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Case 1:01-cv-02398-HHK   Document 213-2    Filed 01/03/11   Page 1 of 17



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 

 

JANE DOE I,      ) 

by her Conservator,     ) 

Linda Tarlow      ) 

       ) 

 and      ) 

       ) 

ESTATE OF JANE DOE II,   ) 

by the Personal Representative,   ) 

Duery C. Felton, Jr.     ) 

       ) 

 and      ) 

       ) 

ESTATE OF JANE DOE III,   ) 

by the Personal Representative,   ) 

Linda Tarlow      ) 

       ) 

 Plaintiffs,     ) 

       ) 

v.       ) Civil Action No. 01:2398 

       )  (HHK) 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,    ) 

       ) 

 Defendant.     ) 
 

SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT 

 1. This action is brought by plaintiffs Jane Doe I and the Estate of Jane Doe III, and on 

behalf of all those legally entitled to assert a claim for injuries sustained when the District of 

Columbia authorized abortions and sterilizations on developmentally disabled persons without legal 

authority and without obtaining a court order as required by law (“the Abortion and Sterilization 

Plaintiffs”). 

 2. This is also an action brought by the Estate of Jane Doe II and on behalf of all other 

similarly situated individuals, injured by the District of Columbia’s illegal policy of consenting to 

elective surgical procedures without legal authority and without obtaining consent from and/or 

ignoring the wishes of a guardian, family member or other individual authorized to consent to 

elective surgical procedures. 
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 3. The named plaintiffs bring this action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the common 

law of the District of Columbia and District of Columbia statutes 

 4. This Court has jurisdiction of this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and 1343. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 5. Plaintiffs are all individuals with mental retardation who receive habilitation services 

from the District of Columbia, through the Department of Human Services ("DHS") and the Mental 

Retardation and Developmental Disabilities Administration ("MRDDA").  At all times relevant 

hereto, defendant District of Columbia ("D.C."), controlled and operated the Mental Retardation and 

Disabilities Administration ("MRDDA"), through the District of Columbia's Department of Human 

Services ("DHS").  MRDDA had direct responsibility for providing habilitation to mentally retarded 

and other developmentally disabled individuals residing in the District of Columbia and for assuring 

that mentally retarded persons have all the civil and legal rights enjoyed by all other citizens of the 

District of Columbia and the United States. 

 6. Since the 1960's, the District of Columbia, through MRDDA and its predecessor, the 

Bureau of Habilitative Services, has provided habilitation to plaintiffs and other developmentally 

disabled individuals in the District of Columbia (“MRDDA consumers”).  "Habilitation" is the 

process by which a person with developmental disabilities is assisted in acquiring and maintaining 

skills to cope more effectively with the demands of his or her own person and of his or her 

environment, and to raise the level of his or her physical, mental and social capabilities. 

 7. Prior to 1978, defendant housed plaintiffs and other developmentally disabled 

individuals at Forest Haven, an institution located in Laurel, Maryland. 

 8. At Forest Haven, defendant adopted a policy and custom (Policy H-18) whereby the 

Superintendent of Forest Haven would consent to elective surgical procedures on residents without 

any legal authority to do so.  Pursuant to this policy, no attempt was ever made to obtain consent 

from the individual’s family or guardian, or the families’ wishes were ignored, prior to authorization 
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of these surgeries by the Superintendent.  Also pursuant to this policy, the Superintendent, or 

designee, would illegally authorize abortions and sterilizations without obtaining a court order and 

without legal authority.  This policy had been handed down from the time Forest Haven was in 

existence, and was followed regularly by the superintendent of Forest Haven and later by the 

administrators of MRDDA.  This illegal policy was so routine that “consent” forms were prepared 

by the District of Columbia with the name of the superintendent of Forest Haven preprinted on the 

forms.  See Exhibit 1.  The superintendent would then sign his name consenting to whatever 

surgical procedure was requested.   

 9. In 1978, the United States District Court for the District of Columbia held that 

mentally retarded individuals had a federal constitutional right to receive habilitative care and 

treatment in the manner least restrictive of individual liberty and to be kept free from harm.  The 

Court found that substantive violations of these rights had occurred and, accordingly, ordered the 

defendant to close Forest Haven and to provide habilitation in community based residential facilities 

least restrictive of individual liberty.  Evans v. Washington, 459 F.Supp. 483 (1978). 

