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UNITED STATES OF AMERIC A g ss C e
STATE OF ILLINOIS )

S

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES ‘f"
- NORTHEKN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS Ee
EASTERN DIVISION . }

" CHARLES SAROUNAS ; R
vs - ) GENKRAL ¥0. 43500 D
JOHNS-MANVILLE CORPORATION, ; AT LAW T

a corporation

AMENDED COMPLAINT

Now comes the plaintiff, CHARLES SAROUNAS, by
bis attorney, Sol Andrews, md by leave of court first had
and obtained files this, hlis amencdient to the complaint hereto-

fore filed herein, as follows:

That sub-paragraph (a) and following of paragraph 7
of the complaint be changed to rzad as follows:

(a) Negligently failed to provide a reasonadly safe
place to work in, 1n tbis, that there were in mnd about said
premises no proper suction fans or other reasonable arparatus
provided for collecting the injurlious dust in the air in the
sald room where plaintiff worked.

(b) Negligently failed to provide reasonable masks
or respirators or other apparatus to be used or worn by said -
plaintiff, which would effectively prevent the plaintiff from
inhaling the said dust caused to immpregnate and float in the
air in and about the seild room, and which would effectively
prevent him from cantracting the diseaces herein complained of.

{(c) Negligently falled to warn plaintiff of the
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dangor of contracting the said diseases, or to instruct tho

plaintiff as to how to uvoid the sail Jdangor, whizh danger waa
one that the plaintiff did not have knowlcdge of nor oould he
reasonably bo expected to lmow of or appreciate or anticipate

from tne nature of the work or process being carried on.

Rass

(d) Negligently ordered the plaintiff, or caused
the plaintiff to be ordered, to go ahead with the work in
spite of the danger, of which the defendunt had knowledge or

by the reasonable_exercise of due care and caution should

have had. .

(e) Wilfully, wantonly‘and with conscious indiffer-- f?'
ence to the health of the plaintiff, failed to furnish a reason- -
ably safe place to work in, in that the defendant, knowing of
the danger and having been given notice thereof, compelled
plaintiff to go ahead with nis work without protection. RN

(£) Wilfully, wantonly and with conscious indiffer- :L};i;;
ence to the health and safety of the plaintiff and other '.:i;h
employees, rcfused to provide masks or respirators or other
reasonable apparatus to prevent plaintiff from inhaling the
injurious dusts.

(g) Wilfully, wantonly and with conscious indiffer-
ence to the health snd safety of the plaintiff, and other .
employces, refused to warn plaintiff of the dangers. ’ 'f;ta

Plaintiff asks judgment for Fifty Thousand
Dollars, (%50,000.00), [

Pra e N
St

Attorney for Plaintiff.,.
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