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Minnesota Appellate Court Affirms  

Judgment for Lycoming Engines Because 

Plaintiff’s Expert’s Testimony Lacks  

Intellectual Rigor 
 

Robert J. Williams, Pittsburgh 

rwilliams@schnader.com 

A Minnesota appellate court recently 
affirmed the trial court’s decision to set 
aside a $28 million (USD) jury verdict for 

plaintiff and enter judgment as a matter of law for 
the engine manufacturer based upon a  
determination that the opinion of plaintiff’s expert, 
Don Sommer, “does not survive the intellectually 
rigorous application of the basic engineering  
principles involved” in the case. Kedrowski v.  
Lycoming Engines, No. A17-0538, Minn. Ct. App. 
(May 15, 2018). 

The action arose out of the September 3, 2010, crash 
of a Glasair RG Super IIS near Lake Elmo Airport. The 
NTSB determined that the accident was caused by 
the pilot’s failure to maintain control of the aircraft 
in gusty winds, while Plaintiff maintained that he 
crashed because the aircraft’s engine lost power. 

 

Plaintiff retained Don Sommer as his accident  
reconstruction and aircraft design expert. Although 
Mr. Sommer had not previously overhauled or tested 
a diaphragm-style fuel pump prior to this action, he 
concluded that the fuel pump failed to provide  
adequate fuel flow to the engine because of various 
design and manufacturing defects. Mr. Sommer 
based his conclusions principally upon his  
flow-bench testing of the pump. 

Mr. Sommer conceded that the fuel pump was not 
defective if it met design specifications, which  
required the pump to produce 240 pounds of fuel 
per hour at an outlet pressure of 2 pounds per 
square inch (“psi”) and 600 RPM, and 270 pounds of 
fuel per hour at 2 psi and 1,800 RPM. Despite this, 
Mr. Sommer never tested the fuel pump at that  
outlet pressure because he was “interested in  
finding out why this engine didn’t run[,] not what 
some blueprint said.” 

Evidence also established that the engine would op-
erate properly at pump outlet pressures between 10 
and 22 psi, yet Mr. Sommer did not test the pump at 
those pressures, either. Instead, he tested the pump 
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Aviation Group News and Notes 
 

  For the sixth consecutive year, Chambers and Partners USA has ranked Schnader’s 
Aviation Group among the top firms in the country for aviation litigation. Chambers 
called our Group a “robust team of well-trained attorneys” who “work as a team both 
internally and externally.” 

 The Legal 500 USA recommended Schnader’s Aviation Group in 2018, marking the 
seventh consecutive year of recognition by the publication.  

 Many Schnader Aviation Group attorneys were selected for inclusion in the 2018  
edition of Pennsylvania Super Lawyers. Selection for this honor is determined through 
polling and research, which identifies those lawyers who have attained a high degree 
of peer recognition and professional achievement. Richard A. Barkasy, Bruce P.  
Merenstein, Lisa J. Rodriguez, Denny Shupe, Ralph G. Wellington, and Keith E.  
Whitson were identified. Additionally,  Brittany C. Wakim was identified as a 
"Pennsylvania Rising Star." 

 Stephanie A. Short was elected to the Allegheny County Bar Association’s Young  
Lawyers' Council. 

 Barry Alexander, Robert Williams, Denny Shupe, and Jonathan Stern are included in 
the Expert Guides for Aviation Lawyers 2018. Those selected were nominated by  
in-house counsel or peers as among the top aviation attorneys in the world. 

 Global Law Experts named Schnader its Aviation Litigation Law Firm of the Year in 
New York – 2018. 

 

at outlet pressures between 5 – 8 psi and 22 – 25 psi. 

Significantly, when the fuel flows that Mr. Sommer 

obtained from testing the pump at those pressures 

were translated via mathematical formulae to the 

fuel flow that corresponds with 2 psi, Mr. Sommer’s 

own results confirmed that the pump met design 

specifications. 

Lycoming filed several motions before and during 

trial seeking to preclude or limit Mr. Sommer’s  

testimony but the court denied those motions.  

Ultimately, however, the trial court ultimately decid-

ed to set aside the jury verdict and enter judgment 

as a matter of law for Lycoming mainly because Mr. 

