,etal, *  INTHE
Plaintiffs * CIRCUIT COURT
*  FOR
‘,.- et al. * WASHINGTON COUNTY

Defendants * Case No,

EE R L L BT R

~ Defendant, ) s byits attorney, ; in response to
Plaintiffs’ Reguest for Admission of Facts, says:

£ %k

1. That Plaintiff’ isthesonof

RESPONSE: Admited based upon Plaintiffs’ responses to discovery angd the
deposition of Mr,

2. That Plaintiff. is the danghter of

RESPONSE: Admitted based upon Plaintiffy’ }:ﬂs_yonées- to discovery and the
deposition of Mr. '

‘3. That Plaintiff is the wifeof

RESPONSE: Admitted based upon the Plaintiffy’ responses-to-discovery and the
deposition of Mr, rand Mrs.:

4, That the Estate of is a valid Tegal entity.

RESPONSE: Obiection, This reguest 465 not seek and admission of fact, but
raftier seeks 4 legal conclusion,

S. That. is the personal fepresentative for the Bstite of !

RESPONSE: Admitted.



6. That all persons who'qualify as beneficiaries under Maryland’s Wrongfil death
statute have been named as Plaintiffs in the current lawsuit,

RESPONSE: Deferidant can neither admit nor-deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendarit is insufficient to enable it to admit or
deny this request.

. 7. That the Cireuif Court for Washington Counity has firisdiction over the case at
ar.

RESPONSE: Objection. This request seeks a legal conclusion rather than an
adinission of a relevant matter of fact.

8: That the action at bar iset barred by any-applicable statute of limitations.

RESPONSE: Objection, This request seeks a legal conclusion rather than ag
admission of a relevant matter of fact,

9. That  Center, formerly known as Hospital, f¢
the legal entity that provided medical care, by and through its employees, to ~from
March » up.unitil the time of his death,

RESPONSE: Adinitted in part and denied In part. Defendant admits that

Hospital Association, now' ' » through its employees,
provided care toMr.  fomMarch ,  up until the time of his-death. Defendant states
that other individuals; who werc not employees, provided care as well during that period of time,

10. That the Defendant's smployees were responsible for the medical caré and
treatment of - ‘while: _ “Was & patient at the Defendant’s hospital.

RESPONSE: Admitted in part and denied it pait. Defendant admits that its
employees were responsible for providing aspects of medical care and treatment to Mr. ;
but denies that its empldyees were the only individuals responsible for his medical care and

freatinent,



11. That the Defendint doés not inv this case clairn that any other physiciani or
medical personnél not employed by-it caused or contribiited to the déath 6f :

RESPONSE: Defendant can neithier sdinit nor deny this request because fhe
information known or'readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to ¢nable it to admit or
deny this request at this'time,

12. That'the medical records of that the Defendant provided to fhie
Plaintiff by and throngh its counsel in-this case are genying and authentic.

RESPONSE: Admitted.

13. That the imedical records of . -that the Defendant provided to the
Plaintiff by and through its counsel o this cise are genuine and suthentic and have not been
altered in any way shape of form,

RESPONSE: Objection as the meaning; of the phrase “altered in any way shape of
form™ is ynclear. |
| 14, That the Defendant has provided to the Plaintiff the comiplete medical chart of
thie late- for his inpatient stay at the Defendant’s hospital from March ! up
untif the time of -~ death,

RESPONSE:: Assuming this request cxcludes imaging studies, admiitted.

15, That the cause of death listed on | *-death certificate is accurate,
(See Exhibit 1)

RESPONSE: Deféndant admits that the death certificate contaisis an entry
concerning the cause of death, Defendant denics that Mr, death was proximately caused
by complicationis of head injuries sustaitied in a'hospital fall,

16. That died from complications from a fall at the Defendant’s
Hospital onMarch |, |

RESPONSE: Dénied.

~17. Thatnone of the Defendant employces, afficers, and agents made any request of
the medical examiner's-office o chiange the: canse-of death Hited on ! death



_ RESPONSE: Objection as overly burdéensome, Without waiving this objection,
Defendant can neither admit nor deny this r:equesi because the information known or readily
obtainable by Defendarit is insufficient to enable.it-to admit or deny this request af this time,

18, That ¢ death was proxxmateI r caused by complications from his
{8l at the Defendant’s Hospital on March

19, That. died in the Defendant's hospital on June 5
RESPONSE: Admitted.

20. That following “fall at the Defendant's hospital on March
suffered at lesst onebrain seizure:

RESPONSE: Objection to the term “brain seizure”. Withiout waiving, and subject o
this abjestion, Defendant adeits that according to physicn notes, Mx.  bad a oastone
seizore after his fall on March’

21. That the medical care that | received at the Defendant's Hospital
after his fali on Matrch was as-a direct result of his fall.

RESPONSE: iObjection,-ﬂ':is@reqmis-_miw; Without waiving and subject to this
objection, Defendant admits that Mr. received medical cate os a result oF his fall on March
+ Defendant denies that all 6f the medical care that hie received after his full wis.as 3
direct result of his fall,

22. Thaton March , that i made a requcstfdemand of
Defendant’s eniployee ; . that'a one to one sifier be provided to’

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “ong fo.one sitter”, which is ynclear.
Assuming that this request refers to'a Tequest Ademand for constant observation, this-tequest is
denied.

