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CONWLlDATED C l W  OF INDIANAPOLIS, ) 
t4bm-W 

Plaintiff, Roger F. Edhn, by his undersigned counsel for his claim against Defendan&, 
*- 
states as fdows: 

1. A potential public Wtb  crisis was avtrted in the early morning hours of' January 

6,2005. by an alert, exptri& anif quickgcting plant operator at the White River T'naimmt 

Plant in Jndiauapalis. Because of a host of cat-saving measme and oarna.cutting mitiatcd by 

Veda Water Indiampdis. I1X: and its pent coqxmticorparation Voalia Water North Amuica, which 

measures had been systematically c~lcouiaged and apprayed by the City of Indianapolis and the 

Department of' Watcrwarks, bringing the White River Treatment Plant back anliae proved to be a 

very difficult and potentially dangerous task Because wata officials believed it wm ntcessary 

to pump qucstioo8ble water inm the City's supply lines in order to maintain fi supprcsmcm, the 

decision to issue a boil-ptes advisory was issued in mt aftexnoon of January 6,20M. 
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2 Roger F. Edlis the plant operator at the helm of he White River Trcatmcnt Plant 

when serious water problems wcxe discovered, had a hi- of questioning the cost-saving and 

oamerauing at Vcolk When water officials asked him during the ensuing investigation about 

what tmd caused the mdtdown at tht plant, p v i & d  a laundry list of problems which, in his 

view, wcrc making opcrati~ll~ at the plant potentially unsafb Within about 48 hours of' his 

comments, Mr. Edlin was rnade the scapegoat for the entire affair and his job of nmrly twenty- 

four years was abruptly and \mcenmoniously terminated 

v l 2 i  . . 

3. This irr an action at law for monetary damages, rcaswaWe a#amay fees and costs. 

and otha approgaiatc relid 

Parties 

4. Pfaintifl, R .  F. Gdlin CEdlin") is adult citizen af h e  State of Indiana and 

was formeriy employed by Defendant as a watw tnatment plant opxatm. Edlin resides in 

bbanon, Indiana, 

5. Defendant V e d a  Water I-, U. ("Vedia") is a M g n  Limited 

Ijability Company licased to do bushes in the Slate of Indiana Veolia maintains its aflciats at 

1220 Watenvay Boultvard Indianapdig Miam 46202 Vedia d n d y  does busincss within 

the State of Iadiana and within W o n  Qunty a 

6. Mendant VVbalia Water Ncnth America optrating Services, Inc,, (uVeolia NA") 

is a For-Profit W g n  Corporati00 licensed to do busintss in the Stale of' lndiana Veolia NA 

maintains ia offices ax 14950 Heathrow Forest Pkwy* Suite 200. Houston. Texes. 77m2 Veolia 

mtinely does business within the State of' Indiana and within Marion County. 
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7, Defendant The Consolidated City of indianapoljs is a municipality under I. C, 4 8- 

1-2- l(e) and is a conaalidated city under I.C. Q 3-1-1 and I.C. 8 36-3-14 

8. Defendant Department of Wateworlcs is an operating divisioa and board of' the 

City. The o f f i s  for tbe Depmtment of Wattmorks an loc~tcd at Room 1601, City-County 

Building, 200 East Wasbingb Stnet, Indianapol'i, Indiana 462-04- The Department of 

W~wasesEaMisbedbyC)mersIOrdinance112.2001 b y t h e C i ~ C o u n c i l o f  

Indianapdis, and subcqucntly z t c q h d  the wattmks assets ai' the fmer XndiMis  Water 

Cornpy. Tbe Departmeat now owns, aperates, and maintain8 a water system for the callaction, 

pnrifiattion, cotlv- trtatmcnt and Btorage of wakr and distribution of' watu to its 

custmm. The Department is gavaned by a seven-member b u d  of rtirtctors appointed by the 

Mayor of the City. 