Sommer never tested the fuel pump in accordance 

with the very specifications he had authenticated as 

determinative on the issue of design and  

manufacturing defects.  

The Court of Appeals affirmed, explaining, 

“Sommer’s testimony [regarding the pump specifica-

tions] contradicts his other testimony and calls into 

question his understanding of the fundamental  

engineering principles for this type of fuel pump. It is 

illogical, confusing, and provides no guidance to a 

jury in its determination of whether there was  

insufficient fuel flow from the fuel pump that caused 

the airplane to crash.” 

The Kedrowski opinion is “unpublished” (meaning it 

is designated “not precedential”), but certainly not 

unnoticed. It is a reminder of the importance of  

thorough expert discovery, making a clear  

evidentiary record of an expert’s foundation and 

methodology, and persistence in making pretrial, 

trial and post-trial motions and objections.  

Kedrowski v. Lycoming Engines, No. A17-0538, 

Minn. Ct. App. (May 15, 2018). 
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Flight School Liability: A Moving Target for 
Airlines Entering the Training Industry  

Stephanie A. Short, Pittsburgh 
sshort@schnader.com  

The pilot shortage has led airlines to find 
creative ways to recruit qualified pilots. 
Some airlines, like JetBlue, have opted to 

develop their own flight schools that offer to take its 
students from the street to the cockpit of an aircraft. 
But does the in-house training model open airlines 
to potential liability if their student pilots later cause 
an accident? The answer is maybe, as courts  
currently are split on whether flight schools can be 
held liable for the mistakes of their former students. 
While some courts bar suits against flight schools for 
the quality of their instruction on the basis of the 
educational malpractice doctrine, other courts reject 
the doctrine’s application. 

Educational malpractice claims typically involve one 
of three categories of allegations: (1) that the school 
negligently failed to provide the student with  
adequate skills; (2) that the school negligently  
diagnosed or failed to diagnose a learning or mental 
disability; or (3) that the school negligently  
supervised a student’s training. Many jurisdictions 
bar these claims. For instance, in Dallas Airmotive v. 
FlightSafety International, Inc., 277 S.W. 3d 696 
(Mo. App. 2009), the Missouri Court of Appeals  
rejected claims that a flight school negligently failed 
to warn a pilot that his instruction in a simulator did 
not adequately replicate the drag caused by a failed 
engine that cannot be feathered because it was a 
barred educational malpractice claim.  

In contrast, in In re Air Crash Near Clarence Center, 
New York, on February 12, 2009, No. 09-md-2085, 
2010 WL 5185106 (W.D.N.Y. 2010), the Western 
District of New York held that the policy  
justifications for the bar on educational malpractice 
claims did not apply, and permitted claims against 
FlightSafety International, Inc. alleging that it failed 
to effectively train the captain and first officer of 
Colgan Flight 3407, which stalled and crashed after 
the pilots failed to recognize icing. The court  
reasoned that New York caselaw barring educational 
malpractice related to traditional educational insti-
tutions and not private corporations that provide 
specialized training like FlightSafety.  

Even where the educational malpractice doctrine 
might apply, some plaintiffs have found ways to  
navigate around it. For instance, in Oto v. Airline 

Training Center of Arizona, 247 F. Supp. 3d 1098 (D. 
Az. 2017), the United States District Court for the 
District of Arizona held that a flight school, Arizona 
Training Center of Arizona (“ATCA”), owed a duty of 
care to the individuals who were killed in the crash 
of Germanwings Flight 4U9525 on March 29, 2016. 
ATCA, a wholly owned subsidiary of Lufthansa  
Airlines via an intermediary, trained Andreas Lubitz, 
the pilot who intentionally crashed a Germanwings 
plane into the Alps. The court held that “[s]urely it is 
not beyond the scope of a flight training school’s 
services to take reasonable steps to ensure a  
commercial airline pilot candidate is mentally  
qualified to continue in the program.” 

Airlines that undertake the education of their  
prospective pilots should stay abreast of the law and 
understand the duties and potential sources of  
liability associated with the provision of flight  
training.  

