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1. INTRODUCTION

Plaintiffs-Appellants respectfully submit tlais Reply in opposition to

Defendants-Appellees Joint Answering Brief filed on March 26, 2008. Plaintiffs-

Appellants, Carletta Tilousi and 52 otlaer Havasupai Tribe members ("Tilousi

Appellants") seek review of the trial court's grant 0fsumnaary judglnent etatered in

favor of defendants. The Superior Court of Maricopa County based its sumnlary

judgment ruling on a misconstruction and misinterpretation of the requirements

under Arizona's notice of claim statute, Arizona Revised Statute § 12-821.01(A).

In interpreting tlae statute and applying Deer Valley v. 1-lousel, 214 Ariz. 293, 152

P.3d 490 (2007), lower courts have been confounded by dicta contained in Deer

Valley since its issuance by tlae Arizona Supreme Court in February 2007.

lI. LEGAL ARGUMENT

A. T1LOUS1 APPELLANTS HAVE COMPLIED WITH THE NOTICE OF

CLAIM STATUTE BY PROVIDING FACTS SUPPORTING THE SPECIFIC

SETTLEMENT AMOUNT PROFFERED

Appellees erroneously assert and the trial court erroneously held that there

is a sufficiency or adequacy test for the facts-supporting requirement of the notice

of claim statute. (Joint Ans. Br. at 15-19). Appellees' itemized list of examples that

would have helped them evaluate Appellants' notice of claim simply belies its
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contention that Deer Valley did not establish a vague standard. (Id. at 22-23).

Appellees' checklist demonstrates the problem with a vague sufficiency standard

for facts-supporting requirement: cases are factually unique and issues will be

presented differently in each case. There is 11o requirement for Appellants to seek

medical treatment, counseling, or therapy witlain the 180 day period before filing

the notice of claim. Each individual is entitled to pursue a different course of action

instead 01:being bound by what satisfies tiffs particular Appellees' checklist.

Appellants have provided factual support for the specific settlement amount

proffered by describing, ira detail, the ways in wlaich Appellants have been harmed

as a result of Appellees' unlawful conduct. In Appellants' notice of claim, ABOR

and other Appellees were given the tbllowing facts:

• ASU fraudulently and intentionally misused Appellants

blood samples for unatlthorized purposes causing them
severe harm, extreme distress, and emotional trauma

• Appellants worry about the possible uses and locations of
their blood samples

• Appellants worry about the violation of their religious
values and beliefs

• Appellants worry whether the blood samples have been lost

• Appellants worry whether the blood samples will continue

to be used for additional unauthorized purposes

• Appellants fear going to the health clinic

• Appellants fear seeking medical attention

• Appellants fear" providing blood samples for medical

diagnosis or treatment

(Opening Br. Appendices, I-4)
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In this case, Appellees have been presented with facts that demonstrate that

Appellants have been harmed by Appellees' illegal conduct. The facts show that

many aspects of Appellants' lives have been violated: religious, medical, mental, and

emotional. There is no requirement that Appellants paint an elaborate picture of the

ways in which they have been harmed by Appellees' conduct. Appellees recolnmend

a checklist of factual requirements, however, cases should not be subjected to such a

formulaic mechanism. The notice of claim statute only requires facts supporting the

specific settlement amount proffered. Neither the notice of claim statute nor Dee/"

Valley requires a plaintiffto list all evidential3, facts that may be helpful in a

Defendant's evaluation of the claim. There is no statutory requirement to list every

single fact that supports the specific amount.

Appellees assertion that it had "no reasonable opportunity to determine

whether settlement was preferable to being sued" is disingenuous. (Joint Ans. Br.

at 21 ). Not only were Appellees provided with the notice of claim, Appellees

conducted its own investigation into the claims asserted in the notice. Appellees'

investigation resulted in a multi-volume factual report commissioned by the

University. Appellees had several opportunities to evaluate the claims and make a

settlement determination: when the notice of claim was filed in August 2003 and

after the commissioned Hart Report was completed. Appellees elected to litigate

and pursue mediation; therefore, any arguments concerning lack of factual support
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should be considered waived given Appellees own factual investigation and

conduct before and after time filing on time notice of claim in this case.

B. THIS COURT IS NOT REQUIRED TO FOLLOW MERE DICTA IN A

JUDICIAL OPINION

Appellees concede that its contention that Appellants have not complied.

with the facts-supporting requirement is based on dicta found in a footnote in Dee#."

Valley. (Joint Ans. Br. at 16) Nevertheless, Appellees insist that this Court defer to

that dicta. Appellees further rely on inapposite legal authority that is

distinguishable from this case. Appellees cite Resolution Trust Corp. v. Segel, 173

Ariz. 42, 839 P.2d 462 (App. 1992), for the proposition that this Court must follow

dicta when it is intended to be a guide 'for future conduct. (Joint Ans. Br. at 16).

The court in Resolution Trust was faced with timequestion of how much weight

should be given to a supplemental opinion issued by a court when that opinion did

not reverse the original opinion. The Resolution Trust court determined that the

supplemental opinion was obviously intended to be a guide for future conduct and

merely explained the scope of the original opinion. Resolution Trusl, 839 P. 2d at

464. In this case, the Deer Valley court did not issue a supplemental opinion on the

facts-supporting requirement and did not expressly declare that its Pootnote on the

facts-supporting requirement was intended as a guide for future conduct. Appellees

parenthetical cite to State v. lrahringer, 136Ariz. 414, 415,666 P.2d 514, 515
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(App. 1983), further undercuts its erroneous claim that this Court is bound by Dee/"

l/alley's dicta. In Fahringer, the court made a distinction between judicial dicta and

obiter dicta, ld. at 415. Judicial dicta is authoritative when the court expressly

declares it to be a guide for future conduct and should be followed unless there is a

cogent reason to depart fi'om it. ld. Judicial dicta is defined as an opinion by a

court on a question that is directly involved, briefed, and argued by counsel, and

even passed on by the court, but that is not essential to the decision. In contrast,

obiter dicta is defined as a judicial comment made while delivering a judicial

opinion, but one that is unnecessary to the decision in the case and theretbre not

precedential. Black's Law DictionatT, 2ndEd. Appellees concede that the court's

comments in Deer Valley about the facts-supporting requirement is dicta. The dicta

in Deer Valley is best characterized as obiter dicta because the court expressly

declined to reach the facts-supporting requirement as it was not essential to its

ruling in the case.

