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OPINION OF THE CWISSIQN 

Pierce, Comnissioner, delivered the o p i n i o n  of t h e  Conxnission. 

*~'hi;l, matter is before t h e  Comnfsuion for the purpose of avarding 

and apportioning attorneys' fees i n  conrolidated Dockets 131 and 253. 
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Counsel i n  b o t h  d o c k e t s  have f i l e d  s e p a r a t e  p e t i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  a l lowance  

o f  s a i d  f e e s .  Both p e t i t i o n s  a r e  based on t h e  amended f i n a l  award 

e n t e r e d  by t h e  Commission on January  8 ,  1970, i n  t h e s e  d o c k e t s  i n  t h e  

amount of  $3 ,826,660.20 i n  f a v o r  of the p l a i n t i f f s  h e r e i n  "on b e h a l f  

of  t h e  Miami and E e l  R ive r  T r i b e s , "  22  Ind .  C 1 .  Comm. 92, 179.  

I n  t h e  p r o s e c u t i o n  o f  t h e s e  c l a i m s ,  t h e  Miami T r i b e  o f  I n d i a n a  

( h e r e a f t e r  Docket 131) was o r i g i n a l l y  r e p r e s e n t e d  by  Wal t e r  13. Maloney, 

S r .  (now deceased)  under  C o n t r a c t  No. 950, approved June  7 ,  1951.  

T h e r e a f t e r ,  t h e  c o n t r a c t  was a s s i g n e d  t o  Wal ter  H. Maloney, J r . ,  and 

t o  t h e  law f i r m  of  K i l e y ,  Osborn, K i l ey  and Harker ,  which i n  t u r n  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  Rober t  C .  B e l l ,  J r ,  Wal t e r  H.  Maloney, S r .  had r e t a i n e d  

"of counse l "  r i g h t s .  The M i a m i  T r i b e  o f  Oklahoma ( h e r e i n a f t e r  Docket 

253) i s  r e p r e s e n t e d ,  pu r suan t  t o  Con t rac t  No. 42107, approved May 10 ,  

1948, by t h e  law f i r m  of  !Sonnenschein, Levinson,  C a r l i n ,  Nath and 

Rosen tha l ,  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  Louis  I,. Rochmes. The s a i d  c o n t r a c t s  a r e  

s e t  o u t  more f u l l y  i n  o u r  f i n d i n g s  e n t e r e d  h e r e i n ,  

N e i t h e r  group o f  a t t o r n e y s ,  d u r i n g  t h e  pendency of t h e s e  c l a i m s  

b e f o r e  t h e  Comnission, and p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i n c e  t h e  o r d e r  of  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  

o f  A p r i l  21 ,  1953, made p r o v i s i o n s  o r  agreements  f o r  t h e  s h a r i n g  o f  

a t t o r n e y s '  f e e s  a l l o w a b l e  i n  t h e  even t  o f  any awards which might  b e  

r ecovered  a s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  t h e i r  combined e f f o r t s  i n  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  

p r o s e c u t i o n  o f  t h e s e  c l a i m s .  Upon i s s u a n c e  i n  1970 of  o u r  f i n a l  award 

o r d e r ,  s u p r a ,  and w i t h  no such  agreement for thcoming,  t h e  a t t o r n e y s  i n  
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Docket 253 filed a motion on March 22, 1971, requesting proceedings on 

tlu? allowance of attorneys' fees. 

I n  our recent opinion of February 7, 1973, w e  disposed of the 

motion by ordering the parties to f i l e  proposed f indings of fact, 

briefs, and appropriate replies on the issue of fees. We atso se t  

forth  in some d e t a i l  t h e  respective contentions of the attorneys in 

each docket.  29 Ind. CL. Cwm. 424. Both parties have since responded 

to t h e  Camnfssion order.  On August 20,  1973, oral argument was heard 

by t h e  Conmission on the fee question. 

