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NEW ORLEANS, LOUI SI ANA; FRI DAY, MAY 13, 2011
10: 00 A. M.

THE COURT: You all may be seated. It | ooks
li ke the crowd has thinned a bit.

It's reconfigured for other matters.

s there anyone in the hallway? Wuld one
of you all just peek out and make sure if anyone's out
t here.

While they're making their way in, thank you
all for your patience against. W're going to try to
give you a quick update as to where we are on a variety
of issues. And there's a lot going on | think in the
MDL right, now even though it may not appear fromthe
record that we're as active as we were. But we do have
bel | wet hers schedul ed, we'll talk about those. W also
have some other things that are in the works right now
that | think are within the scope and the intent of
having the MDL, this matter being put into an MNDL.

We'll try to give you an update on that as well. And

t hi nk we have some instructions that | think are

i mportant for those of you who are in attendance to try
to follow, or at least to try to tell others who are not
in attendance that these itenms were stressed today.

M. Meunier, would you like to begin with

the report?
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MR. MEUNI ER: Good morni ng, Your Honor. May
it please the Court, Jerry Meunier, co-liaison counse
for plaintiffs.

Your Honor, the joint report, as usual, has
been submtted to you in proposed form There will be
certain edits and corrections made before it is put into
the record.

THE COURT: s this sound system on? It
doesn't seemlike it's on.

MR. WEI NSTOCK: Just project.

MR. MEUNI ER: | will project.

Judge, the first section of the report, as
usual, just gives a statement of the inventory, the case
i nventory. There are an estimted 5,000 actions which
have now been filed in or transferred into the MDL.

The next session deals with plaintiff fact
sheets. And we have had extensive discussion with Your
Honor this norning about the fact that many plaintiff's
counsel are seriously concerned about the ability they
have to respond to a number of deficiency letters which
are being received on numerous cases as part of the
ongoi ng process to correct deficiencies in the profile
forum Or fact sheet. And, at the outset, we want to
make a distinction between situations where plaintiffs

have simply failed to submt any fact sheet and
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situations where some fact sheet has been provided but

is deemed deficient.
The situation where the plaintiff

subm tted any fact sheet remains one in which

has not

t hat

plaintiff is exposed, under this Court's orders and the

standi ng protocol, exposed to a motion to dismss with

prejudice. That has not changed in any of the

di scussi ons we' ve had. There is still the mandate to

provide a fact sheet within a certain period of tinme

fromfiling of a case

But moving to the question of fact

sheet s

that are deemed deficient, as we've di scussed with Your

Honor this norning, there's a tension between

t he need

of the defendant group to obtain what they consider to

be relevant information on claims through the

deficiency

process. And the concern of the plaintiff's group that

the MDL m ssion should not be to expend an inordinate

amount of energy and time on individual claimed

di scovery, as you would normally do for litigation

pur poses, but rather that the MDL m ssion, past the

resolution of commmon issues, should be to facilitate

what amounts to a unique unit for global resolution.

And so out, off that tension, we've had discussion with

t he Court about ways and means of having deficiencies

addressed but in a mre Iimted fashion. And

I will try
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to state what | understand to be the current agreenment,
with the Court's help.

Number one, it will not be necessary for any
def endant to send more than one deficiency letter.
However, by next Friday, the parties having discussed it
anong thenselves, will advise the Court as to the number
of deficiencies or deficiencies fields, if you will
whi ch are --

MR. WEI NSTOCK: You m ght want to call them
key data fields.

MR. MEUNI ER: Key data fields which are
designated to be needed at this time by the defendants
for the purposes of settlement eval uation and
di scussi on.

It will be expected that the plaintiff
counsel will advise, |likewise, as to the time needed
realistically to furnish what is deemed as deficient
information in those key data fields only.

Al'l of this will be done without prejudice
to the right of the defendants to have foll ow- up

di scovery at the appropriate time on the remaining

deficiencies. But the focus in the near termwi ||l be on
those data fields, and we will have a deadline agreed to
hopefully for those data fields, and we will presumably

have the Court presented with an order which reflects
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t he agreement of counsel on how to proceed in that
fashi on.

THE COURT: M. Weinstock.

MR. WEI NSTOCK: Yes.

THE COURT: By the way, if anybody still
can't hear and you'd |like to move into the jury section
here, these seats over here, please feel free to
rel ocate. | think everybody's tal king | oud enough, but
of course I'"'mcloser to them than you all are. | f
anybody wants to sit up here, you're more than wel cone.