In Deer I/alley, the claimant's notice of claim asked for approximately

$35,000 per year or more..." and "similar appropriate pay increases" and damages

for emotional distress and harm to her reputation of "no less than" $300,000 and

$200,000 respectively. Deer Valley, 152 P.3d at 492. The only question before the

court was whether those words satisfied the "specific amount" language of the

notice of claim statute. The Dee/" I/alley court squarely held that those qualifying
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words did not. Id. at 493-494. The Deer Valley holding was quite limited: the

court simply held that the statutory provision requiring that a notice of claim

contain a specific amount means what it says - the notice must state a specific

amount of money fbr which the claim could be settled, not an approximate amount.

The court could not have been clearer that it did not decide whether the notice of

claim in that case satisfied the "facts supporting" requirement of the statute:

Because McDonald's letter does not include a specific sum, we need not

reach the District's argument that McDonald's letter also fails to provide

facts supporting the claimed amounts.., ld. at 494.

Despite its clear acknowledgement that it "need not reach" the issue that the notice

of claim letter did not provide "facts supporting" the settlement arnount, the court

nonetheless commented on the "facts supporting" requirement of the statute. In

unmistakable dicta, the court noted:

The attendant statutory obligation that claimants present facts supporting
that amount requires that claimants explain the amounts identified in the

claim by providing the government entity with a factual foundation to permit

the entity to evaluate the amount claimed. Dee/" Valley, 152 P.3d at 493.

Because the court declined to decide the facts supporting issue, Deer Valley

does not provide any binding precedent regarding the "facts supporting" the

specific amount requirement of the notice of claim statute. Correctly interpreted,

the court's comments did not establish a new legal principle for the facts

supporting requirement. The court's observations were dicta because they were

"unnecessary to sustain the judgment of the court." Arizona Corp. Comm 'n v.
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Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co., 71 Ariz. 404, 412, 228 P.2d 749, 754 (1951).

Importantly, the court did riot expressly declare these comments to be a guide for

future conduct and therefore, they are not precedential. Phelps v. Dodge Corp. v.

Arizona Dept. of Water Res., 211 Ariz. 146, 152, 118 P.3d 1110, 1116 (App.

2005).

Furthernlore, contrary to Appellees' assertion, there is no case law or sound

public policy reasons that require this Court to follow Deer Vall_ls dicta. In the

case cited by Appellees, Andrews v. Blake, 205 Ariz. 236, 69 P.3d 7 (2003), the

court decided to follow the relied upon dicta because there was other Arizona case

law and sound public policy reasons that were consistent with Arizona

jurisprudence and buttressed the dicta. Here, this Court would have no other case

law or sound public policy reasons for adopting Deer Valley's dicta regarding the

facts-supporting requirement. To do so would be inconsistent with Arizona

jurisprudence that cautions against using procedural rules as technical weapons

used to undermine the settlement and resolution of a case. See Allstate v. O'Toole,

182 Ariz. 284, 288, 896 P.2d 257, 258 (1995):

Whenever possible, procedural rules should be

interpreted to maximize the likelihood of a decision on

the merits...[for example], the disclosure rules and

sanctions were not meant to thwart that goal by

encouraging litigants to lie in wait for their opponents to

miss a deadline and then use that momentary

transgression to get a case effectively dismissed.

10
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This Court should not give undue weight to the dicta contained in the Deer

Valley opinion because that dicta has the potential to transform the notice of claim

filing requirements into a technical weapon, which could be used by Appellees and

others to thwart meritorious claims. Moreover, the United States Supreme Court

has stated that legislatively created rules (like the notice of claim statute in this

.case) can not be amended or changed by judicial interpretation. Jones v. Bock, 549

U.S., 127 S.Ct. 910, 919 (2007) (declining to impose a heightened pleading

requirement because any heightened standard must be obtained by the process of

amendment not by judicial interpretation)). Here, the Arizona legislature created a

notice of claim filing requirement to advise public entities and employees of legal

claims filed against them. The legislature determined that claimants must: (I)

assert claims within 180 days of the cause of action accruing; (2) provide

sufficient liability facts; and (3) provide facts supporting a specific settlement

amount proffered. A.R.S. § 12-821.01. As such, courts can not impose heightened

requirements upon claimants or change the notice of claim requirements by judicial

interpretation.

Even if this Court accepts the dicta in Deer Valley, it should not be given

retroactive application because it would establish a new legal principle (a

sufficiency test for the facts-supporting requirement) by deciding an issue whose

resolution was not clearly l"oreshadowed; it would undernaine the purpose of the

11
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notice of claim statute; and it would produce substantial inequitable results since

claimants were not permitted to cure any alleged defects in their notice of claim.

See Mark Lighting Fixture v. General Electric Suplgly Co., 155 Ariz. 27, 30 745

P.2d 85, 88 (1987); see also Peagler'v. Phoenix Newspapers, Inc., 114 Ariz. 309,

313 560 P.2d 1216, 1220 (1997)(internal citations omitted).

C. THERE IS NO NOTICE OF CLAIM STATUTORY REQUIREMENT TO

APPORTION THE SETTLEMENT DEMAND AMONG PLAINTIFFS OR

DEFENDANTS

Appellees cite neither statutol3, language nor case law to support its

contention that Appellants are required to apportion the specific settlement amount

proffered in a notice of claim among the multiple plaintiffs and defendants. The

notice of claim statute states that "the claim shall also contain a specific amount for

which the claim can be settled and the facts supporting that amount." A.R.S. § 12-

821.01 (enaphasis added). The statutory language expressly states that a specific

amount should be proposed - not multiple amounts for multiple plaintiffs and/or

defendants. The only correct reading and construction of the statutory language is

that only one single specific amount is required.

Here, the notice of claim unequivocally states the amount for which the

Appellants would settle their claim against the Appellees, thereby fulfilling the

statutory requirelnent under the notice of claim statute. Appellees rely on an offer

of judgment rule that is inapplicable and irrelevant to this case. Appellees attempt

12
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to impose yet another heightened standard into the notice of claim statute by

proposing an apportionment requirement. An offer of judgment and the notice of

claim specific amount requirement are wholly unrelated concepts and are not

interchangeable. Typically, an offer ofjudgnlent is made prior to trial. Ariz. R.