B r i e f l y ,  ttlc issue is the proper method of apportioning 

fccs based on the f i n a l  award to the  Miami Tribe of Indians, when the 

award made by t h e  Conmission Is to be shared by two identifiable tribes, 

each qualified under our a c t  t o  retain aeparate attorneys. Counsel  for 

Oocket 131 urge upon us the proposition that, by virtue of their contracts, 

the attorneys' fees should be apportioned according to the number of 

present day descendants of the  original  Hi mi tribe which counsel 

represent. In t h e t r  case,  such allocstion would amount to 7 1  percent 

of tlle attorneys' fees. Docket 253  counsel, on the other hand, contend 

t lrat tire attorneys' fees should be  a1 located and apportioned according 

t o  the relet ive contribution of each group of attorneys to the final 

results of the consolidated case, By these standards, bcket  253 

counsel claim 85 percent of any fee allowable. 

'l'his Conmission has jurisdiction t o  make an apportionment of 

at .ameyse fees i n  the  cases of t h i s  k i n d  vhere two set8 of attorney- 
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claimants  r e n d e r  serv ices  xnder  approved cont rac ts  and t h e r e  is no 

agreement between them. Sis se t l sn  and Uahpeton Bands or Tribes  v. - 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  191 C t .  C1.  459, 4 2 3  F. 2 d  1386 ( 1 9 7 0 ) .  Under  o u r  a c t ,  

t h e  Commission must  determine t h a t  ex!? fee-c iairning a t t o r n e y  has 

r e n d e r e d  s e r v i c e s  i n  p r o s e c u t i n g  tile cLai117 in q u e s t i o n ,  and make "an 

e v a l u a t i o n  of  t h e  c o n t r i b ~ i t i o n "  of tile t w o  i ~ f d e p e n d e n t  sets  of  attornevs 

t o  t h e  f i n a l  r e s u l t .  Red Lake a n d  Pernbina Rands v .  l i n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  173 

C t .  c l .  925 ,  355 F .  2d 936 (1965) .  

I n  o u r  1973 op in io r ,  i n  this  cast. s ~ : p ? ,  we discussed at  l e n g t h  - 
1; - 

t h e  o p i n i o n  i n  t h e  Cod Trm. c a s e  w!:icil  im~ol1:ed t h e  same a t t o r n e y s  and --- 

t ! w  same i s s u e s  as i n  thest: d o c k e t s .  Ti? ( :odf rov  the  Court of Claims, --' 

re i  t e r a t  i n 2  tile rat  ionalc.  of S i s s e t c l r , ,  _ s t~pra ,  a n d  t l ~ c .  s t a n d a r d s  o f  

a p p n r t  ionrnent s t a t t l d  i n  Red T,ake, sr lprn,  r e  jectcd t-hr p o s i t  ion of counsel  -- 

t h a t  fees  a re  t o  he  d e t e r - . l i n e d  hy tFle terrns of tflc a t t o rneys '  c o n t r a c t s  

with the tribe as applied to t h e  t o t a l  pcr capita d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the 

a w a r d .  I n  a f u r t h e r  refinement of Kcd L a k e ,  the c o ~ t r t  i n  Godfro!: 

a p p l i e d  t h e  p e r t i n e n t  s t a n d a r d s ,  i . e . ,  performance of  se rv ices  and 

r e l a t i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n ,  c x c 1 u s i v e l ~ -  t-o the common cause  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  

t r i b e .  

1; Godfroy v .  E n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  Xiani ' i r i b e  of Qklahoma v .  C n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  - 
199 C t .  C 1 .  487, 467  F.  2 d  909 ( 1 9 7 2 ) ,  a f i ' g  on re i lear ing,  Dockets 124-D, 
e t  al.. 24 I n d .  C1.  Comn. 450 ( 1 9 7 1 1 ,  petition f o r  c e r t .  d e n i e d ,  I S.  
Siipreme C o u r t  No. 72-1555, O c t o b e r  9 ,  1973. :'. S .  . 
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I n  accordance w i t h  Godfroy, we  examined and evaluated t h e  record 

o f  the p r o c e e d i n g s  i n  these dockets and the supplemental m a t e r i a l s  sub- 

mitted by each set of c o u n s e l  p u r s u a n t  t o  o u r  order of February  7 ,  1973, 

stlpra, i n  order  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  services and relative c o n t r i b u t i o n  of 

1)o t f l  grottps o f  a t t o r n e y s  t o  t h e  final award i n  f a v o r  o f  p l a i n t i f f s .  