MR. WEI NSTOCK: Currently, Your Honor, the
system where we' ve been dealing with pursuant to PTO 86
was to provided the Court and the plaintiffs with the 16
data fields that would ultimately go into a database and
could be used for settlement purposes.

This does not preclude defendant from
ultimately getting a conmplete and satisfactory fact
sheet for every plaintiff, but it does postpone that
moment until a later point in time.

Now that it's beconme clear that the Court
thinks it's best to limt the deficiency process to the
key data fields, the defendants are to go back and
figure out if those 16 are sufficient, if we need to add
to those 16. Confer with the plaintiffs and present to

t he Court what we can agree upon by next Friday. And,
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if we can't agree on something, present that to the
Court as well.

Those are the data fields that the
plaintiffs will have to cure currently right now
pursuant to PTO 2 and 32 in the time Iimts allotted.
Those time Iimts may be subject to change.

They will not have to do a conmplete cure of
the deficiency. They have the option to do so; because,
if we're still here at this time next year, they're then
going to go back and cure all those deficiencies wthout
a second notice. So, when you send out your letter now,
my suggestion would be to do a conplete deficiency
letter, and they'll be required if and when that stay
ends. Next April, if we're still here, they'll be
required to cure the conmplete deficiency at that tine.

THE COURT: Let me see if | can state it
maybe a little bit more directly. If you're on the
def endant's side of this case, you should do two things.
Number one, you should send deficiency notices, conplete
deficiency notices as schedul ed, as set forth in the
Court's orders, and it should highlight the deficiencies
t hat you were planning to highlight any way with regard
to the fact sheets. So it doesn't change the exercise.
The defendants will send one deficiency letter, you will

not need to send an another deficiency letter |ayer. So
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this doesn't inpact what you're doing with regard to
deficiency notices.

The second thing that you need to do is to
consider, and try to be conservative, about what you
consider to be the nmost critical pieces of information
of the plaintiff fact sheet that your
client/carrier/whoever else is involved in any type of
eval uation of these clainms would |Iike to know in order
to participate in a settlement negotiation in the MDL.
Now, that should be as few as possible. I n ot her words,
the critical fields of data off of the plaintiff fact
sheet, and then M. Weinstock is going to gather that
information -- you'll hear from himshortly by email or
what ever means he chooses. You will then have the
opportunity to designate which fields that your client
has told you to be critical pieces of information for
t hat purpose al one.

| f you are on the plaintiff's side, if you
have clients that you're representing, you have two
scenarios right now. | f you have not submtted a fact
sheet at all for a particular plaintiff, then you really
have a |l ot of work to do soon, because you should be
wor ki ng on those. And, frankly, you should have already
subm tted a fact sheet, so you're delinquent in the

sense that you don't have a fact sheet that should have
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al ready been provided.

The second contingency is that you have
subm tted a fact sheet but the fact sheet that you hav
subm tted doesn't provide certain data as requested on
the fact sheet. If that's the case, then you wil
receive a conplete deficiency notice fromthe rel evant

def endant, or defendants if it's a third party, a

e

third-party contractor, and you should respond in short

order within the time that is going to be deci ded and
wi Il be circul ated. But you should respond in short
order with the particular fields that are deemed to be
the nost critical. You will be told which items those
ar e.

Quite honestly, if you're going to have to
go back and recontact a client plaintiff, you're
probably better off trying to capture all of the
deficient information on one occasion so you don't hav
to recontact them | ater. If for some reason your case
is remanded, then to just go after those fields, and
then pre-remt getting the rest of the information.

So if you've done a fact sheet and you get
deficiency notice, you should try to cure the entirety
of the deficiency. But you should especially try to
capture those critical data fields that will hopefully

get your client, that particular plaintiff, included i

e

n

a
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any settlement discussion, as part of the MDL.

What we're trying to do is |l essen the
on everybody but preserve the right of the partie
litigate these clainms in the event they can't be
in the MDL. So defendants, by specifying [imted
fields, you're not in any way foregoing the right
each and every piece -- | think it works now.

MR. MEUNI ER:  You don't have to start

THE COURT: You' re not foregoing the
to get each and every piece of information that vy
woul d ot herwi se get on the plaintiff's fact sheet
Okay?

