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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

 
KENNETH M. SCHWERING, Personal  ) CASE NO.  A0307981 
Representative of the Estate of   ) 
Beverly D. Schwering, Deceased, and  ) JUDGE RALPH WINKLER 
KENNETH M. SCHWERING,   ) 
Individually,      ) 
       ) 

Plaintiffs,     ) 
       ) 
v.       )   
       ) 
TRW VEHICLE SAFETY SYSTEMS,  )    
INC., FORD MOTOR COMPANY, INC., and ) 
THE ESTATE OF PETER H. KAROUNTZOS, ) 
       ) 
 Defendants.     ) 

 
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 
 
THE ESTATE OF     )   (Original Case No. A0402688) 
PETER H. KAROUNTZOS,   ) Consolidated Case No. A0307981 
       ) 
 Counterclaimant,    ) 
       ) JUDGE RALPH WINKLER 
v.       ) 
       ) 
THE ESTATE OF     ) 
BEVERLY D. SCHWERING,   ) 
       ) 
 Counterdefendant.    ) 
 

PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO 
THE MOTION OF DEFENDANT TRW SAFETY 

SYSTEMS, INC., FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 
 

Combined With 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO COMPEL 
 

I. Plaintiff’s Protective Order Response 

Mr. Schwering opposes Defendant TRW’s motion because the protective order it 

endorses is contrary to prevailing law. 
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A. TRW Seeks to Evade the Good-Cause Requirement of Rule 26 

The pertinent portions of Ohio R. Civ. P. 26(c) read: 

Upon motion by any party or by the person from whom discovery is sought, and 
for good cause shown, the court in which the action is pending may make any 
order that justice requires to protect a party or person from annoyance, 
embarrassment, oppression, or undue burden or expense, including one or more of 
the following: … (7) that a trade secret or other confidential research, 
development, or commercial information not be disclosed or be disclosed only in 
a designated way ….  [Emphasis added.] 
 

 According to this statute: (1) only the Court may grant confidential status but (2) that 

status may not be granted unless and until good cause has been demonstrated by the party 

seeking protection.  As the court held in Weimer v. Honda of America, Mfg., Inc. (2007 WL 

3047229, 2 – S.D. Ohio 2007 – Slip Op.): “The burden of establishing good cause for a 

protective order rests with the party seeking the protection.”  Furthermore, the court noted in 

Smith v. BIC Corp: 

As a general rule courts “have not given trade secrets automatic and complete 
immunity against disclosure, but have in each case weighed their claim to privacy 
against the need for disclosure.” The party seeking the protective order must show 
“good cause.”  [869 F.2d 194, 199 – C.A.3 Pa. 1989; citations and footnote 
omitted] 
 
The fundamental flaw with TRW’s proposed order is that it would turn Rule 26(c) on its 

head by: (1) placing the power to grant confidential status into the hands of the very party 

seeking that status and (2) shifting the initial burden of proof from the party withholding 

documents to the party seeking their production.  Essentially, TRW’s proposal would create an 

unprecedented presumption of confidentiality.  Such a proposal is so inimical to the discovery 

process that, to borrow a tired cliché, it is no less absurd than allowing the fox to guard the 

henhouse. 

Recognizing this absurdity, our sister court in Cuyahoga County provided us with a 

concise and thorough analysis in Koval v. General Motors Corp. (610 N.E.2d 1199 – Ohio Com. 
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Pl. 1990).  In that product liability case, the defendant-manufacturer sought trade secret 

protection for approximately 2,200 documents (Id. at 1200).  Before the court decided whether to 

grant the request, two evidentiary hearings were held during which exhibits, affidavits and live 

testimony were presented (Id. at 1199-1200).  Because there was at that time no Ohio case law 

addressing the “good cause” requirement of Rule 26(C), the court took guidance from State and 

federal courts throughout the country.  The court cited United States v. Internatl. Business 

Machines Corp. (67 F.R.D. 40, 46 – S.D.N.Y.1975) and Zenith Radio Corp. v. Matsushita Elec. 