Civ. P. 68. A judge may impose sanctions against a party who does not accept an

offer ofjudglnent when the ultimate judgment obtained is equal to or more

favorable to the offeror than the original offer./d. The notice of claim at issue in

this case was required before filing suit; offer of judgment principles applicable

after filing suit and conducting discovery are wholly inapposite here. Further,

Arizona courts recognize the concept of common fund cases with multiple

plaintiffs. See Burke v. Arizona State Retirement Sys., 206 Ariz. 269, 272 (App.

2003); see also Kerr v. Killian, 197 Ariz. 213, 3 P.3d 1133 (App. 2000).

D. APPELLANTS' INTEGRATED NOTICE OF CLAIM WAS PROPERLY

FILED WITHIN 180 DAYS OF THE CAUSE OF ACTION ACCRUING

AS REQUIRED BY THE STATUTE

On August 14, 2003, within 180 days fi'om Carletta Tilousi becoming aware

the Appellees' illegal conduct, Appellants filed the notice of claim. The

subsequent notices of claim dated November 6, 2003, December 29, 2003, and

March 4, 2004 supplemented the prior notice of claim by including additional

Appellants. The four notices of claim constitute one fully integrated notice of

13
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claim. As stated in each supplemental notice of claim, the additional Appellants

were also harmed by the Appellees' conduct. The additional Appellants asserted

the same claims based on the same factual foundations provided in the August 14,

2003 notice of claim and sought a specific settlement amount. There is no

prohibition against supplementing a notice of claim as new infbn'aation becomes

available. In fact, supplementing a notice of claim permits Appellees to make a

more thorough assessment and accurate plans for budgeting and settlement of the

case, which fulfills the purpose of the notice of claim statute.

Alternatively, the relation back doctrine provides guidance on this issue. The

relation back doctrine is liberally construed and applied in Arizona. See Pargman

v. Vickers, 208 Ariz. 573,579, 96 P.3d 571,581 (App. 2005). Arizona courts

have applied the relation back doctrine to include plaintiffs not originally in a

lawsuit. See Safeway hTs. Co. v. Collins, 192 Ariz. 262, 268, 963 P.2d 1085, 1091

(App. 1998); see also To3, v. Katz, 192 Ariz. 73, 87 961 P.2d 1021, 1036 (App.

1997). In this case, the application of the relation back doctrine to the notices of

claim is appropriate because: (1) the cause of action is the same and stems from

the same facts (2) defendants are not prejudiced by the additional plaintiffs and (3)

'it lessens the likelihood of multiple lawsuits being handled in a piecemeal way. ld.

Accordingly, the subsequent notices of claims should relate back to the original

filing date of August 14, 2003.

14
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E. APPELLANTS HAVE PRESENTED ONE QUESTION FOIl REVIEW AND THE

COURT SHOULI) CONSIDER THE ISSUE AS PRESENTED BY

APPELLANTS

In the notice of appeal, Appellants have. limited the issue for review to the

lower court's ruling regarding the facts-supporting requirement of the notice of

claim statute. The lower court isstied a limited judgment -- ruling that notice of

claim did not provide "facts sufficient to allow ABOR to evaluate the

reasonableness of [Tilousi's] settlement demands. " (l.R. 153 at 4). As such,

Appellants have limited the issue presented for review solely to the facts-

supporting requirement of the notice of claim statute. It is well-established that

appellate courts have jurisdiction only over those matters designated in the notice

of appeal or cross-appeal. FIoIT v. Silvercrest Indus., Inc., 129 Ariz. 574,581 633

P.2d 383,931 (1981); see also Baker v. Emmerson, 153 Ariz. 4, 9 734 P.2d 10l,

106 (App. 1986). While this court may have discretion to reach the Appellees'

arguments regarding timeliness and service, Appellants respectfully submit that

those issues should await resolution by the trial court on remand.

Ill. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the Su_erior.Court,',s decision must be reversed.

.._&lbert M. Flores

15
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Professor Darnel Bcnyshek, Indivldualiy and in his Official Capacity
Depa__ro_m_of Antbzopology
Univerd_ ofNevadJ L_J Vegss

4505 Maryland P_Kway
Box 455003

Vegas, Neve.d,_.89154-5003

Re: Nolice of CI_Lm. ASU Mbuse of Hav_npal Bleed

i
t

To Whom It May Conch:

we represem_n*y-n_e (29) memben of_¢ 1-hvasupdTribeCoereina.qer'Cl_ts")
located on the Havasupei Indian Reservation in the C.nandCanyon. Tee munes of'o_ Clle.m_ are:

!. R_na Uq_tlh

2. Lcota WembomJ_.e
3. Claudia Watahomigie
4. Arlene W_cogam¢

Orl_do Manakaja
Patri¢ia A. Watahomig]¢

Caro] Ann Rogers
Kathlcen Siyuj-
]ngrid Puteaoy

10. Sherry Pu[esoy.
] I. Lenora'Jonea
] 2. Caroline Putesoy
}3. Aml Pmesoy Y_ka
] 4. Violet Watahomigle
1$. Fyde] A. Jones
16, Bernice Watahomigi¢
17, Gloria Siyuje
18. Ruth Hawatone
19. $heila Manakajs
20. Har_eb Manaka)a
21, Dcsi:rce Putesoy
22. Oiff'ordAngel Smith

23. Roscmad¢ _ja
24. Muriel Uquai]a
25. NcRie Ti]ot.k_i
26. Rosclla Tilousi '

27, Rex "i'i|ousl
28. Carletta Titousi
29. Mark Putesoy

I
I
I
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ThislettercoustitutcsourCiiems'NoticeofCMm _gainstArizoaaSineUniversi_/C'ASU"),

Professor John Mar6_, Profe_or Theresa Markow, and Profcs.,or Daniel Benyshck. P_wsmmtto
Rule 408 of the Azizona Rules of Evichmce, this letZerLsnot adrn|sslble ia any proceeding since it
coasthutes evidence of compromL_e. This letter contah_ orJy known facts to date.

Om Clients have tepomd to us that they participated Inan ASU-s'poo.sored diabetes study
conducted by Professor John Martinof_he ASU AnthropologyDepartmeat in th_ early 1990's ha
Supsi Village in which hundreds of blood sampl_ were obtstned from individual members of the
Havasupai To'be without |my formal wrie:aneon_.nt- As part of the Pzof_sor Mmlin's study, our
Clients provided bloodsamples to ASU officials to be used e_|u_vdy for the d_abel_ study as
_on_snd byASU's capri:scoW.ires. Be._d on information and belln/_ASU has mi_¢_ the_e
blood samples for additional studies unrelated to the diabetes study without our Clients" consent
cansing our Cllants severe harm e_l _o di._re_.