 10. Despite the fact that D.C. Code § 7-1305.08 (for. § 6-1968) specifically prohibited 

sterilization of any MRDDA consumer, and despite the fact that D.C. law prohibited any 

sterilization or abortion of any incompetent person without a court order, the District continued to 

authorize these procedures without any legal authority. 

 11. In 1991, Policy H-18 was renamed Policy H-6 as residents were moved to 

community based facilities.  Pursuant to Policy H-6, the administrator or the administrator’s 

designee continued to sign consent forms illegally authorizing sterilizations and abortions without a 

court order as required by law.  In addition, it was common for the administrator to sign consent 

forms for other surgical procedures without obtaining consent from the individual’s family or 

guardian and/or ignoring their wishes, and to write “guardian” under the administrator’s signature 

on consent forms.  Exhibit 2 is a consent for hysterectomy signed by a former acting administrator 
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of MRDDA, where the administrator wrote in “guardian” as his relationship to the patient, falsely 

representing a relationship which did not exist. 

 12. In October, 1998, the former administrator of MRDDA, Frances Bowie, conceded to 

city council that the administrator of MRDDA did not have legal authority to sign consents for 

surgery on persons with mental retardation and other developmental disabilities.  Nevertheless, 

illegal consents for elective surgical procedures were signed by city officials for abortions, 

sterilizations, and other elective surgeries.  No attempt was ever made to confer with a family 

member or guardian, nor was any attempt made to obtain legal consent from an authorized 

representative or the Court as required by law. 

ABORTION AND STERILIZATION PLAINTIFFS 

 13. Since 1978, District officials have illegally consented to abortions and sterilizations 

on at least seventy-seven MRDDA consumers without legal authority and without obtaining a court 

order.  In addition to Jane Does I & III, these additional plaintiffs are properly joined in this action 

because the right and relief asserted arise out of the same series of transactions, i.e. the District’s 

illegal policy of consenting to reproductive surgeries without lawful authority and without a court 

order.  See Davis v. Islamic Republic of Iran, 07-cv-1302 (D.D.C.)(RCL)(Dkt. 7 and Dkt. 

23)(hundreds of plaintiffs properly joined; claims adjudicated by Special Master). 

JANE DOE I 

 14. Plaintiff Jane Doe I is a 53 year old woman who has received habilitation services 

from the District of Columbia since 1960.  In 1984, she became pregnant with her second child, 

previously having given birth to a healthy boy without developmental disabilities, in 1982. 

 15. District officials tried to stop Jane Doe I from having the baby by requesting that she 

have an abortion.  Jane Doe I refused. 

 16. Nevertheless, defendant persisted and gave its consent for an abortion, without 

consultation with Jane Doe I’s legal representative and without obtaining a court order. 
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 17. The abortion was performed against the wishes of Jane Doe I.  There was no 

medical necessity for the performance of this abortion, which was illegally authorized by District of 

Columbia officials in violation of the law of the District of Columbia and Jane Doe I’s 

constitutionally protected rights.  A copy of the consent signed by District officials is attached as 

Exhibit 3. 

JANE DOE III 

 18. Plaintiff Jane Doe III became pregnant in 1978.  She decided to carry the pregnancy 

to term. 

 19. District officials, sua sponte, decided that Jane Doe III should have an abortion, 

instead. Defendant gave its consent for an abortion to be performed, without consultation with Jane 

Doe III’s legal representative and without obtaining a court order. 

 20. The abortion was performed against the wishes of plaintiff Jane Doe III.  There was 

no medical necessity for the performance of this abortion, which was illegally authorized by District 

of Columbia officials in violation of the law of the District of Columbia and Jane Doe III’s 

constitutionally protected rights. 

SUBSTANTIVE CLAIMS FOR JANE DOES I & III 

and THOSE ENTITLED TO BE JOINED UNDER Fed.R.Civ.P. 20 
 

COUNT I 

 

(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Substantive and Procedural Due Process Violations) 

Jane Does I and III and those similarly situated 

 21. All of the preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated by reference, herein. 

 22. Defendant was not authorized to consent to an abortion on Jane Does I and III. 

 23. Defendant did not provide plaintiffs and other MRDDA consumers with any legal 

process whatever prior to their violation of plaintiffs’ constitutional rights. 

