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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA 

INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION 
 
ASHLEE and RUBY HENDERSON, a married ) 
couple and L.W.C.H., by his parent and next ) 
friend Ruby Henderson, et al.,    ) 
        ) 
 Plaintiffs,      ) 
        ) 
 vs.       )    No. 1:15-cv-220-TWP-MJD 
        ) 
DR. JEROME M. ADAMS, in his official capacity ) 
as Indiana State Health Commissioner, et al., )     
        ) 
 Defendants.      ) 
 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF CALLE AND SARAH JANSON 

 

 
 Calle and Sarah Janson, being of lawful age and being duly sworn 

state as follows: 

 1. We are over the age of eighteen, competent to testify in these 

proceedings and have personal knowledge of the facts and matters 

contained within this affidavit. 

 2. Calle and Sarah Janson were legally married on June 27, 

2014 in Terre Haute, Indiana.   

 3. Calle is a mental health therapist and works with children.  

Sarah is an aircraft dispatcher. 

 4. Calle and Sarah decided together to have this child and 

carefully planned for the birth of their child.  The financial cost to 

conceive their child was approximately $8,000.00 in expenses that they 

paid together out of their combined marital resources. 
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 5. At the beginning of Calle’s pregnancy, the couple learned 

that Sarah would not be listed on the birth certificate as the other parent 

of their baby.  Calle and Sarah do not understand how two loving 

parents, no matter their gender, could be discriminated against because 

they are in a same sex relationship.   

 6. They do not understand why, after spending years of saving 

and months of planning for and conceiving their child, Sarah must go 

through the additional cost and burden of the adoption process. 

 6. Sarah and Calle reside in Marion County and have been 

advised that the Marion County court will require a home study to be 

done if Sarah seeks to adopt her child.  The Jansons are offended and 

hurt at the idea of having someone come to their home to do a home 

study for the purpose of determining if their home and Sarah are good 

enough for their baby.  The Jansons do not understand why they have to 

bring someone into their home to judge them when a married couple 

consisting of an artificially-inseminated birth mother and her husband 

do not have to go through the same process. 

 7. Sarah is stressed and worried thinking about what might 

happen now that their baby is born.  She says she will always try to 

carry with her a document that gives her authority to make decisions on 

behalf of her baby when Calle is unavailable.  If she and her child have to 

travel without Calle, she is nervous about whether others will recognize 
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her authority to make decisions on behalf of her child. 

 8. It is very distressing to Calle and Sarah that Sarah is legally 

a stranger to their baby. 

 9. Calle and Sarah put time, effort and much love in creating 

their family, they believe they should both be held legally responsible for 

providing for their child and that they should both be legally recognized 

as parents to their child.  Not giving Sarah those rights by putting her on 

the birth certificate is discriminatory and hurtful. 

 

 

(Continued On Next Page) 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA 

INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION 
 
ASHLEE and RUBY HENDERSON, a married ) 
couple and L.W.C.H., by his parent and next ) 
friend Ruby Henderson, et al.,    ) 
        ) 
 Plaintiffs,      ) 
        ) 
 vs.       )    No. 1:15-cv-220-TWP-MJD 
        ) 
DR. JEROME M. ADAMS, in his official capacity ) 
as Indiana State Health Commissioner, et al., )     
        ) 
 Defendants.      ) 
 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF LYNDSEY & CATHY BANNICK 
 

 Lyndsey and Cathy Bannick, being of lawful age and being duly 

sworn state as follows: 

 1. We are over the age of eighteen, competent to testify in these 

proceedings and have personal knowledge of the facts and matters 

contained within this affidavit. 

 2. After being in a committed relationship for four years, we 

were lawfully married on October 18, 2013 in Iowa.  Our baby was born 

on May 8, 2015 at Columbus Regional Hospital in Columbus, Indiana.  

While in the Hospital, Lyndsey was asked to complete the Birth 

Certificate Worksheet.  A true and accurate copy of the worksheet is 

attached hereto as Attach. 1.  On the form, Lyndsey listed Cathy as the 

second parent of H.N.B.  They later received a Verification of Birth Facts 

from Columbus Regional Hospital which failed to list Cathy as the parent 
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of H.N.B.  A true and accurate copy of the Verification of Birth Facts is 

attached hereto as Attach. 2.  The Bannicks also received a Birth 

Confirmation Letter from the hospital, a true and accurate copy of which 

is attached hereto as Attach. 3.  Again, Cathy was not named as a parent 

of H.N.B.  The Bannicks also received a letter from the Bartholomew 

County Health Department stating the certified copy of the birth record 

was available, as well as a statement appearing to indicate that H.N.B. 

was born out-of-wedlock, a true and accurate copy of which is attached 

hereto as Exhibit 4.  Again, Cathy was not named as a parent of H.N.B. 