Does anybody have any questions about
we're doing it that way and what it is you're sup
to be doing? On either side?

It's very inportant that we do it --
go back even further. If you're on the plaintiff

side, you should have been doing fact sheets purs

the pretrial orders that required themto begin wth.

So, that part of it, there's nothing new on that
it. You were having to do the facts sheets now f
| east a couple years, if not all along. So, if vy
haven't done that, then you're way behind in the
and you run the risk of getting that plaintiff's

dism ssed for failure to fill out a fact sheet.

burden
s to

settl ed

to get

over.
right
ou

why

posed

l et me
's

uant to

part of
or at
ou
game,
claim

Okay?
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MR. WEI NSTOCK: Your Honor, if | could just
add, what the defendants could expect is, if you go back
| ast Thursday, | believe | circulated a list of the 16

gquestion and answers that would be converted to data

field. | will recirculate that. And then we will talk
about, in both the smaller and | arger group, about what
may or may not be added to that [|ist.

MR. MEUNI ER: Thank you, Judge.

Your Honor, the next section of the report
lists a nunber of notions which are pending in the draft
t hat was reviewed with the Court this norning. Your
Honor did point out that there are several on the |i st
in the draft joint report which have now been acted
upon. We will correct, when we file the final version
of the joint report, we will correct in the record the
listing of pending motions to elimnate those that have
been acted upon.

There are several matters on appeal. As
al so discussed in that same section of the joint report,
t he appeal from the Al exander jury verdict was argued in
the Fifth Circuit on April 26th, and we now await a
decision fromthe panel

The appeal fromthis Court's dism ssal of
Chri stopher Cooper's FTCA claim |ikew se, has been

argued orally in the Fifth Circuit. That argument was
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on March 1st of 2011. And we await a decision fromthe
panel on that appeal.

There are two ot her appeals, which are
really conpani on appeals, and those are the ones taken
from Your Honor's dism ssal of all M ssissippi and all
Al abama FTCA clainms, and those appeals in the Fifth
Circuit have now been fully briefed. Briefing was
compl eted on April the 18th. And we await the
scheduling of oral argument on those appeals.

There is also an appeal brought in the Fifth
Circuit fromthe jury verdict in the bellwether trial of
Earl i ne Castanel. But no briefing and obviously no oral
argument has occurred yet as to that appeal.

Your Honor, the next section of the report
deals with the manufactured housing, so called
non-litigation track cases. This Court on April 5th
prelimnarily approved a proposed class settl ement
brought on -- a settlement involving all the occupants
of manufactured housing units. The Court's approval
included approval of a notice to prospective or punitive
class members. The notification process has been
commenced. And the fairness hearing for the Court to
consi der whether to approve under Rule 23 that proposed
class settlement is currently scheduled to begin in this

court on August 22nd of this year at 9 a.m
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Anyt hing el se?

And we do encourage counsel to |l ook at the
prelimnary approval docunment or order in the record
which is record document 20669 to be informed as to all
ot her pertinent deadline dates that they must conply
with in the processing of the non-lit proposed cl ass
settl ement.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. MEUNI ER: The next section deals with
mat chi ng. As Your Honor noted this norning, we've now
matured to a point where we don't have to tal k about
mat chi ng ongoingly fromstart to finish in these
meeti ngs and discussions. The |ast chance matching
process continues. And, under that protocol, certain
plaintiffs who remain unmatched are subject to notions
to dismss with prejudice by the defendants. And we
know t hat and the Court knows that those nmotions in sonme
cases already have been filed and in some cases granted.

As we discussed this nmorning, the procedure
we hope that is followed is that, when the defendants
come to the point of wanting to file a notion to dism ss
an unmat ched plaintiff, that they would contact counsel
for the plaintiff to see if the notion is unopposed. | f
there is reason to oppose it, given the inportance of

what's at issue, we assune that there will be opposition
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menoranda filed and perhaps even a request for oral
argument so Your Honor can hear the circumstances of
t hat particul ar case.

THE COURT: |f there's opposition to notions
to dism ss, make certain that you're able to state that
comprehensively and very specifically on the record. I
know there's sort of a visceral response of: Gee, |
really wi sh you would not dismss my client's claim
But you need it give me a particular reason.

