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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

MEFS, INC,,
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION
V.
NO. 08-2508
THOMAS A. DILAZARO, et al.,
: o LUy
Defendants. : oy A
T L b e Glere
= e _FIn.Clok
SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES TO THE JURY
1. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Michael
Bedrin violated Plaintiffs right not to be retaliated against for exercising its First
Amendment rights?

- ; Yes No

B —

Please proceed to Interrogatory #2.

2. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Mark

Wejkszner violated Plaintiff’s right not to be retaliated against for exercising its
First Amendment rights?

2& Yes No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #3.

3. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Sean

Robbins violated Plaintiff’s right not to be retaliate
First Amendment rights?

‘, /5 Yes No

d against for exercising its

Please proceed to Interrogatory #4.
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4, Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Thomas

DiLazaro violated Plaintiff’s right to procedural due process under the Fourteenth
Amendment?

£ S Yes No

———

Please proceed to Interrogatory #5.

5. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Michael

Bedrin violated Plaintiff’s right to procedural due process under the Fourteenth
Amendment?

ﬁ Yes No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #6.

Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Mark

Wejkszner violated Plaintiff’s right to procedural due process under the
Fourteenth Amendment?

Yes A No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #7.

Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Sean

Robbins violated Plaintiff’s right to procedural due process under the F ourteenth
Amendment?

_X Yes No

—_—

Please proceed to Interrogatory #8.

Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Thomas

DiLazaro violated Plaintiff’s right to substantive due process under the Fourteenth
Amendment?

A Yes No

—_——

Please proceed to Interrogatory #9.
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9. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the

Bedrin violated Plaintiff>s right to substantive
Amendment?

& Yes No

————

evidence that Defendant Michael
due process under the Fourteenth

Please proceed to Interrogatory #10.

10. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the e
Wejkszner violated Plaintiffs ri
Fourteenth Amendment?

& Yes No

——

vidence that Defendant Mark
ght to substantive due process under the

Please proceed to Interrogatory #11.

11. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Sean

Robbins violated Plaintiff’s right to substantive due process under the Fourteenth
Amendment?

A Yes

Please proceed to Interrogatory #12.

No

12.  Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Thomas
DiLazaro treated Plaintiff differently than similarly situated corporations in
violation of its right to equal protection under the Fourteenth Amendment?

X Yes No
Please proceed to Interrogatory #13.
13.

Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Michael
Bedrin treated Plaintiff differently than similarly situated corporations in violation
of its right to equal protection under the F ourteenth Amendment?

x Yes No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #14,
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14. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Mark
Wejkszner treated Plaintiff differently than similarly situated corporations in
violation of its right to equal protection under the Fourteenth Amendment?

— Yes _é No
Please proceed to Interrogatory #15.
15.

Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Sean
Robbins treated Plaintiff differently than similarly situated corporations in

violation of its right to equal protection under the Fourteenth Amendment?

_')S Yes

Please proceed to Interrogatory #16.

No

16. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the

evidence that Defendant Thomas
DiLazaro intentionally interfered with a contractual or prospective contractual
relation of the Plaintiff?

x Yes

—_————

No

If you responded “Yes” to Interrogatory #16, please proceed to

Interrogatory #17. If you responded “No” to Interrogatory #16,
please proceed to Interrogatory #18.

17. If your answer was “Yes” to Interrogatory #16, do you also find that Defendant

Thomas DiLazaro proved by a preponderance of the evidence that he was acting
within the scope of his employment when he did so?

—— Yes )& No

———

Please proceed to Interrogatory #18.
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18.  Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Michael
Bedrin intentionally interfered with a contractual or prospective contractual

relation of the Plaintiff?
5 Yes No

If you responded “Yes” to Interrogatory #18, please proceed to
Interrogatory #19. If you responded “No” to Interrogatory #18,
please proceed to Interrogatory #20.

19.  If your answer was “Yes” to Interrogatory #18, do you also find that Defendant
Michael Bedrin proved by a preponderance of the evidence that he was acting

within the scope of his employment when he did so?

Yes Z No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #20.

20. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Mark
Wejkszner intentionally interfered with a contractual or prospective contractual

relation of the Plaintiff?

2_/\_ Yes A No

If you responded “Yes” to Interrogatory #20, please proceed to
Interrogatory #21. If you responded “No” to Interrogatory #20,
please proceed to Interrogatory #22.

21. If your answer was “Yes” to Interrogatory #20, do you also find that Defendant
Mark Wejkszner proved by a preponderance of the evidence that he was acting

within the scope of his employment when he did so?

Yes X No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #22.
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22. Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Sean
Robbins intentionally interfered with a contractual or prospective contractual

relation of the Plaintiff?
)K Yes No

If you responded “Yes” to Interrogatory #22, please proceed to
Interrogatory #23. If you responded “No” to Interrogatory #22, and
you responded “No” to Interrogatories #1, 2, 3,4,5,6,7, 8,9, 10,
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, and 20, your deliberations are now
complete and you should return to the courtroom. If you responded
“No” to Interrogatory #22, but you answered “Yes” to one or more
than one of Interrogatories #1, 2,3, 4,5, 6,7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13,
14, 15, 16, 18, and 20, please proceed to answer the Interrogatories
as to each Defendant for whom a “Yes” answer was given.