1- Backnraund 

9. Vdolia NA is No& America's leading watcrmices pvider for local and 

federal govemmenta and business and indtrstry. The company designs, lmilds, opcsatcs a d  

manags various types of facilities p m p m  aad systems euch as water aad waskwam 

hatmeut and m l d m  facilities, warn distribution systtme, wastewater M a n  systems, 

grotmdwatet remediation system, residuals and cxmposting facilities and ndated distribution 

programs, and canbided Bewet overflow facilities 

lo. Veolia, Vcolia NA and the Department of Waterworks of t6e City of'lndianapolii 

are parties to a 20-year, $15 billion amtract which iacludea all operations and manapneat and 

customer scrvice faoets of the City's watpwcuks system. which system gaves over 3.1 million 

people. 
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1 1. The quality of the water produced by waterworks system is a m e r  of general 

concern b the public. 

12. With the exception of' private welb andlar privatb water trcaimeat systems, the 

citizens of' IDdianapolis and Marion County md d o  surrourading aceas have no other choice 

but to obtain their water supply from the w a b w w h .  

13. Veotfa and Vdia NA, although organized as separate entitits, an in fact a single 

company for purpoaes ol'estabIishing iiabiIity fa aqdoymcnt decitihs. By way of' 

example d y ,  Voolia NA mtinely and SyStematicaUy rcfm to contrads and projects of' Vedia 

. : . 1 .  - A :  - 4- M KT&;- -4 UvrLkbZb .mrm mh) 
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The advispry ended the next day, but not bef'o~t classes were canceIcd for 40,000 
students, hospitals and other businesses switched to bottled water, and officials scrambled 
to ensuse tbc systtm contained enough water pressure to fight fires. 

'Thm was no system in place to catch the error and stop it from causing the problem 
that it causal," Indianapolis Mayor Bart Peterson said. "It points out what has to be 
c h g c d .  

Ved ia  Water Indianapdis, chc company that manages the city's water utiliry, said those 
change8 we* already being made.. The employee - whose name was nd rclarsed, was 
f ired 

18 The information provided by Vbolia for the s t a y  in the Stor was incomplete, 

i m  and designed to conceal fmm the citizens of Indianapolis and Marian Couuty, as well 

events leading up to the bail water advieory. 

decisicm which mated a potentially danger009 sitllatian at the White River Treatment Plant 

w b  Plaintiff worked, and it was these decisions, aimed at increasing Vadia's @its, and not a 

typogrztphical cam, which ultimately xsdted in a potential pPMic crisis and the boil water 

a & i q  being issued. Thcse decisions jnduded, but were not naxssaily limited to, the 

fonavpiag: 

A. The decision to fiego maintenance on filters at the Whik River 

Treatment Plant; 

3 The decision to take both the five million gallon and the ten million gallon 

finished watcrns~~&a at the RS R e s e r v o i r o ~ :  
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C The decision to reduoe the number of xnaintenanct workem avgilabk to 

assist plant opatm;  

D. The decision to igrmrt critical mainteaance concerns involving equipment 

such as the peristaltic pumps (used to provide hypochloride during the treatmat pnxxss), the 

sodium pccmqamk pumps, numerow valves &roughout the plant, large and small filters, and 

other mainkname issues 

2U. In addition to the dccieicma madeby Vedia &mibed in paragra* 19, alI OF 

which caf~ib,uted to causing water problems which occurmd during Plaintiffs rcgtllar shift the 

evening of' Januaty 9' and the d y  morning d January @, them wcle at least two (2) additional 

factaas which contributed to the potential h d t h  aieis: Kmt, a daisian was made by plant 

manager Dave Hill earlier on January 5,2005 to draw well water (gmtmdwata) into the eystcm, 

but Mr. Hill failed to insure that all of the valves were in f& opcnad. This emmated a 

situation where the &tatmnt system's ampter program x&xdculated the approptiate mix of 

treatmeat chemicals because d l  w~.aaer(gxuundwa&xJ was not, in f;scf entering the systaa at the 

rate expected. Seoond, tht surface water eateriug tfae tnacmeat sytm war gtntmlly very 