ASU Ms refused to provide our Clients with any informer/on reserding the me, ha_d_g,
or u-m_e_ of the Havusupe/blood samples. Despite our wdt_m reque_ on May 14, 2003 and
June 20, 2003, ASU officials have been u_ble or tmwiiling to d_s_lose the cun'_t wbereabot._s,
or cur_nt or past us_ ofthe_¢ blood _mple_. ASU cammt or will not pmvlde us with a furl
nucounting of the hundih_ tramfer, or _ ofthe Havtsu_ blood samples since obudn.ing

samples [n the earl3_! 990's. ASU has simply left our CI/¢n_ to worry abom the possible uses and
looalJons of _e.b" blood smnples, the violation of shelf J-,JJSJousvalues and believes,whether these
sampleshave been lost, end wh_ther they _l! continue to beused for additional unanthorized
purpose. Many of our Clle,nts now fear going m th¢health niL'de,_cck_8 medical auendon, or
providing blood samples f_ medir_ diagnosis or treatment.

ASU h_ ord7 indicated to us that ASU has i_l_ated a so-called "independent"
iove_iga_oa _to the clrcu_J_es surroun_ng the u_eoftbe Havz,_pa_ blood samples "to
discovc_ the fect_ surrounding what has been done with the Hav_upal blood samples _ the
samples were u'm_crred out of Supai Village." Our C[_encshave objected to ASU's unilateral
selection of Stephem Hart, U'w/'oancr Dtrec_oro£the Arizona Dcpertmemtof Gaming,, as the so-
ca_led "tudepe.,_ent" investigator. Our Clients _ert that ASU cannot c_mh_'t a legitimate
invn_Iigat/on on iL_¢If.One Clients have had no di._-u_io_ or.lnput with ASU rcgm'din$ _bc
developmentor initiation o_t_isinvestiga_tlo_.Our Clients havcrequestedin writi_ from ASU
moreinformmionref,a_d_n8_c tnve.s_ga_on inct_fing the sco_c of_ue invc_iga_on, who win bc
conducch_8the invcsllgation, the back_7oundof thepe_ons conduct_gthe investiga_on
including any forme_ or current relationships with ASU or its officials, how the invcstisa/ion wi_
be conducted, the reporting and handling of the results of the invc_gmlon , and the funding and
.paymen!for 3ucb J,wes_satlon; howcvcr, ASU _ O_y re_pon_¢d by storing _al _ ASU
O_ce of Oenera_Counsel has no prior rcladonshlp with Iv_. Hart." Because ASU has not made
_myof J_ _dings publle, additional/acts may cometOLight.

ASU has apparently met with the Tribal Council of the |-[ava,supaJTribe on at least two
occasions; however, our Clients have been denied access to these closed meetings and have be,on

'' • ' -- i, _ll J I i |
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provided with no i_om_ttion about th¢_¢ mcetlnS_from either ASU or the T6bal Co_ncl]. The
Hswqupai Tdbe andTribal Coencildo nothavetheright to -egotlato with ASU officials to

addre.u or settle th©individual injurles s_d_'_ed by our Clients, and .Coys_rccment reached
betwcan ASU and the Hav_I_ Tribe does not resolve the claims of our Clients, The blood

samples in que_on came flora our Clients,.not the Hav_pai Tril_¢.. ' :

On or about February 27, 2003, one of out C_©nt_, Carletta Tilou-_, the only member o.f
the Havasupai Tribe to have gradoated fi'om ASU, a_teoded an oral preseamgoa era PhD
di_exlJtdon by ASU student Daniel W. Oardgan. At this presentation, Ms. T'_ou,_f_'_t learned
that the blood sample4 taken from Ha'vuR_ai people by ASU in the 1990's were Eke|y t_,ed not
only by the ASU AndJcopolosy Deparmlant but also by the ASU Biolosy I_t in multiple
addidoneJ studies aod/or pubfic_ions un_lated to diabete_ including Mr. Oarrigen's _tion
es well as re3earch and articles wri_en and/or p_. lbhed by era'rent and former ASU professors
such as There© Markow and od_-n. Unknown to Professor Martin, the ASU Biology

Department apptce'_tJy authorized d_. use of the Hlvlk_ blood utmpl_ for ¢xamlmtt_on"sh_ty, .
and use _ part of tic PhD dLsserUttiouwritten by Mr. C.ntrrlga_as well as other _1i¢¢ At the
pr_cnW.ion" M_. Gardgan jmb_cafly admitted that he did not receive the permisdon of the
Havasupaipeople to usethe blood samplesaspartof his dlsscrtafion.

nuracrou_ officials from the ASU Biology Department i_Jt_dn 8 Professor Mmli_ and officials
fi'om the ASU Anthropoiog_ Depar_man_,as well as DameJ Bcnysbek from the U_;vc_ty of
Ncvada Las Vegas, end Thc_e Me.,'kow fi'om _e University of Adzona (form=IF'with ASU),
At _c meeting. Professor Mmtm and Professor Bcnyshek both ln_i_cd that no wrht_.- consent
forms w_c cv_ obtained,end thatthe vedoel _u.._'nt fx'mnre,oh individual was I_tsed on
Professor Martin's and Pmfcssor Beny_hck's promise that the blood samples would only be uscd
for Professor Martin's diabates study. Profe*sur Martinclearly end emphatic,e.ily stated that ASU
Biology Depertmeut officials including Thor©soMe_ow had no avthorizatioa m usa the
Havasupai blood sample* for any other study th_ Professor Martin's specific diabetes study, that
theASU Biology Dcparmmnthadmisused the blood samplc_withom his knowledge, and_.hat
such_ amoumcdto a betray.al, of trust with the Hayasu_ people end a v_olal:lonof the original
agrecmenL

"On May S, 2003, the Triba_ Council of_ Hava_p_ Tribe wously approved an

Order Be.uishing Arizona State Univcrdty from the Hava._t_d Reservation. On June 3, 2003,
ASU Of:tic©of General Counsel wrote to us indicating that Stephen Hart was selected _ the
invcstigator worldng for end paid by ASU to "di_e,over the facts" ._,'rotmdin8 this matter. ABU.
o_icials will have a difiScuh time conducting an investigation when they have been'exc]odcd from
the Havasupai Reservation.