23. That on March , that ade a request/demand of
Defendant’s employee that a one {6 ohe sitter be provided to

4



RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one fo-one sitter”, which is unclear,
Assuming that this request refers to.a tequest./demand for constant observation, this Tequiest is.
denied,

24, That on March  that made a request/demand of
Defendant’s‘employee that a one to one sitter be provided to

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one to.one sitter”, which i unelear,
Assuming that this request refers to-a request /deniand for constant obgervation, this request is
denied,

' 25: Thaton March , that made a wquestldmand of
Defendant’s employee.  that & personal alarm be provided to .

RESPONSE: Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request becayse the
information known or readily obtainalile by Defendant is insufficieiit to enable it to-admit or
deny this:request at this time,

,26. That on March , ‘agreed to provide n one'ts-cae sitter for
k

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase“one to one sitter”, which is unclear.
Assuming that this request refers to an:agreement to provide constant.observation, this request is

27. That on'March agreed to provide a bed alarm for

RESPONSE: Objection. The phrase “provide 4 bed alarm” iy uncleat. Without
waiving and subject to this objection, Defendant can neither adwit nor deny this request because
the information known or readily obtainable by Defendant-is insufficient io enable it to admit or

deny this request at this time,



28, That on March -agreed to provide a personal alirm for

RESPONSE: Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known b resdily obtginable by Deferidant is insufficient to enable it fo admit or
deny this request 4t this fithe.

29, That on March and on March thiat was
ovaluated by a Defenidant's employee and determined to be.a fall risk.

RESPONSE: Objection. ‘Thisrequest is unclear, Without waivingand subject to
the objection, Defendant admity that on Mareh , its employees determined a fall Tisk
assignment. Defendant can neither adinit nor deny the remainder of this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enablo it o admit or
deny this request at this time.

_30. ThatonMarch ,  , at approximately 6:15 a.m. that fell in
his hospital room.

RESPONSE: Defendant states that it.can neither admit nor dény this request as to
the exaci time of the fall, but admitsthat it occurred ¢ approximately 6:15 a.m,

31, ThatonMarck ; at approximately 67 15-a.m. that' fell and
struck His'head on the floot in his hospital room,

RESPONSE: Defendant states that it caii ncither admit rior derty this request as to
the exact time of the fall, bt admits that it oceurred at approximately 6:15.a.1h. on March
- Defendant can neither adrmit nor deny the remainder of this request because the
information kitowa or readily dbiainabie by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or
deny this request at this time.

7 32. Thatas arésultof ~ rfalling in his hospital room on March
. he sustained & physical infiry to his body,



RESPONSE: Admitted.

33, Thatthe Defendart did not provide 2 one to onie sitter for before
he fell in his hospital foom on Match '

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one fo one sitter”, which is uncléar.
Assuming this request reférs to constant observation by an individual assigned by the hospital,
the request is-admitted,

34. Thatagaresultof falliigin his hospital reom on March
tie sustained a physical infury to' his brain.

RESPONSE: Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainsble by Defendant is insifficient to enable it to admit or
deny this request at this time.

35. That fliere are no eyewitnesses io * fallon March

RESPONSE: Defendant can neithier admit nor deny this request because thié
information known or readily obtairable by Defendant is itisufficient to enable it to admit.or
deny this request at this-time.

36, That the Defendant is unaware of any facts that would suggest or &sta&hsh that
the eutopsy findings for. ay-contained in the antopsy report are inaocy

RESPONSE: @bjection. The meaning of the term “findings” is unclear in this
request. Defendant cannot admit or deny this request at present as to all of the findings, because
the information known or teadily obiainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it fo.admit or
deny this request at this time.

37. Thatthe antopsy ﬁndzngg a8 contained in ?h., a..tapuy report af
are-inacciurate. (SeeExhibit 2,)

RESPONSE: Objection. The meaning of the tern “findings"™ is unclear in this

request, Defendant canriot admif or deny this request at present ag fo all of the findings, because



the: nformation known or readily obtairiable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or

deny this request at this time.

38. That the autopsy findings contained in the autopsy report of are
accurate. (See Exhibit2)

'RESPONSE: Objection. The meaning of the term “findings™ is unclear in this
request. Defendant cannot admit or deny this tequest at present as fo all of the findings, because
the-information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable if to-admit or
deny titis request at this time.

39. That Dr. told .ﬁiat:ﬁlenefen&anfs’ﬂaspitax let hier-down,

information known er-readily obtainable by Defendant is-insufficiert to ;enabrc it to- admit or
deny this request t this fime: _
40. That Dr. told that the Defeidant's Hospitel let her down.
RESPONSE: Defendant ¢an neither admit nor deny thig request becanse the
infcri;naticn known er readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or
. deny thiy request at this titne.

41. That from Maroh - June Dt.. was the Chief
Medical Officer of the Defendant’s Hospital.

RESPONSE: During this period of ﬁme Dr. was Vice-President-Value/Chief
Medical Officer.. .

42. Phat from M; arch - Juiie ; Dr. was eiployed by the
Defendant as a physician at the Defendant’s’ Hospital,

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that Dr. had & physician medical director

agrecment:as surgeon in chief of trauma, an on call agreement for the emergency departiment and



el on call agreement for tranma. Deferidant denies that Dr. was an employed physician in

the teaditional sense.
43, That Dr. told - that * fall should have never
oecurred.