Ydjrty" as a r e d  of tht &cavy rains shoriiy prior to the time in question 

21. V d i a  failed to provide this infozmatim in ita ptss releases or other 

commnnicatiam with tbe pnss following the boil water adviscuy. Instead, V d i a  laid the blame 

at the feet of' an Mnamed plant operatar and explained the catire situation as having been caused 

bya"typaU 

22, Plaintifl did nat enter hcmect information into the warn h t m m t  computer 

system as alleged by Vadia Raintar'did make the decision, according to stadad aperatmg 
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p e  to shut down the White River Treatment Plant, because the routine water testing 

results indicated a serious problem witb incnasing conCamimts in the water. 

23. In fact, on the evening of January 5,2005, what tnwpired was a situaticm about 

which Plaintiff' had been coacerncd and about which PLainh'ff bad complained repeatedly to 

of'ficiais who were and are mponsible far insuring water quality and safety. 

2A Rim to Jamrary 5, U)05, as well as ~ubst.qUcnt to to date, Plaintiff'rqeaWly 

wamtd water offidale that their decisions to cut back spending (and -by inaase wits) by 

delaying needed npaim* decnasing stzlfl'ne6ded m maintain fiihatian cquipmesr~ taking tbe 

piant's finished w a t ~  reservoirs ornint, end takjng other mmemming steps would eveahtally 

lead to adaupms situation -- which Wtiff'xefartd to repeatedly as a "train wreck" - in 

terms of water quality and public health 

25. Raintiffs rcpeatbd oormpents and aunplainb to water officiale about the 

p o t c U  safety lnzads posed by their customs, pdicicg and procedu~les amstituted speech oa a 

matter of public concern. As such, the h t  Amendmart b the United States Cmbstihrtim 

protecttd~spaech- 

26. In its December Operating Rcpott to the City of Iadianapol'i Department of' 

Wa&mmb, published January ZQ2005, Veoiia a f f d  tbe fallowing detaih and statcmmts 

about the events of'January 5 tbugh  Januaxy 7,2005: 

A That a p h t  rate ot 65 million gallons per day was m k d  into fhc 

compirttr pmgnun (called the "Supe~sary Control and DaEB Acquisition" syskm ["SCADA") 

where the well flow rate (which was lea than 10 million gdlcms per day) shauld have bten 



Case 1 :05-cv-01063-LJM-WL Document 1-2 Filed 07/20/2005 Page 8 of 20 

entend, and that thie enor caused the system to automatically shut off the alum and polymer 

fed  p u p ;  

B. That the system lacked any controls to prevent this "numerid data entry 

erro~" from occurring; 

C. ?bat the "first mmpftsw taken which indicated a problem wen taka 

" d y  oo the m d n g  d January 6". and that these samples ahowad that alum and pdymu uscd 

in the coagulahion prooescr were not feeding into the system; 

D. Thar whcn tht plant opentor (Plalntifl) was ad+ of this pblem, the 

plant operator "initiated plant shut dowb JXUC&UICB to tnsun that no inadequately tnatcd water 

entered the distrlhtion syslern:' 

E That the inadequatdy treated water was seleascd into Fall Cnek purruant 

to an IDEMpermit; 

F. Tbat ttrt plant operator then began feeding alum and polymer into the 

system "through a manual override of the SCADA systemm; 

a. That tbe pdant operatar' "advised the appropriate VWI supuviscna and 

manaps in the VWI chain d oammand of the pblemw: 

H Tha?, by mid4temca on Thwsday January 4 2005, V d i a  and the 

Department of' Waterw<wks 'upon the recommcndatiou of VWI, decided that a m o n a r y  

boil water advisory would be the appropdate step to tab''; 

I. That the investigation Wound fault with &e p~~ooess 00~tro1" and that 

Vcalia "implemented imprwcd coamh in the SCADA ~ystam and operator pmxdwles"; 

