671

idumas@lindsayhart.com

Nikola Lyn Jones, OSB No. 941013

niones@lindsayhart.com
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