RESPONSE: Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request becanse the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is nsefficient to enable it to admit or
deny this request.

44, That within 30.days aﬁer fell on March Dr.
personally spoke to nurse and asked if'any of” ' family
‘had made request for'a ofie to one sifter for before his fall.

RESPONSE: Defondant can neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insutficient to ensble it'to admit or
deny this request at this time,

45, That:  wouldnot have fallen on March’ at approximately
6:05 a.m. if ke had been provided a one fo one sitter,

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one to one sitter”, which is unclear:
Moreover; Defendant objects to this request because it does'not seek an admission of a relevant’
matter of fact, but rather séeks 4 responseto a hypothetical question.

46. That shortly before fell on March , oneof the
Defendant’s employees was in his room and had the duty t6 make sure that the bed rails were ify
the up-position before she/he Teft the roas.

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that shortly before Mr. fell, ene of Defendant’s
employees was in the room. Objection'is made:to the remainder of this request becauss i¢

secks 4 response to a question whick must be decided by thetrier of fact, .
47. That theres no notationn " miedical chart:that indicates that Jast

nurse or urse’s-assistant who cared for him placed the bed rails on "bed in the up
position immediately before e fell o March:



RESPONSE: Objection. “This requést is unclear because it does notindicate thé bed
rails to which the request refers and also presumes that the bed rzils were not in the “up
position™; therefore the request is denied.

7 48. That o one in the Deferidant's employ told “why @ one'to one.
sitter was not provided to durifg the evening of the March through the
momming howrs of March. .

RESPONSE; ‘Objection to the phrase“one to:one sitter”, which is unclear:
Defendant can neithier admit nor deny this request because the'infortnation known or readily
obtaingble by Defendant is insufficient to-enable it to admit or deny this request at this time.

49. Thatno one'in the Defendant’s employ toldr why 2 one'to one sitter
was not provided to churing the evening of the March through the
morniighours of March -

RESPONSE: Objection to'the phrase “oné to onie sifter”, which isunclear.
Defendant can neither admit riof deny this request because the information known orreadil y
obtainable by Defendant is fisufficient to enableit to admitor deny this request at this time,

50. ‘That no:one in the Defendant’s employ told - Wﬁy__a_;g;m- t0 ong

sitter was not provided to. +during the-evening of the March through the
morning hours of March ‘

RESPONSE: Objectionto the phraée-“"{'me to one sitter” which is unclear.
Defendant can neither adsait aor deny-this requést becaiise the information known or readily
obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to ensble it to admit or deny this tequest at this timne.

31, That the Certificate of Merit-filed in this ease vomplies with Maryland Law:

RESPONSE: Objection. This 1§ fict request:for the admission of the truth of any
relevant matter oi fact, but rather seeks a legal conclusion,

52. That the Expert Report filed in this case complies with Maryland Law.

10



RESPONSE: Objection. This is fiot 8 request for the admission of the trutl of any
relevant matter-of fact, but rather secks g legal conclusion.

53. That +did not contribute to the cause of his fll o March

RESPONSE: Defendant can.neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it o admit or
deny this request at this time.

54. That there are 1o facts that the Defendant is aware of to suggest that
‘acted in a negligent fashion on March.

RESPONSE; Defendant can rieither adrmit nor deny this requesf hecause the
information knowix or readily obtainablé by Defendant is insufficient to enableit to admit or
‘deny this requiest at'this time.

55. That there-are no facts that the Defendant is aware of to suggest that
voluntarily assiined therisk of his fall and 1injuries on Mareh

RESPONSE: Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request becanse the
information kriown or readily obfainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable if to adinit or
deny this requiest at this time.

56. That following /fallon March , patient advocate

-asked if requested/demanded a one-to-one sitter before he
fell. '

RESPONSE: Objectior to the phrase “one to onesitter”, which is.uticlear,
Defendant objects to this request to the extent that is seeks a request foradmission of fact that is

protected by the work product doctrine, the attorney dlieit 1 vilege dnd/or by statute, includin
r o P 'y ] g

§ 1-401 of the Health Occupations Article, Withont Weiving and subject to this objection,

Defendant states that it can neithier admit nor deny this request hecause the information known or

i1



readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient fo enable it fo admit or deny this request ai this
time-and/or to determine whethier protections and/or privileges apply.

7. Thatafler’ “fall, told fPhﬁem; advocate  that

had either requested ordemanded 4 one to one sitier for on March

RESPONSE Objection to the phrase “one to one sitter” which s tnclear,
Defendant objects to tifs request to the extent that is seeks & request for admission of fact that is
protected by the work-product doctring, the atiorney client privilege and/or by statute, including
§ 1-401 of the Health Occupations Ariicle, Without waiving and subject to this objection,
Defendant states that it can nieither admit nor deny this réquest because the information known or
readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to.admit or deny this request at this
time and/or to determine whether protections end/or privileges apply.