J. Tbat an employee wae 'terminated as a d t  of the investigationn even 

though the eysttm 'was at no time out of camplimcc with IDEM WEPA regulations . . ."; and 
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R. That "cxbwrdinary measuresw w m  taken between the discovery or the 

water quality problem and the time on Friday, January 7 when tanks were returned to normal 

levels, and that these "emn3inary measu~es" were required "to maximize system pressures to 

meet demand and maintain fire suppmsion " 

27. Many of the statentente made by V d i a  in its ofrich3 report were either patently 

false or matcridy misleading Momover, although the rqmt a p  to d t  the plant operato1 

for hie quick action in shutting down thc p lat  and kteping the operation in comptiance with 

IDEM and EFA regulations, the npt omits the fact tbat tha employee te~minatcd "as a result of 

the investigationn was the plant operator, Plaintiff Roger E Edfh 

28 During tht course of the investigation conducted by Defendants following the 

incident dtscxibcd above, Plaintiff reitetafed the co.ncem he had b#n raising with watu 

officials prior to the incident. In a met@ with water officials f m  Vtolia during the 

investigation, Haintiff advised the officials that although the facility had not put out bad wat# 

during this ixident, they were "heading for a train wmk and the caboose is alceady off in 

Specifically, Raintifr advised tbe water officials doring this mesting that their decision (o take 

multiple ggtems out of d c e  simultaneously was going to "CBUSC a dbwkr." During this 

investigatory meeting maintiff' discussed all of' the issues about which he had pviousty voiced 

repeated conceans (identified in paragmph 19 above), as wdl as others, eoch a: 

A. The generally bad canditian of tbe White River Treabnent Plant; 

B. The need to take plumbing apat to wash film; and 

C. Thc g a d  lackdmainttaance on critical syst~ms. 

29. A d d i l i d y ,  dming the investigatory meeting described above, Plaintifi'told the 

. Veda water officials that he believed tbe system was going to fadl txgah, and that he would 
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refuse to 'put out bad water? and that if it came down to such a decision, ht would bt f o d  

once agdin lo take the plant off'line. 

30., Within approximately fortyeight (48) hours of voiang the wncem described in 

paragcaphs 28 and 29 above, Plaintiff was told far the fvst time in bis 23 If2 year mrat~ at the 

water company that he was "not competent to run a water plant" and was uncerernoniowly 

tuminatcd an the spot by Mr.. Dave Ga&. 

3 1. Rim to his termination, Defendan05 bad ncver questioned Flaintifrs skib ts a 

plant operator, and Plaintiff' had received axnm~~dation in he pbt for doing cssentidly the 

same thing (a plant shutdown) he did in the d y  morning hbm of January 4 UIOS. At all 

relevant times. Plaiatifrcanplekly frrlfilled his dudes as plant aperatar, including hie duty to 

protect thc public frmn thc risks associated with mminattd warn:. 

32.. The reason for - Plaintiffs tetminatim as ersmunicatcd to Haintifl by Mr. aadis 

(that RaintiR was  tent) was fake, and was a pretext for iIiegd ntaliatnry andlor 

discriminatory d u c t  by Wttldants. 

33. The true reesons far PlaintiTr 6 termination Rere as fo110ws: 

A. To Waliate against Plaintiff for having paformed his sbatutory dutics as 

wtoperator; 

B . To retaliate a@mt Haintiff fix baving spoken out on matten of public 

conotrn and having been a vocal opponent of'Def'endants' policies. practices, and plocedures 

(which amounted to cutting corners in the name of profit and at the expease of' public safety); 

C. To discredit Raintiff and rclegatc him to the statw af'"disgrunt1cd f-er 

employeew so as to lessen the impact oftbe statements be had made (and thoat stalemeats he was 
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eqwted to make) on the subject of Defendants' ill-advised poIities, practices, and prootdures; 

D. U p  infodmaticm and belief, to punish Plaintiff fix having made 

statements oa these subjects to the press. 