 

Just When You Thought You Knew  
Everything You Needed To Know About 
Federal and State Statutes of Repose  

J. Denny Shupe, Philadelphia 
dshupe@schnader.com 

A federal trial court in Florida granted 
Piper’s motion for summary judgment in 
a case arising from the crash of a PA-34-

200 Seneca aircraft that was  
manufactured in 1978. Two passengers and the pilot 
were on a return flight from Boston to New York 
after one of the passengers received cancer treat-
ments in Boston. The legal action was brought in 
2016, 38 years after the aircraft was manufactured. 

Plaintiffs had alleged that the fatal crash  
resulted from aerodynamic flutter within its flight 
envelope, and offered expert report evidence that 
the state law statutes of repose should not apply 
because Piper was “put on notice of the susceptibil-
ity of its stabilator equipped aircraft to suffer from in
-flight breakups.”  Early in the case, plaintiffs  
conceded in an interrogatory response that “the 
cause of the accident was a design flaw that had 
existed in the aircraft since 1978.” 

First, the Court found that Florida’s statute of  
repose for products applied, and plaintiffs did not 
prove the application of any exception. The Court 
found that Plaintiffs’ experts did not point to any 
evidence to show that Piper had actual knowledge 
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of any stabilator problem, and that the existence of 
prior accidents did not show that Piper had actual 
knowledge of any aircraft problem.  The Court noted 
that “Plaintiffs fail to cite to a single person at Piper 
who had actual knowledge of any problem with the 
stabilator or to any affirmative steps taken by any-
one at Piper to conceal the alleged defect,” and that 
“[i]t is axiomatic that ‘[o]ne cannot conceal what 
one does not know.’” 

Second, with respect to the General Aviation Revital-
ization Act’s 18 year statute of repose, the Court 
similarly concluded that Plaintiffs failed to establish 
the “misrepresentation exception,” which requires 
plaintiffs to prove: (1) a knowing misrepresentation 
or concealment or withholding, (2) of required  
information that is material and relevant, (3) and 
that is causally related to the harm suffered. The 
Court observed that “Plaintiffs’ counsel failed to 
point to a single instance where Piper had 
knowledge of any problem with its aircrafts and did 
not report it to the FAA” in connection with its  
continuing airworthiness responsibilities as a type 
certificate holder. 

Third, the Court found that the medical emergency 
exception to GARA’s application also did not apply 
for two reasons: (1) it could never apply to claims 
made by a pilot’s survivors, as opposed to claims 
made by the survivors of the husband and wife  
passengers; and (2) neither of the two passengers 
was “a passenger for purposes of receiving  
treatment for a medical or other emergency.”   The 
Court found that the passengers “were not on the 
aircraft because of a medical emergency; rather they 
were on the aircraft after [the husband] had sought 
medical treatment.” 

And fourth, with respect to GARA’s “rolling  
provision” that restarts the 18 year statute of repose 
when there is a new part replacement or addition to 
an aircraft that is alleged to have caused death,  
injury or damage, the Court found that the provision 
did not apply because: (1) Plaintiffs had not shown 
that Piper manufactured or supplied the  
replacement parts in the trim actuating system that 
had been replaced within 18 years of the accident; 
(2) Plaintiffs did not offer evidence that these  
replacement parts caused the accident; and (3) with 
respect to alleged defects in the accident aircraft’s 
maintenance manual, Plaintiffs did not allege that 
the manual was altered or revised within the last 18 
years.  The Court also rejected a related claim that 
Piper “failed to warn” by not revising its  

maintenance manual because there was no allega-
tion that the manual was altered within the last 18 
years and that the revision caused the accident. 

As we approach the 25th anniversary of the  
enactment of GARA in 1994, we continue to have 
significant case law developments of which aviation 
practitioners need to be aware.  

Theobald v. Piper Aircraft, Inc., 2018 WL 1571187 
(S.D. Fla. Mar. 30, 2018). 

 

U.S. Airlines Must Continue to Accept 
“Service Animals” While Department of 
Transportation Works Towards an  
Appropriate Definition  

Brittany C. Wakim, Philadelphia 
bwakim@schnader.com  

On May 15, the United States Depart-
ment of Transportation (the “DOT”) ad-
vised that it is asking for public comment 

about amending current regulations relating to the 
transport of service animals due to the increasing 
concern and risks that untrained service animas 
pose to the health and safety of crewmembers and 
passengers.  The DOT’s action was taken in response 
to the tightening by certain carriers of restrictions on 
traveling with onboard service and emotional sup-
port animals so as to ensure that individuals with 
disabilities can continue to use their service animals 
while the DOT works to find solutions to deter the 
fraudulent use of other non-qualified animals.  