58. That after Cfall, ‘told Patient Advocate Carder that

o had gither reqiiésted or demanded a one to oné sitter for an

Mirch ~
RESPONSE: Objection to the phrise “one to one sitter”, which is unclear,
Defendant objects to this request fo the extent that is speks 4 requiest for admission of fact that is
protected by the-work product doctrine, the atiomey client privilege and/or by statute, inchiding
§ 1-401 of the Health Occupations Article. Without waiving and-subject to this objection,
Defendant states that it can neither admit nor denty this request because the inforiiation known or
readily-obtainable by Defendant is insafficient to. enable it to-admit or deny thiis request at this
time and/or to determine whether protections anidfor privileges apply.

59. That diring the meetings with Dr. ‘as testified to by in her

deposition, Dr. never denied that a one fo ane sitter was requested for
before he fell on March

12



RESPONSE: O’Iqjeeﬁonitb the phrase “one to ane;sitte'r”, which is unclear,
Defendant:objecty to this reijuest to the extent that ig:seeks a request for admission of fact that is
protected by the work product doctrine, the aftorney client privilege and/or by statute, iﬁcluding
§ 1-401 of the Health Occupations Article. Without wajving and subject to this objection,
Defendant states that it can neither admit nor deay this requést because the information known or
readily-obtainable by Defendarit is insufficient-to enableit to admit or. dény this request 4t this
time and/or to determine witethér protections and/or privileges apply,

60. That following  "fall on March- , that patienit advocate
_, asked. if ‘requested a one-to-one sitter for
‘before he fell,

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one to'onesitter”, which is unelear.

Defendant objects to this eqiest to. the extent that is secks d-request for-admission of fact:that is
protected by the'work product doctrine, the attorney client privilege and/or by statute, including

§ 1-401 of the Health Occuipations Arficle. Without-waiving and subjectto this ‘tbjection,
Defendant states that it can neither admit nor deny this request because the information known or
readily obtaineble by Defendant is insufficient to efiable it to admit or deny fhis request at this.
time and/ot to determine whether protcetions and/or privileges apply.

61. That following ? fll on March: D asked
if requested a one-to-one sitter for ‘before he fell,

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one to one sitter”, which is urclear.
Defendant objects to this request to.the extent that is seeks a request for admission of fact that is
profected by the work product doctrine, the atioragy client privilege and/or by statate, including
§ 1-401 of the Health Occupations Article. Without waiving and suhject to-this objection,

Defendant states that # canr nejther admit nor deny this request because the information knoiwn of
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readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it fo admit or deny this request at this
time end/or to defermiine whether protections and/or privileges apply.

if requested a one-to-one sitier for before he fell,

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one to onessitter”, which is unclear,
Defendant objects to this request to thé"'cxtcnf that is seeks a tequiest for admission of fact that is
protested by the work product doctrine, the attomey clignt privilege and/or by statute, inclnding
§ 1-401. of the Health Occupations Article. Without waiving and subject fo this objection,
Defendant statesthat it can neither admif nor deny this request becsuse the information known or
readily obtainable by Defendant is insafficient to enable it to admit ordeny this request at this
time and/or to defermine whether pmtechons arid/or priviléges apply.

63, That once & atrse employed by the-Defendantinforms a patient that a one to one

sitter will be provided for the patient; the Defendant has the obligation to provide a one to one
sitter for the patient,

objection js made because this is nof a request for the adniission of the truth of any relevant:
matter of fact, but rather seeks a response to.a broad question which s bypothetical in naturs and
is-otherwise imiproper. Therefore the request is denied,

64. That failing to provide a one to onc sitter for & patient after a rurse employed by
the Defendant and assigned to the patient.informs the patient or histher family that 2 one to one

sitter will be provided is a breach of the standard of medical care,
RESPONSE: Ohjection to the phrase“one to one sittes”, which i anclear, Purther

objection is made because this isnot a request for fhe admission of he truth of any relevant

matter of fact, but rather seeks a response to & broad-question which fs hypothetical in nature and

is otherwise-improper. Therefore the request is denied.
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65. That on Mdrch s the Defendant employed persons who could perform
the service of a one to one sitter for patients at s hospital,

RESPONSE: Objection to the'phrase “one fo-one sitter”, which is unclear. Without
waiving this objection, Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or
deny this request at this time.

66. ThatonMarch | the Defendant actually provided a oneto one sitter for
another patient on the same floor:as .

RESPONSE: Objcction to. the:phrase “one to one sittor”, which is urioledr, ‘Without
weiving this objection, Defendant can ﬂéﬁher.adﬁi’ifr niof-deny this request because the
information known of readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient io enable. itto ‘admiit or
deny this request at this time, _

67. ThatonMarch.  ;afler ' fall, the Defendant, by and
through its'medical staff, intended to.-move into a room on the same floor wherea
one to one sitter had already been assigned to another pationt.

RESPONSE: Objection to tie phrase “one fo one sitter”, which is unfear, Without
waivirg this abjéctio_n,[D’efendan't“cmene’iﬂiéfzadmit-ngr. deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or
deny this request at this time: |

68, That the Defendant has the ability fo determing whether on March , any

one to one sifters were actually working it its Hospital.

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one to one sitter””, Which is-inclear. ‘Without
waiving this objection; Defendant can neither admitnor deny this reguest because the
information known or--raadilyé-fﬁbtaiha‘irl'eEy_y'De'fmdant is insufficien to enable it to admit or

deny this request at this time,
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69. Thatthe Defendant has the ab:hty to determine whetlier on March
anyone to one sitters were actually working 1n its Hospital and can defermine which patient to
which the oneto one sitter was asmgned '

RESPONSE: ‘Objection t_o the phrase “one to one sztter, which is unclear. Without
waiving this objection, Defendant can neithier admif nor deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient fo enable it to admit or
deny this request at this time.