34. Hypothetidy aad in the alternative, the true reason far Plaintiffs termination 

was to di&nale against him based on his age. 

35. All Ddcdauts w u t  involved in the decision to terminate Plaintifi's employment. 

36 Defendants' cmdw3 coaductcribcd abwt was committed intentionally, WiIlfully. 

malicious!y, Wtssly ,  and with gross disregard aFPlaintifrs rights. 

37. As a d i n s  a a i  proaimate d t  d Defendants' d u c t ,  Plaintiff' has btea 

suffering, and is pnsently suffering, mental and emotional distnss, anxiety, ridicule, 

humiliation, indignity. lass of catem, embarrassment, loss of wages and fringe benefits, loss of 

future employment prospects, and has been f d  to iacur attoxney's fees and other expenses to 

redress the wrangs peape&ated against him. 

- 
4 2 . u s L L w  

38. maintiff' incorporates by sefmncc and d k g e 8  paragraphs 1 thtough 37. 

39. MI Roger F. Ediin, both befke a d  abr the iddent leading to the boil 

water advisary issvxd on Jawary 6,2005, aapgcd in CODStitutidy pmkckd speach on 

ma- af' public cmccm bath in his ammunicatiom with wata officials and in his 

communicati~ls with tbc press. 
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40. Defendants, acting together, tdna tcd  Plaintiff in otdGs to punish him for 

engaging in the spec& described hercin, and to chill such speech by Plaintiff and otbm in the 

future. 

41. In fact Defendants V d i a  and V d i  NA have caused to be issued written 

polick specifically prohibiting amflayets from tdking to membus af the press, which poliaes 

s t m d  as evidence of these DefenQnts' fear of public scrutiny acrd their &sin to chill free speech 

in furtherance of'theirmm inttnsts. 

42, Defendants V d i a  and Veda NA engaged in &te action at all times relevant to 

h i s  case, and as such are subject to the coostitutional pnstectims &ded by the Erst and 

Fourteenth Amendmeats to the United States Canstitution. For example: 

A. Vcolia and V d i a  NA pwi& sexvices which have Wtionaliy ban 

provided by govu~ltlpeat and can fairly be said to perfom a traditid public functim such that 

their d o n s  must bt cansicked to be stafc action for putpasea of Fm Amendment d y s f s ;  

EL Vcalia and V d i  NA and the City d Indimaphs and the Board of 

Watefworlrs are invalved in a symbiotic relatimdq which they aften k i b e  as a "public- 

privata partnership" and as a " j t  ventuxd 

c Thccity~IllciianapolisandthcBoarddw~necessarily~css 

and rautiaaly exert a great deal of' umtd wes the daytoday opeiations of V d i a  and Vcolia 

NA; 

D. Thc decision to tunhate Plaintiff's employmeat was. upaa infomalion 

and belief, motivated ia large part by the desire d tbt City and the Baard to extract "their pwmd 

of fleahn to mhm the political anlaztmwrnt~~t caused by the shutdown d tbe WRTP and tbe 
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ensuing boil water advisory, such that the involvement of govu~nental authority in this case 

aggravated a oontributtd to the unlawful decision to terminate Plaintin'a employment. 

nd Count ( V e d i a m m  

43. Plaintiff incaopmahts by reference and redleges paragraphs 1 thn;,ugh 42 

44. Defendants Vaoiia and Vculia NA m tiable to Haintiff for defamation of 

chmctcrp beaulse Vedia anployces, acting within the soope of tM.employment, knowingfy 

and willfully made faIsc and defamatoty staremen@ about Plaintiff.. 

45. Deferxiants knew, or should bave known. that the stakma~ts w m  I'alse, and that 

they would damage Plaintiff's reputation. 

r count !V=m@ v e n f w  

46. flaintiff incarporaka by refutnce a d  rtalle&es pmgraphe 1 thmugh 45. 