Indus. Co., Ltd. (529 F.Supp. 866, 891 – E.D.Pa.1981) as examples of several courts that have 

interpreted “good cause” to require proof that disclosure of the information in question will work 

a “clearly defined” and “serious injury” to one’s business.  The court also noted other courts that 

have required specific proof beyond mere “conclusory statements” alleging injury.  [United 

States v. Hooker Chemicals & Plastics Corp. – 90 F.R.D. 421, 425 – W.D.N.Y.1981; Garcia v. 

Peeples (734 S.W.2d 343, 345 – Tex.1987 (requiring “a particular and specific demonstration of 

fact as distinguished from stereotyped conclusory statements.”); Cipollone v. Liggett Group, Inc. 

– 785 F.2d 1108, 1121 – C.A.3, 1986); and Parsons v. General Motors Corp. (85 F.R.D. 724, 

726 – N.D.Ga.1980] 

The Koval court concluded: 

The court, therefore, adopts the position that in order to show “good 
cause” a party requesting a protective order must demonstrate that disclosure of 
allegedly confidential information will work a clearly defined injury to the 
requesting party's business. The court is of the opinion that any lesser standard 
would be insufficient, and would compromise our system of justice. Under the 
most basic principles of democracy, our government and our courts are open. To 
change this status quo, to seal this or any other case, or to hide from scrutiny the 
conduct of a litigant, should not, and must not, be permitted without such a 
showing.  [Id. at 1201; citations omitted] 

 

http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?tf=-1&rs=WLW7.11&referencepositiontype=S&serialnum=1975104901&fn=_top&sv=Split&tc=-1&findtype=Y&referenceposition=46&db=344&vr=2.0&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&mt=Ohio�
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?tf=-1&rs=WLW7.11&referencepositiontype=S&serialnum=1975104901&fn=_top&sv=Split&tc=-1&findtype=Y&referenceposition=46&db=344&vr=2.0&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&mt=Ohio�
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?tf=-1&rs=WLW7.11&referencepositiontype=S&serialnum=1981152752&fn=_top&sv=Split&tc=-1&findtype=Y&referenceposition=891&db=345&vr=2.0&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&mt=Ohio�
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?tf=-1&rs=WLW7.11&referencepositiontype=S&serialnum=1981152752&fn=_top&sv=Split&tc=-1&findtype=Y&referenceposition=891&db=345&vr=2.0&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&mt=Ohio�
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 The court further noted that, despite ample opportunity to do so, the defendant-

manufacturer had failed to carry this strict burden: 

 General Motors has not given specific examples of competitive harm. It 
simply argues that the information was costly to develop and that if the materials 
were to fall into the hands of its competitors, it might or could result in its 
competitors obtaining information concerning how they how might improve the 
quality and performance of their products. Such vague conclusions regarding the 
value of these documents and their possible use by General Motors' competitors 
are insufficient grounds for a protective order, and fall short of the good cause 
requirement of the rule.  [Id.; citation omitted] 
 

 It follows that, before TRW may affix the word Confidential to a single document: 

1) TRW should provide Plaintiff with a detailed privilege log identifying each and 

every document it has thus far withheld; 

2) For each document identified in that privilege log, TRW should provide this 

Court with specific examples of “clearly defined” competitive harm that will 

result if that document is not protected; and 

3) This Court should weigh the competing interests. 

The need for a detailed analysis is especially great when a litigant seeks “trade secret” 

protection, because “secrecy” may be lost in any number of ways.  As the court illustrates in 

Midland-Ross Corp. v. Sunbeam Equipment Corporation: 

The sale of a product containing trade secrets constitutes a public 
disclosure which defeats a claim founded upon those trade secrets where the 
nature of the trade secrets is ascertainable by inspection of the product.  [316 
F.Supp. 171, 177 – D.C. Pa. 1970; citations omitted] 

 
Even though a marketed product would have to be rendered inoperative and 
examined by a skilled engineer in order for a discovery to be made of the trade 
secrets contained therein, the sale of such a product nevertheless constitutes a 
public disclosure which will defeat a claim founded upon the trade secrets 
contained in the product.  [Id.; citation omitted] 
 

The very act of publishing a trade secret in a patent destroys the secretive 
nature of that which is disclosed therein.  [Id.; citation omitted] 
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Methods of manufacture or design and details of construction which are 
matters of general scientific knowledge in the industry do not constitute trade 
secrets.  [Id.; citation omitted] 