As Mr. Meunier just pointed out, we are now
beyond the matchi ng phase, which this is probably the
first status conference we've had where we have not
di scussed continued matching efforts with M. MIller on
behal f of government and the third-party contractors,
the complications that arise in matching a third-party
contractor. So we're finally to the point where a
mat chi ng should no | onger be an issue.

So, if you do have an opposition to a notion
to dism ss, you're going to be very, very specific as to
why the claimshould not be dism ssed. As M. Meunier
i ndicated, there will be some conmmunication to find out
whet her or not a particular mtion to dismss is
opposed. And, as a result of that, | would expect, if
there's going to be an opposition, you should be able to

articulate particular grounds as to why the motion to
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di sm ss should not be granted.

Most of the ones that we've seen so far --
say most of them a good nunmber of them -- have been
unopposed because we've done all we can do to try to
mat ch. We've tried to facilitate using the efforts and
records of the defendants even to try to have,
especially with the governnment, to try to match people
to defendants.

So, if you really don't have a suggestion as
to how you could possibly match, and you represent a
plaintiff, and you've followed all of avenues that we've
provi ded, then unfortunately that particular claimnt's
action in this MDL is probably going to be di sm ssed.

MR. MEUNI ER: And of course, Your Honor, one
of the benefits of the matching process for case
management purposes was to conme up with a unified
spreadsheet that would show the Court and show al
litigants which plaintiffs are matched to which
manuf acturers and which contractors. And, as discussed
in this same section of the joint report, the PSE was
charged with the responsibility of forwarding
spreadsheet data in that regard to the defendants, which
was done. Although we did not warrant conpl eteness
because we are relying, on many cases, on plaintiff's

counsel who may not even be nmenbers the commttee.
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Nonet hel ess,
t he defendants and to speci al
we produced a revised master
the Court's orders PTO 68, in
of 2011.
the end of

But, at

t he i nportant commn m ssions,
wi |l

going forward and remand if

we have furni shed that

And that's an ongoing effort,

material, both to
mast er Dan Bal hof f. And
spreadsheet pursuant, to

particular, on March 31st

Judge.
the day, | think one of

if you will, of the ML

have been to create a consensus which can be used

necessary to know who goes

where, with what defendant group, for litigation
pur poses.

Judge, Section VI of the report is our
outline of the bell wether and summary trials. The

bel |l wet her trials, both summar

ot her wi se. There was a tri al

y jury trials and

set for this com ng

Monday, as the Court knows, which was to be a summary
jury trial, plaintiff vs. KZ RV and Fl uor. The Court
has entered an order of the dism ssal of that plaintiff

case agai nst KZ RV pursuant

proposal. Counsel for Fluor

revi sed order to reflect the f

case has not been resolved or

wi ||

to a pending settl ement

be submtting a

act that that plaintiff's

there is no propose to

resolve it as to the Defendant Fl uor. And so, to that
extent, that trial against Fluor is continued without
date at this tinme.
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The remaining trials are set forth in t
order, in the joint report. The next trial wll be
summary jury trial on June -- is it 13?

THE COURT: 13t h.

MR. MEUNI ER: 2011. And that is a case
agai nst Coachman RV Company. The Court has sel ecte
bel | wet her plaintiff Anthony Di xon to proceed in th
summary jury trial

The next summary jury trial, the next t
bel |l wether trial, will be August 1st of 2011. That
is a summary jury trial against the defendant
manuf acturer Jayco, Inc., and the bell wether plaint
selected is Quiniece Lanbert-Dolliole.

And then the final bellwether trial whi
scheduled at this time is a trial against Sun Valle
CH2M Hi I'l, which is set for October 17, 2011. Char
Mar shall has been selected as the bellwether trial;
in the event he does not proceed, Sonya Andrews has
designated as a replacenent bellwether trial.

THE COURT: And, since our |ast confere
we had one summary jury trial that was held, that t
results of which are confidential at this point?

MR. MEUNI ER: Correct, Your Honor. At
point, the results remain confidential.

The summary jury trial in question was

he

a

d the

at

rial,

al so

i ff

ch is

y and
| es
and,

been

nce,

he

this
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agai nst Dutchman, the manufacturer Dutchman, which is
part of the group of companies in the case affiliated
with Thor Industries.

THE COURT: Ri ght.

MR. MEUNI ER: Your Honor, the report in
Section VIl discusses the status of clainms against the
United States. We've already mentioned the pendency of
Fifth Circuit appeals fromthis Court's dism ssal of the
M ssi ssi ppi and Al abama plaintiff, cases against FEMA
brought under the FTCA.