47. Defendants Veda  and Veolia NA retaliahd again6t Raintiff because he 

Homed his statutmy duty to ~dtgaard the @ty of public water when he shut dawn the 

WfCTPapthtearly~ofJ~~ll11;~y6,2005,aodbtcauetbmadchlrnow~t6Ddendants 

that he would not b d  his duty in the f'uhrre should similar h a m  canditions occur. 

48 Defendauts* ccmduct was intentid, willful, reckless, aad wmngfl such that an 

award of' punitive damages would be appropiate to deta Defendants from engaging in similar 

conduct in tbe f u h n  
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Count (Veolia and V m  

( A D W  

49. Plaintiff incmporates by nfertnce and realleges paragraphs 1 through 48. 

50.. Hypothetically and in the alternative, Defendants V d i  and Veolia NA 

discriminated against Piaintiff'on the basis of' his age by terminating his ernpbp~t.  

51. Plaintiff was, at all relevant times. over fcnly (40) years af age and in tht class of 

petsaw pmtected frnn age discrirninatian by the ADEA 

5 2  Plaintiff pedormed all d tbe responsibilities of this position in accoxdance with 

the legitimate expectations of his employer. 

53. Plaintiff was trtated lea favorably than a simihly situated employee under age 

forty. 

54. The r#rson given by Vedia and Vedia NA for Plaintiffs tamination was a 

pretext designed to mask tbc true, illegal reasoa. 

55. Plaintiff fiied atimely c h g e  af'discrimination with the United Statcs Equal 

Employment o i p p o ~ t y  Commission, and bad nccived a "right to me" Ic t ta .  This suit is 

timely filed, 



Case 1 :05-cv-01063-LJM-VVTL Document 1-2 Filed 07/20/2005 Page 15 of 20 

C. Ebinsratc Plaintiff to his positim, with an award of' back pay with intetea, and all 

other last employment befits. In the event that the Court finds that rdnsbkmcnt is not 

imsihle, PIaintiff' prays for an award af back pay and front pay: 

D. Awatd Plaintiff reasonable attorney's fees and costs; 

E Retain jurisdiction d this adion to ensure f-iltl c~mpIiance with the Iaw; a d  

F- Award PlaintiiT such dher and f'htb did' as the Court deems just and propa. 

Attotney for PIaintifr 
136 East Mand Stratt, Suite 1010 
Indianapdis. Indiana 46204 
(317) 637-9910 
(3 17) 637-9920 (fa) - 
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Phhtiff, by counsel, hereby quests  a trial by jury on all issues U e  by a jury pursuant 

to Rule 38 of the Indiana Rules of' Trial Pmcedwc. 

Michael & Schultz, No. a 6 1 4 9  
Attamey for Pfaintifl' 
136 East m t  Street, Suite 1010 
Indian-, Indiana 46204 
(3 17) 637-9910 
(3 17) 637-9920 (fa) 
~slaw(iPsbc~1obaf .net 
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Roger F. Edlin, 

Plaintiff, 
Y. 

SUMMONS 

In the Marion Circpit/Superior Court 

Veolia Water Indianapolis, LLC., 
Veoli Water North America Operating Services, L ~ G ,  
Consolidated City of Indianapolis, Marion County, Indiana, and 
The Department of Waterworks of the City of Indianapolis, 

Defendants. 

TO DEFENDANT: Veolia Water Indianapolis, LLC. 
do Cl' Corporation System 
251 E. Ohio Street, Suite 1100 
Indianapolis, I N  46204 

You arc bereby natitied that you have h e m  by the person named as Phhtiff and la the Cwti 
indluted abovt 

l h e  nature of thc mdt @wit you b 6tatrd io the rnmpl.Int which Is attached to this Summolu It also 
states the rtlkfaooght or the denund nu& against you by the PLintift 