 
A significant competing interest the Court must consider is the right of the public at large 

to be informed about unreasonably dangerous products.  As the court observed in Culinary 

Foods v. Raychem: 

First, although at this juncture we make no finding as to whether 
Raychem's products are dangerous and whether Raychem knew of the dangers 
and either failed to take action or attempted to conceal the information, we agree 
that such information, if found, is not entitled to Rule 26(c) protection. A claim 
that public disclosure of information will be harmful to a defendant's reputation is 
not “good cause” for a protective order. Although the information regarding the 
hazards of products and the corporation's knowledge of the information may be 
embarrassing and incriminating, this alone is insufficient to bar public disclosure. 
Furthermore, where trade secrets are not at issue, common sense would indicate 
that the greater a corporation's motivations for secrecy, the greater the 
public's need to know. In addition, we agree with the district court in its 
reconsideration of Cipollone, in which the court states that although the 
information will certainly embarrass Raychem, “[i]t is inconceivable to this court 
that under such circumstances the public interest is not a vital factor to be 
considered in determining, whether to further conceal that information and 
whether a court should be a party to that concealment.” Where products are 
indeed hazardous, information concerning the dangers of the products and the 
corporations [sic.] lack of action to prevent the dangers or its attempt to conceal 
the dangers should not be subject to protection under Rule 26(c).  [151 F.R.D. 297 
– N.D. Ill. 1993; citations omitted; emphasis added] 

 
B. Published Case Law Refutes TRW’s Position on the Sharing of Discovery 

 At pages 5-7 of its motion, TRW attempts to persuade this Court that the “sharing” 

provision Plaintiff advocates is generally unacceptable in today’s jurisprudence.  The only Ohio 

law TRW cites in support of its argument is an unpublished opinion titled Conley v. Clark 

Equipment Co. (1986 Ohio App. WL 3222).  But a fair reading of that case shows it to be 

inapposite for two reasons.  First, at issue in Conley was not the suitability of the protective 

order itself; it was whether settling plaintiffs could appeal its non-sharing provision at the 

interlocutory stage.  The very sentence that follows TRW’s quoted portion makes this clear: 
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Even if the protective order be appealable after final judgment effecting the 
settlement, it does not constitute a final appealable order.  [Id. at 5] 
 

The court then emphasizes the fact that its holding as to appealability is not intended as an 

approval or disapproval of the non-sharing provision itself: 

Even assuming that plaintiffs have a right to disseminate the discovered 
[materials], any harm caused by the protective order can be corrected by appeal 
after final judgment.  [Id.]1

 
 

 We need look no further than the published opinion in Koval to understand that the 

sharing of discovery among similarly situated litigants is not only approved of; it derives from 

concepts that lie at the heart of our justice system: (1) open courts and (2) judicial economy.  

After taking the defendant to task for invoking trade secret protection to outdated technology that 

was long since capable of being discovered by reverse-engineering, the court discerned the true 

motive behind the “trade secret” charade – the defendant’s fear that unflattering documents may 

find their way into the hands of plaintiffs in other wrongful death or catastrophic injury cases: 

Based on the case law and articles written on this subject, the court is of the 
opinion that this is the driving force not only behind the present motion, but also 
behind General Motors' request that the documents be returned to it at the close of 
the litigation. The fact that similarly situated plaintiffs may see and even use 
the documents at issue in other lawsuits does not justify the issuance of a 
protective order.  [610 N.E.2d 1199 at 1202; emphasis added] 
 

 The court then referred to “much case law supporting the sharing of discovery which 

General Motors so obviously abhors,” citing as examples Garcia v. Peeples (734 S.W.2d 343 – 

Tex. 1987) and Parsons v. General Motors Corp. (85 F.R.D. 724 – N.D. Ga. 1980).  In addition 

to the time and cost savings such sharing promotes, the Koval court especially endorsed the 

benefit of imposing on the producing party “the duty to provide full, fair and consistent 

disclosure of documents to each similarly situated plaintiff.”  [Id.; emphasis added]  The court 

concluded: 

                                                           
1 This is precisely why the Koval court, 4 years later, observed that there was no Ohio case law addressing the “good 
cause” requirement of Rule 26(C).  [610 N.E.2d 1199 at 1200] 
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If the sharing of discovery can possibly save lives and stop injuries such as 
occurred here by forcing this defendant to act, then no protective order should 
prohibit it. As pointed out in plaintiff's brief in opposition: “The analogous 
question to be asked here is whether the documents produced in the Ford Pinto 
Fuel tank cases should have been kept from the public.” The answer there, as 
here, must be a resounding “No.” 
 