Case 1:01-cv-02398-HHK   Document 213-2    Filed 01/03/11   Page 6 of 17



 

  
6 

 24. Granting consent to abortions and sterilizations as aforesaid was pursuant to an 

adopted policy and custom of the District of Columbia, and was illegal.  Doing so was intentional 

and/or deliberately indifferent to the constitutional rights of plaintiffs and class members, for which 

the defendant is liable for damages. 

 25. Upon information and belief, from 1970 to the present,  individuals with policy 

making authority for D.C. and MRDDA, tacitly approved of, or ratified, the actions of lower 

ranking officials of D.C. and MRDDA in arranging for illegal consents to be signed for 

developmentally disabled citizens, including plaintiffs, for abortions and steriliations.  Such conduct 

by policy makers amounts to an illegal policy or custom of D.C. and MRDDA, for which the 

District of Columbia is liable. 

 26. Upon information and belief the Administrators and other policy makers for D.C. 

and MRDDA, have authorized, ratified and/or signed the illegal consent forms for abortions and 

sterilizations on the plaintiffs and class members. 

 27. All of the conduct of the defendant described herein was under color of the statutes, 

ordinances, regulations, customs and usages of the District of Columbia. 

 28. Defendant knew or should have known that it had no authority to consent to 

abortions and sterilizations on plaintiffs and MRDDA consumers and that authorizing such 

surgeries in the manner described herein constituted a violation of plaintiffs' substantive due process 

rights under the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution.  The defendant acted 

intentionally and/or with deliberate indifference to the manifest risk that a violation of plaintiffs' and 

class members’ constitutional rights would follow their decision. 
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 29. The procedural and substantive due process rights violated as described in this Count 

I also apply to the other 75 or more developmentally disabled individuals for whom the District 

illegally consented to abortions and/or sterilizations.  Because these individuals were all injured by 

the same illegal policy, they are properly joined as plaintiffs pursuant to Fed.Rule Civ.P. 20. 

 30. The defendant’s failure to provide Jane Does I and III and other similarly situated 

individuals with a hearing or adequate pre-deprivation process was an intentional violation of their 

procedural due process rights under the Fifth Amendment, for which the defendant is liable for 

damages.  No post-deprivation process was adequate to protect the rights of these plaintiffs. 

 31. The actions and policies of the defendant as described herein denied plaintiffs the 

equal protection of the law by infringing plaintiffs’ right to accept or refuse medical treatment and 

by depriving plaintiffs of their right to have lawful informed consent given for the surgeries 

described above. 

 32. As a direct result of the actions and policies of the defendant as described herein, 

plaintiffs suffered a denial of their equal protection rights and an unconstitutional deprivation of 

liberty and property in violation of their rights under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

United States Constitution. 

 33. As a direct and proximate result of the defendant’s violations of plaintiffs' 

constitutional rights as described herein, plaintiffs have suffered severe and substantial damages, 

including but not limited to, severe and permanent injuries; physical pain and mental anguish, past, 

present, and that which they may reasonably expect to suffer in the future; disfigurement, deformity, 

and associated humiliation and embarrassment; inconvenience, past, present, and that which they 

may reasonably expect to suffer in the future; and medical expenses, past, present, and that which 

they may reasonably expect to suffer in the future. 
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COUNT II 

 

(Battery) 

Jane Does I and III and those similarly situated 

 

 34. All of the preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference, herein. 

 35. The District of Columbia committed a battery on Jane Does I and III by intentionally 

and unlawfully consenting to abortions on Jane Does I and III without legal authority and without a 

court order.  

 36. These consents were against the wishes of Jane Does I & III and constituted an 

unlawful and intentional touching by District officials in a harmful and offensive way. 

 37. As a consequence of the defendant’s actions, plaintiffs have been damaged as 

aforesaid. 