' 1 1 1 ~  record c l e a r l y  e s t ab l i shes  t h a t  on t h e  whole ,  and in every 

pl~asc  of tlw p r o c e e d i n g s  i n  tliese c o n s o l i d a t e d  d o c k e t s ,  b o t h  g roups  of 

n l  l o r n c - v s  were d i  1 i::cnt i n  representing t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t he i r  clients. 

Iht l t  counsel p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  the t r i a l s  o f  t h e  var ious  phases of  these 

clairns, i n  the r e l a t e d  briefings and argrlments b e f o r e  t h e  Commission, 

and i n  a n r~n tbe r  o f  p r o c e d u r a l  and s ~ l h s t a n t  ive  motions which  r e q u i r e d  

t l ~ c  a t  t t m t i o n  and e x p e r t i s e  o' co i ln se l .  The  serv ices  performed by b o t h  

cortnsel rest11 ted in the final award of J a n u a r y  8 ,  1970, s u p r a ,  i n  t h e  

nntorirrt o f  $3,826,O60.2C! i n  f a v o r  of  t h e i r  c l i e n t s .  As compensation 

Tor I ftcsc scrviccs ,  tile Cornmission a c c o r d i n g l y  finds t h a t  b o t h  groups 

0 1  attorncvs are  e n t i t l e d  t o  s h a r e  i n  a i'ce of $382,666.02,  which is  

tcn p e r c c n t  of t l ~ t  t o t a l  f i n a l  award made t o  t h e  twc.t p l a i n t i f f  t r ibes  

li thrcin o n  huhal f of tlle ?tiami Indians 

Counsel i n  I~ockct 2 53 ccmtend  , as t o  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c o n t r i b ~ ~ t  i o n  

nllcl se rv i ce s  r e n d e r e d  b each group of a t t o rneys  t o  t h e  final resul t ,  

t i ~ a t  t h e \ -  a r e  c n t i t  l e d  t o  most of t h e  f e e  awarded herein on t h e  a l l eged  

~ : r cwnds  t h a t  t h e y  c a r r i e d  t h e  m a j o r  b u r d e n  i n  ever!. phase  of t h e  pro- 

c w d i n g s ,  w l l i l c  c o u n s e l  i n  Docke t  131 accepted and r e l i e d  upon t h e  

w o r k  done hv counsel in Docket 253. We d o  not agree .  



An examination of the record of the t i t l e  p h a s e ,  as set  f o r t h  i n  

o u r  f i n d i n g s ,  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  counsel  i n  Docket 131 were n o t  n e g l i g e n t  

or d e r e l i c t  i n  t h e i r  d u t i e s  d u r i n g  the t i t l e  piiase of t h e  p r o c e e d i n g s .  

Counsel  i n  i h c k e t  131 participated a c t i v e l y  in I learings i n  the title 

phase of the case,  as i n  a l l  p r r x e e d i r ~ , ~ : ~  t l ~ a t  to1  lowed t l \ is  phase.  

Counse l  i n  ' )ocket  253  d i d ,  however, s ~ t h m i t  t!ic p r i n c i p a l  exhi b i t s  o n  

t i t l e .  T t  i s  n o t e d ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s ,  t h a t  the e x l ~ i h i t s ,  a s  well a s  the 

? , r i e f s  s u b m i t  t c d  b~: bo th  counse l  o n  t i  t l e ,  were ?.orrowed or paraphrased 

i n  large p a r t  frorn Docket 57 documents i ! > v o l v i n g  t lw M i a m i  T r i b e .  I n  

our F i n d i n i :  XO.  ! A  w e  s c  t f o r t h  i n  sane de ta i  l t h e  c lose  re la t ionship  

between c ~ j ~ ~ s o l i d a t e d  Docke t s  131 and 2.53 and i ~ o c k e t  (77.  As will a p p e a r  

from a readin::  of this f illdi?:;, t h e  rise of ni,?t-erial. m d  arcurnent developed 

i u  Docket f17 w a s  an  e f f i c i e n t  arid expcdit  ious r;i,?nncr of t r\:ing conso l  i- 

dated Dockets 131 and 2 5 3 .  C o u n s e l  f o r  ,?ocktlt 131 complain t h a t  f o l l o w i n g  

the  Co~~ission's t i t  l c  d ~ c i s i o n  i n  ~ o c k e t  6 7 ,  c m ~ n s c l  f o r  tile Oklahoma 