The court finds that the sharing of documents is beneficial, that requiring the 
return of these documents would hamper such practice, and, of utmost 
importance, that the decisions as to these matters and the denial of this motion 
comport with the spirit of our Civil Rules.  [Id.] 
 
In looking beyond Ohio for support, Plaintiffs must comment briefly about the remainder 

of the cases cited in TRW’s motion.  Notwithstanding the fact that Ohio permits citation of 

unpublished opinions as persuasive authority under certain conditions, Plaintiffs submit that 

Ronque v. Ford Motor Co. (1992 M.D. Fla. WL 415427) and Wilson v. Rolls-Royce Motor Cars 

(1995 D. Ore. WL 311793) (TRW brief at 6-7), may be dismissed out of hand without further 

consideration.  First, they are not Ohio opinions.  Because Ohio has a case directly on point 

(Koval), these cases are irrelevant to our discussion.  Second, they do not offer sufficient facts 

for comparison to the case at hand.  Finally, neither case offers the depth of reasoning 

contemplated by Frilling v. Honda of America Mfg., Inc. (101 F.Supp.2d 841, 847 – S.D. Ohio 

1998: “Nevertheless, although disfavored, citation to unpublished authority is allowed where the 

facts of an unpublished case are similar to those of the case at bar and the reasoning of the 

unpublished opinion is sound.”). 

In presenting the published opinions (TRW brief at 7), TRW has failed to mention crucial 

procedural facts regarding the good-cause requirement: (a) in Pfeiffer v. K-Mart Corp. (106 

F.R.D. 235 – S.D. Fla. 1985) and Miles v. Boeing Co. (154 F.R.D. 112 – E.D. Pa. 1994), each 

defendant was required to offer detailed and specific proof to support its claims of confidentiality 

and (b) though the court in Culinary Foods offered a thorough analysis regarding hypothetical 

categories of documents (151 F.R.D. 297 at 301), it still recognized that, before any such 
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document would be granted confidential status, the party seeking that status would first have to 

show good cause: 

Thus, where Raychem is able to show good cause, we find that information of 
what Raychem did in order to correct the dangers in its products is subject to 
protection under Rule 26(c).  [Id.; emphasis added] 
 

 In fact, a fundamental theme shared by every State or federal case addressing Rule 

26(c) is that documents are presumed subject to unrestricted disclosure unless and until the 

party seeking to withhold them proves otherwise.  One reason TRW cited Jochims v. Isuzu 

Motors, Ltd. (51 F.R.D. 338 – D. Iowa 1993) in a drive-by fashion is because, rather than 

supporting TRW’s position on non-sharing, it squarely refutes it.  In that case, attorneys for 

similarly situated plaintiffs in other cases against the same defendant filed post-judgment 

petitions to intervene and seek modification of a protective order to allow access to Jochims 

documents that were relevant to their own cases.  The court held that intervention was 

appropriate: 

“The existence of a common law right of access to judicial proceedings and to 
inspect judicial records is beyond dispute.” The common law right of access has 
been reaffirmed in recent years in numerous decisions.  [Id. at 628; citations 
omitted] 
 
The burden of proof is on the party which seeks to overcome the presumption of 
access to demonstrate that “the interest of secrecy outweighs the presumption.”  
[Id. at 629; citation omitted] 
 

 The court also held that modifying a protective order to allow otherwise confidential 

documents to be used in other cases encompassing similar claims against the same defendant is 

proper: 

“[W]here an appropriate modification of a protective order can place private 
litigants in a position they would otherwise reach only after repetition of another's 
discovery, such modification can be denied only where it would tangibly 
prejudice substantial rights of the party opposing modification.  [Id. at 630; 
quoting Wilk v. American Medical Ass'n – 635 F.2d 1295, 1299 – C.A.7 1980)] 
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 Among other things, the particular modifications approved of by the Jochims court 

included (a) enlarging the class of individuals to include similarly situated plaintiffs involved in 

litigation against the same defendant regarding a particular model of its product (in that case, a 

motor vehicle) and (b) permission for the enlarged class of plaintiffs to retain the documents 

after the conclusion of their particular cases. 