COUNT III 

(Violation of D.C. Code § 7-1301.02 et seq., § 7-13-5.08 and § 7-1305.14) 

Jane Does I & III and those similarly situated 

 

 38. The preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated by reference, herein. 

 39. At all times relevant hereto, plaintiffs were entitled to all of the civil and legal 

rights enjoyed by all other citizens of the District of Columbia and the United States, including 

but not limited to: a right to all civil and legal rights enjoyed by all persons (D.C. Code §7-

1301.02 (a)(1)); a right to habilitation and care (D.C. Code §7-1305.01 (a)); a right to habilitation 

programs to maximize and enhance their abilities (D.C. Code §7-1305.01 (b)); and a right not to 

be sterilized (D.C. Code §7-1305.08). 

 40. Said defendants violated plaintiffs’ civil and legal rights under D.C. Code §7-

1301.02 et seq., § 7-1305.08 and §7-1305.14 by illegally consenting to abortions and 

sterilizations without a court order, and without legal authority. 
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 41. As a direct and proximate result of the defendants violations of plaintiffs' civil and 

legal rights described herein, plaintiffs have suffered severe and substantial damages as set forth 

above. 

COUNT IV 

(Violation of D.C. Code §7-1301.02, et seq. and §7-1305.13) 

Jane Does I & III and those similarly situated 

 

 42. The preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated by reference, herein. 

 43. At all times relevant hereto, plaintiffs were entitled under D.C. Code §7-1301.02 

et seq. and §7-1305.13 to a program of habilitation and an individual habilitation plan adequate 

to meet their needs. 

 44. Defendant violated plaintiffs’ rights under D.C. Code §7-1301.02 et seq. and §7-

1305.13 by failing to adequately identify plaintiffs’ medical and nursing needs and provide a 

mechanism for consent to reproductive surgeries that complied with D.C. law.   

45. As a direct and proximate result of the defendant’s violations of plaintiffs’ rights 

as described herein, plaintiffs haves suffered severe and substantial damages as set forth, above. 

 

PLAINTIFF CLASS FOR IGNORING 

OR OVERRIDING WISHES OF FAMILY 

 46. Since the 1970’s, District officials have consented to over 1600 elective procedures 

without obtaining consent from or ignoring or overriding the wishes of MRDDA consumers’ family 

and/or guardians. 

JANE DOE II 

 47. Plaintiff Jane Doe II was diagnosed in 1994 with exotropia, a condition where one 

eye deviates from the other.  An elective surgical procedure was proposed. 
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 48. Plaintiff Jane Doe II’s mother was Jane Doe II’s court-appointed advocate and was 

particularly active in advocating for her daughter. 

 49. Nevertheless, defendant gave its consent for the surgical procedure, without ever 

attempting to obtain consent from Jane Doe II’s mother and without legal authority.  A copy of the 

consent signed by District officials is attached as Exhibit 4. 

Class Action Allegations 

 50. Plaintiff Jane Doe II brings this action on behalf of herself and on behalf of a class of 

similarly situated persons pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 23.  The Class consists of all persons who 

satisfy the following criteria: 

 a. Persons with mental retardation or other developmental disabilities who have 

received in the past, habilitation services from the District of Columbia; and 

 b. persons as defined in (a) who have had consent given by officials of the District of 

Columbia without legal authority and at any time since 1970. 

 51. Members of the Class are so numerous that joinder of all of them is impractical.  

This allegation is based on the fact that more than 1600 persons have had elective surgeries as 

described in paragraph 24. 

 52. There are questions of law and fact common to the Class, which predominate over 

any questions affecting only individual members.  The common questions include: 

 

 (a) whether the defendant is engaged in the practice alleged; and 

 

 (b) whether consenting to elective surgeries without lawful authority and without 

obtaining consent from and/or ignoring the wishes of family members and/or 

guardians violates the substantive and procedural due process rights and equal 

protection rights of plaintiffs and Class members. 
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 53. The claim of Jane Doe II is typical of other Class members' claims in that, like all 

Class members, plaintiff had an elective surgery consented to by District of Columbia officials 

without lawful authority and without obtaining consent from and/or ignoring family members and 

guardians. 

 54. Plaintiff is an adequate representative of the Class interests in that she will pursue 

and have vigorously pursued this action on behalf of the entire Class, have no conflicts with the 

Class, have interests completely coincident with the Class interests, and have retained experienced 

Class counsel to represent them. 