 3. Both Cathy and Lyndsey are employed at Cummins where 

each has worked for over seven years.  Cathy is an extended coverage 

manager while Lyndsey Bannick is a finance manager and holds her 

certified public accounting license. 

 4. Cathy and Lyndsey decided together to have a child because 

the wanted to extend their love and starting a family by raising a child 

together.  Lyndsey says she has run through the gamut of emotions from 

disappointment to anger to hurt because Cathy is not legally recognized 

as the parent of their child and because their child is considered to be a 

child born out-of-wedlock. 

 5. Cathy tries to take each day at a time, working to avoid 

consciously worrying about what might happen to her child if something 

should happen to Lyndsey.  She always carries with her a power of 
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attorney signed by Lyndsey that gives Cathy the authority to make 

decisions on behalf of their child in the event that anyone should 

challenge Cathy's right to make decisions.  To be safe, she also carries 

another document that Lyndsey executed at the hospital that also grants 

Cathy the authority to make medical decisions.  On a recent family trip, 

Cathy forgot her documents and worried the entire time about what 

might something happen to Lyndsey and Cathy be required to make 

decisions on behalf of H.N.B. She was concerned that her out-of-state 

papers might not be recognized and the powers-that-be might not 

recognize her authority to make decisions regarding H.N.B. or to care for 

H.N.B.   

 6. "We jumped through all these hoops to have our child, 

making the decision together, committing ourselves to each other and 

our family.  We used our joint resources and were together in the delivery 

room.  Then the State of Indiana tells us that our family is not really a 

family and that if we want to be legally recognized as a family, we must 

incur the extra cost of Cathy adopting our own child," says Lyndsey.  "If 

the State of Indiana has to recognize us as a legally married couple then 

it should also have to recognize our parental rights regarding the 

children born to our marriage." 

 

(Continued on Next Page) 
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
*Admitted pro hac vice 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION 

ANGIE ROE and KAMI ROE, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

W. DAVID PATTON, in his official 
capacity as the Executive Director of the 
Utah Department of Health, and 
RICHARD OBORN, in his official capacity 
as the Director ofUtah's Office of Vital 
Records and Statistics, 

Defendants. 
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Based on the Stipulation and Joint Motion submitted by the parties to convert the 

preliminary injunction entered July 22, 2015, to a permanent injunction, and good cause 

appearing thereon, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 

1. On July 22, 2015, this Court issued a Preliminary Injunction against the Defendants 

which enjoined Defendants from enforcing Utah Code Ann§§ 78B-15-201(2)(e), 78B-

15-703 and § 78B-15-704 in a way that differentiates between male spouses of women 

who give birth through assisted reproduction with donor sperm and similarly situated 

female spouses of women who give birth through assisted reproduction with donor 

sperm. The Court further ordered that if Defendants continue to enforce Utah Code Ann 

§ § 78B-15-20 1 (2)( e), 78B-15-703 and § 78B-)5-704, with respect to male spouses of 

women who give birth through assisted reproduction with donor sperm, they must also 

apply the statute equally to female spouses of women who give birth through assisted 

reproduction with donor sperm. 

2. It is now the Order and Judgment of this Court that the preliminary injunction entered on 

July 22, 2015 is a permanent injunction. 

3. Defendants are hereby ordered to pay Plaintiffs' counsel the sum of twenty-four 

thousand three hundred and two dollars ($24,302) in full settlement of Plaintiffs' 

attorney fees and costs associated with this action. 

4. The granting of the Permanent Injunction and the payment of attorneys' fees and costs is 

hereby ordered, and resolves all claims raised in this case. 
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DATED this ~Oil!--day of October, 2015. 