 Plaintiff would offer the following representative sample of other jurisdictions that have 

espoused the same principles: 

As a general proposition, pretrial discovery must take place in the public unless 
compelling reasons exist for denying the public access to the proceedings.  
[American Tel. & Tel. Co. v. Grady (594 F.2d 594, 596 – C.A.7 Ill. 1979)] 
 
This presumption should operate with all the more force when litigants seek to 
use discovery in aid of collateral litigation on similar issues, for in addition to the 
abstract virtues of sunlight as a disinfectant, access in such cases materially eases 
the tasks of courts and litigants and speeds up what may otherwise be a lengthy 
process.  [Wilk v. American Medical Ass'n, 635 F.2d 1295at 1299] 
 
A mere showing of some embarrassment, annoyance or expense, however, does 
not require the issuance of a protective order. A burden which litigants in our 
society must bear is that sometimes the public may learn of information which the 
litigant would rather the public not know. Courts have the resources to examine 
the issues and intervene only when that burden becomes unreasonable.  [Ericson 
v. Ford Motor Co. – 107 F.R.D. 92, 94 – E.D. Ark. 1985] 
 
District courts are today being bombarded by an ever increasing number of 
requests for protective orders. Some of the increase may be attributed to 
legitimate attempts by litigants to stem the increasing use of abusive discovery 
tactics. Much of the increase, though, must be attributed to a practice among some 
attorneys to automatically seek protective orders in every case where any 
potential for embarrassment or harm, no matter how slight, exists. Fed.R.Civ.Pro. 
26 does not require courts to utilize their scare recourses on such unnecessary 
satellite litigation.  [Id.] 
 
Finally, the court in Hammock, Jr., by Hammock v. Hoffman-LaRoche, Inc., observed: 

The national trend is away from sealing documents and materials filed with a 
court. That trend is quite evident in recent decisions in the First, Second and Third 
Circuits. Moreover, many state courts and legislatures have upheld a broad 
common-law presumption of public access to court documents, particularly in 
areas such as health, safety and consumer fraud.  [662 A.2d 546, 556 – N.J. 1995] 
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The Hammock court noted: 

(A) Rule 76(a) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure makes all court records 
“presumptively public,” and defines “court record” as “discovery, not filed of 
record, concerning matters that have a probable adverse effect upon the general 
public health or safety, or the administration of public office, or the operation of 
government.”  [Id.] 

 
(B) Florida’s Sunshine in Litigation Act (F.S.A. §69.081, et seq.) limits the use of 

confidentiality orders relating to a “public hazard,” defined as “an instrumentality, 
including but not limited to any device, instrument, person, procedure, product, or 
a condition of a device, instrument, person, procedure or product, that has caused 
and is likely to cause injury.”   [Id. at 557] 

 
(C) A Virginia statute (Va. Code Ann. §8.01-420.01) requires courts to allow sharing 

of discovery among similarly situated litigants.  [Id.] 
 

(D) Similar court rules have been proposed or adopted in Arkansas, California, 
Colorado, Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, New York, North 
Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Dakota and Washington.  [Id.] 

 
From this, the court concluded: 

Independent of the interests of the parties and their attorneys in the litigation that 
comes before our courts, there is a profound public interest when matters of 
health, safety and consumer fraud are involved. Prescription drugs involve both 
health and safety.  [Id. at 558] 
 
We are therefore persuaded that we should adopt a broad standing rule affording 
the public access to court files when health, safety and consumer fraud are 
involved.  [Id.] 
 

C. Conclusion 

 The civil litigation process is often compared to a funnel, at whose large end is discovery. 