An answer or otbu appropriate reaponst in writ& to the complaint must bc T i  elther by you or your 
attoracy withh hveaty (20) days, commeodng the day after you r+nive thb Summo~r, (or twenty-three (23) days 
If thb Summons wu rsccfved by mil), or 8 judgment by default may be rendered against you for the relief 
demanded by PLlotiR 

If you have a tlrb for mlkf against the Plaintiff arising from tbc r a w  transaction or occurrence, you 
must assert it In your wr'rttm answer, 

If you need tbe name of an attomy, you m y  costad the Indunapob Bar hsoclrtion Lmwyer Refer4  
Service (269-222th or the M . h o  County Bar Airoettioll Lmwyu R e l e d  Service (634-3950). - 
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F .  

SUMMONS 

Roger F. EdIin, In the Marion CircuitfSuperior Court 

Plaintiff, Cause No. I .  . . 
?- . . .. . I ... . !. . - -334 g ... 

Veolia Water Indianapolis, W., 
Veolia Water North America Operating Services, hc., 
Consolidated City of Indianapolis, Marion County, Indisna, and 
The Department of Waterworks of the City of Indianapolis, 

Defendants. 

TO DEFENDANT: Veolia Water Indinnapolii, UC. 
C/O CX Corporation System 
251 E. Ohio Street, Suite 1100 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

You are bereby n o U i  tbat y w  have betn rued by tk person mmed as Phintiff.Ird La tbe Cwrt 
indicated above. 

The M* of the ruit agaiest you t stated in the complrlnt wbkb is attrcb J to thlc Summons. It a h  
Uata the d k f  mt or tBc demand ~ d t  against you by the Plaintiff. 

' 

If yoa bsvt a cirlm for reIkfspfmt the PLlntiffaririrrp from the same trrnmctiaa or wurresct, you 
must .wrt H in y w r  wrifiea answer. 

If you need the urns  of an attorney, YOP may contact the Iadtupdlr Bar -tion hwyer Referral 
Sewice *9-2222), or the Ma140s Comnty Bar Arrodrtlon hwyer  Refem1 St* (6344950). 
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SUMMONS 

Roger k'. WIii 

Plaintiff, 
V. 

Vcolia Water Indianapolis, LLC., 
Vcolfa Water North America Operating Seniccs, Iac., 
Consolidated City of Indiiaapolis, Marion County, I n d i a ,  and 
The Department of Waterworks of tho City of Indianapolis, 

Defendants. 

TO D E F m A N T :  Consolidated City of Indianapolis, Marion County, Indiana 
do Mayor Bart Peterson 
2501 City-County Building 
200 East Washingtbn Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

You are hereby nofificd chat you have been sued by the person named as Phhtiff'aqd in h C o w  
indicated above. 

Tbe nature of  the suit aplnrt you is dated in the complrint which is attached to this Summons. It also 
mtes the kl idco~ght  or the demand made opnlm you by the Plaintiff. 

An r w e r  or other appropriate respouse in uyriting to thc complaint must k filed either by you or your 
attorney within twenty (20) days, commcaclnf the day after you receive tbts Summons, (or truaty-three (23) days 
if thic Sommoas was rccdvcd by mail), or n judgment by default may bo rendered a g W t  you for the relref 
demanded by Plaintiff, 

If you have a claim for nl ief  against the Plaintiff rrislng tram the Eamt trarvaction or occarmce, you 
must assert it h your written answer. 

Uyou need the ~ m c  of an attorney, you m y  contact thc IndlanrpaliP Bar Association Lawyer Referral 
Sewice 069-2222), or the Marian County Bar APsoctation Lawyer Referrs1 Service (631-3950). 

Jhl ted: 

me following manmr of service of summons is hareby delgnated.) 

Personal Service - See Return of Service on reverse side 

Michael L Schultz, 20361-49 
Atorney for Plaintiat 
136 Eart Market S&t 
suite 1OlO 
Indiapapoh, IN 46204 
317-637-9910 
317-637-9920 FWX 
mlsIaw@b@obd.net 