Under the Air Carrier Access Act (“ACAA”) a “service 
animal” is any animal that is individually “trained or 
able” to provide assistance to a person with a  
disability; or any animal that assists persons with 
disabilities by “providing emotional support”. The 
existing regulations allow airlines to deny in-flight 
transport to animals such as snakes, other reptiles, 
ferrets, rodents, and spiders. Recently, however, 
passengers have attempted to fly with more exotic 
“service animals”, such as peacocks, ducks, turkeys, 
pigs, and iguanas. Just last year a man was mauled 
by an emotional support dog onboard a Delta  
Airlines flight resulting in facial wounds requiring 
corrective surgery. 

Due to this uptick in exotic animals and safety risks, 
airlines have been tightening their requirements of 
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what constitutes “service and emotional support” 
animals. Delta Airlines, for example, now requires 
passengers with in-flight service or support animals 
to submit proof of health or vaccinations prior to the 
flight, provide a letter prepared and signed by a  
doctor or a licensed mental health professional  
explaining why the animal needs to be on board, 
and sign a document attesting to the animals’ ability 
to behave in the cabin.  Delta also just amended 
their policy change to ban all pit bull-type dogs from 
traveling as service or emotional support animals. 
Similarly, American Airlines recently announced a 
ban on in-cabin transport of insects, hedgehogs,  
ferrets, goats, and animals with tusks, horns, or 
hooves, as support animals.  

Though the DOT’s announcement indicates its  
openness to review the existing regulations, it told 
U.S. airlines that they must continue to allow the 
transport of the most common service animals (i.e., 
dogs, cats and, yes, you guessed it, miniature  
horses), while enforcement actions relating to other 
service animals will be on a case-by-case basis.  

To date, there have been more than 3,000  
comments posted by individuals and airlines in  
response to the DOT’s request.  Delta commented 
that they strongly support permitting properly 
trained service animals to assist individuals with  
disabilities, but  cautioned that there have been 
growing problems with the transportation of  
animals on aircraft attributable to the abuse of the 
existing regulatory framework.  American stated 
they support “limiting the species of service and 
support animal and the number of animals  
per-passenger to one; permitting advance notice 
requirements and in-person check-in for animals if 
circumstances require; permitting airlines to require 
vaccination, behavior, and training documentation; 
and permitting airlines to require that animals be 
tethered or in a pet carrier.”   

Moreover, Airlines for America and the International 
Air Transport Association wrote a letter to the DOT 
outlining the recent uptick in incidents involving 
emotional and support animals as well as a growing 
concern for the health and safety of passengers and 
crewmembers and asked the DOT to limit emotional 
support animals to only dogs that comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act.  

The DOT has indicated they will continue to solicit 
public comments through the summer, and in the 
interim will continue to monitor airline policies and 
take appropriate action to ensure the preservation 

of the rights of individuals with disabilities who trav-
el with service animals.  

Airlines Must Continue to Accept Service Animals, 
36 No. 07 Westlaw Journal Aviation 04. 

 

Utah Appellate Court Holds that  
Continental Motors is not Subject to  
Personal Jurisdiction 

David R. Struwe, Philadelphia 
dstruwe@schnader.com 

On appeal, the Utah Court of Appeals  
reversed the lower court’s finding of  
personal jurisdiction over Continental  

Motors, Inc. (“CMI”) in a lawsuit arising out of a 
deadly helicopter crash in Utah. The Court of  
Appeals found that jurisdiction could not be  
established under either the “arising out of” or the 
“stream of commerce” test. 

While the record did not identify the original  
purchaser, it indicated that a magneto  
manufactured by CMI was acquired at some point 
by Aircraft Electrical, a California company. Aircraft 
Electrical overhauled the magneto in 2001 and then 
transferred it to Nevada Aircraft, a Nevada  
company. Nevada Aircraft then installed the  
magneto into a helicopter engine and sold the  
engine to Upper Limit Aviation, a Utah company. In 
2014, the helicopter into which the engine with 
CMI’s magneto had been installed crashed in Utah, 
killing two passengers. 