Xami p l a i n t i f f s  !t ?c  sane as  Docket 2 5 3  ci l~:nst t l  herein)  improper ly  

consented  t o  d e l e t e  a f i n d i n g  which i n  e f f e c t  interpreted the ~reeneville 

' i 'reaty of 1795 as recogn iz ing  i n  the signator;* t r i !~es  t i t l e  to a l l  t h e  

land r e l i n q u i s h e d  b!; t h e  Uni ted  S ta t e s  i n  t h a t  I-reaty i n c l u d i n g ,  of course, 

t h e  land involved i n  Dockets 6 7 ,  253 and 131. T h i s  a c t i o n  was t a k e n  i n  

response  t o  a mot ion  o f  d e f e : ~ d a n t  r e q u e s t i n g  tllc bmmiss ion  f o r  a r e h e a r i n g  

of t h e  t i t l e  issue and f o r  leave t o  i n t r o d u c e  new ev idence  r e l a t i v e  to 

the e f f e c t  of t h e  ' i ' reaty of ( . reenevi l le .  Ccl1nsel f o r  1:ocket 131 a1 leges 

that this action by Oklahoma Xiami counse l  i n  ~ocket 67 r e q u i r e d  t k  
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re1 i t  it;at i on  o f  t h e  recoh;nized t i t l e  i s s u e  i n  t h e  i n s t a n t  c o n s o l i d a t e d  

d o c k e t s .  S ince  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  d e l e t i o n  o f  t h e  f i n d i n g  was the 

possibility of r eopen ing  t h e  whole c a s e  i n  Docket 67 ,  and s i n c e  t h e  

o p i n i o n  of the Commission conc luded  as a mat te r  o f  law, somewhat 

m~l) i ; ;~ lo~is  1 y i t i s  t rue, t t ~ a t  tile Miami Iildian 'Sribe had  r ecogn ized  

t i t  le  to Royce Area 99 i n  I n d i a n a  by  v i r t u e  of tile 1795 T r e a t y  o f  

c:rc:cncvil  l e  a l o n g  wi t t l  ot llcr subsequen t  t r e a t i e s ,  and f i n a l l y ,  s i n c e  

f lie d t ~ l e t e d  f i n d i n g  of f a c t  was i n  r e a l i t y  the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  a 

t r e a t y  a n d  t he re fo re  no t  a t r u e  f i n d i n g  of f a c t ,  t h e  o b j e c t i o n  o f  

coirilscl Lor I locke t  13L seems t o  b e  w i t h o u t  p a r t i c u l a r  m e r i t  u n d e r  

t t ~ c  c i  rcl~mstances.  On the wl io le  w e  conc lude  t h a t  t h e  s e r v i c e s  r ende red  

1)). counsel  for I)ocket 253  in tlie t i t l e  pllase wcrc more s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  

t ems o f  re l a t  i v e  cont  r i l j u t  i o n  t o  the f i ; i a l  r e s u l t s  a c h i e v e d .  

k " ) l l o w i n g  tlie C u ~ ~ t m i s s i o n ' s  d e c i s i o n  on t i t l e  i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  5 Ind .  