State Jawprovides e limited peritld of time in which'toifiie a'Notic; of Cletm. This Notice

of Claim is ba_d on the facts which have been made pubJi_ thin far. ASU has r_f_ed to provldc
us with any _bs_am.ive in[ormation regardin 8 thie matter nor h_ ASU _elceaed thc fiodL,-18sof its
so called "Jndependenl" inve.sdgadon to the public orothers. In the event that additional facts

I III I iii I I II
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cometo li_t, wereservethei_t to b_g add!tio_ claimsbas_ uponthosef.ac_.

Our Clien_ believe _ ASU has mis_:I their blood samples for tmauthorized pro'poses

:ausin 8 them severe harm, exU'cme di._ze_, and emo_6nal tram_na..The convez_on and improper

use or'throe blood samples by ASUoffici.eJs c0nsdtu/es a breach 0fASU's fiduciary duly owed To

our CLic_, vioLstes our Clients' privacy rights u wcJ] as _ cultural, relisiou$, and legal right.

ASU may also have _iolated State a_ Federal laws including HIPPA admin/stercd by the U.S.

Depazlment of Health and Human Services regarding the r,har_8 of medical information and

records as well _ the storage, hend/_ng, use, and transfer ofbloud sau_les.

• Ch_ Clients intknd to purst_e any n:lcvant State law and/or Federal cle3n_ in 1his maUc_.

These claims include, buz are sot l/mired to, violation of civil rights, 42 U.S.C, § 1981, 1982,

1983, 1985, nesligence, gross aeg]igence, intentiona_ tom, intemlirJnK] _ neglige.ut infliction of

emotlonal.distrer_, and violations of sta,te and Federal ¢on._tu_o_ml fights. Our Clicats w/I/also
seek compensatory, gczcnd, specific, punitive and other relevant damaEes e.s"wellasa_orncy's

fees under the applicable _uses of acdoa.

Wc demand that ASU immediately cease aJJuse and/or b'ansfcr of our Clients' blood

samples including the publJcetlon or acceptance by ASU of Iv_. Gsrrigan's disserlation as well as

• e use of the blood ¢¢r_ple5 or rclaled information for any other purpose. In addition, ouz: Cfian£s

hereby exercise their dght revoke any and eiJ use, study, or tran.d'er of these blood samples for any

purpose. We _ demand that ASU condtct a full and truly bTdependent investigation into th_s
maU,_ vdth-o_xr CU_ts'/nput and p_z_1_pa_o_, emd that d_ blood samples be idc,_tiflcd, located,

scenmd, and returned to our Clients. FmaJ]y, we demand thus ASU locate, _ecm-c. and provide us
with aJJ in[ozmadon regarding A_U's p_ssession, use,, and tran,,s_ of the Havasupa/blood
samples inc)uding all documents, studies, _am proposa_ reports, wrh_g_, and all other related
documents or cvideace, emd that ASU pay for all d,_maScs and costs eaused by ASU's conduct.

For the FuSses ofthb letter, the accost above only con._cs a s.mmazy of the events

that _mspired. In the event of f_e litJgatioo, it is not a substitute for the sworn testimony of

our Clients or any other witnesses, ffthis letter i._used in any way in subscqu_t li_gadon, the
fact fi_dra _ho_d be advised that thls Icttex ¢ontslns only enoush fac_ to pcrmh d_e public entity
to a._m'tsin the basis upon which llability is claimed under A.R.S. § 12-821.0 I. Our Clients are

expected _o _vc a more de_a_ied and specific version than this eursosy leuer. In the event that you
force _Jdgat/on. we will show the ASU engaged in illegal and uaethJcal conduct that cuh_nated in

the egregin_ violation of the r]sh_ ofou_ Cliems causing our Cllen_ soy=re harm aud cx1:rcme
distzess,

Our ClienLs would prefer to allow a jury to determine how much ASU and oth¢_

defendants should pay to comper,'_at¢ our Clients for their injuries. However, in conforma.nc_

with th¢ 3_te sta_te, our Clients arc required to 5tste s settlement amount. Consequently, please

be advised that our Cli¢.a_ wo_d settle their claims at this earlyjuncture for $45,000. per Ctient.
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c. Flavasu_ Cli_ts
Filc
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FROiI-ASUOFFICE_ . .,|I_L¢OUN_.L

Law O_iccs

4t0"!tS-4914

Robert J. Lyttle, P.C.

• Attorneys at Law

._dz:m:cr ,0. B_x l Isg,__._'c.rn_ArL_o_85:t_
Olclsboa_3-._ WestMz_, St.mz.tt,t4L,140u=m,Ok/_d.=_1_'377

_o'.c_ )'.L_c _.iceus_ b OK,6De)
(_.u._.(ophc.rA..lq,,,.,.cs(L;ce_ _,,,4,Z)

November f,_003.

Pen[ Ward. Vice Prcs[dcm and _ Counsc_
O_co of C-_ Counsel

Arizona S_t4c U.ivcrsiry
.,,_hnJn_U-_,m _uildi._ B-W'm& Room _B256
Tcmpc, AIlzo_a 85287-2003
SE_T VIA FAX _ REGISTE/_ MAIL

Re: 1S Addt6oasl C.l;e-t_ - nava._upa_ _91o.d Samples

_,,_:,.__ I .

Td: (4S0)4_-5027
Tee (4o_ 2.92._m_o

CZ_s_pbcrA. Pl._
(6O2)271-0070

I:/..%

.-%

Dc_r _=.Ward:

As a:csuho_:ccan_l_zclca:t=d_nforrna_ou _egan_nS'_ Ha,ras-_al blood sampIca
used by ASU ,:ince 1990 i_d_d._ ncw imeorma_ionprovided by A.flzoni Scare TJn]versity
(I'ASU") of;_aials to thc Hivasupai Tn'b_Council on Octob_" 24, 2003, we have been _eta/ned by
_tczm (I5)a_d_onal membe_ of CueHa_a_ Trl'0c who bolteve _ b_d samples ware
rntc_cd by ASTJ, (Sze. attached 14sty. We now t_rCS=at a _t-a] &forty-four (44) m_bc_s of the
H_','asupa_ Trlb¢.

, Ou_ _cnts, mcludi_ the 15 new client, hzve reported _- us du_ rhc-y portioned _ _
ASU-_ponsorcd d.labce,-sstudy i_ rhc 1990%in which hundn:dsofblbod sampJeswere obtained
fi_m _u_vidual mcmbc_ u[_heHavzsulndTn'bcwithou! full _" Im_pea wn_u consent.As part
of_hc _t_ty, ourclic_r_ provMcd blood samples:o ASU of_=ah to be _ed _cI_ivdy for the
diab_-s study a_ pmu_e_ by ASU's _'pmscut_Jvc_.