B~HECOURT: 

VW ~~WUA~-----...7 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA 

INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION 

 

ASHLEE and RUBY HENDERSON, et al. ) 

 ) 

 Plaintiffs, ) 

  ) Cause No: 1:15-CV-220 TWP/MJD 

 -vs- )  

 ) 

DR. JEROME M. ADAMS, in his official  ) 

capacity as Indiana State Health  ) 

Commissioner, et al. ) 

 ) 

 Defendants. ) 

 

STATE DEFENDANT’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO  

PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES 

 

 Pursuant to Rules 26, 33 and 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Dr. Jerome M. 

Adams (“State Defendant”), by and through undersigned counsel, hereby responds and objects to 

Plaintiffs’ First Set of Interrogatories (“the Interrogatories”) as follows:   

Preliminary Statement 

1. State Defendant’s investigation and development of all facts and circumstances 

relating to this action is ongoing. State Defendant’s Responses and Objections to Plaintiffs’ First 

Set of Interrogatories (the “Responses and Objections”) are based on the information available as 

of the date indicated on the last page, and State Defendant reserves the right to supplement, 

amend, and/or withdraw these responses should future investigation indicate that such 

supplementation, amendment, and/or withdrawal is necessary.  State Defendant reserves the right 

to make any use of, or introduce at any hearing and/or trial, documents or information that are 

responsive to the Interrogatories, but are discovered subsequent to State Defendant’s service of 

these Responses and Objections, including, but not limited to, any documents or information 

obtained in discovery in this case from other parties or non-parties. 
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2. To the extent Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories are intended to reach beyond State 

Defendant, they are overbroad, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence, oppressive, and unreasonably burdensome.  State Defendant will make a good faith 

effort to respond to these Interrogatories by collecting information within the possession, 

custody, or control of relevant components of State Defendant.   

3. By making the accompanying responses and objections to the Interrogatories, 

State Defendant does not waive, and hereby expressly reserves, the right to assert any and all 

objections as to the admissibility of such responses into evidence in this action, or in any other 

proceedings, on any and all grounds including, but not limited to, competency, relevancy, 

materiality, privilege, and scope.  Further, State Defendant makes the responses and objections 

herein without in any way implying that he considers the Interrogatories, and responses to the 

Interrogatories, to be relevant or material to the subject matter of this action.  State Defendant 

expressly reserves the right to:  (i) object on any ground to the use of any information or 

documents provided in response to the Interrogatories at any time and in any proceeding in this 

case or any other cases; and (ii) assert further objections to the discoverability, relevance and/or 

admissibility of any such information or documents on any and all grounds. 

4. Certain Interrogatories seek information that is in the possession, custody, or 

control of Plaintiffs and third parties.  State Defendant reserves the right to rely upon information 

that is in the possession, custody, or control of any and all such other parties. 

5. Certain Interrogatories seek information that can be derived from documents that 

are not solely in the possession, custody, or control of State Defendant.  This includes documents 

in the possession, custody, or control of Plaintiffs and third parties.  As such, State Defendant 

reserves the right to rely upon information in responding to these Interrogatories -- and otherwise 
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for use in this action -- that is currently in the possession, custody or control of Plaintiffs and 

third parties.   

6. State Defendant expressly reserves the right to supplement, clarify, revise, or 

correct any or all of the responses and objections herein, and to assert additional objections or 

privileges, in one or more subsequent supplemental response(s). 

7. State Defendant is available at a mutually convenient time to meet and confer 

with Plaintiffs’ counsel with regard to State Defendant’s Responses and Objections.   

General Objections 

8. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek 

information that is not relevant to a claim or defense of any party and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

9. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they purport to 

impose upon State Defendant obligations greater than or different than those authorized under 

the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the applicable Rules and orders of the Court. State 

Defendant expressly disclaims any such obligations and objects to any attempt by Plaintiffs to 

impose such obligations upon State Defendant. 

10. State Defendant objects to each instruction, definition and Interrogatory to the 

extent that it calls for documents, information or communications protected by Federal Rule 26, 

the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, the deliberative process 

privilege, or any other applicable privileges that may apply or may be recognized by law 

(“Privileged Information”).  Additionally, State Defendant objects to any Interrogatory that seeks 

confidential information protected from disclosure by law, including but not limited to Ind. 

Courts Admin. R. 9(G)(b)(vi) and Ind. Code § 31-39-1-2. 
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11. Inadvertent production of any documents, information, or communications in 

response to the Interrogatories shall not constitute a waiver of any privilege or any other ground 

for objection held by State Defendant.  State Defendant reserves the right to demand that 

Plaintiffs return any documents (along with all copies thereof) that were inadvertently produced 

by State Defendant in response to the Interrogatories. 

12. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek a log of 

documents that (a) include a lawyer of record in this case as an author or direct recipient (not a 

cc or bcc); (b) qualify as attorney-client or work product privileged; and (c) were written in 

connection with the prosecution or defense of this case.  Logging such documents is 

unreasonable and unduly burdensome in light of the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work 

product doctrine, the deliberative process privilege, and other privileges protecting such internal 

documents from discovery, and because such communications are not relevant to this action. 

13. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek the 

production of documents, information, or communications not within State Defendant’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

14. State Defendant objects to each instruction, definition, and Interrogatory, as 

overbroad and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks documents or information that are 

readily or more accessible to Plaintiffs from Plaintiffs’ own files, from documents or information 

in Plaintiffs’ possession, from documents or information that Plaintiffs previously produced to 

State Defendant, or from a third party.  Responding to such Interrogatories would be oppressive, 

unduly burdensome, and unnecessarily expensive, and the burden of responding to such 

Interrogatories is substantially the same or less for Plaintiffs as for State Defendant.  
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15. State Defendant object to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek 

information that is unreasonably cumulative or duplicative, or is publicly available or obtainable 

from other sources that are more convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive. 

16. State Defendant object to the Interrogatories to the extent they call for the 

production of documents and information that were produced to State Defendant by other entities 

and that may contain confidential, privileged information. 

17. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that the burden of 

responding to the Interrogatories outweighs any benefits or imposes undue burdens or expenses 

on State Defendant that are not authorized by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

18. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they are overly 

broad, vague, unduly burdensome, ambiguous, incomprehensible, do not identify with sufficient 

particularity the information sought, are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence, and exceed the scope of inquiry permitted by the applicable Federal Rules.  

Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to 

the extent that they call for the identification of “all” or “each” subject sought on the grounds 

that any such Interrogatory is overbroad, vague, and/or incapable of an intelligible response. 

19. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they 

mischaracterize the actions, conduct, and/or obligations of State Defendant, real parties, third 

parties, and/or Plaintiffs. 

20. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek 

documents, information, or communications that State Defendant is not permitted to disclose 

pursuant to confidentiality laws, agreements or other legal obligations to other individuals or 

entities. 
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21. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent they seek the 

production of information, documents and communications that are protected from discovery as 

settlement-related information, documents and communications under any applicable statute, 

rule, regulation or the common law. 

22. State Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek 

documents or information that includes expert opinion, belief, testimony, knowledge and/or 

material.  State Defendant objects to any such Interrogatory as premature and expressly reserves 

the right to supplement, clarify, revise, or correct any or all responses to such requests, and to 

assert additional objections or privileges, in one or more subsequent supplemental response(s) in 

accordance with the time period for exchanging expert reports set by the Court. 

23. State Defendant expressly reserves the right to supplement, clarify, revise, or 

correct any or all of the responses and objections herein, and to assert additional objections or 

privileges, in one or more subsequent supplemental response(s). 

24. State Defendant incorporates by reference every general objection set forth above 

into each specific response set forth below.  A specific response may repeat a general objection 

for emphasis or some other reason. The failure to include any general objection in any specific 

response does not waive any general objection to that Interrogatory.  Moreover, State Defendant 

does not and will not waive any of their general or specific objections in the event he may 

furnish materials or information coming within the scope of any such objections. 

Objections to Definitions 

25. State Defendant objects to Plaintiffs’ definitions of terms as overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent they attempt to extend the scope of the Interrogatories to information 

or documents in the possession, custody, or control of individuals, agencies, or entities other than 
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State Defendant.  State Defendant will make a good faith effort to respond to these 

Interrogatories by collecting information within the possession, custody, or control of relevant 

components of the State Defendant.  State Defendant further objects to these definitions to the 

extent they seek to impose a burden beyond that required by Rule 26 of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure. 

 26. State Defendant objects to the Instructions and Definitions to the extent they 

involve definitions and instructions beyond those ordinarily given to words.  

27. State Defendant objects to any Interrogatory that includes terms that have not 

been, but given the nature of this dispute need to be, defined. 

