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NO. 93-33063
PEGGY CORMIER, IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF: -~
NICOLETTE JEANNE' CORMIER, SRR
INDIVIDUALLY, AND AS NEXT
FRIEND AND ADMINISTRATOR OF
THE ESTATE OF ASHLEY RENEE
CORMIER, AN INFANT,
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DOUGLAS A. KARPEN, M.D.,
RICHARD CUNNINGHAM, M.D., and
WOMEN'S PAVILION, INC., a Texas
Corporation,

DEFENDANTS

-9

NS
PLAINTIFES’ FIRS@IENDED PETITION

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF S;%Q\({DURT:
'+PEGGY MELANCON C?@ER, individually, and as mother and ncxt friend of
+NICOLETTE JEANNE’ CORI@ and as Grandmother and Administrator of the Estate of
ASHLEY RENEL CORMI@P&MM, Plaintiffs, complaining of DOUGLAS A. KARPEN,
M.D., RICHARD CU@GHAM, M.D., and WOMEN'S PAVILION, INC,, a Texas

A
Corporation, Dcfend@, and for causes of action would show the Court and Jury as follows:

O
& .
@ PARTIES

Plaintiffs are residents of the statc of Texas. Process may be served on them through
service upon their undersigned atlorneys.
Dcfendant, WOMEN"S PAVILION, INC., has been served and answercd herein.

Defendant, DOUGLAS A. KARPEN, M.D., has been served and answered herein.




Defendant, RICHARD R. CUNNINGHAM, M.D., has been served and answered herein.
Plaintiffs allege that the damages sustained cxceed the minimum jurisdictional limits of

this Court.

1L
VENUE {
N

@
Venue of this action is proper in Harris County, Texas, bccau@@ events and injuries
which are the basis of this lawsuit took place in Harris County, Texa@d the Defendants reside
$

and conduct business in Harris County. Q@

111, \©

REQUIRED NOTICE)

Pursuant to Section 4.01 of the Texas @&al Malpractice Act, Plaintiffs gave
Defendants notice of the malters complained og@rein. All conditions precedent have been
performed or have occurred prior 1o the ﬁ@ of this lawsuit. However, a time for making
disposition of said claim has expired and the Defendants have failed and refuse to disposc of this

claim, forcing the Plaintiffs to file %@wsuit in order to secure legal redress of wrongs alleged.

@ V.

Q CTS AND ALLEGATIONS
It has become n@@ary to file this lawsuit due to the various acts and omissions of

negligence, gencr?k&é%Defcndams, Douglas A. Karpen M,D., hereinafter "Karpen", Richard

Cunningham, l\@, hereinafter "Cunningham” and Women's Pavilion, Inc., hereinafler

"Pavilion",@?eir care and treatment of Nicolette Cormier, a minor who was pregnant, while

performing or attempting to perform a third trimester abortion upon her. These acts and

omissions were a proximate cause of injuries sustained by Nicolctte Cormier, Ashley Cormier,

and Pcggy Cormier as described bclow.



V.

On or about August 7, 1991, Nicolette Jean Cormicr, hereinafter "Nicolette”, phonced
Pavilion, from her home in Louisiana, to get counseling for her pregnancy. Nicoleite was 16
years of age at the time. The agents and employees of Pavilion encouraged t?e minor Nicolctte
to proceed with a late trimester abortion. Nicolette was advised that this @Tedure would cost
$895.00, but the price would increase weekly as the pregnancy pro;@d.

On or about August 17, 1991, Nicolctte called Pavilion tgé?%@cdule an appointment. At

that time she was told that the price for the abortion would@% ,050.00.

VI. Q@

On or about August 21, 1991, Nicolctte dr@@ Houston alone for the abortion.

She did not notify her parents or obtain any @mﬂ consent for the abortion, nor did the
counselor at Pavilion request any such pam@onscnt. Immediately thercafter, Nicolctte was
told the cost of the procedure had increaséd'to $1,800.00. She was told also that she had to pay
in full before the procedure woul@%mmcnccd. Nicolette left Pavilion in order to try and
pawn her jewelry to cover the@itional cost of the abortion. She was unable to raise the

necessary funds and began @ive back to Louisiana. However, as a last effort, she borrowed

\)
the money and return%go the Pavilion the next day, August 22, 1991,
S VOO

&

After paying Pavilion $1800.00 for the abortion, Nicolette was told one laminaria