70. That the Defendant bills patients for a oné to one sitter that a patient at its

hospital requires.

RESPONSE: Objection fo the phrase “one to oni sittér™, which is undlear, Without
waiving this objection, Defendant can neither admit rior deny this request becaiise the
tforination known or readily obfainahle by Deferidant is insufficient fo enable it to admit or
deny this request af this time,

71, Thatit was the Def'mdmmt’s policy on March that if it does ot intend

to provide:a one tG one sitter-for a patient, fhat is glways verbally informs the patient and his/her
family that the patient has the. opportunity to kave a private sitter to: come into the hospital to sit

with the patient.

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one to-one sitter”, which is unclear. Without
‘waiving this objection; Deféridant can neither admit nor deny this request beesuse the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendanit is insufficient to enable if to adnit or
deny this request at this tirne:

72. Thaton March  ‘mneverinformed " that 2 one
to one sitter would tiot be provided f@r

RESPONSE: ‘Objection o the phrase “one'to-one sitfer”, which is tnclear,
Defendait-can néither admit nor. deny this request because-the information known or readily

obzamable by Defendant is insufficient to enablet to admit or deny this request af this Hme;

is
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73. That onMarch ; never informed any of
family niembers that a one to. one sitter would not be provided for.

RESPONSE: Objection 1o the phrase “oné to ofe sitter”, which is wriclear,
Defendant can neither admitnor deny this request becaiise the: information known or readily
obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or-deny this request at this time,

74. ThatonMarch never informed any of
family members of thé Defendant’s policy that a patient has the opportunity to have d private
sitter come into the hospital to sit with the patient if his/her request for 2 Hospital provided sitter
is denied. '

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrise “hospital provided sitter” which is urclear.
Without waving this obijection, Deféndant can neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known or:readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit-or
.deny-ﬂﬁs regquest-at this time, 7

75, OnMarch a patient's nurse, wotking for the Defendant in the _
Defendant’s Hospital, such as , had the-anthority to request a one to.one sitter for a
patient undér his/her oare:

RESPONSE: Objection because the meaning of the term “authority” is Unclear and
to the phrdse “one to one sitter” and to the phrase “suckas Without waiving these
objections, Defendant adiuits that g nurse may initiate constant observation generally with the
appreval of the nurse-maniager or nurse supervisor.

76.. That on March’ it ~ had requested & one to one sitter for
then a one to orie sittét should have been provided for

RESPONSE: Objection to the phrase “one to one sitfer”, which s unclear; This is
not arequest for the admission of the truth of any relevant matter of fact, but rather secks 2
response to a hypothetical :qﬁﬂ:tibﬂWhibhﬁ improper,

77, That had a'one to one sitter been approved for b the physioian

responsible for hig care on March:  that'the Defendanit conld have provided a one fo one.
sitter for before he fell on March
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RESPONSE: Objection to-the phrase “one to one sitter”, which is wnclear. This js
ot arequest for the admission of the truth of eny relevant matter of fact, but rather seeks 2
response ta'a hypothetical quéstion which ig ‘improper.

78 That had 2 one to one sitter been. approved. for by the physician
responsible for his care on March that the Defendant siould have provided a otie to. one
sitter for before he fell on March

RESPONSE: Objection io the phrase “one to one sitter”, which'is unclear. This is
not a.réquest for the admission of the truth of anyrelevant:matter of fact, but rather seeks s
Tesponse 10 a hypothetical question which is improper.

79, That the physicisn or physicians responsible for the medical care of
onMarch wasfwere employed by the Defendant,

RESPONSE: Objection to ﬂiﬁ phrase “responsible for themeédical care”, whick s
unclear. Without waving its, dbjection Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request
because the information known or réadily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to
admit-or deny this request at this time,

80, “That the Defendant i3 aware of the name of the physician/physicians who
was/were primarity responsible for the medical carg of’ on March

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that, through the medical records, it is aware of the
physicians who provided-care to Mz, on March - However, as'to which physician
or physicians weére “primarily responsible”, Defendant canneither admit nor deny: this request’
because the information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is instifficient to enableit to
 admitor deny this request at this time. |

o 81. That - was one of the nursés who was caring for on
March:

RESPONSE: Admitted,

[y
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7 82. ‘That  was one of the nurses who was caring for on
March

RESPONSE: Denied becanise did not provide hands on care to Mr.
that day.

83. That the Defendant had & policy-in place on March ‘1o agsess the-fall
tisk of a patient who is admitted to its hospital.

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that it had-a patient fall risk policy, which applied to
some, bt niot all patients admitted fo the hospital, |

84. That the Defendant by and through its employecs, assessed ' fall
risk on March

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that a fall #isk assignment was performed.

85. That the Defendant by and fhrough ifs employees, assessed fall
risk en March :

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that a fall risk assignnient was performid.