( :1.  (:ormil.  180 ( 1 0 5 7 )  , t h i .  d e f e n d a n t  f i l c d  several m o t i o n s  f o r  r e h e a r i n g  

ai id a new t r i a l .  4s d c t  a i l e d  i n  our f i n d i n g s  he re in ,  these were s u b -  

st r i l ~ t  i v e  mot ions a n d ,  tiad the d e f e n d a n t  prevailed, t ! lev w o u l d  have 

r c s ( ~  1 t tbd i n  a sr lbstant ia l  r e d u c t  i o n  i n  tire u l t i m a t e  award. Idhile c o u n s e l  

i l l  1)ockc.t 131 d i d  ~ m t  respond t o  one o f  these m o t i o n s ,  t h a t  o f  May 2 ,  

1958, a n d  merely agreed w i t h  tlle answer of D o c k e t  2 5 3  counsel i n  another 

n ~ o t i u n ,  t h a t  of A u g u s t  2 0 ,  1957, Docket 131 counsel  d i d  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  

the o r a l  ar ; ; t~ments  on ! ~ t h  mot i o n s .  On the b a s i s  of the record ,  we 

c . c ~ ~ ~ c . l u d e  t h a t  c o t ~ n s e l  i n  Docket 2 5 3  c a r r i e d  t h e  primary burden  i n  

r e spond ing  t o  t h e s e  mot ions .  W e  n o t e ,  however, t h a t  the record d i s c l o s e s  
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s e v e r a l  i n s t a n c e s  where t h e  d e f e n d a n t ,  as w e l l  as Docket 253 c o u n s e l ,  

n e g l e c t e d  t o  s e r v e  Docket 131 counse l  w i t h  c o p i e s  o f  certain mot ions  

and r e sponses .  Accord ing ly ,  f a i l u r e  o f  Docket 131 c o u n s e l  t o  t a k e  

a c t i o n  i n  s u c h  i n s t a n c e s ,  examples o f  which w e  have rnentioned i n  o u r  

f i n d i n g s ,  i s  e x c u s a b l e .  

'She s i t u a t i o n  i s  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  i n  t h e  v a l u e  phase .  N e i t h e r  

p a r t y  submi t t ed  an a p p r a i s a l  r e p o r t  bu t  counse l  f o r  Docket 253 employed 

and  paid t w o  exper t  w i t n e s s e s ,  D r .  Gale .Johnson and D r .  John Long, who 

t e s t i f i e d  011 b e h a l f  of a l l  p l a i n t i f f s .  I w .  i,ong was t h e  p r i n c i p a l  w i t n e s s .  

P r i o r  t o  tlle t r i a l  on  v a l u e ,  counse l  f o r  Ijocket 131 m e t  with c o u n s e l  f o r  

: locket  2 5 3  and I l r .  Long in Washington,  reviewed t ?w  evidencc he would g ive ,  

a n d  agreed upon tile p r o c e d ~ ~ r e s  t o  b e  fo l lowed a t  t!w t r i a l .  A t  t h e  s ~ ~ b s e -  

q u e n t  t r i a l  on v a l u e ,  counsel  f o r  Docket 131 s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  had n o t  

p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  ac tua l  emplo,ment o f  Dr. .Johnson. Counsel for Docket 

253  took t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  i n  p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  value phase of t h e  case f o r  a l l  

p l a i n t i f f s  hu t  counsel  f o r  Docket 131 d i d  p a r t i c i p a t e  e f f e c t i v e l v  i n  t h e  

c ros s -examina t ion  o f  d e f e n d a n t  ' s l e a d i n g  w i t n e s s .  On the b a s i s  of the 

whole r e c o r d ,  we conc lude  ttlat t h e  s e r v i c e s  r ende rcd  by c o u n s e l  f o r  

Docket 253 were  somewhat more v a l u a b l e  t h a n  t h o s e  o f  Ijocket 131 i n  t h e  

v a l u e  phase of t ? i e  case. 

A s  t o  a l l  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  of t h e  p roceed ings  i n  these  d o c k e t s  ( e x c l u d i n g  

title and v a l u e ) ,  i . e . ,  c e r t a i n  mot ions ,  both  p r o c e d u r a l  and s u b s t a n t i v e ,  

and m a t t e r s  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  t i t l e  i n t e r e s t  of plaintiffs i n  Docket 314-D,  

se t  o u t  more f u l l y  i n  o u r  f i n d i n g s ,  w e  are o f  t h e  o p i n i o n  t h a t  b o t h  g roups  

of  a t t o r n e y s ,  t h roughou t  t h e s e  c o n s o l i d a t e d  p r o c e e d i n g s ,  r ende red  v a l u a b l e  