Plaintiffs sued CMI in Utah and CMI moved to  
dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction on the basis 
that CMI is not licensed to do business in Utah and 
has no presence. CMI also represented that it “‘has 
not conducted any regular ongoing advertising,  
solicitation, marketing, or other sales promotions 
directed toward residents of Utah.’” 

In opposition, Plaintiffs argued that there was  
specific personal jurisdiction over CMI because CMI 
“‘regularly does business in Utah’ and ‘CMI's  
business in this State caused this accident in Utah.’” 
Among CMI's business activities in Utah, Plaintiffs 
noted that CMI ships parts and literature into Utah, 
offers services to Utah residents, and receives 
‘money from those businesses in this State who  
order goods, services[,] and parts.’”  

The Utah Court of Appeals rejected Plaintiffs’  
contention of specific personal jurisdiction. In order  
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to be subject to personal jurisdiction, the state’s 
long arm statute must allow it, and the defendant’s 
contacts with the state must satisfy constitutional 
due process.  

Analyzing the specific jurisdiction question under 
both the “arising out of” and “stream of commerce” 
tests, the Court found personal jurisdiction did not 
exist. With respect to the “arising out of” test, the 
Court held that “[w]hile Plaintiffs have made a prima 
facie case that CMI engages in some continuous ac-
tivity within Utah, that activity is not suit-related 
and cannot form the basis for specific jurisdiction.” 
The Court also found no jurisdiction under the 
“stream of commerce” test, holding that “CMI did 
not place the magneto into the stream of commerce 
for distribution but sold the magneto as a compo-
nent part to an end user outside of Utah. … [E]ven if 
the ‘stream of commerce’ theory applies, there is no 
evidence that CMI took any additional steps to tar-
get Utah for the sale of the product that is subject of 
this suit.’” 

This case continues the trend of personal jurisdiction 
dismissals in the wake of recent United States  
Supreme Court precedent.  

Venuti et al. v. Continental Motors Inc., No. 
20160645, 2018 WL 312532 (Utah Ct. App. Jan. 5, 
2018). 

 

Oklahoma Supreme Court Dismisses Action 
Against Helicopter Manufacturer Based on 
Lack of Personal Jurisdiction 

Lee C. Schmeer, Philadelphia 

lschmeer@schnader.com  

The Oklahoma Supreme Court recently 
held that Airbus Helicopters, Inc. and  
engine conversion kit manufacturer 

Soloy, LLC were not subject to personal jurisdiction 
in Oklahoma in a case arising from the crash of an 
air ambulance that occurred in Oklahoma and killed 
two Oklahoma residents. Airbus Helicopters SAS, a 
French Company, designed and manufactured the 
accident helicopter in France, and sold it to Airbus 
Helicopters, Inc. (Airbus), a Grand Prairie, Texas, 
company. The original engine was replaced by  
Honeywell International, Inc. (Honeywell) of  
Morristown, New Jersey, who designed and  
manufactured the replacement engine. An Olympia, 
Washington company, Soloy, L.L.C. (Soloy), provided 
the engineering and design for installation of the 

engine.  

Neither Airbus nor Soloy are incorporated in or 
maintain their principal place of business in  
Oklahoma. Moreover, Airbus sold the unassembled 
accident helicopter to the plaintiff, an owner/
operator air ambulance company in Texas, and the 
plaintiff company then assembled and outfitted the 
helicopter in Kansas. The manufacturer purportedly 
was aware that the helicopter would be used in  
Oklahoma but did not have any direct contact with 
any of the plaintiffs or their decedents, nor did it 
have any of the prototypical jurisdictional  
predicates, such as owning property in the forum, 
registering in the forum, or maintaining bank  
accounts or telephone listings in the forum.  

