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UN1'1'J..l> STi'..TES OF AJ.1"r;HlC A 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 
S5 

IN THE DIS'rRIC'l' COURT OF THE UNI '.CED STATES 
?IORTHI::lm DISTRICT OF ILLIHOIS 

CHARLES SAROUllAS 

vs 

EJ.3l'ERll DIVIS!Oll 

) 
) 
) GENERAL NO. 43500 
) 

JOHUS-MAl'IVILLE CORPORATION, 
a corporation 

) AT LAW 
) 

AMENDED COMPLAINT 

How comes the plaintiff, CHARLES SAROUNAS, by 

bi.s attorney, Sol Andrews, and by leave of court first bad 

and obtained files this, his amendl:ient to the complaint hereto­

fore filed herein, as follows: 

That sub-paragraph (a) and following of paragraph 7 

of the complaint be changed to read as follows: 

(a) negligently failed to provide a reasonably sate 

plac& to work in• in this, that there were in end about said 

premises no proper suction fans or other reasonable apparatus 

provided for collecting the injurious dust in the air in the 

oaid room where plaintiff worked. 

(b) Neglip,ently failed to ·provide reasonable masks 

or respiratorn or other apparatus to be used or worn by said 

plaintiff, which would effectively prevent the plaintiff f1"<>m 

inhaling the said dust caused to ill!pregnate and float 1n the 

air in and about the said room, and which would effectively 

prevent him from cootr~ctlng the diseaues herein complained or. 
( C) Negligently failed to warn plaintifr of the 
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daneor of contracting the said disease::i, or to in::itruct tho 

plaintiff as to how to uvoid the :H,.iC. J;,.ni:;or. 

one that the plaintiff did not havo knowledge of nor oould he 

rea::iono.bly bo expected to know of or appreciate or anticipate 

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

( d) Negligently ordered the plaintiff, or caused 

the pl a int 1f f to be ordered, to go ahead with the work in 

;Pite of the danger, of which the defendant had knowledge or 

by the rea.sonable_exercise of due ca.re and co.•..ition should 

have had. 

(e) 

ably safe place to work in, in that the defendant, knowing or 

the danger and having been given notice thereof, compelled 

plaintiff to go ahead with his work without protection. 

(f) Wilfully, wantonly and with conscious indiffer­

ence to the health and sn.fety or the plaintiff a.~d other 

employee::;, refused to provide masks or respirators or other 

ren::ionable npparatus to prevent plaintiff from inhaling the 

injurious dusts. 

( g) Wilfully, wantonly and with conscious indiffer­

ence to the health vnd safety of the plaintiff, and other 

employees, refused to warn plaintiff of the dangers. 

Plaintiff o.sks judgment for Fifty Thousand 

Dollars, (~50,000.00). 
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