28. State Defendant objects to each of the definitions provided in the Interrogatories 

insofar as they require State Defendant to take action or to provide documents, information, or 

communications that exceed the scope of what is called for by the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure. 

Interrogatories 

 INTERROGATORY NO. 1:  Identify each person who provided information used in 

answering any of these interrogatories, and for each person identified, please indicate for which 

answers each person provided information. 

ANSWER: State Defendant specifically objects to Interrogatory No. 1 on the grounds 

that it seeks information that is not relevant to a claim or defense of any party and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  State Defendant also 

objects to Interrogatory No. 1 on the grounds that it seeks information that is protected by Rule 

26(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the deliberative process privilege, the attorney-
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client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, and any other applicable privileges that may 

apply or may be recognized by law. 

Subject to these and his general objections, State Defendant responds as follows:  Hilari 

Sautbine, Indiana State Health Department Office of Legal Affairs. 

 INTERROGATORY NO. 2:  State any and all governmental interest(s) which 

defendant contends will be served/is served by denying a presumption of parenthood to Same-

sex spouses of Birth Mothers. 

ANSWER:  State Defendant specifically objects to Interrogatory No. 2 on the ground 

that it seeks information that is not relevant to a claim or defense of any party and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  The complaint challenges 

Indiana Code section 31-14-7-1, which creates a rebuttable presumption of biological 

fatherhood.   

State Defendant further objects to Interrogatory No. 2 on the grounds that it is vague, 

ambiguous, oppressive, overly broad, and unduly burdensome, and that it calls for speculation 

and legal conclusions.   

 INTERROGATORY NO. 3: State any and all governmental interest(s) which 

defendant contends will be served/is served by placing the name of a Birth Mother’s husband on 

the birth certificate of a child in the event that all parties know that husband is not the biological 

parent of the child. 

 ANSWER: State Defendant specifically objects to Interrogatory No. 3 on the ground 

that it seeks information that is not relevant to a claim or defense of any party and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.      
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State Defendant further objects to Interrogatory No. 3 on the ground that it rests on a 

false premise.  Birth records are created using information provided by birth mothers on the 

Certificate of Live Birth Worksheet.  If a birth mother’s husband is not the biological father of 

her child, he would not be listed as such on the child’s birth certificate unless the birth mother 

provided inaccurate information on the Worksheet.  

State Defendant further objects to Interrogatory No. 3 on the grounds that it is vague, 

ambiguous, oppressive, overly broad, and unduly burdensome, and that it calls for speculation 

and legal conclusions. 

 INTERROGATORY NO. 4. State any and all governmental interest(s) served by 

having a husband of a Birth Mother being presumed the father in a situation whereby artificial 

insemination is by an anonymous sperm donor using private facility and medical doctors but not 

when a Birth Mother is married to another woman whereby the artificial insemination is by an 

anonymous sperm donor using private facility and medical doctors. 

 ANSWER: State Defendant specifically objects to Interrogatory No. 4 on the grounds 

that it is vague, ambiguous, oppressive, overly broad, and unduly burdensome, and that it calls 

for speculation and legal conclusions. State Defendant also objects to Interrogatory No. 4 on the 

grounds that it seeks information that is not relevant to a claim or defense of any party and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.   

 INTERROGATORY NO. 5: If your response to any of the Plaintiffs’ First 

Requests for Admission to Defendant Dr. Jerome M. Adams is anything other than an 

unqualified admission, please state the following: 

 a. The number of the Request for Admission that is not unequivocally admitted; 

b. Each and every fact upon which you base your response; 
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 c. For each and every fact listed in subpart b, identify all documents, notes, reports, 

memoranda, tape recording, photographs, oral statements, and any other tangible or 

intangible things that support your response; 

d. The name, address, and telephone number for the custodian of all tangible or 

intangible things identified in your response to subpart c, and; 

e. The name, address, and telephone number of all persons, witnesses, including 

consultants, and/or experts, who have any knowledge or factual information upon which 

you based your response. 

ANSWER:  State Defendant specifically objects to Interrogatory No. 5 on the ground 

that it is vague, ambiguous, oppressive, overly broad, and unduly burdensome.  Subject to this 

and his general objections, State Defendant responds as follows:   

a. See RFA responses. 

b. See RFA responses. 

c. See Response to RFP No. 6.     

d. See Response to RFP No. 6. 

e. See Response to RFP No. 6. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Identify any alterations or amendments made to the 

information for the birth certificates of the children named as Plaintiffs in this action from the 

information provided on the Certificate of Live Birth Worksheet submitted by the Birth Mothers 

of those children. 