Vil

implant would be inscrted during the first stage of the D & E procedure. However without her
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consent or knowledge Dr. Karpen’s nurse, with Dr, Karpen's expressed authorization, inserted
six (6) laminaria into her cervix to initiatc dilation and begin the abortion proccdure. After this
procedure, Nicolctte was told to return later that day for the second stage of the procedure.
VIIL
a

Shortly thereafter Nicolette returned to her aunt's house in Houst@ lcarned that her
mother, Peggy Cormicr (hereinafter "Peggy”), had come to Houston @Lnuisiana looking for
Nicolette. Later that day, Nicolette Cormier began feeling thg»é?(st stages of the laminaria
proccdure. The baby was moving around and Nicolctte bec@scared. The counseling at the
clinic did not prepare her for this, nor did they explain ﬂ@rocedure, the developmental stage
of the baby, the effect on her and her baby and/or ta@@(s involved in the abortion procedure.

lxg@

The minor Nicoletle Cormier told Pc@ﬁxat she had changed her mind, and didn’t want
to procced with the abortion. Immediatcl@hereaﬂer, both mother and daughter returned to the
Pavilion together to meet and dimk@%\ Dr. Karpen the removal of the laminaria and reversal
of the abortion procedure. %©

&

"
Dr. Karpen bc%a&ge defensive and hostile and failed to answer basic questions including,
RN

but not limited tg&@ following:
S
5,

c. What would happen during the D & E procedure and what was it about;

X.

How would the fetus, Nicolette’s unborn child, be disposed of;,

What was the present stage of development of the baby;

d. What was a D & E procedure; and
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e. What kind of complications could Nicoletle expect, and what kind of
emergency arrangements could be made to care for her.
XL
In violation of his patient’s request, Dr. Karpen cncouraged Nicolette to have the abortion
by telling her not to let her mother influence her decision. He also made@gther representations
to her and her mother, including, that no one reversed or could rc%g%@\the procedure this far

along, and that removal of the laminaria could and would @a scrious health threat to
%)
Nicolette. ©\

o @
XIL @

Based on these rcpresentations, Nicolctte a@ Mother, Peggy, agreed reluclantly to

proceed with stage two. At this time, Dr. Ka moved the previous laminaria and inserted
sixtcen (16) or eighteen (18) more. §
O’ xm.
3@
Later while continuing to ess through the laminaria procedure, Nicolette became

very upset and again told her n@er she didn't want to continue the procedure. At this time
they put in an cmergcncy@ to the Pavilion and Dr. Karpen. Howcver, it was not until
\_
sometime between 11:%53 m. that same day, and midnight, that Dr. Karpen rcturned the call.
o (OO

Dr. Karpen ﬁrs@d to Nicolette and asked her who was influencing her. He told her he

would not m ¢r to remove the laminaria.

O
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XIV.

Peggy saw her daughter become hysterical and took the phone away and spoke with Dr.
Karpen. Dr. Karpen again made statements fo Peggy that she was jeopardizing Nicolette's life,
because she could blecd to death if she were to stop the procedure at this timc He said that a
reversal at this stage had NEVER been done, and that no hospital would @e Nicolelle becausc
of the laminaria implants. Peggy asked for a referral to another %@ and hospital but Dr.
Karpen refused to give her a referral to reverse the procedure. ].g\@éarpen also told Peggy they

22
had taken up too much of his time. ©\

Xv, @
However, Dr. Karpen told Peggy to meet hic@%@'avilion at 8:30 a.m. for an evaluation,
Dr. Karpen said that at that time they could signd releasc in the morning and then return to
Louisiana and see an Obstetrician. Dr. Ka@ did not mcet them at Pavilion, but instead scnt
Dr. Cunningham. Dr. Cunningham to@l’eggy and Nicolette that he and Dr. Karpen had
discussed the case and that they \@Sﬁgainst removing the laminaria and rcleasing her.
O xw,

Dr. Cunningham la@m Peggy and Nicolctte for approximately thirty minutcs and uscd
\

high pressure scare tag&%cs to get them to continue with the abortion. When they continued to
refuse, he told ¢ look in the yellow pages for an anti-abortion group, forced them to sign
a rclease, and@ them they could leave the clinic.
XVIL
Immediately thereafter, Peggy and Nicolette sought and received emergency medical care

at St. Joseph’s Hospital in Houston, Texas. On August 23, 1991 Nicolette gave birth to a baby
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girl weighing 1 pound, 13 ounces. She was named Ashley Rcnee Cormier (hercinafter
"Ashley"). However, despite intensive life saving measurcs, Ashley died on February 17, 1992,
XVIIIL
Plaintiff's would show that the Dcfendant, Pavilion, held itsclf out to the Plaintiffs, and
the public in general, that it was a compctently staffed and operated he@&%:am provider.