, 86. That the Defendant by and throngh.its employees, assessed fall

risk on March ’

RESPONSE: Defendant adinits that o fall risk assignment was performed,

87. That in accordance with the assessment of o fall risk,

on March . was niot permitted 1o walk to' the bathroon in his hospital room
- RESPONSE: Objection. The phrase “not permitted” is unclear. Without waiving

and subject to ﬂ';_isf;}bjépti!)n,'Dﬁfend&nt:canneit;hcr admit nor deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendasit is ifisufficient lo enable it fo ‘admii or
deny this request at this time.

88. That in accordance with thie assessiment of: " fall rigk;

on March was not permitted fo walk fo the bathroom in his hospital room
unassisted,
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RESPONSE: Objection. The plirase “not permitted” is unclear, Without ‘walving
and subject to this-objection, Defendant can neither admit nor deny this requost becanse the
information known.or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or
deny this request at'this time;

89. That in secordance with the assessmieitt of * fail rigk,

-on March “was not permitted to walk to the bathroom in his-Hospital room
unassisted,

RESPONSE: Objection. The phrase “not permitted” is unclear. Without waiving.
and subject to this objection, Defendant can neither adgmit nior deny this request becanse the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admiit or
deny this request at this time.

90. Thatin accordance with the assessient of _ ! fall risk,
on March was net pertnitted to get out of his kospital bed unassisted.

RESPONSE: Objection. The phrase “not permitted” is undlear, Withiout waiving
and subject to this-objection, Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request becavse the
information known or readily Shtaiﬁaﬁle!by-lﬁcf@aéanfis insufficient to enable it to adrit or
deny this request at this tirie.

91. Thatif _ ‘attempied to wak to the bathroom uriassisted on March
» that this act would place him et increased risk of persoral injury from falling.

RESPONSE: Objection because the phrase “afternpted” to walk fo the battiroom is
vague and overly broad, Moreover, this:is not a-request for the admission.of the truth of any:
relevant matter of fact, but rather seeks a response to a hypothietical question.

92. That if attempted to walk to the batbroom in hig hospital room

unassisted on March that this act would place him at an increased risk of personal
injury from falling,

20



RESPONSE: Objection because the phrase “aftempited” to walk to the bathroont is
vague and overly broad. Moreover, this i¥ not a request for the admission of the truth of any
relevant matter of fact, but rather seeks a response to a hypothetical question,

93, Thatif attempted to walk to the bathiroom in his hospital room
unassisted on March’ ‘that this act-would place him at an increased risk of personal
mjury from falling.

‘RESPONSE; Objection because the phrase “atterripted” to walk to the bathroom is
vague and overly broad, Moreover, this is not a request for the admission of the truth of any
relevant matter of fact, but rather seeks a responseto a hypothetical question,

04, “That if] attempted to get out of his bed hospital room nngssisted
on March that this st would place him at an inereased risk of personal infury. from
falling,

RESPONSE: Objection because tha phrase “attempted to get putof tiis bed hospital
room” is vague and overly broad, Moreover, this is not a request for the admission of the truth
of any relevant matter of Tact, but rather seeks 8 response fo:a hypothetical question,

05, Thatif attempted to get-out of his bed hospital room unassisted
on Mach that this act would place him at an increased risk of personal injury from
falling. '

RESPONSE; Objection because the phrase “attempted to get out of his bed hospital
room" is vague and overly broad. Moreover, this.is not & request for the admission of the truth
of any relevant matterof fact, but raﬂzer-#s&lcs a response to.a hypothetical question,

96. That the Defendants was aware by and through its employees, that if

attempted to getout 6f his bed hospital room unassisted on March that this act
would place him at an increased risk of personal injury from falling, :
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RESPONSE: Objection because the phrase “attempted to get out of his bed hoapital
room” is vague and overly broad. Moreover, this isnot a request for fhe admission of fhe truth
of any relevant matter of fact, but rather seeks s response 10 2 hypothetical question.

97. That the nurses who had the responsibility for providing caré for

on March were aware of bis fall risk assessment.

RESPONSE: Deferidant admits that the nurses who provided care fo Mr. ]
were aware of this-fall risk assignment,

98, That the nurses who had the responsibility for providing care for
on March »'were awere of his fall risk-assessment.

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that the muses who provided care fo Mr. were
aware of his fall risk assignment.

§9. That the nurses who had the responsibility for providing care for
on March . were aware of his fall risk essessment,

RESPONSE: Defendant admits thit the nurscs who provided-care to Mr.  were
aware of his fall risk assi gament. -

100 That there were no personal restrints placed.on that would have
prevented him from getting out of'his Hospital bed and falling on March

RESPONSE: Objection. This request is unclear becanse the term “personal

restraints” is uncleer and therefore the request is denied.

101, That the Defendant had the hospital equipment/devices necessary fo physically
retrain ‘gnd: topre rent him. from getting ot of his bed and falling on March
but no such equipment/devices were nsed.

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that it had devices to assist in the physical restraint
of patients where medically mecgssary. It admits that physical restraints, sush s wrist Testraints,

vere not iséd in Me. ' care. Defendant denies the remainder of his interrogatory,



102. That all-of those persons named in the Defendant's Answer to Intcmgatory
Number 3 were-enployed by the Defendant at the time was 4 patient at the
Defendant Hospital.

RESPONSE: Admitted.

B 103. That the Defendant has in its possession a copy of the bill for medical services
provided to from March up to the date of his death,

RESPONSE: ‘Admitted.