ANSWER: State Defendant specifically objects to Interrogatory No. 6 on the ground 

that it is vague, ambiguous, oppressive, overly broad, and unduly burdensome.  Subject to this 

and his general objections, State Defendant responds as follows:  see responses to RFP Nos. 2 

and 3.   
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 INTERROGATORY NO. 7: For any and all alterations and amendments 

identified in Interrogatory No. 6, identify who made such alterations and amendments and the 

legal basis of the authority to make such alterations and amendments. 

 ANSWER: State Defendant specifically objects to Interrogatory No. 7 on the ground 

that it is vague, ambiguous, oppressive, overly broad, and unduly burdensome.  Subject to this 

and his general objections, State Defendant responds as follows:  see responses to RFP Nos. 2 

and 3 and Indiana Code articles 16-19, 16-37, 31-19, and 34-28. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 8: State any and all governmental interest(s) served by 

declaring on a child’s birth certificate that the husband of the Birth Mother is the father of the 

child when in actuality, the husband is not the biological parent of the child and the child was 

conceived by artificial insemination with an anonymous sperm donor using a private facility and 

medical doctors. 

 ANSWER: State Defendant specifically objects to Interrogatory No. 8 on the ground 

that it seeks information that is not relevant to a claim or defense of any party and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.   

State Defendant further objects to Interrogatory No. 8 on the ground that it rests on a 

false premise.  Birth records are created using information provided by birth mothers on the 

Certificate of Live Birth Worksheet.  If a birth mother’s husband is not the biological father of 

her child, he would not be listed as such on the child’s birth certificate unless the birth mother 

provided inaccurate information on the Worksheet. 

State Defendant further objects to Interrogatory No. 8 on the grounds that it is vague, 

ambiguous, oppressive, overly broad, and unduly burdensome, and that it calls for speculation 

and legal conclusions. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

GREGORY F. ZOELLER 

Attorney General of Indiana 

 

By:  s/Thomas M. Fisher  

Thomas M. Fisher 

Solicitor General 

 

Lara Langeneckert 

Deputy Attorney General 

 

Office of the Attorney General 

302 W. Washington St., IGC-S, 5th Floor 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Phone: (317) 232-6255 

Fax: (317) 232-7979 

Email: Tom.Fisher@atg.in.gov 

 

Counsel for State Defendant 

Dr. Jerome Adams, in his official capacity as ISDH  

Commissioner 
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 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing “State Defendant’s Responses and 

Objections to Plaintiffs’ First Set of Interrogatories” was duly served upon the counsel listed 

below by electronic mail on November 12th, 2015: 

Karen Celestino-Horseman 

AUSTIN & JONES, P.C. 

karen@kchorseman.com 

 

Richard A. Mann  

RICHARD A. MANN, P.C. 

rmann@mannlaw.us 

 

William R. Groth 

FILLENWARTH DENNERLINE 

GROTH & TOWE, LLP 

wgroth@fdgtlaborlaw.com 

 

Raymond L. Faust  

HOUSE REYNOLDS & FAUST LLP 

rfaust@housereynoldsfaust.com 

 

Douglas Joseph Masson 

HOFFMAN LUHMAN & MASSON, PC 

djm@hlblaw.com

Anne Kramer Ricchiuto 

Anthony Scott Chinn 

Anna M. Konradi 

FAEGRE BAKER DANIELS LLP 

anne.ricchiuto@faegrebd.com 

scott.chinn@faegrebd.com 

anna.konradi@faegrebd.com 

 

J. Grant Tucker 

JONES PATTERSON BOLL & TUCKER 

gtucker_2004@yahoo.com 

 

Michael James Wright 

WRIGHT SHAGLEY & LOWERY, PC 

mwright@wslfirm.com 

 

 

 s/ Thomas M. Fisher   

 Thomas M. Fisher 

 Solicitor General 

 

 

Office of the Attorney General 

Indiana Government Center South, Fifth Floor 

302 West Washington Street 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2770 

Phone: (317) 232-6255 

Fax: (317) 232-7979 

Email: Tom.Fisher@atg.in.gov 
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