23. If your answer was “Yes” to Interrogatory #22, do you also find that Defendant
Sean Robbins proved by a preponderance of the evidence that he was acting
within the scope of his employment when he did so?

Yes _i_ No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #24.

—e

24. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Thomas DiLazaro
could reasonably believe that Plaintiff was emitting malodors caused by hydrogen
sulfide based upon the evidence available to him?

_X_ Yes ______ No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #25.

25. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Thomas
DiLazaro’s actions prevented Plaintiff from operating its plant or selling the plant
to an interested buyer?

)( Yes No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #26.
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26. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Thomas
DiLazaro’s conduct could be based on a reasonable mistake of fact under the
circumstances he was confronted with in regard to Plaintiff?

Yes ->< No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #27.

27. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Thomas DiLazaro
believed that his conduct in regard to Plaintiff was proper under the law and
regulations of Pennsylvania and the United States?

Yes 2§ No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #28.

28. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Michael Bedrin
could reasonably believe that Plaintiff was emitting malodors caused by hydrogen
sulfide based upon the evidence available to him?

_X, Yes No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #29.

29. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Michael Bedrin’s
actions prevented Plaintiff from operating its plant or selling the plant to an
interested buyer?

«X Yes No
Please proceed to Interrogatory #30.

30. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Michael Bedrin’s
conduct could be based on a reasonable mistake of fact under the circumstances

he was confronted with in regard to Plaintiff?
Yes X No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #31.
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31. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Michael Bedrin
believed that his conduct in regard to Plaintiff was proper under the law and
regulations of Pennsylvania and the United States?

Yes >< No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #32.

32. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Mark Wejkszner
could reasonably believe that Plaintiff was emitting malodors caused by hydrogen
sulfide based upon the evidence available to him?

X Yes ___ No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #33.

33. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Mark Wejkszner’s
actions prevented Plaintiff from operating its plant or selling the plant to an
interested buyer?

X Yes ____ No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #34.

34. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Mark Wejkszner’s
conduct could be based on a reasonable mistake of fact under the circumstances

he was confronted with in regard to Plaintiff?
Yes 2 £ No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #35.

35. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Mark Wejkszner
believed that his conduct in regard to Plaintiff was proper under the law and
regulations of Pennsylvania and the United States?

Yes 2/5 No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #36.
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Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Sean Robbins
could reasonably believe that Plaintiff was emitting malodors caused by hydrogen
sulfide based upon the evidence available to him?

; Yes No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #37.

Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Sean Robbins’
actions prevented Plaintiff from operating its plant or selling the plant to an
interested buyer?

2 g Yes No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #38.

Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that the Defendant Sean Robbins’
conduct could be based on a reasonable mistake of fact under the circumstances

he was confronted with in regard to Plaintiff?

Yes X No

Please proceed to Interrbgatory #39.

Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that Defendant Sean Robbins
believed that his conduct in regard to Plaintiff was proper under the law and
regulations of Pennsylvania and the United States?

Yes 2 ; No

Please proceed to Interrogatory #40.

Did Plaintiff prove by the preponderance of the evidence that it suffered damage
as a result of Defendant Thomas DiLazaro’s conduct?

>< Yes | ______ No

If you responded “Yes” to Interrogatory #40, please proceed to
Interrogatory #41. If you responded “No” to Interrogatory #40,
please proceed to Interrogatory #42.
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41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

DATE

What amount of money do you award Plaintiff to compensate it for the damage it
proved it suffered as a result of Defendant Thomas DiLazaro’s conduct?

$ ZAbO0, 0C0-0@

Please proceed to Interrogatory #42.

Did Plaintiff prove by the preponderance of the evidence that it suffered damage
as a result of Defendant Michael Bedrin’s conduct?

X Yes No

If you responded “Yes” to Interrogatory #42, please proceed to
Interrogatory #43. If you responded “No” to Interrogatory #42,
please proceed to Interrogatory #44.

What amount of money do you award Plaintiff to compensate it for the damage it
proved it suffered as a result of Defendant Michael Bedrin’s conduct?

s\ \LZ25 _©C6. 00

Please proceed to Interrogatory #44.

Did Plaintiff prove by the preponderance of the evidence that it suffered damage
as a result of Defendant Mark Wejkszner’s conduct?

X Yes _____ No

If you responded “Yes” to Interrogatory #44, please proceed to
Interrogatory #45. If you responded “No” to Interrogatory #44,
please proceed to Interrogatory #46.

What amount of money do you award Plaintiff to compensate it for the damage it
proved it suffered as a result of Defendant Mark Wejkszner’s conduct?

s_50 000. 00

Please proceed to Interrogatory #46.
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46.  Did Plaintiff prove by a preponderance of the evidence that it suffered damage as
a result of Defendant Sean Robbins’ conduct?

X Yes No

If you responded “Yes” to Interrogatory #46, please proceed to
Interrogatory #47. If you responded “No” to Interrogatory #46,
your deliberations are now complete and you should return to the

courtroom.

47. What amount of money do you award Plaintiff to compensate it for the damage it
proved it suffered as a result of Defendant Sean Robbins’ conduct?

Your deliberations are now complete. Please return to the
courtroom.
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