104 ‘That the Defendant submitted the bill for medical seivices provided to'
from the time of his. fall-on March to the time of his death to Medicare for

payment.
RESPONSE: Defendant states that it can neither admit nor deny this request because
the information known or readily-obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or

deny-this request at this time.

105, Tharthe Defmdant received payment from Medicare:for the treatment that _
received at the Defendant's Hospital from March - through the time of his

death,
RESPONSE: Defendant states that it can neither adnit nor denty this request because

the information krown or readily obtainable by Deferidant is insufficient o' enable it to admif or

deny this reguest at this time.
106. “That the amount'of the Deferidant's bill for medijcal care provided o
from the time of his full on March , up unti] the time of his death was fair and
feasonable.

RESPONSE; Admitted.

107. That the medical care that Teceived at the Defendant Hospital
from March up until the time of his death was fair, reasonable, and medically

neCessary.
RESPONSE; Defendant states that i can neither admitnor deny this request because
the information knowx ot readily-obtainsble by Defendant is insufficient to-onable it to admit or

deny this request af fhis time,
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108, That no doctor employed at the Defendant's hospital had diagnosed
with a seizure disorder before his fall on March

RESPONSE: Defendant states that it can neither admit nor deny this request because
the information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to eiiable it to admit of
deny this request at this time.

109. That while was undergoing a CT gcar o March he
had a-seizure,

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that physician notes indicatethat Mr,©  hada
seizire on March argund the time of his:CT scan. Defendant can neither admit for
deny whether it occurred while be was undergoing the CT scan,

- 110. That the results of the brain scan as stated in the medieal records:at page of the
medical records provided by the Diefendant are trae and accurate.

RESPONSE: Objection. Defendant cannot respond to this request because it is

incomplete,

111. That .* death-certificate is a public record kept in the normal
cpurse of business and is accusate and genuine.

RESPONSE: ‘With regard to the first part of this request, Deféndant can neither
admit.nor deny because it is not aware of the protocols of the Division of Vital Records, Siate of
Maryland. The remainder of the reqiest is unclear. The Cerfificate of Death attached to these
requests appears to be genuine; Howw&; a8 fo- its aceuracy, this Deéfendant can neither admit
nor deny this réquest because the information known or'readily obtainable by Defendant is
insufficient to endbla it to adimit ordeny this request at this time,

112. That ! autopsy reportis a public.record kept inthe normal course
of business and is acourate and genume:

RESPONSE: Defendant canneither admit nor-deny this request because it is not

aware of the protocals of fhe Office of the Chief Medical Examiser.
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113. That ' death was accidental,

RESPONSE: Objection: The term “accidental” is unclear. Without waiving its
objection, states that it.can neither admit nor dény this request because the information known or
readily obtainablé by Defendant is insufficient fo enable it to admit or deny this request at this
time, |

114, That the Deputy Chief Medical Examiner. . M.D. determined that
“death wagaccidental. (See Exhibit 1.)

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that, according to the autopsy report, Dr,
opined that the “manner of death is accidental,”

115. That did not. dxc Trom natural causes,

RESPONSE: Objection. The term “natural causes” is unclear,. Without waiving its
objection, Defendant states that it can neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known.or readily-obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to-enable it to-admit or
deny this reqiiest at this time,

o 116. That " death was accidental and resulted from.complications
from his fall on March wifl the Defendant”s Hospital.

RESPONSE: Objection. The term “accidental” is usiclear, Defendant denics that
M. " death resulted from complications from his.fall.on March

N 117, That nosie of the physicians employed by the Defendant prior to being sued in
this case ever told. that > death was-caused by something other than

his fall on March
RESPONSE: Objection to the extent that this request appears to-presume that a
physiciai told Mrs.. that Mr, * death was caused by his fall on March

However, Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request because the information known or
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readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit o deny this request at this
time, ‘

118. Thatnone of the physicians employed by the Deféndant prior to being sued in
this case ever told - B that. . * death was caused by something other than his
fall on March’

RESPONSE: Objection to the extent that this request appears to presume that g
physician told Mr. ~ thatMr.  * death was caused by his fall on March-

However, Defendant car neither admit nor deny this request because the formation known or
readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to:admit or deny this request at this
time.

119, Thatnotie of the physicians employed by the Defendant prior to being sued in
this cas¢ ever-tild that * death was caused by something other than

his fall on March

RESPONSE: Objection to the extent that this requiest-appears to presumie that 4
physiciean told Mrs, that Mr. ‘death was caused by his fall an March
Hewever, Defendant ¢an neither admit nor deny this request because the information known or-
readily obtatnablé by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or deny this réquest at this
time,

120. ‘That nono of the physicians employed by the Defendant ever contacted the
Medical Examiner’s office to dispizte the cause of death finding on "death
certificate.

RESPONSE: Defendant cah tisither admit nor deny this rex st oihe
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to admit or
deny this request af this time;

. 121, That the'standard of medical care applicable to the treatmentof
at the Defendant’s Hospital is the same standard of medical care that would w5kt 3 similae

e,

skilled physician/nurse treating a patient with similar complaints and medical conditions at any
hospital in the Btate of Maryland.
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RESPONSE: Objcction. Defendant carnot admit or deny this request because if is
vague and overly broad and does not set forth specific standards of care to which the request
refers.