 55. Certification of a class under Fed.R.Civ.P. 23(b)(3) is appropriate.  Common 

questions predominate over any individual questions.  A class action is superior to other available 

methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of this controversy.  The individual Class members 

are likely to be unaware of their rights and are not in a position to commence individual litigation 

against the District of Columbia.  The Class is readily definable, and can be easily identified by 

examination of defendant’s records.  Prosecution of this case as a class action will eliminate the 

possibility of repetitious litigation and will provide redress for claims that otherwise might not be 

brought.  There are no problems which make this case difficult to manage as a class action. 

SUBSTANTIVE CLAIMS FOR JANE DOE II 

and SIMILARLY SITUATED INDIVIDUALS 

COUNT V 

 

(42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Substantive and Procedural Due Process Violations) 

Jane Doe II and those similarly situated 

 56 All of the preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated by reference, herein. 
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 57. Defendant was not authorized to grant consent on behalf of plaintiff, Jane Doe II for 

exotropria.  Defendant did not obtain consent from and/or ignored the wishes of Jane Doe II’s 

family in consenting to this elective surgery. 

 58. Defendant did not provide plaintiff and other MRDDA consumers with any legal 

process whatever prior to their violation of plaintiff’s constitutional rights. 

 59. The District’s consent to Jane Doe II’s surgery was intentional and/or deliberately 

indifferent to the constitutional rights of plaintiff and class members, for which the defendant is 

liable for damages. 

 60. Upon information and belief, from 1970 to the present,  individuals with policy 

making authority for D.C. and MRDDA, tacitly approved of, or ratified, the actions of lower 

ranking officials of D.C. and MRDDA in arranging for fictitious consents to be signed for 

developmentally disabled citizens, including plaintiffs.  Such conduct by policy makers amounts to 

an illegal policy or custom of D.C. and MRDDA, for which the District of Columbia is liable. 

 61. Upon information and belief the Administrators and other policy makers for D.C. 

and MRDDA, have authorized, ratified and/or signed the illegal consent forms for elective surgeries 

on the plaintiffs and class members. 

 62. All of the conduct of the defendant described herein was under color of the statutes, 

ordinances, regulations, customs and usages of the District of Columbia. 

 

 63. Defendant knew or should have known that it had no authority to consent to elective 

procedures on plaintiffs and MRDDA consumers and that authorizing such surgeries in the manner 

described herein constituted a violation of plaintiffs' substantive due process rights under the Fifth 

Amendment to the United States Constitution.  The defendant acted intentionally and/or with 

deliberate indifference to the manifest risk that a violation of plaintiffs' and class members’ 

constitutional rights would follow their decision. 
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 64. The defendant’s failure to provide Jane Does II and other similarly situated 

individuals with a hearing or adequate pre-deprivation process was an intentional violation of their 

procedural due process rights under the Fifth Amendment, for which the defendant is liable for 

damages.  No post-deprivation process was adequate to protect the rights of these plaintiffs. 

 65. The actions and policies of the defendant as described herein denied plaintiffs the 

equal protection of the law by infringing plaintiffs’ right to accept or refuse medical treatment and 

by depriving plaintiffs of their right to have informed consent given for the surgeries described 

above. 

 66. As a direct result of the actions and policies of the defendant as described herein, 

plaintiffs suffered a denial of their equal protection rights and an unconstitutional deprivation of 

liberty and property in violation of their rights under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

United States Constitution. 

 67. As a direct and proximate result of the defendant’s violations of plaintiffs' 

constitutional rights as described herein, plaintiffs have suffered severe and substantial damages, 

including but not limited to, severe and permanent injuries; physical pain and mental anguish, past, 

present, and that which they may reasonably expect to suffer in the future; disfigurement, deformity, 

and associated humiliation and embarrassment; inconvenience, past, present, and that which they 

may reasonably expect to suffer in the future; and medical expenses, past, present, and that which 

they may reasonably expect to suffer in the future. 

COUNT VI 

 

(Battery) 

Jane Doe II and those similarly situated 

 

 68. All of the preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference, herein. 
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 69. The District of Columbia committed a battery on Jane Doe II and similarly situated 

individuals by failing to obtain consent from, or overriding the wishes of family members, and then 

authorizing elective procedures. 