The parties agreed that Airbus and Soloy were not 
subject to general personal jurisdiction, as the  
evidence was clear that their Oklahoma contacts did 
not rise to the “at home” standard as articulated in 
Daimler AG v. Bauman, 571 U.S. 20 (2014). In  
holding that specific personal jurisdiction did not 
exist, the Court noted that these defendants had not 
purposely directed any activities at Oklahoma  
residents, the alleged injuries did not arise out of or 
relate to any forum activities, and the exercise of 
specific jurisdiction would be unreasonable and 
offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial  
justice. The Court reasoned that financial benefits 
earned pursuant to a collateral relationship with the 
forum were insufficient to justify the exercise of  
specific jurisdiction, and that the operator plaintiff’s 
unilateral decision to fly the accident helicopter in 
the forum state could not create jurisdiction.  

Notwithstanding its holding in this case, the Court 
signaled that in more traditional cases involving 
manufacturer defendants, such as where the  
product reaches “masses” of consumers, specific 
jurisdiction may be proper where that defendant 
maintained jurisdictional contacts similar to those 
attributable to the defendants in this case. 

This case emphasizes just how potent a weapon 
Daimler has become for defendants challenging  
jurisdiction. Here, plaintiffs did not even bother to 
argue that general jurisdiction may exist. In finding 
that specific jurisdiction did not lie over Airbus and 
Soloy, the Oklahoma Supreme Court contributed to 
a similar tightening of the specific jurisdiction reins.  

Montgomery v. Airbus Helicopters, Inc., 414 P.3d 
824 (Okla. 2018).    
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Eleventh Circuit Holds that ADA Preempts 

State Law Purporting to Limit Amount Air 

Ambulance Can Charge for Services 

Stephen J. Shapiro, Philadelphia 

sshapiro@schnader.com  

The Airline Deregulation Act (“ADA”)  
prohibits states from enforcing laws 

“relating to a price, route, or service of an air carri-
er.”  49 U.S.C. § 41713(b)(1). In a recent  
published opinion, the Eleventh Circuit held that the 
ADA preempted a Florida statute that purported to 
prohibit the operator of an air ambulance from  
billing amounts in excess of certain statutorily-
imposed caps.  

Florida’s Motor Vehicle No-Fault Law (the “No-Fault 
Law”) limits an insurer’s obligation to reimburse for 
emergency transport to rates specified in the  
statute. The No Fault Law also prohibits medical  
providers from attempting to recover the balance of 
bills in excess of those statutory rates. In practice, 
then, the No-Fault Law imposes a cap on the amount 
a medical provider can recover for  
emergency transport services.  

In Bailey v. Rocky Mountain Holdings, LLC, an air  
ambulance operator transported by helicopter the 
victim of an automobile accident to a hospital. The 
operator submitted a bill for the services it provided 
to the auto insurance company that insured the 
owner of the vehicle in which the victim was travel-
ing. The insurer paid the operator the amount for 
emergency transport specified in the No-Fault Law, 
which was less than the amount of the operator’s 
bill. The operator then invoiced the insured for the 
balance of its bill. Rather than pay the bill, the  
insured brought a class action against the operator, 
requesting a declaration that the operator was  
prohibited from recovering more than the amount 
specified in the No-Fault Law (that is, the amount 
the insurer already had paid the operator). 

The air ambulance operator moved to dismiss the 
insured’s lawsuit on the grounds that the ADA 
preempted the No-Fault Law when applied to an air 
carrier. The district court granted the motion to  
dismiss and, on appeal, the Eleventh Circuit 
affirmed. The Eleventh Circuit held that, when  
applied to an air carrier, the provision of the  
No-Fault Law that prohibits medical providers from 
charging fees in excess of those specified in the  

statute, “operates as a ‘state-imposed regulation’ on 
air carrier rates.”  Therefore, the Court held that the 
ADA preempts application of the No-Fault Law to air 
carriers.  

Nailey v. Rocky Mountain Holdings, LLC, 2018 U.S. 
App. LEXIS 11969 (11th Cir. May 8, 2018). 
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http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=359&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=154&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=315&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=208&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=336&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=180&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=44&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=377&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=170&op=fullbio
https://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=317&op=fullbio
https://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=389&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=87&op=fullbio
https://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=386&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=183&op=fullbio
https://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=387&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=163&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=139&op=fullbio
http://www.schnader.com/professionals/xprProfessionalDetailsSchnader.aspx?xpST=ProfessionalDetail&professional=89&op=fullbio