XIX.

@f@

<

The Defendants, Karpen and Cunningham, at all materiag@'les held themselves out to

D
the Plaintiffs and to the public in general as being competent<@\qualiﬁed to provide proper and

N

competcnt medical care. °\<@
XX. @@Q

At all matcrial times hereto the physicia@icnt relationship existed between Plaintiffs

and Defendants, Dr. Douglas A. Karpen an@-. Richard Cunningham; and the hospital/patient

rclationship existed between Plaintiff’s ahd Defendant Women's Pavilion, Inc.

@
é%\@ XXI.
@ AUSES OF ACTION
1. Negligence per se

Plaintiffs adopt am@llege paragraphs V through XX, above, and would show that
Defendants, Pavilior: %vr Karpen, were negligent in violating the laws of the State of Texas
by intentionally ﬁgéknowingly commencing an abortion procedurc on Nicolette, who was
pregnant with @blc unborn child at or beyond twenty-six (26) gestational wecks, in violation
of the Texas Medical Practice Act, as amended Vernon's Tex. Civ, Stats Ann, art. 4495b, Sec.
4.011. Nicolette was in her third trimester of her pregnancy and Ashley Cormicr was a viable

fetus as that time. The abortion was not neccssary to prevent the death of Nicolette, nor was
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it necessary to prevent a substantial risk of serious impairment to the physical or mental health
of Nicolette, The viable fetus did not have a severe and irreversible abnormality, as identified
through reliable diagnostic procedures. Dr. Cunningham was negligent in violating said §4.011
when he pressured Nicolette and Peggy to continue with the abortion, and when he failed or
refused to reverse the procedure by removing the laminaria from Nico@ Such actions or
omissions were negligent per se and a proximate cause of the Plaingi\\fgy) injuries and damages
. =0
sustained. g&
Ul

XXII, Ny

ZMEMP%@

Further the Plaintiffs adopt and reallepe pa@hs V through XX, above, and would
show that the Dcfendants, Pavilion and K@%I, failed to rcccive lawful consent for
commenccment of the abortion, as required @5 .01 of the Texas Family Code. Nicoletle was
unable legally to consent to the abortion edure per §35.01 (2)(4) of such code. Such actions

@
or omissions were negligent per i%a%ﬁ a proximate cause of Plaintiffs’ injuries and damages

sustained. @

©Q% XXIII.
@ 3. Civil Conspiracy

Further, Plam@’s adopt paragraphs V through XX above, and would show that the
Defendants, Pav@\ and Karpcen conspired to perform an unlawful third trimester abortion and
without la\\@Qonscnt. In addition, Cunningham joined such conspiracy, and furthered its
objectives of the performance of an unlawful abortion upon Nicolette, Such actions or omissions

were unlawful and were proximale cause of Plaintiffs’ injuries and damages sustained.

CormicAPOP.S



XXIV.
4. Assault and Battery

Further, Plaintiffs adopt and reallcge paragraph V through XX and paragraph XXIII
above, and would show that Pavilion and Karpen committed assault and battery upon Nicolette,
since Karpen commenced an abortion procedure upon her without lawful c%gnt under $35.01
of the Texas Family Code. Such actions or omissions were a proximse of the Plaintiff’s

U
injuries and damages. . é}\?
S

Further, Plaintiffs would show that Pavilion and Karpc@mmitted assault and battery

upon Ashley since Karpen commenced an abortion proce@ upon Nicolette without lawful
0. @
consent under §35.01 of the Texas Family Code. Su%}@}ions Or omissions were a proximate
YO

cause of the Plaintiff’s injuries and damages. @Q

<,

\
S. Nggligggfgé. I Defendants

Further, Plaintiffs adopt and reall@ paragraphs V through XX above, and would show
that the Defendants, Karpen, Cun%ﬂ%?gam, and Pavilion were negligent generally, and in one
or more of the following partic@s:

1. Altempting to perfi nd continuing to perform an illegal third trimester abortion;

2. Failing to inf;o%?d advise Nicolette of the increased risks and complications from such
an aborti @

3. Failin dbtain parental or other lawful consent prior 1o commencing the abortion upon
Nicﬁe;

4. Negligently stating the lack of development of Ashley;

5. By inscrting an additional sixteen (16), or cighteen (18) laminaria into Nicolette;

Comier\'OP.S
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11,

Making falsc and misleading statements to Nicolette about the development of Ashley,
in order to gain Nicolette’s consent by fear to perform the abortion;

By inserting an additional sixteen (16) or eighteen (18) laminaria in Nicolette with the
intent of killing Ashley and with a conscious disregard for Ashley’s life;

By causing Nicolctte to go into premature labor, causing serious bodily injury to Ashley;

S

By failing to complete the total care of Nicolette and Ashley;

@
By failing to provide continuity of care to Nicolctte as lo: s her case rcquired
attention; and ] @%\9
&
In abandonment of Nicolctte and Ashley. o @

Each such act or omission, singularly or in comb}&;on with each other, constitutes

negligence which proximately caused the injuries and @ages Plaintiffs sustaincd.

XXVI @
6. Neglicence— Karp@nd Cunningham

Further, Plaintiffs adopt herein para@;g\h\s V through XX, above, and would show that

Karpen and Cunningham acled negligenll@nd in a grossly negligent manner in on¢ or more of

the following; §§\@

1. failing to removc@ original laminaria when Nicolette so requested;

conscious(disrcgard for the injury these statements would cause Ashlcy, through
NlCOlEtW}\ Peggy's reliance on them;
o kOO
3. gﬁo inform Nicolette fully about her pregnancy and the procedure,
P

2 knowinglyqﬁintemionaﬂy making false and misleading statements with a

ting Nicolelte from making an informed decision about having an abortion;

4, $ causing Nicolette o remain in labor overnight, with the intent to ensure the
abor would progress beyond the time it could be stopped, thus aggravating the
injuries sustained by Ashley;

5. in failing to refer Nicolette to a hospital that could have reversed the procedure
early on and could have kept the pregnancy intact, with a knowing and reckless

Comier\POP.S
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disregard of Nicolctte's choice to save Ashley’s life;

6. failing to provide a minimum standard of care, and in abandoning thcir patients
in such a way as to protect the life of Ashley, once Nicolcite made it clear that
she wanted the abortion procedure stopped;

7. by dclaying the reversal of the abortion procedure with a conscious disregard for
the effect this would have on Ashley and her chances for su&val; and

8. in failing to provide total patient care for Nicolette md&cy.
Each such act or omission, singularly or in combination \@h each other, constitutes
&
negligence which proximately causcd the injuries and damagg@miffs sustained.

XXVII. \
7. Intentional Infliction of Emﬁ@al Distress

Further, Plaintiffs adopt and reallege paragn@’ through XX, above, and would show
that the Defendants intentionally inflicted emoti%@istrcss upon Nicolette and Peggy by making
false and misleading statcments as identiﬁe@vc, in order to inflict fcar, emotional distress,
pain and injury upon Nicolette and Peggy, in order to coerce them into allowing the abortion

@

to continue. Such actions were aggaéimate cause of Plaintiff’s injuries.

@ XXVIIIL

@ 8. Fraud
Further, the Plaintiffs adopt paragraphs V through XX above, and would show that
Defendants are guil%@fraud by making knowingly false representations, on which Defendants
knew Plaintiffs @d rely, and on which Plaintiffs did rcly, with the intent to cause scrious
harm to P@ Nicolette, and Ashley. Such actions were a proximate cause of Plaintiffs’

injuries and damages sustained.

Cormicr\POP.S
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XXIX.
10, Wronglul Death

Further, Plaintiffs adopt and reallege paragraphs V through XX, above, and would show
that Defendants caused the wrongful death of Ashley. This cause of action is brought pursuant
to Tex. Rev. Civ. Stat. Ann. §71.001 et scq., against Defendants joinl@@nd severally, by
Nicolette as the heir of Ashley for the prenatal injuries sustained as spﬁd above, and for all

damages sustained and recoverable under such statutory law, | g}?
&

XXX. X&)
11. Loss of Companionship of@ﬁgx

Further, Plaintiffs adopt and realicge paragraphso@n'ough XX above, and would show
that the Defendants’ conduct complained of above @@ed in damages to Nicolette and Peggy
for the loss of companionship and society of @cy, mental anguish, and funeral expenses
caused by the death of Ashley. Nicolettgﬁi Peggy hereby sue the Defendants for such
damages. The Dcfendants’ conduct com@incd of was a proximate causc of Plainti{fs’ injuries