 70. As a result of defendant’s actions, plaintiffs have been damaged as aforesaid. 

COUNT VII 

(Violation of D.C. Code § 7-1301.02 et seq. and § 7-1305.14) 

Jane Doe II and those similarly situated 

 

 71. The preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated by reference, herein. 

 72. At all times relevant hereto, plaintiffs were entitled to all of the civil and legal 

rights enjoyed by all other citizens of the District of Columbia and the United States, including 

but not limited to: a right to all civil and legal rights enjoyed by all persons (D.C. Code §7-

1301.02 (a)(1)); a right to habilitation and care (D.C. Code §7-1305.01 (a)); a right to habilitation 

programs to maximize and enhance their abilities (D.C. Code §7-1305.01 (b)); and a right not to 

be mistreated, neglected or abused in any form (D.C. Code §7-1305.10). 

 73. Defendants violated plaintiffs’ civil and legal rights under D.C. Code §7-1301.02 

et seq. and §7-1305.14 in authorizing elective medical procedures without obtaining consent 

from and/or ignoring the wishes of family members and/or guardians. 

 74. As a direct and proximate result of the defendants violations of plaintiffs' civil and 

legal rights described herein, plaintiffs have suffered severe and substantial damages as set forth 

above. 

COUNT VIII 

(Violation of D.C. Code §7-1301.02, et seq. and §7-1305.13) 

Jane Doe II and those similarly situated 

 

 75. The preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated by reference, herein. 
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 76. At all times relevant hereto, plaintiffs were entitled under D.C. Code §7-1301.02 

et seq. and §7-1305.13 to a program of habilitation and an individual habilitation plan adequate 

to meet their needs. 

 77. Said defendants violated plaintiffs’ rights under D.C. Code §7-1301.02 et seq. and 

§7-1305.13 by failing to adequately identify plaintiffs’ medical and nursing needs and provide a 

mechanism for consent to elective procedures that complied with D.C. law.   

78. As a direct and proximate result of the defendants’ violations of plaintiffs’ rights 

as described herein, plaintiffs have suffered severe and substantial damages as set forth, above. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, the Plaintiffs respectfully request the following relief: 

 1. That the Court allow joinder of all MRDDA consumers who have had an abortion or 

sterilization authorized by District officials without a court order; 

 2. That the Court establish a plan for adjudicating the damage claims of Jane Does I 

and III and the other Abortion and Sterilization Plaintiffs; 

 3. An Order declaring this action to be a proper class action pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P.  

23(b)(3), establishing an appropriate class, and finding that plaintiff Jane Doe II is an appropriate 

class representative; 

 4. Damages for the injuries that each plaintiff and class member has suffered as a result 

of the actions of the District of Columbia; 

 5. Attorneys fees, litigation expenses and costs; and 

 6. Such other relief as the Court deems appropriate. 
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      Respectfully submitted, 

       

      JANE DOES I through III, et al. 

 

 

 /S/Harvey S. Williams     

Harvey S. Williams (D.C. Bar # 437147) 

Law Office of Harvey S. Williams 

1666 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 225 

Washington, D.C.  20009 

Tel. No. (202) 462-5900 

Fax No. (202) 462-5904 

hsw@williamslegal.com 

 

Irvin V. Cantor (VSB # 17870) 

H. Aubrey Ford (III (VSB # 18691) 

Cantor Stoneburner Ford Grana Buckner 

7130 Glen Forest Drive, Ste. 400 

Richmond, VA  23226 

Tel 1-800-648-1488 

Fax 1-804-644-9205 

 

      Robert A. Dybing (VSB # 32712) 

      Thompson and McMullan, P.C. 

      100 Shockoe Slip, 3rd Floor 

      Richmond, Virginia  23219 

      Tel. No. (804) 698-6248 

      Fax No. (804) 780-1813 

 

      Counsel for Plaintiffs 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify that the foregoing Second Amended Complaint was sent by electronic 

filing, this 3
rd

 day of January, 2011, to Ellen A. Efros, Chief, Equity Section I, 441 Fourth Street, 

N.W., 6th Floor South, Washington, D.C.  20001 and Andrew J. Saindon, Assistant Attorney 

General, Equity I Section, 441 Fourth Street, N.W., 6th Floor South, Washington, D.C. 20001, 

Counsel for Defendants. 

 

 

 

       /S/ Harvey S. Williams    

       Harvey S. Williams 
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