On May 18 of |ast year, this Court also
di sm ssed, pursuant to the governnent's notion, all
ordinary or sinmple negligence clainms brought under the
FTCA by Louisiana plaintiffs, preserving only the gross
negligence or willful and wanton m sconduct cl ainms of
Loui siana plaintiffs as to FEMA. The PSE did pursue
interlocutory appeal certification with this Court, but
the Fifth Circuit did deny our petition for an
interlocutory appeal. And so the Court's ruling, at
| east as to Louisiana plaintiffs cases agai nst FEMA
remains in that posture in this Court, those clains are
limted to gross fault, gross negligence claims only.

THE COURT: "' m not sure if you or any
nunmber of you would agree with nme on this, but | would

think that the Fifth Circuit's treatment of the Al abama
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and M ssissippi statutes, to the extent that they carve
out certain claim or at |east discuss a standard of
care, m ght be insightful as to what the Circuit's
feeling would be with regard to the Louisiana statute.
Al t hough the statute is different fromthe other two
states, it mght give sonme insight as to what the
Circuit's attitude m ght be towards the types of
statutes involved, which are all in the nature of

i munity statutes for tort actions based upon emergency
circumstances as a general proposition.

MR. MEUNI ER: | think you're correct, Judge.
There are comon | egal questions in the case of
Loui si ana, M ssissippi and Al abama. And | think, with
the presentation of the appeals with the respect to
M ssi ssi ppi and the Al abama, the plaintiffs and FEMA are
certainly going to be team ng up arguments about
applicability of those statutes, which in turn, as you
say will influence perhaps the situation in the
Loui siana situation as well.

THE COURT: My appreciation of those issues
too, the argunents are |argely based on policy choices
whi ch are outlined pretty nmuch in the statute history.
So | think the Circuit's conments and Al abama and
M ssi ssi ppi, unless they expressly state nothing stated

here has anything to do with the Loui siana st atute,
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which they fromtime to time do, | think they'll
certainly help out in what they m ght do had they taken
t he Loui siana statute.

MR. MEUNI ER: So |l think it's fair to say --
and I know M. MIller's here, that the status of this
litigation against FEMA is dependent at this point
| argely on appellate court practice and what w |l happen
in those pendi ng appeals.

Your Honor, we do continue in the joint
report in this case in Section I X to reference the
settl ement against Fleetwood. This was not a proposed
class settlement but rather an individual release driven
settl ement against that bankrupt entity and its
insurers. The special master in the Fleetwood
settl ement, Dan Bal hoff, has now issued his
recommendati ons on met hodol ogy and all ocation of the
settlement fund, and this Court approved those
recommendati ons on March 9th.

The special master, now having been approved
in his allocation proposal, has communicated to each
plaintiff counsel representing individuals who occupied
Fl eetwood units what the proposed settlement allocation
is to each individual plaintiff. Those allocation
letters were mailed out to counsel on March 22nd. And

we now are receiving or we know that the responses are
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being made to the allocation. The claimnts had
actually until actually April 8th to file objections.
And, under the protocol, will now proceed to address
t hose objections primarily or chiefly through the
services of the Special Master Bal hoff.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. MEUNI ER:  Your Honor, the remainder of
the report is sinply related to other efforts at
settlement. John Perry is appointed as a medi ator for
gl obal settlenment discussions with all defendant
manuf acturers.

I n addition, Dan Bal hoff, as just mentioned,
is not only special master in Fleetwood but he has al so
agreed to step forward as a nember of M. Perry's group
to assist us with mediation discussions involving other
def endant manufacturers. And those di scussions have
t aken pl ace.

As indicated in the report, at the end of
April, there were medi ated di scussions through M.

Bal hoff with counsel for Sunnybrook RV and its insurers,
as well as with Sun Valley, Inc., and its insurers. I n
both cases those insurers are the same, Col ony Nati onal

and Westchester Surplus Lines.

And, as this Court knows, one of the notions

that is pending before you is a motion on behalf of
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plaintiffs to stay under the All Wits Act a declaratory

judgment action which has been brought by those insurers

in the state court of Indiana. And we believe that,
| ong as these discussions on possible settlenment
continue, it's helpful to just |eave matters status
on that. Because obviously the same counsel who are
involved in that state court action seeking decl arat
j udgment are counsel with whom we're having di scussi
about possible settlenent.