services t o  t h e i r  c l i e n t s  and c o n t r i b u t e d  e q u a l l y  t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  r eached .  
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'1'0 silmmarize, we  conc l ~ l d e  t h a t  b o t h  c o u n s e l  c o n s c i e n t i o u s l y  

rendered v a l u a b l e  s e r v i c e s  i n  a l l  phases of t h e  case.  However, i n  

c o n s i d e r i n g  a p p l i c a b l e  s t a n d a r d s  of per formance  of s e r v i c e s  and r e l a t i v e  

c o n t r i h t ~ t i o n  t o  t h e  common cause, w e  a r e  pe r suaded  t h a t  t h e  per formance  

and c o n t r i b u t i o n  of c o u n s e l  i n  Docket 2 5 3  were g r e a t e r  than  t h o s e  o f  

counse l  i n  Docket 131, i n  t h e  t i t l e  p h a s e ,  the p r e p a r a t i o n  and examina t ion  

o f  the  w i t n e s s e s  i n  the v a l u e  phase, and i n  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  c c r t a i n  

mot ions  as  m c n t  ioned above. 

On the basis of the e n t i r e  r eco rd  l l e r e i n  and upon c o n s i d e r a t i o n  

of ~ I I C .  r c ~ s p o n s i h i l i t  i c s  under taken  by counsel  i n  b o t h  d o c k e t s ,  t h e  

t l i f L i c r 1 1 t y  oC t l ~ e  problerns of f a c t  and  l a w  invo lved  i n  these c l a i m s ,  

tllc d i l i g e n c e  of counsel  i n  meeting d e f e n d a n t ' s  o p p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  p o s t -  

t i L lc phase,  tile s i l h s t a n t  i a l  award o b t a i n e d  f o r  tile b e n e f i t  of p l a i n t i f f s ,  

t l ie  s c r v i c c s  rcbntiercd h y  tach group of a t t o r n e y s  and their  r e l a t i v e  con- 

t ribution t o  the f i n a l  r e s u l t s ,  the a p p r o p r i a t e  f a c t o r s  p e r t i n e n t  t o  tile 

d e t c r ~ n i n a ~  i o n  of a t t o r n e l r s '  f e e s  u n d e r  t h e  s t a n d a r d s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  

I n d i a n  C l a i m s  Conunission Act, t h e  f o r e g o i n g  f i n d i n g s  of f a c t ,  and f o r  

thc. reasons se t  f o r t h  in oltr o p i n i o n ,  we conc lude  t h a t  t h e  awarded g r o s s  

fee  of $382,666 -02 sho~i lc i  b e  a p p o r t i o n e d  on  a bas is of 60 percent to 

Ibcket 2 5 3  counsel and 40 p e r c e n t  t o  Docket 131 c o u n s e l .  

For the s c r v i c e s  reildcred i n  t he  p r o s e c u t i o n  of t h e  c l a i m s  i n  t h e  

mat tor of the sub j c c t  c a s e s ,  the Commission Fur the r  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  t h e  

below nanled p a r t i e s  a re  e n t i t l e d  t o  t h e  i n d i c a t e d  sums a s  payment i n  f u l l  
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of a t t o r n e y s '  fees,  t o  be  d i s t r i b u t e d  by them t o  those e n t i t l e d  t o  

p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  s h a r i n g  of t h e  a t t o r n e y s '  fee i n  these cases  in 

accordance w i t h  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  i n t e r e s t s  t h e r e i n :  

( I )  'l'o Madeline F. Maloney and Malter H .  
Maloney, Jr., co-execu to r s  u n d e r  the  
will of W a l t e r  H. Waloney, S r . ,  
d e c e a s e d ;  Walter M. Maloney, Jr., 
and t h e  law firm of  K i l e y ,  Osborn, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  K i l e y  and Harker  $153,066.41 

( 2 )  To t h e  law f i r m  of S o n n e n s c ? ~ e i n ,  
Levinson,  Ca r l i n ,  Nath and 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Rosen tha l .  $229,599.61 

Concurr ing  : 