As yeu know, on 0ctobcr 24, 2003. ASU confumcd _oTheHavasupui Triba_ Council that
_h: l'iav_up_ blood samples w=c _propcfl3, _llec, ted and _ed by ASU of_ciel_, _ld
us_l for u_aut_oxiz_ p_oScS _ciudi_" va.."Jo_.mz_;.esto dcicn_u= _f auccs_onof modern-day
Hav_upa_ people travcl=d a_mss tbc Bcar_n_ Stre(_ lznd bridge fium Asia cons ago. Clcarly,
t.hes¢ unauth_Kzcd u_es of the blood samples arc totally ,.mrel_cd to the diabetes s_dy oz'_g_ue_y

I
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1,sul Ward, Vi¢_ President and Ge=_'=] Cou_,eJ ..Pap 2.
rfovembcr 6, 2.003

_._nis_ by AST.Tom_a._, _ o£c_: r.._, _ docu_ta_ abm_ y,ba_thcblood

v,amplc_ wcce obtm'_od by _SU o£ficJ=ls in the 1990's f_ t_ "l_abet_ Study - _.

Our c]_ts be.li_61_t ASU has mimscd rbc,ir blood sz_es for u_Im_ fnclmscs
_u._ _=m b_n, extrcme di_uess, and .-_oGon=l tr=umL The c==ve.,sion znd im_rope_ use
dies,, blood r,m,uples by ASU o_c(=ds violates o_ al/m_t's pdvsmy as w=I[ ea _ _bxraJ,
_t|_olu_,'o.=_t legal _Shb.. A_._ may have nLs'oviolated 9tst= ms_FederaJlaws and _gul_s_._
_8"zr_g _ sl_rJng of'mcdlca] _at_on and x,ccoz_ as we.,]]asth_st_,c_ b_g. and
_m" o_'blopd_m_pl=_, 01_"c/jests dc_ar_d .t_ _ly CC_C all _Is=ml_or tr'_
ol"thc Hay=sup/b]ood samples lnck_lb_ _h= 15 new cli_ iudk_e.d in tbls lcttcr. In sddidon,
our cliculs hereby cxcrclse and r_terate _eir right rcvo_ _y sod 41 use, Study, or transfe_ o_"
tbm: blood samples for anyplace.. We _ demand that _hs blood ss,mplcsbe identified,
loc=_cd, secured, and _m_ncd _a o_'cffc=_. Ymally, we dzumud_ Ab_ loc=tc, Sec_=, and
pro_deus wi',h =11in_orn_ioa.r_g AS'U's Fas_¢ssi_. _s% an_ u-_n_=r of the H_w._pai
blood szrzqdcs including zlI documents, studies, mporm, wri1_,s, m)d all o_.r_ cv_dgnc_
and r_ _U psy. for ag dam_cs m_dcosts caus_ to our cffe_

T1_znkyou _or7our prompxauco,.iou_o_is _. I_Ic== fc=l _re=xo cal] mc ._ (602)
271-(]o7o so _ we _ dlscu_ _bls n_a_tc._

Si.nr.ere.ly, .

Cb.r_mphcc A. NoRs. A=omcy

C: _.ob=rt J'.[,y_le. Ap.or=ey

Fil_
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Law Ot_ces

Robert J.Lyttle,P.C.

Attorneys at Law

ArlzDna: P.O. Box J119, Cast,co. Arizona g5377
oklahoma: 3334 Wast Main Street._I4S, Norman.Oklahoma 8537"7

g_en J. [.]eale('L|_ns_ in OK & DC)
Ci_Imphcr A. FIm'ea(Lic_r_l inAZ)
Of Couns_: C._m.l.Ama(_cmscd InCA)

Tel: (4S0) 488-S027
Tel: (405) ___40l 0

Chr_h_ A. Iqotea
(602) 27t-OOTO

geply to Arizona Office

December 29, 2_)03

Paul Ward, Vice President and Ge.ne_ Coubscl
O_cc of.General Couz_

Arizona State Oni-.,er'sity
Adminiswation Building B-Wing, Room 8256

Tempe, Arizona 857..87-2003

gicba_ AlbP-._h_
O.t_.ce oflh¢ Attorney OeneraJ
State of Arizona
Admin/st_doa Division

_275 Wes_ Wash_g_o_
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Re: New Clients, ned Attachmen_ to Draft Report

DearMr. Ward andh4;. Albrecht:
",,

Pleasebe informedthat wc have b_a retainedbytwo _ldidoaalmmnbcrsof the
Havasupa/Tribe who rccendy learned that their blood sample_ werc likely misused by ASU.
0he of the new clients who lives in Nevada fi._ teamed about this matter tiffs month. (See,
at, ached n_ae$). "Pac new cllcn_ have the same or similar clKms as o_r other eli©an _ oudined
in our ear]ier.con'cspondem'e, and [hey hereby ass_rt inch claims.

We have also reccivcd trom your oP_ce a copy oft.he rcpm't cntidcd, "Prclimina_

Investigative Findings Cooccmln 8 the Medical Genetics Projcg[ at Havcsup_". The R_:_oel
include3 a number of appcndice% as well a.s "Documcm Binder" nmnbcrs I _'ough 8, While

we received d_e,append/ccs, we did not rcceive a copy of the Documcut Binder,j, _hc_efor¢,
please send c copy of the Document Binders a_ your earliest convenience.

°

j i i ii , ,
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Paul Ward, Vice President aud General Counsel

December 29, 2003

Page 2

Please f¢_! Rec to ca[] me i.rhave any ques_on_ or nc_d a_y addition_ _l/'orma_on.

Thankyou.