THE COURT: Okay. And that really appl

to any manufacturer. If you're a counsel for any

manuf acturi ng def endant who has not yet had a bell wether

trial but you have had the results, you're able to u

the results of the bell wether trials. | f you would |ike

to start or pursue settlement negotiations with
plaintiff's counsel in order to conserve fees and co
hence forth, please feel free to contact either M.
Perry or M. Bal hoff, both of whom are acting with t
Court's authority as special masters to facilitate a
settl ement discussion. They're experienced in this
particular litigation with a framework that m ght wo
for you and your clients. Pl ease don't wait until
others do it. I f you feel |ike you and your client
your client's carriers or those involved in terns of

resolution are interested in pursuing a resolution

as

quo

ory

ons

es

se

sts

he

r k

and




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

24

sooner rather than | ater,
from begi nning that proces
all to do that.

Because, what'

there's nothing stopping you

S. So | would encourage you

S going to happen at

point, is those that are able to settle their

i n-gl obo as part of the MDL are going to do so. And, if

you' ve been sitting on the

a small number of units and you've been watching M.

Wei nstock and some of the

pl ayers here, your cases may wi nd up getting remanded

and you may -- your client
we were in the MDL, | thou
out, now |I've got to defen

over here and now | ' m back

for that to happen before you take advantage of M.

Perry and M. Bal hoff's se

this case.

| strongly encourage to you visit with your
clients and all involved in evaluating the claim to try
to have that conversation sooner rather than |ater, and
they will be in touch with M. Meunier in so far as a

response fromthe plaintif
MR. MEUNI ER:
to that, we have been requ

hold strictly confidenti al

sidelines, and you

ot her attorneys for

's going say: Well

ght this was going t

d 15 claims here, 10 cl ai ns

in state court. Don't wait

rvices as special masters in

f's side.

And, Your Honor, just to add

ested at different t

even the raising of

some

cl ai ns

only have

the | arger

| thought

o work

imes to

the
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subj ect of settlement on behalf of a given defendant.
And we honor those requests and believe themto be

i mportant. So counsel who wish to proceed with

di scussi ons can be assured that, if they want to it kept

confidential that they have even reached out through th
medi ator to us, then that is certainly a protocol we
have foll owed and will continue to follow

THE COURT: That's good to know.

| guess ny point, in short, is, in addition
to what M. Meunier just pointed out, nmy point in short
is it that, if your client sees its role in the MDL as

sort of a tag-along or sonmebody who is -- you'll be

call ed upon | ater to respond, you may -- the person that

you' re tagging along with, the defendant that you're
tagging along with, may wi nd up resolving the clains, i
whi ch case you're going to be front and center, and you
wi Il not have had the |earning curve the person you
think is the primary counsel has, and that person's
clainms are now going to be resol ved. So please don't
wait for somebody else to do somet hing. I f you feel
like nowis the time to have that conversation, your
clients can greatly benefit by starting that process
sooner rather than | ater.

And that's the whole idea of the earlier

di scussion we had with the plaintiff fact sheets, is to

e

n
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try to get you the information, your clients the
informati on they need to have sooner rather than |ater,
so that they can have that type of an evaluation while
we still have the MDL to work through.

M. Weinstock, did you want to add anyt hing
to what M. Meunier has covered here?

MR. WEI NSTOCK: Not hi ng, Your Honor, except
t hat we' ve agreed on the next day would be | believe
woul d be July 15.

THE COURT: Yeah. Friday, July the 15th,
wi Il be the next conference. Same schedule, 8:30 for
the comm ttees and 10.

But, before we conclude, of course, M.
Kurtz, did you have anything for the third-party
contractors?

MR. KURTZ: No, Your Honor.

THE COURT: And, M. Mller?

MR. M LLER: No, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Let me open the floor to any
further discussions about anything we've either covered
as part of the report that M. Meunier has presented or
anything else that we've not covered. Any other topic
in the MDL that anyone would |like to discuss, now would
be the time to go ahead and raise it. Questi ons,

comments, issues? Anybody el se?
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(No Response.)
THE COURT: Thank you all for com ng. We'll
have a ot more to report on July the 15th.

(10: 37 a.m, Proceedi ngs Concl uded.)
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