@
and damages sustaincd. <§§9
O

XXXI.
@ GROSS NEGLIGENCE

The wrongful -- d omissions of Defcndants, as specified in paragraph V through
XXX above, wcre ugﬁlakcn with an evil intcnt to harm Ashley. Such acts and omissions also
harmed and injuicolctte and Peggy. Such acts and omissions were aggravated by that kind
of willfuln@Qantonncss. and malice for which the law allows the imposition of ¢xemplary
damages. Decfendants’ conduct was intentional, willful, wanton, and without justification or

excuse, and Dcfendants acted with gross indiffercnce to the rights of Nicolctte, Peggy and
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Ashlcy. Plaintiffs Peggy, and Nicolette sue for damages in such an amount as may be found
proper under the facts and circumstances,
XXXIIL

Further, upon trial of this case, Plaintiffs would show that the injuries fusminm by them,
and alleged herein, were the proximate result of Defendants® acts and on\@ions; and that they
are entitled to have the Jury in this causc separately consider, and %@nine a sum of moncy
for each element of damages that will fairly and reasonably congs&}sate them for the injurics,
damages and losses incurred and to be incurred by them. @m the date of the incidents at
issue, until the time of trial of this case, those elements a@hmagcs to be considercd separatcly
and individually, for the purposes of determinir@@ sum of moncy that will fairly and
rcasonably compensate Plaintiffs for each eleméntare as follows:

1. Physical pain Plaintiffs have @ﬁred, from the date of the incidents in question
up to the time of trial; é

2. The mental anguish, paifvand suffering the Plaintiffs have suffered, from the date
of the incident in jon, up to the time of trial;

able medical expenses necessarily incurred in the treatment
s, from the date of the incidents in question, up to the time of

3. The amount of
of Plaintiffs inj

trial; @)
4. The loss-of any carnings sustaincd by the Plaintiffs, from the date of the incident
in question, up to the time of trial;

Q.

5. é&n] expenses for Ashley, and the loss of companionship or society as to
ley.
N) XXXII.

From the time of this trial into the future, Plaintiffs are expected to have the Jury

consider and determine a sum of money to compensate them reasonably for damages sustained

Comier\I'OP.S
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as a result of the conduct complained of, as follows:
I. Physical pain Plaintiffs will suffer from the time of trial into the future;
2. The mental anguish the Plaintiffs will suffer from the time of trial into the future;
3. The amount of rcasonable medical expenses necessarily incurred in the treatment
1
of Plaintiffs’ injurics from the time of trial into the future@\ai
AN
4, The loss of any camnings resulting from the Plaintiffgi\\gfzrics from the time of
-~ S
trial into the future. «$
9D
Nothing Plaintiffs did or failed to do, caused, or in any w@\ontribuled to the causing of the
AN
occurrences in question. On the contrary, the occun‘é@ in question and the injurics and
damages suffered by the Plaintiffs were pmximal@@used as a result of the ncgligence and
gross negligence of the Defendants in their car@@ trcatment or lack thereof, of Nicolette and
Ashlcy. Plaintiffs would show that the @ndams. on the occasions in question, failed to
exercise that degree of care as would havé Been excrcised by a reasonably prudent physician and

clinical healthcare provider in the@é or similar circumstances, and that this was a proximate

.
cause of the occurrence in qu@ and the injurics and damages sustained and to be sustained

by the Plaintiffs. @Q
N »
: @ XXXIV,
Plaintiffs would show that the Pavilion is responsible for any willful, negligent, or

grossly ncglig&@act by, or attributable to it by, its employer, agents, staff, servants, and/or
physicians acting in the course and scope of their employment or contractual relationship with
Pavilion. Plaintiffs would show that the Pavilion held itself out to the public and Plaintiffs to

be staffed and opcrated competently. Therefore, it is liable vicariously for the action of its

Comien\1'OP".8
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employcces, agents, staff and scrvants and physicians acting within the scope of their contractual
relationship with Pavilion. Pavilion has the right to conduct all such reviews within the scope
of the conduct complained of above,
XXXV,
Further, the Dcfendants, Pavilion and Karpen failed to obtain info@% conscnt from the
Peggy and Nicolctte for the Laminaria D & E procedure. Had th%@s of such a procedure
been so disclosed, the Plaintiffs, being persons of ordinary prud@e. would have refused such

treatment under the same or similar circumstances. These @r omissions were a proximate

cause of Plaintiffs’ injuries. o@
Bascd upon information and bclief Plaingj ntends that Defcndant, Dr. Richard