Sincerely,

__._ .:z_.. _,,
Christopher A. Flores, Anorncy

c: 2 N,_wClt_,_
FUe

q
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_ew Clients:

L'_c_adaW_Lhomigi_
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_ _ awPe¢IUl O," ,

ALBERT _ B.O_.S

_1,7 fCOR.TN WOOK'IrH _Ns/e

PMOtNi_ _"_"HA IliQOo,Ir#! ,

4ooad STS-_t,O

M,_.ix4,_o4

_VIAFI_RSQ_AL 81SRVICi_

12T$Wm_WDS_ -_t_st
Arizom85007

Univeis|t_ofAdso_iBoredof Rcgems
29"2,0Noah _..¢ntndA'vcnue.,Suii_2_0
PhoaMx,Ariz_aS.500,4

Dr.DavidOrdz,Chair
U-_d_ty of_ Cornmlue_onE_dc_• Commi_ ,
univ_aityofA_v_a -Sold Sc_e._es
|145E.SouthCam]msD_ve
Tummy,Adzons$52Tt

JudithLea-m'd.VicePmsJdm_t_ Oenez'a.)Com_set

Untv_'_ ofArtzo,,-
Adminisb"_onB_lding,.Room103

Center_orTn._e_S¢im_¢_. Biological 8_-im_ce_W_
U_vm'_W of AriZOna
_041 P..LOW_ $_r_t
Turin. _ 85721

I

'A AI IY,_ flOO',*/OOkl

_r_-oq

o#_ _ 3
I'_411_ Iml_lllul
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( . A|IYS _O03/OOG

Nctioeof _leim

Mm_4,2004

Pq_u Two

Pmfe._or b_eha=l Htmmer, rdd_vtduaily and in his Official Capacity

UoJ'v_, of A.,tsoua -LifeS_im_u= 9oe_
1007 B. Lowell

Tumon, Arizona $.5"72!

Profumr Tadana Xazaf_ Individually end In her OeSdal C_fity
Unfvm'ait),or*"*A.dzmm- Biologlmd ,%knces West 239
1041 E.].,ow_l Street
Tu_on, Arizona S,5721

Professor Stephen Zcgura, Individually and in Em Official Capacity
• Univcnity of^rizam. Antbx_ology Depanme_
1009 IL South Campus Drive
Tucson, Arizona 85721

Re= NoiSe. of Cql_bm-U.A Mhm. of Havimaptd Blood

To Whom It May Coucarc

M_ co-counscl, Robm_ Lyt'tla,and I represent fifty-two (52)mallb_rsoftha

Tn_e (hezcimd_r "cll_") Io_ted on th_ 1"_ Indian V,_lon In d_c Oread Canyon.
7_ mmm of our _ienls az=: (1) C:arle,nal"_oust, f_) Dmy Joe,=, ('3) IVde.] Joae_ on b4:halfor

m_d(4) Alym L. Jones(a minm _ld), mi (S) Paulina K. Jenc_ (a"minor chtl_ (6)
t.tnora Jones. _ I-b.venJJr. _v_o_u. (lOJee_ Man_o_ (9) Odeedo ]v_uu_ (10)
Roland _e, on behalf'ofhimseJ/'_d (1J) I-lopeCedes"MmmkaJa (a minor chiid), (12)
R_vm $_mipm Man_a (a r_[norc_ild), and (*_) :SageQwapul Manak_a (it minor child), (14)
Re_ma_e M_mkaj_, (IS) Sheil_ Mnnak_js, on hehMfofhene_e_l (16")_ M_s, JR.,

(a minm"child), (IT) Ant] KarmaPtSa_oy,(I8) Cm_linc P_tes.oy, (19) _ P1_y, F_ooie
Putesoy on behMfof f2O) Oenevicvc Jaekaou (a miu_ e.hi]d), (21) Omtd_ Puaumy, on behalf
ofher_Lf and (_) Zig_y Jon_ (it ofinor child), 03) IoSrid P_tesoy,(2,4)Mark Pu_my,
,qhcrry Dee Purely, (26) Cam[ A.nnPoSers,(2"0Olod_. Siyuja, (28} Kathlec_ Siyuja (29)
Oifi_rd Ange.JSmith, (30) Ruth Havatonc, (31) Bd:nond T',Iomd (3)) Rc_ T_lou_ _m behMfof
Mmsclfand (33) Nettle "filous| (s minor ct_"ld)(34) Roscl]a T_e_t, (3S) Bcmw U_ (36)
Debbie D. Uqualk, (37)Homnda Uqualh, (38) Mm_eI Uqua[la,(39) P._na Uq_lla, (40) B¢,'_c,=
Watahomigle, (41) Claudia W_oa_4_e , (42} Ge_aaiae Psya Wafahomi_e, (43)
Walahomlgie, (44) L_clnda Wa_nigie, (4_;) Patricla WatahomJ_e, (4.6')VJol_ Wslahoofig_e,
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0 NoUceof'Claim

Mlndl 4,2O04

u(r_.Jla.(s[) _ Ooldba_,. (ss)_jun _ (_) _ Hnma. (S4)_lor_.Wrls_t (55")

. . o , - . .

This[cu_ constitutesoF clients'Noticeat Claim_wdns_d_ U.lvm_ of Ar_o.m
CUA"), professor"rhcn=c_ _ md l'rofeumIV[Ic_clHmnm_r.

("ZEOUI_, _. pm,su_l to guJe401 ofd_ _ R_es of F_vtdanco:th_ i_lm"Is not .
admbsi51cin anyinocoedi_daccit co.sdnnmmd&=c=otcomprcanna.This Ic,tl_ ceadai_
osdyknownfizsstocbdo.

issued• FimJ.r.e_ [' FinalRq_') 0. me_[_[sido_ .m _m,.sf'er.loss,anddmtnzdonot
hundreds of blood sampk=,dam,andrchucdlnRn'm_onJ_ludlnihand_ and 8=_e.aloS_,

('ASU") bired Mr. Hm 1oconduct _ tho_ investS,ado,, tnlo m_ewads s_ _c_l_cs ]_ojcct'btlda_dio I4ayuulaJinthe7_)O's,We havenowz_-Yiew_!tboHn_ Report
•,,.,4 sin.ached documcut_ w_e_ _ reee{ved In tste ;_,,u,_,y 2004. We _ t}_e I_ Report

I clca,dyshows_ notonlydid/q3Ucommitaum=ow viotalinnsatlaw, T_tta/soUA andilsprofessorsanga&_Linc_t=_slvc_ct whichlotscau._xlseriousluamtoourcllenls.