122, Thatthe:standard of care applicable. to-him for the freatmentof
at the Defendants Hospital is the same level and ‘standard of care that would apply to a patient
with similar complaints dnd medical conditions in the State of Florida.

RESPONSE: Objection. This request does not take sense. Morsover, Defendant
cannot sdmit or deny this request because it is vague and overly broad and does not set fortli
specific standards of care fo:which the request rofers.

’ 123. That'the Defendant does not claim that _ ‘ death 'was caused by the.
failiire of a medical provider to follow thé applicable standard of medical care.

RESPONSE: Defendant admiits that it does not claim that any of its-employees
failed to follow the applicable standards of care.

124. That none of the Defendant’s employees, past or current, will be providing
expert testirhony in this case.

RESPONSE: Defendant gan nieither admit nor deny this request because a decision:
as to whether an employee will provide expert testimony has not been maile at this time.

 125. That priorto falt on-March ‘he‘underwerit a CT sean.
and MR sgari of his brain at the Defendant’s Hospital.,

RESPONSE: Admitted.

126. That the CT scan and M.R.] scan of " brain conduicted at the
Defendant’s Hospital on.or about March 5 tid not reveal any acute brain injury. (See
Exhibits 3 and 4.

RESPONSE: Defendant can neither admit nor-deny this request because the
infofmation known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to-adimit or ‘

denty this request at this time,-
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127. That the 1mpressmn notes written on the medical report for MRI
brein scan conducted on March  stating “Negative for acute ischernin” was a true-and

correct diagnosis. {See Exhibit 4.)

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that this request acciirately restates part of the
impression of Dr. , the radiologist. However, as to whether the impression {s a true
and cofrect diagnosis, Defendant can neither admitnor deny this reguest because the information

known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable:it to admit or deny this request

at this time.
128. That theimpression nofes written on the medical report for MRI
brain scan conducted on March ;Stating, “... there is no acute intracrandal hemorrhage”™

‘was & trueand correct-diagnosis. ‘(See Exhibit 4.)

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that this request accurately restates partof the.
impression of Dr. . the radiologist. However, as to whether the impression is a frue
and correct diagnosis, Deferidant can neither admit ior deny this requiest because the information:
known or readily obtainable by Defendant is insufficient to enable itto admit or deny this requrest
gt thig fire,

129.. That the impression’ Totes written on the'medical Teport for ... ., €T
brain-scan conducted on Macch » Stating “No pew or concerning aeute findings™ wasa

true and correct diagnosis. {See Exhibit3.)

RESPONSE: Defendant admits that this request accurately restates part of fhe
impression of Dr. ; the radiologist. However, as to whether the impressior is a frue-
and comrect diagnosis, Defendant can neitlier admit nor d;z;y:ﬂﬁs regquest because the information

known'or readily obtainable by Defendant is insafficient to-enable it to admit or deny this request

at this time.
130, That the impression notes wrilten on the: medical report for R 64 4
Scan conducted on March staﬂng “I, Acute 2 om paxenshymal hemorrhage in the right

cerebellar hemisphere. 2. Contusion/hematoma in the 165 side bf the Tice” was a true #nd correct

diagnosis. (See Exhibit'5.)
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RESPONSE: Defendant admi ts that this request accurately restates the impression
of Dr.’ ; the radiologist. However, as to whether the impression is a true and correct
diagnosis, Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request because the information known or
readily obtainable by Defendant is iitsufficient fo eniable it to admit or deny this:request-at this
timre,

_ . 131 Thatthe “Acute 2 ém parenchymal hemorrhage in the right cercbellar
hemisphere. 2. Contusion/hematoma in the left side of the face,” as noted on the CT Report
Exhibit 5, was the ditect result of * fallin the Defendant’s Hospital on March

RESPONSE: Defendant cén neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known or réadily obtainable by Defendant is insufficiént té enable it 1o admit or
deny this request at this time.

132, That no Deféndant employee witnessed: have & seizure before he
fell on March : '

RESPONSE: Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request because the
inforniation known or readily obtainable by Défendant is insufficient to eriablé it 1o admitor
:deny*&lisfiequast at thistime, |

133. Than no medical expert retained by the Defendant, or etnployee of the
Defenidant, has rendered a medical opinion that the “Acute 2 cm parenchymal hemotrhiage in the
right cerebellar hemisphere, 2 Contuision/hematoma in the left side of the face,” a5 noted on the

CT Repiort, Exhibit 5, was caused by something other then fall in the
Defendant’s Hospital on March .

RESPONSE: Objection. Defendantis not required to idenitify the-experts that it
intends to-call at trial uniii May

| 134, That _ sustained some degree of conscious pain end suffering as a
direct result of his fall-in the Defendant's Hospital on March
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. RESPONSE: Défendant can neither-admit nor deny this request because the
-‘infarmatioﬁ;khdvm.or;-readily=pbtajnable’ by Defendant is insufficient to enable it to-admit or
deny this request at thig time.
135 That' | did not have the bruising on hisface that is depicted in the
phatographs provided to the Defendant upon his admission to the Defendant’s Hospital on
RESPONSE: Defendant can neither admit nor deny this request because the
information known or readily obtainable by Defendant is iusufficient to enable it to admit or

deny this request at thigtime. Defendant has requested photographs of Mr. |, prior to his

Attorneys for
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