Cunningham, M.D., at all times relevant, was @lred by drug and\or alcohol abuse, and was
receiving trcatment for same. Plaintiff c@s that Defendant, Dr. Richard Cunningham,
M.D., was ncgligent in attempting to pr@de medical services to Plaintiff, Nicolette Cormicr,
while so impaired, and that suchg@;z@gence was a proximate causc of Plaintiffs injuries for
which Plaintiffs scck damage. @

Pleading further, P@%fs contend that Defendant, Women Pavilion, and Dr. Douglas
Karpen M.D., knew o;xgo%!d have known of Dr. Cunningham’s impairment, had they exercised
ordinary care in Q ?tmg with or hiring of Dr. Richard Cunningham, M.D., and/or rctention
of Dr. Richa@unningham, M.D. Such ncgligence was a proximate cause of Plaintiffs’
injuries for@nich Plaintiffs seek damagcs.

XXXVI.

Plaintiffs rescrve the right to amend this Original Pctition as discovery progresses in the
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casc, and shall so amend to specify the amounts of compensatory and exemplary damages

sought.
XXXVIIL
Plaintiff requests a jury trial. &\ﬂ:
o
XXXVIIL. @
&y
Plaintiffs request an amount of compensatory and exg@@%ry damages in excess of the
9D
minimum jurisdictional limits of this Court. ©\

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, P@}iff requests that Delendants, Dr.
Douglas Karpen, Dr, Richard Cunningham and W@s Pavilion, Inc., be cited to appear and
answer the Original Petition, and, on final h@ng, that Plaintiffs have judgment against
Defendants for compensatory and exempla.@mges in amounts to be specified in an amended
pleading, and in excess of the minimu% jurisdictional limits of the Court, together with intcrest

@

at the lawful rate until judgment@judgment intercst at the lawful rate, costs of Court and

for such other and further relie@at law or at equity, to which Plaintiffs are entitled justly to

. O
Iccelve. @Q
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Respectfully submitted,

CHARLES W’R BRO
State Bar No. 03 101900
BRUCE W. BAIN

State Bar No. 01546700
Three Riverway, Suite 95
Houston, Texas 77056-%
(713) 871-0660

Fax (713) 871-1861 @
ATTORNEY FOR\ INTIFFS

Q

@
CERTIFICATE Fg ICE

I, Charles W. R. Brown hereby certify lhat@ue and correct copy of the foregoing has
been served upon all counsel of record by ¢ mail retum receipt requested, by hand
delivery, and/or by telefax this the ﬁ d December, 1993.

C@é __géu& e ﬁlm

O\U Charles W. R. Brown
& Ay
Q>
@)
@
¥oa
O
&S

@)
@Q
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G. DEAN SOAPE"
CHARLES W.R. BROWN""
JOSEPH A. McDERMOTT, II1*"°

ECARD CERTIFED
"rax Law
"EBTATE PLANN'NO & PROBATE LAW
""iL, GAS AND MINCRAL LAW
""UCCMMERCIAL MEAL CATATE LAW
TEWAS BOARD OF LEGAL SPLCIALIZATION

Katherine Tyra
301 Fannin, room 105
Houston, Texas 77002

~ 7~

SOAPE BROWN MCDEF!MG)TTL7?"é FDL ,

AN ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSICNAL CORPORATIONS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

THREE RIVERWAY-SUITE 950

HOUSTON, TEXAS 77056-1909
TEL 713-871-0660
FAX 713-871-1881

e BSLIE LA
[N T '
=

-------

December 16, 1993 \@&\ﬂ:
@)

K:J
©
&
@

<

RE: Peggy Cormier, et al vs Douglas A. Karpen, M.D., ct al
Cause No. 93-33063, 152nd Judicial District

Dear Ms. Tyra:

Enclosed is Plaintiffs’

Thank you for your courtesics.

Cordially,

&

PATm;K F. DOZARK'
.KNOX-B. HUGHES
Bnuczllw BAIN

G, DEAN SOAPE, JR.
STaFF ACCOUNTANT

"ALSO LICENSED N M.NNESOTA

First Amended Petition,i@he above-referenced case. Please file stamp
the additional copy and return it to the couri@

o

@

o\@
SOAPE BROWN McDERM(@

X%

)
~ L1/

Charles W, R BrowrN ﬁp/

CWRB:dek \
Enclosures %

@Q