Once discovery is closed, parties may seek to limit the use of what was discovered for any 

number of reasons (arguing irrelevance, undue prejudice, etc.) through motions dispositive or in 

limine.  Hence, by the time of the final pre-trial conference (the narrow end of the funnel), the 

parties have substantially distilled their cases.  TRW’s proposed order would collapse this funnel 

onto itself so that only a precious few documents would ever see the light of day.  TRW’s 

proposed order also seeks to bypass the “good-cause” requirement of Rule 26(c), thus usurping 
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this Court’s statutory power.  Finally, by requiring Plaintiff to return all “confidential” materials 

after the conclusion of this case, TRW’s proposed order strikes at the very foundation of our civil 

justice system, ensuring that similarly situated plaintiffs in other cases will face a costly and 

duplicative discovery process. 

II. Plaintiffs Motion to Compel 

 On August 2, 2007, Plaintiff served his first set of production requests on TRW (Exhibit 

A).  A mere two business days before its responses were due, TRW requested (and Plaintiff 

granted) an extension until October 4 (Exhibit B).  The responses TRW served on October 4 

(Exhibit C) were abysmally deficient in the following respects, as Plaintiff’s counsel outlined in 

his good-faith letter of October 16 (Exhibit D): 

1) To requests numbered 1, 3-8, 10-12, 16, 17, 19-23, 27, 29-32, 34, 40 and 42, 

TRW interposed a variety of canned objections, then promised to produce 

unspecified documents subject to an acceptable protective order.  Yet TRW did 

not identify these responsive documents in a privilege log. 

2) To request numbered 9, TRW responded: “TRW will produce copies of all 

applicable patents.”  Likewise, to request numbered 41, TRW responded: “TRW 

will produce documents responsive to this Request.”  Plaintiff submits that saying 

one intends to produce something at an unspecified future date is hardly the same 

as producing it. 

3) To request numbered 35, TRW responded by lodging pat objections based on 

overbreadth and undue burden, invoking various confidentiality theories and 

claiming the request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence.  As with its response to the requests listed in Item 1 of this 

list, TRW offered no privilege log to identify the documents it is withholding. 
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4) To requests numbered 43 through 63, TRW inserted the same boilerplate response 

that failed to identify a single TRW document.  Given the nature of the requests 

numbered 46, 48 & 49, Plaintiff submits it is very hard to believe TRW does not 

have any such documents. 

III. Conclusion and Prayer for Relief 

 Plaintiff submits that TRW’s failure to cooperate in discovery is not an anomaly.  In fact, 

Plaintiff’s counsels can verify that vehicle and component manufacturers employ these dilatory 

tactics so routinely that compliance has become the exception and noncompliance the rule.  This 

Court can turn the tide, thereby reclaiming for litigants the integrity of our discovery rules, by 

refusing to tolerate such a strategy. 

 Therefore, Plaintiff asks that the Court order TRW to either produce the requested 

materials in a timely manner or provide a comprehensive and detailed privilege log identifying 

with specificity each item TRW seeks to withhold and why.  In the latter event, Plaintiff requests 

that the Court set an immediate “show cause” hearing. 

     Respectfully submitted, 
     BARRON PECK BENNIE & SCHLEMMER 
 
     S/Michael S. Barron     
     Michael S. Barron, SCR#0062591 
     3074 Madison Road 
     Cincinnati, OH   45209 
     Phone:  (513) 721-1350 
     Fax:  (513) 721-8311 
      

Richard L. Denney 
Oklahoma Attorney No. 2297 
Lydia JoAnn Barrett 
Oklahoma Attorney No. 11670 
Russell T. Bowlan 
Oklahoma Attorney No. 15731 
DENNEY & BARRETT, P.C. 
870 Copperfield Drive 
Norman, OK   73072 
Telephone:  (405) 364-8600 
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Fax:  (405) 364-3980 
 
Richard S. Eynon 
Indiana Attorney No. 6766-98 
David M. Brinley 
Indiana Attorney No. 14198-49 
EYNON HARMON ROCKER & GLOVER, P.C. 
555 First Street 
P. O. Box 1212 
Columbus, IN   47202-1212 
Telephone:  (812) 372-2508 
Fax:  (812) 372-4992 
Attorneys for Plaintiff, Kenneth M. Schwering
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