In 19S9,_SU Pm_sso_ _olmMartin_'f'g4_ and M_ow, hrJp_!_ aproj_
st,@ dlatx_s Cr_ject" or"D_tes Ptoj_'t")_ d_eMmbers oft_ F_ves_

"r_lbe("T_. l'b_: pmfr,sson pn=_tcd thc Pn)jcc__othe l-lzvasupaipeople md the
i-lovo._p-_Tn'balCoumc_s_Jy as. &e_m p'oj_'t clesJipned10assistt_eTn'b_with
_tdms._ a _ mcdL_ l_.s_ointh_"rdbe- dla_steJ.Thr.scp:o_ssorspn=x:nt_
Projc=t_. _aZ_-tusstuo__y, whm in er_b and in fact _ ]mewor should bare knownlha_
such repr_rtadon wu falseandwithr_eIntmt to obtaluthc Havasup_ blood samplesforaon-
diabacspurpose.

From19_0 _'u_ 1994,MARTINandMARKDWotnain_dand coU_.-tat,or ca_ to
beobtaineda_odcoll_ nc_']yf0_ huadrcd(400) bloo_ smplm fi'omindiv/d_ M_mb=s of
'LheHavusu_ TribeJnclucl/nBourel|eots withoutobm_a_ iatonned consc_ withoutASU
Ios_tu1_o_lR=vlewBoa__'IP,._")_uv_, _ i_vLo_o_ ofYud_o_m_ Sta_tawsand.
_5,ul_t_ons,On b_onnadm_andbs_Ic£inI_P_,MARKOW tra_fm'_.d_oroASU tod_©U^
and took theHavasupaiblood sampleswithbeetoUA.

Ouccbavin8 ob_in_ _ BloodSamples5"oreore-sllontsandothc_,MARKOW

)

I I I I I i I L I I III



l
I

I
I

I
I

I
I

I

I
I
I
I

!

I
I

I

I

• 03fQ_/2004 13:18 FAX 6022292d5 ABQR &ilY3
,s

I

NoScaof CI&Lm
4, 2004

Pa_ Four

ad,_tmlly mi_lcd _: bloodmunpkstn_ thedes_oa, loss, andimpro_ useand
tnm_r of the bldodsansplcsm,dro'ktcdint'orm_on tothez:ctcntthatmany bkxj_d,sampksa_o
tmaccomted for at _s time. ForexamplebMARKOWprovid_ dw blood sanzplcsandJclatat
d_ e_dm_do_ bo_ _ mulindim_, _oo_ UA _mfcsmm l_r.ludlns _
l<ARAl_T,m_lZEOUP-A,.mwellwo_of+lml_OPmmimdl_emod_ _UA .
pmfi:ssors includtn8MA,q.Kow usal the Hm_.su_ bloodsamples in multiple _ projects
and l_blicatious without theUA CommitteeonHthlcsandCe_rdenent's aplneValor ovaM_
end without in/armedeo_cut of ourclkats or otlzn simil_ly situated. P-t least t'saeea(I 5) of
mcacpul,_e_m dealwkh nae,diabc_ subJem incJ_ scbize0breal., mbreafi_ end
theoriesabout ancientkamanpopul_ou mfitr_om fromAsia to Nm¢. Amaica. all to dw lwnn

Theuaco_tmlted use _ mum'ca ofo= cl/ms' blood _ples and datahas_macd in a
br-anhof dufie_hnposodby Federal andState lawseR?lkablz to UP.and its professors as well
ru]cs e_Iprmocol lmlucip_ I_riteinca oYhm_msu_ect s'zsr_rch.As a rc_t, UA and iU
professen hay=b_t_xt finendslty end othC_se.

"l_ aces,ominous, and conductof UA and_ pm_mrs constitutc nef_u_t, _ross_y
uesLigc_, r=ck]r._, i._._t+on:d, knowlns. _w=m=. and otmaS_us e.o_d_m__ our e_l_m,
.rid oth_ _ siumtcd, UA m_ ks profcsson _vc _ the fiduciary d_ty owed to o_
cH,',,ts,Imve failedto obtainInfommcdeons_t fromo_ _emu, Imv_commiu_ fiand rand
mJ_epresentalion, have in_cled i_tmtioaa/and n_gcn_ infllct_on of emotional d_zcss on otu

clients, have violated _e civil rights of our clients, have convcrt_ ot_ cliants blood samplca for

_ctr owxtunauthorizeduse.,and have copied lu neglige_.e, u wcltu othurserious v_olasio_
o__aw. These s_dm_ have vio_exedour cltc_' eul_xmd,_|Slod_endleg_1dghta andtmvc
cswcd_m sevm _ofion_t dist_,ss.

Our_lientSinmxl m pursueIll relevantStaleend/or FedcndcL_'ns in this nm_m..Ore-
clicats will seekcompa_, _pmctsl,SlmCidC,,punldwaad od_ mlev_t damasks as well .,,
sUmney'af'cc_u_dcrtheap/dicablccaus_ of e=_o_.

Ouzeli_x_dm_xandthatU^ Inm_.¢din_y m _ u_ _!/_ msmfe_of_ttr_U<m_s'
bloodsamples,dam,end.r_la_edi_onnafion.Ourclientsfu:therdemandthatUA locate, sccw_
and provideus wirball Informs_oo _cgsu.dlngUA's pcss+s_|on, use, and U_" of the
H_vasupaiblood_mples in,luffing all domun_ts, studies,_rlmt la'alz_l& rcpom, writings, a_d
_ll otS_ x=lateddoeum_t_ or evidence, a_d thatUA payfor _dldamaScsand costs caused by
conduct.
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l_acFs_z

F_ theimz]_8_ 0_"this _. tbc accoun_ _ on_ con._tuie.s a smomL_ oftlw _'VclAs

that_ and thstLrcImnwn_od_c. Intho cv_ of Asuactitiluka_ it lJnut • _.¢
for thcswons tcudmc_y of 0u_ents or myotlzr v_tncsscs, lfthis lamsrk used in a_wey in
subsequl:_]i_dstloa. _hc .faclfiud_ sbooklba sdvtsaf xhatII_ ktt_ coulafnsoaly emo_ _
¢openn_thepub_ _i_ toasce_, dsc basi_uponwhichllsbil/ty fs c_simedund_ A.R_. §
12..82I .01.

Wzaml_.oa_ toIo:sj_ dotormfuchow mur_1./A_cl oih_ dcfcada_ should pay t,_
_um_ our _ems f._ thor kjurl_s. How_v=, toconformancewish_1_Smc sum_ our
_e.nts m'_n:qubcdto su_ a_cm,mne._t-,,,,o_v... Co_m:qwmd3r.please bc _ _ (mr_l_cu_
v_uld sc_l© ttscirc/abe.st t_ urly,junctu_ for _ _ dollan, $10,000,000.

c: I-l'av_upadCl/_nts

m •
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